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The European Community as an Investmeﬁf Area

T The Economic Sitmation

feriev) -
OﬁgGE;isions like this excellent 1unch I have been
frequently asked to gxplaln what the European Community
is, Let me state from the very beginning that it is very’
difficult to give a short definition., By—the—way;—tirts LT+
is just like an elephant, everybody knows what it is
but it is difficult to defdine it,

deseri be s

I may therefore limit myself to indicating that it
is a Community of - at this time - ten Natlon States,
with nearly 270 millions inhabltants wh*eh:géa;on their dong
way towards becoming am European Federatlon.

,w.mh@

From its very beg:nnzng in 1958, the European Communty
h“,.?

a:meé—at-prov1dsng—1ndustr1es and agriculture with an
internal market nearly as large as the European continentitelt.
Its tools are essentially the legislation on equal rules '
ofogccess to markets, on competition, a common agricultursl
policy and a common and liberal foreign trade policy

basedlon a}gﬁgpgg external tariff vis-a-vis third countries.

OneYmajor target is that—ef creating an optimal
investment area,

......

In what follows I want to highlight, first, the
general economic situation of the European Community.
Second I would like to develop some considerations
= spe01flca11y about 1nvestmen¥‘and‘ Yhird, I would like
to deal with our attempt to create a single legal environ-
ment for business favqﬁrable to the enterprise and there-
fore. to the investor,
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o Aeeliy
ﬁ;;dxw%he macroeconomic situation, the European
Community has been drawn into the world wide economic
slump which began for different occasions about 1980 -
mstly national,

Economic growth, measured by the increase in real

GDP per catha¥ is stagnating and will probably notbe7-<>'y
exceed- signifleantly 1% in 1983. Unemployment is high 1N

at more than 11 million peo\Iebhihe: about 10% of 'Siviliam. . .
labour force. The only positive indicators are these—ef d
decrease in inflation rates to less. than 10% on the average . .
and the balance- of -payments; whlch sa& rapidly coming into

o e S

equlllbrlum in the current accounte.

e

e

(Ave
Among the negative factorsffhe deterioration of public

budgets and the intolerable growth ofufﬂeypubllc secto:c‘,w"-"tL
have to be mentloned beside the burden of extremely
high interest rates. /77133*“’j///

O padriele
Omre—of—the-3peeiald points of concern in this European
market is that the share of gross fixed
capital formation in GDP is declining. Sinte—49%0 This share
has decreas=d from 23AV§1J20% in 1981. | The perspective
is for a decrease to about 19% in the medium term future.

drop
This &ecay in investment is not unique to the European
Community. The situatlon in Japan,for instance, is rather N
;é;gzgezie toq/whoae there fé”guaecrease from more than i
35% to about 30%.

Compared to this rather clear decline, the situation

{ oty oinn
in this country, the USA, is a bit more comfortable because
here the share has been stable for more than a decade. de uS

Of course, because of the high degree of development of #his
economy the share of 18% is somewhat lower than in the
Eqropeen Community.

Hé@é#é?} the message I want to leave with you is that

there is a remarkable change in the political climate in
Europg which will make the European Community more

attractive for investment in the future.
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Heads of states and governments of the European
Community, assembled in the European Council in March of
this year, recognlzed .g.)the close 11nksb§£;;én investment,
competitiveness and employment. %ince thatégame—eé—%eeet

all the Member-Etates have) ceme- fover®o the opinion
that economic policies have to focus essentially on the pro-
motion of productive private investment.[@he common demohinator
in all Member States on which political approaches to this
problem are based is identical, its name is uncertalntj}

and fur common go?lng ‘to restore business confidence.
rg‘(n'é, '

vyl
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et
This‘” implies many national and Community
actions to improve the international economic environment?, Fer

K wals N

#ve. we need more reliable prospects for en open international &
trade and more confidence in international financial
investments,

