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Executive summary

What are the top risk and
compliance trends for 20267

Echoingyears past, experts contributing to this Top 10
Trends in Risk & Compliance publication described familiar
forces that continue to impact our professions. Technology
-namely, artificial intelligence - is reshaping the way
organizations tackle misconduct. Supply chain ethics and
integrity will matter more than ever. Risk-based strategic
thinking is a difficult challenge, and signals of greater stress
are growing in the workforce.

Many of these familiar themes come with corresponding
guidance from our experts, learned from years of experience
inthe field. The way Al is empowering compliance is
becoming clearer. Regulatory requirements and public
expectations for ethical and resilient supply chains are
becoming more consistent. The path forward in risk-based
strategy may be resolving, and action to addressrecent
cultural signals may be clearer.

The 2026 Top 10 Trends in Risk & Compliance serves as an
indicator for the way forward in the months to come. Our
experts have outlined not only challenges for compliance,
but ways to address them.

We hope readers following these essays find ways to
improve their compliance programs - to create more
business value, improve cultures of ethics, positively impact
their organizations’global reach -and much more.
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Below isa summary of some of our predictions and
considerations for 2026.

Al will play an important role for compliance
programs, and teams will evolve in response

Artificial intelligence is becoming deeply integrated into
compliance programs, and 2026 will see more clarity in
qguestions about what the future will look like.

While the particulars differ for various organizations, a key
question as this technology matures is around the expected
role of compliance staff going forward. For example,
integrating Al might mean that organizations will reorient
their compliance teamsto focusless onresponding to
inquiries about policies and more on considering policy
soundness to support a self-service, Al-powered model for
inquiries. Both processes are critical and only one element
of compliance work, but this may represent the kind of
clarification we'll see in 2026 as Al becomes more and more
integrated in compliance programs.

[tis exciting to see examplesin practice for how these tools
will enable Compliance to make a greater impact on their
organizations. The nature of the work may change, but the
goals of empowering individuals and ethical cultures will
remain the same.

Organizations with ethical supply chains will
win in 2026

Ethicsandresilience in the supply chain has long been
acritical value for organizations and consumers. The
importance is only intensifying in respect to regulation,
including the European Union’s Digital Operational
Resilience Act (DORA).



In 2026, our experts suggest organizations with ethical and
resilient supply chains will have an advantage. Such flows
of service and supplies are subject to change at amoment'’s
notice, of course, but the fundamental considerations
appear to be solidifying for 2026. Regulatory compliance,
ethical considerations and resilient supply chains - these
fundamentals are more solid than everin 2026. This is
particularly important as consumers increasingly expect
these levels of supply chain due diligence regardless of
regulatory requirements.

Sophistication of risk management and
assessment will improve

NAVEX research and partnership with the industry have long
signaled that the “language of risk” may not always share the
same syntax as the language of compliance. Yet 2026 may
be atime when that disconnect coalesces into alanguage
that resonates across functional areas, enabling greater
impact with boards of directors and others.

Thelanguage of “risk”is difficult to quantify and articulate
across functional areas, but perhaps less so leading

into 2026. Compliance is often seen as a risk-mitigating
element of the organization, but where there isrisk, there
is also business opportunity. Tools and practices enabling
conversations about Compliance's value to the organization
are growing inimportance - those who capitalize on those
tools and strategies are likely to excel in 2026.

Worrisome signals endure in the workplace

Higherlevels of reporting about any issue in the workplace
should represent a“good thing,” showing that employees
trust the internal reporting system and feel willing to

raise concerns of misconduct. These reports also provide
insights into the “mood” of workplaces, and should be used
to inform leadership on cultural trends.

Namely, Workplace Civility, the recommended nomenclature
for reports often regarding employee relations or misconduct
that NAVEX uses in our benchmarking, deserves attention in
2026. This reporting category (or in our parlance, "Risk Type”)
often invites nuanced assessment as a signal of cultural health
and has continued to grow as a share of total reporting. We've
observed a notable increase in Europe, perhaps related to

the evolution of the public consciousness in what constitutes
misconduct in light of maturing regulatory protections for
whistleblowers in the region.
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Unfortunately, thisis not the only category in which we've
seenanincrease. Imminent Threat to a Person, Animals or
Property has increased in the total global share as well.
These shifts don't necessarily reflect more reporting in each
category, but may invite consideration of the issues most
important to reporters and where they are most willing to
speak out.

These observations might suggest that 2026 presents a
time when workers and otherreporters are both better
educated about cultural dynamics and reporting resources,
but also, on edge. As Workplace Civility reports have been
prominentinrecentyears, this is not necessarily something
new. However, as our experts discuss, will 2026 be our
opportunity toact and achieve the productive and ethical
workplace dynamics that allow workers to flourish?

What does 2026 hold for Risk and
Compliance?
The essaysinthisreportrepresentarange of expert

perspectivesrelevant to Compliance, Human Resources,
Legal, Procurement and many other related professions.

Itis thrilling to consider: by 2027, our industry may rest ata
place of greater maturity and impact in line with the trends
described in this publication. The path forward seems
clearer. Yet challenges remain, and this guidance, along
with other publications we provide freely to the public, is
designed to help readers to navigate them.




NAVEX

How Al will impact Compliance teams'’

work and staffing

By Matt Kelly

Artificial intelligence was the dominant technology story

of 2025, and will remain so in 2026. For better or worse - or,
more likely, for both better and worse at the same time - Al is
now seepinginto every corner of corporate operations.

Compliance functions are no exception to that trend. Chief
compliance officers will need to spend 2026 finding the right
ways to integrate Al into their program and considering what
an Al-enhanced program will mean for their team.

Brace yourselves. The final result might look quite different
from what you imagine now.

We can break down the challenge ahead into several
discrete tasks:

- Assessingthe potential of Al to do compliance work

« Understanding how Al will transform the compliance
processesyou already run

. Identifying the new risk and technology questions
that Al'inacompliance programis going to raise

Chief compliance officers will
need to spend 2026 finding the
right ways to integrate Al into
their program and considering
what an Al-enhanced program will

mean for their team.
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Let's take each challenge in turn.

Understanding Al's compliance
capabilities

Yes, Al can do awide range of compliance work, and do it
quite well - but doing compliance work is not necessarily the
same as executing compliance processes.

Large language models(LLMs)from OpenAl, Microsoft,
Google and Anthropic - often called “frontier models” - power
nearly every Al system compliance officers encounter.
These models excel at tasks such as matching or mapping
data, extracting information, and ranking elements based on
risk orurgency. They are great at language translation and
patternanalysis. They can summarize long documents and
suggest next stepsinacourse of action.

Those tasks are all work that compliance teams must get
done; if Al can help to do that work faster, that's great. On
the other hand, if you ask compliance officers what they do
every day, they'll rattle off alist of processes:

- “lreview whistleblower reports to identify serious
issues that need immediate attention.”

- “lassessconflict of interest submissions from
employees, and consider whether we need more
detail before coming up with a mediation plan.”

- “lassessemployee training needs based on risks
we have, and confirm that the training materials we
provide reflect those issues and work well.”

Every compliance process consists of multiple smaller
steps, and many of those steps are the work that Al can

do well. Al, however, still struggles to string all that work
togetherinto one self-contained process that it can execute
as wellasaperson.



Soyes, Al can categorize conflict of interest (COl)
submissions by issue, region, and so forth; but it struggles
tounderstand what additional detail might help to determine
the true risk ina COl submission. It can take a written policy
and cook up a training video; but it can't easily ponder
internal hotline and training data to devise a new policy that
better addresses employee behavior.

Fornow, Al is still very much a tool compliance teams can
use to achieve your program objectives. It can’'t achieve your
program objectives on its own - that still requires people.

Fitting Al into your compliance
program

Evenwhen used simply as atool, Alunquestionably can help
chief compliance officers to improve your program overall.
The real question for 2026 is how to integrate Al into your
compliance program.

First, consider the objectives you and senior management
want to achieve. Al can help with all sorts of process
improvements, but making those improvements does need
careful planning.

Forexample, you could use Al to build a policy chatbot that
answers employees’ questions about compliance policies.
Lots of companies are already experimenting with this exact
idea. Early evidence suggests employees do engage with
policy chatbots often, which is good.

(" N

Al systems will transform your
compliance program, leaving

it able to do more things

more efficiently. That doesn’t
automatically mean Al will make
your program more efficient or
less complicated - the work of
compliance teams will adjust to

support these new capabilities.
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At the same time, however, you may need to write longer

policies, and update them more often, to assure the policy
chatbot gives current and correct answers. You might also
have more policy escalations to evaluate since employees
are asking the bot more questions(sometimes, lots more).

In other words, policy chatbots can help you build a more
engaging compliance program, but that effort might
rearrange the work your compliance team does - eliminating
some work here, creating new work there. Some of that
work, Al will handle; other work, human employees will still
need to manage.

That's the sort of analysis chief compliance officers will
need to performin 2026 and beyond: “If we introduce
artificial intelligence into this compliance process, how will
it change that process? And what will that change mean for
my own team supporting that process, and what will it mean
for others engaging with that process?”

The list of potential scenarios here is long. Al systems will
transform your compliance program, leaving it able to do
more things more efficiently. That doesn't automatically
mean Al will make your program more efficient or less
complicated - the work of compliance teams will adjust to
support these new capabilities.

The other challenges Al introduces

Compliance officers also need to think about the larger
strategic questions of how to “fit” Al into your compliance
program and your organization’s IT environment.

Forexample, most LLMs can now do most compliance work
quite well -but no single LLM does all compliance work
consistently well. So, would you want to use one LLM that is
good at all your compliance tasks, but not necessarily great
at the one or two compliance tasks that matter most to you?
Orwould you want to use multiple LLMs, each one focused
onyour most common or pressing needs?

Using only one LLM would save money and reduce security
and operational risks, but may sacrifice performance. Using
multiple LLMs may bring better performance, but may
introduce more security and operational risk. So how would
you, your CISO, your IT manager, and your CFO decide which
choice is best?

The questions about using Al strategically in your compliance

program are many. They'll need to be answered too.



Compliance’s role for broader
Al implementation

Compliance officers will also play a crucial role helping
therest of the enterprise as they integrate Al into their
operations, too.

First, business units will need help identifying and
assessing the compliance risks that might arise from
weaving Alinto their processes. Then they’ll need help
developing and implementing new controls to make sure
their Al-enhanced business processes avoid privacy,
security and compliance risks.

What does that mean in practice?
Consider afew steps.

Develop an Al governance model. That is, a structured
approach for senior executives (ideally, a team including
heads of Legal, IT Security, HR, Finance, and of course
Compliance)to review and approve Al implementation across
the enterprise, so those use-cases properly handle the
company’s compliance obligations. Good news: according to
the NAVEX 2025 State of Risk & Compliance Report, two-
thirds of compliance officers are either “very” or “somewhat”
involved in deciding how Al is used within your organization.

Use frameworks to guide your Al implementation.
Frameworks can help you identify new regulatory risks,
gaps inyour existing controls, and new controls that might
plug those holes. Two leading frameworks today are the

IS0 42001 standard for Al management systems, popularin
Europe; and the NIST Al Risk Management Framework in the
United States. Australia, Singapore, and other countries are
rapidly developing their own regulatory frameworks too, so
keep your eyes open globally.

Prepare to help. As your organization rolls out new policies or
controls for Al, you'll need new training and communication
materials to help employees understand Al risks and behavior.
You'll need policy management capabilities to identify new Al
regulations as they arrive to see whether your policies need
updating. You'll need testing, auditing and data analytics
capabilities geared for Al risks, too.
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2026 prediction

Concerns about an"Al bubble”will become more pointed

- primarily for the LLMs spending billions on data center
infrastructure, but even for other Al businesses too.
Executives willwant to see clear and specific ROl for
proposed Al investments, so team leaders trying to
integrate Alinto their operations will need good answers for
productivity gains, risk management requirements and data
management challenges.

