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UCITS – PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE IN A WORLD OF INCREASING 

PRODUCT DIVERSITY 

 

Ashley Kovas1 
Manager, Collective Investment Schemes Policy 

Financial Services Authority 
 

I. Introduction 

 

This Paper will look at the changing nature of asset management, and will examine the nature 

of the European framework for collective investment undertakings, enshrined in the UCITS 

Directive2 in that light.  This question whether the UCITS Directive in its current form 

remains an appropriate European response to the changing investment management landscape 

is an issue with which the European Commission is actively engaging through its Green 

Paper on the Enhancement of the EU Framework for Investment Funds, published in July 

2005.3  But before considering these important questions, it is necessary to begin with an idea 

of what a collective investment, more specifically a UCITS actually is and how it fits 

conceptually in the broader world of pooled investments. 

 

II. The nature of pooled investment 

 

A. The nature of “pooled investment” 

 

This section of the Paper will refer to “pooled” investment, rather than “collective” 

investment.  This subject is one that is heavily laden with terminological and definitional 

implications.  The term “collective investment” has specific meanings, both in English Law, 

where the term “collective investment scheme” is a defined term,4 and also in European Law 

where the term “collective investment undertaking” is similarly a term with particular 

technical meaning. Both of these terms in fact seem to refer to open-ended investment 

                                                
1 Ashley Kovas writes in a personal capacity.  The views expressed herein are those of the author, and do not 
necessarily reflect the views of the Financial Services Authority.  This document does not constitute guidance 
for the purposes of section 157 of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000. 
2 Council Directive 85/611/EEC of 20 December 1985, O.J. L375, 31.12.85, as amended (the “UCITS 
Directive”). 
3 COM(2005) 314 final.  A Feedback Statement was published on 13 February 2006 – available from the Europa 
website. 
4 Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, section 235, as further explained in the Financial Services and 
Markets Act 2000 (Collective Investment Schemes) Order 2001 (SI 2001/1062). 
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vehicles. 5   A “pooled investment” however, will be taken as one that is neutral as to its 

structure.6 

 

So what is a “pooled investment” vehicle and in particular, how does it differ from 

other forms of capital raising by trading companies?  In other words, how does a “pooled 

investment” differ from an oil company or a pharmaceuticals company?   Both provide means 

by which investors can participate in the risks and returns of business activities for example 

the production of oil or pharmaceuticals.  It seems however, that pooled investment vehicles 

form an intermediary bridge, where the investors collectively empower an asset manager to 

act on their behalf in the selection, acquisition and disposal of interests in business activities.  

Even this distinguishing characteristic is a fine one – there are some conglomerate groups of 

companies where the group holding company itself holds a series of underlying subsidiary 

companies. 

 

However in the case of a conglomerate, the intention of the group management is not 

(usually at least) to manage the portfolio, by the frequent purchase and sale of group 

companies.  Instead the arrangement is more static in nature.  So perhaps management of 

assets is a usual feature of a “pooled investment”.  Another important feature of “pooled 

investment” tends to be that of risk spreading or diversification.7  

 

A “pooled investment” strategy can be operated in theory in any number of legal 

structures, provided the structure allows a group of participants to pool their money in a way 

that results in its common administration by a manager.  In the UK, there are three important 

ways (important for the purposes of this paper at least) in which a “pooled investment” can be 

structured – as an investment company, 8 as a life insurance contract,9  or as a collective 

                                                
5 This is certainly the meaning of the term in UK law.  See also the use of the term in Article 19(1)(e) of the 
UCITS Directive, and also the definition of “collective investment undertaking other than the closed -end type” 
at Article 2(o) of the Prospectus Directive (Directive 2003/71/EC).  For details of the concept of “open -
endedness”, see Section I.D of this paper. 
6 In particular, whether it is open or closed ended. 
7 In the UK, see the requirement for an “adequate spread of investment risk” in the FSA Listing Rules (at LR 
15.2.2R(2)), and also the requirement for investment risk spreading for open-ended investment companies 
(Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, section 236(2)(a).  For unit trusts, the requirement for a spread of 
risk is found in COLL 5.2.3R(1) (for UCITS schemes), 5.6.3R(1) (for non-UCITS retail schemes) and 8.2.6R 
for Qualified Investor Schemes. 
8 See section 266 of the Companies Act, and the FSA’s Listing Rules, Chapter 15 – “Investment entities”. 
9 See FSA Rules, IPRU, Rule 3.7. 
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investment scheme.10  The definition of “collective investment scheme” in particular, seems 

to be deliberately wide and all embracing in nature and is evidently aimed at classifying a 

whole range of potential structures that would otherwise remain uncategorised.  Section 235 

of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 defines a “collective investment scheme” as: 

 

“(1) …any arrangement with respect to property of any description, 
including money, the purpose or effect of which is to enable persons 
taking part in the arrangements (whether by becoming owners of the 
property or any part of it or otherwise) to participate in or receive 
profits or income arising from the acquisition, holding, management or 
disposal of the property or sums paid out of such profits or income. 

 
(2)  The arrangements must be such that the persons who are to participate 

(“participants”) do not have day-to-day control over the management 
of the property, whether or not they have the right to be consulted or to 
give directions. 

 
(3) The arrangements must also have either or both of the following 

characteristics –  
 

(a) the contributions of the participants and the profits or income 
out of which payments are to be made to them are pooled; 

 
(b) the property is managed as a whole by or on behalf of the 

operator of the scheme.” 
 

Some structures that might otherwise fall within the definition are however expressly 

excluded from the definition, for public policy reasons. 11 

 

Importantly the definition embraces the “unit trust” structure and also structures based 

on partnership law.   It also specifically includes open-ended investment companies, but not 

closed-ended ones.12   

 

The categorisation of the investment structure provides the hook on which regulation 

is applied.  So, in the UK, the legal and regulatory regimes for closed-ended companies, 

                                                
10 Financial Services and Markets Act, section 235. 
11 See the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (Collective Investment Schemes) Order 2001 (SI 
2001/1062). 
12 See section 236 of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000. 
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regulated collective investment schemes 13  and life insurance contracts are separate and 

different. 

 

It would also be possible to classify a pension fund as an additional form of pooled 

investment.  In the UK, pension funds are either of the occupational type, in which case they 

are outside the regulatory control of the FSA, or else they are personal pension products.  

Personal pension products are based on regulated collective investment schemes or life 

insurance products.  The pension “wrapper” confers tax benefits for the benefit of the 

investor. 

