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BACKGROUND NOTE FOR SESSION 4: BREAKOUT GROUPS ON CORPORATE 

GOVERNANCE AND BUSINESS INTEGRITY 

Introduction 

This part of the meeting will feature 3 separate breakout group discussion sessions, each dealing with 

a different aspect of the broad theme of “corporate governance and business integrity
1
”. Ideally, these 

sessions should be future-oriented, looking 10 or more years ahead, with an aim to flesh out what policy-

makers, regulators, stock exchanges or market participants can do to prepare better for the future.  

The theme of corporate governance and business integrity has been chosen against the backdrop of 

recent corporate scandals to which no industry or country appears to be immune. They have eroded market 

trust, affecting the foundation of doing business in an effective and sustainable fashion. The purpose of 

corporate governance is precisely to create an environment of trust, transparency and accountability 

necessary for obtaining long-term investment, financial stability and sustainable growth. How do corporate 

governance frameworks and company practices need to evolve to restore trust?  

The three following background notes are intended to provide a brief introduction to the issues and 

questions that will be discussed during each of the break-out group discussions scheduled during session 4 

of the Roundtable, addressing the corporate governance challenges associated with (i) building trust from 

the top, (ii) digital security risks and (iii) anti-corruption measures. The notes are provided to assist 

participants in preparing for and choosing which sessions to attend, but should not be interpreted as a list of 

recommendations from the OECD nor a limitation to what can be discussed in the sessions. 

The end of each issues note contains a list of questions that will also be circulated separately to 

participants ahead of the meeting to seek their preliminary feedback and perspectives on these issues. 

Participants are invited to respond to these questions on-line by no later than Thursday September 1
st
. The 

results will be consolidated and reported at the sessions to be used as a reference for discussions.  

                                                      
1
 For the purposes of this note, “business integrity policy” refers to internal company programmes, functions, 

processes or controls that seek to prevent, detect and address business conduct that violates national or 

international laws and regulations, including but not limited to securities and finance, competition, bribery 

of public officials, private sector bribery, cybercrime, data protection and privacy, environment, intellectual 

property and tax. 

http://survey.oecd.org/Survey.aspx?s=e20adaca37554764bb0eefb29ea5adde
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Session 4A: Building trust from the top 

Corporate misconduct, beyond corruption, is an item at the top of the agendas of regulators and 

policymakers all around the globe. As recently highlighted by the Financial Stability Board
2
, the Bank of 

England
3
, the Group of Thirty

4
 and many others looking at misconduct in the financial market in the 

aftermath of the financial crisis, improving corporate behaviour also requires improving the corporate 

governance of firms. 

The world is not lacking advice or tools to address the challenge of tackling corporate misconduct. 

The OECD, among others, is home to some of the world’s highest standards for promoting business 

integrity. They advise governments on how to create fair market conditions, and often provide companies 

with guidance on how to comply with the rules set by their governments. Governments and regulators also 

play an important role in establishing the legal framework for business conduct and undertaking 

enforcement actions when legal and regulatory requirements are not followed.  Yet misconduct prevails, 

even in large and sophisticated multinational enterprises, with grave consequences. Arguably, this is an 

implementation problem.  

As highlighted by the 2014 OECD Foreign Bribery Report
5
, an analysis of the 427 foreign bribery 

cases concluded since the entry into force of the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention
6
, senior management was 

involved in more than half of the cases—sometimes all the way to the CEO. At the launch of this report, 

the OECD Secretary General called therefore for placing the prevention of business crime at the centre of 

corporate governance. 

This requires a new approach to corporate culture and values, as it is clear by now that simply 

policing misconduct is not enough. What is needed is to understand the distance between what 

expectations for responsible corporate behaviour recommend and how they are implemented from the 

board until the end of the supply chain using the corporate governance structure of firms. Work conducted 

by the OECD in the update of the G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance supports these 

objectives, providing guidance about the responsibilities of the board to articulate a culture that embeds the 

right values and translates them into concrete governance measures.  

