5 23 PE A O 72 > D I iy 4>
(RVT7 Ay Vs yay) ORI

—RHEOHEN L ORI T 5 —#5—

I
I W7 Tl & bt pRb

O BHEOH)) & RFFRLEDD ) 57:

| QA 3ER i T

I\

BHHE MR D70 D74 (freezing injunction : DT [ I BE S 72 11 i
e ¥2) Lid, BRUIPREFRBOTL P IATVOEBTRET 244
T, BEPEHOOMELZWGTHILEETLH0TH D, HENEERIEELY
RKOLFZZ/ELTH, EHAVPASOMELZHEE, REL, EENICE-
"CLiX_i HEREMEGS O EERICR S, MEadki2ibaaid, Shzfik
TAHLEDIITENE, ZOmFiE, 41XV AOPERBED 1975 4FEIC F L7z 2D
DHPETHDOTRED LN, I LDV EOOFLER>TYL T 7 - L VP x
Yy va v EINTERY DR T o1k 4 oo P 2k 51 R0 i 5
W& DIRA SRS, 1998 4R 1ZAT S M- REFFFAHHINZ D HE ST Tw
%%,

g0 U | B (AT itkk@:%/ﬁl)l/xn%.f%fh<?7I<)5ﬁ*é7h’('
Wk, LAL, TAYIAERELZFIE, S RSB P2 1999 4E 0 Grupo
Mexicano de Desarrolo SA v Alliance Bond Fund Inc® <, EFFHFNIZZ D
IO BEEGHETITZIOAL T4 — LOFERZVWEDHKETTL, I€ -
O —FEEE MR D o720 MU NV TE, =2—3—7 % EOTERMNEH I
DI IRV TV B Y,

1) Nippon Yusen Kaisha v Karageorgis [1975] 2 Lloyd's Rep 137; Mareva Compania Naviera SA
v International Bulkcarriers SA [1975] 2 Lloyd’s Rep 509.
2) CPRr 25.1(f); PD (25) 6.1-6.2 and Annex.
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VIR 1986 EEDF L DEIEIZBWTWALL bIRTWEL L H I, 2
DFFIZYEA 1) 2TBWTHREERO TREE] L shY, Lil, b
NbNBZo [KEFE] 28R LIS ET5I12E, 320F vy 70d 5,

1S, WAL AT H RO REREFHIHIET 2 2 h 0 b b,
HARRLKEICBWT, RIFREFHIL [ZHLOTHL 2SR ROHE L LT
BOLNTERY L, LaL, ZoOMUTHSA ) 2TEEL 25 [FHHT
L,h %R & MeJ) fearful authority # W72 27| L ICh 2 L ERINTE
720 BHARTIZIHBKROTHA, 41 FUVATRAEEZIOLHIIZE R I N ITNEL
SRMolzDh

B2, ZTORFBEDOREND, HEZOHOA 1) 2BV T, Fh
DHBNE L o> TITbN72D 0 TH %, 19754, 4 ) A TwdAH LN
BO1IANTHALT= 2V 7INE, BHFNIMEBEOME L BT A MBEEZHT 5

BE L. 95&, MG H 32U 72X ) IS BELNS X
I lze HNIZTFENLNIMIIE, DIZRBUR policy @ H#E ‘(iﬂ)
B ENXFHF DD B BRI D S OFFEICH E R\, ERFE NS
725720 THBY . ZOBEBRICHRTE D725 H

B3N, A F) RACBITBEMOED, FRER (TEY - u—iR) FHHE
WKL BRAZZIZH Db oF, HEDOT X IEKREICB VTR SN2
EThb, ThiE, A F) ZAORFEFREOEMEOHIZO KRE kLMo T

3) Grupo Mexicano de Desarrollo SA v Alliance Bond Fund Inc. 527 US 308 (1999). A yeiZ 4
T B IEELH L LT, AL [ i & A8 H & W 0E SRR o 72 0 o F i 10 72 1k iy 4
——GMD, S.A. v. ALLIANCE BOND FUND, INC. 527 U.S. 308, 119 S. Ct. 1961 (1999) | A1t
— B - ARSI RO - 7 A ) A IR R B CH B ZE (1993-2005)) (2007) 304
Ho

4) Credit Agricole Indosuez v Rossiyskiy Kredit Bank, 729 NE 2d 683 (NY Court of Appeals
2000). See also, US Bank Nat’'l Ass’n v Angeion Corp, 615 NW 2d 425 (Minnesota Court of
Appeals 2000).

5) EM— [Tl 4TV 7 2733 (Mareva Injunction) DL & & H—EE 4T
B O RN ] HipiisxEE 30 5 61 H (1986) 0 € OMBIBEECHRE LT, RAMHE T [HATe45
WEORE—A ¥ 77 ¥ FIZBT 2 EBERFRA] W [EEoho REFRE] (1998) 6 &
GO = A F) 2280 2 KPR A ] IRIMRARES 1 4 [ & ki) (1996) o

6) PEPE RS TREEEAT - SRS 8 3R - 2006 41) 331 H (RMHEHEE) .

7)) Mills v Northern Railway of Buenos Aires Co. (1870) 5 Ch.App. 621 at 628 (Lord Hatherley
LC).

8) Steven Gee, Commercial Injunctions (5th edn Sweet & Maxwell, London 2004) 16.
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W3, IEFY - 0—%RETS2O00EICBITEMIEDOEE, W IJHFE L7
5XVDEA I D FEBICIE, T AU HTH HADRET-RIAIGT 5 R
FHAPIML XLV TREOOENT WD, ZNTHIAFTVAOYLT 7 -4 Vv~
2varvEZIFANDLZ LI N Loz L, F2oENTFRED o

TIEA XY R LR % 558D, EHEREHNAE LTRHALTWS, 20k)
CHROBMSR A2, LYOXIICHHTELDE5 90,
ZD3DODOF vy 7, bivbN &I KRR, X HITFIRERNTD, K
M OMEIIZ T 5 /TIZowT, k%&fhﬁ%é:t%%@#éo:n
&, ENTORFBFREFROYLEOD Y 572, S HICEBRH RS IR 55K
HIFFORED L7 b e 52 5, K%i SA A R GV AV E VA |
YEODCHAHEEFRKRTHKT LI LI2E 5T, 29 LAHFRHl @0
HrbH, REFRFHREZLZL2HE, MG MEHBICHETE YT,

[ RNk 7 Toioe & et

1 HEOFRMEEERLL T Tu—F
A XY RTBWT, BEdEZEGTE, vV A Vv v rvave
WX S, FIETRO ETRE] s shtarY hi, 2o
FELGAPRD XD R AT Z bO LA ONZ 12X B, —fic
MESA 2 RO BN, —HYUHFOBRDIENE T 25 (ex parte proceed-
ing) ICXYVHVZT 570, HHEVANE, HKHNEOMATTHS O IR~ EH
THEREZEGZ 0NV, REEZOPNIBHLANL, FHEOERE S MR
T&ELRL o720, iFHER L Lf:V) LRz, BHEEFFREEHAL, &
BEHEIIABIIEN Z DT B DI R FHERT2EN D5, S HICWE
Gﬁﬁt?sﬂ:upv X, FRIRMHEFEDNOB IO ERLEEL RITTHAEDTD 5.
) LRI L, 4 F) Z0EHTE, BARW R FRirELRIT5Z &

9) /M - HiIBIE3), 308 HCIE, [ViEEABEOKEFML V) ZLIZOPVT, HELT XY
A OINCIE, DOEOFHETIEH LRN 2 WEZ T ORARY @A BKICHFET 2 L) Il
bhad] LB TW5,

10) Bank Mellat v Nikpour [1985] FSR 87, 92 (Donaldson LJ).