 

In the UK it is also possible to create what might be considered “quasi products”.  For 

example, an investment manager could enter into discretionary investment management 

agreements with a series of customers on exactly the same terms as regards investment 

mandate.  This would then enable the manager to manage the agreements as a whole.  To 

avoid triggering the UK statutory definition of “collective investment scheme”, it would be 

necessary however for the clients’ property itself to remain segregated.  Pooling the property 

for common management may well make the arrangement a “collective investment 

scheme”.14 

 

B. The parallel development of collective investment schemes and investment companies 

in the UK 

 

The first investment company to be established in the UK was what is now the Foreign and 

Colonial Investment Trust PLC, which was formed in 1868.  Its objectives were “to give the 

investor of moderate means the same advantages as the large capitalists in diminishing the 

risk of spreading the investment over a number of stocks”.  This company now claims to be 

the largest global growth investment trust in the world. 

 

At the time of its invention, it seems that the investment company was treated for 

regulatory purposes in exactly the same way as any other company, and the modern approach 

is still essentially similar.  Regarding investment companies to be akin to trading companies 
                                                
13 There is a regime for unregulated collective investment schemes, but that deals only with the manner in which 
such schemes can be marketed (which is highly constrained – see FSA Rules COB Chapter 3, Annex 5) and the 
nature of the information to be disclosed to participants (see FSA Rules COB 10.6 and 10.7). 
14 Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, section 235(3)(a). 
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suggests that the activity of investment can be regarded as simply one more strategy for 

making returns for shareholders. 

 

Investment companies have, as companies, been subject to the rules of the London 

Stock Exchange, as any other company.  The rules for admission to the Exchange provide 

some guarantee of quality of the investment proposition. 

 

In 1936 a Report was made to Parliament on the growth of the “unit trust” movement 

that had taken place in the 1930s.15  Investors were flocking to place funds into open-ended 

unit trusts.  The first trust appeared in 1931 and by 1936 there were 67 schemes available, 

with a total investment of £50 million.  The Stock Exchange had expressed concern that unit 

trusts, which were offered to the public directly by their operators, were not being subjected 

to the same quality criteria that applied to listed investment companies.16  

 

In 1939 the Prevention of Fraud (Investments) Act was enacted which applied an 

investor protection safeguard for unit trusts.  This Act provided for the Board of Trade to 

approve unit trust schemes, and proscribed the public marketing of schemes other than 

authorised ones.  So a parallel regime to the listing of investment companies was created.  

The power to approve unit trust schemes (and, on their introduction, open-ended investment 

companies) was devolved to the Securities and Investments Board under the Financial 

Services Act 1986.  The power is now, of course, exercised by the FSA under powers set out 

in the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000.17 

 

The Financial Services Act 1986 was a profound modernisation of financial 

regulation in the UK.  Although investment management was indirectly regulated through the 

licensing provisions of the Prevention of Fraud (Investments) Act 1958, the collapse of the 

investment management firm Norton Warburg, and the investor losses that occurred, brought 

demands for additional regulation that was eventually provided with the Financial Services 

Act 1986.18  That Act has, of course, subsequently been superseded by the 2000 Act that 

established the FSA. 

                                                
15 Fixed Trusts – Report of the Departmental Committee Appointed by the Board of Trade, 1936  (Cmd. 5259) 
16 Report of the Stock Exchange Sub-Committee on Fixed Trusts (1935), reprinted in The Economist, 7 March 
1936. 
17 Section 242 et seq. 
18 Investor Protection by A.C. Page and R.B. Ferguson, Chapter 15. 
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This leads to an interesting situation in UK regulation.  The authorisation of collective 

investment schemes is the only example of product regulation in the UK.  It arose at a time 

when the regulation of investment management as an activity would have been difficult to 

justify and in any event it seems that the concern which led to the 1939 Act was based, in part 

at least, on the problems associated with an absence of a listing requirement. 

 

C. “Pooled investment” distinguished from discretionary asset management 

 

“Pooled investment” products of the type described above, amount to investment products.  

These can be distinguished from investment services.  Asset management is an investment 

service.  So for example, a wealthy individual with several million pounds (or Euros) to 

invest could approach an authorised asset manager in the UK and ask for investment 

management services.  Under such an arrangement, the assets entrusted to management by 

the customer are not pooled with the assets of other investors.  Instead, the investment 

manager maintains a segregated portfolio for the customer. The customer enters into an 

individually tailored “discretionary investment management agreement” with the manager.  

This provides a great degree of flexibility in the relationship between the two parties. The 

customer is able to dictate to a fine degree (depending on his bargaining power) the terms of 

the investment mandate to be operated by the manager.  In addition to wealthy private 

individuals, the asset manager may provide discretionary management services to other, 

institutional, investors.  So, for example, the trustees of a UK occupational pension scheme 

could engage the services of an asset manager to manage the pension fund’s assets.  But 

although the pension fund may have hundreds or even thousands of underlying contributors, 

the money invested with the asset manager is that of the pension fund – the pension fund is 

the client of the manager, not the underlying contributors to the pension fund.  In a similar 

way, it is common in the UK for investment trusts (which are closed-ended companies in 

structure, rather than trusts) to engage the services of an external asset manager.  Again, there 

may be thousands of shareholders of the investment trust, but the assets belong to the 

company. So the company becomes the client of the asset management for the provision of 

investment management services. 

 

This suggests that investment products are generic in nature – the investor buys the 

product on the basis of what the product provides.  Disclosure is key.  In an investment 
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service, the investor has an opportunity to discuss what the specific service will amount to.  

Agreement is key. 

 

D. Open-ended and closed-ended entities, and the importance of portfolio liquidity 

 

An investment product may be open or closed-ended in nature.  In a closed-ended product, an 

investor may sell his holding in the product through a secondary market, in which another 

investor buys the holding.  In an open-ended arrangement, the investor redeems his 

investment by selling his participation back to the product provider.  This important 

difference means that the operator of an open-ended structure needs to be able to meet 

foreseeable future redemptions.  This means that some proportion of the product’s assets need 

to be sufficiently liquid to enable cash to be raised in time to meet the product’s redemption 

standard.  In the UK, investment trust companies are (as are all companies) predominantly 

closed-ended in nature, whilst collective investment schemes are open-ended. 

 

E. The purpose of pooled investment  

 

Pooled investment vehicles are an integral part of the investment world.  They are frequently 

used by institutional investors.  For example, the investment managers of a pension fund may 

be perfectly competent to make individual stock selections for UK or European securities, but 

may lack expertise in the Japanese market.  If the manager concludes that he should expose 

his fund to the Japanese market, he could of course deal with his lack of experience in a 

number of ways – he could employ a manager who understands the Japanese market, or he 

could enter into an agreement with another management company to provide an investment 

management service.  It is also possible however, that he could simply purchase units in a 

pooled investment vehicle to provide the necessary exposure. 

