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Executive Summary

Historically, combating corruption was largely regarded as a domestic issue, with limited
recognition of its international dimensions. However, in recent decades the push for
enhanced governance, transparency, and accountability has gained prominence as a
global priority, fostering the development of multiple international anticorruption initiatives.
Currently, numerous international organizations are involved in the fight against corruption,

coordinating the efforts of public and non-profit actors at national and local levels.

This report examines the global governance of anti-corruption policy efforts, focusing on its
evolution, key actors involved, and the initiatives designed to combat it. It begins by
exploring the historical context that led to the recognition of corruption as a global
challenge rather than a merely national concern. Subsequently, it systematically maps and
classifies the main actors involved in the global governance of anti-corruption efforts,
including formal and informal intergovernmental organizations, private entities, and civil

society groups. Here we highlight their roles and the tools they have developed.

The report also examines the major challenges global anti-corruption governance has
faced in recent years, considering, in particular, recent trend toward weaponization of
cross-country anti-corruption instruments. Actually, a parallel logic has emerged in anti-
corruption governance, one in which multi-lateral efforts and initiatives co-exist with
countries’ strategies driven by geo-political and economic concerns. To examine in detail
such conflicting trends, we identify different key issues in our discussion. First, we focus on
the concerns about the effectiveness of existing international rules taking into account the
existence of many international agreements. Second, we highlight the scarcity of
preventive instruments to mitigate undue influence practices, including the limited use of
sanctions against such practices. Third, we note the absence of adequate responses in
the multi-lateral approaches to anti-corruption governance to the weaponization of

corruption and undue practices when conflicts between states arise.

The report concludes with a discussion on the current transformations in the governance
of anti-corruption policies, driven by strategic goals of major countries, which are
weakening existing multilateral arrangements that have largely contributed to an

expanding multi-polar system during previous decades. This new system is increasingly

10

BRIDGEAAP

i




mmmmmmmmmnmnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmn

domestically and internationally on their own, eventually using anti-corruption tools to

collaborations supporting them.
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1. Introduction

Corruption has severe negative consequences for society. Empirical research has shown
that corruption obstructs economic progress (Mauro 1995; Wei 2000), exacerbates income
inequality and poverty (Gupta, Davoodi, and Alonso-Terme 2002), diminishes the welfare
of workers (Fisman and Golden 2017), and negatively impacts overall citizen wellbeing
(Tay, Herian, and Diener 2014). Moreover, corruption ultimately erodes the fundamental
democratic principle of equal access to political institutions and public services (Rothstein
and Varraich 2017), as any form of corruption by public officials or politicians inevitably
leads to preferential treatment of certain citizens over others. While national corruption is
related to the public-private interface in domestic politics, cross-country corruption involves

actors or transactions across national borders (Johnston and Kubbe 2025).

This deliverable is part of the WP 3 of the EU funded Bridge Gap project, corresponding to
the task T3.3.: Weaponization of Cross-Border Undue influence in a Multi-Polar World.
While the Bridge Gap project as a whole deals with the need to bridge the gaps between
evidences, regulation and impact in current anticorruption policies across the world, the
purpose of WP 3 is to focus on the international dimension, aiming to identify major areas
of cross-border undue influence and induced corruption, examining the interplay of states
operating beyond their borders and the transnational community promoting anti-corruption
practices world-wide. This deliverable concentrates on examining the global governance of
anti-corruption policies and the rising trend towards weaponization of corruption and anti-

corruption in a fragmented and turbulent international arena.

Although a well-established consensus now exists among both academics and
practitioners regarding the harmful effects of corruption and the need to fight corruption at
multiple levels and achieve good governance, this was not always the case (Mungiu-
Pippidi 2020). For decades, corruption related problems, and anti-corruption strategies as
such, have been almost completely ignored in the international agenda. Until the mid-
1970s, corruption was often viewed as a common by-product of business and was
sometimes even seen as beneficial for ‘greasing the wheels’ of economic activity (Leff
1964) and to overcome bureaucratic inefficiencies, so common in many countries.
Additionally, corruption was primarily considered a domestic political issue that each

country was expected to manage on its own, placing it outside the scope of international
12
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organisations like the World Bank or the IMF, to refer to the more relevant ones in global
development policies. The World Bank, for example, based on its Articles of Agreement
prohibiting interference in the domestic political affairs of sovereign states, refrained from

addressing corruption issues for years since its establishment (Vogl 2016).

It was not until the 1990s that corruption was acknowledged as a significant international
problem, which resulted in an explosive growth of the global anti-corruption agenda and
the enactment of several international regulations designed to tackle corruption on a global
scale (De Man, WP). However, as the definition of corruption is quite elusive, given the
multiple dimensions involved and the variety of local adaptations, and the large number of
conceptualizations proposed, here we assume corruption as a social problem existing in
multiple dimensions of the economic and political life, that requires effective public policies

to address it and reduce or eliminate its impact (Mungiu-Pippidi, Slllari, and Latin 2025).

At the international level, several policy initiatives have aimed to identify corruption
behaviour in different dimensions. For example, the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention was
introduced in 1997 to criminalise the bribery of foreign public officials, aiming to create a
level playing field in international business transactions. This initiative complemented the
U.S. Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA) and encouraged the global expansion of anti-
corruption laws. Subsequently, in 2003, the United Nations Convention Against Corruption
(UNCAC) was adopted, becoming the most comprehensive international treaty against
corruption, addressing prevention, criminalisation, international cooperation, and asset
recovery. These agreements marked a significant shift, establishing corruption as a critical

global issue necessitating coordinated action.

Nevertheless, national anti-corruption agencies are often identified in international
agreements as one of the most effective institutional responses to corruption (De Sousa
2010). For instance, Article 6 of the United Nations Convention against Corruption
(UNCAC) obliges each State Party to establish or maintain one or more agencies
dedicated to preventing corruption. These agencies are responsible for implementing anti-
corruption policies and promoting public awareness regarding corruption prevention. The
Convention underscores that these entities must possess sufficient independence to
perform their duties effectively and without undue influence. Organisations such as the
OECD, Transparency International, and various intergovernmental conventions also

13
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advocate for the creation of independent anti-corruption authorities (Mascio, Maggetti, and
Natalini 2022). Consequently, national-level solutions remain a frequently proposed key

strategy to tackle corruption.

The current global endorsement of good governance is unprecedented. While some
aspects of human rights continue to be contested, the right to a corruption-free
government has gained universal recognition (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023). This is clearly
demonstrated by the unanimous support for the UNCAC, ratified by up to 190 countries,
despite its impact on controlling corruption remains unclear. Actually, practical
enforcement mechanisms for UNCAC are lacking, and some informal tolerance to
corruption still exists, but the treaty has been successful in promoting global norms and
policy objectives of good governance (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023). As we document in this
report, the development of anti-corruption trans-governmental networks operating globally,
regionally or even sub-regionally is also impressive. In recent decades, a wide variety of
specialized networks have emerged in this policy area, focusing on different fronts of the
international combat against corruption, including money laundering, law-making or aid-

related programs.

In this report, we explore the global governance of anti-corruption policies. We begin by
situating the analysis within the broader historical context that transformed corruption from
a predominantly domestic issue into a global policy challenge. This shift, driven by
economic globalisation, transnational financial flows, and the diffusion of governance
norms, has elevated corruption to the forefront of international political agendas and
prompted new modes of cooperation among states and non-state actors (Aissaoui and
Fabia 2021; Cooley and Shaman 2017, Elliott, 2024; Khalel et al. 2023). So, anti-
corruption global governance faces different policy dimensions: a) supporting and
promoting policy implementation at the national level, b) combating cross-country
corruption and related trans-national networks, and c) identifying and persecuting global

sources of corruption.

The deliverable then systematically maps and classifies the principal actors engaged in
global anti-corruption efforts to advance any of these three dimensions, or all three
together. Beyond national states operating on their own, this includes (i) formal
intergovernmental organisations (FIGOs), (ii) informal intergovernmental networks, (iii)
14
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private sector and hybrid entities, (iv)and a wide array of civil society groups and advocacy
coalitions. For each category, we identify its institutional characteristics, strategic roles,
and the policy tools it deploys - from monitoring mechanisms and reporting systems to

soft-law instruments, compliance frameworks, and integrity standards.

By adopting this comprehensive approach, the study aims to make a significant
contribution to the existing literature. It sheds new light on the expanding influence of
informal intergovernmental organisations (11GOs), whose flexible structures and network-
based forms of cooperation often allow them to advance anti-corruption norms in ways that
complement or even surpass formal institutions. Moreover, it underscores the critical role
of civil society organizations (CSOs), not only as watchdogs or agenda-setters, but also as
co-producers of global norms, standards, and accountability mechanisms. Together, these
insights offer an enriched understanding of how diverse actors shape and sustain global

anti-corruption governance.

After illustrating the current anti-corruption global governance approaches, the report
examines three major challenges they face. In our view, these are the primary challenges
facing global anti-corruption governance, and the observed trends are likely to influence its
future. First, despite the proliferation of international agreements and standards over the
past decades, there are persistent concerns about the effectiveness of these rules,
particularly regarding enforcement and measurable impact. Second, many international
and regional regimes still suffer from a marked scarcity of preventive mechanisms capable
of deterring undue influence and related integrity risks. This includes not only a limited
repertoire of tools to identify and mitigate such practices in advance, but also the underuse
of sanctions when undue influence or integrity violations are detected. Third, global anti-
corruption frameworks have been slow to respond to the weaponisation of corruption, that
is, the strategic use of corruption allegations or integrity-related practices as instruments of
political confrontation when conflicts between states intensify. The lack of consistent
international reactions in such cases reveals significant governance gaps and underscores

the need for more resilient and politically insulated mechanisms.

The report concludes with a discussion of the ongoing transformations that are reshaping
the global governance of anti-corruption policies. These changes are simultaneously
weakening established multilateral initiatives and contributing to the emergence of a more
15
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fragmented, multi-polar governance landscape (Jordana et al. 2024; Zirn 2018, Hale,
Held, and Young 2013). Traditional multilateral institutions -once the primary drivers of
international anti-corruption cooperation- face declining political support, increasing
geopolitical tensions, and growing contestation over their legitimacy and effectiveness. As
a result, their capacity to promote shared standards and coordinated global action has

diminished.

In this context, a new configuration is taking shape, characterised by a multiplicity of
national anti-corruption strategies pursued autonomously by states while a complex multi-
lateral policy regime operates in parallel with many interlinkages to states agencies and
institutions active ion anti-corruption efforts. Many governments are developing their own
policy frameworks to combat corruption both domestically and internationally, often
leveraging unilateral or extra-territorial tools. At the same time, rather than relying on broad
multilateral platforms, states increasingly articulate bilateral initiatives or limited regional
arrangements tailored to their geopolitical interests, regulatory preferences, or security

concerns.

Taken together, these trends point toward a global anti-corruption order in which
cooperation is more selective, decentralised, and strategically driven. While this multi-polar
configuration may generate pockets of innovation and new forms of collaboration, it also
risks deepening regulatory fragmentation and reducing the coherence of global efforts to

curb corruption.
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2. Combating corruption: a global public good at stake?

2.1. Defining anti-corruption norms as a global public good

Corruption is defined as "the abuse of public office for private gain” (World Bank 1997). A
key weakness of this definition is its legal relativism as it does not specify the types of
actions that constitute abuse of public office, potentially making it dependent on the
legislation of each country and thus culturally relativistic (Teorell and Rothstein 2009). To
address this ambiguity, Kurer (2005) includes the concept of impartiality in the definition,
arguing that “corruption involves a holder of public office violating the impartiality principle
in order to achieve private gain” (Kurer 2005, p. 230). This shift anchors the concept in a
more universally applicable ethical standard. According to the author, a breach of
impartiality is generally understood in a universal sense and is not influenced by differing

cultural interpretations of terms like "abuse" of public power.

The public good underpinning the global governance of corruption is often articulated
through the concept of quality of government (QoG), defined by Teorell and Rothstein
(2009) as “impartiality in the exercise of public authority” (p. 166). This conception has
been influential in connecting anti-corruption to broader principles of good governance and
institutional integrity. According to this view, while democracy is essential for achieving
quality of government, it is not sufficient on its own. Democracy involves ensuring equal
access to political power, while QoG focuses on how that power is exercised; specifically,
whether it is used impartially and in accordance with public rules rather than private
interests. Teorell and Rothstein further elaborate that impartiality entails the principle that
“‘when implementing laws and policies, government officials shall not consider anything
about the citizen/case that is not beforehand stipulated in the policy or the law” (2009, p.
170).

Mungiu-Pippidi (2023) refers to the normative foundation of good governance as ethical
universalism, defined as “the moral principle that everybody ought to be treated with equal
and impartial positive consideration” (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023, p. 7). This principle underpins
many contemporary anti-corruption efforts by establishing that access to public goods and
services should be governed by objective, merit-based, and non-discriminatory criteria,

rather than by private connections or informal exchanges.
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The literature often conceptualises the quality of government as a continuum: at one end,
states should function impersonally, guided by equality, impartiality, and merit; at the other,
states are influenced by private interests, with public allocation based on personal
connections rather than merit. In the former case, corruption is considered a deviation from
the prevailing norm of good governance, while in the latter, it becomes the norm rather
than the exception (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023; Mungiu-Pippidi and Johnston 2017).). When
states are influenced by private interest, corruption is systematically embedded and

becomes the expected mode of governance.

This continuum has been described through various theoretical lenses, including
impartiality versus favouritism (Rothstein and Varraich 2017), inclusive versus extractive
institutions (Acemoglu and Robinson 2013), or ethical universalism versus particularism
(Mungiu-Pippidi 2006). Despite these terminological differences, scholars largely converge
around the fundamental principles of this framework, viewing good governance as a

continuum and considering the attainment of ethical universalism as a policy objective.

Yet while ethical universalism serves as a compelling global ideal, the extent to which it is
internalised, institutionalised, or even recognised as desirable varies substantially across
countries and International Organisations (I0s). Understanding the global public good at
stake in anti-corruption governance requires situating these normative principles within
their historical and institutional trajectories and recognising that governance norms do not
emerge or spread in a vacuum. They are interpreted, contested, and reshaped in response
to each country's political-economy. Thus, to understand how impartiality and ethical
universalism became embedded in global policy agendas, it is necessary to explore the
historical evolution of these norms and the conditions under which they have gained
international legitimacy. In addition, when focusing on cross-country corruption, these
potential differences and sensibilities across countries about global governance norms
based on ethical universalism assume the risk of becoming somehow contested, or at
least differently interpreted and nuanced according to countries different historical,

political, and social trajectories.

The concepts of separating the private and public spheres, as well as ensuring citizens'
impartial access to judicial institutions and politics, have deep historical roots (Mungiu-
Pippidi 2023). The core conceptualisation of which patterns in public-private exchanges
18
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constitute undisputed undue influence or direct corruption behaviour has not been easily to
distillate until recent years. And this understanding was essential to combat cross-country
corruption dynamics, which require at least some bilateral collaboration. Their recognition
as global policy objectives, endorsed by international organisations and embedded in anti-
corruption governance frameworks, is a relatively recent phenomenon. However, since the
1990s, a growing transnational consensus has emerged around norms, such as
impartiality, transparency, and accountability, as essential components of good
governance and necessary conditions for development. These principles are now reflected
in global instruments, such as the United Nations Convention against Corruption
(UNCAC), the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, and the Sustainable Development Goal 16.

Nevertheless, the uptake and application of these norms vary widely across countries. In
many lower-income, postcolonial, or post-authoritarian states in different parts of the world,
corruption is often embedded in clientelist networks, where public resources are used to
consolidate political support or manage social obligations. In these contexts, practices
deemed corrupt under international standards may function as stabilising or redistributive
mechanisms (Khan 2005). By contrast, in countries with consolidated bureaucratic
institutions and legal accountability, as in the European Union (EU), corruption tends to be
understood as an exception to the rule, rather than its organising logic. However, this does
not prevent the responsibility of advanced economies in tolerating cross-country
corruption, or the persistence of corruption pockets in some policy areas. In any case, and
despite such cases, country divergences highlight the importance of contextualising global
anti-corruption efforts within the institutional and historical specificities of each case
(Johnston and Kubbe 2025). The next section explores the historical context and the shift
in social norms that led to the widespread acceptance of international cooperation as

essential for combating corruption.
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2.2. The institutional development of anti-corruption global governance

In the 1960s and 1970s, most multilateral development agencies, such as the World Bank,
or the regional development banks, refrained from addressing corruption in developing
countries, citing a desire to avoid political interference. For instance, the World Bank
avoided engaging with the issue for many years, relying on its Articles of Agreement,
which prohibited involvement in the domestic political affairs of sovereign states. As a
result, corruption was treated primarily as a domestic political issue rather than an
international concern (Vogl 2016). At that time, national governments also were not
involved in any cross-country initiative to prevent corruption, on the contrary, they easily
contributed to the expansion and success of their domestic companies abroad, with little

regard for the moral principles their behaviour was distressing.

In fact, contemporary international anti-corruption law can be traced back to the political
reforms enacted following the Watergate scandal in the United States (Cater, 2013). The
investigation revealed a scheme of illegal campaign donations to the Nixon Administration
from American corporations with money laundered overseas, as well as widespread
bribery by American firms in foreign countries. This scandal underscored the urgent need
for legal reforms to curtail corporate misconduct in international business and catalysed
the enactment of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA). The FCPA was enacted by
the U.S. Congress in 1977 and signed into law by President Jimmy Carter on December
19, 1977.

Before the FCPA, bribery in foreign transactions was a widespread practice among
businesses. Western colonial powers frequently operated under a double standard,
viewing bribery abroad as a necessary component of international trade while deeming
bribery of domestic officials unacceptable (Spahn 2013). This inconsistency was brought
to light during the Watergate investigations, which revealed that nearly 400 U.S.
companies had made illegal or questionable payments to foreign government officials,
political parties, and politicians (Spahn 2013).

The FCPA prohibited U.S. companies and individuals from bribing foreign public officials
and mandates that all payments be accurately recorded (Davis 2012). It was enforced by
the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC),

which have actively pursued violations, leading to significant penalties for both domestic
20
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and foreign corporations. In 1988, this act experienced its first major revision, aimed at
clarifying ambiguities. In 1998, it enacted the International Anti-Bribery Act, which
implemented U.S. obligations under the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention (1997) and
significantly expanded the FCPA'’s reach. This extended liability to foreign companies and
individuals who commit acts within U.S. territory, made U.S. companies liable for bribes
paid anywhere in the world, expanded the definition of a foreign public official, and

criminalised bribery through third-party intermediaries more explicitly.

Over the first two decades of the XXI century, the FCPA experienced an enforcement
expansion, marked by more elaborate guidelines and policy refinements and a greater
emphasis on international cooperation with enforcement bodies in Europe and Latin
America. However, its implementation also triggered domestic resistance, and more
recently, in February 2025, President Donald Trump issued an executive order suspending

enforcement of the FCPA, arguing it hindered American business competitiveness abroad.

This triggered immediately the valuation of international firms at risk of corruption is stock
markets, showing the relevance and effectiveness of this cross-border anti-corruption

regulation (Crippa, Maleski and Picci 2025).

During this period, that coincided with the age of globalisation, the political reforms of the
FCPA evolved into economic incentives for the global expansion of anti-corruption laws.
American companies experienced a competitive disadvantage compared to European
firms, who, in some instances, even legally benefited from tax deductions for bribes paid
overseas. Rather than seeking to abolish the FCPA, at that time US business leaders

advocated for extending the anti-bribery norms to non-US competitors (Spahn 2013).

The US government, with the support of the US business lobby, initiated negotiations for a
multilateral anti-bribery legislation. The first international efforts to address corruption
began at the United Nations. However, early drafts inspired by the FCPA became mired in
conflicts between the Global North and South, ultimately leading to the abandonment of
the initiative in 1979 (Pieth, 1997). Subsequent negotiations shifted to the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), culminating in the adoption of the
Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business
Transactions (Anti-Bribery Convention) in 1997. In parallel, the European Union adopted in

the 1997 EU Convention on the Fight Against Corruption Involving Officials of the
21

BRIDGEAAP

i




mmmmmmmmmnmnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmn

European Communities or Officials of Member States, which extended anti-bribery
obligations to both domestic and foreign public officials within the EU legal space. While
morality and free-market competition were the values underpinning the FCPA and
influencing the eventual adoption of the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, principles of
democracy and economic development also played a significant role in shaping global

anti-corruption governance (Spahn 2013).

The adoption timeline of major international anti-corruption instruments, shown in Figure 1,
illustrates how legal milestones emerged in successive waves during this period. The first
wave began in the mid-seventies with the FCPA (Low et al., 2015). A second wave
emerged during the 1990s, as regional and multilateral efforts took shape, including the
OECD Anti-Bribery Convention (1997), and various European Union instruments
promoting integrity (OAS, 1996; Kaczmarek and Newman 2011). These regional
developments laid the groundwork for the third wave, which we identify with the adoption
of the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) in 2003, the most
comprehensive and universally recognised anti-corruption treaty to date (Cater 2013).
Having a global reach, over 100 United Nations member states actively participated in the
negotiations leading to the UNCAC's adoption (UNCAC 2004). Although UN resolutions
emphasised the need to improve the living conditions of ordinary people, it has been also
argued that their purpose is to create efficient market mechanisms that support the

broader goals of development and corruption prevention (Davis 2012).

A key feature of UNCAC was its emphasis on international cooperation, including
measures like extradition, mutual legal assistance, and joint investigations. Another
significant aspect is its chapter on asset recovery, which prioritised returning stolen assets
to their rightful owners and compensating affected countries. Asset recovery was
particularly important to developing countries and received strong backing from the US
during negotiations (Webb 2005).
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FIGURE 1: ADOPTION YEARS OF KEY INTERNATIONAL ANTI-CORRUPTION TREATIES
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Today, a strong global consensus has emerged on the damaging effects of corruption and
the necessity of combating it on a global scale. A total of 192 out of 195 countries have
ratified the convention. Only Eritrea, North Korea, and Syria still need full ratification. The
focus on good governance has reached unprecedented levels, with the right to a
corruption-free government widely recognized (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023). This consensus is
reflected in the widespread ratification of the UNCAC, at least at the normative and formal
level. Actually, UNCAC lacks robust enforcement mechanisms and its efficacy in curbing
corruption remains subject to debate, but it has nonetheless played a pivotal role in
framing anti-corruption as a transnational concern and fostering shared standards of

integrity and accountability across diverse governance systems (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023).
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2.3. Global civil society involvement in combating corruption

The long-standing reluctance of many national governments of being involved in
combating corruption began to shift in the 1990s, as the international community
confronted the high failure rates of development aid and foreign investment in countries
with weak governance, that combined with the aforementioned U.S. efforts in cross-
country anti-corruption policies at that time. The progressive expansion and consolidation
of this global anti-corruption regime cannot be understood without acknowledging the
rising globalization trends existing at that moment, and the central role played by civil
society organizations (CSOs) in reducing global tolerance for corruption and elevating
integrity to a core principle of contemporary governance (Grigorescu 2015, p. 3; Johnston
2020).

A significant catalyst for this shift was the founding of Transparency International (TI) in
1993 by Peter Eigen, a former World Bank official frustrated by the institution’s silence on
corruption. Tl became one of the leading organisations to highlight the negative impact of
corruption on economic development and to advocate for treating it as a critical global
issue. Through sustained advocacy and engagement with international organisations,
including the World Bank, Tl played a pivotal role in driving change (Vogl 2016) and in
including anti-corruption initiatives in the global policy debates at that time. For example,
the World Bank formally launched an anti-corruption initiative in 1997, introducing new
guidelines for allocating project funds, marking a significant departure from its previous

position.

In the following years, World Bank President Wolfensohn, who was President between
1995-2005, prioritised the fight against corruption by advocating for reforms, launching
anti-corruption proposals, enhancing oversight of contracting processes, and establishing
an investigative unit within the World Bank. Today, the World Bank supports good-
governance reforms that are designed to fight corruption, incorporates corruption
indicators into country performance assessments, and ties funding allocations to anti-

corruption measures.

In parallel to its advocacy efforts to build a global governance anti-corruption initiative, Tl
also further catalysed the institutionalisation of anti-corruption reforms by introducing the

Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) in 1995, the first systematic attempt to measure
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perceptions about corruption across countries. The CPI brought worldwide attention to the
issue, spurring extensive research into the causes and impacts of corruption. Its annual
reports and country rankings significantly raised public awareness, and governments
began to monitor their CPI scores closely, viewing them as proxies for international
credibility and competitiveness. This, in turn, fuelled a surge in media coverage and firmly
placed corruption and anti-corruption efforts on the global policy agenda (Hough 2013).
This data-driven approach helped solidify corruption problems as a global policy issue and
further embedded it in the governance agendas of international organisations and
development institutions, aiming to persecute cross-country corruption, and to reinforce

national institutions and legal frameworks to combat domestic corruption as well.

