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Introduction
The Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration, known as the
Anti-Concentration Law, was enacted in 2013, following the conclusions of the
Committee for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Economy-Wide
Concentration, which had been published in 2012. According to the Committee’s Report,
the Israeli economy is characterized by excessive cross-sectoral concentration compared
to other markets around the world. This concentration is manifest in, among other things,
a small number of individuals controlling a large proportion of the real and financial
assets in the economy. Concentrated control was attained through pyramid holding
structures, among other things.
The Committee determined that the economy’s concentrated structure could affect
incentives for action, impact economy-wide competition and economic risks, and
undermine the health of the financial system, competition, individual savers, minority
shareholders, and bondholders. Investors’ interests could be adversely affected by the
decoupling of economic interests and means of control, through asset tunneling to
controlling shareholders, inefficient allocation of resources, and a decline in managerial
standards. Competition could be adversely affected by multi-market contacts, while
stability could be undermined by a rise in potential systemic risk.
The Committee therefore recommended action on three levels, and these
recommendations served as the foundation for the Law’s requirements:
1. Regulation of the allocation of public assets in order to reduce concentration and
prevent anti-competitive practices.
2. Separation of control of significant financial assets and significant real assets.
3. Restriction on the operations of pyramidal holding structures.
These legislative directly targeted economy-wide changes in ownership structure. In
addition to legislative changes, other factors have also affected economy-wide
developments in the ownership structure in recent years. For example, the factors that
led to changes in market structure include the global financial crisis and the debt
restructures performed in its wake, a global trend of mergers and acquisitions, and the
reduced attractiveness of regulated markets (among other reasons, due to the availability
of alternative sources of financing, a low interest environment, a desire to evade
regulatory requirements and public transparency, and a decline in market liquidity). In
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addition to these factors, specific business considerations that affected the sale or
delisting of companies may also have had an effect.1
This study examines the developments in the ownership structure of companies in Israel
from the period preceding the publication of the Anti-Concentration Committee’s
recommendation to the present. The study examines the changes in various parameters
that were noted in the background study to the Committee’ Report, which was conducted
by the Economic Research Department of the Israel Securities Authority.2

Key Findings
Following is a description of the key findings of this study.


The share of companies controlled by a controlling shareholder has declined in
recent years, yet remain high.
o Ownership of the vast majority of companies whose shares are traded on the
stock exchange in Israel is concentrated in the hands of a single controlling
shareholder or a control group. In 2010, when the Committee for Promotion
of Competition and Reduction of Economy-Wide Concentration
commenced its work, the proportion of companies with a controlling
shareholder, excluding dual-listed companies, was 92%. In the past decade
this figure declined slightly to 88% of all public companies, yet remains high.
o The percentage of total market value of companies (excluding dual-listed
companies) with a single controlling shareholder has also been on the decline
since 2010, and at end 2018 these companies accounted for 74% of the total
market value of stocks traded on the TASE (excluding dual-listed
companies), compared to 92% at end 2010.
o In more than one-third of all publicly traded companies, controlling
shareholders’ equity holding is less than 50%. This figure has not changed
significantly since 2010.

1 For information on additional developments in the Israeli economy that affected the ownership
structure, see Appendix 1.
2 Ownership Structure in the Business Groups in Israel – Working Paper.
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o The cumulative market value of companies in which controlling
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shareholders hold less than 50% of equity accounted for 40% of the total
market value of publicly traded companies in 2017, compared with 44% in
2010.
o The percentage of companies in Israel with a controlling shareholder is high
compared to other countries, especially in comparison with developed
countries.
The number of business groups3 that control publicly traded companies in Israel also
declined in recent years.
o As of end 2017, the market value of shares and participation units of publicly
traded companies that belong to business groups accounted for 34% of the
total market value, compared with 54% in 2010.
o The percentage of tradable debt issued by business groups declined from 68%
of the total value of the tradable bond market in 2010 to 55% in 2017.
o As of end 2017, 23% of all publicly traded companies belonged to business
groups, compared with 25% in 2010.
o The sectoral distribution of companies belonging to a controlling group
remained stable. Groups comprise companies in 3.8 sectors on average.
o As of end 2017, there were 26 business groups in Israel, in contrast to 28
groups in 2010, of which 24 were major business groups.
The value of the 10 largest business groups in the economy also declined from 44%
of the total value of the stock market in 2010 to 29% at end 2017.
o Between 2010 and 2017, several changes occurred in the sectoral distribution
of companies comprising the 10 largest business groups. For example, in
2017, 16% of the companies operating in the oil and gas sector compared with
only 4% in 2010. Companies in the real estate sector increased from 11% to
19% in that period, while companies in the industrial sector declined from
24% in 2010 to a mere 9% in 2017. The percentage of companies in the
financial sector increased from 17% in 2010 to 20% in 2017.
The share of institutional investors’ holdings in tradable assets of the 10 largest
groups declined. As at end 2017, all tradable securities (shares and bonds) of the 10

A business group: Three or more companies traded on the stock market that are engaged in at least two

different business sectors and are under the control of a single controlling shareholder (an individual,
family, or group).
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largest business groups accounted for 43% of the institutional investors’ total assets


in tradable shares and bonds, compared with 55% at end 2010.
According to the requirements of the Anti-Concentration Law, the number of
layers in pyramid structures in the Israeli economy declined significantly.
o In the period preceding the Anti-Concentration Law,4 there were 69 “layer
companies” that were expected to change in their holding structure pursuant
to the Law. As of end 2018, only 9 companies located in a third layer or lower
remained and are expected to change their holding structure by end 2019.
o The market value share of the companies in the third or lower layer in
pyramidal structures declined from 14.3% (NIS 111 billion) at end 2010 to
3.7% (NIS 26 billion) in end 2018.
o The market value share of tradable corporate bonds issued by these
companies declined gradually from 17.4% (NIS 43 billion) to 4.5% (NIS 15
billion).
o It appears that the most common reason for the reduction in the number of
layers in pyramidal structures was financial difficulties (46%), followed by
the controlling shareholder’s business strategy (29%). In effect, only 16% of
the companies noted that the change was a direct response to the AntiCompetition Law, and in many of these cases, additional influencing factors
were also involved in the decision.5
o In most of the companies (63%) the change in holding structure was due to
their sale or the sale of their parent company to an external entity. In 15% of
the cases, the company was merged into the parent company (that is to say,
the company became a private company following the parent company’s
tender offer), in 13% of the cases the company or the parent company
remained publicly traded under the same controlling shareholder but moved
to a higher layer in the pyramid structure.
o In more than 80% of the cases, layers in pyramidal structures were removed
without any adverse effect on the public market coverage. In other words, in
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As of September 2010.
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Mostly based on companies’ reports and news reports. Notably, it is reasonable to assume that the