 

Pooled investment vehicles are particularly important in the world of retail investment.  

They form an important means for retail investors to gain exposure to equity markets.  Two 

of the features offered by pooled investment vehicles – risk-spreading and management have 

already been mentioned.  A third feature is, however, cost-effectiveness.  Even if he has the 

necessary skill to decide on individual purchases of securities, a retail investor may well not 

have a sufficient amount to invest to make economic sense.  The brokerage fees may eat 
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heavily into his capital.  Pooled investment vehicles are likely to offer a more cost-effective 

means for retail investors to invest. 

 

Having looked at the basic features offered by the products, it is important to consider 

how they are sold. In the UK there is an aphorism that financial services are “sold and not 

bought”, meaning that the provider needs to actively market his products.  He cannot wait 

passively for consumers to come to him – even though the consumer may be badly in need of 

the products in question.  When inviting retail investors to entrust them with relatively 

substantial amounts of their capital, product providers are incentivised to create a message of 

trust – that the investor can safely entrust the provider with such a sum of money.  This 

message of trust is of course important in all areas of financial services.  Unlike other 

consumer transactions, financial services are invisible.  The consumer receives no tangible 

goods.  All he receives is documentation and the hope that his affairs will be properly 

managed. 

 

III. The UCITS Directive 

 

A. Introduction 

 

A proper understanding of the EU regime for “undertakings for collective investment in 

transferable securities” (“UCITS”) cannot be acquired in isolation from Member States’ own 

regulatory regimes for collective investments.  The UCITS Directive itself sets out to deal 

with structures that were already in existence in the EU at the time of the Directive – 

collective investment undertakings can be structured in Member States as open-ended 

investment companies, unit trusts, or as contractually based schemes.  All may in principle be 

UCITS.19  Although the Directive deals with aspects of the regulation of such schemes, 

particularly on investment powers, other matters are left to national law – for example, 

pricing methodology, corporate governance, frequency of redemptions by the manager. 

 

It is also important to recognise at the outset that the UCITS Directive is concerned 

with the passporting of schemes.  It provides that schemes which meet the requirements of 

the Directive should be allowed to be freely marketed in other States of the EEA, subject only 

                                                
19 See Article 1(3) of the UCITS Directive. 
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to a notification requirement from the UCITS to the competent authorities of the host state.20  

The Directive does not preclude the existence of domestic funds that do not attract the 

passport.21  If such schemes are to be marketed in a host state in the EEA, it would be 

necessary for any applicable local regulations to be complied with.  These may severely 

restrict the marketability of such products.  In the UK, it is possible to market unregulated 

collective investment schemes only to narrow classes of person.22 

 

The Directive is notoriously opaque in a number of areas, and different interpretations 

have arisen in the EU, leading to some difficulties in the cross-border trade in UCITS.  A key 

issue has been the interpretation of Article 19 of the Directive which establishes which 

instruments a UCITS is permitted to invest in. 

 

Article 19 provides that a UCITS may invest in: 

 

• Transferable securities and money market instruments, dealt on regulated markets in 

Member States or admitted to official listing in non-Member States, or those that have 

been recently issued where the intention is for the securities to be dealt in on regulated 

markets or admitted to official listing;23 

 

• Units of UCITS authorised according to the UCITS Directive;24 

 

• Other collective investment undertakings (i.e. those that are not authorised under the 

UCITS Directive) which themselves have the sole object of collective investment in 

transferable securities and/or in other liquid financial assets; and where the scheme is 

open-ended in nature;25 

 

• Deposits with credit institutions;26 

                                                
20 See Article 46.  Note that the host state has competence to apply local marketing law to incoming UCITS 
(Article 44). 
21 In the UK, for example, the FSA authorises “non-UCITS retail schemes” (NURSs), for marketing to retail 
investors, and “qualified investor schemes” (“QIS”) for marketing to predominantly sophisticated investors. 
22 See section 238 of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000, and FSA rule COB 3.11.1G and COB 3 
Annex 5 for a list of the classes of person to whom such schemes are marketable. 
23 Article 19(1)(a) to (d). 
24 Article 19(1)(e). 
25 Article 19(1)(e), which incorporates Article 1(2). 
26 Article 19(1)(f). 
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• Financial derivative instruments, including both those dealt in on regulated markets 

and those dealt over-the-counter;27 

 

• Money market instruments, other than those dealt in on regulated markets.28 

 

Having established the classes of eligible assets, the Directive goes on to apply a series of 

highly detailed investment limits, which are set out in Articles 22 – 26.  The purpose of these 

limits is undoubtedly to ensure that UCITS are diversified pools of investment.  So for 

example, a UCITS may not invest more than 5% of its assets in transferable securities or 

money market instruments issued by the same body.  A UCITS may not invest more than 

20% of its assets in deposits with the same body.  Limits of this kind are designed to prevent 

a UCITS from being unduly affected by any financial difficulties suffered by a company or 

bank into which it has invested/deposited its funds.  Looking at diversification in another way, 

Article 25 provides that no investment company or unit trust may acquire more than 10% of 

the non-voting shares or debt securities of any single issuing body. 

 

A UCITS is permitted to borrow up to 10% of its assets/value provided that the 

borrowing is on a temporary basis.29 

 

Article 37 of the Directive provides that a UCITS “must repurchase or redeem its units at 

the request of any unit-holder”, indicating that investors in UCITS must be given a facility for 

disinvesting.  However, Article 37 does not apply a timeline for redemption, so the Directive 

is silent on how frequently redemption is to be offered, or how quickly funds should be 

remitted to a disinvestor, following disinvestment.30 

 

The Directive provides that any UCITS that wishes to market its units in a host state must 

inform the competent authorities of the host state in advance, and must, in support of the 

notification, send various information to the host state authorities.31 

                                                
27 Article 19(1)(g). 
28 Article 19(1)(h) 
29 Article 36(1) and (2). 
30 Article 34 however requires the publication of prices at least twice per month, and the FSA has adopted th at 
standard in its regime for UCITS.  UK UCITS must therefore offer units for sale and redemption twice per 
month, and the those points must be at least two weeks apart – see COLL 6.3.4R(1).  
31 Article 46. 
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Although the Directive provides for cross-border marketability of UCITS, host Member 

States are given authority to apply local marketing provisions, though any such local 

provisions “must be applied without discrimination”.32  Where a UCITS in fact does market 

its units in a host state, it “must take the necessary measures to ensure that there are facilities 

in the that State for making payments to unit-holders, repurchasing or redeeming units and 

making available the information which UCITS are obliged to provide”.33 

 

The Directive provides informational requirements for UCITS to give to investors – 

which take the form of full and simplified prospectuses.  In addition, UCITS are required to 

produce annual and half-yearly reports for investors.34 

 

B. UCITS III 

 

The UCITS Directive was originally enacted in 1985 and the text of that initial Directive has 

become known as “UCITS I”.   In 2001, two amending Directives, collectively known as 

“UCITS III,” were enacted which changed the nature of UCITS quite substantially.35  The so-

called “management company Directive” 36 concerned itself with the nature of the activities 

which a UCITS management company (which is a company separate from the UCITS itself) 

can undertake, and applied a passport to the management company for the first time (prior to 

this amendment, only the UCITS itself was given a passport). 

