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Past performance is front and centre of mind for professional fund buyers. While buyers look to 
good performance track record as the principle reason to select a fund, they are also quick to de-
select a fund on the back of poor performance. Six in 10 (60%) buyers globally say performance 
track record is the most important fund selection criteria. This is followed by investment philosophy 
(53%) and the investment selection process (51%). 

Far fewer gatekeepers point to the importance of manager tenure (23%), asset manager reputation 
(21%) and fund size (18%) when selecting funds. This demonstrates how professional buyers are 
looking beyond those factors associated with the manager and are instead focusing on fund-specific 
dynamics. They are basing decisions around the particular investment approach and style and how 
successful it has been rather than matters related to size such as size of reputation, size of fund and 
length of manager tenure. 

The overriding importance of performance has seen professional buyers adopt a short-term 
mentality at the expense of more long-term strategic goals such as incorporating ESG. One quarter 
(26%) of buyers globally give underperforming funds a timeframe of just 6-12 months before 
removing them. And more than half (52%) carry out a comprehensive review of active managers 
either monthly or quarterly. 

Fund selectors attach surprisingly little significance to sustainability considerations. Just 7% say 
sustainability/ESG factors are one of the most important fund selection drivers. While these findings 
appear at odds with prevailing attitudes towards sustainable investing, they highlight a gap between 
perceived and actual levels of ESG engagement.

Professional buyers on either side of the Atlantic display distinct differences. Selectors in the UK have 
a larger number of funds on shelves, conduct more frequent manager reviews and have shorter 
performance timeframes than their North American peers. And while North American buyers 
predominantly focus on performance track record when choosing funds, UK buyers primarily look at 
the investment selection process. 

Methodology:  CoreData Research gathered the views of 200 professional fund buyers in five key investment markets 
around the world (Asia, Europe, UK, Latin America and North America) via an online survey during November 2019. 

The professional fund buyers surveyed are researchers and analysts responsible for the fund selection process at 
organisations including private banks, funds of funds, independent wealth managers, investment divisions of insurers 
and DFMs. 

FIVE KEY TAKEAWAYS 
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Investors face a multitude of challenges in 2020. Volatile 
equity markets, the prevailing low yield environment and 
geo-political challenges including US-Iran tensions and 
trade wars throw up a host of uncertainties. Meanwhile, 
end of cycle jitters and inverted yield curves have stoked 
recessionary fears. 

Finding funds that both enhance returns and provide 
downside protection in such a hostile investment 
backdrop is an increasingly difficult undertaking and one 
which has elevated the importance of the fund selection 
process.  

This scenario has seen professional buyers who research 
and recommend funds and strategies become an 
integral part of the fund management value chain. 
While active fund managers, faced with questions over 
underperformance and high fees, see it as increasingly 
important to feature on gatekeeper lists, institutional 
investors and advisers want the reassurance of putting 
money into funds recommended by experts.  

BACKGROUND

OUTDATED MODEL

But the rise of passive investments, the increased 
efficiency of markets and the underperformance 
of active managers has changed the investment 
landscape to such an extent that traditional fund 
selection methods risk becoming outdated and 
obsolete. 

Fund selection drivers have traditionally been based on 
historical and transitory factors such as performance 
track record, manager tenure and manager reputation. 
And these factors, in turn, are a function of the 

THE RISE OF PROFESSIONAL BUYERS
prevailing investment styles of the day. Rather than 
being forward-looking and predictive, these selection 
drivers tend to be backward-looking and prescriptive. 

These drivers are also a product of behavioural and 
emotional biases. Performance track record is a prime 
example. The fact that a fund has performed well 
in the past gives investors a sense of reassurance 
and an expectation that such performance can be 
maintained or even bettered. Outcome bias is rife in 
the mutual fund industry, with investors quick to snap 
up ‘winning’ funds on the back of strong performance 
and quick to despatch ‘losing’ funds after a period of 
underperformance. 

Similarly, large funds with long manager tenures tend 
to inspire confidence among investors and encourage 
a herd mentality whereby investors seek safety – and 
success – in numbers. The same dynamic is at play 
with fund managers that boast good reputations. 
Investors gain a sense of security and confidence that 
their money is being managed by an experienced and 
safe pair of hands.