11) 4 ¥) 20ma O RME LT, B2\ Third Chandris Corpn. v Unimarine SA [1979] 1 QB
645, 653 (Mustill J); AAS Zuckerman, ‘Interlocutory Remedies and Quest of Procedural
Fairness’ (1993) 56 MLR 325; 7 AV /1 O & O Wf# & LT 2 1E Grupo Mexicano (n 3)
330-32; R Wasserman, ‘Equity Renewed: Preliminary Injunctions to Secure Potential Money
Judgments' (1992) 67 Wash L Rev 257, 319-24 % i,
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THIBLT& 720 HVLAIL, —HHREAEORIL L T CHERMZ LGS %
KO LI, @Y LA ITbRIFNE LR b vwE Eb, HILIKLT
&, BV N, EFIEICIED XITH L (actin good faith), FHIT ’ﬂb?‘"“
TORMREHZ BIR L2 iud e 5 W2 i 720 [ 8 BORs 22 11 fr 412
BEH N DG E & 5 i%%kLTAE%&@%@ﬂTéﬁE#k#ﬂ%o
HAL AL, A A2 LGS T SNEE SRR ANR T ) o %
WifE9 55, PRAE (cross-undertaking) Ltk&&‘éh% EEHICELTY,
4’3\'1)10)354:UF)?i W RSN Y B2 RITE VWL ), w4
IAFBESTE (proviso) 2D AL b0 L T HFEEREXETE Y, &
NS QTR IZ LGS OMIR Y AT Y, KRN HEEI VLR D
HRZB 26T H0%, FHRIGECHRILT 2800 % ShTwa Y,

WK LT A AT, BEAEELGSE T IRATOEEZOL O
B ENT2e Grupo Mexicano T THX 4 DFEEBERZF LA A Y 73EH
HiX, AXV2AO<LYy Ay Ivrrya Y ICHYT 280825 2 55850

BETDHIIH72oT, 32O0HMZHRFTVE, F1IZ, 7 AU DO
HFDOL 2 4574 — EOMERIE, 72D ZHTORICBI S 4 XY 20Kk
BN CHROONLHBMICRESNTEBY, Th2BRILRIEIAD S %
WO 8202, — MRS, ARFEBERHRIC I B S O KREE
XD T T, BHEEOMELGITHAATE RV ETHEHAFHL T
720, ZLTHESIE, SLT T A vV r v rya  ICERIEEDH LD D

A9k b, ZOX)BRKRELTRHROWEIZERICRAORRTNIER S R
l1\18>O

2 FEHMLAR
722U, FROERE, PR LS ENFEMHICHETARY, RABIEFERE

12) Bank Mellat v Nikpour [1985] FSR 87, 89.

13) Babanaft International Co. SA v Bassatne [1990] Ch 13; Baltic Shipping v Translink Shipping
Ltd [1995] 1 Lloyd's Rep 673; Bank of China v NBM and LLC [2002] 1 All ER 717.

14) See Annex to the Practice Direction of CPR Pt 25.

15) Gee (n 8) 3.015.

16) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 318-19.

17) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 319-20; see also, Credit Agricole Indosuez (n 4) 685.

18) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 329; Credit Agricole Indosuez (n 4) 689.
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RIFBWIEICEETALELX DL, TAVADITEAEDMNTIE, HHATIC
B (prejudgment attachment) %3 A2 MRS G2 5N THB Y, SERWHHE
iR T 2 HMFORBERIC, BHIUZAIHIO T ENLANCEENIRLD%
Bi <7z, BEHILAOMEZHPRANIIEMZ 2 2 N TE S, 51T, FHED
I AT 14— LoOERRKFERD BLGAEITIE, BHAFTIIMEE 2 2HEOR
AT AW ENELGSE T IHREZET 29, toT, £ OBEITI,
Grupo Mexicano PP\ X HHlfyix, 2€Y - o— LRI £ T4 —
LT OFERMELZN LA T4 —OHFEEHOETEET LI LTINS RATE
TLEHIY, L OMCEFEENYEBEN ILEYD Y, EHEEHH S OW
FERLSTLTLE ) O&b CEHENBFED RO HN D, S 5ITHEFE L)L O]
EETH, A FY ZOWERKEZ I & RO Z IR 0RO & T3 HERR A
FHPTIZG 2 5T b, Bl IHERAPN I ELICES &, HETREE
75 X9 RATBEET S, R EILGSE TIHRE AT 2%,

7 A A OB EFRO TR EOE, EICB 2 AT OMETI OBEICH
o572 LL, FRZHRL TRD RS LAREDND 201, FITEREN TR
ZBWTTHb, ZLDMOKF L TwBEEMFERL, AT OEEANIFTTE
FTHMPEIHT L TED SNE . fEoT, 72 7 T—HREHEG RN Z
TBHILL7D, ZONGLELRD ) BMENEDOMIHIET 20 %N BT
7o T, MEMEOHAET ZMTRENFRZBHG L 20N 7% 5 %0,
Grupo Mexicano FEdH, A F I MEBEHENA XL T ITHT 5 W EHNFEIC
Lhol2FilE ol SO0, =a—T— 7 MEICHED EEINZRD N
T, TOMITOEYHFITHFVIE Do 722,

72720, EBENZREFRIIBVWTSH, 72 20T A ¥ A0
FAEAZ I EHIH L T d vy e, ZH0)bIFTH %W, CIBC
Mellon Trust Co v Mora Hotel Corp FIZB VT, =2 —3I— 7 MO EHE
FHI L, B 3 SR 2k dy e & S AUSHE ) FEB R a4 2 35T L e 2o

19) United States ex rel. Rahman v Oncology Associates PC, 198 F.3d 489, 492 (4th Cir. 1999),
Deckert v Independence Shares Corp., 311 US 282 (1940).

20) RJ Silverman and JT Kirshner, ‘Mareva Orders: Fact or Fiction in the United States? 21-9
American Bankruptcy Institute Journal 24, 24 (2002). See Newby v Enron Corp, 188 F.Supp 2d
684 (SD Tex 2002).

21) 11 USC s 105(a).

