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ABSTRACT 

With globalization and the increasing interconnectedness of markets, cross-
border insolvency has emerged as a significant legal challenge faced by 
nations worldwide. India, a rapidly growing economy and a hub for 
international trade, is not immune to these challenges. This paper examines 
the issues surrounding cross-border insolvency in India, exploring existing 
frameworks, legislative advancements, pertinent challenges, and the 
prospects for a more robust insolvency resolution mechanism in the country. 
Cross-border insolvency involves cases where the financial distress of a 
debtor transcends national borders, presenting unique challenges and 
prospects. This paper examines the intricacies of cross-border insolvency in 
India, focusing on existing legislative frameworks, judicial practices, and 
international cooperation. Given the growing globalization of trade and 
finance, understanding these dynamics is essential for policymakers and 
practitioners. 

Keywords: Cross-border insolvency, India, bankruptcy law, international 
cooperation, legal framework. 
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Statement of Problem 

The rapid globalization of business has led to an increase in cross-border insolvency cases, 

posing significant challenges to the legal and regulatory frameworks in India. Current laws 

may not sufficiently address the complexities involved, resulting in inefficiencies and 

uncertainties in insolvency proceedings. 

Research Objective 

This paper aims to: 

1. Analyse the existing legal framework governing cross-border insolvency in India. 

2. Identify the challenges faced in the implementation of these laws. 

3. Explore the prospects for reform to enhance efficiency and clarity in cross-border 

insolvency matters. 

Research Methodology 

Doctrinal Research  

Examine the legal provisions related to cross broader insolvency in India and make a detailed 

comparison between the statutory frameworks of Insolvency and Bankruptcy code,2016 and 

UNICITRAL Model Laws by proving Challenges and prospects of Present and future of cross 

border insolvency.  

Introduction (300 words) 

The concept of cross-border insolvency has gained prominence as international trade and 

investment continue to grow, creating more cases where debtors and creditors are spread across 

different countries. In India, the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code (IBC)1, implemented in 

2016, has significantly transformed the domestic insolvency framework but does not fully 

address cross-border insolvency. This gap has created challenges, particularly for foreign 

investors and multinational corporations operating in India. This paper explores the current 

landscape of cross-border insolvency in India, the challenges posed by the lack of a 

comprehensive framework, and the prospects for adopting the UNCITRAL Model Law on 

Cross-Border Insolvency to address these issues effectively. The globalization of business has 

transformed the landscape of commerce, as companies operate across multiple jurisdictions, 

often facing financial distress. Cross-border insolvency refers to situations where a debtor has 

 
1 Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, No. 31 of 2016, INDIA CODE (2016) 
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assets or creditors in more than one country, complicating the resolution of insolvency 

proceedings. Cross-border insolvency presents serious difficulties that affect not just the debtor 

and creditors but also the relevant legal systems. A number of legal frameworks, including as 

the European Insolvency Regulation and the UNCITRAL Model Law, have been developed in 

response to the need for a unified approach to cross-border insolvency. Examining the 

difficulties and potential outcomes of cross-border insolvency, this article emphasizes the 

necessity of change and collaboration between countries. 

The Importance of Cross-Border Insolvency 

• Globalization and Business Operations 

In an era of globalization, businesses frequently operate in multiple countries, exposing them 

to diverse legal systems and economic environments. The interconnectedness of markets 

means that the insolvency of a single entity can have far-reaching implications, affecting 

creditors, employees, and investors across borders. 

• Protection of Stakeholders 

The insolvency process is designed to protect the rights and interests of various stakeholders, 

including creditors, employees, and shareholders. In cross-border situations, ensuring equitable 

treatment of these interests becomes increasingly complex, necessitating a coordinated 

approach among jurisdictions. 

• Legal Certainty and Predictability 

A clear and predictable framework for cross-border insolvency is essential for promoting 

international trade and investment. Businesses require legal certainty to make informed 

decisions regarding operations in foreign jurisdictions, which is contingent upon a reliable 

insolvency framework. 

Legal Frameworks Governing Cross-Border Insolvency 

Several legal instruments govern cross-border insolvency, providing varying degrees of 

guidance and structure. 

UNCITRAL Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency 

The Model Law on Cross-Border Insolvency was adopted by the United Nations Commission 

on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) in 1997 with the intention of giving nations a 

framework for enacting national laws pertaining to cross-border insolvency issues. Key 
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features of the Model Law include: 

• Access to Courts: Foreign representatives can initiate insolvency proceedings in host 

jurisdictions. 

• Recognition of Foreign Proceedings: The Model Law allows for the recognition of 

foreign insolvency proceedings, ensuring that assets are administered according to the 

jurisdiction where the main proceedings are initiated. 

• Coordination of Proceedings: It encourages cooperation among courts and insolvency 

practitioners from different jurisdictions. 

European Insolvency Regulation (EIR) 

The EIR governs cross-border insolvency within the European Union, enhancing legal 

certainty and facilitating efficient administration of insolvency cases. Key features include: 

• Jurisdiction: The courts of the member state where the debtor has its center of main 

interests (COMI) have jurisdiction over insolvency proceedings. 