FLAWED THINKING 

But the idea that past performance and manager 
reputation provides a platform for future performance is 
flawed. Funds that perform well tend to do so because the 
market conditions and stage of the economic cycle favour 
that particular style or strategy — whether value, growth 
or momentum. Recently, for example, we have seen value 
investing stage something of a renaissance after a period 
of outperformance for the growth style on the back of 
rising equity markets and surging tech stocks. 
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The fortunes of funds are more often than not determined 
by whether their style is in step with the current market. 
And the fact that markets are in a constant state of flux 
means such strategies ebb in and out of fashion and rarely 
perform well in all market conditions. Today’s turbulent 
and unpredictable investment climate means the old 
maxim that past performance is no guarantee of future 
results rings truer than ever.

Indeed, the cyclical nature of markets suggests that 
investing in a fund on the back of strong performance 
or strong demand is precisely the wrong time to do so. 
Strong past performance, perversely, is often a prelude 
to weak future performance. The bursting of the dotcom 
bubble in the late 1990s serves as an ominous reminder of 
the pitfalls of piling into an outperforming sector or trend. 
Investors are too often governed by the fear of missing 
out. But as Warren Buffett once said, it is wise to be 
“fearful when others are greedy and greedy when others 
are fearful.” 

Meanwhile, recent woes engulfing some ‘star’ active 
managers demonstrate that a good reputation alone is 
not a sound basis on which to invest. The reputation of 
fund managers are built on the shifting sands of investor 
sentiment and, much like sandcastles, can be washed 
away by a tide of poor returns. 

The Neil Woodford debacle in the UK has both coincided 
with, and further fuelled, the decline of the star fund 
manager cult. It is now less about having one big name 
fund manager and more about having a big team with big 
resources. The Woodford episode also reflects a deeper 
industry malaise in which active managers are finding 
it harder to generate alpha. The proliferation of similar 
funds chasing similar opportunities in a market where 
traditional asset class correlations no longer hold true 
make it increasingly difficult for managers to identify those 
differentiated performance drivers. This has resulted in 
some managers taking undue risks in a bid to beat the 
index.

WOODFORD WOES
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Six in 10 (60%) professional fund buyers globally say 
performance track record is the most important criteria 
when selecting funds. Buyers in Latin America (67%), 
Europe (64%) and Asia (64%) attach the most weight to 
past performance, while those in the UK (50%) assign it 
the least significance. 

While track record can provide insight into how a manager 
has performed in certain market conditions and how 
volatile a fund has been relative to a benchmark, it is not a 
reliable indicator of future performance.

THE PRIMACY OF PERFORMANCE

FUND SELECTION DRIVERS

The second-most important fund selection driver globally 
is investment philosophy, cited by over half (53%) of 
respondents. Gatekeepers in the UK (60%) attach most 
value to investment philosophy, while those in Latin 
America (33%) see it as least important.  

Performance track record reigns supreme

Which of the following criteria are most important when it comes to selecting funds?

Performance track record

Investment philosophy

Investment selection process

Risk management process

Fees/Expense ratio

Manager tenure

Reputation of asset manager

Size of the fund

Sustainability/ESG factors

Other

61%

48%

47%

39%

34%

26%

20%

16%

8%

1%

60%

53%

51%

36%

32%

23%

21%

18%

7%
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The third-most important selection driver globally 
is the investment selection process (51%). Again, 
this factor is especially important for buyers in the 
UK (80%), where it is considered the number one 
selection driver by some distance. In contrast, only 
four in 10 (40%) respondents in North America point to 
the investment selection process as a major factor. 

More than one third (36%) of global professional 
buyers identify the risk management process as a top 
fund selection criteria. Risk management is at the 
forefront of minds in North America, where nearly half 
(47%) point to its strong influence. But it is regarded 
as far less important by respondents in Asia (18%) and 
the UK (27%). 

Amid an escalating fund price war, one third (32%) of 
global buyers cite fees/expense ratios as one of the 
most important considerations when selecting funds. 
Selectors in North America (43%) and Asia (36%) pay 
the most attention to fees, while those in Europe (26%) 
and the UK (27%) are less cost-conscious. 

Performance track record

Investment philosophy

Investment selection process

Risk management process

Fees/Expense ratio

Manager tenure

Reputation of asset manager

Size of the fund

Sustainability/ESG factors

Other

64% 64% 67%

55% 54% 33%

64% 45% 50%

35% 33%

33%

33%

26%

28%

20% 50%

23%

5%

0%

0%

0%

0%

60%

49%

40%

47%

43%

19%

19%

15%

9%

0%

50%

60%

80%

27%

27%

17%

20%

10%

10%

0%

18%

36%

9%

18%

0%

9%

27%

Asia Europe Latin America North America UK

Top 3

UK buyers predominantly look at investment selection process
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Elsewhere, far fewer gatekeepers 
globally point to the importance 
of manager tenure (23%), asset 
manager reputation (21%) and 
fund size (18%). This demonstrates 
how selectors are looking beyond 
those factors associated with the 
manager and are instead focusing 
on fund-specific dynamics.
 