Anti-Concentration Law also had indirect effects on the ownership structure of the economy, and not
only direct effects on the elimination of layers in specific companies.
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most cases these companies remained publicly traded companies or were






merged into other publicly traded companies.
o In Israel there is a relatively greater tendency to use pyramidal structures and
controlling groups compared to other countries, but an improvement in this
situation is evident in the past decade.
Since 2010, the average share of external directors increased to one third by end
2018 (the increase in TA125 companies was more significant than in smaller
companies).
An analysis of director networks indicates an improvement in the trend of several
aggregate measures.
The neighbors measure shows that since 2010, on average, the number of directors
with whom a target director sits on a board declined. The director betweenness
measure shows that the average director has become less of a focal hub in the director
network. In contrast, the director connectedness measure rose slightly and indicates
that fewer companies have directors with no links to other boards of directors in the
sample.
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Developments in the condition of the Israeli economy 20102018
As noted, the Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration 57742013 was enacted in 2013, following the work of the Committee for Promotion of
Competition and Reduction of Economy-Wide Concentration (“the Concentration
Committee”). This chapter examines the changes that occurred in the structure of
ownership of companies in Israel since the Committee observed and reported the
situation.

Structure of ownership
In the vast majority of companies whose shares are traded on the stock exchange in
Israel, ownership is concentrated in the hands of a single controlling shareholder or
controlling core. In 2010, when the Concentration Committee commenced its work, 92%
of all companies, excluding dual-listed companies, had a single controlling shareholder.
This figure declined slightly in the past decade, but remains high, at 88%. A more
significant decline occurred in market value terms, from 92% in 2010 to 74% in 2018. This
decline was largely affected by the loss of control in companies with a significant market
cap, such as Bezeq and Bank Hapoalim, in the course of 2018.

Figure 1. Public companies listed on the stock exchange (excluding dual-listed
companies), by structure of ownership

When dual-listed companies are included, 80% of all listed companies were controlled
by a controlling shareholder at end 2017, compared with 90% at end 2010. This figure
was influenced by the fact that the share of dual-listed companies on the stock market
increased from 7% at end 2010 to 12% at end 2017, and 75% of these companies had no
controlling shareholder.
7

Figure 2. Public companies, by structure of ownership and reporting method

As of end 2017, publicly traded companies, including dual-listed companies, controlled
by a controlling shareholder accounted for 59% of the total market value, compared to
66% at end 2010.

Figure 3. Percentage of total stock market value of public companies by structure
of ownership

Control does not necessarily imply that the controlling shareholder holds the majority of
the company’s shares. Control may be based on control agreements, for example.
Furthermore, in the pyramidal structure used by numerous companies in Israel, in many
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cases control is achieved with less than a 50% share in equity.6 When reviewing the
holdings of controlling shareholders of companies in Israel, we find that the structure of
ownership in Israel is typically based on a low equity holding. In more than one-third of
the public companies, all controlling shareholders have an equity holding of less than
50%. This figure has not changed significantly since 2010.

Figure 4. Controlled publicly traded companies, by cumulative equity holdings of
all controlling shareholders

In addition to an examination of the number of companies, it is also important to
examine the size of the companies that are controlled by a controlling shareholder,
taking into account the controlling shareholder’s equity holding. In the following figure,
the X-axis shows the controlling shareholders’ equity holding, but in contrast to the
previous figure, the Y-axis in this figure shows the companies in terms of the percentage
of the total market value, and not the percentage of all publicly traded companies in the
market. This figure indicates that companies in which the controlling shareholder had
an equity holding of less than 30% accounted for 17% of the market value of all publicly
traded companies in 2017, compared with 26% in 2010. Furthermore, companies in which
their controlling shareholders had equity holdings of less than 50% accounted for 40% of
the total market value of all publicly traded companies, compared with 44% in 2010.

6

For example, if a controlling shareholder holds 51% of Company A, which has a 51% stake in

Company B. The controlling shareholder has an equity holding of effectively only 25% in Company B.
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Figure 5. Percentage market value of controlled publicly traded companies, by total
equity holdings of all controlling shareholders

Global comparison
A study conducted by London Business School reviewed the data of 27,000 companies
traded in 85 countries, including Israel, in 2012.7
The following figure shows that only 16.4% of the companies in the sample are
controlled8 by families or private individuals, and an additional 15.5% are held by private
companies without decentralized control. In total market value terms, these figures are
even lower and these groups account for only 18% of the sample.

7

Gur Aminadav, Elias Papaioannou, "Corporate Control around the World", London Business School,

April 2018
8

In this study, control was defined as a holding of at least 20% in voting rights. The definition of a block

holder has a holding of at least 5%. Gur Aminadav, Elias Papaioannou, Corporate Control Around the

World, 2018.
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Figure 6. Types of ultimate controlling shareholders around the world

Source: Gur Aminadav, Elias Papaioannou, Corporate Control Around the World, 2018,
London Business School.

The following figure shows the percentage of controlled companies around the world. It
is evident that countries in North America, the UK, and Australia have a smaller
percentage of companies with controlling shareholders, while in Northern and Western
Europe these percentages are higher. In most developing countries in South America,
Africa, Eastern Europe and Asia,9 including Israel, the percentage is rather high.

9

There are exceptions. In the majority of these exceptions, the capital market is small, and several of

these countries were excluded from the final sample.
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Figure 7. Percentage of controlled companies around the world

Source: Corporate Control Around the World, 2018

The map obtained for companies controlled by families or individuals is similar to the
above map.
A comparison of the research data on the number of companies that are controlled by
families, individuals, or private companies that are not widely held , in Israel with the
same type of companies in the OECD countries in the above sample shows that twothirds of these countries have a lower percentage of controlled companies, although the
percentage is higher in European countries such as France and Germany. In contrast, if
we use the definition of control in Israeli law for controlled companies in Israel, we find
that the percentage of controlled companies in Israel is much higher (90%), and exceeds
all other OECD countries in the sample.
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Figure 8. Types of control in OECD countries

Source: Corporate Control Around the World, 2018

Business Groups
One of the common definitions of business groups in the literature is a group of three or
more listed companies that operate in at least two business sectors and are controlled by
the same controlling shareholders (individuals, families, or groups).10
According to this definition, 26 business groups existed in Israel at end 2017. In contrast,
in 2010 there were 28 business groups, of which 24 major business groups.