 

The “product directive”37 made significant changes to the investment powers of UCITS – 

those powers, as amended, have already been set out above.  The amendment allows UCITS 

to invest in a much wider range of investments, including: 

 

• Other collective investment schemes, enabling the possibility of a UCITS fund of 

funds; 

                                                
32 Article 44. 
33 Article 45. 
34 Article 27. 
35 "UCITS II" refers to a UCITS reform in the 1990s which was never implemented.  Some commentators have 
suggested that the "management company directive" was UCITS II with the "product directive" as UCITS III.  
However, it seems that European Commission takes the view expressed in this paper.  The European 
Commission's view must, of course, be taken as conclusive! 
36 Directive 2001/107/EC. 
37 Directive 2001/108/EC. 
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• Bank deposits and cash instruments; 

• Money market instruments; 

• Financial derivative instruments; 

• Index tracker funds 

 

The last three of these has given rise to concerns in some Member States about the 

changing nature of UCITS, and whether they remain appropriate for retail investors – or 

perhaps, more pertinently, whether retail investors understand the changes that are taking 

place.  UCITS funds operate at the core of the retail investment funds regimes of Member 

States.  Indeed, some non-EU countries have established arrangements that allow UCITS 

funds privileged access to their own retail investment market, indicating that the “UCITS 

brand” has an established safety and security about it. 

 

C. CESR work on “Eligible Assets” 

 

In 2004, the European Commission published a Mandate for the Committee of European 

Securities Regulators (CESR).38  The Mandate was issued under Article 53(a) of the UCITS 

Directive, which empowers CESR to act as an advisory committee39 to the Commission on: 

 

• Clarification of the definitions in order to ensure uniform application of the Directive 
throughout the EU; 

• Alignment of terminology and the framing of definitions in accordance with 
subsequent acts on UCITS and related matters. 

 

The Mandate asked CESR for advice on: 

 

• The definition of “transferable securities” (Article 1(8) of the Directive) 
• The definition of “money market instruments” (Article 1(9)) 
• “Other collective investment schemes” (Article 19(1)(e)) 
• “Financial derivative instruments” (Article 19(1)(g)) 
• Index replicating UCITS (Article 22(a)(1)) 
 

                                                
38 “Formal mandate to CESR for advice on possible modifications to the UCITS Directive in the form of 
clarifications of definitions concerning eligible assets for investment of UCITS”, Document reference CESR/04 -
586, 28th October 2004, available from the CESR website, www.cesr-eu.org. 
39 See the reference in Article 53(a) to Council Decision 1999/468/EC which is part of the Lamfalussy process, 
which has streamlined the process EU financial services lawmaking.  The process, by which the Commission is 
enabled to take actions under existing EU law, with assistance of a committee, is known as “comitology”.  
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The exercise generated two interim Consultation documents,40 and the Final Advice to the 

Commission was published on 26th January 2006.  The Advice amounts to a lengthy 

document at 66 pages.  The analysis which follows in this Paper amounts therefore to 

“headline” points, rather than a full analysis of a complex document. 

 

Now that the Advice has been published, the European Commission will need to create a 

legal instrument based on it – this is not expected to be in force until Autumn 2006.  The 

Commission could issue a Regulation, Directive, Recommendation or Opinion.  One of the 

first two are perhaps more likely, and there seems to be some suggestion that a Regulation 

will be the preferred instrument. 

 

Transferable securities 

 

The CESR Advice clarifies the qualities that a “transferable security” should meet in order to 

be eligible.  In effect, this amounts to a definition of Article 1(8) of the Directive which 

provides that a “transferable security” comprises: company shares (and securities equivalent 

to shares), bonds and other debt securities, and any other negotiable securities which carry the 

right to acquire any such transferable securities by subscription or exchange. 

 

The Advice clarifies various matters, including that the liquidity of a security must not 

compromise a UCITS’ ability to meet foreseeable redemptions.  This is a matter of Article 37 

of the Directive, which states that “a UCITS must re-purchase or redeem its units at the 

request of any unit-holder”.  In addition, for a listed security, accurate, reliable and regular 

prices must be available, and there must be regular, accurate and comprehensive information 

available to the market on the security. 

 

The treatment of closed-end funds (including, in the UK context, investment trust 

companies) was also addressed.  Early discussions showed significantly different approaches 

on this across the EU, with some Member States arguing that the eligibility of such funds 

should be assessed under Article 19(1)(e), which has always been taken by UK regulators to 

refer only to open-ended structures.  CESR has now resolved that closed-end funds are 

eligible assets (where structured as transferable securities) if they themselves meet certain 

                                                
40 18 March and 20 October 2005, both papers are available on the CESR website.  
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criteria.  Importantly, where asset management activity is outsourced by the closed-end fund, 

the CESR Advice clarifies that it must be done by a firm that is itself subject to national 

regulation for the purposes of investor protection.  This clarifies that UK investment trusts are 

eligible assets for UCITS. 

 

CESR also advised on the circumstances under which a transferable security (or 

indeed a money market instrument) should be regarded as embedding a derivative.  Article 

21(3) states that where such an instrument embeds a derivative, “…the latter must be taken 

into account when complying with the requirements of this Article”.  This opens embedded 

derivatives to the risk management process provided by Article 21.  CESR has drawn on the 

work of IAS 39 in determining that an embedded derivative amounts to a contract held within 

a non-derivative host contract, “with the effect that some of the cash flows of the combined 

instrument vary in a way similar to a stand-alone derivative”.  Whether any specific 

instrument does in fact embed a derivative will of course need to be decided on a case-by-

case basis using the CESR criteria. 

