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CHAPTER 1: BASIC FRAMEWORK OF UNCITRAL 

The present paper deals with the key principles on UNCITRAL Model Insolvency Law vis-à-vis 

the insolvency regime in India. The researcher tries to find out the level of adoption of these 

principles in India in the light of various provisions of SICA, SARFAESI and the Companies 

Act. The researcher also looks into how and to what extent UK has adopted these principles and 

does a comparative analysis of the same with India.  

Historical Background 

The UNCITRAL Model Law on cross-border insolvency was adopted on 30th May 1997 with an 

objective to assist States in addressing instances of cross-border insolvency in a modern, 

harmonized and more effective way.
1
The Commission in 1995 agreed to establish a Working 

Group to develop model legislation relating to cross-border insolvency. The next progressive 

step was drafting of the Model International Insolvency Co-operation Act (MIICA). Over the 

next two years the blue print of the Model Law was developed at meetings of the Working 

Group, comprising representatives from 36 UNCITRAL countries, 40 observer states, in 

consultation with 13 international organizations representing practitioners, judges and 

lenders.
2
The Working Group on Insolvency presented its finalized text to the UNCITRAL in the 

annual session of 1997.  

 

There has been continuing development of insolvency law since the formation of UNCITRAL 

Model Law in 1997. Spearheaded by the UNCITRAL, the Model Law has now gained broad 

acceptance among many nations.
3
The Legislative Guide on Insolvency Law

4
 and the Practice 

                                                           
1
Another example of insolvency rules at an international level is the Cross-Border Insolvency Concordat, which was 

approved by the Council of the Section on Business Law of the International Bar Association (IBA) in September 

1995 (the Cross-Border Insolvency Concordat). Concordats together with UNCITRAL Model provide flexible and 

practical solutions to the many issues and problems arising in a cross-border insolvency context.  

 
2
Cross-border Insolvency and the UNCITRAL Model Law, The Treasury-Australian Government, available at 

http://www.treasury.gov.au/documents/448/HTML/docshell.asp?URL=4CrossBorder.asp 

 
3
 So far there are 19 states which have adopted the UNCITRAL Model Insolvency Law. 

 
4
 The Legislative Guide on Insolvency Law was adopted by UNCITRAL on 25 June 2004. Its purpose was to assist 

the establishment of an efficient and effective legal framework to address the financial difficulty of debtors and 

serve as a reference for national authorities and legislative bodies in preparing new laws and regulations or review 

the adequacy of existing laws and regulations. 

http://www.treasury.gov.au/documents/448/HTML/docshell.asp?URL=4CrossBorder.asp
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Guide on Cross-Border Insolvency Cooperation
5
has considerably advanced the ambit of the 

Model Law in the recent past. Today, recommendations of the UNCITRAL Legislative Guide on 

Insolvency Law and World Bank Principles for Effective Insolvency and Creditors Rights 

Systems together form primary component of the Insolvency and Creditor Rights Standard (ICR) 

Standard.
6

Most recently, UNCITRAL has adopted new recommendations relating to the 

treatment of Enterprise groups
7
 in insolvency to be published as Part-III

8
 of the Legislative 

Guide on Insolvency Law. 

 

Key Principles 

The key principle on which Model Law is based is „respect to the differences among national 

laws‟ and „non-insistence on substantive unification of insolvency law‟.
9
The Model Law also 

addresses the need for certainty in determining cross-border insolvency proceedings and the 

broad discretion to be vested in the courts so as to enable them to derive practical solutions to 

cross-border insolvency issues. The key objectives of the Model Law are very clearly mentioned 

in its Preamble.
10

 These are as follows- 

 Co-operation between the courts and the competent authorities in domestic and foreign 

countries. 

 Greater legal certainty for trade and investment. 

                                                           
5
 The Practice Guide on Cross-Border Insolvency Cooperation arose from a proposal made to UNCITRAL in 2005 

that further work should be undertaken on coordination and cooperation in cross-border insolvency cases, 

particularly with regard to the use and negotiation of cross-border insolvency agreements. 