10

This is a relatively stringent definition. The literature contains more lenient definitions such as those

used in the study by Masulis, Pham, & Zein, discussed below, which defined a group as two or more
companies engaged in different sectors.
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In the intervening period, the number of companies that belonged to business groups
declined considerably. As at end 2017, the business groups included 130 listed companies
(stocks or bonds), which accounted for 23% of all listed companies, of which were 106
publicly traded companies. In contrast, in 2010, the business groups contained 186 listed
companies, which accounted for 26% of all listed companies and included 150 publicly
traded companies.

Figure 9. Composition of companies in the business groups

It is evident that most of the decline already occurred prior to 2014, after a period in
which a large number of companies were sold due to financial difficulties. One example
is the IDB group, which sold off many companies between 2012 and 2014.
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Figure 10. Percentage of publicly traded companies in the business groups of the
total number of publicly traded companies on the stock exchange

As of end 2017, the total market value of shares and participation units of the 106 publicly
traded companies belonging to the business groups totaled NIS 270 billion, or for 34% if
the total market value. In contrast, in October 2010, the market value of the 150 publicly
traded companies belonging to the business groups totaled NIS 422 billion, or 54% of the
total market value. That is to say, in this period a significant decline occurred both in the
market value of the business groups and in their weight in the total share market.
In contrast, the negotiable debt of companies belonging to business groups increased in
this period, but this increase was lower than the increase in the total value of tradable
corporate debt on the stock exchange. As of end 2017, the market value of the tradable
debt in the business groups totaled NIS 183 billion, compared with NIS 168 billion in
2010, but the percentage of tradable debt held by the business groups declined in this
period from 68% to 55% of the total value of the tradable corporate bond market on the
stock exchange.
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Figure 11. Market value share of stocks and bonds issued by business groups

The 10 largest business groups in the economy
One measure of concentration is the percentage market value of the public companies
held by the ten families that have the widest control.11

11

For example, studies by Classens, Djanvoc & Lang (2000) and Faccio & Lang (2002) examined the ten

largest families’ share of control of all publicly traded companies in Europe and East Asia.
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Figure 12. Market value held by the 10 largest business groups in the early 2000s,
by country
Source: Classens, Djanvoc & Lang (2002); Faccio & Lang (2002)

The figure for Israel in late 2010, before the Concentration Committee submitted its
recommendations, was 44% of the total market value of all publicly traded companies.
At end 2017, the total market value of the 10 largest business groups in the economy12
was NIS 232 billion, or 86% of the total market value of all business groups and 29% of
the total value of the stock market. This figure is still high compared with most of the
western countries presented above, despite the fact that the figures for those countries
refer to a much earlier period.

12

Group size was determined by the total market value of shares and tradable corporate bonds as at the

end of the period. In other words, a group’s ranking may vary across years.
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Figure 13. Percentage of stock market value of the 10 largest business groups in the
economy

The percentage of the 10 largest business groups’ tradable corporate bond value of the
total bond market value declined from 54% as of end 2010 to 47% as of end 2017. In
contrast, the percentage share of the bond market of the 10 largest business groups of the
total bond market value of all business groups rose from 80% at end 2010 to 82%-86% in
2014 and 2017, respectively.

Figure 14. Percentage of tradable corporate bond market value of the 10 largest
business groups in the economy
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As an estimate of the extent of the 10 largest business groups’ economy-wide influence,
we can examine the ratio between the stock and tradable bond market value of the 10
largest business groups to the GDP.
As of end 2017, the stock and tradable bond market value of the 10 largest groups was
31% of the GDP; and the stock and bond market value of the 5 largest groups was 18%
of the GDP. The largest groups’ tradable assets as a percentage of the GDP declined by
almost one-half between 2010 and 2017.

Figure 15. Stock and tradable bond market value of the largest business groups
compared to the GDP

Similarly to the decline in the number of companies in the business groups, the number
of companies belonging to the 10 largest business groups also declined significantly over
this period.
As of end 2017, 65 companies belonged to the 10 largest business groups (of these, 51
were publicly traded companies), compared to 106 companies (of which 81 were publicly
traded) at end 2010.
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Figure 16. Number of companies in the 10 largest business groups

Furthermore, in 2017, business groups comprised 4-12 companies each, compared with
4-35 companies in 2010. That is to say, the average number of companies per business
group declined.
Although the number of companies belonging to these groups declined significantly
over the period, groups dispersion over sectors remained unchanged. Groups comprise
companies that represent 3.8 sectors on average. That is to say, the dispersion is wide
and the companies in each business group are engaged in a broad range of sectors.
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Figure 17. Sector dispersion of companies in the 10 largest business groups, by
group

Figure 18. Sector dispersion of companies in the 10 largest business groups

Changes in the sector dispersion of companies in the 10 largest business groups between
2010 and 2017 are evident.
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For example, in 2017, 16% of the companies were in the oil and gas sector, compared
with only 4% in 2010. The percentage of companies in the real estate sector increased
from 11% to 19% in this period, while the percentage if companies in the industrial sector
declined from 24% in 2010 to a mere 9% in 2017. The percentage of companies in the
finance sector increased from 17% in 2010 to 20% in 2017.

Figure 19. Stock and tradable bond market value of the 10 business groups

At end 2010, the stock and tradable bond market value of the largest business group
totaled NIS 106 billion (the group’s stock market value alone was NIS 56 billion),
compared with NIS 140 billion in 2010 (of which, the stock market value was NIS 118
billion).
Furthermore, in 2017, the value of the holdings of each of the 10 largest groups ranged
between NIS 9 billion and NIS 109 billion (NIS 44 billion on average), and in 2010 ranged
between NIS 19 and NIS 140 billion (NIS 50 billion on average).
The share of a group’s tradable debt increased from an average of 34% in 2010 to 39% in
2017.
Findings show that in the period in question, the 10 largest business groups contracted
in terms of the number of their companies, and consequently their total size decreased.
The percentage value of these companies’ tradable debt represented a larger share of
their market value.
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The 5 largest business groups in the economy
As of end 2017, 28 publicly traded companies belonging to the 5 largest business groups
in the Israeli economy. The number of publicly traded companies in these 5 groups
declined by one half since 2010. As of end 2017, the total stock market value of these 5
groups was NIS 161 billion, compared with NIS 291 billion at end 2010 — a decline of
45% in terms of market value. As of end 2017, the value of the equity holdings of all
controlling shareholders of the five business groups accounted for 32.5% of the total
stock market value, compared to 36.6% at end 2010.

