Foreign Investment in New Zealand: Does it threaten our prosperity or our
sovereignty?

Dr Don Brash, Governor, Reserve Bank of New Zealand

A speech given by the Governor of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand to the Wellington Rotary Club on 20 Novemit
1995. In his speech Dr Brash discusses some of the concerns which are raised by critics of foreign investment in N
Zealand and concludes that almost all foreign investment in New Zealand is beneficial to the economy.

Ladies and gentlemen, | appreciate this opportunity Phe concerns of the critics
speak to you today about a subject which | have not ad-
dressed in public for a considerable period. What are the concerns being raised by the critics of for-

) ) eign investment today? | believe that five main issues
Why do | address it now? Because in recent months thet& o peen of concern.

have been a number of voices raised in opposition to for-

eign investment in New Zealand, and some of th&s it has been asserted that, since New Zealand com-
comments made have not only been based on a serioysljies are currently earning only some $700 million
inadequate understanding of the facts but also run the rigally from their investments overseas and foreigners
of significantly damaging the well-being of all New Zeay e earning some $6,500 million annually on their invest-
landers. Mr David Caygill observed recently thafyents in New Zealand, foreign investment is thereby
successive Governments had failed to explain adequatghnehow creating a serious and permanent balance of
to the public that foreign investment in New Zealand is (Efayments deficit. Even a moment's thought must make it

enormous benefit to New Zealanders, and | am inclingfhar that it is impossible to measure the balance of pay-

to agree with him. ments effect of foreign investment in New Zealand by
] comparing the flow of interest and dividends on two huge-
But why should getinvolved? In part because | am thg, gitferent amounts of investment. Until recent years, it
Governor of the Reserve Bank, and as such | a@xanp g heen almost impossible for New Zealand companies
officio member of the Overseas Inyestment Commlssmlr_a, get permission to invest outside the country, so that
But mainly because once upon a time | used to agree Wifly, ot by definition such investments are relatively small
everythlng that t_oday’s critics (_)f fo_relgn investment say, ya1ue and, in some cases, in an early stage of develop-
about it - in particular that foreign investment should bgient By contrast, foreign companies have been investing
avoided if at all possible because remitting the interest New Zealand for well in excess of a century, and the
and dividends required would inevitably do lasting damyccymulated value of such investments is very large. The
age to our balance of payments and economic growiy;, flows of income bear no relationship whatsoever one
and that allowing foreign investment into the countryy another. That is not to say, of course, that servicing
would inevitably mean that crucial decisions affecting thl%reign investmenmaynot create a balance of payments
direction of our economy, indeed our very sovereign%sue, and I will return to that issue in a moment.
would be made abroad, in London, or New York, or De-
troit, or Tokyo. Indeed, after writing @ book which arguedecondly, it has been claimed that 56 percent of all the
precisely these points, | went to Australia, intent on dergpares on the New Zealand market are now held by for-
onstrating just_how much gconomic damage had been d%'i’@ners, up from only 19 percent just six years ago. This
by American investment in the manufacturing sector @f 4jmost certainly true, but highlighting the change over
that country. Unfortunately for my original view, in peryhe |ast six years creates an impression which is some-
secuting American companies in Australia for their reglp ot misleading. By far the largest increase in this
and imagined sins, | had a road-to-Damascus experienGg,centage occurred between March 1991 (when the ra-
and came to the realisation that American investment hgdl a5 23 percent) and December 1992 (when it was 46
been hugely beneficial to Australia and that my origin@lercent). It appears that there were two main reasons for
concerns about such investment were not only unfoungle, sharp jump. First, in July 1991 Telecom was listed on
ed but were the very reverse of the truth. the sharemarket for the first time, and of course that com-
pany had then, and still has, a very high proportion of
foreign ownership. Secondly, over that period there was a
major restructuring of the ownership of Carter Holt
Harvey, as a consequence of which International Paper

Reserve Bank Bulletin, Vol 58 No. 4, 1995 249



acquired a beneficial interest of about 17 percent in it don’t foreign purchases of New Zealand farms drive
company. up land prices, beyond the reach of New Zealanders want-

ing to buy a farm? According to Overseas Investment

But of course the percentage does not mean very mueRmmission data, sales of rural land to foreigners made
because most companies in New Zealand are not listggless than 3 percent of the total number of farm sales
on the sharemarket at all: many of those unlisted com@¥er the four years to the end of 1994, so such sales can
nies are, to be sure, foreign owned, but many are rerdly be said to be having a determining effect on the
Certainly, the 56 percent figure means very little ashpsice of rural land. And even if foreign purchases of farms
measure of overall foreign investment in the New Zeflid increase land prices, this disadvantage to the would-
land economy - which can be illustrated by consideriftg New Zealand farrbuyeris to the advantage of New
what would be the consequence if all the minority sharéealand farnowners Itis certainly not obvious that New
holders of Telecom were to sell out, and the company wé@alanders as a whole are disadvantaged.