Professional buyers predominantly 
want information about the 
fund’s performance, investment 
philosophy and investment 
selection process. Selectors are 
interested in how much a fund has 
returned relative to its benchmark, 
whether it has a growth, value, 
income or momentum style and 
whether it deploys a bottom-up or 
top-down stock selection process. 
They are basing decisions around 
the specific investment approach 
and style and how successful it has 
been rather than matters related 
to size such as size of reputation, 
size of fund and length of manager 
tenure.   

Professional buyers attach 
surprisingly little significance to 
sustainability considerations. 
Globally, less than one in 10 (7%) 
point to sustainability/ESG factors 
as one of the most important fund 
selection drivers. 

Sustainability/ESG is the lowest-
ranking fund selection driver for 
every region. No respondents 
in Asia or Latin America say 
sustainability is a major influence, 
indicating low levels of ESG 
penetration and awareness in these 
regions. And just one in 20 (5%) 

STYLE OVER SIZE 

SUSTAINABILITY IN THE 
SHADOW 

buyers from Europe considers ESG 
a prime selection driver. 

These findings would appear to be 
at odds with prevailing attitudes 
toward sustainability at a time 
when ESG is meant to be moving 
into the investment mainstream. 
But the findings perhaps highlight a 
gap between perceived and actual 
levels of ESG engagement.       

ESG investing is clearly on 
the increase as investors seek 
to align their ethical values 
with investments and fund 
manufacturers, in turn, compete in 
a sustainability arms race. Global 
sustainable investing reached 
$30.7 trillion at the start of 2018 
– representing a 34% increase 
from 2016, according to the Global 
Sustainable Investment Alliance. 

But the reality is that many 
investors have only just started 
out on their ESG journey. Research 
conducted by CoreData earlier in 
2019 shows that global institutional 
investors remain early stage 
adopters of ESG. The study found 
only about one third of investors 
are ESG ‘embedders’ showing a 
high degree of incorporation and 
commitment through corporate 
engagement, sustainability-themed 
investing and impact investing. The 
majority of investors were early 
stage ESG ‘adopters’ deploying a 
combination of negative screening, 
positive screening and integrating 
ESG factors into investment 
decision-making.
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This low level of engagement among institutional 
investors appears to have not gone unnoticed by fund 
selectors who see ESG as more of an afterthought. 
Professional buyers are ultimately tasked with 
selecting funds that generate high returns, hence the 
importance in which they regard performance track 
record. The fact that sustainability factors lie at the 
bottom of the pecking order indicates professional 
buyers do not necessarily equate ESG with strong 
performance. This is despite a growing body of 
evidence suggesting ESG funds do outperform over the 
long-term. 

The small role played by ESG may also reflect 
difficulties evaluating and assessing the ethical 
credentials of funds amid the rise of so-called 
greenwashing. While the market has seen a 
proliferation of funds purporting to offer sustainable 

mandates, a lack of transparency and reported data 
makes it difficult to measure and assess ESG factors 
and ESG risk. All of which adds another layer of 
complexity for professional buyers conducting fund 
due diligence. 

The unimportant role assigned to ESG in the fund 
selection process could paradoxically be a function of 
its widespread integration. Selectors may assume that 
basic ESG factors are now being built into most funds 
almost as an investment prerequisite and are therefore 
focusing their analysis on more differentiated drivers 
of performance. UK-based asset manager Schroders 
recently said it will fully integrate ESG into all of its 
funds by the end of 2020.
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Nearly two-thirds (64%) of global professional buyers say 
they have less than 100 funds on their product shelf. One 
quarter (26%) have between 100 and 249 funds and just 
5% have between 250 and 499 funds. A further 5% of 
respondents have at least 500 funds. 

Professional buyers in Europe and the UK have influence 
over the largest number of funds, while those in North 
America and Asia have the fewest funds on shelves.

The UK (37%) has the largest proportion of buyers with 
between 100-249 funds. This compares to 0% for Latin 
America and 11% for North America. Conversely, a far 
larger proportion of respondents in North America 
(85%) and Latin America (83%) have less than 100 funds 
compared to those in the UK (49%) and Europe (53%).