Figure 20. Value of holdings of the 5 largest business groups, by group

At end 2010, the stock market value of the largest group was NIS 120 billion, compared
with NIS 56 billion at end 2017. The equity share of all controlling shareholders in these
groups constituted 13%-43% at end 2017 (35% on average), compared with 26%-47% at
end 2010 (35% on average, as well).
The findings show that, for the largest 5 groups, the average ratio of the value of equity
holdings of all controlling shareholders to the total stock market value declined in this
period from 29% in 2010 to 22% in 2017.
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Holdings of institutional investors
We can see that the holdings of institutional investors in the 10 largest business groups
increased considerably, although to a small extent that the increase in their total
managed assets. As of end 2017, institutional investors’ holdings in shares of the 10
largest business groups totaled NIS 56 billion, which represented 24% of the stock
market value of these groups. In contrast, in 2010, institutional investors held 16% of the
stock market value of the 10 largest business groups.
Furthermore, at end 2017, institutional investors held NIS 100 million or 64% of the
market value of the tradable bonds issued by the 10 largest business groups.
In total, institutional investors held 40% of the stock and tradable bond market value of
the 10 largest business groups, compared to 27% in 2010.

Figure 21. Institutional investors share of the stocks and tradable bonds of the 10
largest business groups

It is evident that a large proportion of the groups’ shares and debt was held by
institutional investors, and that these holdings represented a considerable share of the
institutional investors’ portfolios. At the same time, over the years, the share of the 10
largest business groups’ tradable securities in the institutional investors’ portfolio
declined. As of end 2017, all negotiable securities (shares and bonds) of these companies
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accounted for 43% of the institutional investors’ total assets in shares and tradable bonds,
compared with 55% at end 2010.

Figure 22. Investment in the securities of the 10 largest business groups as a
percentage of institutional investors total assets (by security type)

Pyramidal structures
A pyramidal structure is a common means of increasing the separation between equity
and control.13,14 Through a chain of companies, each of which holds the company one
level below it, the controlling shareholder at the apex of the pyramid can attain a high
share of control for a low equity investment. For example, if the chain of control
comprises two layers, and the controlling core accounts for 50% in each company, then
the controlling shareholder has a 25% equity holding in the bottom company but 50% of
its voting rights. To leverage his influence to increase his profits, the controlling
shareholder will attempt to transfer profits from the companies at the bottom of the

13

M. Faccio and L. Lang, 'The Ultimate Ownership of Western European Corporations', Journal of

Financial Economics, 65, 2002, pp. 365-395
14

S. Claessens, S. Djankov and L. Lang, 'The separation of Ownership and Control in East Asian

Corporations', Journal of Financial Economics, 58, 2000, pp. 81-112
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pyramid to the companies at the top, where his equity rights and consequently his share
in the profits, are larger.15
The Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration 5774-2013 was
designed, among other purposes, to limit pyramidal control structures to only two layers,
in order to reduce the potential implications of this ownership structure.
Section 21 of the Law prohibits the establishment of new pyramidal structures. Section
25 prescribes that the existing pyramids will be dismantled in a period of up to 4 years
(pyramids with 4 or more layers) or up to 6 years (pyramids with three layers) from the
publication of the Law, in order to allow a proper and orderly sale of assets and large
companies without adversely affecting economic stability.16
Immediately prior to the establishment of the Concentration Committee, pyramids were
a common structure of ownership of the business groups in the Israeli market. The
configurations of pyramids varied greatly, both in terms of their branching and in terms
of the complexity of the connections they contained. This diversity of configurations
recalls the patterns in other markets where this structure is also common. 17
In September 2010, 69 companies met the definition of a layer company, and were
expected to reduce the number of their layers pursuant to the Promotion of Competition
and Reduction of Anti-Concentration Law.18 As of end 2018, only 8 companies remain
to be “collapsed” (all these companies are layer-3 companies). That is to say, since the
Concentration Committee embarked on its work, the majority of companies reduced

15

L. Bebchuk, R. Kraakman and G. Triantis, 'Stock Pyramids, Cross-Ownership, and the Dual Class

Equity: The Creation and Agency Costs of Separating Control from Cash Flow Rights', 1999, NBER
Working Papers 6951, National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.
16

Regulations Concerning Non-Layer Companies and Directives in the Matter of Attributing Control

5774-2014 define companies that are not classified as layer companies — a company or a foreign
company that does not control a layer company and is one of the following: an issuance company of a
banking corporation or an insurer that is a layer company, an issuer of index products, an issuer of
structured products.
17

Pyramids were one of the most prevalent structures of control in East Asia and especially in Korea and

were even considered one of the main targets of the Korean reform of 1998.
18

Furthermore, over this period, new companies were added to the third layer, and as a result, the

number of three or lower layer companies is 76.
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their number of layers. As of end 2018, the total market value of the publicly traded
companies that were expected to remove layers by end 2019 is NIS 26 billion, which
constitute 3.7% of the total stock market value. The total bond market value of these
companies is NIS 15 billion, which constitutes 4.5% of the total tradable corporate bond
market value.
Figure 23. No. of companies in layer 3 or lower, by year

Figure 24. Share of total stock and bond market value of companies in layer 3 or
lower, by year