22) Alliance Bond Fund v Grupo Mexicano de Desarrollo SA, 143 F.3d 688, 693 (2d Cir. 1998).
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e LTHERBZMA U4 ) ARHAFTOHNIIIO X, PUTE R0 5 MK %
TLE®, #HEME 4 X0 2ARHNFOFRE [Fa— - 70t 2A0EH
KT 22 ] OTHITRIAD LN ERETHVE TR LA, RHFHE (4
FZOEHENRERE LTREREZ RS> TWE I EIZOWT, 9 43HL
EWw® | LBz, B, T A Y D OBHIFAHNE BT X B W s
EIEHAT, S5 ROELGSE, BITTH2RLTLLWS 2T
BV, L L, 3EY - 0—0EKIC L E, REFAIE ORI G4 R
WRHPIIE R > TV LR WHIREPITT A 2 & 1d % v i F1) ATHIH
BT, BMNEEDOTY) 2y e VBHIDSEH IR 5 HRTHRWIRY, £ F) 20
BHFTAIZ D LANE 2 BT T 2 2 S 130w,

A4 F) Z0FHFTE, AENCBT 2 BN FioEZMEZ R 2 720121
LA E TTIENTE LY, H, 72 I TORBYHENT A
) H TOEB DTN ZTERT 72012, 4 FY ADFBIIT I B pE ook 22 1 fy
BERRDIZZOIHL, TAY I THRBFREZEL LT 2 D O E 2HFE
DOIEPUEE TR E Lo 12HBIDAAET %0 Eastern Trading Co v Refco Folh 13,
T AV DAY 7 A MACHH XS EN AR LA HRIE L7720, #hsasA
FY2ZAOFHICTILT 7 - A I v v va v BERTCEEICNT 2 FOH
RKEaREL LD & Lz 2 LEEIE, 43 A8 5885 OFRGRIGE)
1O L 2RISR Z L2228, HEHproaya Y RHIEIZZOH
VERBI, LYy A YV r v arERDDL XD RABITERZ T
AN AFELEIEOWNRE & 5 H AR (parallel litigation) & 1ZWZ 2w E W

23) CIBC Mellon Trust Co v Mora Hotel Corp, 100 NY2d 215 (2003).

24) New York Civil Practice Law and Rules (NY CPLR) s 5304 (a) (1).

25) CIBC Mellon Trust (n 23) 222.

26) ] Greenblatt and AB Spencer, ‘Obtaining Mareva-type provisional relief in New York state
and federal courts’ in Gee (n8) A1.021n 7.

27) GB Born and PB Rutledge, International Civil Litigation in United States Courts (4th edn
Aspen/Kluwer, New York 2007) 1206. 7 1y D@ Fa BEH L7220, Zikar 4 O bRt %
RO LPHWET L2032 DIFAI DI NHE»NL T E~OBED, BlHE L TORE
SNTWwb,

28) ] Hill, International Commercial Disputes in English Courts (3rd edn, Hart Pub. 2005) 12.1-2.

29) Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982 s 25; Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982
(Interim Relief) Order 1997 (SI 1997, No 302). 7272 L, A ¥ AOM sz f4i%, i
T3 LA FY AL OMOBRE TR RVIRY, D 5N\, Mobil Cerro Negor
Ltd v Petroleos De Venesuela SA [2008] EWHC 532, [2008] 1 Lloyd's Rep 684 (Comm.).
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A, PRV ZoFHEVHIRTH o720, L 2AHH, A FYATILY 7 - A4
VIRV a vORVEHY LR NER, MY REEER L, 4F
YV ZADOEFIE, —HIEZxLYy AUV avrBOON, )y
7 ARHEDZ h%ﬂﬁbt@f%éoU/ﬁxﬁﬂauﬁwio ik RTw»
%o [RAOHBTIX, oD 2HHEDS, BV HSOBEETIE R S HHE
TRIINTVEZLEDOBRIIOVT, oL ERICLEIEHMLE, 5
WIS 2 BME A LTW, LIEVREVORHLATH L] Uy s
AEAEZ, MEIAYIG ENDEENDD LI EPICONTERDIIRD &
L, ZOHWIRERETL SN, LYy A v Vxryrvavig, M
RIS I3 ST R ARRE T A% T 5, AEHRRENG 2179 R 0%
RTFENLD, TOFMHEZI Vo 2F B TIE Dot T2 FETED
N2FITIL, ARELZT T ENRE LD, IXTOFHE A4 ) 2 AM

2 B M OEE: & § 5 LG TN Tz, o T, MM TRICOWT
BHEA2ATHICHEERVEHTE LTI, AROGEREICOWTHEEZAT 5
SHEFCHIT CORB TR L TiE, MO0EEEZD > THrRES, v
IDTH b,

A XY ZOFHE DM G2 LS O ENAANORBIBIETH D 2 L1
Grupo Mexicano FF 453 v X HRSHENET, 3o Froy
)Yy —) OFFICHIEM I TWE®, 39 v X, Grupo Mexicano ik
THEL o 7201%, NEAOBEICHT 2 W EHETHY, FFAMEEET
NCOWMEZ BT OFREOINICAH L THZIZb b b, BEERD I
BRLEBRRZ2LE (comity) DD OEHREFEBLTVWAELEHL TS, Z
DFATHE L, BRI ORFEEH 2T TV A2 HEICBWT, EHE L&
L, MofRkAWMHMT 528 LTEY, BRMEICHLTHE LTV
BTLIVZT, 4 F) Z0FKHFTTHIUL, RKOSNIHFEIEA TV H
LLimw, EwIoThs,

30) Eastern Trading Co v Refco, Inc, No. 97 C 6315 (ND IIL, Dec. 22, 1997), as quoted in Refco Inc
v Eastern Trading Co [1999] 1 Lloyd's Rep 159 (Rix J).

31) Refco Inc v Eastern Trading Co [1999] 1 Lloyd's Rep 159 (Rix J).

32) L Collins, ‘United States Supreme Court Rejects Mareva Jurisdiction’ (1999) 115 LQR 601.

33) Collins (n 32) 604.
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I FHHEOH L RFFRRUEDDH ) 72

ZDENTATL DL, FTRTORERMERIE, MESRESILZED 5010
MEVI XN, FhEzEOLHIGEHTINE V) T T U—FDENIZH
b, LWZZEITHD. UFTIE, TOEMAKRNRZEREZ, X DILWEER LA
Tw <,

1 ka4 o LSk

LYy ATV sy a YOWHFERIIEWT, 4 XY ZOEAFTAE
L7z &k, BHFNCIZZED L) fE T 52 AR v IR L7z &g
S5 19 R EFEOHBIZ KR L, HHORBEZE ZLIZh-723Y, L
L—H o ESHELTE, 4 F) 20AE AR ZHEICBWT,
EORAZHLECHH L TP LI ENTE e TSR LT AU A TIE, ER
M, Zika e iR MLV L ST &7z, 19 ALk,
T AN A OFHAFIE, HEWHmHFETIESRI SE2 2B 2WHHTLIELIEE
@S2 T LTEe X, Grupo Mexicano F4CTHIJH & 7= ¥, Ml
A E S ET MR RO B, AR AR E 512 i%EA
REFEETICBE, 202 AT2 X0 2lTRENOFHEI G T2

STV B%,

AFY 2T, BHIICE2E2EGAPINEIEORFETISEI T LT
%< otz 19 WREELURE 4 FU A0, SFEELTHROS
PP CHERRZ LR L T o 7ze 29 LRI, il e Fhe Bl N S iy
B E RBELZVEI IR0 Ho oo W2 BB, [EHIFTE A OHER
(inherent jurisdiction) | EIFIEN B H DT, [FEOZHRAE OIS ELEATT & L
To, FHFORL] kT 2b0, LFEPID, LTy -4 0P

34) North London Railway Co v Great Northern Railway Co (1883) 11 QBD 30; Lister v Stubbs
(1890) LR 45 Ch D 1.