The Principles suggest a number of recommendations relevant for this discussion, including:  i) The 

board should demonstrate leadership to ensure that effective means of risk oversight are in place; ii) 

Companies with large or complex risks (financial and non-financial) should consider introducing adequate 

risk reporting systems, including direct reporting to the board, and iii) Companies are also well advised to 

establish and ensure the effectiveness of internal controls, ethics, and compliance programmes or measures 

to comply with applicable laws, regulations, and standards. 

                                                      
2
 See Financial Stability Board (FSB) Press Release for the 26 March 2015 meeting in Frankfurt, available at 

http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Press-Release-FSB-Plenary-Frankfurt-final-

26Mar15.pdf. 

3
 See Bank of England, Fair and Effective Markets Review, Final Report, June 2015, available at 

http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/markets/Documents/femrjun15.pdf. 

4
 See Group of Thirty, Banking Conduct and Culture: A Call for Sustained and Comprehensive Reform, July 2015, 

available online at http://group30.org/images/PDF/BankingConductandCulture.pdf.  

5
 See OECD (2014), Foreign Bribery Report: An Analysis of the Crime of Bribery of Foreign Public Officials, OECD 

Publishing, Paris. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264226616-en. 

6
 See OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, 2009 Recommendation for Further Combating Bribery of Foreign Public 

Officials in International Business Transactions, available at http://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-

bribery/oecdantibriberyconvention.htm. 

http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/governance/g20-oecd-principles-of-corporate-governance-2015_9789264236882-en
http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Press-Release-FSB-Plenary-Frankfurt-final-26Mar15.pdf
http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/wp-content/uploads/Press-Release-FSB-Plenary-Frankfurt-final-26Mar15.pdf
http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/markets/Documents/femrjun15.pdf
http://group30.org/images/PDF/BankingConductandCulture.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264226616-en
http://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/oecdantibriberyconvention.htm
http://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/oecdantibriberyconvention.htm
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How to implement all this is the key. The OECD has been studying the ways in which boards and 

senior managers are actually discharging these duties.
7
 The results show that significant progress has been 

made since the financial crisis, but as recent scandals have shown, companies still struggle to get this right 

and desired outcomes may take years. However, our work underscores that companies that seriously want 

to live up to their integrity commitments must support these ambitions with a well-defined internal 

structure of responsibilities, accountability and reporting.  

Fostering the right values and building a culture of integrity requires a clear “tone from the top” and 

committed leadership, underscored by clear lines of responsibility and strict accountability. This is easier 

said than done, of course, but it is the only meaningful way to ensure the success of our businesses, with a 

view to supporting economic efficiency, sustainable growth and financial stability. The main building 

blocks of such a framework are set out in the G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance, and it is the 

challenge of the board of directors and senior managers to ensure that the right structures and practices are 

effectively implemented and updated, using incentives and monitoring. 

This breakout session will try to answer the following question: how do business leaders build a 

culture of doing business with integrity as a key strategic objective going forward? It has been recognized 

that open support from board members and top executives is essential for the effectiveness of corporate 

officers’ work to implement business integrity policies.  How should such support be expressed? Through 

what concrete means available to the board?       

Questions: 

1. Is it a board responsibility to make sure the firm has a sufficiently robust business integrity 

framework? (i) Yes; (ii) No. 

2. In your own experience, what is the actual the degree of involvement of the board of directors 

with the design, implementation and review of firm's business integrity framework (policies, 

procedures, reporting, accountability)? (i) fully involved; (ii) partially involved; (iii) monitoring 

only; (iv) not involved.  

3. In your own experience, is the design, implementation and review of a firm's business integrity 

framework usually driven from the board or is it the responsibility of top managers that requires 

input from the board? (i) in most cases, this activity was driven from the board; (ii) in most cases, 

it was the responsibility of top managers that required input from the board; (iii) it is not possible 

to find a predominance of directors or top managers taking the initiative. 