Between 2010 and 2018, after many pyramidal structures had reduced their number of
layers, the value of companies in the third or lower layers of pyramid structures declined
27

from 14.3% to 3.7% of the total stock market value. The percentage tradable corporate
bond market value of companies in the lower layers also gradually dropped from 17.4%
to 4.5%.
Since the Concentration Committee commenced its work, several developments
occurred in the structure of ownership in the Israeli economy.
In 2010, prior to the submission of the Committee’s recommendations, there were 28
business groups in the economy (of which 24 were major business groups). Several of
these groups remain unchanged but a large number of them underwent transformations.
For example, the IDB Group, which was the largest and most complex pyramid structure
in the Israeli market (40% of all companies that belonged to this group were expected to
change their holding structure), has since entered into several settlement agreements, its
controlling shareholders have been replaced, a considerable portion of its assets has been
sold, and its ownership structure now includes only three layers.
In recent years, additional factors, other than the provisions of the Law, contributed to
the decline in the pyramidal structure. These factors include the global financial crisis
and the debt settlements that were made in its wake; mergers and acquisitions that were
concluded as part of a global M&A trend; regulated markets became less attractive
(among other things due to alternative means of financing and a low interest
environment), and others. In addition, specific business decisions may also have affected
the sale or delisting of companies.
Between 2010 and 2018, 68 layer companies had a change in their holding structure.
Pyramidal structures can be flattened in various ways, mainly by the sale of layer
companies to the parent company or directly to the controlling shareholder (that is to
say, by moving the layer company to a higher layer in the pyramid), by a sale to another
party, or by reducing the number of layers of the parent company itself through any of
above methods.
The reasons for the flattening of the layers were also diverse. It appears that the most
common reason was financial difficulties (46%), followed by the controlling
shareholder’s business strategy (29%). In fact, in only 16% of the cases it was noted that
the elimination of layers was in direct response to the Law of Promotion of Competition

28

and Reduction of Concentration, and in most cases were also influenced by additional
factors.19
Figure 25. Companies that were removed from the third or lower layer, 2010-2018,
by main reported cause

Figure 26. Companies that were removed from the third or lower layer, 2010-2018,
by year and cause20

19

Based, among other sources, on the companies’ reports and press releases. It is also conceivable that

the Law of Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration also had indirect effects.
20

Taken from the companies’ reports and press releases.
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In terms of the methods used to eliminate their layers, most companies (63%) no longer
remained layer companies as the result of their sale or the sale of their parent company
to an external party. In 15% of the cases, the company was merged into the parent
company (the company became a private company as the result of a purchase offer by
the parent company), and in 13% of the cases the company or parent company remained
a publicly traded companies under the same controlling shareholder but was moved to a
higher layer in the pyramid. Notably, in more than 80% of the cases, layers were removed
without any adverse effect on the public market coverage. That is to say, in the majority
of these cases, the companies remained publicly traded companies or were merged into
other publicly traded companies.

Figure 27. Former companies in layer 3 or lower that removed layers in 2010-2018,
by method

comparing the methods used to remove excess layers and the reasons for the change, it
is evident that in most cases financial difficulties led to the sale of companies. In most
cases, the Anti-Concentration Law had the direct effect of moving companies to a higher
layer in the pyramid, whether as a publicly traded company or through a merger with the
parent company.
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Table 1. Removal of excess layers – methods and reasons

Sold Parent
Merged
company into
sold
parent
company

Financial
difficulties

18

10

Business
strategy

14

1

4

4

Retention
rules

1

N/A

1
32

11

Delisted Loss of
due to control
retention
rules

2

AntiConcentration
Law

Total

Parent
company
moved to
higher
layer

Moved Total
to
higher
layer

1

1

20

7

11

3

10

7

4

4

2

1

2

2

68

Global comparison
A paper published in Review of Financial Studies in 2011 presents data on 23,018
companies from 28 OECD countries.21 The findings of the study were available to the
Committee for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration in the
Economy. Interestingly, these data, which refer to the period preceding the work of the
Concentration Committee, show that Israel had a tendency toward control through

21

R. Masulis., P. Pham and J. Zein, 'Family Business Groups around the World: Financing Advantages,

Control Motivations and Organizational Choices', forthcoming, Review of Financial Studies, 2011.
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pyramid structures, even in terms of the number of companies belonging to business
groups.

Figure 28. Percentage of firms per business group vs. percentage of firms in
pyramid
structures,
by
company22

The data presented in this chapter point to a decline in the number of companies
belonging to business groups and pyramids in Israel between 2010 and 2017. In Israel,
the number of firms belonging to business groups declined from 186 in 2010 to 130 in
2017, but due to the declining number of firms listed on the stock exchange, the
percentage of listed firms belonging to business groups dropped by a mere 2% in this
period, from 25% to 23%. The sample and the methodology used in the 2011 study cited
above differ from those presented above, but even using that methodology, current data
for Israel would conceivably also show an improvement compared to the 2011 study.
Another finding from the 2011 study is the average distance (i.e., the number of payers)
between pyramid companies and their controlling shareholders. According to the data
of that study, the average distance between companies in a pyramidal structure and their
controlling shareholder in Israel was the greatest of all the countries studied that had at
least 30 companies belonging to a pyramidal structure.

22

The size of the circle represents the number of companies in the country sample.
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Figure 29. Average distance between companies in pyramidal structures and their
controlling shareholders.

Source: Masulis, Pham and Zein, 201123.

Also in this case, due to the large number of companies removed from the third or lower
layer, described above, the average distance is also expected to drop significantly by end
2019. Based on available data, the average distance was 2.4 layers in 2010, and 0.7 in 2017.
This decline apparently would have been evident even using the methodology of the
2011 study.

Change in the Structure of Boards of Directors and Director
Connectedness
Similarly to other factors that led to changes in the ownership structure of firms in Israel,
legislation also affected the composition and independence of boards of directors and
the board of director interlocks. Some of these developments stem directly from the

23

This study used the following definitions for business group and pyramid:


Business group: "When two or more firms in the same market share the same ultimate
controlling family, they are defined as a family business group".



Pyramid: "The percentage of listed firms that both belong to a family group and are controlled
by another listed group member (% Family Pyramid)".
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legislative changes, while others are the results of other economy-wide changes in the
structure of the business groups.
According to the Anti-Concentration Law, in the period commencing six months from
the publication of the Law until the end of the period prescribed in Section 25, the
following provisions will apply to “other layer companies” (companies of three or more
layers):24





The majority of board members will be independent directors.
The number of external directors will be 50% of the total number of board
members minus one, after rounding out the result upward (after in any case, no
fewer than two external directors).
The Minister of Justice, with the approval of the Knesset Finance Committee,

may determine a lower minimum number of external directors, provided that
they do not constitute less than one-third of the members of the board (Easements
Regarding Number of External Directors 5774-2014).25
In 2014-2018, this law was relevant for a total of 27 firms, and their boards of directors
were composed according to its provisions.
Examining concentration in the boards of listed firms
General data
The following examination refers to the composition of boards of directors of the listed
companies in Israel (excluding dual-listed companies and companies that issue index
products or structured bonds) as of end 2018. On this date, 2,478 unique directors served
on the boards of 476 listed companies. These directors filled 3,214 seats, which is to say
that the ratio of seats to directors was 1.3, compared to 1.37 at end 2010.

