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fRFEVFA (derivative action) VY5 T -k, 95 =65 F-v FL7E 19 HE20 W15k T
TR (S FE1k LA S A AL BN &) SR 2y, SR R AR TE — 8 254 T AT
U] 2N w9 g A2 ko w2 AR Y AEZR A 20— B B AR s L )RR T
Sl REVE, ELE) 1994 4F R e i v B HLUD ) A AR F VRIA VEAT T R F M
FE o MRIEZHLE  EAARFRVRIAWOE XN A TR AR 9 T 48 B BRI 25 470128 7%
2\ F ST OACR] TR VR VA o R4S 0 IR AR R VRN 2wl IR AR AT
TS T Z AR, 3R X2 ] 2 B85 R L AELT 200 ) FAL Ge i - [ A AL R UF
VA" B VR IATE ke 52 i , BIVEL 4528 TR ZR BT VRsR B9 e 26 H 92 5 AR A
O D K HA B 25 =22 ) 25 T B8 AR VRS , EC IR 00 T o) B 2 I 2 Y5 A 1 A AK
BT o 25 I AA 1E H A7 A K 28 W) obo 0 i oy A AR L A 38
L 2 B BEARAE 3K ALRI I, BOER 2 W) LA N g4 98 = 45— 591 45 7,
FEA Y B A9 R T AR B P g $AT O L ek, 3 I AR AR 2 UR A B o B SR 4%
F R AUAT R & A I B 0 45T g 4N E) R AR, BT S AT R i A B AR R
1 R (T = LA 253 N B VA 190 /A= o e 7 S B 2 o] =13 U - SR | '
FRFSTFVA I B 45 X JE4S (BEAR) IR VA T SR 412t S iU, JBL45 A0 s % R VA 2
TEUR S VEAT 1) e B AT F 3 o X T A, 2 58 v AR O , 763 2 11 3 B
PN LA R A5 35 A4 S5 T A0 LR e, B2 75 AR dF ks IR 1A 2 75 B I JBL45 1R 1A

W #5 HH#3:2008 - 10 - 12

YEE A R (1966 — ) , T3, BEVH RN A, 3 DR R 270k 2 e O, 16, 3228 DA RS 1 L iR = AL
5,

D F4E | 3 E 5] % k&5 “ derivative action” — 38 % B 1975 544 Wallersteiner v. Moir — % J& M £ B 4N
FEE W, Z AT 3E B 28] & £ % A 6952 “minority shareholders’ suite action” 2, “ representative action” , ( See
P. L. Davies & D. D. Prentice: Gower’s Principles of Modern Company Law(6th ed) [ M]. Sweet & Max-
well, Britain, 1997 666. ) f&F B, —#& ¥ 87 &% 4 R A D7 R REFR" , HBHFA TV HRAE
R R BAREFD, —ERRKNEFET R AERANRANT ATHARZLZRAT A
EE-28

(2 See Rule of the Supreme Count, O 15, r 12A(1).

QB NAET, RELX BTG TATHE 8 TAL IR, MAN S IR, £ B3] & LA 2w
“A7 4y 0 A JR 7 (contemporaneous ownership rule ) , 3t B &9 25y By ok R Ay 4 2 L AR 1 ARLEE
WFEIREIE, A m e BRI EIRIRANE AR A58, (See O. C. Schreiner, The shareholder’ s derivative ac-

tion — a comparative study of procedlﬂyi%l}/&iggtl&dﬁrg:&ﬂ {:.n.]. 1979.:96,203,223. )
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TEREE R A A AR A . 45 A il ik e gk 2 Bk
YFUA I RIE] , T 3 SR B S A 5 I AR HH I R 2%,
XAF G MARARR VTINS5, TR 2 r $E e iy e AR AR 3R
YRR FLIEZ R T A F ZF 25 B BA & RSB, 7%
e AT iy 228 H] S A L BT AR I YRR @, kB S
RIS SR 09 B O T IR AR YR A 09 MU
Z G FANKT 2 WA B, WA AR H = AR Bl R R 25, B
DLk e vl AR 408 T 45 HR IR, 8 2R AR SR YR8 M U Z A
i BN FRIEURIA B 2 o

