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The harmonisation of company law has always been on the agenda of
the European Union. Besides the protection of third parties affected by
business transactions, the founders had two other objectives: first,
promoting freedom of establishment, and second, preventing the
abuse of such freedom. In fact, the fear of the Netherlands becoming
the 'Delaware of Europe'' (in terms of competition among Member
States) seemed real, until, ironically, at the beginning of the 21st
century, it was the privilege of the Dutch (and the Danish) state to fail
in making the abuse argument before the European Court


