[ Awlid s, ——
. - (IEZ%3R) (2023)
Rt BT ) Bt t% B8 ~122 7

EE % LR E RS
5l A e AL

O

FEE (N 8) k) 5T Z IR, de T 2 B 3]
BH— R ER TN G A EESRE
R EE L FFGAZ UL EF AL A A ) A
HOES, AINBTEAXEEAXEFHEL
U469 E 3K, A T £ B VAT Ak R 7 AL S AU AR
PEFLERAE T AR RE;ZRALTTH
T AN BTN S RIREEF AN KA
A B EWATF PRRIRGH MR, KRR HIA
RE A G EFR, BT LG KAV 5
1RiE 69 F) B 38 o 3t F b A4 28 E TN 5] 4G 2K
& B H AR R

FgEEM S 5B BELE

51 5

B AUME X X5 (fiduciary duty ) &/ 7l i 5

w HEERKFHAFEFREEK B HE,

98



5 [ 3k 0 S A S0 55 R Il A T U

B NE Z—  BIR T IR RAEFE (trust) L ACEE (agency ) il , A
b, BARSE E A RS AN 20 B E AT S5 1A FE I sl Ak U
S B A A A B 0 RR BT, R AT G 2N mIR B SR AR S 55 Tl
FE o DARRRLAEIN A wl o AR 0y 28 AR LS T = fb—8
S X% (duty of loyalty ) 5% 1H X 45 (duty of care) , 3% i faf B Y S 5514
FR 55 A 38 1 [ AR XSS5 B AL BRI AN TR, i 7 — A AT
(3 [ 3 WIVE O b HE S0 55 A O R A BE 2N R Sl Y
Ty b F W LB G B RO S P RE R S R £ v o ORI B
SO 6 LUt E AR EUE THES MEFNELNLF 5
b 55 020 BRI B A A5 S 557 X 1] (0 B AR 2R T 35
B Zor 2T S5, RO e i e T R < B 2 AR R
FSE 55 ST FRAN A R X P A~ 1) A 2270 S B IX 1)

EH Y 2E N A R EA AL LT LS5 KRB 3]
AN A TR 55 BRI | it R S B s I (AR 2 Y
LR RIS, 3 = 78 78 D% W JE AT T 55 sl 34 il L 55
TR 25 ORI — IR 8, Y |7 A B A RIE )BT Z PR,
YT EA FE L E ST SRR, DL 36 A TR I s m) R S B
SEHE N A AL SR 26 [ A OO BB DA 2 A S I AR
2% 0 HEER L, AR SCLLIT R duty of care i— ¢ “ I X557,

— S5 5 R AR

(—)iBEXSH—KEN

B GHE PR A S A A B P AR el IR 5 1 el N i 7 A
L, 74 PR AR ZR T B < 55 I, 07 24 A L olb A b — R S B i 1

(1) See Alan Dignam & John Lowry, Company Law (11th ed. ), Oxford University Press,
2020, pp. 329 -376.

(2) ZR(AFE)F 147 %,

(3) ZRAKA(LTARNEFSNE NS HaEib 5 £ E L&), R(F K )2008
FH1H,
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WL (H =T EE)

1Y 55 3 L5 4 091 A Aff S G o A o R Y T 55 MV AR
(eSS 3 VR PRSI B h G NN AV S B - AR i)
TR U4 ) B U — 1 T 2 T RS IE | Ab T 28 Bl b o7 15
A R R B I S e H 2, S R AR R T
% (negligence ) {2 UKL I o () AR

& = IH /R AY (R YE T k2> 735 ) ( Model Business Corporation Act,
MBCA ) WA K BIRLE , HAE 1997 S TT I 2245 13X B 2R R ACAL Y
VEME TR B E, MR Z B RS N B AT R L5
BF, WY (1) BT, JF (2) Pz s S ae & SRS 77 6 4wl i KR 42
17 AT 700 ) 3 —FE A8 F i R AE S IR ) R S e rh X EE SR AR
FIHE LS5 A T 5 38 5 1 2ok e A E A AR R X 56 [ ik B AN B 5Y
w1 R T 1 HUE B A AT 3 e KAt 2K ((gross negligence) |, i
T, IR R AR VAR TR AR R 0 — T B AR

AN, 6 RS m) I R A TR 55 R E SR AR AL B\ R S
55 B 4T M bR ( standard of conduct ) | M AS & ¥ B A8 B P 2 4 ok B 4%
FH A 3 S 75 1 0 o AL AR ME (standard of review ) o AT &R —
FEE AR, T LABORIIE B — B R A7 A4 T A= 1 05 2 U2 52 B
JE S TR AR NG T 0 BRI = L7 )Xo o S R A s
R VB HI LA A HO2 AT 5 1 1 S 55 25K 1Y bR 1 2 7 b 1) b7 0 0]
(business judgement rule) .