 
6
 The World Bank employs these standards as its measure for evaluating insolvency regimes, as part of its 

assessment functions. 

 
7
 An enterprise group is defined in Part-III as two or more enterprises that are interconnected by control or 

significant ownership. The definition is intentionally broad enough to include entities that engage in economic 

activity and that may be the subject of an insolvency law, regardless of legal form. Thus, for example, so called 

“special purpose vehicles” could be included as members of an enterprise group. 

 
8
 Part-I of the Guide offers guidance on designing the key objectives and structure of an insolvency law while Part-II 

covers the core provisions that an insolvency law should contain. 

 
9
For instance, Article 3 of the Model Law provides- “to the extent that this Law conflicts with an obligation of this 

State arising out of any treaty or other form of agreement to which it is a party with one or more other States, the 

requirements of the treaty or agreement prevail.” The Model Law also makes a public policy exception vide its 

Article 6. 

 
10

 Anonymous, “UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency with Guide to  Enactment”, available at 

http://www.uncitral.org/pdf/english/texts/insolven/insolvency-e.pdf 

http://www.uncitral.org/pdf/english/texts/insolven/insolvency-e.pdf
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 Fair and efficient administration of cross-border insolvency that protects the interest of all 

creditors and other interested persons, including the debtor. 

 Protection and maximization of the value of the debtor‟s assets; and. 

 Facilitation of the rescue of financially troubled businesses, thereby protecting 

investment and preserving employment. 

 

The Model Law seeks to achieve these objectives by following four key principles. They are
11

- 

 

1. The “access” principle which establishes the circumstances in which a “foreign 

representative”
12

 has rights of access to the court (the receiving court) in the enacting 

State from which recognition and relief is sought;
13

 

2. The “recognition” principle under which the receiving court may make an order 

recognizing the foreign proceeding, either as a foreign “main” or “non-main” 

proceeding;
14

 

3. The “relief” principle which seeks to provide possible avenues for granting relief. There 

is no doubt as to when a proceeding is already recognized as a “main” proceeding, 

automatic relief follows.
15

 Where an application for recognition is pending, the Model 

Law suggests an interim relief to protect assets within the jurisdiction of the receiving 

court. The main relief is in the form of a stay or suspension of actions and proceedings 

against the property of the debtor located in the enacting state. Apart from this, additional 

discretionary relief is also available in respect of “main” proceedings and relief of similar 

nature may be provided  in  case of “non-main” proceeding;
16

 

                                                           

11
Anonymous, “The UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency: the judicial perspective”, available at 

http://www.uncitral.org/pdf/english/texts/insolven/pre-judicial-perspective.pdf 

 
12

As defined by Art. 2(d) of the UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency 

 
13

 The UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency, Art.9 

 
14

 Ibid. Art.17 

 
15

Ibid. Art.20 

 
16

 Ibid. Art.21 
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4. The “cooperation” and “coordination” principle impose obligations on both courts and 

insolvency representatives in different States to communicate and cooperate to the 

maximum extent possible. This ensures that the single debtor‟s insolvent estate is 

administered fairly and efficiently with optimum benefits to creditors.
17

 

Reciprocity Principle 

Reciprocity as a pre-requisite might arise out of case law, particularly if courts in one state 

interpret the provisions of the Model Law more restrictively than courts in other states.
18

The 

Model Law does not mandate reciprocity in the jurisdiction in which the proceedings originated 

as a pre-requisite for making an order.
19

Therefore, a foreign proceeding cannot be denied 

recognition solely on the basis that a court in the State in which the foreign proceeding was 

commenced may not provide adequate relief to an insolvency representative from the enacting 