Uncertainty is also a major characteristic of the economic

situation within the Community, for instance with respect

to €he central bank policies and gf public flnanceL Uncertalnty ~

has been péé&%%ed by n§§%¥bu§ f?gtgrs. Eeur Member—States
vt 3 w il
of the European Community hawve--ad-d@ast annual publlc deficits

(’l'\C‘“A" O;

‘ef more\théh 10% of the GDP. Another important memsen Ciluie
for uncertainty has been erratic developments in bu31ness

& B .
legislation. Sudden increases i . utoplﬁrldeas
LR I at

in the areas of social policy anénae to‘the "improvement" of

the welfare state. New technlcal'§§£;§N;nd standards amdar well a3
restrictive regulations whtchrha?e also 1ncreeein§1y fostered .
uncertainty. Recess1on has p¥g;§%ed the tenimion of ¥

L

protectionism 1a8&de the EC,

c2wbe fesv
The need for new policies has clearly emergea\géiigg‘recengj
elections in European countries, Bur:ng the last three
month§,governments in someiMember~States have been {d'mﬂi
~reptaoed by more conservative and/or christian/democratic

g@wammaﬁmPaf”q
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The ' sqgiglg§“)French government have recently re-

oriented their policy towards a consolidation of the
budget.

L{b"t, qo?B
The malnnéaaget of—the—pottetes of these political forces
is to re}ease resources for investment purposes by ;
decrease7dI public deficits and by shifting caasum%&vrnrommr
expenditure towards public investment. The contribution
of the European Community consists essent1a11¥ of providing
the necessary general’European environment 2n whlch
higher production can result from higher 1nvestment.
Only in this way can we subsequently promote real growth
and reduce unemployment over a longer period. R

II. The internal market

From the Community's point of view, the first and
fundamental 923353%0n for stimulating investment 1§,of
course, the and development of the Community's in-
ternal market for goods and services. Much has been
achievedf’to cregﬁefa common set of rules in many areas _
of legislation éEE;;%;e in the field of technical standards,*
Jgut as you know, problems -remain teebe=sc%=sd Moreover,

bz 3 }vhlrﬁ#v L4
the existing cemsbmuesion has to be contlnuoué&y éefv“ued~
against the temptations of protectionism. The Commission
is determined to fulfill its responsibility in this respect.

The European Court of Justice and the European Parliament g

are our best allies,

ad (’GC‘S U V/'P\-'\'
Indeed, one of the major isswes of the1p¥esent econonic

pe%iogagi;xhé/ﬁagapean Comm1581oﬁn30n31sts of exg%e&%&ag

= g e3a M ing

systematically., the advantagesos%emm*ﬁg from a single

e T markéyzlgf%g’énough to uaéérytn the expansion of .

industrial activities that are internationally competétive. -

Y
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—A e taxatlon, a significant beginning has been madeyg sey2liv)
value- dded tax. But much remains to be
?‘vv.n‘ .
donec ézﬁét,\as SEar Y5ther forms of indirect taxétion Lo

-5 -
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e take—as—vur—1nsp1r&$&en76ur Dutch frlendglwhq,
~ for many years, were filling d#kes and baé&&ng—eu%—beée;e

tFram tho 22 {/ foovsore Jha+ thoy would be aliie o) !
they:eﬁﬁiazﬁé—su;e.e£7Wa1kxng on dry ground, fer—mest—of-the-
day. More seriously, ladies and gentlemen, we are convinced e
that a large, integrated internal market qgfers the best :
guarantee of economic health in the long Semm. ¥

clearing water

IITI, A single envirenment for business

But an internal market for goods and services is

not enough, A&se—ascsssaryr&s the replacement of national
rules and procedures a@@%ytﬁg—%o business enterprises by

a Community-wide framework that—will permittsenterprises,
investors and other economlc actors'}ghfiﬁgyvfge Community

as a single environment for businessy If each State continues
to feel free to’ %ts own way and adopt whatever regulations

withey 4

t pieases, enterprises will continue to find it

difficult to adapt themselves to the new dimension of the
Community market and we will not reap t%éﬁfg}}ksﬁnefit