(=) T e 3] b 0 0

T ol BT AR D) B ) 2 9 5 s RO RS Sy R R
SNV Z BN N 4 0520, 5F BAE B 70w 04 8, I8 4, &
(95 BE R o T B R RS, 305 2, 3k S 0 00 1 75 5 A 1k B A

(4) Hunv.Cary,82 N.Y.65(1880).

(5] Depinto v. Provident Security Life Insurance Co. ,374 F.2d 37(9th Cir. 1967).

[6) MBCA §8.30(a).

(7) ®EPREKPAT HFRE S F &R R 82 w48 R Tk #1050 Fl AL g # AR 5C - 3R
7% 16 # (Melvin Eisenberg) #{#% . See M. A. Eisenberg, The Divergence of Standards of
Conduct and Standards of Review in Corporate Law,Fordham Law Review, Vol. 62,
1993.
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5 [ 3k 0 S A S0 55 R Il A T U

FEHE SRR DR R B T A BT U8 Aok, R E ORI
FE ) 2V TR M TR Y FS B, B X T S HJG R £ b 28 ) #E SR
A SR RS AR AN R VFIB R DT BRAEREIE] . (1) =
AP SR AT BT 5 (2) TE 3 AT A BB P A A5 X Ah PR 3R A5 A 2 A Y B
KA g, SR DRI AR5 PR S I fE R L9)

SR, 7E % 24 vl i 52 e v B A o b 57 1Y Rz A M 3K 5 2
¥ ( Delaware General Corporation Law , DGCL ) 7% 75 #i 52 15 Ml J4] W7 4
DU T A2 A2 12 e BT GR35 SR 2+ v
B ENEF SRR AL A C By Wk BOm Az, BIE f TiX
Pl e 38 T 3000 m)RUBOAR 18 32 400 % | 38 A AN 0 O IR HR B AT (100 6 55
Z ISR IR EE S A AL A K AR — B ] T (judicial
abstention ) #iL )| (1]

2 [ A i S B —— 0 HC I R R AR M R B 1 ke T Ml ] DR B 0
B AT AR H AN XA LR . 5, P D DR 3R Y o S s A T A R A
DL Bt HBA FIE o€ i 3 55 2488 AT S ph s 5 T A 3 s xf it
I [ 0w S AR BT R RN 5 AR S F O AR ARG, Tl
AEE

HWR =2 WA ) — TR W, 10 AS RE T4 W A SR 12D JF
H 3 A B 2 T3 o i L R EAL, WU, W E RS S
) PR TR ——3 B A7 G R IR ARG b An I I A ANTEIE F R
T LI =2 %) 130 O g | — FL sk 6 e SR AR B 1 ROAR B 3B A AT AT A fig il

(8] Miller v. American Telephone & Telegraph Co. ,507 F.2d 759 (3d Cir. 1974).

[9)] MBCA §8.31(a)(2).

(10] See James D. Cox & Thomas L. Hazen, Business Organizations Law (4th ed. ) , West,
2016, p. 200.

(11) See Stephen M. Bainbridge , Corporation Law and Economics ,Foundation Press,2002 , p.
243.

(12) See Bainbridge, The Story of Smith v. Van Gorkom,in Ramseyer ed. , Corporate Law
Stories , Foundation Press,2009,p.208.

(13) See Macey, Judicial Review of Corporate Decisions: Kamin v. American Express
Company ,in Macey ed. , The Iconic Cases in Corporate Law, Thomson West, 2008, p.
125.
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WL (H =T EE)

JFE TS b 0 D ) (140 33— B2 A fef 45 i Ml 0 0 ) 9 35 FH 5 5 SCEE A 4R
P A G 78 S B S 55 1 AR DU FH DX ok

PR, HE AR A BT 0 2000 T I A5 b A2 2 W) i e KR 25, AE
I, WS B RS A IRV bk, sl 0 3 A B R 25 2 R ST it
HbE AR R 1 2R 2 I DR SR N B8 56 4 AT 3Ry, T ik
FHATAT Rk (rational ) H B R A B S AL 160 L an 4470 24 w) < M (B
AR AR B A IR S5 D7) IR 58 4 5 R TS O H B AN 32 Rl )
WAL LR, KR — AR AR AR M, REE HRE N EFH IR RS
EE AT A 150 A5 38 A T M B R T A 2 SR SR R T 9% (waste ) 2 W] BE
77 I RE A W i AE oK . SCBR b R A AL IE R E R E R
230 S S I S PN 2 D A (18)