Professional buyers with a larger number of funds assign 
more value to performance track record, fees and ESG. 

Further analysis reveals a positive correlation between 
number of funds on shelves and the importance attached 
to performance track record as a fund selection driver. Six 
in 10 (60%) buyers with fewer than 100 funds point to the 
prime importance of performance track record, but this 
proportion increases to 66% for those with 100-249 funds 
and 67% for those with 250-499 funds. 

However, the primacy of performance track record is no 
longer evident for that small contingent of professional 
buyers with more than 500 funds. Track record slips to the 
sixth most-important criteria for this group, with just one 
in five (22%) identifying it is a major fund selection driver. 
For these buyers, the investment selection process (67%) 

PRODUCT SHELVES A NUMBERS GAME

FUND FUNDAMENTALS

How many funds do you have on your product shelf?

Region
Global

64%

26%

5%5%

Less than
100

100-249 250-499 500 and
above

55%

36%

9%

53%

33%

7%

7%

83% 85% 49%

17%

2% 7%

7%2%

11% 37%

Asia Europe Latin America North America UK

Most buyers have less than 100 funds
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 Fund selection drivers and number of funds 

is the dominant driver by some distance, followed by 
investment philosophy and the risk management process. 

Indeed, buyers with more than 500 funds attach 
significantly more weight to the risk management process 
than those with fewer funds. More than half (56%) say risk 
management is one of the most important criteria when 
selecting funds compared to a fifth (22%) of buyers with 
250-499 funds and about a third of those with up to 249 
funds.

The analysis also shows a positive relationship between 
number of funds and the importance of fees/expenses. 
Just three in 10 (30%) global respondents with less than 

100 funds point to fees/expense ratios as a major reason 
to select a fund. But this rises to 32% for those with 100-
249 funds and 44% for those with 250-499 funds. 
Again, this trend does not play out for buyers with more 
than 500 funds — one third (33%) of this group cite the 
importance of fees/expenses. 

Meanwhile, ESG factors are more important for buyers 
with a greater number of funds on shelves. While just 6% 
of buyers with less than 100 funds and 5% with 100-249 
funds say ESG is an important fund selection driver, this 
figure increases to 11% for those with 250-499 funds and 
22% for those with more than 500 funds.

Performance track record

Investment philosophy

Investment selection process

Risk management process

Fees/Expense ratio

Manager tenure

Reputation of asset manager

Size of the fund

Sustainability/ESG factors

Other

50%

36%

30%

23%

21%

20%

6%

1%

60%

52%

Less than 100

Investment selection process

Investment philosophy

Risk management process

Fees/Expense ratio

Size of the fund

Sustainability/ESG factors

Performance track record

Manager tenure

Reputation of asset manager

Other

56%

33%

33%

22%

22%

11%

0%

0%

67%

56%

500 and above

Performance track record

Investment philosophy

Investment selection process

Fees/Expense ratio

Risk management process

Size of the fund

Manager tenure

Reputation of asset manager

Sustainability/ESG factors

Other

48%

32%

32%

30%

14%

14%

5%

0%

66%

61%

100 - 249

Performance track record

Investment selection process

Reputation of asset manager

Fees/Expense ratio

Manager tenure

Risk management process

Investment philosophy

Sustainability/ESG factors

Size of the fund

Other

56%

44%

22%

22%

22%

11%

0%

0%

67%

56%

250 - 499
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Fund selectors display short investment time horizons. 
This may help explain why sustainability considerations 
rank so low down the fund selection pecking order. 
Selectors are first and foremost looking for funds that 
will deliver superior performance. This often results 
in a disproportionate focus on short-term returns at 
the expense of more long-term strategic goals such as 
incorporating ESG. 
  
Indeed, gatekeepers are quick to de-select funds on 
the back of poor performance. Nearly half (47%) of 
professional buyers globally allow underperforming funds 
a timeframe of between one year and less than three 
years before removing them. One quarter (26%) have an 
even shorter timeframe of between six months and less 
than a year, while 4% will ditch an underperforming fund 
within just six months. 

Only one fifth (19%) have a longer performance 
timeframe of between three years and less than five years. 
Just 3% have a time horizon of five years to less than seven 
years and 1% a timeframe of seven years to less than 10 
years. 

PERFORMANCE TIME HORIZONS 

What timeframe do you give an underperforming fund before removing it?