• Automatic Recognition: Insolvency proceedings initiated in one member state are 

automatically recognized in other member states. 

• Coordination Mechanisms: The EIR establishes mechanisms for cooperation among 

member states, promoting harmonization of insolvency proceedings. 

Cross-border Insolvency under the IBC 

It states that in order to enforce the Code's provisions, the Indian government may sign an 

agreement with a government of another nation. The Indian government may mandate that the 

application of the IBC's provisions to the assets of a corporate debtor or debtor who is based 

in a foreign nation with which reciprocal agreements have been made, subject to the terms that 

may be periodically specified. As shown in the insolvency regimes of nations like South Africa, 

the IBC thus places a strong emphasis on reciprocity. Nevertheless, this clause is linked to 

several issues. 

First, the Indian government must negotiate bilateral agreements with other nations, which may 

be time-consuming and lengthy. As a result, it may not be practically possible to do so. Second, 

each nation might decide to include various clauses in their bilateral agreements, which would 

only cause India's cross-border insolvency system to become more fragmented. Last but not 

least, this can result in numerous lawsuits when a corporate debtor owns assets in multiple 
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international jurisdictions. In these situations, the countries would rely on their individual 

bilateral agreements to assert claims related to the bankruptcy process. 

At the same time on contrary, a one-size-fits-all approach, where a model bilateral insolvency 

agreement (on the lines of the model bilateral investment treaty brought by India) is favoured 

by India might prove to be counterproductive for a variety of reasons. First, there could be a 

high possibility that countries will not agree to such a uniform agreement, and second, any 

such mechanism which paints different canvases with the same brush i.e. tries to harmonize 

different examples and situations unique to each jurisdiction, tends to be flimsy and hardly 

effective. The best way out of this mess could be a model insolvency agreement, built on the 

lines of the Model Law; in which the contentious issues can be deliberated and modified by 

countries according to their unique requirements – thereby retaining the best of both methods. 

A creditor or contract counterparty may start legal action in another jurisdiction, even though 

the IBC contains rules that prohibit any lawsuits and procedures against the corporate debtor 

in India during the bankruptcy resolution period. Furthermore, India has not yet engaged into 

a bilateral agreement of this kind, despite the fact that Section 234 of the IBC has already been 

notified. 

There are several shortcomings even if this clause encourages the cooperative spirit between a 

domestic court and a foreign court or authority, as exemplified in the UNCITRAL Model Law. 

First of all, there are no explicit clauses that specify how local authorities and foreign courts or 

other responsible authorities are to cooperate. Second, there is no system in place to deal with 

concurrent proceedings' coordination. Last but not least, relying solely on letters of request for 

cooperation could result in needless delays because they must be sent through the formal 

channels of both the local and foreign jurisdictions. This would make things more difficult for 

the creditors who are impacted by the insolvency procedures. 

Challenges in Cross-Border Insolvency 

Despite the existence of legal frameworks, several significant challenges persist in cross-border 

insolvency. 

Jurisdictional Issues 

Determining the appropriate jurisdiction for initiating insolvency proceedings is often 

contentious. The COMI test, while providing a framework, can lead to disputes regarding 

where a debtor's main interests lie. This ambiguity can result in forum shopping, where debtors 
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seek jurisdictions with more favorable insolvency laws2. 

Recognition of Foreign Proceedings 

While the UNCITRAL Model Law and the EIR provide mechanisms for recognizing foreign 

proceedings, challenges remain. Some jurisdictions may be reluctant to recognize foreign 

insolvency proceedings due to concerns about the integrity of the proceedings or the adequacy 

of creditor protections. This reluctance can lead to fragmented proceedings and increased 

complexity3. 

Coordination of Proceedings 

Coordinating multiple insolvency proceedings across different jurisdictions presents inherent 

difficulties. Differences in legal systems, cultural attitudes toward insolvency, and varying 

priorities among stakeholders can hinder effective cooperation and lead to conflicting 

outcomes. The lack of a unified approach can exacerbate creditor recovery issues. 

Protecting Stakeholder Interests 

Balancing the interests of various stakeholders, including creditors, employees, and 

shareholders, is a central challenge in cross-border insolvency. Ensuring equitable treatment 

while navigating different legal regimes requires careful consideration and negotiation. The 

potential for unequal treatment of stakeholders in different jurisdictions can lead to 

dissatisfaction and disputes. 

Information Asymmetries 

Information asymmetries can hinder the effectiveness of cross-border insolvency proceedings. 

Creditors may lack access to vital information regarding the debtor's assets in different 

jurisdictions, complicating their ability to assert claims and participate fully in insolvency 

proceedings. 