Beginning in the 1990s -and accelerating thereafter- transnational networks such as
Transparency International, Global Witness, Publish What You Pay, and later the Open
Government Partnership were instrumental in several ways. Many governments adopted
anti-corruption legislation - including adherence to the OECD Convention and UNCAC -
under sustained civil society pressure and monitoring efforts (Johnston 2014). This
advocacy helped move corruption from the political margins to the centre of national and
international agendas. Facilitating transnational accountability: CSOs have frequently
provided information, documentation, and whistle-blower support that later fed into major
enforcement cases under the FCPA, the UK Bribery Act, and other national statutes
(Stephenson 2018).

Through these mechanisms, civil society has played a critical norm-shaping function,
dismantling long-standing assumptions that bribery was a necessary cost of doing
business and promoting a global norm of integrity and public accountability instead. In this
sense, the trajectory from the FCPA to UNCAC is not merely an accumulation of legal
instruments, but the institutional embodiment of a broader cultural transformation driven in
large part by civil society activism, transnational advocacy networks, and growing public

intolerance of corrupt practices.
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3. The global governance of anti-corruption: mapping of
actors involved

3.1. Analysing the Spectrum of Involved Organisations
In this section, we present a classification of the key international organizations (10s)
involved in the global governance of corruption, along with the most significant initiatives
they have implemented. Scholars have recently identified two major shifts in global
governance, that expanded the number of organisations involved, and the articulations
they configure (Jordana et al. 2025). The first is a shift from purely public, traditional
arrangements based on formal treaties towards more cooperative frameworks that include
non-state and hybrid actors, including civil society organisations, business coalitions,

philanthropic foundations, and transnational epistemic communities.

In this context, governance is increasingly co-produced by public and private actors
operating across borders, blurring the traditional distinction between domestic and
international domains, and between public authority and private initiative. The emergence
of partnerships, such as the Open Government Partnership (OGP), and platforms, such as
the UNCAC Caoalition, illustrates this trend; while states retain formal authority,
implementation and norm diffusion often rely on horizontal cooperation, reputational

incentives, and voluntary commitments facilitated by non-state actors.

The second maijor shift is a transformation within public international institutions involved in
global governance, characterized by the rise of informal international organisations and an
increasing reliance on soft law instruments, such as declarations, guidelines, and voluntary
review mechanisms, as complements to binding legal rules (Roger and Rowan 2022;
Abbott et al. 2016). This reflects both the increasing difficulty of securing multilateral treaty
agreements in a fragmented geopolitical environment and a growing recognition of the
flexibility, adaptability, and legitimacy that soft governance instruments can offer (Buthe
and Mattli 2011; Zarn 2018). In the field of anti-corruption, this shift is evident in
mechanisms such as the Implementation Review Mechanism (IRM) under the UNCAC, the
FATF’s mutual evaluation system, the OECD anti-corruption and integrity in SOEs

Guidelines, and the World Bank’s integrity compliance guidelines. Anti-corruption goals are
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now a pillar of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, embedded explicitly in SDG

16, which promotes accountable institutions and the rule of law.

Considering these trends, we propose the following classification to map the actors
involved in the global governance of corruption: (i) formal international intergovernmental
organisations, (ii) States collaborative networks (iii) informal intergovernmental
organisations, (iv) private actors with public purposes. In addition, it is important to
recognise that other actors of a private nature can also be involved in the global
governance of this field. Here there is a large variety. We find, among others, private
actors defending specific interests, in particular large multinational firms, or some
associations in global finances, but also some individual actors (such as political leaders,
cultural leaders, scholars, etc.), and finally we should also highlight global means of

communication.

Formal international intergovernmental organisations (FIGOs) are formally constituted
entities created by states through international agreements, possessing a permanent
structure and legal personality under international law. According to the classical definition,
they are “institutions established by a treaty or other instrument governed by international
law and possessing their own international legal personality” (United Nations, 2021). Their
membership consists primarily of sovereign states, and their mandates typically include
facilitating cooperation, setting normative frameworks, providing technical assistance, and
monitoring compliance across a range of policy domains. We find different types of
FIGOs: those having a global reach and those with a regional focus. Within them, we see
broad organisations that have established specialized units focused on combating

corruption.

Here we examine four global formal international intergovernmental organizations involved
in the global governance of corruption, focusing on their specialized branches in charge of
pursuing international anti-corruption policies: the United Nations (UN), Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), World Bank (WB) and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). For each one, we analyse their historical development, institutional
nature, core governance tools (e.g., peer review, technical assistance, binding law),
targeted sectors, the scope of their mandate (geographic and thematic), and their
interaction with other actors in the anti-corruption field. In an appendix, we examine
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several FIGOs of regional focus. In most cases, there are also entities with a broad scope,
that have programs or units devoted to combating corruption. The European Union, as well

as development banks in Africa, Asia and Latin America, are key actors in this category.

States’ collaborative networks have evolved rapidly as a central component of global
governance in recent decades, and multiple configurations have emerged, according to
their nature, opportunity and common interests, as the G20, G7 - before G8 - or the
BRICS, among others. What defines their activity is the absence of a Secretariat or a
relevant organizational structure to implement the mandates, and the concentration of their
activity on the organization of summits where leading political leaders participate regularly.
These states’ networks focus on exchanging informative and policy views and have
developed many initiatives for state-to-state coordination, but do not delegate decision-
making powers to any specific body or assume any binding agreement. Therefore, they do
not pool any sovereignty, keeping their veto powers in all cases. They have also been
quite active in coordinating anti-corruption actions in recent years, aiming to increase

effectiveness without losing states’ control.

In contrast to FIGOs, the defining characteristic of informal international organizations
(IIGs) is their reliance on non-binding agreements (Roger and Rowan 2022). While formal
institutions are established through binding agreements, informal organizations operate
based on non-binding arrangements, such as recommendations and requests, often
referred to as precatory agreements. In addition to this distinction, IIGs share two key
characteristics with formal organizations. First, they are primarily established by states,
differentiating them from other forms of international cooperation, such as trans-
governmental networks and private organisations with public interests. Second, they must
exhibit sufficient signs of institutionalization to qualify as organizations, as the existence of
a permanent secretariat or stable headquarters (Roger and Rowan 2022). Here we also
find global entities, as the Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against Corruption
(GOPAC), and the Open Government Partnership (OGP), but also many entities having a

regional scope, either European, Asian, American, or African (See appendix).

A growing number of organisations operating in the anti-corruption landscape are private
in nature but public in purpose. Unlike intergovernmental organisations (whether formal or
informal), these actors are not established by states, but by civil society groups,
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philanthropic foundations, or private-sector coalitions seeking to advance public-interest
goals. Their legitimacy derives not from treaty-based authority, but from norm
entrepreneurship, expertise, and advocacy capacity in shaping global governance norms
(Keohane and Nye 2001; Avant et al. 2010).

These private actors function as transnational accountability mechanisms, promoting
transparency, integrity, and citizen oversight across borders. These include, as mentioned
in a previous section, organizations like Transparency International, the Partnership for
Transparency Fund, and Publish What You Pay. They contribute to the development,
monitoring, and diffusion of anti-corruption standards and best practices in a rather
interdependent and complex landscape. In doing so, they complement the work of state-
led and intergovernmental initiatives by mobilising networks of non-state stakeholders,
leveraging information disclosure, and fostering participatory governance. Their activities
illustrate how private authority can advance public purposes, expanding the reach of global

anti-corruption governance beyond traditional interstate cooperation.

We do not include international organisations of a regional scope. Still, it is important to
note that regional dynamics make significant contributions to global anti-corruption
governance. For this reason, we include details on the main organisations involved in
combating corruption and undue influence in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America in the
appendix. In particular, the interplay between regional development banks, political unions
and trans-governmental networks at the regional level can yield positive synergies, as
capacity enhancement, as regions configure strategic arenas where international
standards are adapted, contested, or deepened. Understanding their interactions - and
designing institutions that foster synergies among regional development banks, political

unions and networks - is critical to improve anti-corruption regimes.

In the coming pages, we present the profiles of the main organizations involved in the
global governance of anti-corruption, considering the four large categories that we have
identified before in the public dimension, including private actors with public concern. For
each case, we identify the nature of the actors, the activities they perform, the instruments
available and their geopolitical relevance. The mapping scrutiny was done based on a
careful scrutiny of relevant actors in the global governance of anti-corruption, using as a
sources the referred academic literature, as well as listings in websites of major
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international actors involved in anti-corruption governance. Although it does not represent
an exhaustive identification of all actors involved, it largely includes relevant ones at the

global level, and most at the regional level as well.

3.2. Formal International Organisations (FIGOs)

3.2.1. United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC) and The
Office on Drugs and Crime (ODC).

The United Nations occupies a central position in the global governance of anti-corruption
as it was the first international organisation to publicly address corruption, well before it
became a prominent issue on the public agenda (Hough 2013a). Its early engagement
with the issue dates to General Assembly Resolution 3514 (30" Assembly), adopted in
1976, which condemned the bribery of foreign public officials in international business
transactions and urged international cooperation to prevent such practices (UNGA, 1975;
Davis 2012). While this resolution had little enforcement impact, it marked an early
normative effort to treat corruption as a matter of global public concern rather than solely

domestic jurisdiction.

The UN’s most significant contribution to anti-corruption governance was the adoption of
the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), adopted by the General
Assembly on the 31 October 2003, which remains the only legally binding universal anti-
corruption instrument (Cater 2013). More than a hundred member states of the United
Nations had an active part in the negotiations of the UNCAC, reflecting broad geographical
representation and norm convergence (UNCAC 2004). While the UN resolutions address
the importance of improving the conditions of ordinary people, the rationale behind them is
to establish effective market mechanisms to advance the broader objectives of

development and corruption prevention (Davis 2012).

UNCAC requires states to implement various measures to prevent and penalise corruption
among their own public officials. Some recommended strategies to prevent corruption
include ensuring transparency in public administration, maintaining open public
procurement processes, and implementing codes of conduct for civil servants. Additionally,

it encourages parties to adopt independent anti-corruption agencies. On the other hand,
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the UNCAC mandates the criminalisation of bribery of national public officials, bribery of
foreign public officials and officials of public international organisations, soliciting/accepting
of bribes by a national public official, embezzlement, laundering proceeds of crime, and

obstruction of justice.

One of the key features of UNCAC is its increased efforts for international cooperation,
reflected in measures such as extradition, prisoner transfers, mutual legal assistance, and
joint investigations, among other measures. Another key feature of the Convention is its
dedicated chapter on asset recovery, which focuses on returning assets to their rightful
owners, including the countries from which they were illicitly taken, and the collection of
compensatory damages. Asset recovery was a key point of interest during negotiations for

developing countries and received strong support from the US delegation (Webb 2005).

UNCAC is not self-enacting as it requires state parties to enact legislation, formulate
policies and allocate resources at the domestic level to implement the provisions.
Implementation is monitored through a peer-review process in which countries assess
each other's compliance. This process involves self-assessments and reviews by other
member states, resulting in recommendations for improvement. As of 2023, UNCAC has
been ratified by 192 countries, including 185 UN member states, the European Union, and
several non-state entities, making it one of the most widely adopted global treaties
(Mungiu-Pippidi 2023).

However, the UN’s role remains largely normative and facilitative. The UN Office on Drugs
and Crime oversees and promotes the implementation of the Convention, having a branch
on Corruption and Economic Crime, and organising a conference, The States Parties to
the United Nations Convention against Corruption every two years. However, the
Convention lacks coercive enforcement powers, and its ability to compel compliance
depends on peer pressure, reputational incentives, and political will (Hough 2013b).
Despite such shortcomings, the UN-ODC has contributed substantially to norm diffusion
and has catalysed a broader international dialogue about the impact of corruption in global

governance, development, and security.
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3.2.2. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD):
The Anti-Bribery Convention.

The OECD has played a pivotal role in the development and enforcement of international
anti-corruption norms, particularly among industrialised economies. Its key contribution is
the Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business
Transactions, commonly known as the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, which was the first
international anti-corruption treaty, ratified in November 1997 and entered into force in
February 1999. As explained before, one of its key drivers was the American effort to level
the playing field and eliminate the disadvantage faced by American companies compared

to those from other countries, where bribery abroad was still not illegal.

The OECD Anti-Bribery Convention focuses specifically on the supply side of corruption,
requiring states to implement legally binding standards to criminalise bribery of foreign
public officials and to establish measures to prosecute those who break the law. Unlike
UNCAC, the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention does not address domestic bribery or broader
corruption offences such as embezzlement, laundering, or obstruction of justice.
Signatories do not have to legislate against bribery of their own officials, but they do have
to legislate against bribery by their firms abroad. Thus, the convention does not cover fully

domestic bribery and, neither other forms of corruption.

As of November 2025, the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention was ratified by 46 countries.
This includes all 38 OECD member countries and eight non-member countries: Argentina,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Croatia, Peru, Romania, Russia, and South Africa. Although the
jurisdiction of the Anti-Bribery Convention is not fully global, the signatories do account for
a majority of the global gross domestic product (GDP) and international trade and foreign
direct investment (FDI) (Cater, 2013). The Working Group monitors its implementation on
Bribery in International Business Transactions, hosted by the OCDE, which conducts
multi-phase peer reviews, publishes country evaluation reports, and follows up on

enforcement progress.

These peer reviews are highly structured and include input from civil society and private
sector actors, providing transparency and accountability. Nonetheless, its implementation
remains quite limited. Despite conditions conducive to implementation and widespread

ratification, narrow scope and thorough monitoring mechanisms promoting enforcement
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has been lacking. According to Transparency International, there has been active
enforcement in less than a fifth of countries, moderate enforcement in less than a quarter

of countries, and little or no enforcement in more than half of countries” (Cater 2013).

Beyond the Anti-Bribery Convention, the OECD has broadened its anti-corruption efforts
through a range of soft-law instruments, peer-learning mechanisms, and cross-sectoral
initiatives. It engages in multiple global anti-corruption programmes that aim to promote
ethical conduct, enhance transparency, and build institutional integrity. These include
recommendations on promoting public integrity, responsible business conduct, and tax
transparency. Within the Directorate of Public Governance, the Anti-Corruption in
Government Division leads the development of the OECD's integrity framework. It is
responsible for the OECD Recommendation on Public Integrity (2017), the Public Integrity
Indicators, and the Global Law Enforcement Network against Transnational Bribery
(GLEN), which provides a collaborative platform for law enforcement agencies worldwide
to jointly investigate and prosecute intricate cross-border corruption cases since 2015.
Additionally, the OECD offers technical support to nations, enhancing their abilities to

combat foreign bribery and fostering ethical business practices in international markets.

The Division also plays a central role in coordinating the Global Anti-Corruption and
Integrity Forum (GACIF), an annual high-level platform that brings together governments,
international organisations, business, and civil society to discuss new risks and
approaches to integrity, including during times of crisis. In addition, the OECD Anti-
Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia (ACN) operates under the same
directorate, supporting the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan and providing technical

assistance and monitoring tools to countries in the region.

Collectively, these efforts are reinforced by a network of committees and advisory groups,
including the Anti-Corruption Committee, which provides strategic oversight on emerging
corruption threats and promotes collaboration between governments, the private sector,
and civil society. The Centre for Responsible Business Conduct also plays a pivotal role
by supporting due diligence practices in global supply chains through sector-specific
guidance aligned with the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises. Moreover, the
Centre for Tax Policy and Administration contributes to the anti-corruption agenda by
promoting international tax transparency, strengthening standards on beneficial ownership,
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and reducing corporate opacity through initiatives like the Base Erosion and Profit Shifting
(BEPS) Project and the Common Reporting Standard. Through these multidimensional
initiatives, the OECD strengthens the global architecture of integrity and supports countries

in translating anti-corruption commitments into practice.

3.2.3. The World Bank: Office of Suspension and Debarment (OSD) and
Integrity Vice-Presidency (IVP).

The World Bank is one of the most influential multilateral development institutions in the
global governance of anti-corruption, both as a provider of financial assistance and as a
normative actor. Despite being the largest source of external funding for many developing
countries throughout the 1980s, the Bank remained largely silent on corruption and lacked
an anti-corruption policy during this period. This reluctance stemmed from a restrictive
interpretation of its Articles of Agreement, which prohibited interference in the political
affairs of member states. For decades, corruption was treated by the Bank as a politically

sensitive issue that fell outside its development mandate (Vogl 2016).

A turning point came in the mid-1990s under both external and internal pressure.
Externally, civil society actors, such as Transparency International (co-founded by a former
World Bank official), exposed the development costs of corruption and called on
international organisations to act. Internally, James Wolfensohn's arrival as World Bank
President in 1995 marked a paradigm shift. In his influential “cancer of corruption” speech
in 1996, Wolfensohn directly addressed corruption as a core development challenge. In
1997, the World Bank formally launched its Anti-Corruption Strategy, embedding integrity
principles into its operational framework. This initiative introduced new guidelines for loan
conditionality, project disbursements, and procurement oversight, and called for the

creation of mechanisms to monitor integrity across its operations (Wolfensohn, 1999).

Since then, the World Bank has embarked on an extensive campaign against corruption,
addressing issues both within its organisation and in the countries which it collaborates
with (Eigen 2002). It developed a multi-pronged anti-corruption framework, combining
internal controls with external technical assistance. One central mechanism is the Integrity

Vice Presidency (IVP), an independent investigative unit tasked with detecting fraud and
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corruption within the Bank’s financed operations. This unit investigates allegations,
coordinates with national authorities, and supports sanctions where misconduct is

confirmed. It also publishes regular reports and analytical briefs to support transparency.

A key enforcement tool is the World Bank’s Sanctions System, which includes the Office of
Suspension and Debarment (OSD) and the Sanctions Board. Through this process, firms
and individuals found guilty of fraud, corruption, collusion, or obstruction are subject to
debarment, barring them from accessing World Bank-financed contracts. The Bank
publishes a list of sanctioned entities and coordinates with other Multilateral Development
Banks (MDBs) under the Agreement for Mutual Enforcement of Debarment Decisions
(Cross-Debarment Agreement), signed in 2010. This cooperation enables regional banks,
such as the African Development Bank (AfDB) and the Asian Development Bank (ADB), to

align sanctions and maximise deterrence (Gutterman and Lohaus 2018).

On the preventive side, the World Bank supports countries in strengthening their national
integrity systems, primarily through Public Financial Management (PFM) reforms, open
government initiatives, and institutional capacity-building in areas, such as procurement,
internal audit, and judicial integrity. Its Global Governance Practice provides advisory
services and analytical tools to diagnose corruption risks and design anti-corruption
strategies. Moreover, the Bank plays a key role in setting global indicators and informing
international agendas. Its Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI) include control of
corruption as one of six dimensions of governance and are widely used in both academic
research and donor policy design. The Bank also supports international forums, such as
the International Corruption Hunters Alliance (ICHA), a platform for practitioners from

national authorities, civil society, and MDBs to exchange experiences and best practices.

3.2.4. International Monetary Fund (IMF)
Although the IMF's primary mandate is economic stability and sustainable growth, it
recognises that corruption undermines these goals by eroding institutional trust, leading to
weakened institutions, deterring foreign investment, and poorer economic performance.
Over the past three decades, the IMF has gradually adopted a more structured approach

to anti-corruption, integrating governance into its conditional lending, surveillance, and
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technical assistance. The IMF first addressed governance in its 1997 “Guidance Note on
the Role of the IMF in Governance Issues." However, it was not until the adoption of the
Framework for Enhanced Engagement on Governance (referred to as the Governance
Policy) in 2018 that governance, including corruption, became a core element of the IMF’s
macroeconomic framework. This framework was designed to foster a more systematic,
effective, transparent, and consistent approach when engaging with member countries on
governance-related challenges, including corruption, judicial independence, fiscal
transparency, and AML/CFT, as part of a macro-critical analysis (IMF, 2023a). Since its
adoption in 2018, the Framework for Enhanced Engagement on Governance has been
applied system-wide, with governance vulnerabilities regularly assessed in Article IV
consultations with all 191 member countries. Additionally, 13 members (including G7
countries) have voluntarily undertaken deeper diagnostics on transnational corruption in

their national surveillance reports.

A central instrument under this framework is the Governance Diagnostic Report: a
voluntary, in-depth assessment at the request of member countries. These diagnostics
evaluate corruption and governance vulnerabilities in up to six macro-critical state
functions (fiscal governance, central bank operations, financial sector oversight, rule of
law, market regulation, and AML/CFT) and assess transnational corruption threats,
including facilitation and bribery of foreign officials (IMF 2023). Reports have been
completed for countries such, as Cameroon, Haiti, Mozambique, Sri Lanka, Zambia, the
Central African Republic, Republic of Congo, and Ukraine, and these diagnostics are

increasingly used to tailor country programs and surveillance under Article IV (IMF 2025).

This enhanced engagement is accompanied by governance-related structural benchmarks
within IMF lending programs. Such benchmarks have explicitly targeted judicial reforms,
procurement systems, public finance transparency, and beneficial ownership frameworks.
For instance, Ukraine’s Extended Fund Facility required the creation of a High
Administrative Court and customs reform (IMF 2023a). In Mozambique and the Republic of
Congo, programs mandated adoption of beneficial ownership disclosure and procurement
reforms (IMF 2023b), while Tunisia’s agreement included fiscal accountability and public

governance actions (IMF 2022).
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A cornerstone of the IMF’s approach to good governance is the promotion of fiscal
transparency. The Fiscal Transparency Code, updated in 2019, establishes best practices
for transparent budgeting, public financial management, and accountability. This is
complemented by voluntary Fiscal Transparency Evaluations, which systematically assess

countries’ disclosures and recommend improvements.

The IMF also collaborates closely with international partners, including the FATF, the
World Bank, UNODC, FATF-style regional bodies, the Extractive Industries Transparency
Initiatives (EITI) and other stakeholders to strengthen the global AML/CFT frameworks,
which are critical for detecting and preventing corruption-related illicit financial flows (IMF,
2023). For instance, through its Standards and Codes initiative, the IMF and World Bank
jointly assess member country transparency practices and coordinate technical

assistance.

The IMF differs in its approach to anti-corruption when compared to other major
international actors. While the World Bank focuses its anti-corruption efforts on
procurement oversight, conditionality, and sanctions systems, and the OECD combines
legally binding instruments (the Anti-Bribery Convention) with soft law tools, capacity-
building initiatives, and technical assistance efforts across multiple directorates, the IMF’s
distinctive contribution lies in its macro-critical integration of governance reform into its
macroeconomic surveillance and program design. Leveraging its mandate to preserve
economic stability, the IMF frames governance reforms as essential for sustained
economic performance and access to technical assistance, especially in countries facing
systemic vulnerabilities (IMF 2018). Although the World Bank also attaches governance-
related conditions to its operations, the IMF’s framing ties these directly to macroeconomic

risk and policy credibility.
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3.3. States’ collaborative network

3.3.1. G-20 Summits
As a result of the Toronto Summit, the G20 Anti-Corruption Working Group (ACWG) was
established in 2010, in which G20 leaders recognised corruption as a systemic threat to
global economic stability, fair competition, and sustainable development (Kirton 2010).
Functioning as a permanent G20 body since 2017, the ACWG coordinates the Group’s
collective efforts to prevent and combat corruption across both public and private sectors
and reports annually to G20 leaders on progress and policy implementation (G20, 2024).
The group’s work has contributed to embedding anti-corruption policy within the broader
global economic governance framework, linking integrity reforms to financial transparency,

investment, and growth.

The ACWG’s mandate is guided by a multi-year Anti-Corruption Action Plan, which sets
the strategic priorities for each G20 presidency. Its key objectives include: (1)
strengthening integrity, transparency, and accountability in public institutions and corporate
governance; (2) combating national bribery and foreign bribery through implementation of
the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention; (3) enhancing beneficial ownership transparency to
prevent the misuse of legal entities for money laundering and concealment of illicit assets;
(4) promoting international cooperation and mutual legal assistance in investigation and
asset recovery; and (5) addressing corruption risks in high-risk sectors such as

infrastructure, extractives, and public procurement (G20 2021; OECD 2020).

The ACWG has produced several influential G20 High-Level Principles, which serve as
voluntary policy frameworks for member states and observers. These include the High-
Level Principles on Beneficial Ownership Transparency (2014), on Organiing Against
Corruption (2018), on Preventing Corruption and Ensuring Integrity in State-Owned
Enterprises (2018), on Promoting Integrity in Infrastructure Development (2019), and on
Tackling Corruption in Sport (2021). These principles, though non-binding, have helped
align G20 commitments with global standards under the United Nations Convention
against Corruption (UNCAC), the OECD Working Group on Bribery, and the Financial
Action Task Force (FATF) (FATF 2022). The ACWG also maintains close cooperation
with international organisations such as the World Bank, IMF, UNODC, OECD, and
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Transparency International, which participate as observers and provide technical expertise
and policy coordination (OECD 2020; UNODC 2021).