24

In addition to these, in the second chapter on the separation real and financial holdings, anyone who is

an office holder in a significant real entity or has a link to parties that control a significant real entity is
prohibited from serving as a director in significant financial entities.
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Table 2. Sample of directors in listed companies*
Year

No. of board No.
seats
directors

of No.
of Ratio of seats /
companies
directors

2010

4,294

3,145

631

1.37

2013

3,749

2,777

533

1.35

2016

3,201

2,467

465

1.30

2018

3,214

2,478

476

1.30

* excluding dual-listed companies and companies that issue index products or structured
bonds.
At end 2018, the boards of directors in the Tel Aviv 125 companies comprised 7.4
directors on average, compared to 6.8 directors in all other publicly traded companies
(excluding dual-listed companies). The boards of directors in Tel Aviv 125 (firms have
become smaller since 2010. (The TA125 index was previously the TA 100).
Figure 30. Average no. of directors in publicly traded companies*

Since end 2010, the average percentage share of external directors increased, and by end
2018 reached approximately one third of the directors on the boards of all companies (the
increase in Tel Aviv 125 companies was more significant).
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Figure 31. Average percentage of external directors in publicly traded companies

Since 2010, the percentage of female directors on the boards of all publicly traded
companies increased and accounted for one-fourth of all board members in 2018.

Figure 32. Average percentage share of female directors publicly traded companies

36

The director network
All companies
In the following figure, directors are denoted by vertices, while edges connect directors
who sit on the same board. The color of the edge represents the company’s sector.26 The
thickness of the edge represents the number of boards common to a pair of directors. A
component of the network is defined as a set of vertices, in which every pair is connected
by a path of edges.
Figure 33. Director network on the boards of listed companies, edge color by sector

Several aggregate measures may describe the connections between directors:
1. Neighbors measure: A neighbors measure is calculated for each director as the
number of directors with whom the target director sits on a board. Average
annual measures are multiplied by 100 and divided by the maximum average
annual measure.
2. Betweenness – A betweenness measure is calculated for each director as the
number of shortest paths that links each pair of directors and include the focal
director. The higher a director’s betweenness measure is, the more the director
functions as a hub connecting other directors in the director network. Average

26

In the event that two directors sit on the same two boards that belong to companies in different sectors,

only one color appears.
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annual measures are multiplied by 100 and divided by the maximum average
annual measure.
3. Connectedness – A connectedness measure is calculated as the ratio between (a)
the number of directors who belong to the largest component (i.e., the component
that includes the greatest number of directors) and (b) the total number of
directors in the network.
Table 3. Aggregate measures, by year
Year

Neighbors

Betweenness

Connectedness

2010

100

100

0.82

2013

98

88

0.87

2016

84

77

0.85

2018

85

81

0.87

Since 2010, the neighbors measure, which measures the number of directors with whom
a target director serves on the same board, shows a downward trend. That is to say,
directors serve on the same boards with fewer directors, on average.
Furthermore, the betweenness measure, which measures the number of shortest paths
between any two directors that include the target director, declined over this period. That
is to say, on average, a smaller percentage of directors serve as central hubs in the
directors network.
In contrast, the connectedness measure, which measures the relative size of the largest
component in the network, increased slightly between 2010 and 2018. This implies that
there are fewer companies whose board is disconnected from all other boards.
Tel Aviv 100/125 Companies
The following figure presents the director network for companies in the Tel Aviv
100/Tel Aviv 125 index in different years. Aggregate measures were calculated as
defined above (the sample being restricted to the companies listed in this index). Each
vertex in the figure represents a company (the color of the vertex represents its business
group) and each edge between two vertices represents a director who serves on the board
of those two companies.
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Figure 34. Director network in the boards of Tel Aviv 100/125 companies, by
business group

Table 4. Aggregate measures in Tel Aviv 100/125 companies, by year
Year

Neighbor

Betweenness

Connectedness

2010

100

69

0.97

2013

62

100

0.97

2016

46

65

0.73

2018

52

76

0.81

Since 2010, the neighbors measure, which measures the number of directors with whom
the director sits on the same boards, declined significantly, especially between 2010 and
2016. That is to say, on average, each director serves on the same boards with fewer
directors.
Furthermore, in contrast to the population of all publicly traded companies, the
connectedness measure in Tel Aviv 100/125 companies, which measures the relative size
of the largest component, in the network, declined. This implies that in recent years,
among the largest companies on the stock exchange, more firms have boards with no
connection to any other boards in this group. The changes in the composition of the
business groups in the market presumably affected this development.
No significant change in betweenness is evident. Betweenness measures the number of
the shortest paths between each pair of directors that include a focal director.
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Appendix 1: Additional developments in the Israeli market
that affected the structure of holdings
The many implications of the concentrated structure of control in Israel has been
discussed extensively, and in recent years several committees have addressed the issue
and made recommendations, and several laws that are directly or indirectly related to
this issue have been enacted. The main laws are:
In 2011, the Knesset passed Amendment 16 to the Companies Law, which adopts the
2006 recommendations of the Goshen Committee (Committee for Examination of the
Corporate Governance Code) headed by Prof. Zohar Goshen. The amendment concerns
reinforcing the status and independence of boards of directors, increasing the power of
minority shareholders, and establishing a new administrative enforcement track.
Concurrently with this legislation, the Committee for the Promotion of Competition and
Reduction of Concentration was established, and its recommendations led to the
legislation of the Law for the Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration
5774-2013 (the Anti-Concentration Law) in 2013. The purpose of the law is to increase
competition in the Israeli economy, ensure a competitive and efficient market, protect
the investor public, and increase the strength and stability of financial intermediators.
The law prescribes a series of directives such as the inclusion of competition-related
considerations in the allocation of state-owned rights, a separation of real and financial
assets in business groups, and directives related to pyramidal control structures,
especially the restriction of the number of layers in pyramids to only two layers. In 2014,
the recommendations of the Committee for the Examination of Debt Settlements in
Israel (known as the Andorn Committee) were published. The Committee was
established in response to the debt settlement crisis in Israel, with the aim of ensuring a
more efficient allocation of credit, more accurate debt pricing, protecting the funds of
savers and depositors managed by financial entities, and increasing public confidence in
these systems. The Committee’s recommendations focused primarily on defining new
rules of the game, where all market players (banks and non-banks) would be aware of
the conditions and stages of handing default events. The Committee also recommended
to set limits on credit to business groups.
In addition to these developments, other regulatory factors might also effect changes in
the ownership structure in the economy. One example is the rules of credit and exposure
to which institutional investors and banks are subject, and restrictions on exposure to a
single borrower or a group of borrowers. Another clear source of influence may come in
the form of various tax incentives.
40