T, TSR DR 0 6 A5 X IR e S = T S b A AR
B PR A b AT R 100 R AN B A AR ORGSR R R AR
JITA BE A PR A B0 A 5 R AR R A 3 2 Ml 0 W R0y DR A A i i
SR SC 55 L2001 i i R AR R MR AR TERR E 50 F , i sl
SRR EE R B 20 S, 3 = n] USRI (R B I A B
R R, W] DA HE A /B e s, DL B T2 N
Ay fE B (22

DA B BT A OG- 1 ol 1 e A D i) A —— 3 5 ELAG S B SR
o FrVE R PSR & TiE  OF T 700 G BN E B ——AR K bk
AT, Jt At b 2 28 I LA o SR B i e 4 o (23)

(=) Van Gorkom %

FE RN BRI PR 4 2, 56 B0 ) i 36 LT ORI R R

(14) Corwin v. KKR Financial Holdings LLC,125 A.3d 304 ( Del. Supr. 2015).

(15) In re the Walt Disney Company Derivative Litigation,906 A.2d 27(2006).

(16] See Macey & Miller, Trans Union Reconsidered,Yale Law Journal,, Vol. 98 ,1988.
(17) eBay Domestic Holdings,Inc. v. Newmark,16 A.3d 1(Del. Ch.2010).

(18) See Gevurtz, Corporation Law(2nd ed. ) ,West,2010,p. 295.

(19) ERTE(10), % 202 7,

(20) ERTE(12),% 217 7,

(21) Brehm v. Eisner,746 A.2d 244,259 n.49(Del. Supr.2000).

(22]) DGCL §141(e).

(23) Aronson v. Lewis,437 A.2d 805 ( Del. Supr. 1984 ).
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5 [ 3k 0 S A S0 55 R Il A T U

i VAR S 55 TR B SR R PH A5 AR AT MEA I — IR 1) A1 2 1985 4F
FERLAE I 5 =5 7 B Xt Van Gorkom 28 i e | T 3K — R 9] A LA 1 1 36
A RV SRR N 2 e il o o S S B
STEAE LS AR TRAT R AT e, DL R T EE /44 Van Gorkom %,

AREW - 5 - XIRBHE (Jerome Van Gorkom ) 4G4 /& Trans Union
NEIFESRKIFEE AT E, 20 4 70 4FfX K, Trans Union 2\ & N
fif Rl LR T B 8 S A G T 2 i S ot — T I SR, 1980 4FE 9 A 13
H 0 - RURPHE S SEEA 240 a s  BLE0T S S B iR - 53
WL (Jay Pritzker) 231, 32 W5 & DL & 55 3270 09 40 48 W W Trans
Union 723 A , 3 B % sg il A B BE 1 50 00,38 - RI/RBHIBFR IR 55 3600
S AREAY , IR Trans Union 28 Wl A AU 32 0 @& IR, BL)s, 9
ANNHEAT T =43k, Trans Union 23 A 1Y 6 A & 107 - BR4% ( Bruce
Chelberg) W55 45 RIR - 143 £§ ( Carl Peterson ) DA K 2\ &) f4 Jit 7] )
L AR AR E SN T 2k, B 1980 4F9 A 19 H i - KK
FHE RN LR i T WOW T 28, A% S BB 55 3600, LB 4 A, AH
FeHIR— J& Trans Union 2y &) B 5% A9 W 4 4 37. 25 £ 7T, % R0 38
50% , Ait, 3% B % 9L PR 5 Trans Union 2\ &) U FE 3 S A JTE 3 K2
W, 1980 49 H 21 H B WK I e [ I 55 58 B 1l B i Z i
BTYERE,

1980 429 H 19 H,{E - X /KB435 &1 Trans Union 2\ F) [ = & T
BRI TS AR T RIEA 12 5T & LT, BRih
AR FNABEAT AR Z A0, 20 ) B oAt i 45 DA S 28 ) i AN R E R X - UK
BHE 5 5K FOR AN A 55 AN NG , Trans Union 23 w] Y I 55 B 5] 442
WAEWBES S, ERESWE G - JRPHEHEE 758 B X
o A AR SRR T LR, AR B E S B - W
2 (Donald Romans ) W3 75 th (19 141 A SOXF 45 B R FLAT WO 5 BT T
ST, IR BRI A% R 7E 55 32508 65 &0t Rk, ikl 55 £ i
B A& A%, BRBRMAAE RIS AR S8, Trans Union 23 ] %) Al 755 45 1. 2%
B 58 BRI . A, - RORBHB A e Qi A T
=

Trans Union A Al EEFHSH 10 Z 5, Hf s ARHNIBES, 1
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WL (H =T EE)