About the author

Matt Kelly

Matt Kelly is editor and CEO of Radical Compliance, a blog
and newsletter that follows corporate governance, risk,
and compliance issues at large organizations. He speaks
and writes on compliance, governance, and risk topics
frequently. Follow him on LinkedIn or getin touch with him
via email.
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Supply chain integrity in 2026:
what does this mean?

By Pierre Berlioz

“Resilience”is clearly the keyword for 2026 - the mantra
that must guide every company to face the ongoing
turbulence, which, regrettably, we fear will extend beyond
December 31, 2026.

"Resilience” rather than “sustainability,” because
sustainability has been experiencing an unprecedented
backlash since its emergence, unfortunately associated
with the idea of a bureaucratic burden. This perceptionis
fuelled by regulations whose extreme sophistication and
unreasonable haste have undermined their foundations.

“Resilience” rather than “competitiveness,” because
competitiveness has been weaponized to conceal attempts
to maintain outdated models through deregulation.
Ultimately, this approach will only weaken the global
economies and their players against competitors who
understand the power of law to impose new perspectives.

Resilience for sustainability and competitiveness, instead,
because sustainability and competitiveness are truly
effects, not causes. A company can only be sustainable and
competitive - one doesn't happen without the other - if it
restson aresilient foundation, enabling it to develop despite
geopolitical, economic or regulatory hazards and obstacles.

From this perspective, the supply chainis a significant
stake. It can be a pillar of strength or the company’s Achilles’
heel, depending on the company’s ability to ensure its
integrity. Integrity, in this context, means ensuring every link
in the chain is sufficiently robust. The fragility of any single
link canindeed compromise the proper functioning of the
entire chain and, cansequently, the long-term viability of the
company whose activity relies on it.
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A company can only be
sustainable and competitive -
one doesn't happen without the
other - if it rests on a resilient
foundation, enabling it to develop
despite geopolitical, economic or

requlatory hazards and obstacles.

The difficulty lies inidentifying these fragilities. In this
regard, lines can be considerably blurred by issuing
directives that are sometimes contradictory and adopted
within shortintervals. In this context of permanent shifts -
inthis uncertain landscape that will, at best, only partially
clearup during 2026 - companies can legitimately feel lost.

They canalso see thisasan opportunity for a genuine,
strategic groundwork effort, moving past the minor
vicissitudes of the literal text of the requlations and the
confusion they create. Instead, they can focus on the spirit
of the regulations, which possesses a genuine rationality:
the company must know and understand its supply chain to
both controlit, and thus ensure its integrity.




Knowing your supply chain

The banking sector, as well as certain service providers(e.qg.,
accounting or legal professionals), have an obligation to
Know Your Customer (KYC), notably to avoid being unwitting
accomplicesinillicit operations. Knowing your customer
requires tracing the chain of financial flows to identify the
ultimate beneficial owner of the transaction.

Increasingly, due to the risks they face, companies

have a similar obligation to know their suppliers and
subcontractors, not only Tier 1but also those below, right up
to the initial source of supply.

This obligationis one of the significant issues associated
with adopting the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence
Directive (CSDDD)and determining its final content following
the 2024 reform of its initial text in the "omnibus” draft
directive.

However, other texts impose a similar obligation and are
scheduled to come into effect progressively starting in
2026. This is particularly the case with regulations aimed at
combating deforestation and forced labor.

The first requires that palm oil, soy, wood, cocoa, coffee,
cattle and rubber, as well as products derived from these
commodities, entering, circulating within, or being exported
from the European market, must be “deforestation-free”
and have complete traceability ensured. Consequently, this
means the different links in the supply chain must be known,
and each link must possess this information.

The second regulation prohibits the placing on the European
market, circulation withinit, and export from it of products
resulting from forced labor. This text indicates that it “does
not create additional due diligence obligations for economic
operators other than those already provided for by Union or
nationallaw.” In other words, the issue of forced laborisa
subject that companies subject to due diligence obligations
under their national or European law must integrate into
theirimplementation. The regulation is thusintended to

fit within the framework established by the CSDDD and be
appliedinaccordance with its provisions.

Theregulation applies to all companies, regardless of their
legal nature, form or size. However, not all companies are
legally obligated to undergo due diligence. Therefore, while
the requlation does not formally create any obligation for
companies to exercise due diligence regarding forced labor,
itindirectly creates such an obligation, nonetheless.
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Thisis also the case with the CSDDD. Article 8 of the
directive requires subject companies to carry out mapping
of their own activities, those of their subsidiaries, and, when
linked to their chains of activities(value chain), those of their
business partners. Although the text does not explicitly
state it, thisimplies the company must know its suppliers
and subcontractors at various tiers.

The current discussions on the omnibus draft directive
demonstrate this. As the objective of this text is to simplify
the mechanism, the proposals aim to clarify specific
provisions of the CSDDD, particularly Articles 8 through 11.
Specifically, the text adopted by the Council of the European
Union for trilogue negotiations includes a provision in Article
8 stating that the company must map its chain of activities
toidentify itsindirect business partners.

Admittedly, this mapping must be carried out using
reasonably accessible information. The directive only
establishes best-effort obligations, but it clearly states an
obligation to know your supply chain.

Given that a company can only know this chain by tracing it
upward, this obligation will indirectly fall on every company
member of a supply chain. Each company must be able to
communicate toits higher-upsin the chain - particularly the
one directly above it - which links are situated below it.

The adjustment of thresholds currently being discussed
by the European legislator will not alter this fundamental
principle: all companies must be aware of their supply chain.

Controlling your supply chain

Why is it necessary to know your supply chain? Itisnot a
bureaucratic requirement. It isanindispensable precaution
that allows for discerning strengths and weaknesses, thus
enabling the necessary measures to be taken to control it.
This ensuresitis managed as efficiently as possible while
preventing the risks it may generate.

This highly strategic knowledge constitutes a trade secret
for many companies, protected as such by the European
Directive of June 8, 2016, and the implementing laws of the
member states. The company is therefore not required to
make it public; only the results of risk analyses performed
based on this data may be published. This pointis affirmed
by the CSRD(Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive)
and is expected to be even clearerin the revised version of
the omnibus directive.



However, this protection is conditional on the existence

of measuresintended to maintain the secrecy of this
information. The company’s information system must
therefore ensure that access to this datais limited to those
who need to know and that these individuals are subject to
confidentiality obligations.

Similarly, when a company communicates thisinformation
to otherlinksin the supply chain, either in execution of a
legal obligation or to comply with contractual obligations, it
isimperative that it expressly state its confidential nature
and impose its preservation through adapted clauses.

This necessary control over the supply chain, which pertains
to the company’s strategy, is not explicitly mandated by the
texts. The CSDDD, the reqgulations on deforestation or forced
labor, or similar texts only require risk prevention. Control

of the value chain is a means of this prevention, the content
and methods of which are left to the company’s discretion.

Nevertheless, the requlation provides companies with legal
avenuesto ensure this control. Thisis notably the case with
the CSDDD, specifically Articles 10 and 11, which mention
obtaining contractual guarantees as possible measures.

The contractisindeed the principal instrument for
managing the supply chain, as the chain itself consists of
aseries of agreements between multiple companies that
link them within the same productive and/or commercial
process. Control of the chain thus necessarily involves
inserting clauses into these various contracts, either to
prohibit certain activities or behaviors, or to impose certain
practices or the communication of information. These
clauses canalso help ensure a certain homogeneity within
the chain by requiring the dissemination of prohibitions or
obligations to the different links.

The CSDDD favors the use of these contractual tools, as
stated in Articles 10 and 11, which stipulate that "Member
States shall provide for the possibility to temporarily
suspend the commercial relationship or terminate it in
contracts governed by their law, except for contracts which
the parties are legally required to conclude.”

This provision opens an interesting avenue for companies to
insert stipulations into contracts that allow them to manage
the value chain, asitlegalizes a leverage tool that might
otherwise be considered abusive under general contract
law. The directive expressly provides for the possibility of
the company using orincreasingits leverage by temporarily
suspending commercial relations, which, without this
provision, could be considered abusive conduct.
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This possibility can be an effective way to integrate a code
of conduct into the supply chain. The difficulty with the
supply chainlies in the potential disparity in the contracts
that comprise it. Referencing a single code of conduct

in each of these contracts helps prevent this disparity.
However, the clauses referencing the code must stipulate
not only adherence to the code but also the renewal of this
adherence when the code is updated, to avoid different
versions applying to otherlinks in the chain.

In periods of legal uncertainty, such as the one we are
currently experiencing, the contract serves as an effective
and convenient tool for establishing a stable and harmonized
framewark that can compensate for the fragmentation and
variability of legislation.




2026 prediction

In conclusion, supply chain integrity appears to be

essential for businesses toremain resilient in the face of
growing risks. By equipping themselves with the means to
understand and control their supply chain, organizations
cantransforma constraint into a strategic lever, capable of
securing their operations and strengthening their long-term
competitiveness. Thisapproach should not be seenasa
sterile compliance exercise. It is an essential investment for
facing 2026 and the years to come.
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Compliance trends for Europe -

what do you need to watch?

By Yuval Grauer

Companies face severe fines, increased regulatory scrutiny
and significant compliance obligations under a raft of
European Union(EU)and national legislation that has
eitherrecently come into force or which will take effect

in 2026. Chief among these are duties to check the cyber
resilience of third-party IT providers, improve supply chain
due diligence and identify, prevent and remediate any
actual or potential harm, and provide better protections for
whistleblowers.

Through its Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA), the
EUistrying to push financial services firms to take greater
control of -and accountability for - 1T risks to protect the
sector as awhole from potential cyberattacks. Previously,
financial institutions were mandated to manage the

main categories of operational risk primarily through the
allocation of capital rather than through any other kind

of operational resilience, such as the level of technology
preparedness.

Companies face severe fines,
increased reqgulatory scrutiny

and significant compliance
obligations under a raft of
European Union (EU) and national
legislation that has either recently
come into force or which will take

effect in 2026.
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The rules, which came into effect on January 17, 2025, set
strict requirements oninformation and communication
technology (ICT)risk-management, incident reporting,
operational resilience testing, and information and
intelligence sharing with regulators. Crucially, the legislation
also makes financial services firms responsible for the risk
monitoring of “critical” third-party IT suppliers.

But because the rules have significant financial penalties
attached, rather than creating a push for better compliance,
firms have instead tried to push responsibility back onto
third-party IT vendors by tightening up contract terms if
they want to retain business. And for those financial firms
with muscle, the signs are that tech services suppliers are
buckling under the pressure. As aresult, DORA may put tech
providers under enormous regulatory scrutiny.

The implications of DORA

Industry experts have suggested that many firms in the
financial sector were slow to meet DORA's requirements
before the legislation took effect, which may have also
prompted them to try to offload as much of the compliance
work as possible -as well as the costs - onto the IT firms
they work with. The main way they have done thisis by
renegotiating contracts with IT outsourcers so that the
tech services they provide are categorized as “critical or
important”, even if they are not, thereby passing some of the
compliance “burden”onto their third parties who are then
obligated to provide more assurance. Firms are also using
DORA asan opportunity to renegotiate vendor relationships
more broadly, demanding enhanced transparency, data-
sharing capabilities, and resilience reporting.

While tightening contractual clauses may appear to enhance
compliance, it does not absolve firms of their responsibility:
under BDORA, boards ultimately remain accountable for

their level of IT resilience and capability to reportincidents



within the necessary timeframe. Furthermore, pushing
DORA’s compliance requirements back on to IT services
providers could backfire. Not only could such a heavy-
handed approach lead to strained relationships, but it
could inadvertently put financial firms at greater risk of
non-compliance because they will be even more reliant on
the suppliers for assurance, while their lack of in-house
expertise also gives them reduced internal preparedness.

