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Abstract: The definition of “securities” in the securities law is the first issue. Securities
are the vouchers or contracts representing the investing rights acquired by investors in order to
make profits. Investors invest jointly or allow investors to transfer the securities partially
which has the risk of losing principal and the risk is not effectively regulated by other special
laws. In other words securities have three essential characteristics: investment horizontal
commonality and unregulated risk. In short the characteristics of securities can be
summarized as “joint investment unregulated risk”. All vouchers products or contracts that
meet this definition are securities and should fall in the scope of regulation of the Securities
Law which means that the concept of securities in the Securities Law of China should be
expanded. However the expansion of the concept of securities has its boundary and it
cannot cover all financial investment commodities. Securities are financial investment
commodities with the characteristic of horizontal commonality but not all financial investment

commodities have the same characteristic.
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