FEIE - SORFHEE BRTRS R 55 7 ( Browder ) 55 | 3X 28 R A F
ST 5, ATTHE A Bl B AEER S [ALE T 116 4F | FHAT 35 35 09 B[R] 5
1168 4F, Ji4h5 AANTFEF T4 NRERRARNEBHMITE, 5
Hb— AR 2 K 2E A B i 2= B i T e i . 31X 5 S ARTHIAE R 2
a5 HEPATE R E] K ik 78 45, B4 Trans Union 23 &) & 55 19 I ] 2
1150 4%,

1980 4E 9 J 20 H BYFE 245 2E 1T K20 2 /NiE, o) 26 ] 7 i
T RURBHIZ) 20 2308 B Sk B0 T pRSLE) A3  SCAS I A Mg
REGFEFANT, 16 - IRBHBA 28 1 At A5 B oK v 25 TR A A O, LA RO
WA 77 28 M AR 53, I8 VR B S T A 20N GR 1 1980 4R 9 J 21 H B -
BRI %, B - RORBHB AT B 2% A LA AR 5 1A 15
TR 55 FITHY BN, U I A B 8 3 A A% I 2% 5k 1 3 LK v B i
)8

B e s D IREFAN MBA S 5IRA 75 K0 8 Wi
LA N TE AT 3K 0T W 5 28, Al s i 7 B 5 BORAS s Wit /2 ) RS 5 1 2 ety
M AR A A G (A, id & U FAT, R F 2,55 Kot
“TEN M Z A" BT XA P G . S, #RE
M I AT RGR TABXS X AN IR 7 R 3, Ah  7ES RS ik
A Trans Union 2\ 7] 1Y 4P AR 47 /& 5 ( Brennan ) |, {5 Uk 2 47
ANt T AN B 523X B2 IR W B 24 A R BES RS 5 T A DG TG A 4 19 2
FOEE UL (fairness opinion) WIJFAE A E T d . Wrog Bk A G iy 4
5 2 J5 , Trans Union 2 & 8 S 24t ifE T AL

1981 42 A 10 H, Trans Union 2 & A FF 45 5 B %5 K 43, 15 Trans
Union A Al &P E Z1TBEEERY 69. 9% W AT L E T 32 5, i 52
B AR R AN 5 7. 25% . {H 4 B. BLRE - 2 %517 (B. Alden
Smith ) 55 Az WX 3 1T I 1) 52 &) 5 ZU AN A4 22 | Y 10 B E S Ay 8
S ANMEE 5 EY 2 — i Bkb s SR TiEE %S, TR
S LS R DRCSY N K TR P U o [ DS b S X S A <P B = pv

FE LR AT B rh R A N S5 2k BE B S B AR SN AR AE < RTE
HESHE AR S  WHE U, 2 Be e 3 07 0T 4 19 5l 20 e i 1
AR, TR AR £ AR T 7E 1980 4E 9 1 20 H Y F 2 7E R
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FEAIEHE Trans Union 2\ 7] 55 HL P v (9 91 W J5 B 00 A A 780 #1815
B

HEBIAN RIE RS, £ 1980 4F 9 H 20 HEFH SEH E
B AR AR BOFAFE /0. BRI, S R#E S & F K - X
JRFHE G 20 43P (0 v g R AL ME T ORI 7 58 T I 4 KR 4y #E AR
XX AT A o 23 BB 1) 3 AT 4R A8 5 A PR AR S
TR BA 1S BT 2 DL SCHr 55 6o A BN as iy ik 4, R
FERLAR M 2 W)V S/ 38 S A RO 2 ) v A AR < s R
W - URBHB S & 0 & F AR L s —— A = S,
R - RORBHE A A 1 A8 4TI 453 S ) b SRR, AR AR
VA 8 L 3 A0 SO i IS 2 D B A s AN R 2wl B PR A PR
HERSBEREWETTLL,

e — RN A Y L R i i R E S IR
S (H SR e = FLAAR (R B, AT U B A B AN J2 D R Ry ) B 2
A A LB . SEPR I Trans Union 28 W (1 % 5F 22 7E 1980 4F
9 H 20 H1E P sE B I A HE A " AR — A FE 2k 48 52K ((going
concern ) A “ [E 45 ¥ {H” (intrinsic value) , H17% 45 B2 3K XF B 4 W) i 2
A A SR E AT TS S L B TC B 3R B AN (B BF 5% 02 S F
(HLEE 23 ) AR VI R 0 B ) b B 5 TR B R L B T i 4R
(TR =-S/UR V5 R VIR E )