4. Should the involvement of the board vary through the different stages of design, implementation 

and review? (i) the involvement should be greater in the design and review stages but could be 

smaller during the implementation stage; (ii) the board should just review the design of the firm's 

business integrity framework; (iii) the board should be equally involved in the three different 

stages.     

5. Should the board be involved when the work is outsourced to an expert consultant or delegated to 

the management? (i) Yes; (ii) No.  

6. Please rank the following solutions from the most useful to the least in order for the board to 

build trust from the top: (i) mandate a specialized committee of the board to oversee the issues of 

                                                      
7
 See the 2015 OECD report Corporate Governance and Business Integrity: A Stocktaking of Corporate Practices, 

available at http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/trust-business.htm. 

http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/trust-business.htm
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integrity (audit, risk or compliance committees, for example); (ii) create a compliance department 

headed by someone with direct access to the board; (iii) train board members and senior 

executives on their company`s business integrity policy and make them aware of its importance; 

(iv) use sustainability metrics to compensate the company`s top managers (environmental and 

social impact of the company, long-term profitability etc.); (v) hire external auditors to review the 

implementation of business integrity policies.  

7. Who should be involved in the evaluation of new projects, business partners and investments 

according to the business integrity framework beyond business managers? (i) the board; (ii) 

inside legal counsel; (iii) compliance and risk divisions; (iv) others (please specify).  

8. What should the role of corporate officers responsible for implementing the business integrity 

policy be? (i) consultative; (ii) advice; (iii) veto; (iv) other.  

9. What in your opinion should be the link between integrity and recruiting, the setting of KPIs or 

the definition of a remuneration policy? (i) strong link; (ii) medium link; (iii) no link.   

10. How would you suggest the board should weigh integrity considerations against other metrics - 

like performance? (i) less than 10% weight for integrity considerations; (ii) between 10% and 

25%; (iii) between 25% and 50%; (iv) more than 50%.  

11. How would you assess the evolution of the board's attention to integrity issues in the last few 

years? (i) increasing; (ii) the same; (iii) decreasing.  

12. In your professional experience, do corporate officers responsible for implementing the business 

integrity policy currently have an adequate level of autonomy from management, resources and 

authority? (i) in every company that I have personally worked with; (ii) in the majority; (iii) in 

about half; (iv) in the minority; (v) in none of them. 

13. Please rank the following measures from the most useful to the least in order for strengthening 

business integrity: (i) the deterrent of government enforcement of the law, including a well-

equipped investigative force and an efficient judiciary; (ii) adequate structure and policies of 

corporate governance, including an active role of the board of directors regarding business 

integrity; (iii) training and awareness-raising programmes that build recognition of the value of 

business integrity policies for the company`s reputation, which might affect relationships with 

business partners, customers, regulators and others; (iv) other (please specify) 

14. What should policy-makers and regulators in Latin America do differently in the future to 

support the development of a stronger culture of business integrity (please choose and rank as 

many choices as you consider relevant): (i) improve their capacity to investigate and apply heftier 

sanctions, including monetary ones and suspension from competition for public contracts; (ii) 

when wrongdoing is proved, apply not just fines but also force companies to implement a 

compliance programme; (iii) take into account the existence of a compliance programme as a 

mitigating factor in sentencing; (iv) target not only companies but also board members and senior 

executives; (v) address cross-border violations.     
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Session 4B: The digital economy and cyber security risks 

As the digital economy continues to advance and evolve (on-line sales, cloud computing, big data, 

social media, connected objects, etc.), companies have become increasingly exposed to digital security 

risks, also commonly referred to as cyber risks. The World Economic Forum has placed it top 5 among 

global risks. Many countries have reinforced their regulatory framework to better protect consumers and 

incentivize companies to adopt a proactive digital security risk management and privacy protection 

strategy.  

