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Where Arbitration is

INTERNATIONAL FOCUS

The Only

Game
in Town

Mandatory arbitration clauses outside the US
severely restrict investors’ recovery options
By Jenny Barbosa

In Brazil, arbitration has
become the sole means
for resolving disputes
relating to securities
purchased on Brazil’s
primary stock exchange
— the Bovespa.
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bitration may, in some cases, be preferable to running the gauntlet in foreign
courts, mandatory arbitration provisions
also drastically restrict investors’ recovery options for losses incurred on foreign
exchanges.
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While mandatory
arbitration may be
preferable to running the
gauntlet in Brazil’s court
system, this development
has drastically restricted
investors’ recovery options
for losses on foreign
securities.
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