DORA's scope is broad and almost all financial entities
operating inside the EU are in scope, including banks,
lenders, fintechs, trading venues, crowdfunders, crypto
entities, investment firms, insurers, credit rating agencies
and payments providers. Non-compliance can result in
financial penalties up to 2% of their total annual worldwide
turnover, or 1% of daily global turnover, as well as the
removal of authorizations to conduct regulated business.
Forindividuals, penalties can reach up to €1 million. Critical
third-party ICT providers face even higher fines of up to
€5 million (or €600,000 for individuals) if they fail to meet
DORA’s standards.

Supply chain due diligence comes
to the forefront

Supply chain due diligence is also set to become a bigger
issue in 2026 as both national and EU-wide rules become
increasingly embedded in operations and requlators take a
keener interestin enforcing them.

The German Supply Chain Due Diligence Act entered force
January 1,2023 and allows prosecutors to impose fines of
up to 2% of a firms’ global turnover if they fail to identify and
prevent human rights and environmental impactsin their
supply chains. It applies to companies with a registered
office or principal place of businessin Germany, as well as
foreign companies with a branch office there. It applies to
companies with 1,000 workers or more.

Although the act does not give rise to any new liability

under civil law, it is expected to prompt non-governmental
organizations to more readily file lawsuits for alleged human
rights violations in German courts. During 2023, inits first
year, just 30 complaints were brought under the legislation
(and 22 of these were dismissed). In 2025, 75 cases were
brought forward.

Contrast this with France’s similar Duty of Vigilance Law,
which came into effect in 2019. As of May 2025, just 16
claims have been filed, irrespective of whether either piece
of legislation has sanctioned many companies, both have
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Supply chain due diligence is also
set to become a bigger issue in 2026
as both national and EU-wide rules
become increasingly embedded in
operations and requlators take a

keener interest in enforcing them.

compelled large corporations to prioritize human rights and
environmental considerations within their supply chainsina
way they had not done so before.

New human rights regulations

EU-wide rules onidentifying, preventing and mitigating
actual and potential adverse environmental and human
rightsimpacts will also take effectin 2026 as the deadline
for member statesto transpose the EU Corporate
Sustainability Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD)into national
law comes into effect in July. The rules apply to large
companies(those with 5,000 employees initially, reducing to
those with 1,000 or more employees and revenues over €450
million after three years).

Penalties for non-compliance can be tough. The maximum
limit of financial penalties member states need to provide
for must be atleast 5% of the net worldwide turnover of the
company in the financial year preceding that of the decision
toimpose the fine. If a financial penalty isimposed, the
decision relating to the infringement will be included in a
public statement, and this will remain available for at least
five years - effectively "naming and shaming” the company.

Additionally, where damage is caused jointly by a company
and its subsidiary, or by the company and its direct or
indirect business partner, those entities will be held jointly
and severally liable. The CSDDD also introduces a civil
liability regime which requires member states to ensure that
acompany can be held liable for damage caused to people or
companiesif itintentionally or negligently failed to comply
with its obligations. If companies hadn't already had supply
chain due diligence on their compliance radars already, that
will need to change in 2026.



If companies hadn't already had
supply chain due diligence on their
compliance radars already, that will

need to change in 2026.

Whistleblowing rules mature in the
United Kingdom and EU

Whistleblowing has long been recognized as a powerful
mechanism for employees and third parties to speak up
about wrongdoing, but the level of protection they can
expect often remains problematic. And so it goes with
United Kingdom plans to encourage whistleblowing.

In September 2025 the U.K.'s third “failure to prevent”
offense came into effect under the Economic Crime and
Corporate Transparency Act (ECCTA). Two similar offenses
- the failure to prevent bribery and tax evasion - are already
inforce under different legislation, namely the Bribery Act
2010 and the Criminal Finances Act 2017. Each requires
corporates to police themselves, their employees and the
third parties with whom they do business. Together, these
laws are aimed at expanding the scope of corporate liability.

The U.K. government hopes the new offense - in tandem
with the two existing ones - will put arenewed focus on
the need to support whistleblowing as employees raise the
alarm over suspected illegal business activity.

However, the key problem with ECCTA is that while
whistleblowing is encouraged, disclosure is not incentivized
and employee protections are not being improved. Other
obstacles may also bar success. Forinstance, there has
historically beenrelatively little transparency in the U.K.
around the outcome of whistleblower reports, partly

due to the fact that U.K. authorities - unlike the United
States - do not offer financial rewards in exchange for
information, which means there is little fanfare about the
role whistleblowers may have played ina company and its
executives being brought to book.
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Not that there isa great track record of successful
prosecutions. Since the Bribery Act came into effect in July
2011, there has only been an average of 10 prosecutions a
year and only 10 deferred prosecution agreements (DPAs)
up to early 2025 for “failure to prevent bribery.” In addition,
the first charges under the Criminal Finances Act were

only brought almost eight years after failure to prevent tax
evasion became an offense(and the case is ongoing).

Furthermore, the level of protection - as well as incentive

- for employees to come forward is lacking. The Office of

the Whistleblower Bill, which will create the independent
authority meant to improve protections, has stalled and is still
along way from becoming a reality. Under its current form,
the bill would widen the number of entities that can receive
awhistleblowing report and introduce a criminal offense for
those causing detriment to whistleblowers with a proposed
maximum sentence of a fine or 18 months'imprisonment. It is
due to have its second reading in spring 2026.

Meanwhile, talk of financially incentivizing whistleblowing
has had a mixed reception: the Serious Fraud Office (SFO),
the U.K.'s main anti-corruption enforcement agency,

the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA)and the U.K.'s tax
authority, HMRC, are supportive, but few others are, and
many experts believe such a concept would need legislative
change. As such, there are concerns that the three “failure
to prevent” offenses may prove ineffective if whistleblower
protectionisn'timproved as well.

.




The EUis alsoreviewing whether its Whistleblower
Protection Directive is effective. In August 2025 the
European Commission launched a call for evidence to
evaluate how well the directive has been implemented
across all EU member states since its adoption in 2019.
Specifically, it will assess whether:

«  Thedirective has strengthened whistleblower
protection and encouraged reporting

- Thebenefitsare proportionate to the costs; if it still
meets today’s challenges and future needs

. If isitaligned with other EU and international policy
developments

. Whether it has achieved more than member states
could have done individually

The evaluationis due to be completed by the end of 2026 -
five years after the directive was meant to be transposed
into national law. There haslong been some criticism
-and concern -that some member states were slow to
pass legislation, and that in some countries there is still
confusion about what the term “whistleblower” actually
means, which doesn't bode well for the level of protection
people might receive.

Thereis little doubt that 2026 will create several significant
compliance challenges to companies operating in the EU
and U.K., and across a range of operational areas. BORA
requires in-scope organizations not only to look at their own
operational resilience and reporting processes, but those of
major IT service suppliers, while requirements under supply
chain due diligence rules - both at national and EU level - will
also require much deeper probing of third-party relationships,
too. Meanwhile, the U.K.'s latest focus on corporate fraud will
prompt companies to review their whistleblower hotlines
and the measures they have in place to protect those who
speak up as the EU also considers how its own whistleblower
protection rules can be beefed up and improved.
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2026 prediction

Through 2026 compliance teams will need to reassess

how well-prepared their organizations are to respond to
these new duties, as well as how their organizations can
leverage the upsides of what these regulations are meant to
create - namely, better cyber resilience, robust supply chain
management and more open workplace environments where
people can feel safe about raising governance concerns
without reprisals. Regulatory enforcement may not take
place immediately - but scrutiny will.
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The future of compliance and ethics:

trends for the field into 2026

By Joe Murphy

What can we anticipate in the next year for the field of
Compliance & Ethics(C&E)? Irecently posted myideasin
Compliance and Ethics: I[deas & Answers on the longer-term
future of our field, “The Future of Compliance & Ethics:

Will We Boldly Lead the Way or Become a Noble but Failed

Experiment?”

Here, | will first address a few topical issues and then
discuss three possible areas for development.

Topicalissues:

-« Whatabout collaborative Al, large-language models,
etc.? This technology will be put to work by very
creative people developing more sophisticated ways
of committing crimes. We will need to use Al just to
keep up.

+  Whataboutthe current United States
administration? C&E has been below the political
level at the U.S. Department of Justice in 2025, and
so the incentive system remains quietly in place. But
this could vanish overnight if it becomes a political
issue. Incentive-based C&E does remain in other
countries. Aslong as it remains below the political/
influencer spotlightin the U.S., it will remain. C&E
people will need to focus on three reasons for C&E
programs: the business case, the legal case and
the moral case. But the legal case will be tougher to
make inthe U.S.inthe shortrunthanithasbeenin
the past.

. Senior people will continue to be the prime drivers
of misconduct and the highest source of compliance
risk. Aslong as C&E people lack power and any
role inincentives/promotions, this will continue
unabated.

«  More professors and commentators will offer to help
usand telluswe are wrongin what we do in C&E.
Fortunately, some will have useful insights.
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Without genuine power, chief ethics
and compliance officers cannot
protect whistleblowers, challenge
misconduct or ensure ethical

behavior at the top.

. Government mandates on the details of what should
be in C&E programs will continue in hyper-regulated
industries like banking and finance. These over-
regulated C&E programs will inhibit efforts to make
the programs truly effective, and will continue to
fail, because they are not based on fundamentals
like power, incentives and preventing retaliation.

. Europe will continue to deal with the directive
intended to prevent retaliation. Look for continued
foot-dragging and circumvention. Government
bodies are supposed to have their own anti-
retaliation system. Don't expect to see very much
here(l hope I am proven wrong).

Three essential elements
for the future

1. Power: the forbidden topic
We deal with crime and misconduct. These often
originate - or are enabled - by those with power at
the top of the organization. To counteract power,
C&E professionals must also have power. Yet the
word “power”rarely appearsin our literature or
conferences. Instead, we opt for softer terms like
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“authority,”and are usually reluctant to push. Lord
Acton famously said, “Power tends to corrupt, and
absolute power corrupts absolutely.” In today's
companies and other organizations, the top leaders
come very close to absolute power. This can even be
seeninlower levels where managers carve out their
own little fiefdoms. If chief ethics and compliance
officers(CECO)lack power, and only have a seat

at what Nick Gallo calls the "kiddie table” - lacking
direct access to the board - they lack the ability to
do theirjob. Without genuine power, a CECO cannot
protect whistleblowers, challenge misconduct or
ensure ethical behavior at the top.

Will corporate boards start to recruit CECOs from
other companies tojoin their boards? It would

be a spectacularly good idea, but I don't see it
happening. | suspect, though, that thisis likely only
to change when government drives the change. Will
we do betterin 2026 in addressing this reality? My
pessimistic answer: no. But it is definitely important
to keep trying.

Incentives: aneglected essential

Incentives drive behavior. Peter Drucker said it
well: people respond to rewards, not preaching.
Yet despiteitsinclusionin the U.S. Sentencing
Guidelines for over two decades, many C&E
programsignore this critical area.

Promotions, raises, and recognition all signal what
anorganization truly values. I heard a professorin
South Africa once say that an arganization’s real
code of conductisits budget. ACECO who ignores
these incentive, reward and promotion systems
isn't doing their job. Who would be dismissive of the
CECQO, for example, if the CECO actually had asay in
who gets promoted?

Even simple acts - like recognizing ethical behavior or
linking performance evaluations to values and active
support for the C&E program - can be powerful. But
fear, or lack of support, often stops C&E professionals
from touching incentive systems. This silence signals
weakness and can lead to irrelevance.

Will this change in 20267 Very likely, no or very little.
| can predict that under the current administration
we will not get the strong signals from government
that incentives count. Since the field ignored even
strong signalsin the past, it is highly unlikely it will
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move in this direction if there are no signals at all.
There are, however, many ways C&E people could
at least start to deal with incentives. The “Using.
Incentives in Your Compliance and Ethics Program”
guide I wrote for SCCE can help get anyone started
on thisroad. So, while | cannot predict a dramatic
shiftindirection, 2026 could see some incremental
progress in this direction.