State.
20

Therefore, it is often argued that “Model Law though provides for the protection and 

participation of foreign creditors in the distribution of the debtor's local assets, it does not 

provide the same measure of protection and participation for local creditors in the distribution of 

assets in foreign proceedings.”
21

The counter argument often made against this is that “a strict 

territorial approach though benefits local creditors; it does so at the expense of foreign 

investment.”
22

 The researcher, however, believes that the disadvantage associated with the strict 

territorial approach can be overcome by the principle of „cooperation‟. One of the possible ways 

can be to limit the application of a cross-border insolvency laws to states that have either more or 

less similar laws or, to negotiate bilateral or multilateral arrangements for such purposes. Policies 

can be formulated so as to provide that the application of any cross-border insolvency law should 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
17

 Ibid. Arts. 25, 26, 27, 29 and 30  

 
18

Anonymous, “Cross-Border Insolvency: Should New Zealand adopt the  UNCITRAL Model Law on 

Cross-Border Insolvency”, available at 

https://insol.org/colloquiumpapers/Should%20New%20Zealand%20adopt%20the%20Model%20Law.pdf 

 
19

 Ibid.  

 
20

 Supra Note 11 at p.15 

 
21

 Anonymous, “Cross-Border Insolvency”, available athttp://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Insolvency-Law-

Final-Report/part04.pdf 

 
22

 Ibid. 

https://insol.org/colloquiumpapers/Should%20New%20Zealand%20adopt%20the%20Model%20Law.pdf
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Insolvency-Law-Final-Report/part04.pdf
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Insolvency-Law-Final-Report/part04.pdf


 

6 
 

be subject to at least a real prospect, if not a guarantee, of reciprocity. South Africa is one good 

example which provides for adoption of the UNCITRAL model law only in cases where the 

country from which an application for recognition and assistance is made has reciprocal 

law.
23

Another reason for following the reciprocity principle is that “a broad prerequisite of 

reciprocity provides the relevant court with the ability to tailor the level and extent of recognition 

and assistance according to the particular circumstances of each case.”
24

 

 

CHAPTER 2: UNCITRAL MODEL LAW AND PRINCIPLES 

ADOPTED IN INDIA 

The Companies Act together with several other statutes like the Sick Industrial Companies Act 

(SICA), Banking Regulation Act, Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial Assets and 

Enforcement of Security Interest (SARFAESI) Act, form the flesh and bones of corporate 

insolvency laws in India.
25

 Unlike the UNCITRAL Model which has a very wide ambit of 

applicability, these legislations are applicable to corporate entities only.
26

 While, SICA deals 

with the revival and rehabilitation of corporate entities; the Companies Act, 1956 deals with their 

liquidation and winding up. In specific cases like insolvency of banking and financial companies 

and Non-Banking Financial Companies certain additional requirements under the Banking 

Regulation Act and the RBI Guidelines for NBFCs also need to be followed.
27

 

 

                                                           
23

 Anonymous, “Informal Workouts, Restructuring and  the Future of Asian Insolvency Reform”, available at 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/17/54/16211282.pdf 

 
24

 Supra Note 21 

 
25

 Similarly, statutory companies and government companies may be excluded from the provisions of the 

Companies Act relating to winding up provided that the statute under which they are formed specifically stipulates 

that the company will not be governed by the winding up provisions of the Companies Act. 

 
26

 Liquidation/restructuring of other entities like trusts, and partnerships would be governed by the provisions of the 

Indian Trusts Act, 1882 and the Indian Partnerships Act, 1932, respectively. Similarly, statutory companies and 

government companies may be excluded from the provisions of the Companies Act relating to winding up provided 

that the statute under which they are formed specifically stipulates that the company will not be governed by the 

winding up provisions of the Companies Act. 

 
27

 Anonymous, “Bankruptcy Laws: A comparative Analysis”, available athttp://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-

Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf 
 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/17/54/16211282.pdf
http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf
http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf
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Although, some of the key provisions of these statutes reflect principles on which UNCITRAL 

Model Insolvency Law is also based upon, the Indian insolvency regime as a whole only 

partially adopts the principles of Model Insolvency Law. Instances where Indian laws have 

adopted some of the principles of Model Insolvency Law, though implicitly, can be section 583 

of the Companies Act 1956 which touches upon the access principle of the Model Law and 

provides circumstances in which foreign companies can be wound up in India. Similarly, 

SARFAESI Act allows International Finance Corporation or a consortium thereof to exercise all 

or any of the rights set out in sub-section 4 of Section 13 of the Act for the security of interest. 