to be delisted: the effect would berémlucethe foreign

Ownership of shares listed on the New Zea|arﬁpurth|y, it is claimed that fOI'Eign investment in New
sharemarket. Zealand will, if unchecked, make us ‘serfs in our own

land’. Even discounting the hyperbole, the fear that for-

And of course the ratio tells us nothing at all about whettfifin investment will in some sense lead to a loss of
the impact of foreign investment is benign or otherwisBCONOMIC sovereignty is a very deep-seated one. Surely,
It is not difficult to show that foreign investment init is self-evident that if most of our banks, most of our
Telecom has been hugely beneficial to the New Zealdfgurance companies, all our petrol companies, all of the
Government as the former shareholders and the reclprge telecommunications companies, all of our motor
ents of taxation on the greatly increased profits, to tMghicle assembly companies, and most of the shipping
New Zealand economy more W|de|y through the pro\ﬁ_ompanies and airlines which serve our shores are owned
sion of a vastly improved quality of telephone servic@Proad, wemusthave lost control of large chunks of our
and to the New Zealanders who were wise enough to fgpnomy and perhaps of our identity? Actually, no. All
the shares of Telecom when it was first floated at $2 pdrthose companies, owned abroad as they may be, are
share (a group which, alas, did not include me!). As fépliged to comply with New Zealand's laws and regula-
Carter Holt Harvey, the chairman of Brierley Investmentins, obliged to pay New Zealand's taxes and tariffs, and
has recently testified that, without the capital restruct@bliged to pay wages and salaries sufficiently generous
ing of which International Paper was a part, Carter Héf attract staff from New Zealand-owned companies. Of
would very probably have failed in the early nineties. course, foreign-owned companies will do their best from
time to time to avoid paying New Zealand taxation, or to
Thirdly, it is claimed that foreigners are buying up va¥¢riggle around a law or regulation. Butin that they are in
blocks of land in New Zealand. The information does ng@ way different in their behaviour from New Zealand
exist to say precisely how much land is owned by forei§@mpanies, and indeed there is at least anecdotal evidence
residents, in part because to date there appears to Rev@iggest that foreign-owned companies frequently be-
been little political concern about foreigners buying upave with greater deference to local laws and customs
ban property, and so no specific approval process has b&éf do local companies in order to avoid attracting un-
required for such investment. But we do know that ové@nted attention to themselves. (It is interesting to
the four and a half years from the beginning of 1991 @serve, for example, that none of the major companies
the middle of 1995, the Overseas Investment Commglleged to have used the Cook Islands to reduce their New
sion gave approval to the sale of a total of some 200,06%aland tax obligations were controlled abroad at the time
hectares - an area equivalent to about 0.7 percent of N¥he alleged offences. There is also some evidence that
Zealand's total land area, or about double the additioh@feign-owned companies often tend to pay their staff
land planted in pinus radiata in the single year of 19940mewhat more generously than do locally-owned ones.)
No matter how many companies are owned abroad, ulti-
Of course, foreign ownership of New Zealand land is ifate authority resides with the New Zealand Government,
evitably an emotional issue, with concern sometimé&ygbject of course to the right of foreign investors to take
expressed that New Zealanders will be denied acces#@jr capital to more hospitable climes if the New Zea-
the land if it is owned by foreigners. But we do not hav@nd authorities make unreasonable demands. There is
unfettered rights to walk onto privately-owned lang0 loss of sovereignty.
whether that land is owned by New Zealanders or for-
eigners. It is somewhat ironical that the only disputgdeed, one could make a strong argument that the great-
involving access in recent New Zealand history that | c8At threat to our ability to control our own destiny arises
recall involved land owned on Waiheke Island by a Ne@t from foreign investment but rather from poor eco-
Zealander, not by a foreigner.
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nomic policy - which leads to rising public sector deb\/arious forms of foreign investment in New
slow growth in real incomes, inflation and all the rest. Zealand