:
of=it, We need a legal framework that ﬁ@;gées,our economic
ojectives. T

A start has been made. The Community Treaty itself
gave us some powerful tools in the competition field, based-
2
very mucﬁlgéjUS experience, that have prove@ their worth,
haret

&5 Stk ~
such as excise duties, and subsequentlzlegéeerging certain

fundamental pr1nc1ple§ of direct taxatlon. In the context

LRl IVS Q

of a new initiative aimed-at promotsng the idea of a

continental-wide internal market, the Commission intends
to §ress the Council of Ministers to accelerate work !
on #ae proposals already made concerning the overall |
harmonizatioh of tax rates. We nevertheless have to admit i
that economic conditions will probably have to improve ]
considerably before <he political conditions witd ammiwe v i1 T

that will permit significant breakthroughs to be made.

g 6/000
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Finance Ministers just do not haf;i2§$%§§g% to -maneevre

— aeuiresenﬂLL~/

;5/ In the company law field, for which I am directly respons1b1e
more progress is beeing made, The first four
company law direetives have been adopted and are being
implemented in the emberuStates. Now, after a long period
of deliberation, a clear majority view has emerged in
the Council of Ministers in favour of a uniform approach
to the problems of‘insolvency, though technical problems
remain to be resolved. In addltlog,the seventh directive on
consolidated accounts for groups of companies is already well
into its final negotiating stage.anﬁfﬁ%s adoption is now
likely next year.

The seventh directive is a good example of how we

are seeking to construct a framewerk that will produce
WEM- wi
convergent developments and—tshereby en%ble enterprlses (s
_ydr.ru..u'? Te

to benefit increasingly from the simpiifiesdtion that f&nms
from the progressive harmonigation of national laws. Can
anyone doubt that in—%heﬁg#gg;ce~of our proposal,we would
have witnessed the development of new national requirements
for group accounts of a more divergent and therefore much

m ore troublesome character? Similarly, if we were to

ignore completely the moreﬂqqntrover51al ;é:iés of

group law and the _bparen Hsubsidiary relationship, dealt with
in our forthcomlng “"ninth directlvgﬂ sooner rather

than 1ater nat10na1 1nit1aitves hea*ng different

characterlstics would 1nev1tably be taken.

U
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In\%EEB real sense, harmonization is de<regulation. It
eliminates, or at least reduces, multiple and dlvergent"
national rules, Even wheng normally for political reasons,
Community standards are expressed as minimum rules, in A

. - practice the minimum often tend§“%3‘334§i§§>a maximum and

‘ greater convergence results. This fundamental effect of
our programﬁks :s-ei;direc@;benef;;;to enterprises and
investors alike, 2% should also be of interest to investors
from abroad who otherwise would continue to be faced with an-

increasing dlvergencEL;n the legislation of the ten/Mémber"
States.

~

BY ‘
IV, Problems posed by legislative programme, and some solutions
But, of course, our legislative proposals do pose F
some problems both within the Community itself and from an

ame speetfieally American point of view,

Sometimeg,their importance for the creation of a single

environment for business,through a coherent set of

harmonized, calculable and transparent ruleg)tends to be

" overs&adowed by the discussion of some of their aspects 3% &
'homa —frem the spe01flc political climate in Europe.
wteth 4

Typical concerns voiced in theuﬁskyggéy

- that Community rules on product llablllty would increase
the burden placed on manufacigring 1ndustry at a tlmefz*
when governments should do everything to alleviate this

burden)

e T ? - that a sinister effect would result from legislation e
dp ot d ﬂMnL\' % tending to the parent/subsidiary relationship by
o Poblid, Wb - abollshlng the liability of sub31d1arf%'
Fabpdievier - \\ - that the introduction of the idea of workera participation
k:(ﬂu@f'fﬁw»" into company law would seriously téééé% the decision-

'(h“g:/ - maklng capability of management to~%he—effect-eft7

" 1D hcouraging investment,

8/eee
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- that more particularly the so-called Vredelings
proposal would tend to subjeet the decisionsof anf§~'
to the consulation of their workers all over the warld,

- that the rules on consolidated group accounts would
amount to introduce,obligations having an extra-
Egrritorial effect outside the scope of the Community;

jybrL to sum it up, that Community legislation is
biased against the operation of US based MNgfé.