Below are the main legislative acts that have had an impact on the structure of holdings
in the economy:27

Amendment 16 to the Companies Law – Enhancing Corporate
Governance in Publicly Traded Companies
Amendment no. 16 to the Companies Law28 was enacted in 2011 with the aim of
improving the provisions of the Law that address the agency problem, which stems from
the separation between ownership and control in publicly traded companies, and from
conflicts of interest between minority shareholders and the controlling shareholder in a
company. The Amendment defined new mechanisms and reinforced existing
mechanisms designed to reduce the controlling shareholder’s control of the management
of the company (if the controlling shareholder does not additionally function as an office
holder in the company) and to enhance the powers of the company’s minority
shareholders.
Amendment 16 defined directives that increase the independence of the board of
directors,29 directives that reinforce the independence of external directors,30 directives
that extend the powers and the independence of the company’s audit committee,31 and
directives concerning transactions between the company and its controlling
shareholder.32
Furthermore, the First Addendum to the Law defined more stringent norms of corporate
governance, the adoption of which is voluntary.33 These norms define a higher standard

27

For more information on this matter see the background study to the report of the Competition

Committee by the Economic Research Department of the ISA: Structure of Holdings in the Business
Groups in Israel – Working Paper.
28

The Companies Law (Amendment No. 16) 5771-2011, Book of Laws 2281 dated March 15, 2011

(hereinafter, “Amendment No. 16”).
29

Sections 7, 10, and 13 of Amendment 16.

30

Sections 26-29 of Amendment 16.

31

Sections 13, 14, 15 of Amendment 16.

32

Sections 31-33 of Amendment 16.

33

Section 2, Amendment 16.
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of conduct than required by the Law with respect to the independence of the board of
directors, among other things.

The Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of
Concentration
The Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration (2013), known
as the Anti-Anti-Concentration Law, is designed to reduce concentration in the Israeli
economy and increase competition, thereby reducing the cost of living.
According to the report of the Committee for the Promotion of Competition and
Reduction of Concentration, the economy is more highly concentrated by groups
diversified across different industries than other markets worldwide. The concentration
is reflected in the fact that a small number of individuals control a large share of the real
and financial assets in the economy, sometimes using a pyramidal structure of control.
The concentrated structure of the economy may threaten the financial health of the
financial system, competition, public savers, minority shareholders, and bondholders.
Therefore the committee recommended to take action on three levels:
1. Regulate the division of public assets in a manner that prevents adverse effects
on competition and reduces concentration.
2. Restrictions on the operations of groups in pyramidal structures.
3. Separation of control in significant financial assets and significant real assets.
According to the Committee’s recommendations, the government submitted a bill to the
Knesset that addressed these three levels. The law passed the first reading in June 2012
and the second and third readings on December 9, 2013.34
Main points of the law:




Appropriate powers were granted to regulators to take into account
considerations of competition and concentration when the State allocates rights
in public assets to private entities, and the use of these rights is subject to
regulation. Allocation of these rights has a strong impact on the structure,
competition, and concentration of the economy.
after the elapse of six or four years from the publication date of the Law,
according to the directives prescribed in this matter, significant real corporations

34

https://fs.knesset.gov.il//19/law/19_lsr_301496.pdf
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or their controlling shareholders will be prohibited from controlling or holding a



stake in significant financial entities. Furthermore, any office holder in a
significant real entity or one having a link to the controlling shareholders of such
entities, is prohibited from serving as a director in significant financial entities.
These prohibitions are designed to prevent joint control of real and financial
entities, because such control may affect the financial entity’s considerations
when granting credit for the operations of the real entities. The list of significant
real entities and significant financial entities will be developed by the Committee
for the Reduction of Concentration, which will be headed by the Anti-Trust
Commissioner (today the Commissioner of Competition).
Restricting the depth of pyramidal control structures, in order to reduce the risks
to shareholders. The main directive in this matter is the prohibition on secondlayer companies to control companies in “other layer companies” (Section 21).
Pyramidal control structures allow owners of the upper layers to attain control
rights in the lower layers of the pyramid without holding the majority of shares
in them. This situation is inconsistent with the legislator’s position that shares
offered to the public should be of a single class and have equal voting rights.
Furthermore, control through a pyramidal structure gives the controlling
shareholder the option of dominating a company without making a high equity
investment, and highlights the agency problem, and allows the controlling
shareholder to place transactions in the layer that is most suitable for his own
holdings rather than according to the best interests of the company. Also defined

were directives that authorize the Minister of Finance and the Governor of the
Bank of Israel to prescribe directives in the matter of restrictions on credit that
financial entities grant to corporations or groups (Sections 26-27).
The Law for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of Concentration (2013) prohibits
second-layer companies from controlling “other layer companies.” According to the
interpretation presented in the Law:
1. A “layer company” is a company or a foreign company that is a reporting
corporation, excluding companies that the Minister of Justice and the Minister
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of Finance determined otherwise.35 The definition of a [layer] company also
includes bond companies that are reporting corporations.36
2. A “first layer company” is a layer company controlling by a controlling
shareholder that is not a layer company, or a controlling shareholder that is a
layer company that is not controlled by a controlling shareholder. A “second
layer company” is a layer company controlled by a first-layer company.
The transitional provisions of the Law provide that a second-layer company may
continue to control “other layer companies” up to six or four years elapse from the
publication date of the Law (if the second-layer company controlled it prior to the
publication of the Law), and “other layer companies” may control additional layer
companies for up to four years from the publication date.
In addition to restrictions on control, the Law also imposes the following restrictions on
the composition of the boards of directors of “other layer companies” in the transition
period:
1. The majority of directors will be independent directors.
2. The minimum number of external directors will be one half of the number of the
directors, after deducting one, after rounding up the result, and in any case no
fewer than two external directors. The Minister of Justice, with approval of the
Knesset Economic Committee, may determine a smaller minimum number of
external directors, provided that this number is not less than one third of the
number of directors.37

35

Pursuant to the Regulations to Promote Competition and Reduce Concentration (Type of Company

That is Not a Layer Company and Provisions in the Matter of Attributing Control) 5774-2014, a company
or foreign company that does not control a layer company and is one of the following: an issuance
company of a banking corporation or insurer that is a layer company, issuer of index products, issuer of
structured products, will not classified as a controlling company.
36

The definitions of a layer company include dual-listed companies. Partnerships are not included.