The ACWG contributes to capacity-building and knowledge exchange by producing
analytical reports and good practice compendia, such as the Accountability and Integrity in
the Public Sector Compendium and the G20 Anti-Corruption Toolkit (G20, 2021b). These
resources support governments in designing national anti-corruption strategies and
improving legislative frameworks. The working group has also promoted the use of digital
technologies, open data, and transparency tools to prevent corruption, reflecting the

evolving focus of the G20 agenda towards governance innovation and resilience.

Despite its central role within global anti-corruption governance, the ACWG faces several
structural and institutional constraints that limit the depth and sustainability of its impact.
As with most G20 mechanisms, its commitments are voluntary and consensus-based,
meaning that its High-Level Principles and Action Plans depend primarily on political will
rather than legally binding obligations (G20 2024; OECD 2020). The 2024 G20
Accountability Report acknowledges continuing implementation gaps across members and
uneven progress in translating collective commitments into domestic policies. Similarly,
analyses by UNODC (2021) and Transparency International (2022) note that while the
G20 framework has strengthened policy coherence and visibility on anti-corruption issues,
it still lacks robust monitoring, peer review, or enforcement mechanisms comparable to
those used by the OECD Working Group on Bribery or the FATF.

The ACWG’s agenda is also influenced by the rotating G20 presidency, which sets annual
priorities and often leads to shifts in emphasis. This rotating structure can produce
fragmentation in policy follow-up, as the level of attention given to specific issues (e.g.,
foreign bribery, asset recovery) varies from one presidency to another (UNODC 2021;
Transparency International 2022). Furthermore, the ACWG appears to operate without a
permanent secretariat or centralised administrative capacity, with coordination largely
managed by the G20 Troika and the host presidency (Econstor, 2021). This arrangement
limits institutional continuity and long-term monitoring. Finally, while partnerships with
international organisations such as the UNODC, OECD, World Bank, and IMF bring

valuable technical expertise, they also contribute to overlapping mandates and diffuse
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accountability, as no single entity oversees or verifies members’ compliance with G20 anti-
corruption commitments (G20 2024; UNODC 2021).

3.3.2. The Group of Seven (G7)
The Group of Seven (G7) has played a pivotal role in shaping the global anti-corruption
agenda since the early 1990s, linking integrity, transparency, and good governance to
international economic stability and security. Although the G7 is not a formal institution, its
members (Canada, France, Germany, ltaly, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United
States) have used their annual summits to commit to collective action against corruption
and illicit financial flows (IFFs). Anti-corruption was first elevated to the G7 agenda in 1996
at the Lyon Summit, leading to the endorsement of measures that later contributed to the
negotiation of the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention (1997). Subsequent summits (e.g.,
Okinawa in 2000, Elmau in 2015, Hiroshima in 2023) have continued to reaffirm the G7’s
leadership in promoting transparency, accountability, and the rule of law as foundations for

sustainable development (G7, 2023a).

In 2016, under the Japanese presidency, the G7 established a formal Anti-Corruption
Implementation and Accountability Mechanism, operationalised through periodic G7
Accountability Reports on Anti-Corruption and Integrity (G7 2017; 2023b). These reports
monitor members’ implementation of prior commitments and set new collective priorities,
notably in areas such as beneficial ownership transparency, open government and open
data, public procurement integrity, and asset recovery. The 2016 Ise-Shima Leaders’
Declaration launched the G7 Action Plan for Combatting Corruption in 2016-2017, which
set benchmarks for establishing central registers of beneficial ownership, strengthening
law-enforcement cooperation, and enhancing transparency in the extractive industries.
The 2023 Hiroshima Summit renewed this agenda, emphasizing foreign bribery
enforcement, protection of whistle-blowers, and integrity in public procurement and
infrastructure investment, areas seen as essential for maintaining public trust and financial
stability (G7 2023a).

The G7 anti-corruption initiatives align closely with the broader multilateral governance

system. The group collaborates with the OECD, UNODC, and FATF, ensuring consistency
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with the UNCAC and FATF 40 Recommendations. The G7 members are also major
contributors to the G20 Anti-Corruption Working Group (ACWG) and the Global Forum on
Transparency and Exchange of Information for Tax Purposes, creating a mutually
reinforcing relationship between G7 commitments and global policy standards (OECD
2020; UNODC 2021). The G7 has used its convening power to champion issues such as
beneficial ownership transparency, which later became core to the G20 and FATF
agendas, and to promote asset-recovery cooperation through initiatives like the Global
Forum on Asset Recovery (GFAR) and support for the International Anti-Corruption
Coordination Centre (IACCC).

Despite its long-standing influence, the G7’s anti-corruption framework faces several
institutional and structural limitations that constrain its capacity for sustained impact. The
commitments adopted in communiqués, such as the G7 Action to Fight Corruption
launched at the 2016 Ise-Shima Summit, are voluntary political pledges rather than legally
binding instruments, and the group has no standing secretariat or enforcement body to
ensure compliance (G7 2016; UNODC 2021). The G7 Accountability Reports, introduced
in 2017, provide some transparency into members’ progress, but because each rotating
presidency produces them, the depth and consistency of monitoring vary from cycle to
cycle (G7 2023b; Transparency International 2022). Analysts note that while these reports
have helped maintain pressure on members to advance reforms on beneficial-ownership
transparency and foreign-bribery enforcement, follow-through is uneven and largely
dependent on national political will (OECD 2020; UNODC 2021).

A further limitation concerns the G7’s limited membership and overlapping mandates
within the broader global system. As a coalition of advanced economies, it lacks direct
participation from developing countries most affected by corruption and illicit financial
flows, limiting its inclusiveness and capacity for south-south cooperation (G7 2023a;
OECD 2020). Moreover, many of its initiatives intersect with those of the G20 Anti-
Corruption Working Group, FATF, and OECD Working Group on Bribery, creating
duplication and diffused accountability. Consequently, despite its significant agenda-
setting influence, the G7 remains primarily a forum for coordination and political signalling
rather than a mechanism capable of enforcing or systematically monitoring global anti-

corruption commitments.
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3.3.3. BRICS
The BRICS group (comprising Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) has
progressively incorporated anti-corruption into its agenda as part of its broader
commitment to good governance, sustainable development, and equitable global
economic order. Although initially focused on economic cooperation, the BRICS nations
recognised corruption as a major impediment to investment and growth, leading to the
creation of the BRICS Anti-Corruption Working Group (ACWG) in 2015 under the Russian
presidency (BRICS 2015). The group serves as the primary intergovernmental platform
within BRICS for coordinating anti-corruption policies, exchanging information, and

strengthening cooperation on law enforcement, asset recovery, and prevention.

Since its establishment, the BRICS ACWG has adopted several collective frameworks and
policy documents. The BRICS Anti-Corruption Action Plan (2017-2018) was the first
operational blueprint, outlining priorities such as asset recovery, mutual legal assistance,
and beneficial-ownership transparency. Subsequent chairmanships expanded these
commitments through the St. Petersburg Declaration (2020) and the Beijing Declaration on
Anti-Corruption Cooperation (2022), which emphasised the use of digital tools in public
administration, cross-border cooperation in asset tracing, and the creation of specialised
anti-corruption training programmes (BRICS 2020; BRICS 2022). The Johannesburg Il
Declaration (2023) reaffirmed these goals, explicitly linking anti-corruption to the group’s

agenda on sustainable development and inclusive growth (BRICS 2023a).

The BRICS ACWG is closely aligned with international standards, notably the United
Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), to which all five members are parties.
Cooperation with the UNODC has been central to capacity-building and policy guidance,
while dialogues with the OECD, G20 ACWG, and FATF have aimed to promote policy
convergence in areas such as beneficial-ownership disclosure, transparency in public
procurement, and financial-sector integrity (UNODC 2021; OECD 2020). The group has
also developed a BRICS Network of Anti-Corruption Authorities and Law Enforcement
Agencies (BRICS NACALEA), launched in 2016, which serves as a practical channel for

exchanging operational experience and fostering cross-border cooperation in investigation
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and asset recovery (BRICS 2016; BRICS 2019). Within the BRICS framework, corruption-
related policies have focused on building institutional integrity and strengthening

enforcement.

Despite steady progress in institutionalising anti-corruption cooperation, the BRICS
framework faces several enduring limitations. Like other informal intergovernmental
groupings, the BRICS ACWG operates on the basis of consensus and voluntary
implementation, without a legally binding charter or enforcement mechanism (UNODC
2021). As a result, compliance and follow-through depend entirely on national political will,
and outcomes vary widely across members. Although all BRICS states are parties to
UNCAC, their domestic anti-corruption frameworks differ substantially in independence,

transparency, and enforcement capacity (Transparency International 2023).

The absence of a permanent secretariat or formal monitoring mechanism limits institutional
continuity and hampers systematic evaluation of progress. Each presidency sets its own
thematic priorities, resulting in a fragmented agenda and limited cumulative reporting
(OECD 2020; BRICS 2023b). Furthermore, while the BRICS ACWG has declared
cooperation with the UNODC and G20 ACWG, the extent of operational coordination
remains modest, with few concrete joint initiatives or data-sharing platforms. Scholars
(Lissovolik 2022; Pavlova and Weiss 2021) and practitioners (e.g., Tl, 2023) note that
BRICS approach tends to emphasise state sovereignty and non-interference, which, while
reflecting members’ diplomatic principles, constrains deeper peer review or mutual
accountability (UNODC 2021; BRICS 2020). These institutional constraints mean that,
despite the group’s growing political visibility, the BRICS anti-corruption agenda remains
primarily declaratory, serving as a forum for dialogue and knowledge exchange rather than

a robust enforcement mechanism.
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3.4. Informal inter-governmental organisations

3.4.1. Global Organisation of Parliamentarians Against Corruption (GOPAC)
The Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against Corruption (GOPAC) was
established in October 2002 following a global conference held in Ottawa, Canada, which
brought together more than 170 parliamentarians and 400 observers committed to fighting
corruption and promoting good governance (GOPAC, 2023). The GOPAC operates as a
non-profit, non-partisan international network of current and former democratically elected
parliamentarians. Its primary objective is to empower parliamentarians to combat
corruption, promote integrity, and strengthen the rule of law through collective action and
capacity building (GOPAC 2023).

The GOPAC operates globally through national chapters in 64 countries, grouped in five
regional groups: Africa, Latin America, Oceania, the Arab region, and Southeast Asia.
These regional bodies facilitate tailored anti-corruption initiatives aligned with regional
challenges, while enabling cross-national exchange and joint advocacy efforts. The
GOPAC also maintains a Secretariat and an Executive Committee, which guide strategy

and coordination across the global network.

To operationalise its objectives, GOPAC has created five thematic global task forces: (1)
Anti-Money Laundering, (2) Parliamentary Ethics and Conduct, (3) Parliamentary
Oversight, (4) Participation of Society, and (5) the United Nations Convention against
Corruption (UNCAC) Implementation (GOPAC 2023). These task forces are platforms for
knowledge exchange and technical collaboration. In particular, the UNCAC
Implementation Task Force serves as a conduit for strengthening national legislatures’
involvement in fulfilling international anti-corruption commitments, reinforcing GOPAC’s
alignment with global governance frameworks. Another major initiative is the Women in
Parliament Network (WiP), which aims to increase women’s participation in political
decision-making and integrate gender perspectives into anti-corruption policymaking
(GOPAC 2023). The network reflects GOPAC's recognition that gender-sensitive
approaches are essential for addressing systemic governance gaps and ensuring inclusive

democratic accountability.

44

BRIDGEAAP

i




mmmmmmmmmnmnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmn

GOPAC engages in partnerships with several international organisations to advance its
goals. It collaborates with the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), the
World Bank, and the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), among others, to strengthen
institutional frameworks and amplify its global reach. Notably, GOPAC is also a partner in
the Global Parliamentary Network against Corruption and has actively participated in
UNCAC Conferences of the States Parties (COSP), ensuring that parliamentarians are
represented in global anti-corruption deliberations (UNODC 2021; GOPAC 2023). Every
two years, the GOPAC hosts a Global Conference, which brings together
parliamentarians, civil society representatives, and international partners to reflect on
progress, discuss emerging threats, and refine policy priorities. In 2023, the Global
Conference focused on enhancing parliamentary integrity systems, promoting open
government, and addressing illicit financial flows, a recurring theme in GOPAC’s agenda
due to its emphasis on tracking public resources and increasing state accountability
(GOPAC 2023).

3.4.2. Open Government Partnership
Established in 2011, the Open Government Partnership (OGP) is a global initiative that
unites governments and civil society organizations to promote transparency, empower
citizens, and combat corruption. Founded by eight governments (Brazil, Indonesia,
Mexico, Norway, the Philippines, South Africa, the United Kingdom, and the United
States), the OGP has more than 75 national governments and 130 local jurisdictions
worldwide as of 2024, making it one of the most inclusive and participatory anti-corruption
platforms. By fostering collaboration, OGP encourages the development of action plans

with specific commitments to enhance openness and strengthen governance structures.

Unlike traditional intergovernmental organizations, the OGP operates as a voluntary
partnership grounded in co-creation and civil society engagement. Its core mechanism is
the National Action Plan (NAP), a two-year reform agenda designed and implemented
jointly by governments and civil society organisations. Through these action plans, OGP
members implement reforms such as open contracting, which increases transparency in

public procurement processes, and beneficial ownership disclosure, identifying individuals
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who ultimately own or control companies. These initiatives aim to reduce opportunities for
corruption by increasing public oversight and ensuring that government activities are

conducted openly.

Additionally, OGP promotes the adoption of anti-corruption strategies that integrate
transparency measures across various sectors, fostering a culture of integrity within public
institutions. By leveraging international forums and partnerships, OGP supports the
implementation of comprehensive anti-corruption reforms, contributing to more open and
accountable governance worldwide. To promote accountability, the OGP relies on the
Independent Reporting Mechanism (IRM), an external evaluation process that assesses
both the ambition and implementation of NAP commitments. The IRM publishes regular
progress reports that allow cross-country comparisons and help identify structural
challenges to reform implementation. This design has helped to institutionalise peer
learning and normative diffusion. In this regard, the IRM shares similarities with the peer-
review mechanisms of UNCAC and the FATF, particularly in fostering mutual

accountability and learning. However, it operates without a binding enforcement authority.

Recent years have seen a significant increase in the number and ambition of anti-
corruption commitments within OGP. For instance, over 80% of national action plans
adopted between 2021 and 2023 included measures to reduce corruption risks (OGP,
2023c). Many of these commitments were made in priority areas such as beneficial
ownership transparency and open contracting. Furthermore, in its 2023—-2028 strategic
plan, the OGP reaffirmed the centrality of anti-corruption and public integrity in achieving
its broader objectives of democratic renewal and inclusive governance (OGP, 2023d). Yet,
the OGP faces structural and political constraints. As a voluntary initiative, its impact is
highly contingent on domestic political will, institutional capacity, and the vibrancy of civil
society. The IRM reports have highlighted the uneven implementation of commitments
across countries, with common challenges including inadequate resourcing, weak
institutional coordination, and backsliding in civic space (OGP IRM, 2022). Furthermore,
while the OGP has been successful in agenda-setting and normative diffusion, its reliance
on soft enforcement mechanisms means that governments can commit to reforms without

facing meaningful consequences for non-compliance. Despite these limitations, the OGP’s
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model of multi-stakeholder governance, and thematic focus on transparency have

positioned it as a key actor in the global anti-corruption landscape.

3.4.3. Financial Action Task Force (FATF)
The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) is an intergovernmental organization established
in 1989 by the G7 to develop and promote policies aimed at combating money laundering,
terrorist financing, and, more recently, the financing of the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction. Its main objective is to set international standards to prevent illegal

financial activities that threaten the integrity of the global financial system.

The FATF plays a key role in safeguarding the global financial system through several
core functions. It is best known for its 40 Recommendations, which set international
standards to combat money laundering, terrorist financing, and related threats. These
standards are directly relevant to the fight against corruption because money laundering is
the main vehicle through which corrupt actors conceal and integrate illicit proceeds into the
legal economy. By targeting the channels used to launder corruption proceeds, the FATF

plays an indirect yet powerful role in global anti-corruption efforts.

A central mechanism in this regard is the mutual evaluation process, through which FATF
members undergo peer reviews assessing the technical compliance and effectiveness of
their AML/CFT frameworks (FATF 2022a). Countries with systemic weaknesses in
preventing the laundering of corruption proceeds can face pressure to implement reforms.
This mechanism is reinforced through FATF’s use of public identification lists (“grey list”
and “blacklist”), which highlight jurisdictions with strategic deficiencies, exposing them to
increased scrutiny, reputational damage, and potential exclusion from the international
financial system (FATF 2024a). These consequences create strong incentives for
governments to strengthen both their AML systems and their broader anti-corruption

architecture.

Beyond these standards, the FATF has developed specific initiatives explicitly linking
AML/CFT measures with corruption risks. A key milestone was the 2011 FATF report
“Laundering the Proceeds of Corruption”, which analysed typologies of how corruption-

generated assets are laundered and emphasized the importance of addressing politically
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exposed persons (PEPs), abuse of legal persons, and misuse of gatekeepers such as
lawyers and accountants (FATF 2011). Since then, FATF has consistently underlined the
need for member states to ensure enhanced due diligence for PEPs (FATF
Recommendation 12) and for jurisdictions to implement beneficial ownership transparency
measures (FATF Recommendation 24), both central tools to prevent the concealment of
corruption proceeds in complex corporate structures and offshore financial centres (FATF
2023b).

The FATF has also recognized the role of corruption in undermining the effectiveness of
AML/CFT frameworks themselves. In various guidance papers and evaluations, it has
stressed that corruption can compromise supervisory authorities, law enforcement, and
judicial systems, weakening countries’ ability to combat financial crime (FATF 2013; FATF
2021a). For example, FATF’s work on lllicit Financial Flows (IFFs) directly links corruption
with challenges to sustainable development, highlighting the need for coordinated action
across AML/CFT and anti-corruption agendas (FATF and OECD 2023).

More recently, FATF has paid attention to emerging risks connected to corruption, such as
the use of virtual assets and cryptocurrencies to launder bribery proceeds, or the
exploitation of weak beneficial ownership registries to hide corruption-related wealth. Its
ongoing projects encourage member states to adapt their frameworks to close these gaps,
with guidance on cross-border information-sharing, asset recovery, and risk-based

approaches tailored to corruption-prone sectors (FATF 2021b; FATF 2023c).

To promote effective global coordination, FATF fosters international cooperation among its
39 members and collaborates with regional bodies like the Asia/Pacific Group (APG) and
MONEYVAL. It also cooperates with other organisations, such as the World Bank and the
UNODC to align AML/CFT standards with broader anti-corruption instruments, including
the UNCAC (World Bank 2016, UNODC 2019).

While FATF’s formal mandate is not explicitly anti-corruption, its standards, evaluations,
typology reports, and cooperation mechanisms have become integral to the global fight
against corruption. By closing avenues for laundering the proceeds of bribery,
embezzlement, and state capture, FATF serves as a cornerstone in the international

architecture designed to deter and punish corruption.
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3.4.4. International Anti-Corruption Coordination Centre (IACCC)
The International Anti-Corruption Coordination Centre (IACCC) was launched in July 2017
as a joint initiative to strengthen the global fight against grand corruption. It was first
announced at the 2016 UK Anti-Corruption Summit in London, where governments
committed to closer international cooperation in investigating and prosecuting corruption
cases with cross-border dimensions (UK Government 2016). The IACCC is operated by
the UK’s National Crime Agency (NCA) and brings together specialized law enforcement
agencies from multiple jurisdictions to facilitate rapid intelligence sharing and provide
operational support to countries facing significant corruption challenges (National Crime
Agency 2017).

The IACCC’s mandate is rooted in tackling the proceeds of grand corruption (large-scale
embezzlement, bribery, and state capture schemes) given their destabilizing impact on
governance, development, and the integrity of financial systems. To this end, the IACCC
pursues three main objectives: coordinating international law enforcement efforts to tackle
high-level corruption, offering operational and intelligence support to countries conducting
major corruption investigations, and strengthening the capabilities of law enforcement

agencies to handle complex corruption-related challenges.

The IACCC is composed of several leading law enforcement bodies, including: the UK’s
National Crime Agency, Interpol, Royal Canadian Mounted Police, the U.S. Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), U.S. Homeland Security, Corrupt Practices Investigation
Bureau of Singapore (National Crime Agency 2017; Transparency International UK 2018).
These organizations work together to exchange expertise, pool resources, and share

intelligence, ensuring a coordinated international response to grand corruption cases.

A central feature of the IACCC is its function as a global intelligence hub. By enabling swift
and secure information exchange across borders, it helps identify corruption networks,
prevent the dissipation of stolen assets, and accelerate the freezing, seizure, and recovery
of illicit funds. For example, the IACCC has supported corruption-related investigations in

Nigeria, Ukraine, and Malaysia (the 1MDB case) by facilitating data sharing between
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financial intelligence units and law enforcement bodies (NCA 2019; Transparency
International 2020).

Beyond case coordination, the IACCC also contributes to partner agencies' capacity-
building, equipping investigators with technical knowledge and methodologies to follow
complex money trails, uncover beneficial ownership structures, and handle digital
evidence in corruption cases. By fostering collaboration among agencies that traditionally
operate within national boundaries, the IACCC strengthens the collective ability to tackle

grand corruption as a global crime rather than a domestic issue.

Although the IACCC remains a relatively young institution, it represents an important
innovation in the global anti-corruption landscape. By directly connecting law enforcement
authorities and focusing operationally on real-time cases, it complements the work of more
normative and standard-setting organisations such as the FATF and OECD Working
Group on Bribery, serving as a bridge between policy frameworks and enforcement action
(OECD 2018; UNODC 2021). Its activities reinforce the principle that corruption is not only
a domestic governance issue but a transnational crime that requires a coordinated

international response (Transparency International 2020; NCA 2019).

3.4.5. International Anti-Corruption Academy (IACA)
The International Anti-Corruption Academy (IACA) was established in 2010 and is located
in Laxenburg, Austria, is an international organization and educational institution dedicated
to combating corruption. Its creation followed a joint initiative by the United Nations Office
on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), the Austrian government, the European Anti-Fraud Office
(OLAF), and other stakeholders in response to the growing recognition that tackling
corruption requires not only law enforcement but also professionalized training, education,
and research (UNODC 2010; IACA 2023a).

IACA’s primary mission is to build global capacity in the fight against corruption by offering
education, training, research opportunities, and networking platforms for professionals
from public institutions, private companies, international organizations, civil society, and

academia. Its focus on sustainable, interdisciplinary, and practice-oriented approaches
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distinguishes it from enforcement-driven initiatives, positioning it as the world’s first

international academy dedicated exclusively to anti-corruption education (IACA 2021a).

One of IACA’s flagship contributions is its portfolio of academic degree programs, such as
the Master of Arts in Anti-Corruption Studies (MACS) and the International Master in Anti-
Corruption Compliance and Collective Action (IMACC). These programs combine
theoretical frameworks with practical tools, preparing participants to address corruption
challenges in areas ranging from public administration to financial compliance and
corporate governance (IACA 2023b). In addition, IACA offers tailor-made training for
governments, companies, and international organizations, including the Regional Summer
Academies in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, which adapt anti-corruption strategies to

specific regional contexts (IACA 2019).

IACA also serves as a hub for international dialogue and networking. It convenes
practitioners, policymakers, and academics through events such as the International Anti-
Corruption Summer Academy and high-level expert meetings, fostering cross-regional
cooperation and the exchange of best practices (IACA 2021b). In doing so, it directly
contributes to the implementation of the United Nations Convention against Corruption
(UNCAC) by equipping stakeholders with the skills and partnerships needed to translate

international norms into national and sectoral strategies (UNODC 2013).

In the realm of global governance against corruption, IACA plays a crucial role by
delivering specialized educational programs, facilitating research, and fostering
international cooperation. Its initiatives are designed to equip individuals and institutions
worldwide with the knowledge and skills necessary to effectively prevent and combat
corruption. By promoting dialogue and networking among professionals, IACA contributes
to the development and implementation of anti-corruption measures across various
sectors and regions, thereby strengthening global efforts to promote integrity and
accountability. It also hosts the International Journal on Anti-Corruption, providing a
platform for interdisciplinary research that bridges academic insights and applied practice
(IACA 2023c).

Although relatively young, IACA plays a unique role in the global anti-corruption
governance system. For example, while the FATF and the OECD Working Group on

Bribery focus on setting and enforcing standards, the IACA strengthens the human and
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institutional capacity needed to make those frameworks effective. By investing in the
education and professional development of anti-corruption practitioners worldwide, it
contributes to sustainable and long-term progress in building integrity systems (OECD
2018; Transparency International 2020).