We are the ones who fully understand
how these legal gaps hurt the public

and our profession.

Speaking up to government and lawmakers

While we wisely avoid lobbying on laws we're tasked
with enforcing, we too often stay silent when

legal systems directly undercut our work. Judges,
laws, and regulators sometimes ignore or even
weaponize our efforts. For example, sloppily written
privacy laws create traps for C&E professionals,
and compliance work may even be used against
companies.

The U.S. Department of Justice, for all its written
guidance, rarely, if ever, acknowledges prior existing
C&E programs during actual enforcement actions. If
no such program is ever praised - or even mentioned
-how can organizations take the effort seriously
orlearn fromthe enforcers’actions? What actual
cases can we show to management to prove that the
government really takes our C&E programs seriously
when it matters?

We are the ones who fully understand how these
legal gaps hurt the public and our profession. Yet we
remain silent, lacking a united voice to push back or
educate. Thatis a costly weaknessin our profession.

Will this change in 20267 | do not see any movement
in this direction. But there is always hope that
an established C&E organization, or a new and
aggressive one, will see the need and step forward.
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What the future requires

I've worked in and witnessed C&E around the world for nearly
50years. If we want our profession to succeed and have real
impact in preventing corporate and other organizational
crime and misconduct, we must:

1. Embrace power as essential to controlling power

2. Addressincentivesdirectly-noprogramiscredible
without this

3. Speakupwhenlawsorsystems undermine
our mission

Governments have driven much of the change in this field -
and still hold the key. But they must act wisely:

- Don'tignore compliance programs when assessing
corporate culpability

«  Don't mandate themin a way that renders them mere
technicalities

« Instead, acknowledge real programsin
enforcement decisions, and share lessons learned.
That's how we build effective, credible systems

«  Dowhatyoutellustodo: back up yourwords
with actions
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2026 prediction

Within 10 years, we will either have risen to meet these
challenges or fallenintoirrelevance. The window for action
is closing fast. But we still have time - if we choose to use it.
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Labor rules are changing -

NAVEX

staying ahead with policy, training and more
for a healthier culture and fewer incidents

By Cindy Raz and Ed Mills

2026 will see significant developments in United Kingdom
employment rights, as well as new pay reporting measures in
Europe. Inthisarticle, we look at what this means in practice
and how employers can stay ahead of the forthcoming
changes - trends that may also be worth consideration well
outside of Europe.

Expansion of day one rights

U.K. workers will gainincreased rights from the start of their
employment, under the Employment Rights Bill.

Unfair dismissal

Allemployees will benefit from unfair dismissal protection
from day one of employment. Currently, there is a two-
year service requirement before employees can bring an
unfair dismissal claim(save forin limited circumstances,
such as whistleblowers who can claim from the start of
employment), but this will be abolished in 2027.

Thisis a significant change, meaning that many more
employees will have unfair dismissal rights than before.
Employersintending to dismiss any employee, including a
new starter, will need to ensure they have a fair reason(such
as poor performance, misconduct or redundancy)and follow
afair process. However, there will be a statutory probation
period (likely to be nine months)during which the employer
can terminate for performance or conduct with a lighter
touch dismissal process.

In the United States, most workers are employed “at will,”
meaning employers can terminate employment for nearly any
reason that is not unlawful. Unlike many other countries, the
U.S. does not offer a general right to claim unfair dismissal.
Instead, protections focus on specific violations—such as
discrimination, retaliation, or breach of contract. As a result,
wrongful termination claims arise only when a dismissal
violates these defined legal standards, and employees typically
pursue them through the EEOC, state agencies, or the courts.
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This is a significant change, meaning
that many more employees will have

unfair dismissal rights than before.

Employersinthe U.K. should ensure all new starters have
a probation period in their contracts and that thereisa
processin place forreqgular performance reviews during
probation. More widely, employers will need to review
disciplinary and dismissal policies and processes and
ensure managers are trained on managing conduct and
performance issues.

Family and sickness

Paternity leave and unpaid parental leave will become

day onerightsin the U.K. from April 2026. At the moment,
employees need minimum service before taking this leave
(26 weeks'service for paternity leave and one year for unpaid
parental leave).

Paternity leave consists of two weeks leave to be taken
within a year of the child’s birth/adoption, paid at the
statutory rate (currently £187.18 per week). Unpaid parental
leave may be taken for up to 18 weeks (but no more than four
weeks in any one year)before the child’s 18th birthday.

From 2027, there will be enhanced dismissal protections

for employees taking any type of family leave, including
maternity, adoption or shared parental leave. Employers will
be unable to dismiss employees who are pregnant or on family
leave, or who returned from family leave within the previous
six months, except in certain narrow circumstances (details of
which are currently subject to consultation).




Employees will have a new right to at least one week of
bereavement leave following the death of a family member
(the detail of which family members are covered is yet to be
confirmed), from 2027.

Also, statutory sick pay (SSP) will become available to

all workers from day one of sickness absence, from April
2026, as both the current four day waiting period and
minimum earnings eligibility threshold (£125 per week) will
beremoved. SSPis payable at the statutory rate, currently
£118.75(or 80% of average earnings for workers who earn
below the statutory rate).

Paid sick leave in the United Statesis not required at the
federallevel, so access depends on state and local laws or
employer policies. This leads to wide variation in coverage,
making it even more important for employers to support
people when they need us most. Offering paid sick leave not
only protects employee health but also strengthens trust,
wellbeing and a healthier workplace overall.

Flexible working

Flexible working rules in the U.K. will be strengthened.
Employees already have aright to request flexible
working from day one of employment, which employers
canonly refuse for certain business reasons(e.g., impact
on customer service). From 2027, employers will have to
consult employees about their request and must explain
why any rejection is reasonable. Thisis a higher bar for
employers to meet and will require employers to review
their current policies and practices and ensure managers
receive training in how to handle flexible working requestsiin
acompliant manner.

Flexible working in the United States is not guaranteed by
nationallaw, and employees generally have no statutory
right torequest it. Instead, flexible arrangements - such as
remote work, flexible hours, or hybrid schedules - are set by
individual employers and vary widely across industries and
roles. Even without legal mandates, flexibility has become

a key tool for attracting and retaining talent and supporting
employee wellbeing.

Workplace harassment

Since October 26, 2024, U.K. employers have been

under a duty to take reasonable steps to prevent sexual
harassment of their employees, with compensation for
sexual harassment claimsincreased by up to 25% if they
breach this duty. In addition, the duty is enforceable by the
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Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) which can
issue enforcement notices and fines.

Key compliance measures for employers include:

«  Carryingoutarisk assessment and keeping it under
regular review

. Having an effective sexual harassment policy which
isrelevant to the employer’s specific workplace

- Training managers and staff in sexual harassment
including raising and handling complaints

. Encouraging staff to “speak up”to report any
concerns

. Investigating complaints and keeping a centralized
record to identify trends

«  Addressing third-party harassment risks

From October 2026, U.K. harassment laws will expand further.
Employers will be liable for third-party harassment of any
kind (not just sexual harassment) by third parties who their
employees deal with in the context of their work, such as
clients or suppliers. Employers will need to take steps to
reduce the risk of third-party harassment, such as appropriate
wording in contracts or in codes of conduct with clients and
suppliers. Additionally, anti-harassment policies should be
updated to encompass third-party harassment, and employers
should clearly communicate to employees how they can report
concerns about third-party harassment, including through
designated “speak up” channels.

The active duty of employers to prevent sexual harassment,
and the new third-party harassment rules, are similar to the
Californiaworkplace violence laws which came into force in
2024. Both in California and the U.K., employers are obliged
to take proactive, preventative stepsto protect employees
before any harmis done. It will be interesting to see whether
this developsinto awider global trend in the future.

Workplace culture, 'speak up'
and investigations

Workplace culture remains firmly in the spotlight and will
continue to be soin 2026. There is ongoing scrutiny of

how employers handle “speak up” complaints, against
abackdrop of media coverage of historic misconduct
allegations at high-profile organizations. Median report
volumes have increased in Europe in the years following the
passage of the EU Whistleblower Protection Directive, and



recent years have seen Workplace Civility-type reportsin
the regionincrease as well. Globally, report volumes remain
at historically high levels.

Workplace culture remains firmly in
the spotlight and will continue to be

soin 2026.

The importance of ensuring that “speak up” reports are

fully and transparently investigated is brought into focus by
the forthcoming restrictions on confidentiality provisions
in U.K. settlement agreements from October 2026.
Employers will not be able to use confidentiality provisions
or non-disclosure agreements to prevent employees from
making allegations or disclosures about harassment or
discrimination, including about how the employer responded
to any allegations or disclosures.

The proposalislikely to have a significant impact on
settlement agreements. Often, both employer and employee
want to maintain confidentiality in a settlement involving
harassment or discrimination, given the sensitivity involved.
There has been some indication from the government that
these restrictions will not apply if an employee requests
confidentiality, but it is unclear how this would work
inpractice. Ifitis not possible for parties to agree on
enforceable confidentiality provisions, this could result in
fewer settlements, because either or both sides may feel
they have less to lose from litigation if they cannot settle the
matterin the knowledge that the details will stay private.

For financial services firms, new rules from September 1,
2026 will address non-financial misconduct by regulated
employees. Any act of bullying, harassment or violence by
an employee will have to be treated by the firm as a potential
breach of the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) Conduct
Rules. The FCA may also introduce further guidance on how
non-financial misconduct (including outside work) should be
approached when assessing whether an employee should be
permitted to continue their workin a regulated environment.
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Pay reporting and transparency

Expansion of UK pay reporting requirements

Employers operatingin the U.K. with 250 or more employees
are required to report annually on their gender pay gap
figures. From 2027, employers will also be required to
publish an action plan setting out how they plan to reduce
their gender pay gap, with these plans being recommended
on avoluntary basis from April 2026.

In future, the U.K. government will be extending the gender
pay gap reporting requirements to cover disability and
ethnicity pay gap reporting(likely from 2027, although not
confirmed). In addition to reporting the pay gap figures,
itis proposed employers would be required to report on
the overall breakdown of their workforce by disability

and ethnicity, as well as the percentage of employees not
disclosing their personal data for these characteristics.

Whilst it is common for employers to hold gender data which
can be linked with pay, this is not always the case for data
about ethnicity and disability, which, if it is collected at all,

is often done so anonymously. In preparation for the new
reporting requirements employers will need to review the data
they already hold and assess what additional information they
need to collect to calculate their ethnicity and disability pay
gap, and how to do so in compliance with GDPR.

Pay equity remains a challenge in the United States,

with persistent gaps across gender, race, and disability
status. Women - especially women of color -and workers
with disabilities continue to earnless on average, and
protections vary widely without federal pay transparency
requirements. Closing these gaps is essential to building
fair, inclusive workplaces where all talent is valued and
rewarded equitably.




EU pay transparency directive

New gender pay gap reporting requirements will come into
force in 2026 for businesses with EU operations, under the
EU pay transparency directive, with timing and frequency of
reportsvarying depending on the size of the employer:

«  Employerswith 250 or more workers will have
toreport gender pay gap figures from 2027 and
annually thereafter

-« Employerswith 150-249 workers will have to report
from 2027 and every three years thereafter

«  Employers with 100-149 workers will have to report
fromno later than 2031and then every three years
thereafter

Individual EU countries may also choose to extend the
reporting requirement to smaller employers(for example,
Ireland is applying the rules to employers with 50 or more
employees). Where the employer has a gender pay gap of
5% or more, which cannot be justified, the employer will
be required to conduct ajoint equal pay assessment with
worker representatives.

There will also be new measures relating to pay
transparency in recruitment and promotion including:

.« Arequirementtoinformjobapplicants about the
starting salary/pay before interview

- Abanonaskingjob candidates about their
pay history

- Aright for workersto ask employers for information
about pay levels and pay and promotion criteria
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Employers with EU operations should
use the time ahead of implementation
to prepare, including reviewing their
pay structures and addressing any
anomalies, considering pay data
currently held and how any additional

data will be collected.

