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Extraterritorial Application of Chinds Antimonopoly Law
WAN G Xiao-ye

(Institution of Law, Chinese Academy of Social Science, Beijing 100720, China)

Abgract :  According to Article 2 of Chinds Antimonopoly Law , thislaw shall apply al-
9 to the activities conducted outsde of P. R. Chinathat eliminate or have restrictive effect
on competition in the domestic market. That means that Chinas A ntimonopoly Law based on
the effect doctrine haslong-arm jurisdiction over restrictive conducts created in foreign coun-
tries. This article indicates the justification of the effect doctrine, and its problemsin prac-
tice. The author suggests that along with the implementation of Article 2, Antimonopoly
Authority should consider the international customary law , i.e. the comity principle, and as
pre-condition for thejurisdiction over arestriction outsde China, the restriction hasa direct ,
substantial and reasonably foreseeable effect in China.
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