35) United States v American Tel & Tel Co, 552 F. Supp. 131 (DC 1982), aff'd sub nom. Maryland
v United States, 460 US 1001 (1983) (cited in Grupo Mexicano at 337 (Ginsburg J, dissenting) ).

36) Brown v Board of Education, 347 US 483 (1954) (cited in Grupo Mexicano at 337 n 4
(Ginsburg ], dissenting); University of Texas v Camenisch, 451 US 390 (1981) (cited in Grupo
Mexicano at 316 (Scalia J), and at 334 (Ginsburg ], dissenting) ).

37) JIH Jacob ‘The Inherent Jurisdiction of the Court’ [1970] CLP 23, reprinted in JIH Jacob,
The Reform of Civil Procedural Law (Sweet & Maxwell 1982) 224.
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YU v a v Lk, FReld [92858% (Practice Direction) | & IIEh
AT F=NVETA RIA4 VEBLUTHBILEINTWLD, Z0EEES
®ﬁ%t&ot®%Fﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁ@%ﬁj@%otwoVVﬁT-JVV%
Yo7 va vy BROBRIE, BRI [RIEPHEE] ThoIEE #mmw%
TIHM %5 2 723 RKD 5 s 55, 2N LT O 2 B S
k%<ﬁﬁ%%ﬁbt%@ﬁ%oto%hﬁ%,wﬁiufzyﬁmﬁ%%
DNV OOEEEITHEH L%,  OFFNEICHS 22 0 HIE LR S
N7z,

BEREE ZOTF = ZNOUEANDHLIC—EOW LD T &9 & L7z,
The Siskina v Distos Compania Naviera S (1979012 B C &b, £ %
UZ@%ﬂﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬁﬁf HFELTWAEATEVE, L
Vr AUV X Y a v ORBRAOLNEVEDHME T Lz, ZOhT
ANA VY W0 ,T~/7W®HMii&%%ﬁiﬁéﬁwﬁtﬁb<%ﬂ
LTwa, UBgo<LYr -4 v Vx v 7y a v ORRBIE, 4 F) 20K
M OEED R AT Z RS LTERLE, oV AF TR L
gz ESNY, ZRTH, ZOVwbWs Y AFFEANCKH LCTIEFRL
WHLHIA Y Z S, FEEIN A BREICIERST 2 FRBEIATEShb L LD
28 BRI ZOADBEE SN0, VHEICE D IZIZATNICKRE
Shaztbhoz®,

TAY BBV, 19 B LD, S Ts 4 74 — Lok
RaeEZ FTHETLIERHFEINL 2R TR, KW A T4 —LOM
WRZH#ET 5 e, BHM RS EOBMTHLVHFVEYIETONTE

38) Practice Direction(Mareva Injunctions and Anton Piller Orders) [1994] 1 WLR 1233; Same
[1996] 1 WLR 1552. 4 H Tid, FEHMEIC D g Lo 5 2 5 Tw b, Civil Proce-
dure Act 1997 s 5(1).

39) Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act 1925 s 45(1).

40) The Siskina v Distos Compania Naviera [1979] AC 210 (HL).

41) The Siskina (n 40) 262.

42) Veracruz Transportation Inc v VC Shipping Co Inc (The Veracruz I) [1992] 1 Lloyd's Rep.
353 (CA); Mercedes Benz AG. v Leiduck [1996] 1 AC 284 (PC (HK)).

43) L Collins, ‘The Legacy of The Siskina' (1992) 108 LQR 175 (criticising The Veracruz I); In
Re Q’s Estate [1999] 1 Lloyd's Rep. 931, 938-39 (Comm) (Rix, J) (distinguishing The
Veracruz 1); L Collins, ‘The Siskina Again: An Opportunity Missed (1996) 112 LQR 8
(criticising Mercedes Benz).
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729 ok X 7 EII A Grupo Mexicano Filk o i ik ﬁﬁﬂ‘(‘%“(“@%
HE ol BEERESERE, Wb EMG2 K smikicE N+ B
& FRLOEVHEENREZ A, UEMZEGFIIHETIAEAbH -3 X
MLTCLE o720 2O LT, BEEREZF LAY 7EAEE, SO
TlL, [(=2474—0) bOFHKEIL, JLVWEERTOERN 2L 4 74—
LORFEORFBBICLIVEENEDOTHLY | Lz, THISHLFY
AN=TEHAEZ, 4 ND) RIVREHAE 2 REL 2O BERoOP T, §E
BRI (22474 —OHRICEL T, AYICEENEBELRTDDRE] &
WEL SHEHI L72Y 0 %308, Grupo Mexicano Tz, A7) THRHE# 1L
O EFTLRTIREHED, BIERATOLY 4574 — LOMEREZHBLLY &
VA RFELRBR L2 —EOREDV LD LMETF TV,

T A HIZBWTIX, Grupo Mexicano ¥HlE, B3 512 [FRLEMES -
EHZ AR | ST B HMDS, EIREHT ORFEHE 2 R B % A
INHDOLZITIEO SN, ERICESTH, AATHICESL X RN
g i el =AY S AR AT o A iiﬂi?f)idz%fikﬁ"%)%a?ﬁ%&of‘b AH
VT7HEHNEESED COMBEIRIEICERONLIREZEBRTVWN, IhF
TOEIAHERRHEZRETHARWVD,

44) Supreme Court Act 1981 s 37; Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982 s 25; Civil
Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982 (Interim Relief) Order 1997 (SI 1997/302); CPR r 25.1
().

Fourie v Le Roux [2007] UKHL 1; [2007] 1 WLR 320 I2B\W\C, HEREIZSD T, #HHPTA
DOIEER XD 720, WREAGEZ LGS ORI D, REOFRBIERONESH L2 ICEN

BINE RS, LR L. Lo LEBERES, The Siskina S CHRAF SN T2 5, H
THERELLEDSTVEIEEZRDT VD,

45) W RMHER O XIRIZEB W T, FE#EIRE LTH 21X A Chayes, ‘The Role of the Judge in
Public Law Litigation’ (1976) 89 Harv L Rev 1281 %, #tHI9Jk & L THl 21X, RF Nagel,
‘Separation of Powers and the Scope of Federal Equitable Remedies’ (1978) 30 Stan L Rev 661
L,

46) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 322.

47) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 336 (Ginsburg ], dissenting).