Finally, it is suggested that since foreigners severe

restrict our right to invest in their countries we shoulé:{ Cg;;;hni iarﬁlz Iv?/rgz;?aﬁgti)s“(t:hg[[st(r:\lésssllj%nei?r%lgv?sr?gnm
restrict their right to invest in ours. The reality is quit J

different from what is implied by this criticism: by and oreigners lending us money, to foreigners investing in

large the countries which are the largest sources of fflgn-controllmg equities, to foreigners owning and con-

) : : rolling companies which operate here. Let’s put matters
eign capital for New Zealand have a substantially Oplrﬁ?perspective by using data published recently by the

door to foreign investment, including investment fro%overnment Statistician for March 1994. These showed

New Zealand. One has only to think of the large inves at, at that date foreigners held debt and equity claims
[ in Briti Fletcher Chall ! ’ ; .
ment by Brierley in British hotels, or by Fletcher Cha engagamst New Zealand in an amount totalling some $98

i i Lion Nathan in brew- =" .
in North American foresry, or by Lion Natha bre hillion (on the same date, New Zealanders held claims

ing i li h int. Despi in r ) : : - .
Ing In Australia to see the point espite Singapores ainst foreigners totalling some $33 billion). The claims

much-admired savings record over the last three deca ) :

of foreigners against us at that date were broadly of the
that country too has not only had an open door to mqst, = L

ollowing kind:

forms of foreign investment but has had an active pro-
gramme to encourage such investment. The United States,
itself a major source of foreign investment in New Zea-

land and elsewhere, has been the recipient of very la
amounts of foreign capital, of both the debt and equi
varieties. Chris Butler, director of the investment unit
our Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, tells of the o . : .
British city which spends Stg100 million a year encowF-)ortfOIIO investment (ie, not involving control)

e NZ $ Billion
Blrect investment (ie, involving actual or
otential control) 26.

(631

. L . e o ; hares 15
f men lish within its precin .
aging foreign investment to establish within its precinct overnment and SOE borrowing overseas 29.4
Even in the case of foreign investment in land, it is aF;]rlvate sector borrowing overseas %73
illusion to suggest that our policy is very much more lib- '
eral than that in most other countries. Of 32 developqdtal $98.0
countries surveyed by the Department of Survey and Land =

Information, only seven hadorerestrictive land acqui-
sition rules than New Zealand does. Indeed, six of tho
countries had no restrictions at all, while the balance h
similar regulatory barriers to those in New Zealand.

e Government Statistician’s press release on this data
suggested that the figures for both direct investment and
portfolio investment in shares were probably an under-

Actually, even if foreign countries did restrict our right t statement of the reality, because they include no estimate

invest in them, would it make sense for us to refusec%t(gr)]r dUQZIUer;/Ec}));f?ge(;O(;?Eiglrizaosr(?c]::r:]eannizsslnma dm d“tiggi art
allow their companies to invest in New Zealand? If fors the $40.7 billion Shown as rivgte se(.:tor borrowir,1p’
eign investment benefits New Zealand (and | will addre% ‘ P 9

that question in a moment), then of course not. Look 4> owed by companies in New Zealand to overseas

the experience of New Zealand with Ansett Airlines. Th@ |I|ate§,_ and_so should1more correctly be regarded as
art of ‘direct investment’.)

New Zealand Government allowed Ansett to fly off

domestic routes in New Zealand. The Australiaﬁ will be obvious that some forms of foreign investment
Government refused to allow Air New Zealand to fly 9

within Australia. And who was the winner from thatIn Ne‘fV Zealand provide ‘only’ capital. Foreign invest-
ent in New Zealand government bonds, for example,

decision? The New Zealand travelling public of Coursg']ovides additional resources to government. and with-
The fact that Australia chose to deny itself the benefits oV : 9 i
t it taxation would have to be markedly higher, or

increased competition on domestic air routes is surely . .
e government expenditure markedly lower, or interest rates
reason for us to deny ourselves the benefit of increa : ) . :

" o substantially higher (to squeeze out private sector invest-
competition within New Zealand. . .