Employers with EU operations should use the time ahead
of implementation to prepare, including reviewing their
pay structures and addressing any anomalies, considering
pay data currently held and how any additional data will

be collected. In addition, they should assess existing
recruitment practices and the changes which may be
required under the new pay transparency framework.

To prepare for growing pay transparency, U.S. employers
should start by conducting reqular pay equity reviews,
standardizing compensation structures, and documenting
clear criteria for hiring and promotion. Training managers
to discuss pay openly and aligning internal policies with
emerging state requirements will also be essential.
Ultimately, readiness comes from embracing fairness and
clarity in how pay decisions are made and communicated.

2026 prediction

Global employers will need to consider how to approach
pay reporting, information and transparency across the
different countries in which they operate. Although the EU
requirements will only apply to employees in EU countries,
many multi-national employers will want to aim for a
consistent approach across all the jurisdictions in which
they operate, from best practice and employee relations
perspectives.
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What's old is new again - 2026 presents new
and enduring challenges in risk assessment

By Kyle Martin

The more things change, the more they remain the same.
Everyyear, youlook at your governance, risk and compliance
(GRC) program with renewed optimism. This is the year you
will figure it out. Thisis the year when things get easier. By
December, you are left looking back on the shifting priorities
that distracted your team, the new regulations where you
had to quickly react, and the sense that January is right
around the corner, soyou can try again.

Of course, if this was simply an annual problem neatly
mapped out against a calendar, maybe we could get there
more easily. Rather, it'sa continuous cycle that blurs the
line between old and new challenges. GRC professionals
experience akind of imposter syndrome within the
community where they feel constant obligation to use
more automation, test the newest Al, review more data,
comply with the newest framework, and yet so many have
not mastered the fundamentals. How can we advance our
programs if we don't have the foundation?
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The GRC imposter syndrome - doing
everything except the essentials

GRC imposter syndrome is the pervasive feelingamong
risk and compliance professionals that their programs
must constantly evolve faster than everyone else’s. This
manifests within our business in several ways.

«  Chasingthe coolest new acronym or Al tool
instead of understanding basic ownership and
accountability. If your process doesn’'t work
manually, it will not work automatically either.
You can't skip to the finish line.

«  Your program focuses on proving maturity rather
than informing action within the business. The point
of the risk assessment isn't to produce a dashboard.
The point of the risk assessment is to understand
uncertainty within the business and where mitigation
is needed to achieve your business outcomes.

- Benchmarking against peersinstead of
establishing your business’s risk appetite and
setting your risk tolerance, then aligning your risk
activity to those specific attributes. While the
fundamentals of your GRC program might feel the
same as everybody else’s, this is where you get
to put the finishing touches on your program that
really make it work. How does our risk management
process align to our priorities, not everybody else’s?

Focus on outcomes over optics. Ask the question “so what?”
You produced the coolest new heatmap, dashboard, risk
quantification...so what? If your business doesn’t have a
clear next step with that data, it's time to go back to the
basics and understand what you're doing to manage risk, not
justreportonit.

A significant aspect of GRC imposter syndrome is that GRC
professionals are overwhelmed by getting started in the
first place. Anindustry expectation is that you need to start



with this robust, perfectly managed risk register that is
flawlessly mapped to mitigating controls. The truthis that
almost nobody is there, and that the process of GRC should
be continuous anyway. Wherever you are is great, and many
of you didn't start with risks at all, did you?

Risk and Compliance: The chicken
and the eqgg

What came first? Risk or Compliance? Most GRC
professionals would tell you it should be Risk, and that
seems to be awidely accepted practitioner outcome.
However, starting with risk can be really challenging.

You need to look at every angle, align risk with business
outcomes, engage with every department, prioritize those
issues. While risk in businessisinherent, starting with risk is
proactive in nature, and being proactive is hard.

Why can’t we start with Compliance? After all, thisis where
alot of companies are anyway. You had to comply with a
regulatory requirement or an annual audit. Naturally, your
risk register evolved from compliance gaps, and while it may
not be asrobust as the proactive risk management crowd,
it's a practical starting point that was born out of necessity.

The truth is that Risk and Compliance are symbiotic in
nature, and they grow together. When GRC professionals
let perfection get in the way of progress, they ultimately
dont move their program forward and skip the basics.
Ultimately, we know this relationship isn't only necessary
but it'simproving. In our 2025 State of Risk & Compliance
Report survey, 93% of respondents said compliance was at

least engaged to some degree in the risk assessment and
management process. As we said at the time, “It appears clear
that collaboration between these functions is occurring, but
the exact nature of that collaboration may be unsettled.”

Survey insights and the state of 2026
- cracking the eqgg

Riskand Compliance can no longer evolve separately. At the
end of the day, it doesn’'t matter how the egg got here - it's
ready to hatch. Topics such as Al governance, data privacy,
and ESG are shared concerns across the business, best

led by anintegratedrisk and compliance vision. And when
evaluating your GRC program, risk and compliance mature
through proper governance.

In the same State of R&C survey, 70% of compliance teams
were said to be highly engaged in risk assessment and
management. However, only 24% believe their assessment
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processis effective. 2025 represented convergence
without clarity. Functions are working together more,

but not necessarily working effectively or efficiently. The
connective tissue of the GRC program is still formingin so
many organizations and most simply need to lean into that
instead of running away or getting overwhelmed.

Thereal opportunity in 2026 is not about adding more Al

or new dashboards, it's about doing the right things the
right way. Thereis a clear shared purpose between risk and
compliance that truly enables a proactive future that has
seemed impossible in years past.

Setting the foundation for effective
risk assessments

Establish the foundation of your program with three key
questions. There is always more to expand upon, but in
search of basic concepts, start here:

1.  Whatare our business’s strategic objectives?
(Business can be replaced by department, program,
product -any target in which you might be
evaluating risk against.)

2. Whatisourbusiness’s risk appetite? Risk appetite
isthe amount and type of risk an organization is
willing to accept to achieve strategic objectives.
Risk appetite is typically stated in a qualitative
manner and does not require acomplicated process.
Itis meant to guide executive decision-making and
overall prioritization.

3. Whatis ourbusiness’srisk tolerance? Risk
tolerance is the acceptable level of variation around
the risk appetite. If your risk appetite is driving 65
mph, your risk tolerance might be 60-70 mph. If you
find yourself going 80 mph, then you likely pursue
corrective action and slow down.

“An effective compliance program is one
that evolves and improves over time.”
- United States Department of Justice Guidance

of an Effective Compliance Program.


https://www.navex.com/en-us/northstar/global-risk-compliance-statistics/
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Understand your governance framework - who owns the

risk assessment and what are the different roles and
responsibilities across the arganization? This process should
also include the “so what?” to your overall process. Why are you
doing this assessment to begin with and what is the intended
outcome? This will help you establish your scoring approach
and the chicken and the egg of risk vs. compliance.

If starting with risk...

«  Whatrisks exist that could impede your strategic
objectives?

.« What stakeholders should contribute to that risk
identification, if not explicitly called out in the
governance framework?

If starting with compliance...

- Whatare the key controls to evaluate and where are
there gaps?

. How effective is the controlif itisin place?
Assign adisposition to eachrisk - then decide what to do...
. Accept(must be within our risk tolerance)

- Mitigate(ensure owner, timeline, and clear
success metric)

- Transfer(typically insurance or outsourcing)
< Avoid(exit an activity, remove from scope)

Beyond the foundation, any solid risk assessment process
has a clear understanding of reporting and continuous
improvement. Once again - so what? We complete the
assessment with a clear understanding of where we have
gapsinour program. How do we fill those gaps and improve
them systematically? And how do we make this process
better nextyear?

“An effective compliance programis one that evolves and
improves over time.” - United States Department of Justice
Guidance of an Effective Compliance Program.

Overcoming the GRC imposter trap

GRC maturity isn't driven by better processes, it's driven by
culture. Effective programs are top-down in nature.

«  Shiftyour mindset from doing everything, to doing
the right things right. It's not about maturity models;
it'sabout executing with excellence.
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. Simplify your GRC program into practical steps
with clearer outcomes. Fewer processes with more
accountability and documented ownership. Evaluate
the usage of Al for consistency rather than fixing
broken manual processes.

. Imperfectionis part of a healthy GRC culture. It's
inevitable, but it doesn’t have to be overwhelming.
Find comfortinthe uncomfortable and recognize it
is all part of the journey.

Theirony of 2026 is that the biggest breakthroughsin
thisindustry won't come from Al or analytics, but rather
from discipline and focus. If the 2026 version of our GRC
programs has a theme, it should be humility. Getting back

to the basics will be more impactful than any technological
innovation. In the end, organizations that thrive will be those
that stop pretending to be ahead.

2026 prediction

In 2026, we will see a significant influx of new GRC providers
leading with agentic Al, solving very specific problems

that are attractive to buyers. These disruptive providers

will find themselves in at least 25% of deals by the second
half of 2026. However, fewer than 10% will make it past
initial stages of review as information security evaluation
intensifiesin this new era of GRC + Al. Fundamentally, the
providers that canlead you through the basics will prevail.
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Signals show heightened stress
on workplace cultures

Why civility, retaliation fears and imminent threats reveal
the cultural risks compliance must address in 2026

By Sarah Jo Loveday

The health of workplace culture is often measured by how
employees choose to raise concerns and whether they
trust their organization enough to do so. The NAVEX 2025
Whistleblowing and Incident Management Benchmark
Reportand the companion Regional Report reveal that
reports tied to Workplace Civility, namely behaviors that may
not meet the threshold of harassment or discrimination
but nonetheless corrode workplace culture, remain
amajor share of global reporting. At the same time,
reports of Imminent Threat to a Person, Animals or Property
have increased, underscoring rising tensions inside
organizations.

As 2026 approaches, compliance and HR leaders face
anurgent question: how to ensure employees feel safe
reporting misconduct without fear of retaliation, while also
addressing the cultural stressors that are producing both

workplace civility concerns and reports of imminent threats.

The global rise of workplace civility
concerns - aregional story

Workplace Civility encompasses reports of abusive or
disrespectful behavior connected to work that don’t
constitute harassment or discrimination under legal
definitions. Think of it as the daily erosion of respect, like
bullying without protected-class implications, chronic
undermining of colleagues or patterns of belittling behavior
that poison team dynamics.

Globally, Workplace Civility represents the largest Risk Type.
The 2025 NAVEX Whistleblowing & Incident Management
Benchmark shows it accounted for a median 17.7% of
reportsin 2024, up from 15.8% in 2021. Though slightly down
from 2023's peak(18.2%), the multi-year trend demonstrates
employees are willing to call out behaviors that undermine
respect and collegiality.
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The regional datais even more telling. The 2025 Regional
Benchmark Report found that Workplace Civility reports
increased (by frequency)in every region except North
America between 2023 and 2024. Europe, APAC and South
America all saw stronger growth in this category, suggesting
that outside of North America, maturing reporting cultures
are surfacing awider array of workplace issues once
considered only “HR matters” rather than compliance issues.

Theregional divergence is particularly significant. The
increasesin Europe, APAC and South America suggest
maturing reporting cultures where employees increasingly
recognize that these "soft” cultural issues warrant formal
complaints.

Thisis significant as organizations expand globally, the data
shows that employeesin Europe, APAC and South America
are reaching a cultural inflection point, treating civility and
respect as matters of ethics and compliance and not just
interpersonal disputes. That shift signals a maturation of
reporting systems beyond North America.

Why Workplace Civility matters more
than organizations think

Too many organizations dismiss Workplace Conduct issues,
the category encompassing Workplace Civility, discrimination,
harassment and retaliation, as “not a compliance issue”. The
data a demolishes this misconception.