Furthermore, the Foreign Exchange Regulation Act, 1973 requires the foreign creditor to seek 

approval of the RBI for creation of security in favour of the foreign creditor. The ordinary rules 

of ranking as applicable to domestic creditors will be applicable to foreign creditors too after the 

permission has been granted and the same rules applicable in relation to secured or unsecured 

creditors will apply thereafter. This is in perfect consonance with the Article 13 of the Model 

Law which prevents discrimination against foreign creditors. However, the access principle in 

India is subject to the principle of reciprocity. India relies on the reciprocity principle to 

recognize and enforce foreign proceedings in its territory.
28

 Sections 13 and 44A of the Civil 

Procedure Code, lays down certain specific grounds and provisions on which a foreign judgment 

can be recognized or accepted by an Indian Court. In India it is only those judgments which are 

from a reciprocating country, as is notified in the Indian Official Gazette, are recognized. This 

means that a judgment in rem delivered by a foreign court of a non-reciprocating territory will 

not be accepted for the purposes of execution and will mandatorily need filing of a new civil suit 

in India. In other words, if liquidation proceedings are initiated against a company outside India, 

the Indian limb of such company will still be construed as an independent entity and will not 

automatically be affected, unless a winding-up petition is filed before an Indian court. 

UNCITRAL Model Law does not strictly follow the principle of reciprocity. Therefore, it can be 

observed that the access principle only finds its limited applicability in India.  

So far as recognition principle is concerned an insolvency order against an Indian company can 

be recognized only when it is passed by the Company Court. Under the existing laws, no foreign 

court can declare an Indian company as being wound up and only pass, at the most, a judgment 

                                                           
28

N.P.A.K. Muthiah Chettiar (Died) v. K.S.Rm. Firm Shwebo, (1956) 2 MLJ 239, para 18 
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against assets within its jurisdiction. In cases, where an Indian company has assets outside the 

territorial jurisdiction of India then depending upon the rules of registration of the Indian 

company or branch abroad in a foreign jurisdiction, foreign law may apply.
29

The principle of 

“cooperation” and “coordination” as enshrined in the UNCITRAL Model Law also find its 

limited applicability by being confined only to the reciprocating States. 

The principle objective of ensuring relief as enshrined in the relief principle of Model Law find 

its reflection in SARFAESI Act which empowers Securitization or Reconstruction Companies to 

act as an agent for any bank or financial institution for the purpose of recovering their dues from 

the borrower on payment of such fees as may be mutually agreed. These companies can also act 

as a Manager or a Receiver for such purposes. In the line of the Model Law which provides for 

interim relief in the form of a stay or suspension of actions and proceedings against the property 

of the debtor, the Companies Act of India vide section 443 (1)(c) also empowers the Tribunal to 

make any interim order that it deems fit on hearing a winding up petition. Furthermore, while the 

company is being wound up all the proceedings in any other court on the same matter gets 

automatically transferred to the court where winding up proceeding is being carried on. This acts 

as a stay or suspension of any actions and proceedings against the property of the debtor. 

However, Article 7 of the Model Law provides that a court may make an order either under the 

Model Law or under some alternative cross-border insolvency law in force in the state in 

question. This in essence gives the court power to choose an appropriate remedy.
30

 The Indian 

court does not presently have that option. Thus we find that even the relief principle finds its 

limited applicability in India. 

2.1: IMPACT: AMENDMENTS TO COMPANIES ACT 

On a close scrutiny of the key amendments proposed by the Companies (Amendment) Bill, 2011, 

it can be observed that the impact of UNCITRAL Model Law on insolvency has a very little 

effect on the proposed amendments. The amendment although promises an extensive Insolvency 

Code based on the latest principles recommended by the United Nations Commission on 

International Trade Law (UNCITRAL), the researcher did not find anything substantial in the 

                                                           
29

 New proceedings may have to be instituted in foreign jurisdiction based on foreign law applicable for the 

liquidation and winding up and sale of such assets, or branch or foreign company. 