48) SB Burbank, ‘The Bitter with the Sweet; Tradition, History and Limitation on Federal Judicial
Power—A Case Study’ (2000) 75 Notre Dame L Rev 1291, 1307-09; J Resnik, ‘Constricting
Remedies: The Rehnquist Judiciary, Congress, and Federal Power’ (2003) 78 Indiana L] 223,
231-32.

49) Resnik (n 48) 226.
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4 F) 2B WT, WEHREILGSIEFEEICB T 2 A0 AERIC
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L2 L0, IRFEN—FH L2 LITRDOND, FRIRFHck
EOFEZ-HIE, BHAFDPEBRNZRY =N - EV AR & ENIZFEOGAA,
O RFUYRONTIEA ¥ ATOFEEEFHOEHLICEML TWwAZ L ax LI
LIZHRRL, ChaHHREL TV S EoEERZHRM L TVE1,

) LHERICED, A FY A0FRDEE, 47+ —<VLIETHRET
5T ENMRIC R o7z, EBEER, SHTEHEELORREZS 2 51Tw
2, FHHAIBEESICEIVEEOTHECESTICHIET 2223 TE 510,
A 074 =NV FRHEFOT TiX, BARMZREREDA U7 & I % it
FTIENBED IR D A4 F) AIBITF LT, 29 LaRKRARZUEDS
TFRWICOTEETHA Z &2 AL, FHAEWRRALT LOHL 2 TRWEE
THEDOLNL LB LIELIED S,

T A AT, REFREEFPES CBURELTE D, L BEHEROBEL &
ZAHLBoTWD, Grupo Mexicano Tl b % 9 725 72285, @imkmEm#EIL, F
BEOF IIZOWT L, LIELIEY NI IVIREHE & RTIREHE & ORTR
RSN BT, 1970 FEFL LIRS, MIREA D THELEICAMA LD BT
v, HIBTFESHBMRA S X 2WERE D, VEFOMATH EIFE
o), BRCEIIWEICESSNZ) LTERI®,

2O L7 NERoRE ok & 12, FRFREE~0O—RTROZSn
R, WHEOBLENZFEMHIIC X VRT I L 2MAT M E iR E 57219,
B 212, 1990 4E® Civil Justice Reform Act"'? 12 B\ T, MIRH#ELIL & H

104) Lord Woolf, Access to Justice: Final Report (1996) Overview, para 5; Lord Falconer, Doing
Law Differently (Department of Constitutional Affairs, April 2006) 1; The Report and
Recommendations of the Commercial Court Long Trials Working Party (December 2007) para
28.

105) Civil Procedure Act 1997 s 5. #tHIA 72 W5 & LT, JA Jolowicz, ‘Practice Directions and the
Civil Procedure Rules' (2000) 59 CL]J 53, 61.

106) Lord Woolf, Access to Justice: Interim Report (1995) ch 5, para 25; ] Peysner, ‘Focus Groups
and Analogue Vignettes: Modelling and Piloting in Civil Procedural Reform’ (1999) 18 CJQ 113.

107) Resnik (n 48) 224.

108) =9 L7z dp) & LT, Federal Rules of Evidence, Act of Jan. 2, 1975, Pub. L. 93-595;
FE OB E LT, Class Action Fairness Act of 2005, 28 USC ss 1332(d), 1453, 1711-1715.

109) RG Bone, ‘The Process of Making Process: Court Rulemaking, Democratic Legitimacy, and
Procedural Efficacy’ (1999) 87 Georgia L] 887; TE Willging, Past and Potential Uses of
Empirical Research in Civil Rule Making’ (2002) 77 Notre Dame L Rev 1121.

110) 28 USC ss 471-482.
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RIS LT, RFFROBEHEBIEABERT 57200707 FL8BATSHT
LERFBHMNT . MEEEL, KBBELEENEZ LTI 0L EDTWY
oo LALZOWER, 7AW OEEAFTOHGEICRERG L&
WEbEDE, HELFEIIMIETO Y27 MHPBEDOEEIZENFHHTH
D, EET(EREEDIE S ORIART RS 5 721 ZoFmBEICE ST, TR
) ATIRIE LR DD o 2R IZADBIETEB L2 )V 7MoigE g,
ERHIET 20 TH 7217,

bEAHA, TV by DC THEREDPEHELTY, 7 X H THEHRENTE
BVDIFTREV, WEDAL =V T T4 Y& EDLDIFFELIIL THIBOMES
MEHFTCT, ZIHhOEMAICHEDEENEREL TR LI ENLE v, HDHT A
VA OEFEHE, RBEEHOSEICOWTEY, UL aFREdEo s
—VEBHL TS, [HEWFEIIH ST LRIV THE STz 757 R,
PAHT, 22— —=r R EORNEDN, HihFREHOFEEREABL, #E
BIIBLTWworz 2H LAFEBURE D BEN TSI EFHLNIIR D
L, WHRIELOEHKEIL, MURAZ LTARWRLERL2IZL BT TW
5720 FRBFEPERKLNNVOBELIEDOEEIZE->7201F, 29 LFHRO%
EHDPRVETFLTHALDI L5721

Grupo Mexicano Fofh- % =\, FMIGIIHEITH S0 4 OIS & v #B
bAaXNTwRMW, BT, BBROMBERIERZRVED D, TAYAD
HBHFOFHREFEL VTR, BAOFRE IR LT Grupo Mexicano SOl
KNI L X9 &5 2B E A SR B,

111) SFlanders, ‘Case Management: Failure in America? Success in England and Wales?' (1998)
17 CJQ 308, 309.

112) Flanders (n 111) 318.

113) RL Marcus, “Déja Vu All Over Again”? An American Reaction to the Woolf Report in AAS
Zuckerman, R Cranston (eds), Reform of Civil Procedure: Essays on “Access to Justice”
(Oxford, 1995) 240.

114) JL Wilson, ‘Three if by Equity: Mareva Orders & the New British Invasion’ (2005) 19 St.
John's Journal of Legal Commentary 673, 726. 3R R FFRAHHI 64 5 (a) 12XV, HEIRHIKIL,
ZOEEDODHLMIBI BB TRD LN WEMGFZ T IHREFL TS,

115) See eg MS Distributing Co v Web Records Inc, No. 00 C 1436, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9092 (N.
D. Ill, May 29, 2003) (#5120 L, MAAOPUTOIIED S &840 ST 2 L 25T 2 EEN
k).
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ZZFTHEREMFILLTELPT, WOPHEDL HEWTL 2 MZELHE
BOEF 5. 112, 4F) 2B 5 RFEFRBLFE, E$£%®%ﬁw$
THEUTEEARN L =—REHEZ LY THRTITbNT & 2, EBRW 2R
2B B =— ANOBIEAFIBH, L) DITHRNTH B0, ZhicHL,
TANAOTTu—F1F, REFRF—BTTRICHIN, ELAHTESL L)
KT BT LWCEMDP Do TNITHIBLT, HHFRICL VAL ) &
BHANOEREIC S IEEDSIT SN T W2, H212, 4 ) ADHE—%HFH