ment and encourage additional saving), or some

combination of all three. Foreign investment in non-con-
trolling shares has a similar effect, adding resources
directly to the issuing company (in the case of a new
issue) or providing resources to private New Zealanders

when the purchase is of existing shares. The purchase of
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land too may provide ‘only’ capital, with the purchas@nce than high inflation countries.
price being made available to the vendor for some alter-
native investment activity. So-called ‘direct foreign
investment’, involving a controlling shareholding, willDoes foreign investment benefit us?
almost always bring a package of things, usually includ-
ing capital, technology, and, often, market knowledge apg;; while wecould reduce our dependence on the sav-
contacts. And this is true Wh_ether th_e !nvestment |nvolvg-}(§JS of foreigners - and it is surely only stating the obvious
a ‘mere’ transfer of ownership of existing assets (the vegat if we saved more today we would be better off in the
dor ends up with the capital to invest) or the establishmet,re - the real question posed by the critics is whether
of a brand new venture. foreign investment benefits us or not. If it does, then we
should welcome it; if it does not, we should seek to
o restrict its access; and both are tiuespectiveof our
Do we ‘need’ foreign investment? own savings performance. In other words, if foreigners’
willingness to invest in New Zealand makes us better off,
This is an area where | feel inclined to award a point tet's encourage their investment even if, as | hope, we can
the critics of foreign investment. Some at least make thignificantly improve our own rather modest savings
point that, if New Zealand’s own savings performancgeerformance. As mentioned, even Singapore, with its
had been better over the years, our need to use foregigndigiously impressive savings record, nevertheless
capital would have been commensurately less. | agr@eelcomes foreign investment.
If we were to stop using additional foreign savings, if in
other words we were to start running a balance of pa&nd on the question of whether foreign investment ben-
ments surplus, nobody in New Zealand would have &dits the recipient country there really is no longer any
starve. | am bound to say that constant statements treaim for serious debate. With only two rather special
we ‘need’ foreign capital because we are a young asgceptions, which | will mention in a moment, there is
developing country ring a bit hollow at times. (Indeed,now unanimity among economists here and abroad that
well recall my embarrassment at hearing a member ofaeign investment benefits the recipient country, by pro-
New Zealand delegation to China in 1994 tell his audding capital, by providing technology, and by providing
ence that New Zealand ‘needed’ Chinese investmentrimtarket knowledge and contacts. And with the exception
New Zealand because we had so many development op-North Korea, every country of which | am aware
portunities that we could not finance them all ourselvesctively encourages foreign investment, including some
Why a poor country like China should be over-flowingvhere a long tradition of being suspicious of affluent for-
with spare capital to finance New Zealand’s developmeeigners makes it very difficult to be as rational about the
is beyond me.) We could, if we tightened our nationahatter as we are in New Zealand. Indeed, a great many
belt substantially, considerably reduce, and quite possbuntries, including many in Asia, provide large incen-
bly eliminate, our ‘need’ to use foreign savings. tives to encourage foreign companies to establish within
their borders, often involving total tax holidays for up to
The signs in that regard are cautiously encouragintQ years.
Whereas in past periods of strong economic growth New
Zealand’s current account balance of payments deficit st what of the profits which accrue to the foreign inves-
tended to increase very sharply, so that we were usitogs? It is not at all difficult to demonstrate that the
very large amounts of the savings of foreigners, in thidter-tax profits which foreigners earn on their investment
present cycle, with very strong growth and very strontan not exceed, and almost by definition fall well short
investment activity, the balance of payments deficit apf, the value added by the investment. In other words,
pears to have peaked at around 4 percent of GDP, marketly foreign investment creates additional value, some of
lower than the 13 percent at which the deficit peaked which is captured by New Zealand employees (both di-
the mid-seventies, or the 8 percent at which it peakedrictly employed by the foreign company and elsewhere,
the mid-eighties. Our national savings performance ags additional demand for staff pushes up wages), some of
pears to have improved quite markedly, in part no doulwhich may be captured by New Zealand consumers
because of the swing from public sector deficit to publighrough lower prices, better quality, or a wider range of
sector surplus. But savings in the private sector also seelmoice), and some of which will be captured by the In-
to be improving, and that is hardly surprising: there land Revenue Department. Other companies may gain or
quite a lot of international evidence which suggests thatase, depending on their relationship to the newcomer,
country’s savings performance tends to be quite closdyt in total New Zealanders gain a substantial part of the