It is estimated that cyber attacks represent a USD 400 billion a year loss for businesses, including 

direct damage and missed commercial opportunities.
8
Accidental loss of companies’ own or someone else’s 

data (e.g., through system failure) could also represent relevant financial and reputational losses, given the 

economic importance of data and privacy issues involved. It is surprising, therefore, to notice that many 

companies do not devote adequate effort to protect themselves against losses arising from cyber risks. For 

example, Marsh – an insurance broker and risk management company – reports that only 2% of large UK 

businesses had stand-alone cyber insurance in 2014. One possible explanation for the lack of cyber risk 

awareness by the boards is that not much is publicly known about the occurrence of cyber attacks and 

failures, since many companies try to conceal them due to reputational concerns.  

The OECD`s Recommendation on Digital Security Risk Management for Economic and Social 

Prosperity calls on business and government leaders to consider digital security issues as an economic risk 

rather than solely as a technical, criminal or national security challenge. Taking into account the increasing 

importance of the digital economy and the best practices promoted by international organizations such as 

the OECD
9
, raising the awareness of boards of directors about digital security risks will be of critical 

importance. The challenge will be how to ensure that company boards and management have the necessary 

knowledge and corporate governance practices in place that may facilitate development of an effective 

cyber risk management strategy that increases resilience without preventing innovation. A key element of 

this may be translating the technical risks related to digital security vulnerabilities into financial risks, 

which are more easily understood by directors and senior executives. This process might be easier in 

industries such as the financial sector where information technology has traditionally been central for their 

success, but, in other cases, it might be especially difficult to integrate IT officers, key executives and 

directors in the risk management and decision-making process.  

The challenge is how to ensure that key executives and boards have knowledge of the business impact 

of cyber risk or have access to the necessary risk management expertise. This may be achieved, for 

example, by hiring specialized consultants, through the exchange of experiences with industry peers, or as 

a secondary benefit of contracting cyber insurance. This last case stems from the fact that, when 

considering coverage for digital security risks, insurance companies will usually transfer their expertise in 

understanding threats and vulnerabilities and the most effective forms of risk management to companies, 

such as relevant security standards and third party audits. Nevertheless, the management of digital security 

risks is likely to be complex, since high levels of uncertainty are expected in a digital economy, due to the 

fact that technologies and their attached risks are always changing and, therefore, past disruptions may 

have only limited predictive value.   

Policy makers and regulators might decide to intervene because of the coordination problems faced 

both by companies and individuals. The former might need the government to mandate the reporting of 

                                                      
8
 According to an estimate of the insurance company Lloyd`s presented on January 2015: 

http://fortune.com/2015/01/23/cyber-attack-insurance-lloyds. 

9
 The Directorate for Financial and Enterprise Affairs of the OECD and the Working Party on Security and Privacy in 

the Digital Economy are currently developing a project on cyber risk insurance. 

http://www.oecd.org/sti/ieconomy/digital-security-risk-management.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/sti/ieconomy/digital-security-risk-management.pdf
http://fortune.com/2015/01/23/cyber-attack-insurance-lloyds
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incidents such as network breaches, which would help companies and insurers understand the existing risks 

and, therefore, how to better prepare for them. The latter may demand from the government the regulation 

of minimum standards of data protection by companies due to privacy concerns. Moreover, governments 

might have to take part in cyber security issues due to the systemic importance of many networks, such as 

those responsible for payment systems, for the economy as a whole
10

. 

Finally, it is important to note that companies are not only victims of cyber attacks, but a few of them 

are also responsible for losses to others in the digital economy, with or without the knowledge of their 

boards. This might include, for example, corporate espionage or anti-competitive practices such as raising 

switching-costs for Internet platform consumers. Directors and key executives must consider that such 

practices might represent a significant liability for the company and, for that reason, they should develop a 

corporate integrity policy that deals with digital  security issues.  