LT, F728 0 b EMEBCHT OB E N LTIE, H 2 OFiKk 2K
BEOBHICKE REEIEFESN TV, ZRICHL, 7T AU I OE—FRK
HEILDOWTIE, KERESNRET %D OMREITHT 5 2 & ~OZRED
HY, T LIRS IZHEPT 5 I LD EREN A SN2,
B3, AFYATE, PROBHESHRELIPLE LT, REFRO
WHEDWL 2 EHhob )T P — VL TWAEIIIIRAZSL, ZHICH LT X
) ORFFIE, EREHOLHESMEDEG L T\wb, FEIFEZT TR
{, BUFOINLE: - ITBAATRM, S F EF2MEREMROMRE, £ oFIE4k
25, EBDEITHLL) EHioTWwh, 412, £ XY ATIETRIEA v 7
F =V IVICHEINTVULEDIIRL, 72U IORFEFLE, BHAZob 0?2
FTHRAYUEBRBEETTOILRVEMESINTE TS, £ L TIREIL, 45
ADRFFBTFHROGE % KL im T, BENHHICHTL 22 LIIMTH
Bo THITKHLT A HORFEFTHE, BUANBER . T E~DIK
BRONADVBROSNDL 2T TR, FinzeRoikmd, SBOREHEREH,
HLENIAED ST T LEROBTOMD OB S & V) BUSAEL Elsh
TWho

1| QA F AR S

CCEFCBIELTCELERMOT T —FOENIE, 4 XY AIIBITAHE
GG AL T 2 ) A OREMDOL L DM EEL LTWb, KT
B LBENET L2812k, AFVR-T7AYAEL, HAORFHRAEIC
B2 5 FHIEWN R Y72 5 72D %D, ZFOH%A 1) AHHFNT X 5
B 70 TAEM0E 8 2 B F 2k L, 7 A Y B IR R RS 2 AUSHE < D &l

116) See R Fentiman, International Commercial Litigation (OUP 2010), para 1.13 ff.
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ICHHAZDR Eh, E Vo258 MIch, —ZOHBNPTES L9 ICEbh
5o TLTZEORIEKICIX, 29 LK ZBLT, HARLIK, FAAFYX
ET7 A AORIE, FBHUIORET) L v o 2B &R Pl s oW TR & 8
TROENIRE D> TORBDOPRBEL7E5 9,

1 Vo o A 7 1 4 & ARG D J

DEEE & BN 0 4 30 2 0 W s 21k &4, %Eim V2R U o 2
%MTéﬁAm&mvf@a R E ORI B S h w1
FEFGRDIERRIED R IZ D D hb ETE&‘F‘@%#EWT%Y&)Z) L, FRER
FRROBH L AR ENB1Y,

7 A HOREML, KT ENDLTHA ) SRR 5w %
FEBR T B 720 IO M EZ A D L), SN LRRETH 5. WM
SIS LD, FEE WIS LR FIZE (security interests) %4 2 &L A3 T
&, FEMEZ LS 5 BRI RIEA. O FHER 0 LB AL D 2 & AT E b, **A‘*U
FTOEREZMRT 5 L) MO HIL, JFHEIZ kofﬂ/?? LRI
AﬂﬁmﬁiO)ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ“’é%K&% Zoh, EEEE K- ﬂi#ﬂ'@ﬁ%&‘?’“iﬂ

. —REEE DGR RSN TS TE LB T A 2 L ICB
ofb\o 72120,

2)FRHMEM - £ F) 2T, Zikar a2 BN OSSR = %@*Uﬁ
bbb, HWENELVWEHRSRIN TV S, ZOEIEGFDS &)%n
5 01%, FHMIARFHEDOILBWAR S ZFMHICRON L, HLIZIE E?NT@

YRR ORCL D FRTHEHSN, ZoMfb) I, e 2o
ANE, TRTORERELZFELZBACHRT 2EZ B LA HEIE, AROH
KMEZOWT, [N EERAI Y 2.2 good arguable case] T & %/RL, F
BV RDO NV EBENMEEZ PRI TL T ) (dissipate) BFEM 7%
fabtt (real risk) 255 Z L /R E RN % S RV, Bikid, BiEoEHE
OGN HEE 5 2 5 AN TERD bhpn?,

117) %4734 & L T J] McEvoy and JM Dine, ‘Are Mareva injunctions becoming attachment
orders? [1989] CJQ 236.

118) Derby & Co Ltd v Weldon (Nos 3 and 4) [1990] Ch. 65, 76 (CA); Ninemia Maritime
Corporation (n 54) 1422.

119) Z Ltd. v A-Z and AA-LL [1982] QB 558, 585 (Kerr LJ).

120) Eisenberg (n 95) 30.13[d], [el.
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7 AU B ORENTIE, RIERFEOEM I 2T IEE b TR #RE
ENTWR2 L oMBIEETIE, BAEMOR T TRE LT, —hYHY
X B TRERITSUHEZOTRE DL SN TVEE, —HYEFDH
ICX B TRz L YA, HERBEOHEEZRE 2 TE A S5V, EE
u—ﬁu,¢%® ERHEICO &, BRoWREERTIE2RkOONE, Th
SIZEMEAMD 2 HhEPEMIC L 5 TREZ, MIZEoTE, 4 F) 20D
MF@F%Emw&H%@%#%%T%@%%% WzIE=a—I— 2 MT
3, B THOEAS, MR A TEET S, R EE AR e 2 15T
FNEMERE T HEMT, MELBE W5, SEREEET 22, -
FHAMCET D, HHVIRMEOTFEZLEI ELTWE] JEERERTH
EaSRWP . Lal, MickoTiE, BUHNERLRL0ICEEESTH
D, H) 7+ Vv=THO LI, BEEPBRORAANBSHLERLEZTH
3, BESEBOLIL W ﬁhlotﬁﬁbfwé;t%mT;tiﬁﬁké
h&wm%&é%k
(BESME K AIRGETH 5 4 F1) A OB EHF LML, L2
WEERITTIENTE S, THIARMFARZESN AV E VS, W
HCTROVBDZOMAZH > THRN DB E ENDB2Z), The Siskina FlhTE
BEASi T R 2 B, BERNC & D HCY R, BCHIIT A 7
BRWICATH LT & 720 YEFUSNOE=F R E~OBEIH LI E £
ST & o 72h%, AHTIE, FWHFTAEEICTRMEIELER LY, %
FBEDFBHARTA FF4 V2R LEDTERELT, HAEShTwns!®,

121) Iraqi Ministry of Defense v Arcepey Shipping [19811 QB 65 (CA); Gee (n 8) 352.

122) Eg California Code of Civil Procedure (Cal CCP) s 483.010(a) ($500); 735 Illinois Compiled
Statute (ILCS) 5/4-101 ($20); Delaware Code ss 3506, 3507 ($50). I & F 7% » kM TILIRAL
RAHO BT S N,

123) Cal CCP ss 484.040(a) GHi%1), 485.010 (—HUFHDOMAIZ X 2 ), 486.010 (52 Ayt
Zx44y); Connecticut General Statutes (Conn Gen Stat) ss 52-278d(a) (#i5D#HM % %) 5
HEF), 52-278e (a) (FEMI 7% L O FHi); New York Civil Practice Law and Rules (NY CPLR) ss
6210 GiliAId Y OFe), 6211 GiliAIZ Lo Fie).