Workplace Conduct (reports concerning employee

relations or misconduct) dominates reporting worldwide.
Global NAVEX data shows that in 2024, 54% of all

reports submitted through whistleblowing and incident
management systems related to Workplace Conduct. The
regional picture reinforces this trend. Looking at the median
reporting levels originated in each region, at least half of all
reportsinvolved Workplace Conduct. In 2024, the median
share was 50% in APAC, 66.7% in South Americaand 57.9%
in Europe.


https://www.navex.com/en-us/northstar/whistleblowing-statistics-benchmark-report/
https://www.navex.com/en-us/northstar/whistleblowing-statistics-benchmark-report/
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Civility issues serve as an early warning system for cultural
erosion. They highlight the “everyday frictions”, including
rudeness, disrespect or verbal abuse, left unchecked can
escalate into formal harassment or discrimination cases.

The substantiation data becomes even more interesting
when examining company ownership. Private organizations
across all regions showed higher substantiation rates

than public companies. In Europe, private companies
substantiated 50% of reports versus 45% for public
companies. APAC showed the same pattern-50%

private, 47% public. In South America, the gap was even
more pronounced, with 67% of private company reports
substantiated compared with just 43% in public firms.

This suggests privately held organizations either experience
more straightforward misconduct or invest more thoroughly
ininvestigations. Regardless, the message is clear.

When organizations take misconduct seriously enough to
investigate properly, they consistently find problems.

When workplace civility breaks down, broader compliance
suffers. Employees who experience or witness chronic
disrespect become less likely to speak up about other
misconduct. The connection between day-to-day cultural
toxicity and major compliance failures is well-documented
and it shows that when people don't feel psychologically
safe, they stay silent about fraud, safety violations and
ethical breaches.

The retaliation paradox - regional
disparities reveal investigation gaps

If civility concerns mark the early tremors of workplace
stress, retaliation reportsrepresent the fault line. While
relatively smallin number, the median rate of retaliation
reporting has steadily increased from 2.43% in 2021 to
2.84% in 2023 and 3.08% in 2024. Retaliation carries

an outsized cultural risk. According to the NAVEX
Whistleblowing & Incident Management Benchmark Report,
when employees believe retaliation is likely, they may stop
reporting altogether.

The problemis two-fold. First, retaliation reports

have shown a consistently low Substantiation Rate over
several years, with only 18% being substantiated globally
in 2024. Second, regional disparities compound the
issue. Retaliation cases for organizations in Europe are
substantiated 32% of the time, nearly double the rate in
North America(17%), according to data from the regional
benchmark report. APAC has a substantiation rate of
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28%. This suggests both investigative rigor and cultural
perceptions of retaliation differ dramatically across regions.

The Case Closure Time data adds another dimension to

this concern. Globally, the median Case Closure Time for
Retaliation casesincreased from 28 days in 2023 to 32 days
in2024.

Forcompliance leaders, the challenge isn’t just preventing
actual retaliation but also addressing the fear of retaliation.
Bothrealand imagined consequences matter. For younger
generations entering the workforce in 2026, this gap
between real and feared retaliation will matter even more.
Gen Zemployees, in particular, are both more vocal about
fairness and less tolerant of opaque processes. They expect
transparency, accountability and authenticity from their
employers. If organizations cannot convincingly show that
retaliationisrare, taken seriously and promptly addressed,
younger workers may either remain silent about misconduct
or exit the organization altogether.

Understanding fear versus reality
across culturesin the context of
retaliation

Anonymous reporting rates among employees are
consistently higher outside North America, though they
vary depending on whether measured by headquarters or
reportorigination. In Europe, a median 65% of employee
reports were anonymous by headquartersin 2024,
compared with 50% by report origination. APAC showed
67% by headquarters and 60% by origination. South America
registered the highest levels, with 70% by headquarters

and 67% by origination. Globally, the median stood at 57%,
according to the Regional Benchmark Report.

For compliance leaders, the
challenge isn't just preventing actual
retaliation but also addressing the
fear of retaliation. Both real and

imagined consequences matter.




These patternsreflect cultural attitudes toward authority
and workplace hierarchy. Higher anonymity in Europe,

APAC and South America suggests greater fear of being
identified, whether from concern over retaliation or norms
that discourage direct confrontation. Effectively, the rate of
anonymity is a proxy measure for fear and trust which means
the more people choose anonymous reporting, the less
confidence they have that naming themselves won't carry
negative consequences.

The follow-up rate to anonymous engagement offers another
insight. The global median follow-up rate to anonymous
reports fell to 26% in 2024, down from 36% in 2019.
Organizations in APAC (33%)and South America(29%) show
relatively stronger follow-up with anonymous reporters,

while Europe lagged slightly behind those regions at 34 %,
highlighting regional differences in how organizations sustain
communication with those who report anonymously. This
suggests organizations in these regions recognize the cultural
barriers to named reporting and invest more in sustaining
communication with anonymous reporters.

Taken together, the data indicates that outside North
America, employees’ fears of retaliation, whether real
orimagined, manifestin higherreliance on anonymous
channels. Compliance programs that proactively engage
these reporters, rather than dismiss anonymous reports
asless credible, will be better positioned to build trust and
encourage reportingin 2026.

The grim reality of imminent
threat reports

Perhaps the starkest signal of workplace stressin NAVEX
datais theriseinreports of Imminent Threat to a Person,
Animals or Property. These reports grew from a median 1.29%
of all cases in 2023 to 1.53% in 2024. While still a small share
overall, the figure is deeply concerning because these cases
cancarry life-or-death implications and because they are
substantiated at an extraordinary 90% rate.

That level of confirmation underscores two things. First,
employees do not raise “imminent threat” concerns casually.
They are almost always grounded in real, observable danger.
Second, therise reflects more than just isolated incidents.
It signals escalating stress, conflict and instability inside
workplaces.

When unresolved civility issues, harassment or
interpersonal tensions are left unaddressed, they can spiral
into situations where employees fear actual harm. In this
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sense, imminent threat reports are not just about security
or safety. They are a cultural indicator that trust has broken
down, tensions have gone unmanaged, and the workplace no
longer feels safe either physically or psychologically.

Forcompliance leaders, this means imminent threat cases
must be treated as both a safety risk and a culture signal.
Programs should coordinate closely with HR, security and
employee wellness functions not only to respond swiftly
toimmediate dangers but also to identify and address the
underlying workplace stressors driving these reports.

When unresolved civility issues,
harassment or interpersonal
tensions are left unaddressed, they
can spiral into situations where

employees fear actual harm.

How compliance can lead in 2026

Taken together, the data tells a story of workplaces under
strain. Employees are raising concerns about civility and
more often feel on edge, as shown by the rise of imminent
threat cases. Yet, fears of retaliation still suppress
reporting, particularly inregions where substantiation lags.

To address these challenges, compliance programs should:

- Elevate Workplace Civility as a strategic compliance
priority. Treat Workplace Civility reports as a frontline
compliance issue. Train managers that disrespectful
behaviorisn’tjust unpleasant. It'sa compliance risk
that erodes the psychological safety required for
effective repaorting. Track Workplace Civility reports
by department and manager to identify toxic areas
requiring intervention, investigate consistently and
use findings to inform action plans.

«  Reinforce anti-retaliation protections. Make
policies visible, enforce them consistently and
communicate outcomes. Transparency is key to
reducing perceived retaliation and giving employees
confidence that raising concerns will not backfire.



- Adapt toregional maturity. Recognize that
reporting cultures vary across Europe, APAC, North
Americaand South America. In these regions,
civility reports are increasing as employees test the
system and gauge whether their concerns will be
taken seriously. Compliance should tailor messaging
and follow-up engagement to local expectations,
ensuring employees feel heard regardless of
whether they report anonymously or openly.

+ Integrate imminent threat protocols. With
substantiation so high, organizations should
establish rapid response teams that bridge
compliance, HR and safety/security.

«  Trackallintake methods holistically. Employees
use multiple channelsin significant proportions. For
example, in Europe 12% of reports came through
phonein 2024, 56% web and 32% other channels.
APAC showed 7% phone, 61% web and 32% other
tools, South America 17% phone, 63% web and
20% other channels. Each region has distinct
preferences, so ensure all channels are resourced
and monitored.

- Watch for escalation patterns. The link between
civility breakdown and rising imminent threat
reportsisclear. In 2024, the median-of-medians
case data shows employees typically waited eight
days between anincident and reporting it. While
that's relatively fast, it still leaves time for harm to
escalate, highlighting why early action on civility
issues is critical to preventing more serious threats.

«  Prioritize timely resolution. In 2024, the global
median case closure time was just 21days, but for
reports made to organizations in Europe, APAC and
South America it stretched to 69, 56 and 48 days
respectively. Long delays not only prolong risk but
also undermine employee confidence in the system.
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2026 prediction

As 2026 approaches, workplace reporting data shows
cultures under heightened stress. Civility concerns
arerising globally, imminent threats are climbing and
retaliation remains both areal and perceived barrier to trust.
Compliance leaders who take these signals seriously by
treating civility as compliance, addressing retaliation head-
on and building rapid responses to imminent threats will help
their organizations move from reactive risk management to
proactive culture building.

If 2024 and 2025 represent the “new normal”, then 2026 may
be the year when employees’ willingness to speak up defines
whether workplaces grow more resilient or more fractured.
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The expanding role of the

board of directors in compliance

By Rebecca Walker

Robust oversight of the compliance program by a company’s
board of directors makes a meaningful - and often critical

- difference. Boards can provide chief compliance officers
(CCOs) with the independence and authority required for

an effective program. It is not uncommon to see faltering
programs that regain their footing when guided by an engaged
audit committee chair, or, conversely, wither because the
board failed to act when the CCO needed support.

Over the past two decades, progress in board oversight of
compliance programs has been substantial. Many boards
now view compliance not as alegal formality but as a central
pillar of governance. Yet, even with that progress, there is
still significant room to grow.

In 2026, requlators, investors, and employees alike

expect boards to do more than simply be the recipients

of a quarterly report on hotline activity. There is now an
expectation that boards actively oversee the compliance
program and the company’s reporting and response
systems. The very best boards, however, go further still.
They use their oversight role to help shape an organization’s
ethical culture. Boards can set the expectation for integrity,
accountability and transparency. When that expectationis
clear, the effect cascades across the enterprise, shaping
management priorities, influencing employee behavior, and
building enduring organizational values.

Many boards now view compliance
not as a legal formality but as a

central pillar of governance.
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Legal expectations

The elevation of compliance oversight at the board level is
reinforced by both legal precedent and regulatory guidance.
Aline of Delaware cases(Caremark in 1996, Marchand v.
Barnhillin 2018, and In re Boeing Company Derivative Litigation
in2021)underscores directors’ duty to oversee compliance
systems. These decisions make clear that boards have a
fiduciary obligation to ensure:

. Mechanisms existin an organization to identify
and escalate red flags

.« Compliance systems and internal controls
areinplace

. Controls exist in mission-critical risk areas

Regulators echo this expectation. The U.S. Department

of Justice’s Evaluation of Corporate Compliance Programs
(ECCP) highlights the importance of board-level access for
CCOs and timely escalation of significant issues. The ECCP
asks whether Compliance has direct reporting to the board;
how frequently the CCO meets with directors; whether the
board holds executive sessions with Compliance; and what
information the board actually examines in their exercise
of oversight. The memorandum also recognizes that the
CCO'sdirect access to the board facilitates an appropriate
level of autonomy. The DOJ has emphasized that effective
oversightis not solely structural; it depends on the board’s
informed involvement in risk discussions and in the
program more generally.

Together, these legal expectations set a clear standard:
boards must not only receive compliance information but
use it to exercise active, documented oversight. Because
the board of directors is the highest governing authority, its
support has far-reaching consequences. While acompany
can have an E&C program without board support, it cannot
- by definition - have an effective program without it. And
when senior leadership’s supportis uneven, board support
becomes even more essential.