SR, TEARZE v FE = o 2 A BOR A wl B R 0 55 B 6 48 AR
(AT PEAL WA M R 14 55 0B AL T« A e kg Ju Bl 1
JKEB, BeAh, EFSWEAA LI 55 KT MK R - KRB T
By, S IR AE AR BN - R BT Y 55 SEonaxX i ks HJE S
T Z SO AT IR, LA BR & WU, Bk E
Trans Union /A F] (Y H S 23 7E 1980 4F 9 H 20 H the fitfE I 7 2ok
RESE R 704015 B, AR REAE 0 VI Rl T, 3 s 1 TR S 55 AR TR AR
e FE TR R T E , A 2 DR HAE P 5 i R BB 2 48 72
5 B R ELE

Van Gorkom & Y PEM7E 573 B 2P 434k, B DB A R
HARI T B ok 3 = ) 92 F R AR B, DI B 67 5 AT b R HRUAT 3l 1Y 37

105



WL (H =T EE)

Yy, S 1 Bt Rz AR (240 (R T 22 28 R e B A 5 e A, SRR I, X
KM SRR A8 M 7k e 18 52 Jik DV fe 22 1) — WU I e | 35 44 1 s % 3% Fischel
A B AR N R R R 1 R 2SI HEPEE Y
TR RS BT 1 I SCEEE AR B M A ORI D) ) AR R R DR R
BEEA LA AR AR A F ARG

BARZEFANTF N —10] (B SL B D Van Gorkom AP B 5[ T
PINEAERR, 2R EA R ER SRR B TR R TIF 2 AL
AL PR 3 B 38 N T JBARATT 28 B 0 ) e SR AR (260 — 0 iy T
FIAT AR E PRGN, 38 5 4 5T LR (D& O insurance ) [ 9 i
B, 1984 AR F] 1986 4R BRI 10 A%, FE 2 AR A SR B 5 A AR
W5z L270 Sy o XS AR O, R A M A4 ST IR HLAS e BAE el T 8 /L, R I
TATHRFE X — 1Bk,

(M) (R EMEBEARE)E 102 £EDAETH

FISCHE E, 1985 4F 1 /1 29 H, R R0 M & = i Be/E Hh T Van
Gorkom ZHYt #4558 TR fE AL Z Mk, 1986 4£3 A 10 H,
Frepr 4 £ U Pp 25 ( Delaware State Bar Association ) {2\ &) ¥4 25 51 4>
(corporate law council ) ¥ 25, # H R W X X 37 f& ML AT B8 2 (R 46 M
HESE AR DA S AR R AR N BE i AL . 1986 4E 6 H 9
H, BIM P& i 2 g E S ir P e i 2, 5 3 T 1986 4E 6 H 18
H i i CRERLAE M 38 A Rl R Y IB IR 8 I3 102 25 b 3K56 7 T, [l 4F
7 A1 HiARk 28]

CREPLAR N 28 FR ) 5 102 25238 b 3R 7 TR EZ N A B
T

(24) See Chittur, The Corporate Director’ s Standard of Care: Past, Present, and Future,
Delaware Journal of Corporate Law, Vol. 10,1985.

[25) See Fischel, The Business Judgement Rule and the Trans Union Case ,Business Lawyer,
Vol. 40,1985.

(26) RAE(12),% 224 7,

(27) See McChesney, The “Trans Union” Case: Smith v. Van Gorkom,in Macey ed. , The
Iconic Cases in Corporate Law, Thomson West,2008 ,p. 254 n72.

(28] See Butler, Smith v. Van Gorkom , Jurisdictional Competition,and the Role of Random
Mutations in the Role of Corporate Law ,Washburn Law Journal, Vol. 45 ,2006.

106



5 [ 3k 0 S A S0 55 R Il A T U

(R FRTACLE) LR IRAEFIAREBA A E
FOE LS, M Ex o 8 R R AR AR e EAR F B T
( monetary damages ) %9 4 2k, 121% 4 5k RAF 5 e KR4 F F B
VAT BB A de e AR, (1) i Roaba 3] 3L 1 A o b o
U4 (2) A i34 (good faith) #94F 4 S RA4E A K& & W R
547 S Jm AT 89 kAT 5 (3) R A K B 174 K #9 AL
F () EFRBREAAM GG,

RN AR XL TR B IR B, X — SRR A &
FRBEBE A PRI st 2 10, R 2 AR ) 0B CRERL A N 387 38 2
R ) AR 102 5558 b 3R 7 WA RN A S iz AR #ESE A
AEAS B ORI R, X & — 45 “3EHE” (opt in) R, SEier 2 Rl E 45
TEF BT B STEERT A S I - EITR AR, T
J6, FUE TEVE R SR VF I B R BR B2 TN A B o = X 8 ] JROAR I s 454 53 AT
FEWR, QR J5 D — 2D 0 5 3 S S fR SC S S5 IR AT 745 3
JRAR TR LI 25 F T, 28 R AR B I S B = 54T . SR, BV A 5 v At
JEBR T A QI S 5t FUE , B8 S ST LABR ], 3 Sf fe i i kA kAR
A Z AT AE R 838 AE Sy AN 23 52 303X Rk A28 A 1Y) 7 T 52 e [(29)