37

This relief was granted in the Regulations for Promotion of Competition and Reduction of

Concentration (Easements in the Matter of the Number of External Directors) to layer companies in
which there is a director serving on the board, whose identity was determined by a shareholder who is a
controlling shareholder or a relative thereof, and is not a joint shareholder together with the controlling
shareholder, or was required to have the advance consent of said shareholder, or a director who is
appointed after being nominated by a representative labor organization in that company based on a
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The Committee for Examination of Debt Settlements in Israel (the
Andorn Committee) (2014)
The Andoran Committee was established in response to the growing number of debt
restructures in Israel and the involvement of large corporations belonging to business
groups in these settlements.38 In November 2014, the Committee published its
recommendations. The Committee’s aim was to study the field of debt settlements and
develop recommendations to reduce their adverse effects. In response to the
Committee’s recommendations, an explanatory memorandum of law issued on the Law
of Debt Regulation (Legislative Amendments) 5774-2015.
The Committee made a series of recommendations, some of which may affect the
incentives for changing the structure of ownership in the business groups in the
economy, mainly:




Imposition of a duty to disclose any debt that was assumed by anyone who holds
or purchases controlling shares in a corporation, and to disclose the conditions
defined in said loan agreement that concern the corporation’s operations, for the
purpose of financing the purchase of controlling shares in a corporation, or
defined in the pledge registered on such shares.
The determination that a business group may receive credit provided that its
qualifying credit does not exceed 5% of the total corporate credit in the economy;

collective agreement. Furthermore, excluded from these transitional provisions in the Regulations to
Promote Competition and Reduce Concentration (Type of Company That is Not a Layer Company and
Provisions in the Matter of Attributing Control) 5774-2014, an issuance company of a banking
corporation or an insurer that is not a layer company, a foreign company the majority of whose directors
meet the definition of an independent director according to the foreign law that applies to the company,
and according to the definition of an independent director in the foreign law that applies to the company
and according to the definition of independent director in the Companies Law, and companies that are
controlled by two or more and meet the conditions listed in this Law obtain.
38

Even prior to the Andorn Committee, Amendment 17 and Amendment 18 to the Companies Law were

enacted. The main aim of Amendment 17 was to equalize the status of private companies that issued
public bonds with that of public companies. Among other things, this Amendment restrains the power of
controlling shareholders and increases the involvement and influence of the minority. Amendment 18 to
the Companies Law was also enacted. Its aim was to assist in the negotiations toward developing debt
settlements, and to address the agency problem and conflicts of interests in those circumstances.
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and that if the business group’s qualifying credit exceeds 3% of the total
corporate credit in the economy – all the corporations in the business group will
report this to the Committee for Reduction of Concentration.

The 2008 crisis and debt settlements in Israel
Another factor that led to changes in the structure of ownership in the market in the years
preceding and following the Anti-Concentration Law is the global financial crisis of
2008 and the debt settlements that occurred in its wake.
A global financial crisis erupted in August 2008, beginning in the US and spreading to
other countries. The crisis initially affected the world’s real estate and financial markets,
but later affected the real economies of these countries. Bankruptcies by investors and
financial institutions, concurrently with a drop in real economic activity, created a global
credit crunch for the business sector.
The global crisis also affected Israel, and economic activity entered a slowdown,
although to a more moderate extent compared to other countries. In 2009, real growth
dropped to 1.2% compared to an average of 4.7% in the years 2003-2008.
The liquidity crisis led to declining prices in the local capital market, and rising credit
spreads in the banking system and the capital market. A credit shortage developed in the
banking system, and capital raising efforts on the capital market were halted. The credit
crunch in the local market exacerbated the crisis experienced by companies with cash
flow issues, because the cost of their debt cycle increased and occasionally become
impossible. As a result, some of these companies to reach a debt settlement with their
creditors.
Development of debt restructures in Israel







In 2008-2018 125 companies were involved in 169 bondholder settlement
proceedings. Of these, 38 companies underwent or are currently undergoing their
second to fourth round of settlement proceedings.
The total amount of restructured debt in the past decade is NIS 52 billion.
Approximately 21% of the restructured debt belongs to recurring bond
restructures (second to fourth rounds of settlement).
In 2018, three companies entered into a new bond settlement proceeding
involving total debt of NIS 1.8 billion.
Current total debt in outstanding restructuring proceedings is NIS 5.5 billion

46

Table 5. Companies that entered into bond debt restructuring proceedings, by year

Adjusted
debt
Year
principal
No.
of
proceedings
entered into
companies*
commenced
settlement**
(NIS
millions)

Total
adjusted
principal of
the
marketable
debt***
(NIS
millions)

% of the
debt that
entered into
proceedings
of
total
marketable
debt

Market value
of the debt
entered into
proceedings**
(NIS millions)

Percentage
of market
value of the
debt
entered into
proceedings

2008

7

903

182,740

0.49%

308

34%

2009

50

15,097

213,123

7.08%

5,943

39%

2010

17

1,469

237,605

0.62%

805

55%

2011

25

5,953

254,493

2.34%

2,604

44%

2012

31

9,998

262,447

3.81%

4,035

40%

2013

10

5,814

263,631

2.21%

3,050

52%

2014

9

3,337

256,630

1.30%

1,946

58%

2015

7

2,056

267,821

0.77%

965

47%

2016

6

5,106

291,687

1.75%

2,814

55%

2017

4

838

310,529

0.27%

633

75%

2018

3

1,766

339,752

0.52%

1,274

72%

Total

125

52,338

24,377

47%

Economic Research Department, ISA

Data are updated to December 31, 2018

* A company appears multiple times if its bond series entered into a debt restructure in different
years, or if it is in its second to fourth round of restructuring.
** As at the date the company entered the restructure proceeding. *** Corporate bonds and
convertible bonds (at end of period)

47

Figure 35. Market value percentage of restructured debt (at the beginning of the
restructuring proceeding)

Figure 36. Market value of restructured debt and its share of the total bond market
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