What is our response? I4 obviously cannot deal-with every-
thing today. Neverthelesabthe following points seem to
me to be of particular importance. '

(a) Not attacking multinational business

First ,it follows from what I have said concerning

our objective of creating a singlg}more calculablgf

and transparent, environment for business

throughout the Community that our proposals are not
designed as an attack on multinational enterprises in genera%/
much less American ones dit—parbieular, We have consistently
rejected calls for legislation directed specifically

at e multinationall, All our proposals apply in an even~
handed way to national and multinational enterprises

alike, Moreover, our objective is always to emmive—etlchirve
equal treatment of enterprises regardless of their
national character or originlgven when the objectively

differenF situation of multinational enterprises
tanps

may obdige us to rely on a specific legislative a,
techniqué] '
[ ¥ e?fl‘\ 1e

~
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(b) Resistance to change requires a step-by-step approach

Second, the Community has learned that since harmonization
and legislative convergence do require changes te—be-

mxde in the ways in which people do business and live their
lives, we cannot be over~ambitious. Because of the
difqus?gwtraditions and cultures of the emberbétates,

we reed—b0 rely on a step-by-step approach.

LR L VI
FNI S

For this reason, , we are concentrating on company
law harmonlzatloﬁkfor the time belnégrather than on
t he adoption of a complete federal-typeYEuropean company

law of which yoﬁ may have read a few years ago. This

p roposal is, as you say, "on the back burner". In any (23
case, it is not for ediate e3£§§£§%¥";

though it has beeaf%3§2&gned %o the garﬂaég:Zén

either.

In my opinion, the kind of balanced compromise that will
emerge fromthe legislative process should in. no way be

v iewed as a negat:y factor from the point of view of

the enterprlse of 1] 1nvestor. While extension of liability
may result in some 3ur1sd1c€zzhs, the risk will be insurable,
md the laws of the/Member~$tates will stabiliBe in a
convergent manner, with a considerable gain in their

clarlty and predictability of operation.

=T rcM»ov«

Let me now come to the important field of labour re-
lations in the enterprise.

The economic pressures of the recent past have sharply

unterlined the need for our economles, and our enterprises,
Ihere fretdoedd

to adjust to change. Bhey have at the same time given

fresh impetus to political demands for new information,

consultation and participation procedures for employees.

10/ ees
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We haﬂe—beea=ga$e;as¢ed-¢o nof\)that thseeepressures s

have not been completely absent in the US. and that, in

some sectors, such as automobiles, they have alreadylwowﬂ+ ém~4
p-uodueed new approaches to labour-management relations heve,
-on—this-sifde—af theAtlantie, While on this side

of the Atlantig’such innovations may still appear

to be limited in scope, they are much more widely discussed

and even praticed on the Continent. Clearly, this must

be seen against the background of the specific political

climate prevailing infEuropg,where efforts aimed at fully
integrating the workers movement into society are an

e lement of long-term stability. Recent Belgian polls tend

to show that demands for more participation are high on “he )
list of expectatiorns of the working population, whereasfvh}&

the present economic difficulties have put a

1id on the pressures for wage increases.