B NG A AR AR B U] DA SR B EE R A R T S5
DT, i DAHERR VL B I — R 9 5 I AR XSS5 AT R HEBR FE A1, A
ol A5 3 ST I S 55 A AR 1) P DA G B 5 A A T o A HE R 14 1
b i A RO S 55 5 i RO 5 AR IE R JE SR
VETRT A 41

5=, CRPL AN 3 8 Rl ) 56 102 4558 b a8 7 W U2 bR #E
0 4 BRI A2 AT, (H B BHL R S 4 R A P 25 1 B Y (equitable
remedies ) , L U7 3K 7 B A & 25 il 4 5% 3 1 4> (injunction ) , 5% # 1 3K
fift B (rescission ) 3¢ &y PR (300 45 LR JROARAE Ry it i R A7 1

[29) See Sjostrom, Business Organizations: A Transactional Approach (3rd ed. ), Wolters
Kluwer,2020, p. 490.
(30) Fi,EBVMERZE, FEMATARELRBETE,
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WL (H =T EE)

RO B Ry DL S 3 SR B #E O W 38 B 38 ) ( closing ) i A & 45 il
A B8R AR Ty W S, m BOR O E F  GE A HEA TR

HE0U X — AR R A BRSNS R I F TR, I AEH T A
R X T (R B AT R AT AR A RS 1Y 4 W) N R EE ST
T CRRPLA N 0 A Rl ) 55 102 2558 b 3K 7 TANRE R bR H DL =
T I 2 5 B 493 S it %) 33 S L35 AT R

55, CRERLAE M 0 2 79 ) 26 102 4558 b aE 7 Witk g 22
L0 B LA BEAR ) 4 R I 452 T AT TG AS S B At A X 3 S o i
FIELETE R AR, Lo AN, 22 2 A Bl 2 5 3 SO 1 S 55 Y J K ek 2k i
IR AN AR AL A A SZ 5 NATHIR T LA SR 38 %

2015 4F  BEhife I i = 15 B 7F In re Cornerstone Therapeutics , Inc.
Stockholder Litigation & (31) [yl g it — 25 B Aff . A SR AR (L DL
i SUAE S5 Sy A SR A0 E I £, B AR ) — TR 52 (CRR R AR JH
WA TR ) A 102 2555 b R 7 WA TE AR I VR A B m I
VO 43 1Y PR SR IE FH AT b w3k A bR 2k B AR N S 5K 4 i R IR
5 2z 0T R AR N A "R S m NS AR EEF TR 02
PRI Sy i Sz VAL S 55 T SR I A 4 5 L 28 JBOAR X X R 2 A4 kS ik e
MINLSSERBA , T, HFHN T8 AL G R IR R

CREPLAR M S 28 /75 ) 56 102 2556 b )3 7 WAR P A 35 [ HoAth
PN )T R B X 52, e o 0 RO EL 55 Y R A S I 4 T AT, A
A EV AN 36 2N TR B b o C R O I R el #E S 0 W) R LR AR
HRFH BT S O AT B, AN P EL A R i, S PR 2 X R
IR F 5 Ak, AR R TE CRARL A M 5 A W R ) 2B 102 AR5
b S 7 WOl o —AE Z N A 90% R RE L AR M AN w A el FE AR G
CHRPRLAE M 38 2 W] ) 5 102 4556 b 358 7 TR PR P 4 it , T fe #E
A TEAEAT S 1 4 R T A2 DA 320 W) WL AR SR D X B A% o 9T
A BRI AR RSO ) Al A AR B 8 30 IRAR AT A KR, A SOk 45- 3] 1 )

(31) In re Comerstone Therapeutics, Inc. Stockholder Litigation, 115 A.3d 1173 ( Del. Supr.
2015).

(32) See Romano, Corporate Governance in the Aftermath of the Insurance Crisis ,Emory Law
Journal, Vol. 39,1990.
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Z RV, EEPRAR X — i, WU BN T SR FH R b ) R R0 g s 2
PR

T PRI G e S I S5 B R E I AT

(—) 783 e 1 B 00 700 9 FE2

P ) T D0 1) B IR AR S IR R A B R S S
RN E RN AR AE RS b 25 25 5 BT A R AR AT AT
PLZS Sy W3 A © 45, 2 0 iy #5215 (portfolio ) fE AR AR NTTA
HREZ A G A AR R GEME XU, A 46 2238 e SR 0 X i KU o BV 2
AR RBR , WA IR A B2 BE A4 AN 6] 28 51 1 28 | R 5E 7
o7 22, AR 8 T 5 b e G 4 X AR — R L R A AT A XU
6 i 4 5 P BE 4 3T M (risk neutral )