related to its inflation performance, with low inflationadditional value created by the foreign investment.
countries tending to have much better savings perform-
There is one important exception to this, and that is where
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the foreign investor is in receipt of a substantial subsidealand. In other words, an increase in the current
from New Zealand. The most common form of subsidgccount deficitmay simply mean that there is a strong
in New Zealand in the past took the form of protectiomflow of foreign investment, and if government is not
from import competition, through quantitative restrictiondorrowing overseas that is very often precisely what it
or tariffs. If these subsidies were justified, in the senslwes mean. There is little doubt that recent increases in
that a temporary subsidy would eventuallyrbpaidto the current account deficit are in part the result of very
the consumers paying it in the form of economic growtktrong investment activity financed by strong capital in-
which would not have occurred otherwise, then it maflow. As long as the overall economic environment is
tered not whether the recipient of the subsidy wassaund, so that investment flows are not distorted, or
foreign-owned company or a domestic one. But if thdiverted into unproductive areas by subsidies, protection
subsidy was not justified, and was never repaid, there wasnflation, there is no reason to feel concern about such
a net loss to New Zealand if the subsidy was paid tocapital inflow, or its impact on the balance of payments.
foreign resident. | rather strongly suspect that in years
gone by New Zealand paid lots of these inappropriate sub-
sidies to foreign-owned companies (one thinks, fajVhere does foreign investment come from?
example, of the highly-protected foreign-owned motor
vehicle companies), but of course the real mischief th§ggs not at all easy to trace the ‘final’ country of origin of
was not foreign ownership but the inappropriate and wasffych foreign investment. Much foreign investment in
ful subsidies. Fortunately, these subsidies have veQsy zealand government bonds, for example, is shown
largely been eliminated, and itis hard to believe that N§ Reserve Bank statistics as originating from the United
Zealand is a net loser from foreign investment today Hyates and the United Kingdom (about half of the total
any but a very few areas. from those two countries alone), but we know that many
US and UK-based funds holding these bonds attract funds
But what about the balance of payments? Surely the hygy, tens of thousands of savers, some of them certainly
amounts of interest and dividends due to foreigners me@iigent in countries beyond the US and UK. Similarly,
that foreign investment is bad for the balance of payment§g know that the Big Fresh supermarket chain is owned
On the contrary, it means nothing of the sort. Much fofy Aystralia; we know that the Australian parent is in turn
eign investment adds directly to our exatnings- one  o\wned in Hong Kong; we know that the Hong Kong owner
has only to think, for example, of the enormous expafk gwned by a company incorporated in Bermuda; and we
sion of exports by Watties since that company wagjieve that more than half the ultimate ownership of the
purchased by H.J. Heinz (from less t_han $100 miIIion_i@ermuda company is in the UK. | suspect that the Gov-
annual exports in the year preceding the H.J. Heilgnment Statistician includes Big Fresh as an Australian
acquisition in 1992 to a projection of more than $500 Mijnyestment in New Zealand, and who can blame him?
lion annually by the end of this decade). Much foreign
investmensavedoreign exchange, by efficiently replac-\what we do know is that, as best we can judge it, the
ing imports. And even foreign investment in sectors ngerwhelming bulk of the foreign investment in New
directly involved in earning or saving foreign exchang&eajand comes from three countries - Australia, the United
such as petrol retailing, has no adverse impact on the Rglates, and the United Kingdom - as it always has done.
ance of payments unless the sales of the compamgggitionally, most foreign capital in New Zealand was
involved are financed through an expansion in the mongy gitish origin; companies like Shell, BP, Unilever, the
supply (sales by these companies will, unless financed\@tional Bank, Dalgety, Cadbury Schweppes, Borthwicks,
an inflationary manner, reduce the sales of other prodygssteys, and Guardian Royal Exchange come to mind.
ers, thus freeing up resources for other companies \yjor investment from Australia also goes back a very
expand exports or replace imports). Except where subgjng way, with names like the ANZ Bank, Westpac, the
dies are involved, the profits accruing to foreigners caflip, National Mutual, and Repco. Australian invest-
not exceed the value added domestically by foreigRent has been large in recent years also, with the
investment, and can not create a negative impact on figuisition of the Bank of New Zealand and Postbank
balance of payments. Looking only at profits accruing ione amounting to some $2 billion. US investment has
foreigners is to ignore all of the many positive effects § recent years been heavy in government bonds, and of
foreign investment on the country’s balance of paymenig,rse in many of the high profile companies, such as
Telecom, Watties (at the time controlled by an Australian
Of course, as foreign investment flows into New Zealarlg)mpany of course), and NZ Rail, but also goes back a