Regionally, fund selectors in the UK are the least willing 
to put up with poor performance. More than four in 10 
(43%) give underperforming funds six months to less 
than a year before discarding them. And just one in 10 
(10%) allow a timeframe of between three years and less 
than five years, while no UK respondent allows a fund to 
underperform for five years or more. 

In contrast, fund selectors in North America have 
relatively longer time horizons. Three in 10 (30%) give 
an underperforming fund between three years and less 
than five years to turn things around and 6% allow a time 
horizon of five years or more. Fewer respondents from 
North America have a shorter timeframe of between six 
months and less than a year (17%).  

Region

Under 6 months
6 months to a less than

1 year
1 year to less than 3 years

3 years to less than 5 years

5 years to less than 7 years

7 years to less than 10 years
10 years or more

4%

26%

47%

19%

3%

1%

10%

27%

36%

27%

6%

25%

49%

16%

3%

1%

33%

50%

17%

2%

17%

45%

30%

6%

43%

47%

10%

AsiaGlobal Europe Latin America North America UK

UK buyers have shorter performance timeframes
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REGULAR REVIEWS 

The focus on performance over short timeframes is seeing 
fund selectors carry out frequent reviews of managers. 

Globally, over half of professional buyers conduct a 
comprehensive review of active managers either monthly 
(18%) or quarterly (34%). Meanwhile, one fifth (20%) hold 
a thorough review semi-annually and one quarter (25%) 
do so annually. Just 3% review active managers every 
other year.  

Professional fund buyers in Latin America and the UK are 
keeping the closest tabs on active managers. Seven in 10 
UK buyers review either monthly (20%) or quarterly (51%) 
and two-thirds of Latin American respondents review 
monthly (33%) or quarterly (33%). 

Respondents in Europe and North America conduct less 
frequent reviews. About four in 10 European selectors 
perform a review either monthly (19%) or quarterly (24%). 
And less than half of North American respondents conduct 
either monthly (15%) or quarterly (34%) reviews. 

How often do you perform a thorough review of your active managers? 

Majority review active managers monthly or quarterly

48%

RegionGlobal

Latin America

UK

Europe

Asia

North America
Every month

Every quarter

Semi-annually

Annually

Every other year

18%

34%

20%25%

3%

15%

20%

19%

9%
18% 18%

55%

24% 24% 28%

33% 33%

17% 17%

51%

13% 13%

3%

5%

34%

19%

32%
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THE FUND UNIVERSE
An expanding universe of funds 
has inevitably made the fund 
selection process more difficult, 
leading to increased demand for 
gatekeepers that can align investor 
objectives with appropriate products. 
Professional buyers act as key 
intermediaries between fund houses 
and institutional investors and their 
services are increasingly sought by 
both groups.

According to the Investment 
Company Institute ( https://www.
ici.org ), at year-end 2018, fund 
providers across the world offered 
118,978 regulated funds — up 43.4% 
from 2009. Meanwhile, worldwide 
regulated open-ended fund assets 
rose by 9.2% to EUR 48.02 trillion in 
Q1 2019, according to the European 
Fund and Asset Management 
Association (EFAMA). 

The increase in both the number of 
regulated funds and assets under 
management is being fuelled by the 
growth of passive funds including 
index trackers and ETFs. At the 
same time, under-performance 
and downward pressure on fees is 
compelling many active funds to 
close or merge. According to a recent 
Morningstar study, only 44% of active 
US large cap equity funds and 49% of 
active UK large cap equity funds that 
were around 10 years ago still exist 
today. 

But while the number of active 
funds is expected to contract over 
the coming years, the total number 
of fund offerings will likely increase 
as passives continue to grab market 
share. 

More than one third (35%) of 
professional buyers globally think 
the number of funds will increase 
over the next three years. A third 
(33%) expects the number of 
offerings to remain the same and a 
similar figure (32%) projects it will 
decrease.  

An overwhelming majority (83%) of 
Latin American buyers expect the 
number of funds to increase. But 
less than one quarter (23%) of UK 
respondents thinks the same and a 
larger proportion (37%) expects the 
fund universe to contract. In North 
America, near equal proportions 
project the number of offerings to 
rise (39%) and fall (38%). 

https://www.ici.org
https://www.ici.org
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Expanding fund universe 

Will the number of fund offerings increase or decrease in the next 3 years?