Questions: 

1. How can directors and senior executives protect the confidentiality and integrity of the 

information and information systems of the company from risk of financial loss, disruption or 

reputational damage resulting from a digital security attack (if multiple choices are selected, 

please rank them)? (i) develop a digital security risk management policy that includes monitoring 

and reporting of such risks; (ii) establish officers clearly responsible for deciding how to deal 

with foreseeable digital security risks (e.g., nomination of a chief cyber risks officer) with the 

supervision of the board; (iii) contract an insurance policy for the most important digital security 

risks faced by the company; (iv) interact with other companies in the same industry to jointly 

manage cyber risks, given the similarities of challenges and interconnectivity among different 

companies; (v) others. 

2. What explains the low take-up levels of corporate cyber risk insurance (if multiple choices are 

selected, please rank them)? (i) senior executives do not fully appreciate the relevance of cyber 

risks for their companies or do not have adequate incentives to consider them in their decision-

making process; (ii) there is not enough publicly available information on cyber attacks and 

failures to enable an efficient operation of the insurance market, which causes excessively high 

insurance rates; (iii) it is intrinsic to the innovative nature of the digital economy having 

unknown risks and, therefore, there are limitations to the development of comprehensive 

insurance policies. 

3. How should the government regulate digital security risks (if multiple choices are selected, please 

rank them): (i) mandate the reporting of network privacy breaches and/or facilitate the sharing of 

data on cyber attacks and failures in order to help companies and insurers understand the existing 

risks; (ii) determine minimum standards of data protection due to privacy concerns and specific 

mitigation of digital security risk measures in sensitive industries such as health care; (iii) require 

the adoption of a digital security risk management policy in some sensitive industries in order to 

make the board explicitly consider what the risks are and how the company will deal with them; 

(iv) apply heftier sanctions in the case of private information leakage; (v) it is not advisable for 

the government to regulate digital security risks.  

                                                      
10

 The United States’ Presidential Policy Directive 21 of 2013 and the EU Directive 2008/114/EC both identify 

critical infrastructures as being potential targets of cyber disruptions where the threat is a major concern.   
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Session 4C: Getting ahead of the anti-corruption curve 

While in the first breakout session, the discussion is intended to focus more broadly on business 

integrity policies, this session focuses more narrowly on corruption and particularly measures to fight 

bribery at the corporate level
11

. This focus – comprising both private sector companies and state-owned 

enterprises – is justified by the considerable losses recently suffered by some companies in Latin America 

due to corruption and the current boost in anti-bribery enforcement in the region, described further below.   

Directors and senior executives are ultimately responsible for the companies they manage, including 

their involvement in bribery and other business crimes. The senior leadership might actively participate in 

those crimes or simply make their occurrence more probable due to the lack of an effective integrity policy 

programme. Their incentives for acting with integrity and for developing an adequate compliance system 

are twofold. First, the senior leadership may proactively recognize that they have a moral duty to act within 

the legal framework and that their companies benefit in the long-term if they contribute to a business 

environment based on trust and fairness. Second, business leaders might decide that, in a context where the 

chances of being sanctioned are high, the commitment of business crimes is not worth it either for them 

individually or for their companies.       

Efforts have been made on both fronts during the last few years. Each and every leader’s summit and 

international organisation is actively pursuing to step up the enforcement and compliance efforts to prevent 

business crimes, focusing particularly on bribery. The U.S., the UK and many other countries have 

renewed their commitments to prosecute corporate corruption well beyond their own borders to ensure a 

level playing field for international transactions, while growing attention to corruption and efforts to 

prosecute it has also been seen domestically in Latin American countries. An increasing number of Latin 

American countries have also adhered to or are undergoing processes to adhere to the OECD’s Convention 

on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business Transactions, which has 

increased pressure to strengthen the enforcement against bribery offences in many countries. 