 
30

Supra Note 18 
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Amendment Act. The proposed bill provides for consolidation of like Courts, the BIFR and the 

Company Law Board in one specialized tribunal – the National Company Law Tribunal. This 

means that liquidation of companies, schemes of arrangement/compromises and restructuring of 

sick companies would all carried out under the aegis of NCLT. This is definitely not going to 

help India in making its insolvency laws in the line of the international standards set by the 

Model Insolvency Law. Vesting in all the powers of BIFR, Courts and Company Law Boards 

may lead to over-burdening of NCLT. Also, there is no guarantee as to whether the slow 

mechanism of BIFR which was observed by the committee would disappear and the NCLT 

would be able to rehabilitate or wind up the company within 1 year. Hence, the situations will 

either remain the same or it might even get worse. One progressive change that the amendment 

provides for is that it gives much greater power in the hands of the creditors to supervise a rescue 

plan and restrict the powers of management in the rehabilitation of a sick company. The 

company is barred from selling its assets during the revival process. This echoes the relief 

principle of the Model Law which provides for interim relief in the form of a stay or suspension 

of actions and proceedings against the property of the debtor. By providing a fixed timeframe for 

completion of the rehabilitation process, the amendment affirms the cooperation and 

coordination principle of the Model Law. Another enabling provision in the proposed 

amendment is that it empowers the creditors or contributory to appoint professionals or legal 

practitioners entitled to appear before the Tribunal. 

 

 

CHAPTER 3: PRINCIPLES ADOPTED IN UK AND INDIA- A 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

The underlying objectives on which the insolvency regime in both UK and India is based on 

are
31

- 

 Restoring the debtor company to profitable trading where this is practicable;  

 Maximize the return to creditors as a whole where the company itself cannot be saved;  

                                                           
31

Dhroff Shardul D., “Insolvency Law Reforms Report on India”, available at 

http://www.adb.org/documents/others/insolvency/local_study_ind.pdf 
 

http://www.adb.org/documents/others/insolvency/local_study_ind.pdf
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 Establish a fair and equitable system for the ranking of claims and the distribution of 

assets among creditors involving a redistribution of rights. 

 

In UK, Section 14 of the Insolvency Act 2000 gives the Secretary of State power to enact the 

Model Law, with or without modification, by secondary legislation approved by resolution of 

each House of Parliament. Pursuant to this power, the Cross-Border Insolvency Regulations2006 

(the “Regulations”) have been enacted, effective as of 4 April 2006.Unlike India, which is yet to 

implement UNCITRAL Model Law on Insolvency, UK has tried to stay as close to the Model 

Law as possible and ensure consistency, certainty and harmonization with other States enacting 

the Model Law. The laws in UK depart from the Model Insolvency Law only when it is 

necessary to give way to the established local requirements.
32

 Regulation 2 of the Cross-Border 

Insolvency Regulations 2006 provides that the Model Law in the form set out in Schedule 1 to 

the Regulations shall have the force of law in Great Britain. Regulation 3 lays down that British 

insolvency law is to apply with any modifications necessary for the purpose of giving effect to 

the Model Law. The Model Law finds its applicability in Britain in the following cases- 

 where assistance is sought in Great Britain by a foreign court or a foreign representative 

in connection with a foreign insolvency proceeding; 

 where assistance is sought in a foreign State in connection with a British insolvency 

proceeding; 

 where a foreign insolvency proceeding and a British insolvency proceeding in respect of 

the same debtor are taking place concurrently; or 

 where creditors or other interested persons in a foreign State have an interest in 

requesting the commencement of, or participating in, a British insolvency proceeding. 