124) Doehr (n 96) 17.

125) NY CPLR s 6201. [AfkoBa & LT, 735 ILCS 5/4-101.

126) Cal CCP ss 484.020(a), 484.090. See also Maine Rules of Civil Procedure 4A (c); Northeast
Investment Co v Leisure Living Communities Inc, 351 A.2d 845 (Maine 1976). 7272 L, T
BAEMERH OARE 2 Aito 72 b0 L ot H & 5. Eisenberg (n 95) 30.13 [3].

127) Goldrein (n 83) G3-014.
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T A ) A OIGENE R T, BT OB RIS B WHELC R LT
LARIREDSRIE e % OMBIEEDS, 2 DEEITH % BH S HEMRT-BE D
BHEELTEY, Bl WESEENICTIELZY, H5VIE%RENTE
Rl o7 2k RRILCAER D Sz 012 JEE I LTIk &
DIEHRAEMASED S Lo HEREER TV LY, LA LSH
T, EHREROT2— - 70 ZEBIC LY, 29 L2HEI TR 2% 6
DR EN TV B, BEIZ G 2 INBHINE, BEEM O G & 7% 5 M7
ThL, WERVLRAZOFERMEE —E0Mb ) B RTFREAE S RnE SR
%o

WERHEORE 4 ) AT, E—HRHEORRED, H 4 O R
14 OFHE E PHER OB OME CEE 2 E#HZ R LTS, 2 L
BEOITHICH 2o T, FEFRHIE L, WSS 2 2280 H 2
HADOEE X527 — VYA FoEIEGAIZHE L CIZEBRILEOZE 2
Y, B HEEMGREMET LY, oo, MEdR ARG B
L CHSEROBHEDAPEHRTE DL Shp,

7 AY AT, MHEIEEOREICL - TE, BN S a0s, #H
miﬁ#wmn%FTé&Hni&%&wJkéhé#m%;bﬁ%m&t

BIRIVBELTVEMLH Y, LaL, RENEZZECHEO R SR
TWAHTY, BHEE, B HE~ORBOKE S2 5, HlIEkEo%E
T BEPH L L2 LIZLITmRAL T b, 4Hco 2,
HREROT 22— - TR AFEHIIHD L —EOHPUT XD, M43
HEOMS2LEE XND LI ko785 FRUENE, A4 ROFREE
ﬁﬂ%%%ﬁ%@ﬁ%aénéM§»&<&@ofm>

BIFISEER L OEE LOBIK - 4 ) 2T, MESRZI-&4 % T 3R

128) Dadourian (n 54) [25] ff.

129) Eg 735 ILCS 5/4-101(1); NY CPLR s 6201(1).

130) Eg Cal CPP s 492.010.

131) Crédit Suisse Fides Trust SA v Cuoghi [1998] QB 818, 829 (CA) (Millett LJ).

132) CPRPD (25) 1.1.

133) Eg Cal CCP s 484.090 (b); 735 ILCS 5/4-104.

134) Eg NY CPLR s 6211. See Eisenberg (n 95) 30.01[2][b][i] (a2 Eak2E 4
%).

135) Eg Kornblum v Kornblum, 34 AD3d 748, 749 (NY Appellate Division, 2d Department
2006).
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&, flEEICROONE, LA L ZoflEdid, HHINCX 23805 EL 8
BLAELOT, FHEANLEELEGSORKERAEORE IS LETY
bo 72 ULALAEE, FRINBHFTDS, A ¥ A DA EEEMATfEZ 4402 5 F
v T ABEEREOOH LT,

T AU AT, REME, NOBIEEICE D IR L TE 7, REMGSIE,
PN 222 0 BAK B AN 72 S N7z ECTHRBEN L L O T, F2MHlEdidi
FEFHEE L 2T NUE R S v £ Mg, #EREROT 21— - 7ut
ZEFORBICHIE TN, R OBIEDYIE %38 5,

2 Grupo Mexicano Fl % f#WH$ 5%

7 AN B HITEREED Grupo Mexicano FAFHPeix, 4 FV ZADE L oF:f
RIZE - THMHMEEZ 7289 TH B, UTTIR, ThIcolkitiz
BEZ, TAVIEALAT) AOPFBROFHE, TOWMKIZD Bl 7R
5D,

(DFBNERE L ENADA 237 b 0 A F) ZOFEHEROE» S, Grupo
Mexicano FAOFNE L, A XV ZOBHENINE TREL TE-FmMN
PR T RTEH L7200 X 5 125 72,

Grupo Mexicano FAFOHILH» 51k, HHUEN~L Y7 A v Tx v oY
3 V%, BEOWEMNEIEMTO—BREAICH > THFLII L LTWwzZ
DEAL, Ll 20X BRBEE, AFVADILY T -4 Vv Y
rya vy, BEOHBICEN K700 THrI el sgr bt
o720 Grupo Mexicano I, BiE2TH L OEEZTY il L THEOMEHEH
NOFINELTLES) &, FHEIEEZINTE R R2BA0H 5, v

136) See North Georgia Finishing (n 95) 606; Fuentes (n 95) 75; Sniadach (n 95) 338-39. See
also Millar (n 92) 491; Eisenberg (n 95) 30.02[2].

137) See Denilauler v SNC Couchet Freres [1980] ECR 1553; Mietz v Intership Yachting Sneck
BV [1999] ECR 1-2277; Van Uden Maritime BV v Deco-Line [1999] QB 1225, [1998] ECR I-
7001 (AL TONZHFON R L 2 2550 &, PENBIFEO WA R SNBHTOH 50N
W E O FHIRATEE & ORI, Bk (real connecting link) 25 Z &2 EMET5),

138) L Collins, ‘United States Supreme Court Rejects Mareva Jurisdiction’ (1999) 115 LQR 601;
D Capper, ‘The Need for Mareva Injunctions Reconsidered’ (2005) 73 Fordham L Rev 2161.
139) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 312 (Scalia J), 340 (Ginsburg J, dissenting). 2D 7 70 —F1%, F
BT R EH T DL LS N T W7o Alliance Bond Fund (n 22) 696-97; Wasserman (n

11) 286.

