HE London Stock Ex-
change delivered a fur-
ther robust -claim to ‘its
- continued 1ndependence
yesterday with a rousing
lcrease in profits and the forecast
? yet more to.come in the second
alf. of the year.
With world stock markets onarcl
1d share trading becoming more elec-

vnic and computer-driven in ways.
1at play to its technological strengths, .
e LSE can seamely put afoot wrong.
helps too that it is.an unregulated ;

ionopoly -~ though that is'ng
hole story. Thetrailing per

‘ ierge’ with' the  equi
arkets’ grouped under;

1ibrella; ‘which hclude
ndon: based financial
. The NS{SE’S Amencan riv;

asdaq, thinks its way 10 stay in the -
obal game is to buy the LSE and -

1s already built a 25% stake in pur-
it of that goal.

*rom London’s perspective, there
ems little "doubt .that the Dest

sult would be for New York to get *
wronext-and: for Nasdag to fail to. -

t the LSE. The reason ‘the New
wk-Euronext deal mattérs is -that

changes “in Paris;” Amsterdam,
ugsels, and Lisbon but rather that

would give-the Big Board enfry :
_the Americans is that it would give the B:g

to the derivatives - business
rough ownership of Liffe.
(he executives at Liffe, for their

rt, are greatly enthused by this
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“sich a deal to go throﬁgh — ASUg
gestion that is patently absurd but,
plays well to _the fears of the casual

onlookers.,
That said, derivatives, not cash

: eqmty markets ‘are where the future

is'so it is important for London that

Liffe getsinto a partnership that will

really allow-it to grow. However, the

- same logie:doeg not apply fo Nasdaq
e attraction for the Americans is

it .really. the low-volume. equlty"«,-;,' Even after aonths of courtshlp,

bitying the London Stock Exchange.

there is still very little sien of busi-
_ ness sénse in the deal.

There might be some benefit to be
gained from migrating to a common

technology platform, but that will -

take years. Meanwhile, the need to
preserve sufficient separateness to

‘maintain an independent regulatory

regime rules out any significant
effort to merge the two businesses —
a point Nasdag seems unable to
grasp but which is nevertheless true.

But Nasdag now has such 4 large
stake it almost hasg to go forward

because-it can’t go back. So to avoid
‘that. uncomfortable fate, LSE chief

executive Clara Furse needs to find
someone else with whom she ‘can

. merge. Uhfortunately, no- one can

afford a deal. because the LSE is

> doing so well. But that, of course, is
. also why it should not be sold out in

the first place.

Sincerity? Lefs

= just Binney it

THE economist Milton Friedman -
" once made a rather telling contribu-
tion to the-debate about the social i
and environmental responsibility of- :

companies. There was, he said, “only
one instance.when social and envi-
ronmental aspirations can be toler-

- ated — when they are insingere”. - =

It was OK if the executive espoused
such causes as a way of making
money for sharsholders, “like putting
a good-lopking girlin front of an auto.

- mobile to sell [it]”. But if the executive

‘The New York-Euronext deal's attraction to

Board entry into derwatwes through L:ffe

was deflected from the goal of share-
holder value, it was Wrong. . .
The uncompromising views of
Friedman and his Chicago School
colleagues might sit ticomfortably
with today s-business leaders, but as

- companies.come, ‘under-more and

more préssure fo; aceommodate the
aspirations of people- other than
shareholders the dilemma he high-

" lighted is real enough.’

So it is nothing if not timely for
George Binney, once a finance direc-
tor at a subsidiary of Lord Wein-
stock's GEC, tolook at how companies

- choose to define their goals. The find-

ings are published this week by the
think tank Tomorrow’s Company.
The first point he makes is that such
reséarch as has been done suggests
firms that deliver most shareholder
value are not those which have made
it the surmmit of their ambitions. The

" leading companies were those with a

strong culture and sense of purpose
and vision, and they increased their
returns by some 15 times the market
average -over the 70-plus years for
which the researchers had data. Sothe
bling pursuit of .shareholder value
1s not actually the answer. -

" His second point is that companies

arefor themost part verybadatartic-
wlating:their vision, Annual reports

~are.full of mission statements, but

too often they. are bland PR-speak-
that rediices clistomers and olisiders
1o-fury because the high ideals they
express are so'different from the day-

to-day behaviour of the business (the
-equivalent of being on put hold by a

call-centre machinewhich-says “your
callis nnportant to us”, but no one ever

*. ANSWErS):’ s
- Itwould: be much hetter, aney $ays,
1if instead'of pretending to care about

customers and the environment while
cutting every corner to boost their
- profits, companies produced no high- -

_ minded statementsof values at all.