— . Foss v. Harbottle 1IN KR EEEZ R

QAT ETER A 5L [ B ) AR R R T IR AR
RFRVFIL, (B E L BE A M 1843 4FE[Y Foss v. Har-
bottle —Z& T 4f , LLYFIA BEAE 1935 4% (locus standi ) [7]
WWE R WI26 4L 55 (preliminary issue ) X BARARFER
YRV P JRALEAT T 8RR )& i BR 1, BN A8 = 1E
WA RERA T Z B WIS BRAR A B VPR A A
il 25 P AR AR R FIA 7

FE Foss v. Harbottle —Z&H1 £ XK I £ 2 HF
PO RS s F 2 A E SRR P R 588
TR T S I N R AE 5y I B R PR AR A AT R
N A FHA 24 AR LA A O LA R H A T A AR 2 R
w2 B IR, LUz H 44 T g ik B PR R
T YR, IE R B AR A5 SCHE M A & HRI
PREEAT N TR, BESR P 10 22 R AR A UL A 2 4E , IF )
S ARIE HOAR A3 R, EEXT IR A Y BRI K, g
& T LA BUEE, B R B AR ICAR R A F AT UF
A5 S BN S INYF A 45 TR 2 E UF IR B A% LR E &
KR, T 2% B AN 25 RDKE 2 W) 51 Sy i 45 i 45
LR EAY) ok 48O, 2t o B, i S vk e X DL R
EARIEAS S BB T R AR VR IATE SR . R
‘B’ Wigram BF—+( Vice chancellor Sir. Wigram ) 73]k
W hE N EAR R RN TR e al
AR AR R SEUE A RS ARG PR IE W18 H
A, YR BE St A B A A AT R B AR 0 iR IE SR . (B
Fb L IZETATIAMUITA EH S, M HERST
IR AR T AR K<, O B AR R 58 A RE XA W]
PRI P4 MG IS ) R B 1 4 it 45 T DRk, TR bk D vk
Abit i N HRYE Wigram B 14 3RS W, 7] LA
A PSS AR AR VT I VFAUE T B R BRI,
X 2B BRI PN BAE A4 i Foss v. Harbottle {0 (% 2 A4
A ES

2H—, R 1 A% ) (principle of proper plain-
tff) o BIEFXTAE A B P s2 40 2 40 5 S TE SR AL,
N — 0N T AR T A AR, TR iz AR B
AEFR 2N F) | B A7, A SR 35 2 A 7] — i
SRS B R AR, S A R R AR Z EIPA 5
FA ST 3 AR S AR TT 28 B BEAR S A LAY

@See rule of the supreme count , Ord 15, r 12A (2)(8)(13).

24 SCE R YR A Z AR, W AT e 2 7 AR EE 2 IR IR
(multiplicity of suits) , [K i 5] 8 55210 5 %2 5]
BT T LA T4 XHEIFIA Z AR O,

2 RAIEARA AN B 4 2 JR I (principle of
internal management of the company ). B/ & iz
BN ZIE T ZHORMM AR Z E R, REUC D EUIR A
ZBFE N7 (principle of majority rule ) . s BETE LN E]
BEGE R RS RR R AS A D 4208 2 PR, Wk
R F S S ol 2 8RR i &8 = A
Bp 5 0 R ) SR 2 N ) B 0 R AT AR BB AR

2B IABT, 22w AR WIS GRS XA T R $E i IR AR
ARFBUFIA  ZING HRN T2 BRI Z ZR )7 17
AR B LR PSR W R 5 v A KSR
WA Ak SR s

VL AR P T BR ] 2y A N ZE Y Foss v, Harbottle
KO, AN NS AR 7 B B T R 22 SO AR 1 TR A
S, WS T /BRI Z B0 ) AEBRAC A Wk vh i
SR A b A7, T LR P s WA 57 T AN AR B X
YR A LA WS AN A A Rl 5518
FIBR AR FRAT AL 2P AR LS B9 AR 22 ) 4]
H A3 T I .