 

Money market instruments 

 

A highlight in this part of the paper has been the acceptance in principle of amortised price 

methodology for the pricing of money market funds, subject of course to criteria designed to 

ensure that the price does not diverge materially from the fund’s net asset value.41  Some 

Member States were initially concerned that there should be any permitted divergence of the 

price of a UCITS from its net asset value. 

 

Other collective investment schemes 

  

This part of the work proved less contentious than others.  The Advice sets out various 

criteria that competent authorities can use in assessing whether a non-EEA collective 

investment undertaking is subject to the necessary supervision and regulation, as required by 

Article 19(1)(e). 

 

                                                
41 Net asset value (NAV) is, in principle, the value of the assets of the UCITS divided by the number of units in 
issue. 
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Financial derivative instruments 

 

The issue here was to devise generic factors to apply to financial derivative instruments 

(FDIs) to mark their eligibility for UCITS.  CESR did not set out to devise a prescriptive list 

of eligible instruments. 

 

The Advice clarifies that FDIs based on various assets are themselves to be 

considered eligible, but also clarifies that derivatives based on non-financial indices or 

commodities are ineligible. 

 

CESR has decided that the issues raised by hedge fund indices means that FDIs based 

on them should not be construed as eligible at this time.  However, CESR has promised to 

revisit the issue within one year, starting from October 2005. 

 

Index replicating UCITS 

 

This part of the paper was less controversial than many others.  Original CESR thinking, 

expressed in the first eligible assets consultation42  about the imposition of a prescribed 

measure for the “quality of replication” (i.e. tracking error) was later dropped from the text. 

 

IV. The changing nature of asset management 

 

A. Wider-range retail investment products – the FSA’s June 2005 Discussion Paper 

 

The nature of retail investment products appears to be changing across the board – this is not 

a matter limited to UCITS, but it certainly includes the development of UCITS III products.  

It has been suggested above in Section II that retail investment products have historically 

offered features of management and risk spreading.  Although the growth of techniques 

linked to derivatives has grown somewhat over the years, the classic way in which risk 

spreading has been achieved has involved the manager holding a series of underlying 

investments within the portfolio.  Some of those investments may flourish; others may fail 

completely and go out of business.  But across the portfolio, the effect (positive or negative) 

                                                
42 March 2005. 
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of any individual underlying investment is linked to the degree of exposure taken to that 

particular investment. 

 

Another effect of the simple investment proposition outlined above is that investors in 

the retail investment product tend to get a return that is significantly market risk related.  The 

value of the investment product will rise or fall broadly in line with the market.  In other 

words, the portfolio of such a product has a significant level of “beta”.43 

 

Many of the retail investment products that are now being produced seek to minimise 

market risk in some way – in other words there is a shift of approach from beta to alpha.  This 

is perhaps unsurprising.  Many retail investors lost money in the recent “bear” market.  

Investors in technology funds may in particular have lost quite significant sums as a result of 

the bursting of the “technology bubble”.  This experience has led retail investors to be averse 

to market risk.  So, in an effort to provide appropriate investment propositions, product 

providers have concentrated on minimising market risk wherever possible, for example 

through the use of  guaranteed structured products.  Various types of hedge fund strategy 

might also minimise market risk more subtly through the hedge fund techniques of short-

selling, derivatives and leverage.  This is all very well, but it leads to a legitimate regulatory 

concern that retail investors may not understand the true nature of the new-style or “wider 

range” products. 

 

An interesting but important fact, however, is that it seems most retail investors were 

fully aware of the nature of the market risk they were running.  It is true that there are always 

complaints from the retail sector that the basic risks have not been properly explained.  

During the bear market, however, there does not seem to have been a significant increase in 

such complaints, suggesting that the link between the value of a pooled investment vehicle 

and its “market” is widely understood.44 

 

                                                
43 “Beta” is a reference to the return on a market – so a portfolio with a beta of 1 has a return equivalent to that 
of the market.  “Alpha” is a reference to a return unrelated to that of the market.  It is normally attributed to the 
skill of the investment manager.  
44 The author points out that this is a subjective impression.  He is not aware of any research conducted to prove 
the point one way or the other. 
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The FSA aired concerns about wider range retail investment products in a Discussion 

Paper published in June 2005 and entitled Wider-range retail investment products: Consumer 

protection in a rapidly changing world.45   

 

The Discussion Paper states that there are risks of three kinds emerging from the 

increasing novelty and diversity of retail investment products:46 

 

 (1) There is a risk of consumer mis-understanding; 
 (2) There is a risk of potential mis-buying or mis-selling; 

(3) There is a risk that different regulatory approaches applied to different product 
structures might suggest that consumers do not have sufficient access to 
appropriate products. 

 

Points (1) and (2) are relatively easy to extrapolate from the concerns expressed above.  

Point (3) requires a little more elaboration.  The Discussion Paper points out that, as 

explained above, there are a number of different ways in which retail investment products can 

be structured in the UK – investment companies and collective investment schemes to name 

but two.  The different regulatory regimes applied to the different structures means that there 

are differences in the investment strategies that can be run within them.  The UK regime for 

authorised collective investment schemes47 does not, however, provide much opportunity for 

exposure to alternative investments.  This may be a perverse outcome, given that the 

authorised schemes regime is highly regulated.  In particular, it contains a requirement for a 

separation of the functions of “manager” and “depositary”.  The manager is responsible, in 

effect, for operating the scheme.  The depositary is responsible for safeguarding the assets of 

the scheme and, to some extent, for supervising the activities of the manager.  The strength of 

the regulatory regime suggests that it may be possible to allow for some wider range 

strategies to form part of the “non-UCITS retail schemes” regime. 

 

So, intriguingly, (1) and (2) point in an opposite direction to (3).  So, if the FSA were 

satisfied that consumers understood sufficiently well the nature of “wider range” retail 

investment products, and if we could be satisfied that mis-selling or mis-buying of such 

                                                
45 Discussion Paper 05/3, available from the FSA website, www.fsa.gov.uk. 
46 See Discussion Paper 05/3, pages 9 and 10. 
47 The regime for authorised retail schemes is divided into two types of scheme: there are separate regulatory 
regimes for “UCITS” schemes and for “non-UCITS retail schemes” (NURSs).  NURSs are schemes which do 
not comply with the UCITS Directive, but which the FSA is content may be marketed to retail investors. 
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products could be minimised, it may be desirable to allow for greater access to such 

investment strategies through the authorised collective investment schemes regime. 

