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(45) Shareholder Remedies: A Consultation Paper (1996) , Law Commission Consultation Paper No. 142, para 14.4.
[46) Companies Act 2006 S996(2).
(47) The Explanatory Notes on the Gompanies Act 2006, S488.
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[ Abstract] In the UK, derivative action can be traced back to the common law. The rule
of Foss v. Harbottle and rules established in cases thereafter as well as the exceptions became the
basic rules of derivative actions in the common law. The system of shareholder remedies was intro-
duced into the Companies Act 1948 , and gradually shaped the system of derivative action in the
Companies Act 1985. Due to the confusion and uncertainty of laws caused by the seemingly identi-
cal rules contained in the common law and statutory law, the UK government reformed the system
of derivative action and established a new system in the Companies Act 2006. Compared with the
old rules, the new derivative action procedure has realized the goal of the reform, thus becoming

more modernization-oriented, flexible, and easy to understand.

(K EHB R/FL)

{48) The Civil Procedure ( Amendment) Rules 2007 ( SI 20007/2204) r19.9; Practice Direction 19C.

(49) XEHRZQRHE BAERSSHFARFTERBFEREN:; ARRETCEREAREFD BRIFTHRER T HERN
Bt ERRTATMSIZNFNESTUHRRECTARRRAARGERANTHEALAAKPE R R
BATHMEEHEEETRA. MAN TFEFTARRFLABRFAE TR RRSREEATNFESPAEERRMEAN
HHBRHERLSERMLUPRE, &1 Companies Act 2006 5268,
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