AR LU Y, o8 B BE XS T AE S < W TT
S AR VT IA P A B A H  4b, H
AR RV = 0rm: (1) S HARE AN
A IR A YREL, AN UNLEA R B B AR VRS 1 R
TEOMHIAR , (2) 200 W] A A S i TR AT
T BB SR B AR R HE T/ HUIR M 2 B0 I 3R 4558
AR, BB AT DLHERR Z2 5 TURin , IR S R IA I &
Gt s (3) 1T AR IEARLE X2 B AN 1 08 A B AR
1 T AR TR AR Y 5 SRR = ¢ 5 Y ' ) |
G171 BERACTR YRR B 8 W AR W T, I8 A 3o i 1%
N E LGB ML S50, AT 2 7] 1 IE % R R .
MR, X F A YR, BIAE 2 /A VE S R A5 1 BF
& B FARIMNAT R REE R A FCE AR
SARHATAE, T 2 BB ARICRIFIA TR IAXT St 2
DN EHE S VR AT O, A W HE AR SR T A F Y
N E, S A R e AR YR, s S
A7V b A R 9 B AR R 2 R T 22 R P B i i =
FYAT AR LB DA, DT A 451 35 A0 W] R 25 i 3 S AN 52
AT AR s A i 2R, A B AR AL 25 A A BT A URia
AR L o fi pe s — B 1) R, R ) 481 vk
52 T 1% B Foss v. Harbottle #0445 45 7 o

= .Foss v. Harbottle ¥ = 51 5 52 EL 7 5 B0 &=

P BEARACRUFIA B PEE & 58, 1 B &
— R AR R A%, P LAE B R D IE B A RE AR VF A
) AR P A A QR VR T Wl SRy — > 27 i e B TR AL
] (149 497 o 1 A AR 22 R — By e O R

GIZE T NG R IRIE A DA R %, BIE LR HZNE AR MENAFREFARBEMAKRSZIA, S RikEdnr, T

AR RBERAXRS,
©EZEF, N RERIGEI AL HILRA,
(DSee Companies(Table A to F') Regulations 1985, Table A, reg 70.
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I, — B LA A B 3 s tA R, 48 B IR AR AT LLFE LA
TR IE ST, BN B R 2 AT MR R B ARAEE
PRIA o

25—, Bk alikAY 2 (illegal or ultra vires) 74
X T2 B\ I B A BB Z AT R, A IR AR AT
DIt AR RERYFIA . XRE AR R ARG R E S
{2 1B AT A ECE AT B T AN Z R (personal
action) , A~i& Fl Foss v. Harbottle L), K, 23 &)
FEASL I AR AT T LA SR 12 e 0 3 o458 1k Ho ks vk el
. RIS S N (/=i s = 510 % & )
b, 1989 4 Z Hi g [6 351l VL I AN RVFIRAR KR40 T
BTN, 2 B AR 0T A2 B 25 = 1 BRA A T R 17 SR 40
FWEEE O 0 1989 AR L i 28 WA
R B TR B SR A RR A AT S RT L GE A AR
K20 AR B S @i LGB DA, BB AR K 2 pe i I
ANHE O bR FE = DR A AT Sl X 48 BT R AR Ik AR TR
FE , LA F I BEZR £ i S gl A AT s

55, R B4 ) 22 B 4R ((special majorities )
FEZAT N X T AR HEF I A KZE 51T N,
AR BRI Z B AR B A IS U, 7T LU IE
Foss v. Harbottle #LI , 2 5] AFAn] I A= #08A ALH2 L 1%
HARARFVFIL . XEFRNZE” — 28 A\ F R
Ko L LR ) 32 By AT S Al B B R R L BE SR A AR £ 0t
R B Y s AR AR R N 2 B AR R AR i,
T B = AL AE L8 3 4 8 T sl R A5 R ) 22 BB
RFERN, A F AR AT AR AR R IR A . WA
FERRE , AR AE T 75 8 T 38 i 2 B 35 B2 X2 w20 4
JEEAR ) 2 Ry A g 017