 

It may be useful to touch briefly on what consumer understanding actually means.  It 

is probably not generally necessary for retail investors to understand the full technical detail 

of the operation of retail investment products.  Instead the consumer needs to understand how 

to use the products – in much the same way that the driver of a car does not need to be able to 

explain the operation of the internal combustion engine in order to drive to the shops.  It is 

useful therefore to ask in what way wider-range products should be used, in distinction to 

more traditional offerings.  It may be, for example, that retail investors should not invest 

disproportionately in wider range products.  The idea that investors should not “put all of 

their eggs in one basket” is, of course, an investment principle in its own right, even in 

respect of older style investment products.  The principle may, however, have a greater 

importance where the product in question is a wider range one.  In a world of novel 

investment propositions, retail investors need to understand how to operate a portfolio of 

investment products, which may require switching between products as economic conditions 

and other factors change – in other words, they need to manage their portfolio actively.  In 

many cases, product providers have tended to promote their retail investment products as 

long-term in nature.  Indeed, providers have tended to promote investment products as a form 

of commoditised investment service – see the distinction drawn in Section II.B between an 

investment product and a service (under a discretionary asset management agreement). 

 

The Discussion Paper asked whether wider range products could in some sensible 

way be distinguished from non-wider-range products, using measures of volatility, illiquidity 

and/or complexity as means to define “wider range”.  It would of course be equally feasible, 

perhaps more so, to seek to define the non-wider-range products.  The key question here, 

though, is whether such a distinction could be done in a way that proves meaningful to 

investors. 

 

The Discussion period for DP05/3 closed at the end of October 2005 and on 23 March 

2006, the FSA published Feedback Statement 06/3 (FS06/3), providing the feedback from the 

discussion launched in DP05/3, and proposing a way forward.  The FSA’s conclusion was 

that the segregation of products into “wider range” and “non-wider range” was not a sensible 

proposal, and that idea has been dropped.  It would possibly cause investors to attach too 
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great a safety to the “non-wider range” products, with too great a danger to the “wider range” 

ones.  It is quite possible that a proportionate investment in a “wider range” product may be 

appropriate for some retail investors. 

 

Having eliminated the idea of product segregation, the FSA makes three proposals.  

First, the increasing variety of retail investment products is something that consumers should 

know about.  Specifically, they should understand how to use products safely, as outlined 

above. 

 

Second, the FSA proposes to look at the issue of “product provider responsibility”.  

This refers to the relationship between the provider and intermediary.  In the UK, investment 

products are commonly distributed by persons other than the manufacturer.  Yet, in cases 

where a product is innovative or possibly unique, the asymmetry of information between 

provider and distributing financial adviser may be very significant.  The FSA proposes to 

look at the relationship between the provider and distributor, to see whether the provider 

should bear more responsibility than he does at present for the manner in which his products 

are brought to investors.  

 

Third, the FSA has proposed allowing for retail “funds of unregulated schemes” in the 

authorised collective investment schemes world.48  This would allow for the authorisation of 

funds of hedge funds, among other things. 

 

The FSA will consult further on this issue in the first quarter of 2007.  However, it 

seems certain that the issues raised will provoke much discussion before then. 

 

The fundamental issues with which DP05/3 is concerned are reflected in other 

literature.  In March 2005, UBS published The critique of pure alpha, a research piece by 

Alexander Ineichen.  Mr Ineichen suggests that the asset management industry is undergoing 

a period of structural change, driven by the fact that investors generally are waking up to the 

fact that the short-term volatility of portfolios is more important than many had thought 

previously – or in other words “this means that investors are migrating to the belief that time 

                                                
48 The underlyings of such a fund of funds would include both collective investment schemes, and investment 
companies. 
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does not reduce risk”.49  Indeed, he points out that “The problem with large drawdowns is 

that they kill the rate at which capital compounds”.50  So Mr Ineichen’s argument is that 

investors should be, as a matter of logic, searching for the absolute returns potentially offered 

by alternative investments, rather than the relative returns offered by more traditional asset 

management.  The FSA’s argument in DP05/3 and FS06/3 is that investors need to 

understand to some extent the nature of the different risks that they run in wider-range 

products – in deciding how to manage a portfolio of investment products.   

 

B. The European Commission’s Green Paper 

 

Shortly after the publication of the FSA’s Discussion Paper, the European Commission 

published its Green Paper on the Enhancement of the EU Framework for Investment Funds.51  

The Commission recognises that “New fund-types, based on more sophisticated investment 

strategies, may embody features that are not well-understood by retail investors”.52  It also 

recognises that “investors faced with more complex products need better and user-friendly 

disclosure of performance and charges.”53  There is reference to the potential use of the 

Markets in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID) to provide a “useful “toolbox”, notably 

to clarify all duties of care, risk warnings or other obligations that an investment firm owes to 

a client considering an investment in UCITS”54 – in recognition of the fact that UCITS III 

products are potentially very unlike the products that retail investors are used to. 

 

The Green Paper takes a fairly fundamental look at the UCITS Directive and the 

nature of UCITS themselves, and suggests various ways in which the Directive could be 

made to work better.  It recognises the key work being done by CESR on the definition of 

eligible assets, among other things.  It also recognises that “with its reliance on formal 

investment limits, UCITS may struggle in the longer term to keep pace with financial 

innovation and more complex distribution systems.”  There is a hint here that the UCITS 

Directive may not easily be able to cope, in its present form, with the likely changes in 

investment strategy. 

 
                                                
49 The critique of pure alpha, page 10. 
50 Ibid. 
51 COM(2005) 314 final, published 12 July 2005. 
52 Ibid., page 3. 
53 Ibid., page 5. 
54 Ibid., page 6. 
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The Green Paper suggests that, despite its flaws, the time is not yet right for a 

wholesale redrafting of the Directive.  Any such redrafting would need to reflect fully the 

Lamfalussy process – the Directive would need to be cast as a framework text, with much of 

the detail coming from Level 2 material – that material would need to be constructed based 

on advice from CESR. 

 

V. Caveat emptor 

 

At this point, it may be useful to draw out another aspect of the debate on changing products 

– the nature of the respective responsibilities of product providers and the retail investors to 

whom they market their products. 

 

 The Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 is the Act which establishes the FSA 

and provides it with its statutory powers.  It sets a series of “statutory objectives” for the FSA 

to fulfil.  One of those is “the protection of consumers”.55  The Act defines this objective as 

“securing the appropriate degree of protection for consumers”.56  In deciding what level of 

protection is appropriate, the FSA is required to have regard to a number of factors: 

 

(a) the differing degree of risk involved in different kinds of investment or other 
transaction; 

 
(b) the differing degrees of experience and expertise that different consumers may 

have in relation to different kinds of regulated activity; 
 
(c) the needs that consumers may have for advice and accurate information; and 
 
(d) the general principle that consumers should take responsibility for their 

decisions. 
 