3.5. Private global organizations of public interest

3.5.1. Transparency International (TI)
Although Transparency International (Tl) is a civil society organization and cannot directly
implement laws, its crucial role in pressuring other entities to address corruption makes it
one of the most significant actors in the global governance of corruption. Tl was likely the

first organization to highlight corruption as a primary global issue to address.

Funded in 1993 by Peter Eigen and allies, former World Bank employees who were
frustrated by the World Bank's disregard for corruption as a critical issue to address (Vogl
2016). Conceived as a network of national chapters, Tl sought to promote integrity,
transparency, and accountability by mobilising public opinion, generating knowledge, and
pressuring governments and international organisations to adopt anti-corruption reforms. It
was arguably the first global NGO to frame corruption as a universal policy concern rather
than a domestic issue or moral failing, reframing it as an obstacle to sustainable
development, good governance, and global market integrity (Hough 2013; Cooley and Ron
2002).

In 1995, Tl revolutionized the public scene with the publication of the Corruption
Perceptions Index (CPI), which was the first attempt to measure corruption. The CPI
played a crucial role in drawing global attention to the issue of corruption. The CPI, which
ranks countries according to perceived levels of public-sector corruption, rapidly became a
reference tool for policymakers, businesses, scholars, and media outlets. Its public
availability spurred a surge in quantitative research on the causes and consequences of
corruption worldwide. Additionally, the annual reports of the Index and the transparency
rankings of countries significantly heightened public awareness of corruption. Countries

now seek to know and understand their rankings, leading to an exponential increase in
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media coverage of corruption. “The CPI has done one indisputable thing; it has put the
issues of corruption and anti-corruption well and truly on the policy map” (Hough 2013a, p.
17). Over time, the Index has acquired agenda-setting power, influencing investment

decisions, donor priorities, and public-sector reforms worldwide (Heywood 2017).

Beyond measurement, Tl has also excelled in pressuring international organizations to
adopt anti-corruption measures. It was instrumental in pushing the World Bank to integrate
corruption into its development agenda during the 1990s, thereby reframing institutional
attitudes toward governance and aid conditionality (Vogl 2016). Tl also participated
actively in the negotiations leading to the OECD Convention on Combating Bribery of
Foreign Public Officials in International Business Transactions (1997), providing expertise,
advocacy, and public support to ensure its adoption (Pieth 2013). Through its advocacy
networks, Tl contributed to the establishment of the UN Convention against Corruption
(UNCAC, 2003) and remains a key stakeholder in its Conference of States Parties and the
UNCAC Coalition, where it monitors implementation and promotes civil-society
participation (UNODC 2021).

Institutionally, Tl has evolved from a small advocacy network into a complex transnational
organization, with more than 100 national chapters and an annual budget ranging from 90
to 100 million euros. Tl is now the leading advocate for pushing anti-corruption efforts
(Hough 2013a), implementing local monitoring initiatives, such as integrity pacts, advocacy
and legal advice centres (ALACs), and transparency scorecards, which foster public
participation and accountability in sectors like procurement, extractives, and public
services (Transparency International 2023a). Through these tools, Tl operationalises its
vision of collective action against corruption, bridging global norm diffusion with domestic
enforcement and citizen empowerment. As Cooley and Ron (2002) argue, Tl exemplifies a
form of transnational advocacy network that exercises moral and reputational authority

rather than coercive power.

By shaping how corruption is defined, measured, and prioritised, Tl has profoundly
influenced both the policy dimensions of anti-corruption governance. While debates
continue regarding the methodological biases of the CPI and the uneven impact of

advocacy across contexts, few dispute that Tl has been decisive in mainstreaming anti-
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corruption as a global policy norm and in holding both states and international

organisations publicly accountable for integrity standards.

3.5.2. Partnering Against Corruption Initiative (PACI)

The Partnering Against Corruption Initiative (PACI) was launched in 2004 by the World
Economic Forum (WEF) as a global, CEO-driven platform to strengthen corporate integrity
and promote collective action against corruption. Conceived in the aftermath of a series of
major international corruption scandals, the PACI sought to mobilize the private sector not
merely as a subject of compliance, but as a key player in global anti-corruption
governance. lts membership, composed of multinational corporations and leading firms
across sectors, commits to a shared vision of zero tolerance for bribery and to embedding

integrity into business strategy and culture (WEF 2023a).

A core initiative of the PACI is the PACI’s principles for Countering Bribery, a voluntary
code signed by company chief executives. These principles commit members to
establishing and enforcing effective anti-bribery policies, conducting risk-based due
diligence, ensuring accurate books and records, and promoting transparency in business
transactions. They are aligned with the UN Global Compact’s 10th Principle against
Corruption, the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, and the UNCAC, situating the PACI within
the broader framework of international standards. The initiative’s core goal is to design
corruption out of the system by fostering management systems that prevent, detect, and

remediate bribery risks throughout corporate operations and value chains (WEF 2021).

Over time, the PACI has evolved from a principles-based commitment into a global
platform for collective action. Through initiatives such as the PACI Vanguard, a coalition of
CEOs and senior executives that champions integrity across industries, and the GAIT
(Gatekeepers Advancing Integrity and Transparency) initiative in the real-estate sector, the
PACI promotes sector-specific transparency measures and beneficial ownership
verification mechanisms (WEF 2024a). These efforts seek to reduce corruption
vulnerabilities in high-risk industries by establishing common standards, providing practical
guidance, and fostering  peer-to-peer accountability. In parallel, the PACI engages in

policy dialogue on beneficial ownership transparency, collaborating with international
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partners to improve the traceability of legal entities and trusts. The Forum has also
produced a range of knowledge products, including toolkits and the Corruption
Transformation Map developed jointly with the IACA, which support companies in

benchmarking integrity practices and identifying emerging risks.

The PACI operates at the interface between the private sector and international policy
forums, collaborating with institutions such as the OECD, UNODC, World Bank, IMF, and
Transparency International, as well as within the G20/B20 Integrity and Compliance
Taskforce. These partnerships enhance policy alignment between public- and private-
sector anti-corruption agendas, ensuring that corporate collective-action efforts
complement intergovernmental initiatives. Through this networked model, the PACI has
influenced global conversations on corporate transparency, beneficial ownership
disclosure, and responsible business conduct, reinforcing the role of business as a
stakeholder in international integrity frameworks (WEF 2023b; OECD 2020).

Despite its influence, the PACI faces structural limitations typical of voluntary corporate-
governance initiatives. As a non-binding platform, its effectiveness depends largely on
corporate self-regulation, reputational incentives, and peer pressure rather than on
enforcement or external verification (Transparency International 2022). The degree of
implementation and monitoring varies across companies, and there is no formal
mechanism to assess compliance with the PACI Principles. While initiatives such as
Vanguard and GAIT represent progress toward operationalising collective action, the
overall impact of PACI remains difficult to measure, as disclosure and assurance are not

mandatory.

Moreover, because the PACI operates within a crowded ecosystem of integrity networks,
such as the UN Global Compact, the OECD Working Group on Bribery, and the B20
Integrity Taskforce, its contribution can sometimes be diffused among overlapping
mandates. Furthermore, the PACI’s role as a convening rather than regulatory body limits
its capacity to drive systemic change without the sustained engagement of member

companies and consistent alignment with governmental reforms.
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3.5.3. The Partnership for Transparency Fund (PTF)
The Partnership for Transparency Fund (PTF) is a non-governmental organization
established in 1998 by a group of former World Bank officials and development
practitioners, including Pierre Landell-Mills and Fredrik Galtung, who sought to channel the
expertise of retired international development professionals into practical, citizen-driven
anti-corruption projects (PTF 2023a). Based in Washington, D.C., the organization was
created on the premise that civil society organisations (CSOs) play a pivotal role in
improving governance and accountability, particularly in countries where institutional

capacity to curb corruption is weak.

The PTF’s mission is to support innovative, civil society organization-led approaches to
reduce corruption, promote transparency, strengthen governance, and enhance
accountability in low- and middle-income economies. Its model is distinctive in that it
provides small grants and technical assistance directly to local CSOs to implement
projects that monitor public service delivery, track budget execution, and advocate for
systemic reforms. These projects typically use social accountability tools, such as
community scorecards, citizen report cards, participatory expenditure tracking, and open-
contracting monitoring (PTF 2019; World Bank 2020). By doing so, the PTF empowers
local actors to hold public institutions accountable and ensures that anti-corruption efforts

are grounded in context rather than imposed from the outside.

Since its establishment, the PTF has funded or co-implemented over 250 projects in more
than 50 countries, spanning Africa, Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin America (PTF 2023a).
Many of these initiatives have focused on improving transparency in public procurement,
health, and education, as well as promoting access to information laws and citizen
oversight committees. The PTF’s projects often operate in partnership with national anti-
corruption agencies, audit offices, and parliamentary oversight bodies, strengthening the
interface between civil society and the state. For example, in Uganda, PTF-supported
organisations successfully reduced procurement irregularities in local infrastructure
projects, while in Nepal and the Philippines, CSO-led budget monitoring contributed to the
adoption of more transparent expenditure tracking systems (PTF 2020).
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3.5.4. Publish What you Pay (PWYP)
The Publish What You Pay (PWYP) is a global civil society coalition that advocates for
transparency and accountability in the extractive industries with a focus on  the oil, gas,
and mining sectors. Founded in 2002 in London, the PWYP emerged as a joint initiative of
Global Witness, Open Society Foundations, and the Catholic Agency for Overseas
Development (CAFOD), following growing concern that natural resource revenues in many
resource-rich developing countries were being diverted through corruption and
mismanagement rather than contributing to public welfare (Gillies 2010; PWYP 2023a).
The PWYP aims to ensure that natural resource wealth benefits citizens in resource-rich

countries, rather than being lost to corruption, mismanagement, or illicit financial flows.

The PWYP’s early campaigns sought to expose opaque financial flows between extractive
companies and host governments by demanding mandatory disclosure of all taxes,
royalties, and licensing fees. These advocacy efforts were pivotal in shaping global norms
on extractive-sector transparency. In particular, the PWYP played a foundational role in
the establishment of the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) in 2003,
helping to design its principles and multi-stakeholder governance model (Aaronson 2011).
It has since remained one of EITI's strongest civil-society partners, providing technical
expertise, monitoring implementation, and representing community perspectives on the
EITI International Board. The PWYP also contributed significantly to the adoption of legally
binding disclosure regimes such as the EU Accounting and Transparency Directives
(2013), which require large extractive and logging companies to publish country-by-country
reports of payments to governments, and Section 1504 of the U.S. Dodd-Frank Act
(2010), which introduced similar mandatory reporting requirements for U.S.-listed
extractive firms (Gillies 2010; PWYP 2016).

In addition to global advocacy, PWYP works to empower civil society organisations
(CSOs) in over 50 countries, providing tools, training, and support for local chapters to
monitor extractive industry governance. Its secretariat and national coalitions help
communities track revenues, analyse contracts, scrutinise government policy and hold
both companies and governments to account (NRGI/PWYP 2015, p. 6). Over time,
PWYP’s scope has expanded beyond revenue disclosure to include contract transparency,

beneficial ownership, gender and extractive governance, and the allocation of resource
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revenues, based on the “publish what you spend” principle (PWYP Norway History 2020;
PWYP 2023a).

Despite its achievements, the PWYP faces several structural and strategic challenges.
First, its coalition model, which now includes over 800 member organisations, introduces
coordination challenges, and national chapters differ widely in capacity and political
freedom to act (NRGI/PWYP 2015, p. 8; Gillies, 2010). In more restrictive environments,
the CSOs may lack basic freedoms, which constrain PWYP’s ability to effect change
(Global Witness 2022). Furthermore, the PWYP’s reliance on donor funding, primarily from
European governments and foundations. limits the sustainability of local monitoring and
long-term programme continuity (NRGI/PWYP 2015; PWYP 2023b). Nonetheless, the
PWYP remains a key example of a civil-society network acting as a transnational
accountability mechanism, linking grassroots monitoring to global norm-setting in one of

the most corruption-prone sectors of the economy (Hilson and Maconachie 2020).

3.5.5. Natural Resource Governance Institute (NRGI)
The Natural Resource Governance Institute (NRGI), previously known as the Revenue
Watch Institute, is a non-profit organization established in 2002 and reconstituted under its
current name in 2023 following its merger with the Natural Resource Charter. It is focused
on promoting transparency, accountability, and effective governance in the management
of natural resource wealth. Its mission is to assist resource-rich countries in transforming
oil, gas, and mineral wealth into sustainable and equitable development outcomes (NRGI
2023a). The organisation promotes transparency, accountability, and strong institutions in
the management of natural resource revenues, seeking to address the governance failures
and corruption risks that have historically characterised the extractive sectors of many
developing economies (Gillies 2010; NRGI 2021a).

The NRGI’s anti-corruption work is grounded in three interrelated strategies: transparency,
accountability, and institutional strengthening. It advocates for the public disclosure of

extractive contracts, beneficial ownership information, production data, and revenue flows,
viewing transparency as an essential precondition for accountability (NRGI 2021b). These

principles underpin its flagship tool, the Resource Governance Index (RGI), which
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evaluates more than 50 countries on the quality of their extractive-sector governance,
including the openness of licensing systems, fiscal management, and anti-corruption
safeguards. The RGI's methodology, based on publicly verifiable indicators, allows
policymakers, investors, and civil society to benchmark performance and identify

corruption risks at each stage of the resource value chain (NRGI 2021a).

In addition to policy advocacy and cooperation, the NRGI collaborates extensively with
international organisations, multilateral banks, and civil-society coalitions. It is a core
partner of the EITI, contributing to the development of the EITI’'s standards on contract
disclosure, beneficial ownership, and commodity trading transparency (EITI 2021). The
NRGI also engages with the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) on
integrity in resource governance, with the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) on natural-resource management and anti-corruption capacity-building, and with
the World Bank’s Governance Global Practice to strengthen fiscal transparency in
resource-dependent countries (OECD 2020; UNDP 2020). Its training programmes, such
as the Executive Course on Oil, Gas and Mining Governance co-organised with the
University of Oxford’s Blavatnik School of Government, have provided thousands of
officials, journalists, and civil-society actors with tools to monitor and analyse extractive-
sector governance (NRGI 2023b).

The NRGI’s anti-corruption agenda focuses on systemic prevention rather than reactive
enforcement. It promotes reforms to improve revenue collection and auditing, reduce
discretionary decision-making, and strengthen parliamentary and civil society oversight. It
also supports the creation of national resource funds governed by transparent fiscal rules
to mitigate corruption risks in sovereign wealth management (NRGI 2021b). At the global
level, NRGI’s research and policy engagement have influenced the inclusion of natural
resource transparency in international frameworks such as the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDG 16.6) and the G20 Anti-Corruption Working Group’s Action Plan (OECD 2020;
G20 2023).

While the NRGI has become an influential actor in resource governance, several factors
constrain its impact. As a non-state organisation, its effectiveness ultimately depends on
the political commitment of partner governments and the resilience of domestic oversight
institutions. In highly centralised or rent-dependent regimes, transparency reforms are
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often absorbed into existing patronage systems or implemented only symbolically (Gillies
2020; NRGI 2021a). Furthermore, although the Resource Governance Index is widely
referenced, its reliance on expert assessments introduces a degree of subjectivity, and
progress in governance scores does not always correspond to measurable reductions in
corruption (Cust and Mihalyi 2017).

The NRGI’'s dependence on donor-funded project cycles can also limit the continuity of its
country-level engagement and the sustainability of institutional reforms (NRGI 2023a). In
addition, its technical and data-driven approach, while valuable for policy analysis, tends to
engage primarily with government and expert audiences, leaving fewer entry points for
grassroots civil society participation than broader advocacy coalitions, such as the
previously mentioned PWYP. Even so, the NRGI remains a central reference point in
international resource-governance debates, translating global transparency norms into

policy frameworks and institutional practice at the national level.

3.5.6. U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre
The U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre is a permanent, donor-supported entity situated
within the Chr. Michelsen Institute (CMI) in Norway. Since its establishment in 2002, U4
has been dedicated to deepening the understanding of anti-corruption issues and
strategies within international development. It offers research, information, and training
services to assist development practitioners in effectively addressing corruption
challenges. Collaborating with various international development agencies from countries
such as Germany, Sweden, Canada, Australia, Finland, and Denmark, U4 fosters a
network of anti-corruption specialists and practitioners, promoting the exchange of

knowledge and best practices.

The centre's strategic goals for 2021-2026 focus on supporting partners to implement
context-specific interventions that address corruption challenges effectively, serving as a
leading convener and trusted knowledge broker to align global anti-corruption efforts,
equipping partners with innovative perspectives to tackle the intricate and transnational

nature of corruption and ensuring that anti-corruption remains a top agenda item in partner
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countries by strengthening collaborations and demonstrating the importance of such
efforts.

3.5.7. Global Witness
Global Witness is an international NGO established in 1993 in London, dedicated to
exposing the connections between natural resource exploitation, conflict, and corruption.
Founded by Charmian Gooch, Patrick Alley, and Simon Taylor, the organisation was
among the first to systematically document how illicit resource revenues fuel conflict and
entrench kleptocratic regimes (Gooch et al. 2021). Its work sits at the intersection of anti-
corruption, environmental governance, and human rights, combining investigative
journalism, policy advocacy, and legal reform to hold corporations, governments, and

financial institutions accountable for their complicity in corruption.

The Global Witness'’s anti-corruption strategy is built around investigation, exposure, and
systemic reform. Its in-depth investigations have revealed transnational corruption
schemes in sectors such as oil, logging, mining, and real estate, often linking high-level
political elites, multinational corporations, and financial intermediaries (Global Witness
2023a). Through reports such as The Secret Life of a Shopaholic (2014) and Undue
Diligence (2009), the organisation has documented how anonymous companies, offshore
structures, and lax banking oversight enable large-scale money laundering and bribery.
These exposés have informed sanctions regimes, AML laws, and beneficial ownership

transparency reforms in multiple jurisdictions (Sharman 2017; FATF 2022).

At the policy level, Global Witness has played a pivotal role in advancing beneficial
ownership disclosure and corporate transparency globally. It was a key civil-society
advocate behind the inclusion of public beneficial ownership registers in the UK
Companies Act (2016) and in the EU’s 4th and 5th Anti-Money Laundering Directives, and
it continues to campaign for similar measures in the United States and other financial
centres (Global Witness 2019; OECD 2020). The organisation also collaborates closely
with the EITI, the PWYP, and the NRGI to promote open contracting, payment disclosure,
and responsible supply-chain governance in the extractive and forestry sectors (EITI 2021;
PWYP 2023).
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The Global Witness'’s anti-corruption agenda further targets the financial and legal systems
that facilitate illicit flows. It advocates for robust AML supervision, stricter regulation of
professional enablers (such as lawyers and accountants), and the closure of offshore
secrecy jurisdictions. These priorities have been central to its global campaigns, including
End Anonymous Companies and Dirty Money, which have influenced the agendas of the
G7, G20 Anti-Corruption Working Group, and FATF (Global Witness 2021; G20 2023). In
recent years, its advocacy has also extended to climate governance, exposing corruption
and illegal deforestation in carbon offset markets and land-use concessions, thereby
linking environmental integrity with anti-corruption objectives (Gooch et al. 2021; Global
Witness 2023b).

While the Global Witness has been instrumental in driving transparency and accountability
reforms, several limitations temper its anti-corruption impact. As a civil-society
organisation, its influence rests on naming and shaming rather than enforcement power;
the implementation of its policy proposals ultimately depends on governmental and
corporate commitment. In jurisdictions with entrenched vested interests, investigative
exposure can trigger symbolic compliance without substantive institutional change
(Sharman 2017; OECD 2020). Moreover, the organisation’s confrontational advocacy style
can at times strain cooperation with governments and corporations, particularly in contexts

where access and dialogue are essential for reform.

The Global Witness also operates in high-risk environments, where its staff and partners
face security threats and political retaliation, especially in countries with restricted civic
space (Global Witness 2023b). Financially, its work relies on foundation and donor
support, which, while stable, can limit flexibility to respond to rapidly evolving corruption
schemes. Nonetheless, by linking investigative evidence with policy advocacy, Global
Witness has significantly shaped global anti-corruption norms, particularly in areas of
beneficial ownership transparency, financial secrecy reform, and corporate due diligence,
establishing itself as one of the most influential watchdogs in the field of transnational

corruption.
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3.5.8. Global Anti-Corruption Consortium (GACC)
The Global Anti-Corruption Consortium (GACC), established in 2016, is a strategic
partnership between the Organised Crime and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP) and
TI Conceived to bridge the gap between investigative journalism and anti-corruption
advocacy, the GACC combines evidence-based reporting, legal accountability, and policy
reform to expose and deter transnational corruption. Its creation reflected a growing
recognition that large-scale corruption is often cross-border and systemic, requiring
integrated approaches that connect media investigations with advocacy and enforcement
(OCCRP 2023a; Transparency International 2023a).

The GACC's core activities centre on joint investigations, data-driven exposure, and policy
engagement. Through OCCRP’s network of over 50 investigative centres worldwide, the
consortium conducts cross-border investigations that reveal the structure and mechanisms
of grand corruption, money laundering, and illicit financial flows involving political elites,
multinational corporations, and financial intermediaries. Its projects have produced
landmark investigations such as the Azerbaijani Laundromat (2017) and the Troika
Laundromat (2019), which exposed extensive schemes of financial secrecy and political
influence across Europe and beyond (OCCRP 2019; Transparency International 2020).
These findings have informed criminal investigations, parliamentary inquiries, and
regulatory reforms in multiple jurisdictions, demonstrating the tangible policy impact of

transnational investigative journalism (UNODC 2021).

Designed to strengthen the global fight against corruption. Its core activities combine
investigative journalism and advocacy to expose corrupt practices, hold perpetrators
accountable, and drive systemic reforms. GACC conducts in-depth, cross-border
investigations that uncover cases of grand corruption, money laundering, and illicit
financial flows, revealing how corrupt networks operate across borders and involve political

and corporate actors.

Beyond exposing corruption, GACC translates investigative findings into policy advocacy,
promoting legal reforms, robust anti-corruption measures, and accountability mechanisms
to ensure real-world consequences for corrupt individuals and institutions. By bridging the
gap between journalistic exposure and anti-corruption activism, GACC ensures that its
revelations lead to meaningful legal actions, policy changes, and greater public
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awareness. lts global network fosters collaboration among journalists, civil society

organisations, and policymakers, enhancing efforts to combat corruption on a global scale.

3.5.9. Organised Crime and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP)
The OCCRRP is a global consortium of investigative journalists committed to uncovering
organised crime and corruption. Founded in 2006 by Drew Sullivan and Paul Radu,
OCCRRP collaborates with over 50 independent media outlets across six continents and

produces  more than 100 investigations annually.

OCCRP's mission is to empower the public to hold power to account by providing
accurate, high-quality reporting on crime and corruption. The organisation publishes its
findings through local media partners and in multiple languages on its website. Notable
investigations include the "Azerbaijani Laundromat," which uncovered a $2.9 billion
money-laundering operation, and the "Russian Laundromat," which revealed how billions

were funnelled out of Russia through various financial institutions.

Beyond investigative journalism, OCCRP offers training and resources to journalists and
supports the growth of independent media organizations. It also manages OCCRP Aleph,
an investigative data platform that archives government records and open databases,

granting access to journalists and activists on a case-by-case basis.

3.5.10. Accountability Lab
Accountability Lab is an international organization (10) committed to enhancing
governance by empowering proactive citizens, ethical leaders, and transparent institutions.
Founded in 2012, it has developed into a trans-local network, addressing governance
challenges with innovative solutions across diverse communities. The organization's
mission is to ensure governance systems effectively serve people worldwide. The Lab's
strategic plan for 2023-2026 emphasises three main objectives: altering norms and
behaviours by launching initiatives to encourage integrity and diminish corruption,

empowering reformers for collective action by equipping change agents with essential
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knowledge and resources, and shaping policies, processes, and practices by participating

in advocacy to promote systemic reforms.

Operating in countries such as Nepal, Nigeria, and Pakistan, Accountability Lab prioritizes
local engagement and context-specific approaches. Its programs include recognizing
honest public officials through the "Integrity lcon" campaign and enabling youth and
marginalised groups to participate in governance. Through these initiatives, Accountability
Lab strives to create a worldwide movement advocating for accountability, aiming for

prudent resource utilisation, equitable decision-making, and secure livelihoods for all.

3.5.11. International Anti-Corruption Conference (IACC)
First convened in 1983, the conference initially started as a platform for international law
enforcement collaboration. Over the years, it has shifted its emphasis towards anti-
corruption efforts. Held biennially, the conference attracts practitioners and scholars to
share insights and strategies on the impact of corruption and methods to combat it (Wang
and Rosenau 2001).

The eighth conference, held in 1997, brought together more than 1,000 participants from
ninety-three countries. This conference resulted in the adoption of the Lima Declaration,
which contains over forty clauses detailing specific measures to be implemented (Wang
and Rosenau, 2001).