5= AR FE AR A ABUF (personal rights ) 2Z 47
Mo MO FEI AR ANAH 52 2] 5% 3 7] GE 32 B 2\ 7] 34
FAREFR, B TAFE A SR RZBMR F, FrLliX
A& LS Foss v. Harbottle FLNT A &, A& [A] —
H ARV RE AT BEAE AR URIA L T BBA4E M A~ AURIA
BOVRIA SEA . PRI, 76 B AR VR A 24U ) B AT B
R B, RIViZZ ) 0 381) Ji 2 2\ ) 7 R BT B2 1N )
PFERER T[] 81 ( B Foss v. Harbottle U] /1% 36 FH %o
), I IE AR ABCH [7] 5 ( Foss v. Harbottle K50
ARG XTI SR) o A R T [R]— 3 2R AT GRS AR
FRUFIA 5 A AN VRIA P UFIA JEa , 18 2 [ 2] 451 7 b 7]
AL BT AR B ) W AR R A A, AR M AR L X S T
Z A PANTR] o B o O [ 2 e 3 i R A N B 9A 2R 459
S5 2R W AR AN M AZAUAT 4 (unfairly prejudicial
conduct ) Ji5 , 5502 3 Edwards v. Hallwell —209J5 |
G M 0 G T B T LR T O 510100

00, HRVE/D BRI 4K (fraud on the minority ) 22
T4 o R = A S8 0 -5 HA T N Y J& 2 W) 8=
ZE T Al s, BIA ML EA R EFTERE TR

®See Companies(Table A to F) Regulations 1985, Table A, reg 70.

A AFNZE . B, 7E—E 2 X EH ARG JE T Foss
v. Harbottle HLIU g5 Fhxf 4259 . HAT M HAT N
Tiff 924 3 B 4 W R 25 02 B TG s AN BB 32 5K AUF
B, AT SRR a7 6 D BOIR B AR 3R VE , IR B
AR A TR VTN GBI E H W51 AE AT A FIE
SRAL, XA FLIEJE T Foss v. Harbottle # 0 (¥ 451 7 i
o Xk, fESEEN T B, BAAE SRR UFIART
WAZTUSETR SR 8 FIA T AR, 5 B AR 2 it R TG A B
VLA S B B O At T AR E S S, et ERUF
INARIRE A A . BEE S A T AR ST R A |
AT FHAFA Z B, AEKE #E =F XF 2 B] D BOUR AR 1
HRVEATAMAEN Foss v. Harbottle H{ I 44451 41 1, Ul
) 5 26 [ AN W9k R R B AR R 2 AR .

BEARAEFEFEAC VRN BT, D000k LR 25 s2R
HEE BT, B2 W 25 S5 500 T HRVE D BRI AR 2 47
AN HERHAERAFER S WA RILLA A X
PRAEVFIAZ HT, X EH A IRVE” AR 2% B
PR TE, T E A A S vk L AR R A Bk
Lo R 8 = S o | A1 I [ B7 70
T 75 A VR D) AT A A 20 B8R I 22 B8 ) S e
FE o M FEI RSN, AR AR BE R IE S s T
INFIFHARME, BEE ETAF, B TR NN E
Ze Al A 58 % IE W B AT AH S e BE L YR FERE
AT PES] O BRI L, IR B L SE PR
B S P R L JBEA BT T T A B
P 749 JISE AT BT i A A A BT, A Bl b 32 SR FE S
B2 B R AR 1Y, B T I B R S A T R
B RS CREL T AN AT T B, AN SRR B E B
HE ], BT AT A B I IR ET AR RS, dl it
I 5 2 e £ ke issfe

PP AT T RETRAT AR K& B, AR —
AR A REFE AR TN . FEEFEIE LT A KRS
FIE A BE A S B RN, X A AR R URIA BoA s 1k
YEM o LIS E)EE Sk I 7 2 55 R ), an SR Hoid
AT R ARG F s IR, A BB AR E ) AN BB R A
ARFEVFIR ; UNR L5 8 Wl i 3, DU AR A vl BE
PEARERIFIA . HRBFHIS, tbinse LR EH T
N R 3 B I AR I o TR b T 3R A, 2D B0 AR AN BE 1R
FAFIFIAS . T LB I, A A & F T R ir
JREAR Ko X 2E Fa I E T 55 =2 AT R LGB A B A
T PO W B A R B 9 i 4 A
Z T B A AR AR A R A e gl B i A
RN FIEZRBE A T R A A R R il . —
BN, Bl B B AT DAAT A 3R s A (E A 1]
Sho Ehm, FEBE X BN 5 4w SZ ECAUAH 5G4 B I R AT
B, B AR R 2s BGEIN T A 2422 H Y (improper purpose
) BT AT, (B EHUR SR B R AT B AT e pe