The US Department of Justice and the SEC have been especially active in investigating Latin 

American cases based on the Foreign Corruption Practices Act (“FCPA”). According to data collected by 

the Rock Center for Corporate Governance, Stanford Law School, between 2006 and 2016, individuals and 

enterprises were tried based on the FCPA in 54 different cases in the region, including 12 in Mexico, 10 in 

Argentina and 8 in Brazil and Venezuela respectively
12

. As a consequence of those investigations, some 

businessmen were sentenced to jail (for periods over 3 years in some cases), and a number of enterprises 

and individuals received fines of more than USD 1 million each. This recent surge in the number of 

corruption investigations and sanctions has been possible due to (i) a flexible interpretation of the FCPA, 

which allows any corruption scheme that uses the US banking or telecom systems, for example, to be tried 

there, and (ii) an increasing investment of resources in the investigation of foreign cases.  

The risk of being sanctioned due to corruption practices in Latin America has also increased because 

of local authorities’ work. In Brazil, for instance, as a result of the “Car Wash” investigation coordinated 

by the federal police and prosecutors, dozens of the most senior politicians and executives in the country 

have been sentenced to jail because of corruption practices. The financial effects of the ongoing 

                                                      
11

 While corruption in this context may also refer to other corporate business crimes such as fraud and insider trading, 

this note focuses particularly on bribery of both public officials and private sector bribery.   

12
 See Combate Contra la Corrupción Internacional y Enfoque en América Latina: Ley FCPA y Nuevo Programa del 

Departamento de Justicia de los Estados Unidos, Evan Epstein, 2016. 

https://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/ConvCombatBribery_ENG.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/ConvCombatBribery_ENG.pdf
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2774491
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2774491
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investigation have also been significant for some companies due to restrictions to contract with the state, 

payments required under leniency agreements, and reputational losses, among other reasons
13

.   

It is not without reason, therefore, that some companies in Latin America have been increasingly 

investing in anti-corruption programmes during the last few years
14

. This movement has arguably been 

motivated for three reasons. First, the senior leadership may have been convinced that it is economically 

and ethically better to do business with integrity. Second, they might have signed leniency agreements with 

the competent authorities, which often include the obligation to develop such programmes
15

. Third, 

companies might be incentivized to develop anti-corruption programmes, because having such compliance 

structures in place before the commitment of a business crime may result in a reduction of the applied 

sanction
16

. The first of the three reasons might be regarded as the ideal one, because of the genuine 

involvement of the senior leadership, but the other two may give rise to an effective compliance 

programme as well depending on the approach of the authorities involved. 

In any case, the commitment of the senior leadership is insufficient in itself to prevent corruption; 

companies must also have a compliance system that involves all levels of management. An initial and very 

practical solution could be, for example, to mandate a specialized committee of the board to oversee the 

issues of integrity and create a compliance department headed by someone selected by the board. 

Moreover, the board could require key managers to obtain training on the company`s code of ethics and to 

link their compensation to integrity-based measures.  

From a bottom-up perspective, it may be important to guarantee autonomy from management and 

adequate resources to the corporate officers responsible for the implementation of the anti-corruption 

policy, as recommended by the OECD`s Good Practice Guidance on Internal Controls, Ethics and 

Compliance. Likewise, it may make a significant difference to nominate someone with direct access to the 

board to receive internal whistle-blower reports and offer adequate protection to those who report in good 

faith. Likewise, frequent compliance-based audits might help the company to evaluate the effectiveness of 

the whole business anti-corruption policy.  The efficacy of specific anti-corruption measures, nevertheless, 

will depend on the company industry, size and social context
17

.   

For state-owned enterprises, there may be additional aspects to take into account. They may arguably 

be more exposed to the risk of corruption and bribery than private sector companies, due in large part to 

vulnerabilities raised by their proximity to government. For example, in some jurisdictions, SOEs might 

face lenient anti-corruption law enforcement where government officials or persons connected to them 

directly manage the company and public institutions fail to independently fulfil their duty to sanction 

                                                      
13

 The company Andrade Gutierrez, for example, agreed to pay c. USD 250 million as part of its leniency agreement.  

14
 For example, Petrobras restructured its compliance and risk areas in 2015, creating a new division with more than 

350 employees and the position of chief governance, risk and compliance officer, who is selected by the 

board.  