The challenge, as we see it, is to meet these demands

for change while firmly re51st1ng propgsals that would
interfere with enterprxsesi ab111t§§%6 égnage effectively the

p rocess of contln&pus adjustment that they are called

upon to achieve. Far from being obstacles to this

process, the proposed measures are am important toolS‘Wb 4 WJ‘ .

t sty uand
$0 enable us to carrfufEY%HEBﬂgh by ensuring an adequate

vt . ui

degree of social consensus eenee%n;ng changes that are
sometimes painful for those affected.

e
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(c) Need for careful adaptation

However, if we must accept certain limitations on

the/Memberjékates' capacity for change,‘ye mustalso
crArund gt

insist on the necessity ofcertaf aptations.

In these circumstances, laws affecting business

can hardly be expected to escape periodic re-evaluation

and amiggment. Indeed, too great a resistance to change
re-bound on those resisting it. At some point,

¢ hanges would almost certainly be made,but more

explosively, subject to less careful control and

management.'ﬂgﬁ’;n the meantimslthe stresses created by the #=

unsatisfie#pressure for change would not disappear,—bat ord

would continue to cause problems of their own

for enterprises and &gr investors.

Of course, I am not preaching change at any price.
Our reforms must be carefully considered and balance
carefully all the interest involved. We have, in
addition, no intention of abandoning the fundamental
principles of an open economy,

which have served us so well in the past,.

12/0.0
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What does this mean in more concrete terms? Let me give
;% or 3 examples,
f

"(—/). Huee -
T il bogiv V’"ll 5
Hleo—tpiee) prodluic ity to—kegiw—with, oughout %;
the industrialized world, deep-rooted forces - economic, :
%901a1 and political - have been-aggaﬁent for many years'bkdg;§:
ave tr

%tates to move away from liability based ohly
on Raggi of fault or ne%l&gence to solutions that do not

such proof.‘ﬁevelopments have occurred on
both sides of the Atlantic. amd Some of—themeon this side,
incidentally, have gone much further than we are %}kel b,
to go. They have also d;gﬁiged in countries aéi%eééégagé‘zg ‘/
Japan, Israel and New Zealand, -
For the Community, a common approach is clearly desirable,
The Commission would have been failing in its most

LRv_dr_obBVtvvey

fundamental duty if it had simply ieekeé—en while the
,ﬁember>States responded in their various ways to the
évident pressures for change. By proposing a strict
liability solution te-be—teedd+zed within the context
of our traditional le%iiu§ystems, the Commission appears
to have succeeded in the adaptation of collectivist
solutions_é_;g New Zealand based on '"no fault"
compensatlon through a publicly=~administerd fund. Dis-
c ussion now centréé on certain difficult questlons
concerning the scope of the llablllty,396£0 which we are
trying to find reasonable compromises. Liability for
development riggﬁ for example, will clearly not now be | o
included as a Community requirement, 2Lthough individual ‘
/M%mbervStates will probably have to be free to
include it if they wish, provided th=t thej do so in

a® legislative text and not simply by case law,

13/0ee
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The dynamic objective pursudl by our proposals is

underliged by a number of important safeguards that wen
are being careful to include. We have the impression

. gy{_y_;ulhh? ’
that sometimes theseyaremot sufficiently unierstood
by critics who, of necessi i ili
y cri es yho, 1fz>are relatively unfamiliar

with the\operation in-pesdtiee of European industrial
relations systems. -

-

Lo-welie- the fifth directive on company structure

and employeé pa:t;cifation'eé:;h example, the Commission
has ,from théﬁg;g;ggﬁeen careful to-ens ‘hat what

S, : engure wvhatever
employee participation systems are I 5] s they should not
permit the{'decisiam to be blocked.
For this reason, we have always opposed (simple fifty-fifty B
schemes for equal representation of labour and Qﬂ@iﬁéﬂpévﬁ?cfm+:
on company boards.,We have also resisted demands for Cowrers)

. S vy
employeéinghts ot /eté\as %@ management's economic
decision-making [for the same rqﬁééég