What the data shows

While most large organizations now have formal
mechanisms for board oversight of compliance, recent
NAVEX benchmarking data suggests there is still significant
room forimprovement. Inthe 2025 State of Risk &
Compliance Report - which surveyed nearly 1,000 risk and
compliance professionals:

«  B4% said their boards receive periodic compliance
reports, which is below expected and essentially
unchanged from 2024 findings (66 %)

«  Only52% said their boards have formal oversight
of the compliance program

«  43% said their boardsinclude members with
compliance experience or expertise

«  Only37% reported that boards hold executive
or private sessions with compliance

«  0Only33% reported that their boards are
"highly engaged”

These figures undoubtedly represent meaningful progress
compared to adecade ago, but they also point to significant
opportunity forimprovement.

The data also reveal a clear maturity gap. Among
organizations with more developed compliance programs,
half reported that their boards have compliance expertise,
43% said they hold private sessions, and 39% described
their boards as highly engaged, much greater levels than
indicated for the least mature organizations.

The board’'s engagement contributes
not only to greater independence
and authority for the CCO, but also
more engaged leadership support.
The link between governance and
performance is no longer theoretical

- it is measurable.
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Why board oversight matters

Board engagement matters not just to meet regulatory
expectations, but because it strengthens both the
compliance program and the organization’s culture. Boards
that actively oversee compliance programs help create an
environment in which management models ethical conduct
under pressure.

The 2025 State of Risk & Compliance Report revealed a
critical connection between board oversight and leadership
support of compliance programs. When there is above
average board engagementinaprogram, management
behaviors - from senior leadership, all the way down to
first-line managers - are significantly more supportive

of compliance. In other words, the board’s engagement
contributes not only to greater independence and authority
for the CCO, but also more engaged leadership support.
The link between governance and performance is no longer
theoretical -itis measurable.

Characteristics of strong board/
Compliance relationships

Across industries, several common practices distinguish
organizations where effective board oversight meaningfully
advances the compliance program.

Clarity of oversight: Effective boards have defined
responsibilities for compliance oversight - often captured
in the charter of the oversight committee as well asin the
compliance program charter - and receive regular reports
on program performance and risk trends. Board reporting
should be live, as well as written. This ensures consistency
and prevents oversight from becoming diffuse or episodic.

CCO access to the board: The CCO must have unfiltered
access tothe board orits designated committee, including
regularly scheduled executive sessions. These discussions
reinforce independence and build trust between the board
and compliance leadership.

Values and culture: Sophisticated boards understand that C&E
programs are about far more than compliance. They help create
a culture of integrity, where doing the right thing (including
acting in compliance with law and policy)is simply expected.
These boards understand that culture is the single greatest
driver of ethical behavior and that the compliance function
plays a central role in supporting and measuring culture.


https://www.navex.com/en-us/northstar/global-risk-compliance-statistics/
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Visible support for ethical leadership: The board plays a
critical role in setting the tone at the top of an organization
when they emphasize the importance of creating a culture
of integrity. As noted earlier, NAVEX research shows that
organizations with more active board oversight report
stronger ethical leadership behaviors at the managerial level
-reinforcing the link between governance and culture.

Integration into risk governance: Effective boards view
compliance not as a silo but as part of the organization’s risk
governance framework, informing board discussions about
emerging technologies, supply chain integrity and other
strategic areas.

Data-driven oversight: Boards increasingly expect to see
not only summaries of program activity but also trend data -
including hotline metrics, investigation outcomes, training
completion and culture survey results, but extending to
dataanalytics of business performance, procurement
information, gifts and entertainment, and conflicts of
interest, among other areas. The focus has shifted from
“what compliance did” to “what the data reveals.”

From oversight to insight

The most advanced organizations have moved beyond
viewing compliance reports as backward-looking
summaries. Instead, they treat the board/compliance
dialogue as a forward-looking discussion about risk,
opportunity and culture.

This shiftis partly a function of data analytics and
technology, which now allow compliance teams to deliver
timely insights rather than static reports. Butitis also
amatter of mindset. Boards that ask probing questions
about topics such as the root causes of misconduct, the
effectiveness of training or the implications of new business
strategies signal that compliance is integral to performance.

This dynamic partnership changes how decisions are made.
Ethical considerations enter earlier into strategic planning,
and compliance leaders are viewed as contributors to value
creationrather than custodians of policy adherence.
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Practical steps for 2026

Organizations seeking to strengthen the alignment between
boards and compliance can take several practical steps:

. Revisit charters and escalation protocols. Document
the board’s oversight role and the CCO’s access.

- Scheduleregular executive sessions. Regularly
scheduled time for discussion with the CCO,
separate from management. In addition, consider
periodic pre-meetings or informal check-ins
between the CCO and the committee chair to
reinforce the relationship.

. Enhance information quality. Replace static
reporting with dashboards and analysis that
highlight trends, root causes, and potential systemic
risks.

. Investin director education. Provide training that
links compliance oversight to fiduciary duties and
emergingrisks such as Al and supply chain integrity.

«  Assessculture and speak-up health. Encourage the
board to review culture metrics, hotline data, and
survey insights as part of regular oversight.

. Benchmark and reassess. Use tools such as
NAVEX benchmarking data to evaluate how the
organization’s aversight practices compare to peers
and to identify gaps and track progress.

- These measuresnotonly strengthen compliance
governance but also protect directors and senior
leaders by ensuring that oversight responsibilities
are demonstrably fulfilled.
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2026 prediction

The coming year will see boards and Compliance continue
to converge. Asregulatory expectations expand and
stakeholder scrutiny intensifies, boards will evolve from
periodic overseers to more continuous partners with
compliance leaders. Organizations that invest now in
building this alignment will stand out not only for their
ethical cultures but also for their resilience in navigating
complex global risks. The next frontier of compliance
excellence will be defined in part by how effectively boards
and compliance officers shape the organization’s culture.
For many organizations, the boardroom will be not just
where strategic decisions are deliberated, but also where
ethical culture is nurtured.
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Fundamentals that won't change
amid 2026's requlatory headwinds

By Sidney Bashago and Daniel Kahn

While regulatory turbulence is always a challenge, 2026
may represent an especially notable year given political
changes in key international markets. Although compliance
programs will need to prepare and adapt to changing winds,
the fundamentals of building an effective program remain
the same.

This article addresses the major global shifts driving a
changing landscape for compliance programs, some factors
that are likely to change in 2026, and the fundamental aspects
of an effective compliance program that will not change.

Although compliance programs
will need to prepare and adapt to
changing winds, the fundamentals
of building an effective program

remain the same.
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Changing landscape

With every new United States administration, there are
shifts in priorities, including in corporate and regulatory
enforcement. This past yearis no exception, there have
been several significant palicy changes and priority shifts.

Forexample, inJune of 2025, the U.S. Department

of Justice (DOJ)announced new guidance regarding
enforcement of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA)
inresponse to President Trump's executive order pausing
FCPA enforcement pending the release of this new
guidance. The guidance sets out four non-exhaustive areas
of focus for FCPA investigations or enforcement actions
where bribery negatively impacts U.S. interests:

1. Casesinvolving cartels and transnational
criminal organizations(TCOs), even if indirectly or
tangentially

2. Bribespaidinconnection with a bid involvinga U.S.
company(regardless of whether the bribe-paying
company is American)

3. Casesinvolving U.S. national security interests,
including corruption in sectors such as defense,
intelligence and critical infrastructure

4. Alleged misconduct that bears strongindicia of
corruptintent, rather than conduct that involves
routine business practices or low-dollar, generally
accepted business courtesies



While the new administration is narrowing the focus of
FCPA enforcement, itis expanding into areas that were

not priorities in the last administration, including trade

and customs fraud (including tariff evasion), immigration,
diversity, equity and inclusion programs, and the elimination
of cartelsand TCOs. Other areas of enforcement, such as
antitrust, healthcare fraud and sanctions, remain priorities
across administrations.

More broadly, DOJ has announced new enforcement policies
intended to encourage companies to voluntarily disclose
misconduct and cooperate with DOJ investigations.

Among the most important paolicy changes, DOJ simplified
and amended its Corporate Enforcement Policy (CEP),
apolicy that was initially formalized in the first Trump
administration, to further encourage self-disclosure of
corporate misconduct.

Therevisions to the CEP highlight the benefits of self-
disclosure, building on incentives established by prior
iterations of the CEP, including those revised under prior
administrations. Whereas DOJ's prior policy created a
presumption of a declination for companies that voluntarily
self-disclose misconduct, fully cooperate and make timely
and appropriate remediations, in the absence of aggravating
circumstances, the new policy requires a declination in
those circumstances.

Inaddition, during the last administration, DOJ created
burdensome requirements to achieve a declination when
aggravating circumstances(such as participation by senior
executives)were present. In such cases, the company was
required to disclose “immediately,” provide “extraordinary”
cooperation and remediation, and have had an effective
preexisting compliance program at the time of the
misconduct. This high standard was difficult to meet, left
considerable discretion to prosecutors, and seemed to
create a disincentive for companies to voluntarily disclose
misconduct. The new palicy revisions in June of 2025
eliminated these requirements, and made clear that, in the
face of aggravating circumstances, “prosecutors retain the
discretion to nonethelessrecommend a CEP declination
based on weighing the severity of those circumstances and
the company’s cooperation and remediation.”

Another notable revision establishes a specific approach
for“near miss”voluntary self-disclosures, for example
where DOJ was already aware of the misconduct when the
company disclosed, but the company otherwise meets the
CEP requirements. In such circumstances, the Criminal
Division shall resolve through a non-prosecution agreement
(NPA), shall not impose a monitor, shall provide a75%
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reduction of the fine, and can limit the term of the NPA to
less than the standard three years.

DOJ alsoindicated that it would use independent
compliance monitorsin fewer cases, and would ensure
monitors that are imposed stay within their mandate and
cost less. DOJ outlined several examples, including a

cap on the monitor’s hourly rates, budgets for all monitor
workplans, which the monitor may not exceed without DOJ
permission, and at least biannual meetings between DOJ,
the monitor, and the company.




Forits part, the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC)has trumpeted a more traditional approach to
enforcement, turning its focus away from novel theories of
liability and an acute focus on cryptocurrency, and instead
focusing on more traditional violations of the securities
laws, including fraud on investors.

Taken together, these policy announcements are likely to
create amuch more favorable environment for corporations
to voluntarily disclose misconduct and to achieve more
lenient results based on good corporate behavior.

DOJ and SEC, however, are also continuing to pursue
methods of identifying corporate misconduct, thereby
emphasizing the “stick” side of the equation in addition to
the “carrot.” While the SEC’s whistleblower program has
beeninplace for well over adecade now, DOJ only began a
whistleblower pilot program in August of 2024. Yet the new
administration seems intent on maintaining it. In fact, BOJ
updated the program to make whistleblowers eligible for an
award if they report misconduct in four new areas that align
with its priorities:

1. Procurement and federal program fraud
2. Trade, tariff, and customs fraud
3. Violations of federal immigration law

4. Violationsinvolving sanctions, material support
of foreign terrorist organizations, or those that
facilitate cartels and TCOs, including money
laundering, narcotics, and Controlled Substances
Actviolations

Looking ahead to 2026

We should begin to see how DOJ will implement the new
version of the CEP, and how companies that have voluntarily
disclosed misconduct will be treated. These will all have
significantimpacts on corporate decision-making in the
face of allegations of misconduct.

Forexample, if DOJ exercises its discretion to award
companies CEP declinations evenin the face of aggravating
circumstances(such as executive-level involvement),

and that such determinations are made within a short
period of time(e.g., 6-12 months as opposed to 3-4 years),
companies will be much more willing to voluntarily self-
disclose misconduct when they identify it. We will also
begin to see whether coordination and cooperation

with foreign governments - something that has been a
hallmark of corporate enforcement over the past several
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administrations - will continue apace or begin to slow. This
would have a significant impact on corporate investigations
and prosecutions, and in turn on corporations facing
regulatory scrutiny.

With the evolving policies and
priorities, now would be a good
time to conduct a risk assessment
to ensure the compliance program
is designed to address some of the
newer priorities, including risks
posed by trade/customs fraud,
diversity, equity and inclusion

programs, and cartels and TCOs.