Case Studies in Cross-Border Insolvency 

Examining real-world case studies can provide valuable insights into the practical challenges 

 
2 F. Wooldridge, Current Issues in Cross-Border Insolvency and Reorganisations Edited by E. Bruce Leonard 
and Christopher W. Besant, 11 Arbitration International 462 (1995), 
https://academic.oup.com/arbitration/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/arbitration/11.4.462 (last visited Sep 19, 2024). 
3 F. Wooldridge, Current Issues in Cross-Border Insolvency and Reorganisations Edited by E. Bruce Leonard 
and Christopher W. Besant, 11 Arbitration International 462 (1995), 
https://academic.oup.com/arbitration/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/arbitration/11.4.462 (last visited Sep 19, 2024). 
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and outcomes of cross-border insolvency. 

In re Lehman Brothers Holdings, Inc. (Neutral citation number [2012] UKSC 6) 

The collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008 is one of the most significant examples of cross-

border insolvency. The firm had operations in multiple jurisdictions, necessitating coordinated 

insolvency proceedings in the U.S., U.K., and other countries. 

The case highlighted the challenges of coordinating multiple proceedings and the need for 

effective communication among jurisdictions.The diverse legal regimes affected the recovery 

of creditors, underscoring the importance of harmonizing insolvency laws. The case led to 

significant changes in how financial institutions manage their risk exposure in cross-border 

situations. 

The Nortel Networks Case 669 F3d 128 (3d Cir 2011) (29th December 2011) 

Nortel Networks, a global telecommunications company, faced insolvency proceedings in 

multiple countries, including Canada, the U.S., and the U.K. The case raised critical questions 

regarding the allocation of assets among creditors in different jurisdictions. 

The case illustrated the challenges of asset allocation in a cross-border context, particularly 

when different jurisdictions have competing claims. In this case, disputes arose between U.S. 

and Canadian creditors regarding the distribution of assets Court emphasized that there is a 

need of effective cooperation among courts and insolvency practitioners was essential for 

achieving a fair resolution for all stakeholders. The Nortel case demonstrated how 

collaboration can lead to more equitable outcomes. 

Theoretical Perspectives on Cross-Border Insolvency 

The complexities of cross-border insolvency can be analysed through various theoretical 

lenses, including economic efficiency, legal pluralism, and social justice. 

Economic Efficiency 

From an economic perspective, an efficient cross-border insolvency framework minimizes 

transaction costs and maximizes asset recovery for creditors. A well-functioning system 

promotes international trade and investment by providing legal certainty and predictability. The 

costs associated with fragmented proceedings can be substantial, impacting the overall 

economic efficiency of the insolvency process. 
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Legal Pluralism 

Legal pluralism recognizes the coexistence of multiple legal systems and the need for 

cooperation among them. In the context of cross-border insolvency, legal pluralism emphasizes 

the importance of respecting different legal traditions while seeking harmonization. This 

approach can foster mutual understanding and facilitate smoother cooperation among 

jurisdictions. 

Social Justice 

The social justice perspective highlights the need to protect vulnerable stakeholders, such as 

employees and small creditors, in the insolvency process. Ensuring equitable treatment and 

access to justice is essential for maintaining public trust in the insolvency system. Policymakers 

must consider the impact of insolvency proceedings on all stakeholders, particularly those who 

may be disproportionately affected by financial distress. 

Recommendations for Reform 

To address the challenges posed by cross-border insolvency, several reforms could be 

considered: 

Harmonization of Laws 

Efforts should be made to harmonize insolvency laws across jurisdictions to reduce complexity 

and improve coordination. This could involve adopting international standards based on the 

UNCITRAL Model Law, encouraging countries to align their domestic laws with these 

principles. 

Enhanced Cooperation Mechanisms 

Establishing formal mechanisms for cooperation among jurisdictions can facilitate 

communication and coordination in cross-border insolvency proceedings. This could include 

regular forums for judges and practitioners to share best practices and experiences. 

Focus on Stakeholder Protection 

Reforms should prioritize the protection of vulnerable stakeholders, ensuring that their interests 

are adequately represented in the insolvency process. This may involve enhancing legal 

protections for employees and small creditors, ensuring that their claims are addressed fairly 

and equitably. 

 



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research    Volume VII Issue I | ISSN: 2582-8878 

 

Page: 4504 

Education and Training 

Investing in education and training programs for insolvency practitioners and judges can 

enhance their understanding of cross-border insolvency issues and improve the overall 

effectiveness of the system. Providing resources and training opportunities can empower legal 

professionals to navigate complex cross-border cases more effectively. 

Development of International Guidelines 

The creation of international guidelines for cross-border insolvency could provide a clearer 

framework for jurisdictions to follow. These guidelines could address common challenges, 

promote best practices, and facilitate cooperation among courts and practitioners. 

Conclusion 

Cross-border insolvency presents significant challenges in an increasingly interconnected 

world. While existing legal frameworks, such as the UNCITRAL Model Law and the European 

Insolvency Regulation, provide essential guidance, further efforts are needed to harmonize 

laws, enhance cooperation, and protect stakeholder interests. By addressing these challenges 

through reform and international collaboration, jurisdictions can create a more efficient and 

equitable system for managing cross-border insolvency, ultimately fostering confidence in 

international commerce. 

 

 