3.5.12. International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICI1J)
The International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) is a global network of
investigative journalists who work together on large-scale, cross-border investigations. It
was founded in 1997 with the goal of promoting accountability, transparency, and the
protection of human rights through investigative reporting. CIJ is known for its collaborative
investigative work on corruption, tax evasion, and financial secrecy, and has led major
global investigations such as the Panama Papers, Paradise Papers, and Pandora Papers.
The organisation brings together journalists from around the world to uncover corruption

and promote transparency.
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4. The geopolitical reconfiguration of global
anticorruption governance

4.1. The strategic turn in the global governance of anti-corruption
The preceding examination of actors involved in global governance for anti-corruption and
the prevention of undue influence has shown that this field is neither uniform nor centrally
coordinated. There is no international organisation able to claim a clear centrality in
dealing with different areas and problems related to corruption practices over the world,
neither when referring only to cross-country corruption. It is a landscape marked by
diversity, fragmentation, and varying degrees of institutionalisation. From the highly
formalised treaty regimes of the OECD and the United Nations to looser, voluntary
arrangements, such as the Open Government Partnership, the field comprises a wide
array of actors, mandates, and enforcement measures. This pluralism has allowed anti-
corruption norms to permeate almost every sphere of global governance, from
development aid and financial regulation to trade and security policy. Yet it has also

produced duplication, uneven implementation, and at times conflicting priorities.

While our mapping shows the diversity and institutionalisation of global anti-corruption
governance, recent developments suggest a normative and strategic shift. For much of the
early 2000s, global anti-corruption efforts were driven by the expansion of binding
multilateral agreements and peer review systems; hard law instruments that sought to
harmonise legal frameworks and create compliance pressure through formal monitoring.
The UNCAC review mechanism, the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, and GRECO’s
country evaluations embodied this model. The EU Rule of Law mechanism, and the
accession countries’ review can be also included in the same category. However, since
the 2010s decade, we have observed a growing reliance on soft law approaches: flexible
frameworks, voluntary standards, and multi-stakeholder initiatives that emphasise
transparency, capacity-building, and mutual learning rather than binding obligations. This
move reflects both the difficulty of negotiating new treaties in an increasingly multipolar
world and the strategic preference of many actors for adaptable instruments that can be

tailored to domestic contexts without formal constraints.
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This rebalancing of legal instruments reflects a deeper transformation in the geopolitics of
anti-corruption. Whereas earlier approaches were anchored in the optimism of the post—
Cold War order -emphasizing universal norms, multilateral cooperation, and rule-based
institutionalism- the contemporary governance landscape is increasingly shaped by
strategic rivalry, fragmented normative models, and securitized policy agendas. Anti-
corruption is no longer conceived solely as a technical matter of institutional reform or legal
harmonisation. Instead, it has become entangled in broader struggles over geopolitical

influence and competing visions of political order.

Armed conflicts, geopolitical crises, and growing multipolar competition now frequently
structure the priorities and deployment of anti-corruption tools promoted by multi-lateral
organizations, but also difficult their effectiveness. Countries’ unilateral action, or
concerted collective action by groups of countries emerges as a direct alternative to gain
effectiveness under these circumstances. In settings such as Ukraine, the Western
Balkans, the Sahel, or the South China Sea, integrity reforms and oversight mechanisms
are embedded within foreign-policy, security, and stabilization frameworks, rather than
treated as stand-alone governance agendas. This shift also promotes a widening
perception -shared by major powers - that corruption is not only a developmental obstacle,
but also a strategic vulnerability with implications for national security, democratic

resilience, and geopolitical alignment (White House 2021).

A particularly notable development is the expanding use of sanctions and unilateral anti-
corruption instruments, including targeted financial restrictions, visa bans, and
extraterritorial enforcement actions. Examples include the U.S. Global Magnitsky Act, EU
restrictive measures against kleptocratic networks - as for example sanctions against
Russia -, and coordinated transatlantic sanctions tied to conflict-affected states (as a case
study to discuss on the difficulties and problems of such attempts, see the D3.1. on the
impact of sanctions on infiltration of Russia in Europe). These tools circumvent slower
multilateral mechanisms and signal an increasing willingness of states to address
corruption through coercive, foreign-policy-driven measures, rather than through

negotiated international agreements.
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Taken together, these trends point to a significant reconfiguration of the global anti-
corruption regime. Rather than operating primarily through consensual norm diffusion and
multilateral conventions, anti-corruption governance in the current decade is increasingly
shaped by geopolitical contestation, strategic incentives, and the discretionary power of
states. This marks a profound shift in how corruption is conceptualised, prioritized, and
governed within the emerging international order. Probably, the Russia-Ukraine war
crystallised this shift more unequivocally. Beyond its humanitarian and security
ramifications, the war has redefined anti-corruption instruments as tools of international
strategic competition. The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) suspended Russia’'s
membership in 2023 signalling both a punitive measure and a standard-setting cut-off
(FATF 2023). The EU and U.S. sanctions targeting Russian elites and opaque networks
have been advanced through asset-freezing, beneficial ownership transparency, and
sanctions regimes, which are now presented as anti-corruption measures. Although
framed as anti-money laundering actions, these tools also serve geopolitical aims:
disrupting financial flows to strategic opponents, projecting normative alignment, and

reinforcing the strategic value of financial transparency in constraining state adversaries.

The term “strategic corruption” has become widely used after Zelikow et al. (2020), who
argued that corruption has evolved from a domestic vulnerability into a deliberate
instrument of foreign policy. Unlike traditional forms of corruption, strategic corruption is
employed overseas, targeting open societies that are more exposed to covert influence
and inducements. Yet other scholars show that the concept has been used in different,
and sometimes conflicting, ways. Pozsgai-Alvarez and Lang (2025) note that since 2020,
the term has been mostly used in U.S. policy debates and academia, where it usually
describes state-led, transnational practices, such as bribery, covert donations, or media
influence that serve to advance foreign policy goals (Pozsgai-Alvarez and Lang 2025, pp.
6-8). Despite this, the authors warn that the term can be stretched to cover very different
practices. This makes the concept useful for describing a new type of state-led influence

and highlights the need for clearer definitions and limits to avoid misuse.

While soft-law initiatives have spread international norms, they have also contributed to
institutional fragmentation and overlapping mandates, creating further fragmentation and

sometimes reducing coherence across regimes. This fragmented institutional landscape
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leaves the international community more reactive than preventive, allowing the emergence
of multiple initiatives planned to weaponise the combat against corruption, and in particular
cross-country corruption. Fragmentation and overlapping facilitate the existence of
opportunity for countries to find actions and define goals that are not well solved by the
international community, or even to strengthening their own national perceptions with less

attention to global norms and ethical universalist principles.

At the same time, the rise of strategic corruption - the intentional use of corrupt practices
by state or non-state actors to advance geopolitical objectives - underscores the profound
limitations of existing international governance systems. Many of the preventive and
monitoring tools developed in the 1990s and early 2000s were designed for a cooperative
multilateral environment, assuming that states shared a minimum commitment to
transparency, rule-of-law reform, and cross-border cooperation. These instruments are
poorly equipped to confront situations in which corruption functions as a deliberate
instrument of foreign interference, often exploiting fragmented legal jurisdictions, opaque
financial structures, and the slow pace of international enforcement. Strategic corruption
thrives precisely in the spaces where global regulatory regimes are weakest or least

coordinated.

While soft-law initiatives - such as voluntary standards, peer-review mechanisms, and
nonbinding transparency commitments - have played an important role in diffusing
international norms, they have also contributed to institutional proliferation and mandate
overlap. Multiple international bodies, regional organisations, and multi-stakeholder
initiatives now operate simultaneously in the anti-corruption space, often with partially
competing priorities, inconsistent definitions, or divergent enforcement capacities. This
institutional fragmentation reduces coherence across regimes (Jordana et al. 2023) and

can dilute the overall effectiveness also of global anti-corruption efforts.

The international community frequently responds to crises after corrupt networks have
already entrenched themselves, rather than addressing the systemic vulnerabilities that
enable them. This reactive posture allows room for the emergence of selective or
instrumentalized anti-corruption initiatives, sometimes used to “weaponize” the fight

against corruption for political or geopolitical ends, particularly in cases of cross-border or
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cross-country corruption. States may deploy anti-corruption rhetoric or legal tools not to
strengthen global integrity norms, but to target rivals, influence political outcomes abroad,

or legitimise domestic power consolidation.

Moreover, fragmentation and overlapping mandates create strategic opportunities for
states to bypass strong oversight, selectively engage with regimes that align with their
preferences, or advance national agendas with limited regard for global norms or
universalist ethical principles. In this sense, the international anti-corruption architecture
becomes a patchwork system that actors can navigate, exploit, or manipulate, rather than
a cohesive framework capable of constraining corrupt behaviour or deterring foreign

interference.

In sum, the use of anti-corruption as a tool for geopolitical influence combined with the rise
of strategic corruption exposes a widening gap. Contemporary corruption networks as well
as the capacity of existing international instruments to address them are increasingly
complex. Without greater coordination, stronger enforcement mechanisms, and renewed
political commitment to genuine multilateralism, the fragmented global regime risks
becoming increasingly vulnerable to manipulation, and decreasingly able to deliver the
preventive, system-wide integrity it was designed to promote. The next section examines
this problem in greater depth, focusing on the fragility of multilateralism and the scarcity of

preventive instruments in the face of systemic, cross-border undue influence.
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4.2. Scarcity of fit-for-purpose preventive instruments in the global
governance of corruption

The growing overlap between anti-corruption tools and geopolitical strategy, described in
the previous section, also highlights the limits of today’s multilateral system. Over the past
two decades, global governance has spread anti-corruption norms across almost every
major policy domain, from development cooperation and trade to finance and security
(Mungiu-Pippidi and Johnston 2017).). This expansion has been driven by a combination
of hard law instruments, already referred to, such as the United Nations Convention
against Corruption (UNCAC) and the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, and the introduction
of soft law instruments, including transparency initiatives, peer review processes, and
voluntary standards. Together, they have developed an extensive set of preventive

measures to reduce corruption risks before they materialise.

Yet the challenge today is not the absence of preventive measures, but rather a scarcity of
fit-for-purpose, interoperable tools capable of addressing cross-border undue influence
and corruption, which increasingly defines the global landscape (Zelikow et al. 2020).
Many of the existing instruments were designed for cooperative, rules-based environments
in which states shared a baseline commitment to transparency and mutual legal
assistance. They target discrete risks, such as public procurement fraud, conflicts of
interest, or individual acts of bribery, rather than the more sophisticated forms of “strategic
corruption” that weaponize economic networks, information channels, and regulatory
loopholes for geopolitical ends (Walker, and Ludwig 2021; Cooley et al. 2023, Zelikow et
al. 2020).

Evidence from global and regional monitoring mechanisms underscores this gap. The
UNCAC'’s preventive chapter (Chapter Il) is broad in scope, but its implementation relies
heavily on national political will, and its review mechanism produces recommendations
without strong compliance leverage, resulting in highly uneven uptake across jurisdictions
(UNODC 2021). Similarly, FATF’s mutual evaluations reveal that while many countries
achieve high “technical compliance” scores on preventive anti-money laundering
standards, they perform less well on “effectiveness” metrics, meaning that illicit flows

continue to move through the global financial system largely undetected (FATF 2022).
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The OECD Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International
Business Transactions (1997) is implemented through the Working Group on Bribery
(WGB), which has established one of the most sophisticated soft law monitoring systems
in the global anti-corruption architecture. Rather than relying on coercive enforcement
powers, the WGB operates through a structured process of peer review, mutual
evaluation, and reputational accountability among member states. Over the past two
decades, it has developed a detailed methodology based on country reports, compliance
assessments, on-site visits, stakeholder consultations, and follow-up evaluations, allowing
the Group to track not only the adoption of national legislation but also its practical

enforcement.

Crucially, the Working Group has institutionalised a multi-phase monitoring schedule,
currently in its fourth round, which mandates that each state party undergo regular
assessments at predetermined intervals. These assessments evaluate legislative
adequacy, prosecutorial performance, corporate liability regimes, whistle-blower
protections, and cross-border cooperation capacities. While the mechanism lacks the
binding sanctions characteristic of hard-law regimes, its influence derives from the peer-
pressure dynamics created through public reporting, international scrutiny, and the
reputational costs associated with being classified as a “laggard” or non-compliant

jurisdiction.

This monitoring system functions as a soft-law instrument in two important senses. First,
its authority stems from collective evaluation and transparency, not from punitive
enforcement powers; it incentivises compliance through normative persuasion and peer
standing. Second, it provides one of the few transnational accountability mechanisms
specifically designed to address cross-country corruption, enabling participating states to
identify gaps, coordinate reforms, and align enforcement priorities. The OECD model has
therefore become a significant reference point for other international organisations,
demonstrating how structured monitoring, backed by systematic reporting and reputational
leverage, can compensate for the absence of formal supranational enforcement powers.
By combining mutual evaluation, transparency, and public reporting, the WGB’s monitoring

mechanism illustrates how soft-law instruments can serve as effective tools for supervising
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complex transnational phenomena - such as foreign bribery and cross-border corruption -

even in the absence of coercive authority.

The FATF’s mutual evaluation process - and particularly its grey and blacklists - as
become one of the most impactful instruments in the fight against cross-country corruption.
Countries placed on the grey list (jurisdictions under increased monitoring) or blacklist
(high-risk jurisdictions subject to a call for action) face tangible economic repercussions,
including reduced investment, increased financial scrutiny, and negative reputational spill-
overs. FATF listings create powerful incentives for states to strengthen their anti-money
laundering (AML) frameworks. Since money laundering is the principal channel through
which the proceeds of corruption enter the global economy, FATF evaluations function as
indirect anti-corruption instruments, prompting states to enhance investigative capacities,
strengthen supervisory institutions, regulate beneficial ownership, and cooperate in cross-

border financial investigations.

However, even in areas where significant reforms have been introduced, stimulated by
intense policy diffusion and soft transnational pressures, many practical limitations persist
in implementing them. Many countries are implementing reforms very slowly, while at the
same time, beneficial ownership registers are expanding rapidly, but data quality,
verification mechanisms, and cross-border interoperability undermine their preventive
potential (Open Ownership 2023). Asset recovery cooperation continues to face structural
and legal hurdles, such as delays in mutual legal assistance and burdensome evidentiary
requirements, which make these tools largely reactive rather than preventive (World Bank—
UNODC StAR Initiative, 2022). Vulnerabilities in lobbying regulation and political finance
oversight, repeatedly highlighted by the OECD and other observers, continue to leave

open key channels for undue influence, both domestic and foreign (OECD 2021).

The problem is made worse by regime complexity considering the dense, overlapping web
of institutions and initiatives with shared mandates, as seen previously. While diversity can
offer flexibility, in practice it often delays coordination, creates duplication, and weakens
joint action in urgent cases. This variety of sources also softens the impact of the
warnings, comparative results, and reports that are coming out, particularly when they
refer to countries that are not participating in mutual examination exercises. As earlier
mentioned, this fragmented system allows state or non-state actors engaging in strategic
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corruption to exploit jurisdictional gaps, regulatory inconsistencies, and the lack of binding
enforcement across regimes (Abbott et al. 2016; Mungiu-Pippidi 2023).

In this context, multilateralism appears fragile not because preventive initiatives are
absent, but because the available instruments are not well adapted to the political realities
of today’s world. When preventive action fails, states and coalitions increasingly turn to
reactive measures, especially targeted sanctions. The following section examines how
such sanctions frameworks have evolved in recent years, before turning to how they are
being used in today’s multipolar governance environment for both political and governance

purposes.

4.3. The role of sanctions in the global governance of corruption
The limitations of multilateral preventive instruments outlined in the previous section have
created greater reliance on reactive, coercive measures in the global governance of
corruption. In a context where fit-for-purpose preventive tools are scarce and cooperative
enforcement is hindered by political fragmentation, international and regional actors such
as the EU have increasingly turned to sanctions regimes to address governance-related
threats. These measures, once primarily associated with countering terrorism, nuclear
proliferation, or breaches of territorial sovereignty, are now explicitly framed as tools for
fighting corruption and undue influence (US Department of State 2023; European
Commission 2023a). Their growing prominence marks a shift from consensual, capacity-
building approaches toward more unilateral or coalition-based strategies aimed at
deterring or punishing corrupt actors and the networks that sustain them (Portela 2020;
Mungiu-Pippid, and Johnston 2017).

In the classical understanding, sanctions aim to coerce a target into aligning its policies
with the sender’s preferences (Kaempfer and Lowenberg 2007). As Baldwin (1985) and
Nossal (1989) note, sanctions have historically served as a form of international
punishment, being used by states to signal disapproval, coerce behavioural change, and
enforce international norms. However, the post-Cold War period, especially the last
decade, has seen their scope expand beyond traditional foreign policy disputes into the
realm of governance, where corruption is increasingly treated as a security issue. This shift
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is consistent with Baldwin’s view of sanctions as flexible tools whose purposes evolve in

line with the international agenda.

Box 1. Typology of international sanctions

1. Economic sanctions are measures that restrict trade, finance, or investment
flows to coerce policy change or punish undesirable behaviour. This includes
asset freezes, import/export bans, financial restrictions, and denial of access to
capital markets.

2. Diplomatic sanctions are measures aimed at reducing or suspending diplomatic
engagement, such as downgrading or severing diplomatic relations, cancelling
high-level visits, or suspending memberships in international organisations.

3. Military sanctions are restrictions on arms sales, military assistance, or
cooperation, as well as embargoes on dual-use goods and technologies.

4. Travel and mobility sanctions are measures targeting the movement of
individuals, such as visa bans and prohibitions on entry to certain jurisdictions.

5. Targeted sanctions are measures aimed at specific individuals, companies, or
sectors, often to minimise harm to the general population while maximising
pressure on key decision-makers.

Within this typology, sanctions can also be distinguished by their jurisdictional reach:

e Primary sanctions prohibit a state’s own citizens, companies, and institutions
from engaging in specified transactions with designated actors (e.g., U.S.
sanctions banning American banks from dealing with certain Russian entities).

® Secondary sanctions extend restrictions to foreign individuals or entities that
engage in targeted transactions, effectively pressuring third countries and
companies to comply with the sanctioning state’s measures (e.g., U.S. secondary
sanctions on non-U.S. firms dealing with Iran).

Source: Hufbauer, Schott, Elliott, and Oegg. (2009)
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Sanctions frameworks also differ in the type of measures they authorise, their scope, and
the way they interact with other jurisdictions. As Box 1 shows, the most widely used
typology developed by Hufbauer at el. (2009), distinguishes between economic,
diplomatic, military, travel and mobility and targeted sanctions, and also differentiates
between primary sanctions, which apply directly to the target state or individuals, and

secondary sanctions, which penalise third parties for engaging with sanctioned actors.

Over the past decade, sanctions have expanded in quantity, scope and sophistication. As

Figure 2 shows, according to data from the Global Sanctions Database, the overall use of

sanctions has risen continuously since 1949. While sanctions were relatively rare in the
first three decades after World War Il, their use expanded steadily from the late 1970s and
particularly after the end of the Cold War. The 2010s witnessed recurrent spikes linked to
major geopolitical crises (e.g., Iran, Russia, North Korea), but the steepest surge came in
the early 2020s, reaching an unprecedented peak around Russia’s full-scale invasion of

Ukraine.

FIGURE 2: THE NUMBER OF SANCTIONS BY TYPE OVER TIME (1949-2023)

Number of Sanctions by Type (1949-2023)
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Source: Made by the authors based on data from The Global Sanctions Data Base (CEPR).
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Within Figure 2, we observe that trade and financial sanctions dominate the recent
landscape, with travel sanctions coming third. Although arms and military sanctions were
relatively common during the Cold War, the expansion of financial globalisation seems to
have shifted the emphasis toward financial restrictions and trade measures (see also
Morgan et al. 2009). These categories account for the maijority of the post-1990 increase,
with financial sanctions in particular becoming a central instrument of economic foreign
policy. Travel bans and “other” targeted measures also grew in importance in the 2000s as
part of the broader turn toward more selective sanctions designed to pressure political and

economic elites.

Furthermore, the trends in Figure 1 demonstrate the growing diversification of sanctioning
tools. Rather than relying on single instruments, sanctioning states and coalitions
increasingly combine trade, financial, travel, and arms restrictions. This pattern reflects the
institutionalization of sanctions regimes through multilateral bodies (e.g., UN, EU), and the
unilateral measures imposed by the United States’ OFAC and, in some cases,
complemented by its country allies. Altogether, these highlights show how sanctions have
evolved from a relatively marginal policy instrument to a central tool of global governance

and geopolitical competition, particularly in the current multipolar environment.

Sanctions are also shaped by the policy goals they are intended to pursue. As Figure 2
shows, according to data from the Global Sanctions Data Base from 1949 to 2023, the
most frequent objective has been to induce some form of policy change, followed closely
by the promotion of democracy and the protection of human rights. The residual category
of “other” objectives remains somewhat ambiguous, but case patterns suggest it may
capture issues such as financial integrity, narcotics, or governance failures — areas that
could relate to corruption. This category was relatively marginal during the Cold War
period but grew more prominent from the 1990s onward, particularly alongside the
expansion of financial sanctions and integrity rules. In recent decades, several of the
cases labelled “other” appear to be linked to transparency, money laundering, or
accountability concerns, suggesting that the boundaries of anti-corruption objectives may
be partially reflected here, even if not systematically coded. Other recurring objectives
include preventing wars and responding to terrorism, while destabilising regimes and

addressing territorial conflicts appear less often as declared policy objectives. The
77

BRIDGEAAP

i




mmmmmmmmmnmnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmn

distribution in Figure 2 underlines that sanctions are not only economic or security tools

but are increasingly tied to broader governance and normative agendas.

FIGURE 3: KEY PoLicY OBJECTIVES OF SANCTIONS

Policy Objectives of Sanctions
250

200
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0

Source: Made by the authors based on data from 1949 to 2023 provided by the Global Sanctions
Data Base (CEPR).

As Figure 3 shows, directly after “Policy Change”, we find “Promotion of Democracy” and
Promotion of Human Rights”, followed by “End War” and “Prevent War”, which taken

together would have been the dominant policy objective.

A key component of sanctions’ effectiveness is the extent to which their imposition
generates tangible economic costs for the target state (Hufbauer et al. 2009). The
economic disruption caused by sanctions can exert pressure on political leaders by
undermining existing levels of wealth (Galtung 1967) and constraining their ability to
sustain patronage networks (Escriba-Folch. 2013). While economic costs do not
automatically lead to compliance (Dashti-Gibson, et al. 1997), policy change remains

unlikely in the absence of meaningful economic consequences.

Sanctions are not new in international relations, but their direct application as anti-
corruption instruments constitute a major innovation in the governance landscape of the

21st century. Today, sanctions targeting corruption are deployed by a widening array of
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actors, including countries such as the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada,
Australia, regional organisations such as the EU, multilateral development banks, and -

a more indirect manner - the Financial Action Task Force (FATF). For example, EU
funding conditionality indirectly serves as an anti-corruption tool by protecting the EU
budget from misuse and incentivising stronger governance systems. (Holesch and Portela
2025). Although differing in scope and legal basis, sanctions share a common objective: to
disrupt corrupt networks, raise the cost of corrupt behaviour, and address the systemic

vulnerabilities of the international financial system (Zarate 2013).

As globaliation intensified and transnational kleptocratic networks expanded, corruption
came to be understood as a cross-border security threat, capable of facilitating geopolitical
interference, undermining democratic institutions, and destabilizing regional economies
(Rose 2015). This reconceptualization spurred the development of sanctions explicitly
aimed at foreign bribery, embezzlement, state capture, and strategic corruption, marking a
major shift in the global anti-corruption regime. In many countries, corruption-related
sanctions now stand alongside more traditional sanctions frameworks, forming part of the
expanded architecture of foreign policy and national security instruments. Among the most
widely used anti-corruption sanctions are targeted financial sanctions, which aim to
immobilise the financial assets of individuals and entities implicated in corruption. These
measures typically take the form of asset freezes, prohibitions on financial transactions,

and restrictions on the use of the international banking system (Hufbauer et al. 2009).

What makes financial sanctions particularly effective against corruption is the centrality of
financial secrecy and cross-border capital flows to modern corruption schemes. Whether
involving bribery for public contracts, diversion of state funds, or money laundering through
offshore jurisdictions, corrupt networks rely heavily on the ability to move, hide, and
integrate illicit wealth into the legal economy (Rose 2015). By blocking access to
international financial markets - and especially to international reserve currencies such as
the US dollar and the euro - financial sanctions disrupt the operational foundations of
corrupt activity. The United States, through the Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC),
has been a pioneer in using financial sanctions to target corruption and kleptocracy. The

European Union and the United Kingdom have adopted similar mechanisms, often
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cooperating with the United States in coordinated designations that significantly enhance

global impact.

