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TSR, KB RS RS A R rp S SR E BrALil, EPRALILSR R T ANE AL, Al fE—
TERERE LA Be # A AS A AR RS, DAk Sk g 2 (8] B 3 2N T e, O el B 22 52 01 i A 7 B
B AT, BT ERLRHUE SRS W, i EREBE C AR T RO PR AR S, WfrE
R Sl AR aE AL R R 5 R FE AL

ik, WEEVRSRYSEEORE , L BEX AL LS A A JI Az A R R A, 2008 4F, [
LB A I R S A F AR R T SR ol ] > A AR R AR, (HOFRFZIEEPRFLIE, %P, K
DURFFILRESR ), B2 w58 ) 5 VA B M e HOE W P4, SRIEREBEFNZBE I RES B & 24
FIRERATAE A, MRS S A iRt RBaE iR, WRARSREE N & 2 Wl AT FCR 3 2 28 "E

w RRFR, RDUKREEPREI LI A . ARSON 2024 AEEERF IR A R = R 2SR W E R AR R A E A
B R T, R KEEED ISR SH BRI (B H S5 . 24ZDA101) MR BIERUR

@ See Samantha Koeninger & Richard Bales, “When a U. S. Domestic Court Can Enjoin a Foreign Court Proceeding” , (2014)
22 Cardozo Journal of International and Comparative Law 473, pp. 493 —494.
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JEAAIERI R, A REETRIA R AR T, DU S0k B Rl A A i am il &, 574 F i 2 w14
I BV BE IR AR BRIV 7 P O M H R B AR 22 SR A rp R SR P 9 5 4 DR 4
WA sAl g, 2 AR ARSE R ALLEEN] , FEfRIRIAZ SN, HEEGTEARHELZ L H] (TFFR SEPs)
VR BT A RS R AEESR SR, BTSN 6 49 & SEPs 24y (AR RS HUE @ X sk
BUE TR AR R R SR ARARL, 340 & B A MR (BA) X ETRIA IR AR
HRUPR A i 115 2 X R A 3 O ASR A B T | A D DR e W NI R 3 AR 2 52 0 1) 5 B
BRI AL R w5 &, A, EERFLiERAE A RURRSCRAFIZ” %A AR
CRRAFEIG PIRRERABEROCH:; 18 “/NKRA RIS EBTFARE” M ZRARVRERA
FIZE” R REGE i [ PR R ERIATR P R 52 B R B0 B RS R T PRl il e
W AN AFEITRMPFA RIS, fds NREBERE K SRR IR 3 R F PR ALil, BRI =,
Hh R B 1 AR AESE R4 1l BE P s AL L B0 s H

BEE AR VR SCRRIFB A T, P EASROMIEE A D, AW FE 325 b AS R4 i BE Y
i, @ HRETALEEIE ARSI A Z © e, A SOR 1 56 Bk b R AR R S B P ALLE
JEOUW A3 PR o FE4B 7 A5 TR AL LE U RE DU HT A S B R it 2 i, A Sl B B fn ey st 57 LA
R g e o oo i 2200 1 SR LR R At

= FEZFSLILRERNE R RS

AT PR A TCXIALLE B A5 4, (H fem N R BeAE 802 gl AFLAL I, X —
SNEREE, A, T EBUE RS BOE hALTE B BT B A A BRI DI REA R, BRI S,

@® S0 (2008) RIFHRFER S5, HIIA T, CCTREGIAZFSHENDE), &R GEFITR) 2009 456 H,
¥72 T,

@ SRRV R A TG AF . SEAMATAA S A R Y2y %, ROUESELRE (2017) 9872 17424 3
SREMET,; XTHEAFUFREA TS K EIEA T L RYsiaRAUS%E, S nmARER . (2022 4F
R H P AR B, B AN RIEBEM, https: //www. court. gov. cn/zixun/xiangqing/404922. html, & J& Vi [A) i
ff]. 2025 4E2 A 12 H,