@FEdwards v. Hallwell 5% 1950 X £#)—RX FTRELLAHASE, A TAIRIREASNASHRAERRETREGLR L L, ML
FRNAE, T2 RORBFLAWZSFZ A LG L RREIRE, AA—LIARZRBIZET TEAKRE T AARA A &, &k RF
REHEZRBAA, FRRAF RINA T ERTAAF B HERF P, RE R Foss v. Harbottle LI, KF Z )5 st 2k 2 40 4 22+
VAR R 3% ) 8] ik 5 459 £ PR 89 R 42 44T 4 (unfairly prejudicial conduct)qi{rf%)é‘ , Mo IR A5 S TS 04 bk ) A O K
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LA Foss v. Harbottle L] S H AT SN A AZ.00 PN 1Y
e [ B AR AR VT IA I B, — B DA SR 52 3 306 6 45 7L 1Y
HEFFEO o ks ik — KA, PEE R R T 2T ik
B HA I E A A 1962 4R Jenkins Report Fl
RERZE 125 1997 A AR RUTT” Sk il 48, 1962 4F
) Jenkins Report 38 H , {45 24,0 B B ZR GEUE HH 2\ &l
I F S AT D B HRVE M B 4S W] 3 SR
AT 1) ZB00R A S TE 28 7] Wi 525 AT REURAL,
ey B XoF 20 BOUR B AR IR VEBSE, 2N B R AR A nl AR A0 3R
VRIS o (HSCER B ARE B IR P A 25 1 i A7 7E 7
Sy, T H 2 FNATAYRALAT , BIAE X 2% 5] i
FAT AN BLIRVEM: , FL2h RXT D BOUR B AR B AR A
IEM), Rz s 21, 78 1948 4R FIEASE 210 2%
(BP 1985 4N FIELER 459 KBTS ) W FLal 27
B BE LR ALRR A S BN 2 8O AR 2 Rk, BV ER L B
F8 8 HAL AR BANFL LA B 22 45 )5 = A2 JF
AW, T E R I e TR R B4 1997 AR IR AR KL
B SLIRILEE  LIOHT S B M s i IR AR R R
P, B R AR AR M e, B2 S PR R R
A, BUE I ROIF AR s FESRIRE i HI5] AN H B
T XX R AR R 2B A e R UFBUBST i A
BT B A A P, i B 3L T AR P Ak 57 TR Frnd 2
BIREAR P I 2 BN Z L e S w gk sz AT 3
URVA 5, RPUn SR = rp 2 80O f B Ak 22 VR, TR
AR M AR Bk S RIA Y o X e T 2 % f 4 1) ik )
FARBEARARTE TS 2 7 1 LT 4 B ) 285 =2 s 58 n
@Xﬁ[6]675 .

P4 .Foss v. Harbottle M 5 th E /I B R KK
nEIE

L ST LU B, 5 E R AR R TRIA
R YFAUES R R TR, A e RSy, Rl i 52
2 R HEPE . SRS S E Y 37 vk A R 22 i AT T
— B (HIR LA AR, A T o5 E A &
ARARFRURIA L LRST, AR L 2k 32 0 [ vk 19 B 2R ) >R
BT BB B 25 )%, il b %) Foss v. Harbottle #{0)
Fe HAFI AN TE Hh AN 22 Z Ab A& IE , 45 -6 A< B 19 52
BRIGOC, @ T 45 B 58 AR AR UFIAHI .

TE 2005 AFEAE o AR |, o EH e v B AR
R0 B AR AT LA AR AR R UF IR, 33X A 45155 e 76 X 1<%
BARRFBVRIA RN EE DAEERRKZES, 15 REX
TG o) — EBEFEHE W IR X IHCA ") 5 111
ZR W) AS [w) AR FIT 350, 1200 22 9 X4 5B 4324 3 I\ Ry S
HH E AR YR IA POME— 1R . X, B R B iU
K ABK A TR 56 150 25 56 152 S5m0 B i 4
Wim - TS,

ARPEFTIE R, v B i B AR AR R R IA I B
DU RRR 88— FEfE s R ue T IR AR B I 4%
[A) 85, B DL B4 N7 vk 22 07 i S T IR A AR TR
VN RS Z BERS  58 R RT B AP B A

iR g T IBARARR VR VA B URAL S 2 B VRAL Y #h 58 5 5
=, 38 S R BE AR Y B A A DL S AR YRR AT A T
Bl B B R 45, 7R — 2 B E BB 1k T ARERURIA Z URAL
HOMH o U DL = AR R T — e AR R
VA Tl B 4 2% T T, AEL I AN 2 BT AR DT R 9T B ST
B ARARGRVRIR Z M) JE A AFTEAEAT BRI