 These various matters require a balance to be drawn – item (d) is of course an 

important balancing factor, recognising that the FSA is not able to protect retail investors 

against the consequences of their own financial foolishness. 

 

                                                
55 Section 2. 
56 Section 5. 
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 FSA Chairman, Sir Callum McCarthy gave a speech on 9 February entitled What does 

caveat emptor mean in the retail market for financial services?57 in which he expanded on 

what the regulatory balance means in practice.  Sir Callum said: 

 

 “I am uneasy about the FSA, or any other regulator, decreeing that a particular 
product should not be sold to the retail market… The FSA is not and cannot be in the 
game of assessing, ex ante, all products for risk, return and suitability, and I have 
reservations about those occasions when we do so.  I do see more of a case for helping 
firms identify the particular risks they should consider when assessing suitability, or 
should describe to prospective customers”. 

 

VI. Conclusions 

 

The trend towards increasing diversity and novelty of retail investment products is unlikely to 

cease.  There are a number of potential structures in which products can be manufactured for 

retail investors – the collective investment scheme, and specifically UCITS, is only one of 

several such vehicles.  The increasing novelty of products affects all product structures.  The 

key concern with this development lies in consumer understanding.  If we were happy that 

consumers’ understanding of the new-style products were sufficient, we would not have any 

great difficulty with their sale. 

 

Earlier in the paper it was suggested that retail investors might have some familiarity 

with market risk – the idea that the value of a pooled investment vehicle can rise and fall in 

line with the market.58  This is not proved by any research, but rather seems intuitive from the 

absence of substantial retail complaints during the bursting of the “technology bubble” and 

the bear market generally. 

 

The key difference between older-style investment products and the new ones 

(including the products now being offered within the UCITS Directive) seems to be the 

changes to the “market risk” profile of the product, i.e. the shift from beta to alpha.  Products 

that do this have been around for some time – for example, market neutral hedge funds.  

However, their perceived need in the retail sector has arisen because retail investors have 

themselves concluded that market risk is not a good thing to bear.  They have become risk 

                                                
57 A speech to the Financial Services Forum, available on the FSA website: www.fsa.gov.uk. 
58 That is, with the market to which the product is benchmarked.  
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averse as a result, and are now sceptical about investment products.  This implies that the 

bond of trust, which is essential in the sale of financial services has been damaged. 

 

The problem with understanding relates to the fact that retail investors may 

understand that the new-style products minimise the extent of market risk, but may not 

understand that there may be other risks added as a consequence.  Put another way, risk and 

return remain as correlated in the new-style investment products as they always have been.  If 

the product continues to offer a return above the risk-free rate even after the market risk has 

been eliminated, there must be other risks within the product to justify the return. 

 

Consumer understanding does not require that the retail investor understands in detail 

the way that the product operates.  Instead, the retail investor needs to understand how to use 

the product.  In practical terms the changing nature of products may mean principally that the 

retail investor should invest proportionately in such products.  There is a tension here with the 

idea of “trust” – the product provider has an incentive to promote himself as a trustworthy 

home for a substantial part of the investor’s capital.  The message that consumers should not 

“put all of their eggs in one basket” is however a sound one even as regards old-style 

products.  However, the message may have even greater relevance for the newer products.  

After all, few people would advocate that any investor, retail or otherwise, should put all of 

his capital into one hedge fund.  This idea that the retail sector is more responsible for its 

financial well-being is mirrored in other areas also – in the UK the closure of “defined 

benefits” pension schemes in favour of “defined contributions” arrangements is another 

example. 

 

There are various potential methods that might be used to deal with the problem of 

consumer understanding.  Perhaps the simplest would be to make the potentially mis-

understood products disappear from the retail sector altogether.  There would seem to be little 

chance of achieving that position.  Indeed, it may be unwise to try.  If Alexander Ineichen is 

right we are witnessing a fundamental change in the way in which asset management is 

conducted.  It may not be wise to try to deny the retail sector the benefits of modern (or 

perhaps post-modern) investment thinking.  During the depths of the bear market, the hedge 

fund industry suggested that investor protection was not met by consigning all retail investors 

to the falling market.  Some have seen in the present situation something of an inequity – 
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with wealthy investors allowed access to alternative investment strategies, which are denied 

to the mainstream. 

 

The idea that retail consumers are generally becoming more responsible for their own 

financial well-being in a world where investment products are becoming increasingly diverse  

has ramifications for the idea of caveat emptor, or put another way, on the nature of the 

regulatory protections that consumers can expect. 

 

The starting point for the UK discussion on this topic has been the idea that the 

market for retail investment products could somehow be segmented to provide an intuitive 

sign-posting for retail investors to be able to judge the type of product that they might be 

considering.  That idea has now been dropped in the FSA’s Feedback Statement 06/3, 

published in March 2006.  Instead, the FSA will focus on consumer awareness, and on the 

responsibility of product providers for distribution.  In addition, the FSA proposes 

introducing a new range of retail collective investment schemes where the manager will be 

able to invest the fund completely into unregulated schemes. 

 

It is suggested that the changing nature of retail investment products, and how to deal 

with it, is a key priority for the regulatory protection of the retail sector.  However, other 

work is underway which is aimed at making the existing UCITS regime work properly.  

Much of this work is being done in the CESR Expert Group on Investment Management.  

The recent European Commission Green Paper on Investment Funds suggests that the CESR 

work should be given an opportunity to produce appropriate solutions before reaching for a 

more intensive European regulatory solution (a new Directive would be required).  This 

seems to the FSA and the author to be the appropriate way to proceed.  However, it seems 

fairly certain that, in the forthcoming few years, change will be the only certainty. 



I 
WORKING PAPERS 

 
 

1 Andreas Cahn   Verwaltungsbefugnisse der Bundesanstalt für 
Finanzdienstleistungsaufsicht im Übernahmerecht und 
Rechtsschutz Betroffener 
(publ. in: ZHR 167 [2003], 262 ff.) 