® BIW/INKAFELZEHFNFRHESLBEL AL S (AR PRAFTFLERFAFALE"), RIPHRAREE
(2020) P01 MR 169 52 —RFFE T ; F206@E B A BRA 7 5 R SCERTCL V) A BRA B Ar 022 % R n]
GG (ASCHRIFR %A FIREESCRARIR), WP ARZEB: (2018) # 03 R4 335 52 —RFFLE,; =
BENE GBS AAELEL AL R RCFRF “ ZRARIRELEAARY), RIPHRARLEE (2020) 7
01 FEA] 743 S RN ENFE AR RN T HHECHRTLE ARV 1T BRA FARMELE LR UL (ARCHK
RN EIRIRSCRAFIR”), o NRIERE (2019) SeriBmMIRE 732, 733, 734 52 —RFFE,; OPPO AR
BahiEEABRATR . OPPO I REFEGARA TGRS A T S E S 4t FERAT H AR Sl Ari 2 LR
VTS5 (ARSCHRIFK “OPPO A RIVFEEAFZE”), WHIHRRARKEE (2020) 03 R47689 52 —RHFRE;
RN E G A EFREL B L RIS R (ARSCRRR “AENARIFMAAFRE"), s ANRER (2024) s kA
RZ&914, 915 SRFH 2,

@ ZNEEE. (REPINRFFAPEFSEE BB SHNGEHY, 8 R (TALBOL K244 ) 2022 4
S5 8 U GEPERESFARIERAREY), B (FEIEREPIT) 2020 4552 1], kD7, (REZEFS M
S, # CPEREITHE) 2022 4555 2 W,

® FERSURASH AR WNUII, ALLRENGRA D, ST | B, (BRSSP ERALLLR A RS )Y,
B CPEBERAARIZE) 2023 4555 4 1, RBE. (AMRELEL RIS EERSIREIET ), 3 () 2021 4548 11
W1, 55 188—191 U1; 3KIGE . (IRASURASRYHRME ), 2 (BUEIRIR) 2024 £4E55 4 101, 45 141—142 WL,
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MAATVRIR IR R A DXy LU, LR DU i 1) BRE o 4 88 ) B b v fi Ak, AL~ 32 BRAE
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HPEGE, ATRE S EUL T 5 R RA T E VIR R A SNEILEBEATRIA . B SCRES & REA BCH
T LABRE

(—) ALkJR W) o4 35 3 R4 4 2 R 9

Hh I B8R4 RO ALk S U ) 3 0 BIR o 4 8 1 R A B WA AL DO A = 0 R o 4 R
TEBERIAS LE N AMEURIA AP IR SRR, B 1R AS A Be 48 A i 1 i 8 i A5 R4 T3 Ah
VRIRSRI, BOR A H AN E 1 B B AR G URIA A IE S 7 “AROR A RIVRBE SCAR A W AR
Hr, B N RIEBERIRALIE B 45 ), B JEES RS “ XAMEVRIA S H 557, HIFR
HHAf 52 MR 2 5 7 Y BT B o, T AR DA R 28 T A Ik AR 4 X A I R ) A R AR 5 i) T
M, ONRAFIFEETFARE” M =BARIRESAARZE” h, R g R
Be (CRAREIUHBE) ok AL L Ay SR R 4 2, B, fE < = R A AR SLAE 2w
7w, BArAE AR R E LB I A AT MRS A BB BB (FAK FRAND) X
%, BBV BE TR AR A 1R 2 AR A R R EVRA RSB H . 9P EaRBUPBE R URIA B S SEPs
A BRVFR] 28R T SE ERIR B SN2 52 A5 2 FAT IR AT FRAND 55, K225,
1E “PRA IR HR T AR 1, ROUHBERR SEPs @ BRVF R 378 1 58 578 "lAE
EIYRE D8 HELK e UHCED B[R] L AR AN 3R URIA . MR8 E T, sBURBEIF R X PSR
AN, LA TR I 4 8 b ) Y BIR ] D8 3k e 7 BV RE 2 R R ARV PP 28 Rl I B A5 4 1Y
A,