SR, FEHATAT 4 B 2R AT el A O WA TR AR R 5 Hi ok
PN Z RN T L X, NTTREARMBEAR TR ST A £
Jotl, b b RATEA S A HE R AN RARAL 1L,
R R X REA RB A B A A BB AT T A DS T ff A R w0 i 48 A
AR b ST D W T i L — AR R BB B = W] A
otk e Ul , B B — BRI , R B A N ) A AR KRR B
TR T ARMEIE A DG IR S R R R B F B b 330
THEFH NI ERBEANRG Z 704k, [ AT R f 41 b AR 3R
PRSF (risk averse) , — H g XU () 4278 gL 3R S 80U &) 5 #t 5 2077, ik
MTAERAE F AR R AI ) B8 ARt il S P RE A TRT 41

AR A 2 R XU A fig ol ot i Il Rt AE I I BRI B =R AT A
- TE Ik 118 1R SR DRSS SRl At 17T e FHT XU 658 v ) 6878 A gt , 2B b A 2 i
RIRIZEIAE . S8R, BeoEpL 2 10 [ A XU X LA 3 ok 3ok 3 o 110, {H.

(33) XAt AE# NR A5 £ & k¥ 4 (Oliver Williamson) # 4% % 4 ty % /= % I 2 ity
( Williamson , Transaction Cost Economics,in Schmalensee & Willig eds. , Handbook of

Industrial Organization, Elsevier Science, 1989 ,pp. 136 —-182)
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WL (H =T EE)
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O3 R LA W 33X 26 2 A R Ml SR A AN A ], e A R A R e
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[l ——%& P — MBI EE T IR 5 T BURBS B B4, BT LA,
128 FHVE R AU A 880l Gl e M N B B A ARl 2 W) o 5 8 R

(34) [EAE(13),% 136 T,

(35) [EIAE(18),% 301,303 T,

[36) See Spamann, Monetary Liability for Breach of the Duty of Care?, Journal of Legal
Analysis, Vol. 8,2016.
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Fe4n, 7€ Van Gorkom ZE75 &5 i M HI WAL W I W) R Z )5 #EF 25 1Y
PRk A BB ez v, T P — R TR R g S A
Uiis (370 L2 R FOR RN &k 534, 78 BE 7 SR SR RN 2, 6
[FIREZE Dy T B 7 3k o3 A DR IS fa AL, & B AR T 22 S it B 480 1k B2 T
( defensive medicine ) 383 7] W, | BRI E X %Ml A - 19 IXUBS: 38 SR 1% 76 457 37
TR B, — e 1o G BT 1 HL 2 (AT 04T S AR 1 it TR ST, A5 2
AU DU 3 ] 8 5 ) 5 2Rl i B B iy A R S B BT 2 R
T Bl 38 WO 52

(D) EfMEREFEREENENESERERESRE

T 4 ) 5 2 w0 AN SR s Ml ) D 00 DU A1 8 5 1 9
Pl B — 20 T 00 1 B S TR 3K S B3 R I o I 1 < R A T £ T
o T H 33X RN A5 B TR AR AT 03 R, B K R G G
ML XA 27 HAEREEREFRBIGEEFENIFAE L LT
B 2 IR R 2 /0 SEBrtAb 390 — J7 T, HR & KA ik 2 B ZHMA4E -
% &2 (Roberto Romano ) #5257 & #H,1966 ~ 1987 4F , JE{H H4f
PLil SO 55 R SE 0 2 a0 UL R TR R R R R A
(9 15% , i H DL R i 2 F 09 S8 15 A 65 %0 SR TR 285 58, fc T 2
IR, TE 10 % 1952 bR 7 A e 065 4% 4 1 28 00 oh R0 A 4 1 D) S A i
T 2 Y L) 8 A 98 % , it = U, R AR B 1S B B I AR R

(37) RAE(12),% 224 7,

(38) See Kessler & McClellan, Do Doctors Practice Defensive Medicine? Quarterly Journal of
Economics, Vol. 111,1996.