Visa bans represent another central category of corruption-related sanctions. Targeted
sanctions like travel bans signal international norms and create a "stigmatizing effect" that
can weaken a corrupt official's domestic power base. (Biersteker et al., 2016) Although
these measures may appear less punitive than financial sanctions, they serve important
symbolic and practical functions. By preventing corrupt officials and businessman from
entering certain jurisdictions, visa restrictions limit their ability to conduct international
business, access foreign financial institutions, or participate in high-level diplomatic or
commercial events. Moreover, visa bans carry substantial reputational consequences,
signalling that the targeted individuals are considered unacceptable partners by the
international community (Moiseienko 2024). In many cases, travel restrictions complement
financial sanctions, creating a dual barrier that isolates corrupt elites and constrains their

international influence.

A major innovation in the past decade has been the development of Magnitsky-type
sanctions regimes, which explicitly target “significant corruption” and provide governments
with the legal authority to block assets and impose travel bans on individuals engaged in
“significant corruption” anywhere in the world (Roth 2018). The U.S. Global Magnitsky Act,
adopted in 2016, established the model, but similar frameworks now exist in the United
Kingdom, Canada, Australia, and parts of the EU legal architecture. These regimes
represent a fundamental shift in anti-corruption governance. Unlike multilateral
conventions, which rely on negotiation and collective action, Magnitsky-type sanctions
operate through unilateral but internationally coordinated measures, allowing states to
respond quickly to new information, whistle-blower disclosures, or investigative journalism.
Their global reach and flexibility make them powerful tools against transnational

kleptocracy, foreign bribery, and illicit enrichment schemes.

In many authoritarian or fragile states, some key economic sectors serve as primary
vehicles for political rent extraction and patronage networks (resource extraction, energy,
water, etc.). By restricting access to investment, capital, technology, or trade in these

sectors, international sanctions can weaken the financial lifelines that sustain kleptocratic
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regimes. Such sanctions are often used in response to systemic embezzlement of state
resource revenues, large-scale foreign bribery schemes, or corrupt procurement practices
tied to national-security risks, among other mechanisms of appropriation. They illustrate
how the fight against corruption intersects with geopolitical and strategic interests, as
such measures are often disputed under multiple pressures from private firms, organised
interests, and civil society organizations. While multilateral organizations deliberate about
which cases to target, many countries have their own strategies and policy priorities
regarding those countries, due to their geo-economic concerns and fierce worldwide
competition for the control of critical resources. For example, starting in 2014, after the
annexation of Crimea, the EU and U.S. sectoral sanctions limited access to technology
and financing for oil, gas, defence, and dual-use sectors, disrupting Russian networks
historically tied to rent-seeking and elite enrichment (Aslund 2019), and those sanctions

have been extended after the full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022.

These frameworks differ in their legal basis, the amount and type of proof they require
before acting, and how they are enforced. In the U.S., sanctions are administered primarily
by the Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) and can be triggered based on classified
intelligence. This allows decisions to be taken quickly, but the reasons are not always
made public, which limits transparency. Also, as consensus is always preferred, this
makes the process more politically deliberate and generally demands publicly available
evidence that can convince all governments, but it also slows down decision-making
(Portela 2020). In the UK, the government publishes detailed designations that explicitly
link sanctions to acts of corruption committed by named individuals, companies, or state
entities (HMTOFS 2025). Despite these differences, a common trend is the increasing
willingness to link governance failures, particularly systemic corruption, to wider security
and stability concerns (EU 2025; FATF 2023; Transparency International 2022).

Multilateral development banks (MDBs) operate another important layer of sanctions
aimed at addressing corruption within development projects. The World Bank, the Asian
Development Bank, the African Development Bank, and the Inter-American Development
Bank maintain robust sanctions systems that can debar companies or individuals involved
in corruption, fraud, or collusive practices. Debarment prohibits these actors from

participating in MDB-funded projects and may be recognised across multiple institutions
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under the cross-debarment agreement of 2010. Given the scale of development spending
in infrastructure, energy, and public procurement, MDB sanctions have a powerful
deterrent effect, incentivising firms to improve compliance and internal controls.
Debarment removes companies from eligibility to receive MDB contracts, and cross-
debarment agreements extend this to all major banks. For example, the World Bank
debarment of Odebrecht in Latin America after corruption in infrastructure projects
triggered regional accountability mechanisms and widespread corporate reforms (World
Bank 2017).

The rise of sanctions as tools to combat cross-border corruption signals a profound
transformation in the international governance of integrity. Sanctions now form a multi-
layered ecosystem, including financial measures, travel bans, Magnitsky-style
designations, FATF-driven reputational penalties, sectoral restrictions, export controls, and
International Financial Institutions (IFI) debarments. Together, they represent a complex
but increasingly influential response to the globalisation of corruption. Yet this emerging
regime is not without challenges. Sanctions risk politicization, selective application, and
unintended humanitarian or economic consequences. The reliance on unilateral measures
may fragment rather than harmonise global anti-corruption governance. Nonetheless,
sanctions have already reshaped the strategic environment in which corruption occurs,

raising the costs of illicit behaviour and strengthening international norms of accountability.

In sum, the growing use of sanctions to address corruption and undue influence shows
both their strengths and limits. In a world where corruption increasingly operates across
borders, international sanctions - despite their imperfections - have become indispensable
tools in the broader project of safeguarding global integrity and international order.
Sanctions are attractive because they can be put in place quickly and coordinated with
countries that share similar goals, making them useful when preventive measures have
failed or when it is hard to reach an international agreement. At the same time, their
growing role as foreign policy tools raises concerns about fairness, selective application,
and the risk that they are used to advance strategic interests rather than promote
democracy and good governance. Sanctions risk politicisation, selective targeting, and the

undermining of multilateral rule-based cooperation. Despite these challenges, they have
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The next section looks more closely at this issue, examining how sanctions and other

disputed.
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5. Weaponisation of anti-corruption and undue
influence in a multipolar world

5.1. Cross-border undue influence and international conflicts
In recent years, international anti-corruption measures have changed not only in their
scope and design, but also in how they are used. Tools that once aimed mainly to improve
governance and support common rules are now often used to pursue strategic goals in a
more competitive international environment. In this context, weaponisation of anti-
corruption and undue influence refers to: the use of these measures not only to stop illicit
practices but also to advance political, economic, or security objectives against other
states or actors. Thus, they are also used to shape political alliances, guide the flow of
capital and trade, and signal who sets the standards (Cooley et al. 2023; Walker and

Ludwig 2021). This dual use has become more visible as geopolitical rivalry has grown.

This shift is closely linked to the decline of cooperative multilateralism and the rise of a
more fragmented, multipolar order, where large powers and regional blocs compete for
influence (Mungiu-Pippidi 2023; Jordana et al. 2024). In this setting, anti-corruption
frameworks, sanctions regimes, and integrity standards are no longer only about creating
shared norms; they are also used as tools to reward allies and pressure rivals. For
example, transparency rules in finance and trade can be applied in ways that close access
to markets or investment for certain countries, while favouring others. Conditions on
development finance and bans from multilateral development banks can also stop
countries or companies from joining procurement processes or getting funding unless they
meet integrity standards (World Bank 2022).

Sanctions are a good example of this trend. As discussed in the previous section, they
have expanded from traditional uses such as responding to breaches of sovereignty or
terrorism, to also targeting significant corruption and undue influence. The U.S. Global
Magnitsky Act (2016), for example, allows asset freezes and visa bans specifically for acts
of serious corruption, and the State Department’s 2023 anti-corruption strategy highlights
these sanctions as a key foreign policy tool. Anti-money laundering and counter-terrorism
financing (AML/CFT) standards can be considered other examples. Being put on the FATF

grey list can hurt a country’s economy, as IMF research shows that capital inflows fall
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noticeably after grey-listing, including declines in portfolio investments and other types of
foreign investment (Kida and Paetzold 2021). While all these measures can disrupt illicit
financial flows (lIFs) and restrict access to international markets, their effects also extend

to signalling political alignment and isolating rivals.

The Russia-Ukraine war has intensified these dynamics. Immense sanctions have been
introduced to punish the full-scale invasion targeting Russian President Vladimir Putin,
political elites, state-owned enterprises, and oligarch-linked corporate structures. The anti-
corruption rationale has been developed here alongside geopolitical objectives. Measures
have included large-scale asset freezes, exclusion from SWIFT, restrictions on investment
and financial services, and intensified beneficial ownership disclosure requirements
(European Banking Authority, 2023; FATF, 2023). The breadth and coordination of these
sanctions, implemented by the Western powers such as the EU, U.S., UK, Canada, Japan,
and Australia, have set a precedent for treating entrenched kleptocratic systems as both a
corruption risk and a direct challenge to the rules-based international order. Similar
patterns are emerging in other contexts where strategic corruption is perceived as
undermining democratic governance or fuelling instability, such as in Belarus, Myanmar,

and Venezuela.

States targeted by Western sanctions have also developed responses and
countermeasures. Russia reacted to the EU and U.S. sanctions in 2014 with bans on food
imports and restrictions on Western companies (Connolly 2018). Since 2022, it has
promoted its own payment tools, such as the MIR card payment and the System for
Transfer of Financial Messages (SPFS), a Russian messaging system created to reduce
reliance on the SWIFT network (OFAC 2024). How far these sanctions are effective is still
an object of dispute (Mills 2025).

Additionally, China has adopted its own legal and administrative responses, including the
adoption of the 2021 Anti-Foreign Sanctions Law, the blocking rules issued by the Chinese
Ministry of Commerce, and the Unreliable Entity List. At the same time, China promotes
the international use of the yuan through the Cross-Border Interbank Payment System
(CIPS), although the U.S. dollar still dominates international transactions (CSIS 2022).

Similarly, Iran has deepened cooperation with Russia by linking their bank-messaging
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system and using “shadow fleets” and complex oil-trading arrangements to evade
restrictions (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2024; Brooks and Harris 2025).

Beyond these formal measures, rival states also engage in covert financing and influence
operations that resemble strategic corruption. According to a declassified U.S. State
Department intelligence assessment, Russia has covertly transferred more than $300
million since 2014 to foreign political parties, officials, and media organizations in over two
dozen countries to influence their politics (U.S. State Department, cited in The Guardian,
2022; and Reuters 2022). Similar patterns can be observed in Iran’s reliance on front
companies, facilitators, and sanctions-evasion networks to keep illicit oil revenues flowing
through international markets (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2024). Taken together,
these responses reflect a strategic rivalry: the West treats corruption as a security threat,
while sanctioned states turn to financial networks, covert money flows, and alternative
infrastructures to fight back. This dynamic underscores how corruption is no longer a

domestic governance issue but a strategic foreign policy in today’s multipolar world.

5.2. Securitisation and weaponisation in anti-corruption global
governance

In the last decade, global anti-corruption governance has undergone a profound
transformation. What was once a rule-based, technocratic, and multilateral agenda
grounded in universalist norms (e.g., UNCAC, OECD Anti-Bribery Convention) has
increasingly become entangled with geopolitical conflict, foreign-policy competition, and
national-security logics. The combination of both dimensions is visible in sanctions, foreign
interference regulations, AML/CFT regimes, export controls, geopolitical conditionality, and
diplomatic pressure. While the multi-lateral agenda has not disappeared at all, and still, it
is active and relatively strong, many policy processes show a different anti-corruption
focus, with a very different logic of operations. Currently, two related dynamics may

capture these new configurations:

A) Securitisation: framing corruption as a security threat requiring extraordinary

measures (Buzan, Waever and De Wilde 1998).
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B) Weaponisation: using anti-corruption tools strategically to weaken adversaries,

consolidate influence, or shape geopolitical alignments (Cooley 2023).

In classical securitisation theory (Copenhagen School), an issue becomes “securitized”
when political actors portray it as an existential threat requiring extraordinary responses
outside normal political procedures. Since the 2010s, corruption has increasingly been
framed not simply as a governance weakness, but as a threat to national security,
elections and democratic stability, international financial system integrity, among other

threads.

From this perspective, revelations of strategic kleptocracy (Russian, Chinese, Gulf states),
foreign influence operations using illicit finance, corruption as a vector for hybrid warfare or
offshore networks enabling authoritarian projection (Sharman 2017), among others, can
also be perceived as weapons that some key actors -public and private- trigger against
some adversarial ones, often related to states pursuing geopolitical goals. As a result,
corruption is now addressed through security-driven instruments - sanctions, intelligence
cooperation, export controls - rather than purely legal or developmental approaches. In this
emerging context, it is possible to observe now how anti-corruption agendas become
central to foreign policy for many countries, but also how Intelligence agencies increasingly
feed into corruption investigations, and strategic corruption becomes a topic for NATO, EU
security committees, and G7 coordination. From this view, the increasing securitisation of
corruption issues elevates the priority of anti-corruption but risks reducing transparency,

limiting multilateral debate, and enabling selective enforcement.

Our second perspective, weaponization, refers more specifically to the strategic use of
anti-corruption tools to pursue geopolitical aims. Unlike securitisation, which involves
discursive framing, weaponization centres on operational practices in foreign policy and
domestic politics. Cooley and Sharman (2017) argue that authoritarian regimes deploy
corruption strategically to shape political outcomes abroad, while Western states
increasingly use sanctions, investigations, and AML/CFT measures to counter these
efforts (Cooley 2023; Darden 2019). Unlike normative anti-corruption, which seeks
universal standards, weaponized anti-corruption focuses on targeting adversaries,

selectively exposing their corruption cases, while protecting allies from scrutiny. This
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reflects a shift from universalist governance to geopolitical anti-corruption, and cases of
cross-country corruption become relevant strategic assets to target adversary countries,
as they may attract much greater international attention. Many recent examples can be
found fitting well into this description, as Gulf states’ selective anti-corruption drives to
consolidate power after the Arab Spring (Brumberg and Heydemann 2020), cross-border
investigations used strategically in Southeast Asia and Latin America to legitimize
domestic elites or weaken opponents. A more severe view of weaponization of corruption
can be identified when it is intentionally and actively used as a tactic in hybrid conflict -
e.g., weakening institutions, co-opting elites, buying influence, and then anti-corruption

tools become forms of counter-hybrid defence (Polyakova and Meserole 2019).

The securitisation of corruption and anti-corruption represents a major paradigmatic shift in
global governance. Anti-corruption is no longer primarily a normative commitment or a
technical administrative reform; it has become a strategic domain shaped by geopolitical
rivalry, security agendas, and foreign-policy competition. These transformations raise
profound theoretical and empirical questions about the future of the global anti-corruption
regime, the integrity of international norms, and the politicisation of governance tools.
Scholars across International Relations, International Political-Economy, security studies,
and governance theory are now grappling with these issues, opening new avenues for
research into one of the most significant evolutions in global governance of the 21st

century.
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6. Conclusions

As section 3 has shown, the global governance system is composed of a dense web of
conventions, standards, and monitoring bodies, ranging from hard-law instruments, such
as UNCAC and the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, to soft-law mechanisms, such as the
FATF recommendations, G20 principles, and regional peer reviews. The evolution of
international anti-corruption efforts over the past three decades has been remarkable.
Compared with the fragmented and largely state-centric landscape of the 1980s and
earlier, today’s global anti-corruption regime encompasses a dense network of
international organisations and expansive treaty frameworks. These developments have
contributed not only to significant improvements in the detection and deterrence of
corruption, but also to a profound normative shift in global attitudes toward foreign bribery,

undue influence, offshore secrecy, and other transnational integrity challenges.

However, scholars note that fragmented governance frameworks and uneven enforcement
create opportunities for actors to exploit jurisdictional gaps and regulatory inconsistencies
(Abbott et al. 2016; Cooley et al. 2023; Mungiu-Pippidi 2023). Strategic corruption benefits
from these persistent weaknesses, exploiting loopholes and the slowness of multilateral
responses. Even where strong rules exist, enforcement is uneven. The UNCAC reviews
and the FATF evaluations, for example, show that many countries sign up to commitments
but do little in practice, especially when powerful elites benefit from corruption (UNODC
2021; FATF, 2022). As a result, weak enforcement in one country often creates entry
points for illicit flows that affect others. This combination of fragmented rules and weak
application remains one of the biggest obstacles to an effective international response, as
shows a major challenge for sustaining a multi-lateral governance of anti-corruption at the

global and regional level.

Yet, the current geopolitical transformations - marked by the strategic weaponization of
anti-corruption tools and the progressive securitisation of the field, pose serious challenges
to these earlier achievements. The growing use of unilateral sanctions, intelligence-driven
investigations, and foreign-policy-aligned anti-corruption measures risks eroding the
universalist legitimacy that multilateral anti-corruption regimes have painstakingly

cultivated. These shifts also strain the coherence of the global governance architecture, as
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security imperatives increasingly overshadow deliberative, institution-building approaches

rooted in legal harmonization and cooperative norm diffusion.

Accordingly, a major challenge for the future is that global anti-corruption efforts have had
limited visible impact. After three decades of international initiatives, corruption indicators
show little progress. For example, perception-based measures, such as Transparency
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPIl), suggest that most countries have
remained stable or even become more corrupt by declining in their scores, despite
extensive reforms and monitoring, and also policies promoted by external actors, either
relevant countries or international organizations, either formal or informal, public or private.
This raises the question whether international instruments have achieved more than
surface-level compliance. At the same time, new forms of strategic corruption have
expanded as financial technologies become more sophisticated. and countries’

interlinkages denser and more entrenched.

A further problem is how policy success and failure are measured. Current evaluations
often emphasise whether countries have signed treaties, passed legislation, or created
anti-corruption agencies. These indicators reflect formal compliance but not whether
corruption has actually decreased. For example, a country may have ratified UNCAC and
set up anti-corruption commissions, yet continue to see widespread bribery or tolerate elite
capture. In the context of strategic corruption, this gap is even more serious: covert
funding of parties, media capture, or undue foreign influence often remain invisible in
conventional metrics. As a result, much of the progress recorded at the international level
risks being more about “box-ticking” than real change (Mungiu-Pippidi and Johnston
2017). A new generation of tools to measure anti-corruption success is needed, based on
new sources of data and improved risks assessments To make more visible effects of anti-
corruption efforts, using experimental methods and accurate ex-post evaluation
approaches, able to highlight evidence-based effects is a very relevant motivation to

maintain its implementation and enforcement.

It is worth to recognize that current measurement tools themselves face limitations. Indices
such as the CPI or the Worldwide Governance Indicators rely on perceptions and expert

surveys, which are useful for broad trends but not precise enough to capture transnational
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practices. They cannot easily measure covert flows, lobbying influence, or foreign
influence networks that lie at the heart of strategic corruption. Without new methods, such
as data-driven tools that track cross-border financial transactions, beneficial ownership, or
covert lobbying, international institutions face the challenge of underestimating the
problem. The absence of robust metrics makes it hard to assess impact and opens space
for the instrumentalization of anti-corruption tools, where selective narratives of success or

failure are used as manoeuvres in geopolitical competition.

It is unlikely that the current securitisation and weaponization of international anti-
corruption efforts will diminish in the near future. Rather, the coexistence of multilateral
initiatives with a growing array of unilateral, geopolitically motivated measures appears set
to become a defining feature of the global anti-corruption landscape. This dual-track
environment, where cooperative, rules-based approaches operate alongside strategically
deployed enforcement tools, will likely characterise the coming years. The contemporary
convergence of multilateral institutional frameworks and geopolitically driven strategies
related to cross-country corruption has generated a particularly complex and ambiguous
moment in the global governance of anti-corruption. This evolving context demands a
rigorous re-examination of the existing repertoire of international tools, the normative
principles underpinning them, and the coordination mechanisms that sustain collective
action. In particular, narrow collaborations between relevant countries controlling systems
and multi-lateral organizations tools emerges as a relevant opportunity to combat

effectively cross-country corruption in many areas.

In such a context, we can expect, for example, a strengthening of regional anti-corruption
cooperation, as states seek more politically congruent frameworks that are less vulnerable
to great-power rivalry, e.g., the European Union. Conversely, global anti-corruption
schemes may experience relative weakening, as their universalist ambitions make them
more exposed to geopolitical tensions and divergent normative preferences. At the same
time, however, we may also observe increasing efforts to differentiate, identify, and
publicly signal anti-corruption initiatives that serve overt geopolitical or weaponised
purposes. The clearer delineation of such practices -through transparency norms,
academic scrutiny, civil society monitoring, and peer-review mechanisms- could,

paradoxically, help reinforce the credibility and resilience of the multilateral anti-corruption
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system. By distinguishing principled, norm-based efforts from strategically instrumentalised
ones, the international community may partially mitigate the risks posed by weaponisation

and preserve the core integrity of collective anti-corruption governance.

Taken together, these dynamics raise concerns that the gains of the past decades may be
increasingly constrained by geopolitical rivalries, fragmented enforcement logics, and
selective application of anti-corruption norms. As a result, the field stands at a critical
juncture: while its institutional expansion and normative consolidation remain undeniable,
the pressures stemming from securitisation and weaponisation risk undermining its future
trajectory, limiting its capacity to evolve in a coherent, principled, and genuinely global
direction. However, these tensions may also generate new trajectories in the evolution of
global anti-corruption governance. Rather than simply eroding existing mechanisms, the
interplay between securitization pressures, geopolitical rivalry, and multilateral resilience
could give rise to alternative institutional equilibria—perhaps unstable or fragmented in the
short term, yet potentially conducive to significant innovation over the longer term. As
states and institutions grapple with the challenges posed by strategic corruption and the
instrumentalisation of anti-corruption tools for hybrid warfare, there is growing space for

the emergence of a new generation of cross-border anti-corruption instruments.

These emerging tools may be designed to be more robust, insulated from geopolitical
capture, and resistant to manipulation, drawing on lessons from existing failures and
vulnerabilities. Innovation could take several forms: more sophisticated integrity screening
for foreign investments, enhanced mechanisms for tracing beneficial ownership across
jurisdictions, stronger coordination between financial-intelligence units, or the
establishment of new peer-review systems explicitly aimed at detecting weaponised
enforcement. Civil society, investigative journalism, and transnational advocacy networks
will likely play a critical role in shaping these reforms by demanding greater transparency

and ensuring accountability for states’ anti-corruption claims.

In this sense, the current period of tension - while disruptive - may also contain the seeds
of institutional renewal, prompting the development of governance arrangements better

adapted to contemporary risks and more resilient to geopolitical instrumentalisation. The
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transition may be uneven and contested, but it could ultimately strengthen the global

capacity to address cross-border corruption in an increasingly volatile international order.
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8. APPENDIX. Regional inter-governmental
organizations in the global governance of corruption

8.1. EUROPE

European Union (EU) — European Network Against Corruption

The European Union (EU) has developed a multifaceted approach to corruption both
within its own institutions and across its member states, as well as internationally. Its
strategy combines legal instruments, institutional networks, financial mechanisms, and
global cooperation with external partners, reflecting a dual commitment to internal integrity

and international rule of law.

The EU’s legislative framework began with the 1997 Convention on the Fight Against
Corruption Involving Officials of the European Communities or Officials of Member States
of the European Union, commonly known as the EU Anti-Corruption Convention. This
treaty obliges EU member nations to criminalize both the act of offering bribes (active
bribery) and the acceptance of bribes (passive bribery) involving officials from the EU and
its member states. Furthermore, the convention holds business leaders accountable if their
representatives engage in corrupt practices. In 2008, the EU ratified the United Nations
Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), reinforcing its alignment with international

standards.

Building on this foundation, in May 2023, the European Commission (EC) proposed a new
directive to expand the scope of corruption offenses beyond traditional bribery to include
misappropriation, trading in influence, abuse of functions, obstruction of justice, and illicit
enrichment. The proposal emphasizes preventive measures, such as raising awareness
about the negative impacts of corruption and promoting a culture of integrity. Once
enacted, this directive will replace the 1997 convention and the 2003 Framework Decision,
underscoring the EU's dedication to enhancing its anti-corruption efforts. As of July 2025,

negotiations between the European Parliament and the Council remain ongoing.

This legislative core is complemented by a range of sectoral instruments that address

corruption risks in specific domains. The EU’s Anti-Money Laundering Directives (AMLDs)
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establish rules for beneficial ownership transparency and require corruption to be treated
as a predicate offence for money laundering. Public procurement directives set standards
to ensure fair and transparent tendering processes, while asset recovery regulations
facilitate the freezing, confiscation, and cross-border recognition of illicit assets. The
Whistleblower Protection Directive (2019/1937) guarantees legal safeguards for individuals
who report breaches, including corruption, and the Directive on the Protection of the
Union’s Financial Interests (PIF Directive) criminalizes corruption, fraud, misappropriation,
and money laundering affecting the EU budget, forming a key legal basis for the European
Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO).