15
 This is possible, for example, according to the DOJ`s “Pilot Program”.  

16
 This is the case, for example, with Brazil`s Anti-Bribery Law, Article 7. 

17
 OECD`s Good Practice Guidance on Internal Controls, Ethics and Compliance states that “effective 

internal controls, ethics, and compliance programmes or measures for preventing and detecting foreign 

bribery should be developed on the basis of a risk assessment addressing the individual circumstances of a 

company, in particular the foreign bribery risks facing the company (such as its geographical and industrial 

sector of operation)”. 

https://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/44884389.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/daf/anti-bribery/44884389.pdf


9 

 

corruption practices
18

. Likewise, SOEs may be especially prone to corruption risks due to their tendency to 

operate in high-risk industries (e.g., oil and gas, utilities and banking)
19

 and to the fact that their controlling 

shareholder may not have the incentives to invest in integrity policies even when they are clearly advisable 

in the long term. For example, politicians who make decisions in the name of the state often stay only for 

short periods in the government and, therefore, may not suffer personally from crises due to the inadequacy 

of integrity policies
20

.  

Questions 

1. How effectively are companies in your country (within Latin America) adapting to the changing 

landscape of actions against corruption during the last decade? (i) The corporate governance 

practices have substantially improved in order to prevent corruption; (ii) Some corporate rules 

and practices have formally been improved, but they were not able to effectively change the 

likelihood of business crimes happening; (iii) With the exception of rare cases, companies have 

not adapted as a consequence of the change in the landscape.       

2. Rank the following solutions from the most useful to the least in order to fight corruption at the 

corporate level in the region? (i) Development and dissemination of a code of ethics; (ii) 

establishment of a whistle-blower mechanism; (iii) creation and enforcement of an anti-bribery 

compliance system overseen by a specialized committee of the board; (iv) create a compliance 

department headed by someone with direct access to the board; (v) external audit using 

international audit standards.            

3. Do measures to fight corruption at the corporate level in Latin America need to be different for 

SOEs? Yes/No 

4. What could the government as the controlling shareholder do to reduce the risk of SOEs` 

executives and employees taking part actively or passively in corruption practices (if multiple 

choices are selected, please rank them)? (i) guarantee that the best professionals are chosen as 

directors, that their goals are transparently set and, finally, that they have authority to fulfil their 

functions (e.g., selecting the CEO); (ii) implement corporate governance practices that are at least 

as strict as those required for privately-held companies, including the same accounting, auditing 

and reporting requirements for individual SOEs; (iii) encourage a culture of greater 

accountability by publishing aggregate reports on the activities and performance of SOEs and 

how they contrast with privately-held companies; (iv) reinforce the capacity of the government’s 

internal control institutions to audit SOEs. 

                                                      
18

 As a matter of fact, this may be the case even in relation to minority shareholder activism where institutional 

investors are directly or indirectly dependent on government officials’ decisions, such as the concession of 

subsidised loans.  

19
 See OECD 2014, The Size and Sectoral Distribution of SOEs in OECD and Partner Countries, OECD Publishing, 

Paris and Transparency International 2011, Bribe Payers Index 2011 for, respectively, data on the 

distribution of SOEs by sectors and an analysis that shows that many of the industries with high 

concentration of SOEs have a higher than average involvement with corruption.  

20
 For a more complete discussion of specific challenges for SOEs on anti-corruption, please refer to Stocktaking of 

Anti-Corruption and Business Integrity Measures for Southern African SOEs, OECD, 2015.   

http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/size-sectoral-distribution-soes-oecd-partner-countries.htm
http://www.transparency.org/bpi2011
http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/Stocktaking%20Anti-Corruption%20Integrity%20Measures%20for%20Southern%20African%20SOEs.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/Stocktaking%20Anti-Corruption%20Integrity%20Measures%20for%20Southern%20African%20SOEs.pdf