italmost by definition widens the current account deficiery |ong way through companies such as General
It does this by increasing total investment spendingiotors Ford, Mobil Oil, and Caltex.

Indeed, unless the current account deficit is widened by
the investment, real resources are not transferred into NEWan investment has been, in comparison, relatively
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modest in total (probably about 16 percent of equitthe benefits which accrue to New Zealand if the company
investment in the last five years, much less of the acds-owned abroad instead, but rather the benefits which
mulated total). Some of it has undoubtedly been brcrue to New Zealand if the company remains New Zea-
commercial property and rural land, both adding rednd-owned compared to the situation where the company
resources to New Zealand and the latter adding a daslisdbreign-owneandwhere the original owners have sold
controversy as well. But there have been other typesaft of their first firm and invested in somethaudgitional
Asian investment also: Juken Nissho and Sumitomo Famn other words, New Zealand’s total capital stock, and
estry have played a positive role in the forestry sector; theobably stock of technology and management experi-
Government of Singapore Investment Corporation mushce as well, is greater when the foreign company is
have been a very welcome shareholder in Brierley, espdlowed access than when it is not. It is very difficult
cially when it bought one-third of the shares in Mindeed to see how New Zealand could in practice be bet-
Charlotte Hotels in the UK; while the Singapore owneiter off by refusing entry to the foreign company.
of CDL have expanded it into the largest hotel chain in
New Zealand. Given the enormous economic and polifterhaps we should at very least impose conditions on for-
cal importance of Asia to our future, | believe there wouldign companies wishing to operate here? | am reminded
be great benefits in our having much more investmeot an incident, which | believe is true, which occurred
from the Asian area, not because they have the capihbrtly after Singapore became an independent country
and we have the ‘need’ but because such investment wanldhe early sixties. It announced a policy to encourage
be mutually beneficial to New Zealand and the investofsreign investment in Singapore, and a leading Indian
in Asia. industrialist flew from India to discuss with Singapore’s
Minister of Finance the establishment of a large plant in
Singapore. After he had outlined the scale and nature of
A case for restricting foreign investment? the proposed investment, he asked the Minister what con-
ditions the new company would have to meet, expecting
Is there no case for restricting foreign investment in Net@ Pe read a list of demands relating to the maximum
Zealand, beyond the emotive arguments of the critics?ymber of expatriates that could be employed, the mini-
have already mentioned that foreign investment works fgm share of ownership which must be reserved for local
our disadvantage where it is in receipt of subsidies whiéhvestors, the amount of the plant's output which had to
are never repaid. Thatwas almost certainly true of muBf €xported, and all the rest. The Minister replied that
of the foreign investment in the highly protected mantingapore’s only condition was that the investment should
facturing sector in the past, but is almost certainly ngPerate profitably. The Indian industrialist assumed that
true for the great bulk of foreign investment today. [H'€ Minister had not understood his question, and repeated
any case, the best way of dealing with this is not By Again the Minister said that the Singapore Govern-

restricting the entry of foreign investment but rather bj?ent was only concerned that the new venture operated
eliminating the inappropriate subsidies. at a profit. Athird time the industrialist, by this time get-

ting a little irritated, asked what conditions he would have

There is only one other reasonably respectable argumhineet to be allowed to invest in Singapore. And for the
for restricting foreign investment that | am aware of, an@ird time the Minister advised him that the Singapore
that is what might be called the ‘infant firm’ argumentG0overnment hoped that the company would operate prof-

analogous to the infant industry argument for tariff prdl@bly. Because, he explained, if you operate profitably
tection. This argument runs that, if foreigners aréPu will employ more Singaporeans and pay more taxes;
prevented from acquiring, or competing with, a buddin§ey will in due course invest more, employ still more
domestically-owned company for a time, the growth ¢t€ople and pay still more taxes. What else should we
the locally-owned company will, in due course, more tha@nt of a foreign investor in Singapore?

repay other New Zealanders for their sacrifice in the short- _ _ _ )
term, through enhanced employment opportunities, betfdf ©f which goes to explain why I - a fifth generation
or more appropriate technologies, and other ‘externall€W Zealander who yields to nobody when it comes to

ties’. | suspect there may be something in this argumdRy loyalty to New Zealand - am entirely comfortable with
in principle. the guidelines which successive Ministers of Finance have

given me as a member of the Overseas Investment Com-

But it is very difficult to give operational content to suchmission. Almost all foreign investment will be of benefit
a policy, because the conditions which must be mi& New Zealand and New Zealanders.

before the country is better off by preventing the entry of

the foreign investment are very demanding indeed. What u

is atissue is not the benefits to New Zealand of the devel-

opment of a New Zealand-owned company compared to
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