 

As regards Article 3 of the Model Law, India and UK both follow this provision and hence in 

both the countries an obligation in a treaty would not prevail over domestic law unless the treaty 

obligation itself had been enacted in the domestic law. Such an approach allows the courts 

maximum flexibility to apply the Model Law. Apart from this UK has effectively implemented 

                                                           
32

 These differences include references to Council Regulation (EC) 1346/2000 on Insolvency Proceedings (the “EU 

Regulation”), section 426 of the Insolvency Act 1986, the British Court systems, and the different forms of relief 

available under British insolvency law. 
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Article 13 of the Model Law which prevents discrimination against foreign creditors. In British 

insolvency proceedings foreign creditors would normally be treated in the same way as British 

creditors.
33

The India, however, we find that the applicability of Article 13 is restricted as 

discussed in Chapter 2. 

 

A British court is required to decide on an application for recognition of a foreign insolvency 

proceeding at the earliest possible time. Unlike India which has only partially adopted the relief 

principle, UK has effectively adopted this principle of the Model Law by providing that pending 

the court‟s decision, the court may, at the request of the foreign representative, where relief is 

urgently needed to protect the assets of the debtor or the interests of the creditors, grant interim 

relief, such as staying execution against the debtor‟s assets.
34

 Apart from this, the UK law, in 

compliance with the Model Law, also provides for certain other forms of available relief like 

entrusting the administration or realization of all or part of the debtor‟s assets located in Great 

Britain to the foreign representative or another person designated by the court or any additional 

relief that may be available. As regards the „co-operation principle‟ of the Model Law, it has 

been adopted in UK in a way which gives some discretion to the courts and makes it obligatory 

only to the extent co-operation is consistent with “other duties under the law of Great Britain”. 

Therefore, it can be observed that UK has perfectly used the combination of EU Regulations and 

the UNCITRAL Model Law as a tool to leave less room for local interests to influence outcomes 

in disproportionate ways and come up in the line of international standards set by the 

UNCITRAL Model Insolvency Law. On the contrary, India is still far behind on the path of 

development of its insolvency laws as per the international standards. Although, it is said that 

India is seriously considering adoption of the UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border 

Insolvency, the researcher does not find anything substantial in the Companies Bill, 2011 which 

can emulate the approach adopted by UK to give effect to the Model Insolvency Law.  

 

 

 

                                                           
33

 The consequences of recognition differ depending on whether the foreign proceedingis a foreign main or non-

main proceeding. 

 
34

 Provided certain criteria are met such as the production of a certificate from the foreign court affirming the 

existence of the foreign proceeding and of the appointment of the foreign representative. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
The Model Law provides procedural framework to facilitate more effective and harmonized 

disposition of cross-border insolvency cases where an insolvent debtor has assets or debts in 

more than one State. The most notable feature of the Model Law is that it does not mandate a 

substantive unification of laws and respect the differences among national laws by allowing the 

implementing states to modify it according to their specific needs. The entire law is based on 

four key principles, viz. the access principle, the recognition principle, the relief principle and the 

co-ordination principle. However, it is to be noted that the UNCITRAL Model law does not 

strictly follow the reciprocity principle. India on the other hand relies on the reciprocity principle 

to recognize and enforce foreign proceedings in its territory. Although, one can find traces of the 

international standards set by the Model Insolvency Law in several provisions of SICA, 

SARFAESI and the Companies Act, the researcher did not find sufficient and holistic adoption 

of UNCITRAL Model law principles by the Indian insolvency regime. The relevant Acts rather 

deal with the same in a very peripheral way. Moreover, even the proposed amendment of 

Companies Act 2011 does not offer anything substantial which can overhaul the current 

insolvency regime and unleash reforms to bring the Indian laws in the line of the international 

standards. The same principles of Model Law which find their effective implementation in UK 

have not even been contemplated in the proposed Amendment to the Companies Act in India. 