I am pleased to say that the European Parliament, by a
large majority, has recently endorsed this approach

in a most explicit manne;,by suggesting that a provision be
included in the fifth directive limiting the maximum
proportion of employeeb;epresentatives on company

boards to one-half)and further specifying that in such
cases, the shareholder representatives shall have

the ultimate power to decide disputed questions. The
Commission has already decided to include such a safeguard
in its amended proposal. I§3§ enactment at Community i
level woulq/in myvigy constitute a guarantee for

investors that is—herd—to—wmder<yelue.
Sha'd red be uvd#fﬁ}“wP';f;,

14/e..
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Similarlx,the relatively Eaifgzg'solution of the
original proposal has been abandoned in favour of a more
flexible approach. Following the European Parliament's

recent opinion, the amended proposal w111 consist of a frame-

woXX permitting the/ﬁEmberigtates to take\account L -3
their dlfferzﬁg—soc1a1 traditions, while at the same
time promotlngqﬁonvergent development ae—regaaésa4

the structure of public companies and?#he institutional
recogn;tion Siven toglabour, management and capital.

Be%émessa51:¥ge Community's approach to the "Vredeling"
directive will be fundamentally the same, While many of
ugjlncludxng myse;@-have reservations -about the language
of the original propoSal we are convinced that the under-
lying objective of the proposal is sounds Employee

i nformation and consultation systems presently ex1st;$é in
most of the member.countrles¢>shou1d be adapted to take into
a ccount the increasingly multinational dimension of
enterprises in the Community, Eﬁployees should be adequatdly
informed both about the general development of the firm

of wﬁlch thelr ﬁgmpanysﬁeams part and, on a need~to—

know basis, 6£ important decisions likely to affect

them, even if those decisions are being made in

another country, At the same time, it is not our

intention to strangle enterprises with cumbersome,
impractical procedures, Ror should the absence of an
agreement between both sides be allowed to interfere

with the decision-making process. Amendments are now

under consideration in the European Parliament which

s hould prove helpful in this respect.

15/ 00
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Hq;rt“"? .
Obviously, you will not expect me to commit the Commission

—at—this—stese before the ?érliamentary stage is concluded.
But I can say that certain of the ideas that have been
suggestedf.}or example, to protect sensitive information
and to ensure that local management is not uniermined
for bypasse&i;ééem to me to be well-founded and are
1 ikely to find a place in the Commission 's amended
proposal. SimilarlX/I would favour special provisions

fto the effect of excluding such obligations, which could

be seen as having an element of extraterritoriality.

ETW\ﬁrk would Twelidc obligdtions Been 4r laye 2p olined
' o f Revtra. ey :-!h;é?::.,’[

to parent-subsidiary relationships and&ﬁhé EE:EEEEEEZ:)
o e S
directive) W& shall be seeking the same kind of

"ninth"

balanced It is not our intention to force all enter-
prises into a contractrbased group by imposing "
radical new liabilities if no contract is agreéé(’ﬁgr do
we intend to abandon the fundamental principle of a
company's limited liability.

On the contrary, we seek only to re-affirm the equally
fundamental priciple that companies whose share capital
may be held by the public should be managed in their
own interest and not'"someone else's.We shall be seeking
to develop as # clear a text as possible % embody + kq
that principle and nothing more. In my opinion, such

a principle is a necessary safeguard for the investor
in public companies and not disruptive of the legitimate
interests of parent undertakings.

16/¢e0
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(d) The give-and-take of an open legislative system

I would like to conclude by stressing an aspect of

the Community s regulatory system that has been implicit
in much.ihet I have said esufar. Our legislative

system is democratic in character. It is openg to
criticism, to influence, to change. It seeks consensus,
Indeed, there are those who say that its concern with
consensus is so pronounced that its effectiveness is
insufficient.jI% all takes too long.