Fundamental and unchanging
aspects of a compliance program

Although there have been significant changes to the
enforcement landscape, an effective compliance program
remains a critical way to address the changing environment.
With the evolving policies and priorities, now would be
agood time to conduct arisk assessment to ensure the
compliance program is designed to address some of the
newer priorities, including risks posed by trade/customs
fraud, diversity, equity and inclusion programs, and cartels
and TCOs.

As has been the case across administrations, itis also
critical to ensure companies have sufficient controls around
third-party interactions, including risk-based due diligence
and monitoring and auditing of payments and activity. To the
extent that a company is exposed to trade/customs fraud or
carteland TCOrisks, it is likely third-party relationships are
where that risk exists(or at least is the highest).

Finally, although the priorities are shifting, itis also
important nottoignore areas that poseriskstoa
particular company, even if those risks are not priorities




of the administration. For example, even though FCPA
enforcement appears not to be a high priority for the
administration, companies would be wise not to de-
emphasize anti-corruption compliance. As an initial matter,
the new FCPA guidance suggests that DOJ and SEC will
stillremain active in this space. Moreover, carruption may
violate laws in other countries that do remain active. France,
the U.K. and Switzerland have announced ajoint task force
toinvestigate and prosecute foreign bribery. Finally, the
statute of limitations for FCPA violations are five years

for anti-bribery violations and six years for accounting
violations, and DOJ has methods of extending the statute of
limitations for several years.

2026 prediction

While this past year made clear what the administration’s
regulatory and enforcement priorities would be, 2026 should
demonstrate how the government intends to carry out
those priorities. As DOJ’s and SEC’s policies become clear,
enforcers are then able to turn to carrying out the day-to-
day job of investigating and prosecuting violations of law
that are clear priorities.
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Looking back, moving forward:

NAVEX

a 15-year journey in whistleblowing and incident
management benchmarking - what's next?

By Carrie Penman

Our Whistleblowing & Incident Management Benchmark
Report turned 15 this year! As our teams of experts, data
scientists and researchers explored the latest numbers,

we realized how far we've come since those early days.
What started as a smallresearch project to see if we could
measure internal reporting trends has now grown into the
world’s largest collection of reporting data by far, with over
two million reports from around the globe analyzed annually.
That's alot of insights and board reports -and even more
stories to tell.

Much has changed since our first reports. Our customer
base has grown internationally and we are now able to
provide anincreasingly meaningful view of global trends in
internal reporting. Much of what we've seen over these years
isvery positive. The embrace of internal reporting programs
continues to grow around the world.

Yet much has stayed the same. The underlying risks
organizations face when individuals feel disempowered in
reporting misconduct endure. While many of our observed
metricsreflect progress, in some cases, we hoped to see
more. That'swhy 2026 is shaping up to be a pivotal year:
organizations that truly support a culture of transparency
and “speaking up” will have the edge as employees expect
solid internal reporting systems everywhere they go.

Our hope in sharing this free research each year is simple:
we want to help everyone evolve and mature their program
and we believe these metrics help “lift all boats.” The more
employees trust theirinternal reporting programs, the
stronger their cultures of ethics and compliance become.
Hitting the 15-year mark - and publishing this Top 10 Trends
in Risk & Compliance Report - felt like the perfect time to
reflect back and look ahead. So, what do the numbers tell us
about getting ready for 20267

39 NAVEX Top 10 Trends in Risk and Compliance 2026

Predictions for 2026:
what’s on the horizon?

Internal reporting is here to stay

More than 80% of professionals surveyed globally for our
2025 State of Risk & Compliance Report said employees
were most likely to make areportinternally versus to an
external entity (or simply to not make areport in the first
place). Thisisremarkable validation for the embrace

of internal reporting programs as cited by nearly 1,000
practitionersin compliance, risk, legal, human resources
and otherrelated fields.

Ourlong-term customer internal reporting data also
shows the embrace of internal reporting programs is only
increasing. In 2008/2009, organizations received a median
0.9 Reports per 100 Employees. Our latest report, which
examines data from 2024, found a global median of 1.57
Reports per 100 Employees. That's nearly a75% increase in
reporting levels.

Often, reporters simply want to see a problem fixed and
they want their management team to handle it. Thisis
despite some instances when the whistleblower programs
of external entities such as the United States Securities
and Exchange Commission may offer incentives - monetary
rewards - for certain substantiated cases. Reporters
continue to see internal reporting programs as the go-to
channel to most efficiently raise and address concerns.

These increasingly engaged reporters will also expect
results. Median Case Closure Time has decreased from 32
daysin2009to 21daysin 2024 -reportersin 2026 will be
more likely to consider these sorts of metrics to be “the
norm,”and organizations falling behind these trends will find
themselves challenged to engage employeesin embracing a
culture of ethics and trustininternal reporting.


https://www.navex.com/en-us/resources/benchmark-reports/whistleblowing-incident-management-report/
https://www.navex.com/en-us/resources/benchmark-reports/whistleblowing-incident-management-report/
https://www.navex.com/en-us/northstar/global-risk-compliance-statistics/

In 2008/2009, organizations received a median
0.9 Reports per 100 Employees. Our latest report,
which examines data from 2024, found a global
median of 1.57 Reports per 100 Employees.

Reports per 100 Employees

0.9

2008/2009 2024

What does this mean for 2026? While our data suggests the
possibility that internal reporting rates may be reaching a
plateau, they have increased quite substantially in the long
term. Employees and third parties will increasingly expect
organizations to have robust channels through which to
report misconduct and make inquiries without fear of
retaliation. And where those channels fall short, employees
-along with customers, regulators and others - will notice.

Be prepared for more reports of retaliation

Allegations of retaliation carry special weight among the
categories of misconduct and should be tracked, managed
and reported with special attention. Retaliation for making
areport-orsimply the fear of it - disincentivizes reporting
inthe first place. Misconduct goes unrecognized and
unmitigated. Risk grows, perhaps unknown to those who
manage it. Employees lose trust that their organization will
do theright thing.

Thankfully, reporters are speaking out a bit more about
retaliation.In 2009, 0.62% of all reports pertained to
retaliation. In 2024, the median share was 3.08%. That said,
research done by the Ethics and Compliance Initiative has
shown that far more employees say they have experienced
retaliation than those who reportit. Organizations should
not assume that few reports of retaliation mean itisn't
happening and need to take proactive steps to prevent and
detect it.
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Of particular concern, the Substantiation Rate for retaliation
reportslags far behind overall Substantiation Rate, but it is
improving ever so slightly. In 2009, median Substantiation
Rate for retaliation reports was 11%. It reached a high point
of 27% in 2014 but has been below 20% ever since. Noting
that the overall Substantiation Rate for all cases in 2024 was
46%, there is much more work to do to better identify and
resolve retaliation cases.

In perhaps our most shocking finding this past year,
approximately 45% of substantiated retaliation cases did not
resultin discipline or employment separation - and almost
14% resulted in no action. Lack of response to validated
retaliation reports transfers non-retaliation policies to the
paper program list.

In 2026, organizations need to foster better understanding
of ano-tolerance policy for retaliation. Our industry has
spent decades pressing this point, and after long efforts,
employees are starting to come to the table ready to call out
retaliation. Organizations without clear policies, messaging,
and action around anti-retaliation in 2026 will fall behind.

Report quality is going up

It's surprising to consider the overall Substantiation Rate
was at amedian 29% in 2009, and in 2024, 46%, as noted
above. Thisisahuge improvement, and the latest inalong-
term, generally upward trend. It may be safe to assume
organizations are doing a better job educating potential
reporters about what constitutes actual misconduct and
inviting more context to inform quality investigations.

For 2026, the bar will be set even higher. Companies need
to offer more in-depth training, easy access to policies, and
ongoing reinforcement of their values to keep improving
the quality of reports they receive. Reporters are starting
to expect this level of support—and may hesitate to step
forward if it's not there.

‘Workplace Civility’is getting noticed

While representing a relatively newer category of misconduct
for the purpose of NAVEX analysis, the Workplace Civility
category - reports related to abusive or disrespectful behavior
connected to work that are not harassment or discrimination
-is becoming a key risk area. As explored elsewhere in this
Top 10 Trends in Risk & Compliance Report, this is another
misconduct category (or, in our words, Risk Type) worthy of
special note as an indicator of the hard-to-define risks behind
fostering a healthy workplace culture.



Asrecently as 2021, Workplace Civility reports represented a
median of 15.8% of all reports - one of the highest Risk Types
inourreport. That median has only become larger -at 17.7%
of reportsin 2025.

For 2026, this trend is worthy of some serious
contemplation. Reporters appear to be more comfortable
usinginternal reporting systems to elevate concerns
about all sorts of issues. Workplace Civility-type issues are
inherently nuanced but may provide some of the richest
indicators of culture and risks facing a given organization.
We expect these reports to continue to represent a
significant share of all reports in 2026 - and organizations
that pay attention to these reports will learn much about
their cultures and risk management.

More people are putting their names on reports

Looking back to 2009, a greater share of reporters today are
willing to put their name behind an allegation. This isa boon
forinvestigations by providing more context to allegations,
and a signal that some reportersincreasingly trust they will
not face retaliation for raising concerns about misconduct.
A median 65% of reports were anonymous in 2009, and in
2024, 54%.

For 2026, anonymous reporting remains a key part of any
internal reporting program. In general, anonymous reporting
seems to have leveled off in the mid-fifty percent range,

but we note that organizations continue to receive a higher
percentage of web reports which are more likely to be
anonymous. With anonymous reporting remaining steady, this
may represent an increased expectation of protection from
retaliation, one that organizations should continue to uphold.

Report outcomes showing higher than expected
‘no action’

Over the past 15 years, we have broadened the range of
metrics we examine to provide greater insight into the “how
and why” of reporting. One newer set of metrics is on report
outcomes. What happens as a result of a substantiated case?
While it is encouraging to observe that many reports are
being treated with the seriousness they deserve, a significant
concern remains: close to 15% of substantiated cases do not
result in any follow-up action - no training, no policy change,
no coaching, and no meaningful discipline. And - 14% of
substantiated retaliation cases result in no action.

41 NAVEX Top 10 Trends in Risk and Compliance 2026

When this occurs, individuals may question the value of
reporting issues or whether needed change will occur.
Fororganizations seeking to build trust in their reporting
systems and encouraging employees to speak up, itis
essential to identify the reasons behind this lack of response
and ensure that concerns are effectively addressed—
otherwise, morale may suffer, and the reporting process
itself could be undermined. For 2026, organizations will want
to track this metric closely.

Archives reveal other notable trends

In perusing the old reports we found other notable changes
we can consider for our future programs. For example, in
2008, 43% of anonymous reporters followed-up on their
reportinthe system - close to half. Now, we barely pass
25%. Why have so many employees chosen to step back
once they have filed areport?

Further, while we think we are receiving a lot of Workplace
Conduct reports now, in 2008, human resources related
cases were 70% of the reports. And finally in a sign of the
times, in 2008, 15% of the reports were submitted via the
web (which actually is surprisingly high). In 2024, the median
of web reportingwas 58%. We expect web reporting to
continue to grow in share.




Conclusion

These are some of the key trends we've spotted over the past
15 years. If you're a reqular reader of our report, you know
we're always digging deeper and finding new ways to make
sense of the data. Point-in-time benchmarking is still valuable,
but looking at the long game reveals even more insights

and opportunities to improve - and plenty of reasons to be
optimistic about the future. It has been an honor for me to
have been involved in preparing each one of these 15 reports.

2026 prediction

In 2026, employees, third parties, and everyone else
involved will have a clearer sense of what strong internal
reporting programs look like - and they'll continue to expect
more. That means easier reporting, strong protection

from retaliation, and real results with appropriate actions
taken. Advances in case data analytics will further enable
organizations to spot trends and risk areas faster and more
easily. Are you ready for what's next?
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