32%

35%

33% 37%

30%

27%
38%

35%

37%

83%

39%

35%

36%

17%

23%
23%

40%

RegionGlobal

Latin America

UK

Europe

Asia
North America

Decrease
Increase
Remain the same
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TRANSATLANTIC TANGENTS
A picture is emerging of two different sets of professional 
buyers in the UK and North America. Buyers on either side 
of the pond display distinct differences in terms of the 
fund selection and monitoring process.

When it comes to fund selection, North American 
selectors predominantly focus on performance track 

record (60% vs. 50% UK), while UK buyers primarily look 
at the investment selection process (80% vs. 40% North 
America). Investment philosophy is also more important 
for UK buyers (60% vs. 49% North America). Meanwhile, 
North American respondents attach significantly more 
weight to risk management (47% vs. 27% UK) and fees/
expenses (43% vs. 27% UK).

FUND SELECTION DRIVERS

NUMBER OF FUNDS FREQUENCY OF MANAGER REVIEWS

Investment
selection process

80%

40%

Investment
philosophy

60%

49%

Performance
 track record 

50%

60%

Risk management
process 

27%

47%

Fees / expense
ratio 

27%

43%

Less than 100 100-249

49%
37%

85%

11%

15%

20% 51%

34%

Monthly Quarterly

PERFORMANCE TIMEFRAMES

6-12 months

3-5 years

17%

30% 10%

43%

North America UK

Across the Pond
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CONCLUSION

Elsewhere, professional buyers in the UK have a larger 
number of funds on shelves, conduct more frequent 
manager reviews and have shorter performance 
timeframes compared to their North American peers.

Nearly four in 10 (37%) UK buyers have between 100-249 
funds compared to just 11% of North American buyers. 
Conversely, far more North American buyers have less 
than 100 funds (85% vs. 49% UK). Meanwhile, 71% of UK 
respondents conduct either quarterly or monthly active 
manager reviews compared to just 49% of their North 
American peers. And far more UK buyers have a short 
performance timeframe of 6-12 months (43% vs. 17% 
North America). Conversely, substantially more North 
American buyers have a longer performance timeframe of 
3-5 years (30% vs. 10% UK).
 
Elsewhere, more North American buyers expect the 
number of fund offerings to increase over the next three 
years (39% vs. 23% UK). This may reflect the larger size of 
the ETF market in the US.

These transatlantic differences should be understood 
and addressed by asset managers seeking to build 
relationships with professional buyers on either side of the 
pond through sales and marketing initiatives.

Professional buyers face testing times. Not only is it 
increasingly difficult to identify future outperformers from 
a sea of mediocre ‘me too’ offerings, but the growing 
number of funds means buyers are tasked with finding 
those gems from an ever-expanding universe. 

Meanwhile, the factors that have traditionally driven the 
selection process – past performance and manager profile 
– have little or no bearing on how a fund will actually 
perform in the future. Encouragingly, buyers are looking 
beyond those factors associated with the manager such as 
reputation and tenure and are focusing instead on fund-
specific dynamics including the investment philosophy. 

However, performance track record is the primary fund 
selection driver. This is a metric lacking both validity 
and relevance going forward and should play only a 
contributory rather than driving role in the fund selection 
process.  

Professional buyers will therefore increasingly need to 
focus on factors other than past performance when 
researching and recommending funds. And ESG factors, 
which can help boost long-term returns as well as 
contribute to a more sustainable future, should feature far 
more prominently on the radars of selectors. 
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CoreData
About Us
CoreData Research is a global specialist financial services research and strategy consultancy. CoreData Research under-
stands the boundaries of research are limitless and with a thirst for new research capabilities and driven by client demand; 
the group has expanded over the past few years into the Americas, Africa, Asia, and Europe.

CoreData Group has operations in Australia, the United Kingdom, the United States of America, Brazil, Singapore, South 
Africa and the Philippines. The group’s expansion means CoreData Research has the capabilities and expertise to conduct 
syndicated and bespoke research projects on six different continents, while still maintaining the high level of technical 
insight and professionalism our repeat clients demand.

With a primary focus on financial services CoreData Research provides clients with both bespoke and syndicated research 
services through a variety of data collection strategies and methodologies, along with consulting and research database 
hosting and outsourcing services.

CoreData Research provides both business-to-business and business to- consumer research, while the group’s offering 
includes market intelligence, guidance on strategic positioning, methods for developing new business, advice on opera-
tional marketing and other consulting services.

The team is a complimentary blend of experienced financial services, research, marketing and media professionals, who 
together combine their years of industry experience with primary research to bring perspective to existing market condi-
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