Be that as it may, from the point of view of the
investor, including the fmrelgn investor, the system has
the advantage thatigééngﬁgerns can be adequately taken
into account. I would refer you to the seventh directive
on group accounts. One of the original proposal's
provisions of greatest concern to US business was the
requirement for so-called horizontal sub-consolidation
of European sub51d1ar1es o? companies outside the
Community. Following laaéhéy discussion of the probleq,
in which American Chambers of Commerceramongst otherSwf/
played an important part, a consensus has emerged that
this requirement should be dropped. The alternative

poss1b111ty\;s “now being coneldered;of requiring certain
additional dlsclosures in the annual accounts of the

individual Communlty subsidiaries concerning their relations

with the group:‘Thls seems to be a much more

workable approach, which is 11ke1¥ to find general
agreement. It should also do<mueh to resolve the problem
of our treatment of groups controlled by US private
companies that are not presehtly required to consolidate
under US law and pratice,

17/e0s
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Whileggﬁé§)ﬁgy continue to object to world-
wide consolidation, it is hard to see how they can op/23€
eentest reasonable disclosure by their European
affiliates of their role within the group.

RS 1)

heis S
v

V. Conclusion

Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to suggest that if

we take this example as our guide, and take the trouble to
listen carefully to each other's concerns, there is no
reason why the Community's developing regulatory
framework, far from being a source of problems, should
not make a major contribution to the attractiveness of e
Europe as an investment area. We will indeedqg%hieve the
r ight balance between reform and adaptation on the one
hand, and maintenance of the fundamental principles of an
open, compeﬁ@{ive economy on the other, Willingness to
understand #ﬁ%éothegkpoint of view, and to find
compromises on that basis, is of course

essential, We for our part are determined to make the
effort.
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Annex: Defensive point
Extra-territorial jurisdiction

I am glad to be able to comment briefly at this

point on an important issue associated with some of our
directiveg,even if it is s%%$¥§§§g of a diéressi n, [
from today's central topic of investmentoqéé%féitefggﬁbéial
exercise of jurisdiction. I expected that you might feel
cheated if I said nothing about it.

A ::}9[5-";“'%&

First, all of our measures apply above all to companies
that are established and active within the Community's
borders., Furthe{dmore, they apply to actions having their
effects (sometimes serious) inside a Community Member- State.
By international?accepted standards, this so-called
"effects~doctrine" is in no sense an illegal extra-
territorial exercise of jJjurisdiction. Thereforglthe
Community canfgzaﬁmiégiily,international comparision.
Converselx measures have been taken recently an@?ﬁbt for
the first timg,by the Uslwhich apply to Community firms
that are not established sor active on US territory, and
as regards matters having no effects there. These measures
lave serious consequences not only for the firms concerned,
but%%%r the economic policies of their countries of
origin. We view this interference in our internal affairs
with a mixture of irritation and sorrow, and hope that
wiser eounsels will still prevail. But in any case,

we reject firmly any suggestion that our measures are

in any way comparable,

I1/..
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II.

I would like to add a political comment, The argument thét
large multinational enterprises, long-established, and
active within the Community a=md,often household néﬁeﬁ/are
soxt of exempt from its collective jurisdiction.s®Z could
backfire on those who make it. Coupled with the recent
attempts by the US government to extend the long arm of

US law to Community firms for activities wholly outside
the US, and not having effects inside its borders, the

a rgument begins to look like a claim for a. special "off-

shore" status, if you like, for these companies.,

Such a concept strikes at the heart of the equal treatment
and non-discrimination principles that have been the
foundation for the remarkable development of international
act1v1t1es by enterprises since at least the end of the
) Ja.asf\war. It also plays into the hands of those ‘who are no
Afiends of the multinational enterpriseg or an open economy.
They have always argued that multinational enterprises are
a breedzbarglto be treated with suspicion and regulated
sep8rately. In my opinion, our critics would be better
adv1sed to concentrate on the merits of the rules that
shguld apply equally to all enterprises doing business
in n the Communlﬁy rather than seeking to use
strained jurisdictional arguments to exempt one group
of enterprises from the regime that will apply togvery one

else,