Alongside these legal measures, the EU has developed coordination and implementation
platforms. The EU Network Against Corruption, established in September 2023, serves as
a policy coordination platform, bringing together public administrations, civil society
organizations, and anti-corruption authorities to exchange best practices and contribute to
the development of a forthcoming EU-wide anti-corruption strategy. Externally, initiatives,
such as the EU Anti-Corruption Initiative in Ukraine (EUACI), support institutional reforms
and capacity building beyond the EU’s borders, an example of which is the anti-corruption
institutional reforms in Ukraine (EUACI 2025). In asset tracking and recovery, Asset
Recovery Offices (AROs) have been set up in all member states under Council Decision
2007/845/JHA to facilitate cooperation and improve the confiscation of illicit gains. At the
supranational level, the EU’s Global Human Rights Sanctions Regime, adopted in
December 2020, allows the imposition of travel bans and asset freezes on individuals and

entities involved in serious corruption and human rights violations outside the EU.

Internally, the EU has sought to strengthen integrity standards within its own institutions. In
response to past scandals and to harmonize ethics rules across the European Parliament,
Council, Commission, and other bodies, the EU has agreed to create an independent
Ethics Body. This body will oversee compliance with codes of conduct, review conflict-of-
interest and lobbying transparency requirements and provide recommendations for
disciplinary measures. Existing internal frameworks already include the Staff Regulations,
the Code of Conduct for Commissioners, ethics guidelines, rules on gifts and hospitality,

and oversight by the Independent Ethical Committee. The European Commission’s
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Internal Audit Service, together with internal audit capabilities within each Directorate-

General, ensures compliance and risk management across EU operations.

While the EU does not operate a centralized anti-corruption agency akin to the World
Bank’s Integrity Vice Presidency or the OECD’s Working Group on Bribery, its efforts are
coordinated through multiple institutions, including the European Commission, the
European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF), and the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO),
and the recently created Anti-Money Laundering Authority (AMLA). Together, these

entities provide investigative capacity, prosecutorial powers, and regulatory oversight.

By combining legislative harmonization, sector-specific regulation, regional cooperation,
and external action, the EU’s anti-corruption model has grown increasingly
comprehensive. Nonetheless, its effectiveness depends on consistent implementation
across member states, a goal that remains challenged by uneven political will, varying

enforcement capacities, and, in some cases, democratic backsliding.

Council of Europe. Group of States against Corruption (GRECO)

Established in 1999 by the Council of Europe, the Group of States against Corruption
(GRECO) is a regional intergovernmental body mandated to monitor the compliance of its
member states with the Council of Europe’s anti-corruption standards. It currently includes
48 European states and the United States, demonstrating a broad geographical reach that
extends GRECO’s influence beyond the boundaries of the Council of Europe. Its primary
function is to enhance the capacity of member states to fight corruption by identifying
deficiencies in national anti-corruption policies and promoting necessary legislative,

institutional, and policy reforms.

GRECO’s mandate is rooted in a soft-law enforcement model based on peer pressure and
regular monitoring cycles. These are designed to promote compliance with anti-corruption

instruments such as the Twenty Guiding Principles for the Fight against Corruption (1997),
the Criminal Law Convention on Corruption (1999), and the Recommendation on Codes of
Conduct for Public Officials (2000). GRECO does not possess binding enforcement power;
rather, its influence derives from its structured peer review mechanism and the

reputational costs associated with non-compliance or poor implementation records.
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The cornerstone of GRECO’s methodology is a multi-phase mutual evaluation process.
Evaluation rounds focus on thematic issues, such as political party financing, judicial
integrity, and parliamentary ethics. Each cycle involves in-country visits by expert
evaluators, the drafting of country-specific evaluation reports, and follow-up procedures to
assess the implementation of GRECO’s recommendations. These reports are adopted by
consensus in plenary sessions and are increasingly made public, contributing to GRECO’s

transparency and accountability functions.

Unlike some institutions that rely on financial conditionality or sanctions, GRECO’s
influence is exerted through normative diffusion and public scrutiny. It fosters compliance
through a combination of detailed recommendations, progress reports, and the symbolic
weight of peer endorsement. Countries failing to show sufficient progress in implementing
GRECO’s recommendations may face enhanced scrutiny through a non-compliance
procedure, which includes public statements expressing concern about the lack of political
will to act. This form of reputational accountability, although lacking legal force, can

generate significant domestic and international pressure.

GRECO'’s governance is coordinated by a Bureau and Secretariat, housed within the
Council of Europe in Strasbourg. Member states are represented by national delegations
comprising technical experts and government officials, ensuring policy continuity across
evaluations. GRECO cooperates closely with other international and regional actors in the
anti-corruption space. It shares expertise and coordinates monitoring efforts with the
OECD Working Group on Bribery, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
(UNODC), the OSCE, and the European Commission. Such partnerships help to avoid

duplication and enhance coherence in global anti-corruption governance.

Council of Europe. Committee of Experts on the Evaluation of Anti-Money

Laundering Measures and the Financing of Terrorism (MONEYVAL)

The Committee of Experts on the Evaluation of Anti-Money Laundering Measures and the
Financing of Terrorism (MONEYVAL) is a permanent monitoring body of the Council of
Europe (CoE) established in 1997. Its primary mandate is to assess the compliance of its
member states with international standards to prevent money laundering and the financing

of terrorism, while also evaluating the effectiveness of the measures taken. MONEYVAL
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plays a critical role in strengthening national capacities to detect and disrupt illicit financial

flows, often linked to corruption and other forms of organized crime.

Initially created as a temporary task force (PC-R-EV), MONEYVAL became a permanent
body in 2002 and now operates under the Council of Europe’s Committee of Ministers. Its
mandate and working procedures are governed by Resolution CM/Res(2021)6, which
defines the structure and responsibilities of intergovernmental committees. MONEYVAL'’s
scope of evaluation aligns closely with the FATF 40 Recommendations, which serve as
the international benchmark for anti-money laundering (AML) and counter-financing of
terrorism (CFT) efforts. However, MONEYVAL'’s specific focus on countries within the
Council of Europe region provides an important complementary function to the FATF’s

global work, allowing for more tailored peer assessments and technical assistance.

MONEYVAL currently has 34 jurisdictions under its remit, including both Council of Europe
member states and other states or territories subject to mutual evaluation. Its assessment
process is grounded in a rigorous mutual evaluation methodology based on FATF
standards, involving on-site visits, expert review, and peer discussions within plenary
meetings. These evaluations examine both the technical compliance of national AML/CFT
frameworks and the actual effectiveness of their implementation, based on a set of eleven
immediate outcomes. The findings are published in mutual evaluation reports, which
include detailed recommendations and are subject to a follow-up process that monitors

progress and encourages corrective action over time.

While MONEYVAL does not possess formal enforcement powers, its influence is exerted
through reputational pressure and through its integration with broader global AML/CFT
networks. As an associate member of the FATF since 2006, MONEYVAL contributes to
the global AML architecture and participates in FATF plenary meetings. It also cooperates
with the European Commission, the European Banking Authority (EBA), and Europol,
particularly in supporting the implementation of AML directives across EU and non-EU

states within the region.

In addition to evaluations, MONEYVAL provides technical assistance and capacity-building
to support national authorities, especially financial intelligence units (FIUs), law
enforcement agencies, prosecutors, and financial regulators, in strengthening their legal

and institutional frameworks. Through seminars, typology exercises, and partnerships with
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other bodies, such as the Egmont Group and the World Bank, MONEYVAL facilitates
knowledge exchange and helps member countries address emerging risks, including the
misuse of virtual assets and politically exposed persons (PEPs) in money laundering

schemes.

Despite its wide impact, MONEYVAL faces several limitations. Like other peer-review
mechanisms, it depends on member state cooperation, and the absence of binding
sanctions constrains its effectiveness. Moreover, the varying political will and institutional
capacity among member jurisdictions can affect the uniformity of implementation.
Nonetheless, MONEYVAL remains a cornerstone of Europe’s AML/CFT infrastructure and

contributes significantly to global efforts in combating financial crimes linked to corruption.

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) was created in 1991 to
support the transition of countries in Central and Eastern Europe from centrally planned to
market economies, and to promote private enterprise in contexts committed to multiparty
democracy, political pluralism, and market principles. Over time, its geographical scope
has expanded to include Central Asia, the Western Balkans, and the Southern and
Eastern Mediterranean. From the outset, the Bank has recognized that sustainable market
transitions require strong governance and the prevention of corruption, embedding

integrity safeguards into both its internal operations and its investment activities.

Responsibility for the EBRD’s integrity and anti-corruption work lies with the Office of the
Chief Compliance Officer (OCCO), which reports directly to the President and the Board of
Directors to safeguard its operational independence. The OCCO combines preventive and
enforcement functions, enabling it to identify, assess, and mitigate integrity risks before
they affect project implementation, while also investigating and sanctioning misconduct. Its
work is organized into four specialized units: the Integrity and Compliance Department
(due diligence and integrity risk management), the Investigations Unit (handling allegations
of prohibited practices), the Policy and Advisory Unit (developing and updating integrity
policies), and the Whistleblowing and Ethics Office (managing staff disclosures and
protecting whistle-blowers). This integrated structure allows for coordinated policy

guidance, prevention, and enforcement under one institutional roof (EBRD, 2024a).
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The EBRD’s anti-corruption framework rests on a combination of binding rules and non-
binding guidance. Its principal hard law instrument, the Enforcement Policy and
Procedures (EPPs), defines prohibited practices (including fraud, corruption, collusion,
coercion, theft, and obstruction= and establishes investigative processes and sanctions
ranging from reprimands to permanent debarment. Sanction decisions are made public
and, under the Agreement for Mutual Enforcement of Debarment Decisions, are
recognized by other major multilateral development banks. This collective enforcement

mechanism helps extend the deterrent effect beyond the EBRD’s own portfolio.

Complementing these binding measures are soft law instruments designed to embed a
culture of integrity. These include the Code of Conduct for Officials of the Board of
Directors, the Conduct and Disciplinary Rules and Procedures, the Whistleblowing Policy,
and the “Integrity Matters!” training program, mandatory for all staff. While these tools are
not legally enforceable in the same way as the EPPs, they shape professional standards,

reinforce preventive measures, and strengthen accountability across the organization.

Strategic partnerships form a core part of the EBRD’s anti-corruption approach. The
OCCO is an active participant in the OECD Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe
and Central Asia, the International Corruption Hunters Alliance, and the Multilateral
Development Banks’ Integrity Forum, fostering joint investigations, exchange of
intelligence, and shared policy development. In high-risk operational contexts, such as
Ukraine’s reconstruction program, the OCCO works with national authorities to ensure that
investment projects integrate international best practices on procurement transparency,
asset tracing, and financial disclosure. Partnerships with civil society also help monitor

project implementation and promote accountability at the local level.

However, the EBRD'’s integrity agenda faces significant implementation challenges. Many
countries of operation struggle with systemic governance deficits, weak judicial institutions,
and fluctuating political commitment to anti-corruption reforms. These conditions can limit
the effectiveness of safeguards, particularly when the OCCO’s investigative findings
require follow-up by domestic authorities. In addition, the number and complexity of
complaints received have grown steadily, stretching investigative resources and timelines.
While the EBRD’s combination of preventive and enforcement mechanisms is
comprehensive on paper, their consistent application across diverse political and
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institutional environments remains a demanding task. In this sense, the EBRD’s
experience mirrors that of other multilateral development banks: The strength of formal

frameworks does not automatically guarantee their uniform enforcement.

European Partners Against Corruption (EPAC) and the European Contact-Point

Network against Corruption (EACN)

The European Partners against Corruption (EPAC) and the European Contact-Point
Network against Corruption (EACN) are independent professional forums dedicated to the
shared objective of preventing and combating corruption in Europe. Although they operate
as a unified platform today, they differ in origin: EPAC was initiated around 2001 and
formally established in 2004 to foster collaboration among Council of Europe member
states, whereas EACN was created in 2008 by a formal Council of the European Union

decision, building directly upon EPAC’s framework.

Members of EPAC include anti-corruption authorities and police oversight bodies from
across the Council of Europe, while EACN brings together anti-corruption authorities from
EU member states. In practice, most national agencies participate in both, and
organizations like OLAF, Europol, Eurojust, and the European Commission maintain
strong working relationships across both networks. Thus, despite their distinct foundations,
the two organizations function largely as a unified network due to their aligned missions

and objectives, with many anti-corruption agencies being members of both.

Since their inception, EPAC/EACN have developed a substantive normative foundation for
their collaborative efforts. In 2009, the networks adopted a shared Constitution at their
General Assembly in Nova Gorica, which established their mandate and operational
structure (EPAC/EACN, 2019). Two key landmark documents emerged from their working
groups in 2011: the Anti-Corruption Authority Standards and Police Oversight Principles.
These guidelines, along with the "Setting Standards for Europe" handbook, offer practical
benchmarks for institutional capacity, independence, and integrity, directly drawing on

UNCAC'’s preventive framework.

With the overarching goal of enhancing cooperation, EPAC/EACN serve as a platform for
professionals to share knowledge and best practices in anti-corruption efforts and police

oversight. The networks promote mutual assistance among members and advocate for the
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adoption of international legal frameworks. Additionally, they emphasize the need to
uphold the independence of both anti-corruption agencies and police oversight bodies in
alignment with national legal principles. Each year, EPAC/EACN organize a professional
conference, bringing together experts in the field. Additionally, various working groups
operate continuously throughout the year to advance their initiatives. The networks are
funded through voluntary contributions from members, observers, official international

programs, and other external sources.

8.2. AFRICA

African Union. Advisory Board on Corruption (AUABC)

The African Union Advisory Board on Corruption (AUABC) was formally established in
2009 as an autonomous organ within the African Union (AU), under Article 22 of the
African Union Convention on Preventing and Combating Corruption (AUCPCC). Its core
mandate is to promote and monitor the implementation of the AUCPCC, which currently
has 48 ratifications out of 55 AU member states (AUABC, 2023). The AUCPCC itself is
one of the most comprehensive regional anti-corruption treaties, covering a wide array of
offences, from active and passive bribery to abuse of office, illicit enrichment, and money

laundering.

The AUABC'’s primary function is to review compliance with the AUCPCC. This involves
examining periodic country self-assessment reports, identifying legislative and institutional
gaps, and making concrete policy recommendations. Its review process includes
structured questionnaires, desk reviews, and occasionally field validation missions,
although these are often constrained by resource limitations (AUABC, 2023). Unlike the
UNCAC’s Implementation Review Mechanism, the AUABC’s assessments are not peer-

reviewed, which limits their external validation and perceived legitimacy.

Beyond its monitoring role, the AUABC serves as an advisory and capacity-building
institution, offering technical support and policy guidance to AU member states. It
organizes training programs, workshops, and seminars aimed at strengthening the

capacity of key stakeholders, including anti-corruption agencies, civil society organizations,
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and judicial and parliamentary bodies. The Board promotes legal harmonization and
encourages member states to align domestic laws with regional and global anti-corruption
instruments, particularly the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC). It
also contributes to broader AU frameworks on governance, notably the African
Governance Architecture (AGA) and the African Charter on Democracy, Elections and

Governance.

To foster broader ownership and public engagement, the AUABC convenes the African
Anti-Corruption Dialogue, a high-level forum held annually, most recently in Arusha,

Tanzania in November 2024 (AUABC 2024). The Dialogue brings together senior officials,

civil society, anti-corruption agencies, academics, and private-sector stakeholders under
thematic agendas such as whistle-blower protection, asset recovery, and measurement
tools. It also hosts the Non-State Actors Forum, engaging civil society in policy
recommendations that are formally submitted to AU policy bodies for consideration and

adoption

To support its work, the AUABC plays a critical coordinating and advocacy role, fostering
multi-stakeholder partnerships across regional and global anti-corruption ecosystems. It
maintains close institutional ties with the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
(UNODC), particularly in promoting implementation of the AUCPCC and UNCAC through
joint technical assistance and capacity-building missions. In collaboration with the African
Development Bank (AfDB), the AUABC has contributed to initiatives such as the African
Integrity Initiative and has supported the development of financial integrity tools. Civil
society engagement is pursued through partnerships with Transparency International,
particularly in monitoring and advocacy, and with the African Parliamentary Network
Against Corruption (APNAC) and GOPAC, which support legislative reforms and promote

ethical conduct among lawmakers.

At the continental level, the AUABC works closely with the African Peer Review
Mechanism (APRM), helping integrate anti-corruption standards into peer evaluations of
governance performance. Globally, the AUABC engages in international forums, such as
the International Anti-Corruption Conference (IACC) and participates in policy dialogues
with the OECD, UNDP, and the World Bank, contributing an African perspective to the
global anti-corruption agenda. These partnerships facilitate knowledge-sharing, promote
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best practices, and ensure that anti-corruption remains central to broader development,

peacebuilding, and financial governance frameworks.

Despite its achievements, the AUABC continues to face significant challenges. Many
member states have not submitted compliance reports, and these reports are not made
public, limiting transparency and accountability (TI, 2020; AU 2020). The AUABC also
lacks enforcement powers as its recommendations are non-binding, and follow-up

depends on state willingness (AUABC, 2023). Furthermore, the Board operates with a

small Secretariat and limited funding, which constrains its capacity to conduct missions
and provide sustained technical assistance. Yet, the Board remains a central normative
actor, linking treaty obligations with regional mobilization, public outreach, and anti-

corruption reform momentum across Africa.

The African Development Bank (AfDB)

The African Development Bank (AfDB), founded in 1964 and headquartered in Abidjan,
Cote d’lvoire, is Africa’s leading regional multilateral development finance institution. Its
mandate is to foster sustainable economic growth and social progress by mobilizing and
investing resources in its 54 regional member countries and 27 non-African member

states.

The AfDB has implemented several measures to combat corruption and promote integrity
within its operations. A key feature of these efforts is the Office of Integrity and Anti-
Corruption (PIAC), established in 2010 and which operates through two main divisions
(PIAC 2016). The Integrity and Prevention Division proactively addresses potential
integrity violations by developing and implementing measures such as integrity risk
assessments, due diligence processes, and outreach programmes. Its aim is to integrate
integrity considerations into project implementation from the outset, thereby reducing
vulnerabilities in AfDB-financed activities. The Investigations Division: This division is
responsible for conducting impartial investigations into allegations of fraud, corruption, and
other sanctionable practices within the Bank Group and its financed operations. It ensures
compliance with the Bank's policies and international conventions, maintaining principles

of integrity, fairness, and objectivity throughout the investigative process.
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PIAC operates under a zero-tolerance anti-corruption policy and in accordance with
international best practices, undertakes investigations, recommends sanctions (including
debarment), and coordinates cross-debarment with other multilateral development banks
(MDBs) through the 2010 Agreement for Mutual Enforcement of Debarment Decisions.
Sanctioned entities may also be required to implement integrity compliance programmes
under independent monitoring. Beyond enforcement, the AfDB engages in preventive
measures such as corruption risk assessments in procurement, due diligence in hiring,
and the dissemination of ethical guidelines. Since 2024, it has been implementing a new
Action Plan for Anti-Money Laundering and Combatting lllicit Financial Flows (2024-2026),
designed to strengthen detection and disruption capacities for illicit financial flows across

Africa.

PIAC carries out investigations, recommends sanctions (including cross-debarment
through a multilateral framework) and oversees integrity compliance programmes
implemented by sanctioned entities. Beyond enforcement, the AfDB promotes integrity
through guidelines, capacity-building, and the adoption of an updated Action Plan for Anti—
Money Laundering and Combatting lllicit Financial Flows (2024-2026), which aims to

enhance detection and disruption of illicit flows across the continent (AfDB 2024).

Strategic partnerships further strengthen the AfDB’s capacity to address integrity risks. In
February 2025, the Bank became the first multilateral development institution to sign a
Letter of Intent with INTERPOL, formalizing cooperation with its Financial Crime and Anti-
Corruption Centre to improve investigative capacity and combat corruption, cyber-fraud,

and illicit financial flows across Africa, estimated at USD 90 billion annually (AfDB 2025) .

Like other multilateral development banks, the AfDB organizes its anti-corruption work
around a dual mandate that combines external support to member states with internal
safeguards for its own operations. This model parallels the World Bank’s Integrity Vice
Presidency and the EBRD’s Office of the Chief Compliance Officer (structured into four
specialized units, as described in the previous section) while, in the AfDB’s case,
responsibilities are centralized within the PIAC, which integrates both preventive and

investigative functions.

Despite these mechanisms, the AfDB’s anti-corruption agenda faces obstacles. In

particular, a Financial Times investigation revealed that a designated US 55 million anti-
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corruption fund (established in 2016 to support civil society, enforcement agencies, and
academic research) remained untouched for seven years, raising critical concerns about

AfDB’s capacity to translate policy into action (Financial Times 2023).

This situation highlights a broader challenge: although the Bank has strict rules and
procedures in place, putting them into practice can be difficult—particularly in politically
sensitive contexts where engagement with stakeholders or funding priorities may shift. The
impact of enforcement is also reduced by limited institutional capacity, uneven political
commitment among member states, and shortages of resources, all of which make it

harder to apply anti-corruption standards consistently.

8.3. LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

MERCOSOR. Southern Common Market

Established in 1991 through the Treaty of Asuncion, MERCOSUR is a regional integration
bloc comprising Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Venezuela.! While
MERCOSUR’s primary focus has historically been economic integration and trade
liberalization, concerns over corruption and governance have increasingly gained
relevance within the bloc's institutional agenda. However, unlike the European Union or
the African Union, MERCOSUR’s institutional framework on anti-corruption remains
comparatively underdeveloped and fragmented, relying predominantly on

intergovernmental cooperation and soft law instruments.

MERCOSUR’s formal engagement with anti-corruption began with the Agreement for the
Creation of the Meeting of Authorities Responsible for Transparency and Anti-Corruption
Policies (RETA), established in 2004. RETA is a specialized forum that brings together
national anti-corruption authorities to promote cooperation, information exchange, and the
harmonization of transparency policies. While RETA has no binding authority, it serves as

a coordinating body to strengthen regional dialogue on good governance. It operates

" Venezuela became a full member in July 2012, but MERCOSUR suspended its membership in December
2016 due to non-compliance with democratic commitments. Bolivia's accession is pending ratification by the
country itself after having been accepted by the MERCOSUR member states.
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through technical meetings, the sharing of best practices, and joint declarations. RETA has
also facilitated regional input into broader international anti-corruption frameworks, notably
the UNCAC, and works to ensure regional coordination during Conferences of State

Parties.

Beyond RETA, MERCOSUR has made strides in developing regional instruments to
address corruption-related financial crimes. For example, through cooperation with
GAFILAT, MERCOSUR countries have coordinated regulations on asset recovery and
money laundering prevention. The bloc has also introduced mechanisms for early
detection of suspicious financial flows, further demonstrating its commitment to enhancing

transparency in cross-border financial activity (MERCOSUR, 2024).

MERCOSUR member states are all parties to the United Nations Convention against
Corruption (UNCAC) and the Inter-American Convention against Corruption (IACAC).
However, MERCOSUR itself has not developed a legally binding regional anti-corruption
convention. Instead, anti-corruption norms are embedded through non-binding
declarations and protocols that rely heavily on national implementation. This limits
MERCOSUR’s capacity to develop supranational enforcement mechanisms or binding

obligations akin to those seen in the EU and OECD frameworks.

Recent developments indicate a gradual evolution of MERCOSUR'’s anti-corruption efforts.
In December 2018, MERCOSUR members signed a cooperation framework on the joint
investigation and asset-sharing related to transnational organized crime, corruption, and
drug trafficking. This initiative emphasizes coordinated law enforcement efforts and the
equitable redistribution of recovered assets, accounting for each country’s contribution to

investigations and legal proceedings.

Furthermore, in 2020, MERCOSUR created an Ad Hoc Working Group to draft an
Agreement on the Fight Against Corruption in Foreign Trade and International
Investments. This initiative aims to reinforce regulatory frameworks and compliance
practices in areas especially vulnerable to corruption, including cross-border business
transactions and investment projects, which are fields that have historically lacked targeted

regional instruments.
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Despite these efforts, studies indicate that anti-corruption policies within MERCOSUR
have been limited and primarily rhetorical (Granato and Leal 2015). Implementation
remains weak, and member states tend to default to international frameworks, particularly
those developed by the UN and OAS, rather than deepening regional commitments. While
initiatives such as RETA have contributed to fostering transparent dialogue, they fall short
of institutionalizing robust oversight, sanctions, or legally binding obligations comparable to

those of the European Union or OECD.

Thus, although MERCOSUR has made incremental progress, particularly through
intergovernmental forums and cooperation on financial crime, its overall anti-corruption
framework remains fragmented and under-institutionalized. These limitations hinder its

ability to act as a strong regional governance actor in the fight against corruption.

The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)

The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), established in 1959 and headquartered in

Washington, D.C., plays a pivotal role in financing and fostering development across Latin
America and the Caribbean. Governance and anti-corruption are integral to its operations,
with integrity safeguards embedded in both internal oversight and its broader development

mandate.