(39) HEMAFBIH B, 5 LK. (ERRAEARDIESE FIEY, ROERE
#2020 4% 2 #,
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., 28 Rl 205 PR A5 R B A ] B2 BEAL I 5, DR i, A4 2R 1Y
G PR ARMESA W ke 568 3 7 e SR 2 I TR 5T
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FIE BAL , LUk e 4 A S AT AT RE XN SE AN AR A 1) i 1 2 8
etk , MR R BRBE b o R L I (I H 2 e AT ia )
G EREE R 1k BE RO X 0 2 T S B R B i AR A A B, TR
VA F 25 Tl BAS E AT BE XS 2 B FIBEZR 3 A 0 B A 7 4H (43

(40) FEIRE(32),% 1169 7,

(41) RERAE(32), % 11711176 7,

(42) HRELETHUG AT EENH, Z LKA (EEFLPFOE XN HEEX G
5y, RCEE R 5%)2021 F£52

(43) FEIAE(36),% 355 ~358 7,
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1720, AP B R T R R R R, A AT [) s 3258 i pe S R
P W S5, BCE R R B LA™ A Y R R G R AR AT Rk S ik
W RTHUE, BRI RN 3 IR AEA | 28 T By £
EN WA i O T2 w4 A (450

1996 4F %5 Fr 48 M 17 3 35 B¢ XF In re Caremark International Inc. ,
Derivative Litigation & (46) f R T FIRMES . FEML T | Frfi g
PN A8 S e 4 B 9 5 BF ( chancellor ) @B + 3048 ( William Allen ) 3755,
BRI RERERF SN A R E LT3 S HEHRE, HE,
“HH 2R N R 2 ) 4 2 e 5 T2 T AR 3 3 Ml R 2 X DR
g i JM EE S ), O 22 A ) S B LA i m R U 55 H AR B RE T
R T S I (R A TR A R S — B B AR AN AR ALE
FE I AE M AR N B A AL 1 RN HR AL A 388 R b R AR

(44) FEIEFH % ENGEAE 4 B R PR 89 ST AL,

(45) See Kraakman & Kesten, The Story of Francis v. United Jersey Bank: When a Good Story
Makes Bad Law,in Ramseyer ed. , Corporate Law Stories, Foundation Press, 2009, pp.
164 - 166.

(46) In re Caremark International Inc. ,Derivative Litigation,698 A.2d 959 ( Del Ch. 1996).
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A R R R T — S PR AR B AL B R IR AL, A RE N B 5
BT A E S S 2 S Z 27 . Allen 5B LR B8 H .

B AR SRR W 2 57 v g R A A A m kb SRl 1 TR
SR S7 LI

2006 4F  FEhL 48 M B & 35 BE AE Stone v. Ritter £ 47) (LR A #k
Stone &) F— 7 HIIA ] T Caremark ZEHf 37 18 Wi B L 55, 55— 7 i
PR — AR T Ak S W S T, R AR B R TR BEIACH
HHE Caremark FMEBFRHERH LR EE L EZFRHDLELMRE, “a) #
FATWR A BB IC R BF B AL HLH; B30E b) BARE T X AL
il HR A W A LS TR, R A B AT IO T B IR L
o A AT R KRS AR R TRV R A N B 1R B iR 48 Y, TR
e LAREFEIE T, A UEW R A AR EE L%,
A fgia s ik A vi (T,

5j Caremark Z844 35 =5 1) W5 B SC 55 0 7 1 L 55 1) — &8 o0 AN [
Stone 2 TA K #E i RO IR S W 2 97 5 3 I T S5 AT LAY IX
e WL, BEIFAE B E RS R EAERTHE, 2R T3 8
TG AER T, TR TER AN A FE TS AR N RE A O #E =R
AR W BRI 2R HooR B BT E—TR R X Fh s Z W R 2 4™
3, HA O, Wt 2 BN B AT B LS R A T,

Caremark I BE 7 J5 0 20 Z24F ], BRI A I AR 4 e 25 = 73 I

(47) Stone v. Ritter,911 A.2d 362(Del Supr.2006).
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), W A 28 B2 4240 |, 3 MO0k QI 52 5 1 B AN S Bl e, L 22 90 T 3
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AT 55 1 RALHE Al b, 5 B R A R R B A HOGE
WoF 25 AU, T P QALY 22 42 2 A W9 N T4 Bt s B R AL E 194
Srzh R WA AR L 2 fF B E R E 72k A4 — i
BAHLF SR | 3 2 R AR TO L 3 ThD 9 B A L1 (R 5 Ak S e IR A
FOAN JETE AL A PR BE MRS | e 8 PR U R AR LN T2 9 15 f) (50
FH T UL, X 7 5 0 1 M B 555, R h AR M e MORFR X It 4t 7 i
TR 2 R R I AR U UE W R R R S S, LB
A REAE A S w7 R S A OB AR T 2 AR R i
Wik SO SN T i O S8 55— AR 55— W
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(48] Marchand v. Barnhill, 212 A.3d 805 ( Del. Supr.2019).
(49] Hughes v. Hu,C. A. No.2019 —0112 - JTL( Del. Ch.2020).
(50] In re the Boeing Co. Derivative Litig. ,No.2019 —0907 ( Del. Ch. Sept. 7,2021).
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[52) Brehm v. Eisner,746 A.2d 244 ( Del. 2000 ).
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