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第一篇

Anglo-American finance ministers and central bankers, like little Dutch boys, try
desperately to plug leaks in the bursting dyke that is the international financial system.
In the US, treasury secretary Hank Paulson hoped for $700bn to plug the gaping hole
in Wall Street’s banks. In the UK, the government is not just plugging holes, but
setting aside competition rules to encourage the monopolisation of finance. Alistair
Darling suspended competition rules to allow the Lloyds Bank takeover of HBOS
because of the crisis. This is like suspending the law during hurricanes. The demise of
another independent bank, Bradford & Bingley, and the transfer of its savings business
to Santander, will increasingly monopolise finance.

Will these plugs and private-sector fixes work? No, because a) they are not
system-wide fixes and b) they are based on the same flawed economic policies that
spurred this crisis in the first place. Some of these policies, attributable to Friedrich
Hayek and Milton Friedman, are already discredited. Contempt for government is no
longer acceptable. Using fiscal policies to bail out banks is now sanctioned by all
political parties. To refuse to use fiscal policies to bail out taxpayers who lose pensions,
homes and jobs, will make political parties unelectable.

And yet the private finance sector has succeeded in creating a shortage of capital,
the credit crunch, and—at the height of a debt crisis—ratchets its price ever upwards.
The rate for private inter-bank loans (Libor) continues to move upwards as the crisis
worsens. The private finance sector also requires that central banks maintain official,
or base rates at current levels by adhering to a policy esoterically named “inflation
targeting”. In fact these high rates, by making debts unpayable, lead to rapid
de-leveraging of debts (think bank failures) and assets (think property price falls) and
are dangerously deflationary. Flawed monetary policies are turning a crisis into a
catastrophe. They must be challenged. Keynes’s cool, rational voice on monetary
theory and monetary policy must once again be heeded. Central banks must once
again take control over all rates—short and long, safe and risky.

Creating jobs and raising incomes as a share of GDP is vital if we want people to
repay debts, salvage banks and return to the high street. If we fail to adopt such
system-wide fixes, and if we persist with economic orthodoxy, then look forward to a
prolonged period of global economic failure.



第二篇

It has become conventional wisdom in markets that the continued rise of passive
investing is seemingly inevitable. If active investors charge fees and pay transaction
costs, they will on average underperform a passive benchmark. Over time, this return
advantage has become so obvious that the dominant force in the US equity market
today is passive.

But while the core tenets of passive make sense, past performance is no guarantee
of future results. Passive strategies have disproportionately benefited from the wave of
money that has moved from active to passive. Estimates of passive market share in the
US range from 25-50 per cent, and our internal analysis agrees. But we think this
underestimates the impact of passive. Many equity managers offer strategies that are
active but hug their respective benchmark to some degree. Looking at regulatory
filings by institutional fund managers of their holdings, we estimate the asset-weighted
active share across the Russell 1000 has fallen to 35 per cent, including a material
drop over the past five years. Simply put, this suggests that only one out of every three
dollars (held by institutions) deviates from a cap-weighted benchmark; so the US
market may actually be two-thirds passive. We are not suggesting that this will (or
should) reverse, but we do believe there is an increased opportunity in active. Let us
start with the two clearest benefits of passive investing: very low fees and transaction
costs.

Passive fees have always been very low on a relative basis, and over the past
decade have fallen to near-zero for virtually everyone. This competition has driven
active fees down (and will probably continue to do so). Additionally, as liquidity has
improved, transaction costs have declined, so the cost of active turnover is less than it
once was. While passive investing still enjoys an advantage, it is meaningfully smaller
than it was two or three decades ago. There is another advantage that passive had over
the past few decades that is unlikely to be replayed over the next decade or two: the
trillions of dollars that migrated from active to passive strategies.

Passive investing is still not at any kind of theoretical limit, but when you include
the impact of active investment strategies’ benchmark hugging, we believe it may be
approaching an upper limit. Increasingly, the marginal dollar invested in the market is
simply buying the market. If certain equities become irrationally overvalued, passive
funds are increasingly allocated towards it. Passive has been a boon for the typical
investor at the expense of active management, and rightly so. But as we approach peak
passive, the playing field looks a lot more level going forward.