225(88)



SRS 83 (2011)

VHRZE ST, LA, TOZEHKE, AFVRAOILT 7 - ATV x v
va YTHIR L SNDMEOHGRZ KT 2 DI TlE eV, 4 FY ZAOFHE
ThhiE, Ihi [BRICO- L > TEBEXERTLEN] LIEAEL TV izh
LLNBWHY, 25 LIt &, UISA FY Z0BHFTARE UHER
AN L729E, MBS Z LGS OREEZIHA TV RESE V. fEo
T, EIIRERIE, T A TR RO 5 RE DB, L) i
AR M SIS, BARWLHERICH S HRICE Y, MUHERETIIEHT
XD ThHb,

L2 L, Grupo Mexicano FofF TH.OW e G pi & T o 72DUX, #7201
PSR RETHY, MrRFHROELTE L2720 A THRAE
&, ) LB LRDLI LT, BB L EEAOTIBRICEIS AT &
EEELTwAM, BRI ZRHRICE T A0S & fE% T 5 Mm%
HHICE, SEEDOEBDPDNIEEA v,

(2)FEBSSCAR - a ) >~ ZNE, Grupo Mexicano T2 B W T, EEFLGED
FHOBRAWREBINEBIHLT0E, MRICSEhbEs L, ZOFHMTIE
L FOMTH SN0 T X ) HENOEBEETH Y, TOFEOTL
HES, WMEDEMCH - PLE, BRI S 2k S OIS L,
@ﬁmﬁmi&%ﬁotm>4#Uzmﬁéﬁ##¢mwu B 6y 4 %
BUHEICEEODOFICEEL TVo720iZxf L, 7AY HOMEREBHICL S
Fa— - Tk AEEIE, MBI OIER A 2 R TR L, W
GRS EICERED o720 A FVRRDT T 73T 4 A L%, #iEE
BENOTHREZ SHICEWT7 AU AoFEHFTOERANLE T 70 —F108
LEZDLDIE, BHHIETE Lo E) I/ ZITONS,

ZEMINCIE, Grupo Mexicano FAF O E X, EHNO FHkE 2z & - Th
G b LTz, TXA ) ADwmHEE, AH) TERUEOHRKZ 7 7 a—F
DFHIZ, 20 AL LELLROFNEBM LRI L L 5 &3 5 M % FAI
5 TW5h, LaLRABRS, ¥¥ A= #HEIC X 5O ERICD - 7235
B, EISENERF ST L oA S A LT A, bW B Y XTIV
BHERE -7

140) Collins (n 138) 604.
141) Grupo Mexicano (n'3) 331.
142) Collins (n 138) 604.
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BEVWRBOSAMER A F) AOMBEIXE S, 7 A H iR ER
A5, BHF IS AR L Tw 2 E B LT M B E AT E A
FOLMRICBELE 72 h o772, BEEAL T ATHLZICRASNODOH -
72, J=WVFKIA R -V T7 A% 7 2arilBlT464F) Z0H P
&, BEYEE o 7

WIRRHTOL 7 £ 57 4 —OHERD, 1789 4ERF D A4 ¥ 1) A KRFEERFOHE
IR N D v DlE, HEAICE S TZhDIIZBRE L A2 Grupo
Mexicano Felh TEPE O RIED SN 72D1%, HWIFEH AL, L0 BAKRY
REATRHFICRE SN0, ZREd, LVEVIZ 4 F 4 — EoJFHIA
L2 E LTO—EORMKMEIFRINL DD, THotzo EiE, O
P, SHOT X MBI HEITFEEFOL S 4 714 — FORRZKS
MFOMBEL o TWDH, AH ) TEUEZ T2, 1835405 36 40T T
WiEN7zYa¥7 - 2+ (1811-45 I HEIBRERIHE) OFED S,
RO—HizFIHLTW5, MR AF)2ADL 7 47 4 —FKHF2, —Y)
ORI ZZ T R OHERZA LTV L, - BEMNEOBERE LT, Zhbl
FIZBEREBDEHEVTHSHI MW, | Co—ffilE, 27 7ERHE O FERH
WEFRIH T 5K TR, BAFICKRENEIEF T2 LT
ERIKE VD, SHOT A AN THIEL ZT AN RZEEZ AL
TWb,

3 FEEHHTOMS

ARTld, HARORFHLEIIHIRT 5 Pl 3 2 kOB HER 0 Bm&k)s
FERTICHN T, S, BN GIEY - B —IZBIFA M FA4TIVDA X
=YL, TN BHOBlEZ SHICE L, BHLRTV, I3EY - u—
DOFHNC I E, S A TAURNEO#EFIRS 2 51T, PS4 TIVTIE,
GHOIE L MHEFRPLFRICI D, BHEOWMADT ¥ /54 7T ONVIGITHE
ENb, bIATVTHFRDT ENTORFIEHRBEEOAT, BHEEOHK
O HHEPME R SN v,

MR IR A R AL, CoaE Yy - u—0ERNCH S W B T CHE

143) Collins (n 138) 604; Capper (n 138) 2172.
144) Grupo Mexicano (n 3) 332, quoting from J Story, 1 Commentaries on Equity Jurisprudence
(1835-36) s 19, at 21
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T5he AF) AOMEREEILGFITL N IATLVORKFELT, bIAT
VENAEB G OFFGENICHEZ 52 ) 2 8B T L L DI, izl
LWEICEHIERE L THROIEEZ S 50085, 7 A 7 OMRED
b A T VRNSSYEZOMEICEI AT, wFhcBW T, HHER K
BHZPFOBEE G A TG EHTIENTE D, &) DI
1B aiE, FRCRUFRARKFTHY, THEIRHEICRE2E=Y 52
b LEEWRT D, kD, SEBEAYHIFBICLETST, R0 AM
LW LSO HHICHIBITREIND Z 2l h b,

W E SR ORI E oo 457 4 — &, REMOBRIE 72 5%
EiE, wFhdbaxsy - o—ofiste LTatry - u—2HigT s &EZD
o, BN REFEREZETaEy - u—OBRIZRAETAHE, IETY -1
—DBRANCHE T D ESVDENI L > TRE D, TOEA XY AL, ek,
SR ZBDO Lo/ 918, EHRMICIEITIEY - O—D M T A TANDH
HlXhr o7, LAL *FT v MSEFRERE I B &, E0HO
g R o=l i A ) Jf% R 2o 720 BLRNE, A F) ATIE, RBEERH
TATNPOSEEMNCLEEZHLTBY, 7L NI TIUNOKRAE O =N
ANOENUE D BN OO H > 720 UHZERIT LN 25 — L HRHAE
CIIBRELBRTHEIEN, BHEICX AEREETESREICHEAY, Bl
RN T RBEUNE o2, gy - u—ENEIET, 247
4 —OFFEWRLTD, MAOHMSPMEDOREEE P T2 RmD S L
FHIERERZON Lo/ vz D, HEEINET2HD, ¥ FrAnFE
BRI — AV - €V R ADMRIELR D TON, BUANICHFONRE R D
fERRE S NS Do 7,

57 A ) A TGS, EME R LHlEEr Ty - a—0f]
W ED TV, LA LEHINE, IE Y - 0— 0Bk % 2 2l e % witk
KIS 2BEZ LS TET, DLABRNEPNMET 2 L9 10k o7201F, #IE
LFHRERET L LEENSTHo T, Ta— - 7Ok AEHOMIET 5 LI
BERHAEOAFER S B EERIN G o ZOT XY AIIBWT, 74T
4 — LoMEagkEEibasid, HHNEICENIIFE L 2o #at 525462
Ll b, 21U, 2EY - u—0FHE, ZNUMEHATL2HHNOER L E

145) HEHIRIMENIZE AR F 2 was, B 21X JH Langbein, et al, History of the Common Law:
The Development of Anglo-American Legal Institutions (2010) ch 7 1,
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