 
2 Axel Nawrath   Rahmenbedingungen für den Finanzplatz Deutschland: Ziele 

und Aufgaben der Politik, insbesondere des 
Bundesministeriums der Finanzen 

 
3 Michael Senger  Die Begrenzung von qualifizierten Beteiligungen nach § 12 

   Abs. 1 KWG 
  (publ. in: WM 2003, 1697-1705) 

 
4 Georg Dreyling  Bedeutung internationaler Gremien für die Fortentwicklung 

   des Finanzplatzes Deutschland 
 

5 Matthias Berger  Das Vierte Finanzmarktförderungsgesetz – Schwerpunkt  
     Börsen- und Wertpapierrecht 
 
6 Felicitas Linden  Die europäische Wertpapierdienstleistungsrichtlinie-  
     Herausforderungen bei der Gestaltung der Richtlinie 
 
7 Michael Findeisen  Nationale und internationale Maßnahmen gegen die 

Geldwäsche und die Finanzierung des Terrorismus – ein 
Instrument zur Sicherstellung der Stabilität der 
Finanzmärkte 

  
8 Regina Nößner  Kurs- und Marktpreismanipulation – Gratwanderung  
     zwischen wirtschaftlich sinnvollem und strafrechtlich  
     relevantem Verhalten 
 
9 Franklin R. Edwards  The Regulation of Hedge Funds: Financial Stability and  
     Investor Protection 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Hedge Funds, Risks and 
      Regulation, 2004, S. 30 ff.) 
 
10 Ashley Kovas   Should Hedge Fund Products be marketed to Retail  
     Investors? A balancing Act for Regulators 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Hedge Funds, Risks and 
      Regulation, 2004, S. 91 ff.) 
 
11 Marcia L. MacHarg  Waking up to Hedge Funds: Is U.S. Regulation Taking a 

  New Direction? 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Hedge Funds, Risks and 
      Regulation, 2004, S. 55 ff.) 



II 
 
 
12 Kai-Uwe Steck  Legal Aspects of German Hedge Fund Structures 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Hedge Funds, Risks and 
      Regulation, 2004, S. 135 ff.) 
 
13 Jörg Vollbrecht  Investmentmodernisierungsgesetz – Herausforderungen bei  
     der Umsetzung der OGAW – Richtlinien 

 
14 Jens Conert   Basel II – Die Überarbeitung der 

Eigenkapitalmarktregelungen der Kreditinstitute im Fokus 
von Wirtschaft- und Wettbewerbspolitik 

 
15 Bob Wessels   Germany and Spain lead Changes towards International  
     Insolvencies in Europe 
 
16 Theodor Baums /  Taking Shareholder Protection Seriously? Corporate  
 Kenneth E. Scott  Governance in the United Stated and in Germany 
 
17 Bob Wessels   International Jurisdiction to open Insovency Proceedings in 

Europe, in particular against (groups of) Companies 
 
18 Michael Gruson  Die Doppelnotierung von Aktien deutscher Gesellschaften 

an der New Yorker und Frankfurter Börse: Die sogenannte 
Globale Aktie 
(publ. in: Die AG 2004, 358 ff.) 

 
19  Michael Gruson  Consolidated and Supplemetary Supervision of Financial  
     Groups in the European Union 
     (publ. in: Der Konzern 2004, 65 ff. u. 249 ff.) 
 
20 Andreas Cahn   Das richterliche Verbot der Kreditvergabe an Gesellschafter  
     und seine Folgen 
     (publ. in: Der Konzern 2004, 235 ff.) 
 
21 David C. Donald  The Nomination of Directors under U.S. and German Law 
 
22 Melvin Aron Eisenberg The Duty of Care in American Corporate Law 
     (deutsche Übersetzung publ. in: Der Konzern 2004, 386 ff.) 
 
23 Jürgen Than   Rechtsfragen bei der Festlegung von Emissionsbedingungen 
      für Schuldverschreibungen unter besonderer 
      Berücksichtigung der Dematerialisierung und des 
      Depotgesetzes 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 3 ff.) 
 
 



III 
 

 
24 Philipp von Randow  Inhaltskontrolle von Emissionsbedingungen 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 25 ff.) 

 
25 Hannes Schneider  Die Änderung von Anleihebedingungen durch Beschluß der 
      Gläubiger 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 69 ff.) 
 
26 Hans-Gert Vogel  Die Stellung des Anleihetreuhänders nach deutschem Recht 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 94 ff.) 
 
27 Georg Maier-Reimer  Rechtsfragen der Restrukturierung, insbesondere der 
      Ersetzung des Schuldners 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 129 ff.) 
 
28 Christoph Keller  Umschuldung von Staatenanleihen unter Berücksichtigung 
      der Problematik einer Aggregation aller Anleihegläubiger 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 157 ff.) 
 
29 René Bösch   Die Emission von Schuldverschreibungen nach 

schweizerischem Recht – ein Rechtsvergleich mit dem 
geplanten deutschen Schuldverschreibungsrecht 
(publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  

     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 189 ff.) 
 
30 Lachlan Burn   Bond Issues under U.K. law: How the proposed German 

   Legislation compares 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 219 ff.) 
 
31 Patrick S. Kenadjian  Bond Issues under New York and U.S. Law: Considerations 
      for the German Law Maker from a U.S. Perspective 
     (publ. in: Baums/Cahn [Hrsg.] Die Reform des  
     Schuldverschreibungsrechts, 2004, S. 245 ff.) 
 
32 Andreas Cahn   Bankgeheimnis und Forderungsverwertung 
     (publ. in: WM 2004, 2041 ff.) 
 
33 Michael Senger  Kapitalkonsolidierung im Bankkonzern 
 
34 Andreas Cahn   Das neue Insiderrecht  
     (publ. in: Der Konzern 2005, 5 ff.) 



IV 
 
 
35 Helmut Siekmann  Die Unabhängigkeit von EZB und Bundesbank nach dem 

    geltenden Recht und dem Vertrag über eine Verfassung für 
   Europa 

 
36 Michael Senger  Gemeinschaftsunternehmen nach dem Kreditwesengesetz 
 
37 Andreas Cahn   Gesellschafterfremdfinanzierung und Eigenkapitalersatz 
 
38 Helmut Siekmann  Die Verwendung des Gewinns der Europäischen 
      Zentralbank und der Bundesbank 
 
39 Guido Ferrarini  Contract Standards and the Markets in Financial Instruments 

Directive (MiFID): An Assessment of the Lamfalussy 
Regulatory Architecture 

 
40 David C. Donald  Shareholder Voice and Its Opponents  
     (publ. in: The Journal of Corporate Law Studies, Vol. 5,  
     Issue 2, 2005) 
 
41 John Armour   Who should make Corporate Law? EC Legislation versus 
      Regulatory Competition 
 
42 David C. Donald  The Laws Governing Corporations formed under the 
      Delaware and the German Corporate Statutes 
 
43 Garry J. Schinasi/  The Lender of the Last Resort in the European Single  

Pedro Gustavo Teixeira Financial Market 



 



 

 