B, E B AR AR VR ) B I s 2 — 20 B
WeE Bk =z — AN B EEARTE L (A TR
S5 152 255 3 AP A AN — IR BT S 2 w4
BB AR HA B 2R | 2 = B 552 B s il NS5 T 1 A
DA SR AL Ty ik B R B AR XN, RIVERS = A A L
AFELE AN JE N, I AL, HEE SRR A
BREE = N2 5) I, 7 12 ¥ S O AN JE A T HEXT 2 W]
BT AR AH 22 SC55 TG 2 W) A 25 52 450, W) 28 W) BEAR AT
TEL WA BEA T HALR B 1 50T, J5 nTARER A H LA
P O [k B A AR YRR, AN BE LR
= NP PEETRIA . BRAFBR REAS UE I %
HIIANE I Z AT R AR = NG, A DR A =
NG RILE WA o BRI Z b, AR A2 AT BT A%
S N B et R AR YR A . H, A
S S NZ BB RN = NN EATAT R a
FE A S 2 A A BIZ D B AT R A A
TR, w2 th BB AR e A AR U B 15 21 152 2%
53 A HUE IR EACR IR Z R, MR, Anl &
AR RE 0 B AT SE i, (ISR T e e A= A
1, 25 B A N 9 R s R

Y, v B B AR AR VR i) B2 38 5 B o i B2
8B BISMETE | FEANBZR R 2 el o IR A S5
T AR ANSREANS G, iz 8 58 IR %
TCIRABENL ™ BRI 2207 3 — B IO, PRI, 7R 2
FRIETER T FRAPLICA A ESE A SO 2 F Z BUBR
2R EHEER A R o BRI w4
BLZAh, W Z RO AR B T N IR T8 0wl ik
JRAG O B FE R SO R LSS A R R 2 AT O, IR
L FNE AN N2 F) R Y 28 AR B e e i DL
WX IRE TGV REARZR . i H, TR A R
BHLGE R A, FREYLCBETCIE B A mI 28 By
YE , WICIE B A Fl #2322 ORI AR A T
SN R TN S U A RS O /A E = S P AN A 1
L, JUHR PP R B 22 B P [A) AU N S R
AL, AR AR 5 AR e IETE DAL GE Y AR 22
[0 FE RO RS | 520X — i) Y52, AR R 231N
LI IME I 1 A8 S S B EAR R TIE R

PR TEBEAR 18] 28 W4 S B A U 2 35K b, 38 VL
ST AN R Z P E 1 Bk B R 55, AT 1R 2 F
fiifrs. TR S AFAERFAEFRCR, AR
X PEEAR Z W >R N2 3 2 2 07 158 B B ey ) 2 A
WL, B BEER LS5 AN RE S iFE— 20 DLIH
IR Z AL VR SRAL B AR P, AR 4l 20 W] AN B 155 B AR

WOZ B E R 1980 £ EAS] 5% 75 55 4 3 (C)F(BP 1985 3L B8] ok 5 461 55 2 3(C) ey a] & ) 69 M T PT kI,
@2005 53T a7 e (N E) k) B 111 2 ME A8 %) % 22 %M%Vﬁﬁrﬂl ML) 4 W?ﬁ%r‘?—.ﬂy’i?&éﬁ AR,
u.
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The Rule in Foss v. Harbottle and the
Shareholders’ Derivative Action in China
ZHOU Chao
(College of Law, Chongqing University ,Chongqing 400044 , China )

Abstract: The Rule in Foss v. Harbottle and its Exception is one of the special remedy ways for protecting the

minority shareholders’ rights in Britain” s company law. It affected not only the shareholder’ s derivative action of

anglo-american legal system, but also that of the countries in Civil Law . We try to analyze the basic principle of it

in this paper, and provide some opinions on Chinese lawmaking of the shareholder’ s derivative action.

Key words: the Rule in Foss v. Harbottle; shareholders’ derivative action; separate legal personality; share-

holder’ s right
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