A central element of this commitment is the Office of Institutional Integrity (Oll), an
independent body responsible for investigating allegations of fraud and corruption in IDB
Group-financed activities and implementing preventive measures. The Oll is empowered
to conduct integrity due diligence, guide operational teams on mitigating risks, receive
complaints, launch investigations, and propose corrective actions. Its work informs both
the Sanctions Officer (SO)—who adjudicates cases based on preponderance of
evidence—and the Sanctions Committee (SNC), which reviews appeals, ensuring due

process throughout the adjudication cycle (IDB 2024).

To reinforce its anti-corruption framework, the IDB has established a comprehensive
Sanctions System, which includes the Oll, the Office of the Sanctions Officer, and the
Sanctions Committee. The Sanctions Procedures define prohibited practices (fraud,
corruption, collusion, coercion, obstruction) and establish two-tier review processes. The

Oll initiates sanction cases by gathering evidence and delivering statements of charges;
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the SO issues determinations, and the SNC handles appeals (ABD Sanctions range from
reprimands to debarment (including conditional or permanent) and are cross-recognized

across MDBs via mutual enforcement agreement (ADB 2025).

Beyond enforcement, Oll plays a critical preventive role. Through integrity risk reviews,
capacity-building seminars, and advisory engagement with member institutions, it helps
identify project vulnerabilities before misconduct occurs. Training, advisory notes, and
reports of investigation enable learning and system strengthening. Collaborations with
regional and global partners enhance the IDB’s capacity to promote integrity. In December
2024, the IDB facilitated the creation of the Alliance for Security, Justice, and
Development, a regional initiative uniting 18 Latin American and Caribbean countries to
combat organized crime, along with organizations such as INTERPOL, OAS, World Bank,
and various regional development banks to tackle organized crime and illicit financial flows
(IDB 2024). This alliance focuses on protecting vulnerable populations, strengthening
security and justice institutions, and reducing illicit markets and financial flows. Planned
projects include the regional sharing of criminal records and efforts to address money

laundering associated with illegal activities.

Commonwealth Caribbean Association of Integrity Commissions and Anti-
Corruption Bodies (CCAICACB)

The Commonwealth Caribbean Association of Integrity Commissions and Anti-Corruption
Bodies (CCAICACB) was formally established in June 2015 in Grenada as a regional
platform for collaboration, capacity-building, and knowledge exchange among integrity
commissions and anti-corruption agencies across the Commonwealth Caribbean
(CCAICACB 2015). The Association was created to strengthen cooperation, capacity-
building, and the exchange of best practices among small island developing states of the
Commonwealth Caribbean, which often face similar governance challenges such as
limited institutional resources, overlapping mandates, and political pressures on oversight

bodies (Commonwealth Secretariat 2019).

The CCAICACB brings together integrity commissions and anti-corruption agencies from
across the region, including Antigua and Barbuda, The Bahamas, Barbados, Dominica,
Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, and Trinidad

and Tobago, among others (Integrity Commission of Trinidad and Tobago n.d.). . t serves
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as a regional coordination and peer-learning platform, fostering collaboration in the
prevention, investigation, and deterrence of corruption across member jurisdictions. The

core objectives of the Association are threefold:

e Encouraging cooperation. The CCAICACB acts as a forum for collaboration among
national integrity bodies, promoting the exchange of intelligence, investigative
experience, and good practices in the management of public integrity. It supports
joint strategies to address cross-border corruption cases and enhances peer
engagement among commissions that might otherwise operate in isolation
(Commonwealth Secretariat 2019).

e Strengthening capacity. Through its annual conferences and training workshops,
the Association enhances the technical and institutional capacity of its members.
These events address key integrity issues such as political financing, procurement
oversight, conflicts of interest, beneficial ownership transparency, and whistle-
blower protection (CCAICACB 2018; Integrity Commission Turks and Caicos 2018).

e Advancing policy reform. The CCAICACB contributes to policy harmonisation
across the Caribbean by supporting the alignment of domestic integrity frameworks
with international standards, including the United Nations Convention against
Corruption (UNCAC) and the Inter-American Convention against Corruption
(IACAC). It also advocates for stronger legal frameworks and ethics regimes to

enhance public trust and accountability (OAS 2018).

A cornerstone of the Association’s work is its Annual Conference, which rotates among
member countries. These meetings bring together integrity commissioners,
parliamentarians, civil-society representatives, and regional experts to discuss corruption
trends and develop joint action plans. For example, the Fourth Annual Conference (Turks
and Caicos, 2018) adopted a communiqué committing member states to deepen
cooperation, strengthen financial disclosure systems, and promote public-sector ethics
(Integrity Commission Turks and Caicos 2018). The Eighth Annual Conference (Trinidad
and Tobago, 2022) was attended by the Commonwealth Secretary-General, reaffirming
high-level political support for the Association’s role in advancing integrity in small states

(Commonwealth Secretariat 2022).
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Beyond inter-governmental dialogue, the CCAICACB supports public awareness and
integrity education initiatives. Member commissions have collaborated on youth-focused
integrity campaigns and public outreach programmes aimed at promoting ethical
behaviour in governance (CCAICACB 2018). These activities help translate institutional
mandates into civic engagement and cultural change, a crucial element in consolidating

democratic accountability in small-state contexts.

Despite limited resources, the CCAICACB has become a key coordination mechanism for
anti-corruption efforts in the Commonwealth Caribbean. It strengthens the resilience and
independence of integrity institutions through peer support, technical exchange, and
shared advocacy. Within the global anti-corruption architecture, the CCAICACB
complements larger frameworks such as the FATF and the OECD Working Group on
Bribery by providing a regionally grounded mechanism tailored to the institutional realities
of small Caribbean states. Its collaborative model demonstrates how regional integrity
networks can operationalise global standards and foster mutual accountability
(Commonwealth Secretariat 2020; OAS 2018).

8.4. ASIA

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)

ASEAN addresses corruption through an intergovernmental framework that emphasizes
coordination among national authorities rather than the creation of binding supranational
rules. Its approach reflects core ASEAN norms (consensus and non-interference), which
prioritize cooperation, information-sharing, and capacity building over centralized
enforcement (ASEAN 2025). While the region lacks a dedicated anti-corruption convention
comparable to the AUABC or the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, anti-corruption
commitments are embedded in broader political-security and governance agendas,
including the ASEAN Political-Security Community (APSC) Blueprint 2025, which calls for
enhanced regional cooperation to prevent and combat corruption and promotes the use of
the 2004 Treaty on Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters (MLAT) as a key legal

instrument for cross-border cooperation in corruption cases (ASEAN 2025).
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Institutionally, ASEAN’s primary anti-corruption coordination body is the ASEAN Parties
Against Corruption (ASEAN-PAC), originally launched in 2004 as SEA-PAC and formally
accredited as an ASEAN-associated entity in 2017 (ASEAN-PAC, 2014). Comprising

national anti-corruption agencies from all ten member states, ASEAN-PAC serves as a

forum for joint training, exchange of operational practices, and the development of non-
binding regional guidance. Its work is supplemented by high-level meetings of anti-
corruption authorities, often in cooperation with international organizations, which aim to
foster consistent preventive and enforcement approaches across the region without

infringing on national sovereignty.

On the normative side, ASEAN'’s anti-corruption governance relies heavily on soft law.
Political commitments are articulated through non-binding declarations and statements,
such as the 2013 Kuala Lumpur Statement on Anti-Corruption Strategies, developed in
partnership with UNODC and UNDP. While not legally enforceable, these instruments
provide guidance for the design and monitoring of national anti-corruption strategies and
have been promoted internationally, including at UNCAC Conferences of the States
Parties. In parallel, hard-law instruments relevant to corruption control, such as the above-
mentioned 2004 ASEAN MLAT, are applied in practice to facilitate mutual legal assistance,
evidence-sharing, and bilateral extradition agreements, often in conjunction with UNCAC
mechanisms, facilitating operational collaboration in corruption cases even absent a

dedicated treaty.

Strategic partnerships play an important role in ASEAN’s anti-corruption capacity. UNODC
operates a regional anti-corruption hub that supports UNCAC implementation, beneficial
ownership transparency, and asset recovery, while also strengthening cooperation among
law enforcement and judicial authorities. ASEAN member states also participate in the
ADB/OECD, which provides peer review, technical assistance, and a platform for policy
dialogue. These partnerships expand ASEAN’s capacity to address corruption risks by

linking national agencies to global expertise and standards.

Nevertheless, ASEAN’s anti-corruption governance faces persistent challenges. The
absence of a binding ASEAN-level convention or a peer review mechanism limits the
ability to ensure convergence of laws and practices across member states. Implementation
of UNCAC obligations remains uneven, reflecting variations in legal frameworks,
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institutional capacity, and political will. The consensus-based decision-making model,
while central to ASEAN'’s identity, can slow the adoption of more ambitious regional
measures. Consequently, ASEAN’s anti-corruption architecture remains primarily
cooperative and facilitative rather than directive and enforceable, with regional instruments

functioning mainly as coordination tools rather than binding commitments.

Southeast Asian Parties Against Corruption/ASEAN Parties Against Corruption
(SEA-PAC)

The Southeast Asia Parties Against Corruption (SEA-PAC) was established on December
15, 2004, through a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on cooperation in preventing
and combating corruption. Initially, it included anti-corruption agencies from Brunei,
Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore and was referred to by a long-form name reflecting
the participating institutions. Since its formation, the network has expanded to include all
ten ASEAN Member States, represented by their respective national anti-corruption
agencies, including the Anti-Corruption Commission (Brunei), Corruption Eradication
Commission (Indonesia, KPK), Malaysian Anti-Corruption Commission (MACC),
Singapore Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB), and agencies from Cambodia,
Lao PDR, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand, and Viet Nam (SEA-PAC 2019; ASEAN
2023).

SEA-PAC functions as a regional cooperation framework for the prevention, detection, and
suppression of corruption in Southeast Asia. It was designed to foster information
exchange, technical cooperation, and joint capacity-building among member agencies to
address corruption that transcends national borders and undermines regional development
goals (SEA-PAC 2018). SEA-PAC’s objectives are set out in its foundational MoU and

subsequent action plans. They include:

e Promoting collaboration and mutual legal assistance among anti-corruption
agencies in the ASEAN region.

e Exchanging information and best practices on preventive, investigative, and
enforcement measures.

e Enhancing professional training and technical capacity for investigators,

prosecutors, and compliance officers.
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e Fostering public awareness and education to promote integrity and ethical values
(SEA-PAC 2018; MACC 2019).

Each member agency implements anti-corruption strategies domestically that align with
SEA-PAC’s principles, contributing to a regional convergence of standards. This includes
preventive initiatives (e.g., codes of ethics, transparency measures, and e-governance),
enforcement coordination, and corruption risk assessments within public procurement and
licensing systems. SEA-PAC’s work complements broader regional frameworks such as
the ASEAN Political-Security Community (APSC) Blueprint 2025, which explicitly

recognises corruption as a threat to good governance and stability (ASEAN 2015).

The SEA-PAC also organises annual conferences and workshops, which serve as the
main venues for developing common approaches and evaluating progress. The rotating
Chairmanship system ensures equitable participation, with meetings hosted successively
by member states. The SEA-PAC Action Plan (2021-2025) sets out key priorities,
including improving cross-border cooperation, promoting digitalisation of anti-corruption
tools, and aligning regional initiatives with international conventions such as the United
Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) (SEA-PAC 2021). The SEA-PAC
maintains a close relationship with ASEAN and operates under its political umbrella as a
functional network supporting the ASEAN Political-Security Community pillar. It
coordinates with the ASEAN Secretariat through the Senior Officials Meeting on
Transnational Crime (SOMTC) and contributes to the ASEAN Cooperation Plan on Anti-
Corruption (ACPAC) (ASEAN 2023).

At the international level, the SEA-PAC cooperates with organisations such as the
UNODC, the OECD Anti-Corruption Initiative for Asia and the Pacific, and Transparency
International. These partnerships provide technical assistance, training, and analytical
support, helping the SEA-PAC align regional practices with global anti-corruption
standards (UNODC 2017; OECD 2019). For example, joint UNODC-SEA-PAC
programmes have focused on strengthening asset recovery frameworks, improving mutual

legal assistance, and enhancing the integrity of law enforcement institutions.

129

BRIDGEAAP

i




mmmmmmmmmnmnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmn

The SEA-PAC has also worked alongside the Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering
(APG) and the FATF in developing financial intelligence cooperation to address the
laundering of corruption proceeds (APG 2020). Through these relationships, the SEA-PAC
serves as a bridge between regional policy coordination and global governance initiatives,
contributing to a more integrated approach to anti-corruption enforcement in Southeast

Asia.

Despite notable progress in fostering cooperation among Southeast Asian anti-corruption
agencies, the SEA-PAC continues to face important structural and institutional limitations.
As highlighted in the ASEAN-PAC 2024 e-booklet, the organisation remains an informal
and non-binding network governed by a Memorandum of Understanding rather than a
treaty framework, which restricts its authority and makes the implementation of collective
commitments dependent on the political will of individual member states (ASEAN-PAC
2024). This voluntary structure, coupled with the absence of a permanent secretariat or
dedicated funding mechanism, hampers continuity, long-term planning, and systematic
follow-up on regional initiatives. The UNODC (2021) similarly notes that regional anti-
corruption cooperation in Southeast Asia suffers from “weak institutional frameworks and
limited enforcement coordination” which often results in ambitious commitments but few

operational joint investigations or asset recovery cases.

Institutional asymmetries across member countries further constrain SEA-PAC’s
effectiveness. According to the OECD (2019) and UNODC (2021), disparities in resources,
legal mandates, and degrees of political independence among national anti-corruption
agencies create uneven engagement and hinder harmonised implementation of regional
standards. While some agencies, such as Singapore’s CPIB or Malaysia’s MACC, have
robust institutional capacity and independence, others face significant political or
budgetary constraints, undermining the network’s ability to sustain balanced participation.
As a result, SEA-PAC remains more of a consultative and capacity-building platform than
an operational enforcement mechanism. Addressing these limitations (through
institutionalization, secure funding, and closer integration within ASEAN’s governance
system) would be critical to transforming SEA-PAC into a more effective and sustainable

regional instrument against corruption.
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Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) is a regional economic forum established
in 1989 to promote free trade, sustainable growth, and regional integration among its 21
member economies. Although its initial focus was economic, the APEC progressively
recognised that corruption undermines market efficiency, investment flows, and fair
competition, integrating transparency and integrity into its governance agenda in the early
2000s (APEC 2004; OECD 2020).

In 2004, the APEC leaders adopted the Santiago Commitment to Fight Corruption and
Ensure Transparency, marking the first collective declaration linking anti-corruption to
trade facilitation and economic growth. This led to the creation of the APEC Anti-
Corruption and Transparency Task Force (ACTTF), which was later institutionalized as the
Anti-Corruption and Transparency Experts Working Group (ACTWG) in 2011 (APEC
2011a). The ACTWG serves as the primary platform for the APEC economies to share
best practices, build capacity, and coordinate policies on integrity, transparency, and good
governance. It operates under the Senior Officials’ Meeting (SOM) process, ensuring that

anti-corruption objectives remain aligned with the APEC’s broader economic agenda.

The ACTWG’s work focuses on both the public and private sectors, reflecting the APEC’s
dual emphasis on governance reform and business integrity. A key achievement is the
APEC Code of Conduct for Business: Strengthening Transparency and Fighting
Corruption (2007), which provides voluntary guidance for companies to prevent bribery,
implement internal controls, conduct due diligence, and promote ethical standards in
supply chains (APEC 2007). The initiative mirrors principles later embedded in global
frameworks such as the UN Global Compact and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational
Enterprises. Complementing this private-sector orientation, the APEC launched the APEC
Network of Anti-Corruption Authorities and Law Enforcement Agencies (ACT-NET) in
2014, which facilitates information sharing and operational cooperation among
investigators and prosecutors in corruption and money-laundering cases (APEC 2014;
UNODC 2021).

The ACTWG's activities include capacity-building workshops, peer learning, and policy

dialogues on issues such as beneficial ownership transparency, procurement integrity,
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whistleblower protection, and the use of digital technologies to reduce discretionary
decision-making and enhance traceability in government processes (APEC 2020; APEC
2022). Collaboration with international partners, including the OECD, UNODC, World
Bank, and ASEAN, ensures coherence with international standards, such as the

UNCAC and the FATF Recommendations. APEC’s cooperative model, based on voluntary
participation and mutual assistance, has allowed it to act as a bridge between economic
governance and anti-corruption reform in the Asia-Pacific region (OECD 2020; UNODC
2021).

Despite significant progress in mainstreaming anti-corruption within its economic agenda,
APEC'’s governance structure imposes notable constraints on the depth and consistency
of its efforts. As a non-binding and consensus-based forum, APEC’s declarations and
codes of conduct rely on members’ political will and domestic capacity for implementation,
without any enforcement or compliance mechanism (APEC 2011b; OECD 2020). The
rotating host-economy system can lead to shifts in priorities and fragmented follow-up

between cycles, as each presidency determines its thematic focus (UNODC 2021).

Although the ACT-NET has strengthened professional networks among anti-corruption and
law-enforcement agencies, cooperation remains limited by legal and jurisdictional
differences across economies, including confidentiality constraints that inhibit evidence
sharing. The absence of a centralised secretariat dedicated solely to anti-corruption also
limits institutional continuity and systematic progress tracking (APEC 2022). Furthermore,
the APEC’s emphasis on economic facilitation rather than governance reform means that
anti-corruption activities often remain supportive rather than central, overshadowed by
trade and investment priorities (Transparency International 2022). Independent
assessments of the ACTWG have recommended enhancing monitoring, outcome
measurement, and resource allocation to ensure the sustainability of capacity-building
initiatives (APEC 2021). These limitations suggest that, while APEC’s soft-law and
cooperative model have generated valuable regional alignment and dialogue, its anti-
corruption architecture remains primarily normative and facilitative, rather than regulatory

or enforcement-driven.

Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering (APG)
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The Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering (APG) is an intergovernmental organization
established in 1997 in Bangkok, Thailand, to promote the effective implementation of
FATF standards on AML/CFT/CPF across the Asia-Pacific region. It has 42 member
jurisdictions, making it the largest FATF-Style Regional Body (FSRB); the Secretariat is
based in Sydney and is funded primarily by regional members (with additional Australian

government support). The APG carries out five core functions:

e The APG conducts peer assessments to evaluate how well its member jurisdictions
comply with international anti-money laundering and counter-terrorist financing
standards.

e The APG Secretariat organizes technical assistance programs and training
sessions, working with donor agencies and bilateral partners across the Asia-Pacific
region to help members strengthen their adherence to global AML/CFT standards.

e Another key role of the APG is to conduct research and analyse trends in money
laundering and terrorist financing.

e The APG also actively contributes to the development of international AML/CFT
policies, collaborates with other FATF-Style Regional Bodies (FSRBs), and
participates in FATF working groups and plenary sessions. The APG supports its
members in creating national coordination frameworks to enhance the efficient use
of resources in combating money laundering and terrorist financing.

The APG is part of the FATF Global Network and coordinates closely with FATF on
assessments and policy, allowing regional risk factors to be reflected in implementation. It
also works with a wide group of observers (e.g., ADB, IMF, World Bank, UN bodies, AFI)

that contribute expertise and capacity-building across the region.

While the APG has been instrumental in advancing regional implementation of
international AML/CFT standards, several structural and operational limitations constrain
its overall effectiveness. As a FSRB, its mandate and recommendations are non-binding,
relying on peer pressure and political commitment rather than legal enforceability (APG
2023a; FATF 2023d). This voluntary model means that compliance and follow-up depend
largely on members’ institutional capacity and domestic priorities. The variation in technical
and resource capacity across its 42 members, particularly between larger economies and

smaller Pacific Island states, creates persistent implementation gaps, with some
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jurisdictions struggling to sustain compliance or conduct timely follow-up evaluations (APG
2022; OECD 2019).

The APG’s Secretariat in Sydney provides technical coordination but operates with limited
financial and human resources, depending in part on donor support from high-income
members, such as Australia and the United States. This resource dependence restricts the
scope of technical assistance and the pace of post-evaluation monitoring (UNODC 2021).
Moreover, while the APG’s mutual evaluation process provides rigorous peer review, it
lacks enforcement mechanisms to compel corrective action, and progress can be slowed
by diplomatic sensitivities in identifying or publicising deficiencies. Finally, the coexistence
of multiple FATF-Style Regional Bodies with differing timelines and methodologies
sometimes generates coordination challenges within the global AML/CFT network,
underscoring the need for greater harmonisation and sustainable institutional support
(FATF 2023d; OECD 2020).

The Asian Development Bank (ADB)

The Asian Development Bank (ADB), established in 1966 and headquartered in Manila,
Philippines, is committed to fostering economic growth and poverty reduction across Asia
and the Pacific. Recognizing that corruption undermines development outcomes, ADB
makes integrity a cornerstone of its operational ethos, both internally and in its member

countries.

Central to the ADB’s anti-corruption strategy is the Office of Anticorruption and Integrity
(OAl). The OAI serves as the first point of contact for all allegations of integrity violations
involving ADB staff or implementing partners. It conducts impartial investigations, proactive
integrity reviews of ongoing sovereign transactions, project-specific integrity due diligence,
and outreach through knowledge-sharing initiatives with stakeholders (ADB 2025). The
OAl also manages technical assistance projects aimed at building capacity in integrity risk
management, enhancing tax transparency, and developing anti-money laundering and
countering the financing of terrorism approaches. These initiatives support ADB's
developing member countries in strengthening their governance frameworks and reducing

corruption risks.
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ADB’s integrity stance is reinforced by a zero-tolerance policy against corruption and is
aligned with ADB Strategy 2030, which elevates good governance and anti-corruption as
operational priorities. Through transparent, effective, and accountable aid, ADB seeks
sustainable and inclusive paths toward sustainable growth and poverty reduction (ADB
2018). From a regulatory standpoint, ADB applies a combination of hard law and soft law
mechanisms. The Investigation and Enforcement Framework, effective from October 2024,
formalizes procedures for investigating integrity violations and administering sanctions,
ranging from reprimands to temporary or permanent debarment (ADB 2024).
Complementing enforcement, ADB employs soft governance tools such as proactive
integrity reviews, training, capacity building, and sector-wide guidance to cultivate an

integrity-minded culture across projects and institutions.

Strategic partnerships extend and reinforce ADB’s governance mission. A notable initiative
is the Anti-Corruption Initiative for Asia and the Pacific (ACl), co-led by ADB and the
OECD. The ACI promotes collective action across the region, encouraging coordination
among the public and private sectors, for example, through business integrity programs in
countries, such as Thailand, Indonesia, and Vietnam (OECD 2025). Additionally, ADB
hosts forums, such as the Asia Pacific Anticorruption and Integrity Forum, to engage
contractors, government entities, and civil society in dialogue on public procurement

transparency and integrity safeguards (ADB 2023).

Despite these institutional frameworks, ADB faces certain implementation challenges.
Integrity enforcement depends on both internal capacity and external cooperation with
national authorities; in environments with weak governance or insufficient political will, anti-
corruption mechanisms may be undermined. Transparency and consistency in
enforcement also hinge on resource and staffing allocations, areas where gaps

periodically emerge, as evidenced in comparable multilateral institutions.

Arab Anti-Corruption and Integrity Network (ACINET)

The Arab Anti-Corruption and Integrity Network (ACINET), established in 2008 by the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), serves as a regional platform focused
on strengthening the capabilities of its members, promoting the exchange of information
both within the network and with international counterparts, and providing a space for

policy discussions and coordinated efforts to combat corruption. ACINET now comprises
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52 ministries and official agencies from 19 Arab countries, along with two observer
members. Additionally, it includes a "Non-Governmental Group" made up of 25
independent organizations representing civil society, the private sector, media, and

academia.

To encourage collaboration and knowledge sharing, the ACINET organizes a range of
activities, including high-level regional meetings, capacity-building workshops, and
conferences. For example, in October 2024, ACINET, along with its partners, hosted a
side event titled "Climate Action and Anti-Corruption," which gathered representatives from
official delegations, the private sector, civil society, and international organizations. The
event aimed to enhance transparency in policymaking and climate finance while

addressing corruption risks in sectors critical to climate mitigation and adaptation.

In addition, the ACINET has partnered with the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) and the Korea International Cooperation Agency (KOICA) to support initiatives
such as the "Integrity Guardians Regional Youth" network. This program engages over
2,000 students from 22 universities in Tunisia, Lebanon, Jordan, and Iraq, providing
training opportunities and establishing integrity clubs to install a culture of transparency

and ethical governance among young people.

Through these initiatives, the ACINET works to advance anti-corruption strategies, uphold
integrity, and enhance cooperation among Arab nations in tackling corruption-related

challenges across the region.
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