Unlike, UK and the United States, India does not have a single comprehensive legislation dealing 

with insolvency laws. The relevant laws are scattered around separate provisions of the 

Companies Act, SICA, Banking Regulation Act, and SARFAESI Act. SICA has already been 

proved ineffective because of procedural and legal delays, misuse of its protection and poor 

enforcement mechanism. The winding up proceedings under the Companies Act 1956 Act is a 

long drawn affair and takes several years. In this process, substantial corporate assets remain 

unrealized and undistributed. The inordinate delay in proceedings mars the possibility of rapid 

use of productive assets lying dormant throughout the country. The researcher would, therefore, 

like to point out that enhancement of cross-border investments by foreign companies and the 

Indian companies investing outside have necessitated a strong cross-border insolvency law in 

India. To meet that end, there is a dire need to harmonize the domestic legal system in India with 
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the International order and give enforceability to foreign court judgments for the purposes of 

execution. 
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http://books.google.co.in/books?id=4jZs91yOOoAC&pg=PA100&lpg=PA100&dq=principle+of+reciprocity+in+cross+border+insolvency&source=bl&ots=OEEeEu7kUk&sig=C5pEVsNnbQzRbEZubCvMOZFUvGk&hl=en&ei=dvdaTsLbNMXKrAfDxtTPCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=9&ved=0CFAQ6AEwCA#v=onepage&q=principle%20of%20reciprocity%20in%20cross%20border%20insolvency&f=false
http://books.google.co.in/books?id=4jZs91yOOoAC&pg=PA100&lpg=PA100&dq=principle+of+reciprocity+in+cross+border+insolvency&source=bl&ots=OEEeEu7kUk&sig=C5pEVsNnbQzRbEZubCvMOZFUvGk&hl=en&ei=dvdaTsLbNMXKrAfDxtTPCg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=9&ved=0CFAQ6AEwCA#v=onepage&q=principle%20of%20reciprocity%20in%20cross%20border%20insolvency&f=false
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Electronic Resources 

Articles on Electronic Media  

Anonymous, “Bankruptcy Laws: A comparative Analysis”, available at 

http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-

Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-

%20US%20%20India.pdf 

 

Anonymous, “Cross-Border Insolvency: Should New Zealand adopt the UNCITRAL 

Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency”, available at 

https://insol.org/colloquiumpapers/Should%20New%20Zealand%20adopt%20the%20Mo

del%20Law.pdf 

 

Dhroff Shardul D., “Insolvency Law Reforms Report on India”, available at 

http://www.adb.org/documents/others/insolvency/local_study_ind.pdf 

Reports/Documents 

Cross-Border Insolvency, Asian Development Bank, available at 

http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Insolvency-Law-Final-Report/part04.pdf 

Cross-border Insolvency and the UNCITRAL Model Law, The Treasury-Australian 

Government, available at 

http://www.treasury.gov.au/documents/448/HTML/docshell.asp?URL=4CrossBorder.asp 

Cross-border Aspects of Insolvency, Bank of International Settlement, available at 

http://www.bis.org/publ/gten06c.pdf 

 

Organisation for Co-Operation and Development, “Informal Workouts, Restructuring and  

the Future of Asian Insolvency Reform”, available at 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/17/54/16211282.pdf 

 

http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf
http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf
http://www.nishithdesai.com/Research-Papers/Comparative%20note%20on%20bankruptcy%20laws%20-%20US%20%20India.pdf
https://insol.org/colloquiumpapers/Should%20New%20Zealand%20adopt%20the%20Model%20Law.pdf
https://insol.org/colloquiumpapers/Should%20New%20Zealand%20adopt%20the%20Model%20Law.pdf
http://www.adb.org/documents/others/insolvency/local_study_ind.pdf
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Reports/Insolvency-Law-Final-Report/part04.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov.au/documents/448/HTML/docshell.asp?URL=4CrossBorder.asp
http://www.bis.org/publ/gten06c.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/17/54/16211282.pdf
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UNCITRAL, “The UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency: The Judicial 

Perspective”, available at http://www.uncitral.org/pdf/english/texts/insolven/pre-judicial-

perspective.pdf 