T 200 L E i D iy = I RR e 4B R op AR R A 0 28 AR B BE I . FE © Ericsson
Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co. , Lid. %7 ", 3¢ E8E 5 5% W B b Xk B A S sl b B i 28 1
A RTES LR F L Tz, RIRF T 2 L AR O AR U 5 R N A R Y B B A
“Interdigital Technology Corporation v. Xiaomi 5¢” "h¥git, BIUPREny 5Kk (38 E AT wlidE ik Ep
FEVRAHER IR DUT BE A RER) Bz TE 244, O EREEURA S LR = A0)vin, SBUTBERin
HE SEPs 2XERVF Al B PIERABERIYRIAAFAEZE 5, B DU Be A5 R A8 JIOT EIDRE 12 e A8 i AL
M9 @ AR EN BB IE SR Ay P AR R BT AR (L S0 T 9802, DABCT R 3 BN B vk B A AL
AR IEFA . hR b, i ERE BT AE AR BRET X B EE LR R AR VA AR S 1 4 R AR R4S, B
IO ) AR BT SRS (1 4 D BE RO S 05 v R Y DGR @

HEREBEH RS NN E VR A P BRI TSR, RN X bt b AR R /Y Rl RE
P AR 2200 S v e B BAM R VR B IE S, G T R A A O 2 R AR R X S E VRV R I i
N, A FE B i REA G B AS (RN ERY, isd ALk,

See Ericsson Inc. v. Samsung Elecs. Co. , No.2. 20 — CV -00380 - JRG, 2021 WL 89980, 5 (E. D. Tex. Jan. 11, 2021).
See Interdigital Technology Corporation v. Xiaomi Corporation, Lnind 2021 Del 889, paras. 98 —102.

2 EIRBEAEAE I ANEVFIA Z AT, 05 EAMEURIA S SEEVRIA Z R A SCBRFR B, X H AN EURIA B 2 N5 iR
T A R EL e 22 R VRIA RO T AMEN R IA 2 T i I, See st Source Bank v. Neto, 861 F.3d 607, 613 (7th
Cir.2017) ; E. & J. Gallo Winery v. Andina Licores S. A. , 446 F.3d 984, 991 (9th Cir. 2006).

®©® o
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A BEAS K AR VR AR L E PrAlil, [EREERE, B EEEFR ST, FEE A it
WIFBA e H AL 2B b, 78 “OPPO ARIIFEE AR o, HE
AFIRSEAEIINEBEE X OPPO A RIE LHIREGFA, I PR AR B2 B OPPO 22 7] 1Y)
VRIRTES , (EARORZE AR RS 2 DIt St aRM] < Z3RAEse” Al TEAL,

() AUEJR I 89 Ho B ) 24 5 2
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TR REE, B R A RIURHRSCGRARIR” A XA RIVFRSCR A RIZE” R4
FESN, TN ANERRAS ROy RS TR SR ARIRE L EARZE” b, BB
R IEBORIE N TR . IEPATIGEAE S ROR ABE 4 A5 R4k i iE AN E SEPs 17 1] 27 R I
EHZETBIELT T FRAND SU55, iX4e2E 4 ()38 FIYE ] e FARfrakdak, BOAR kbl i A ) S E X
FIH X 2 e AR A R H 3 . /NKRARIRC HAUFAFSR” fl “OPPO ARIFE G AFE 1Y
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@ “OPPO AWIVFEEAFSE" JHEE T EVFAZBAESMIEY . ERED, EEAF SEESMERIFR, M5 OPPO
O v TR YT g N R B AR AR RS
@ ZSWEEARERE: (2020 Fi EEBE 10 KA AR 50 (3B AR A E Yy, eE NREEBEM, hups: //
www. court. gov. cn/zixun/xiangqing/297991. html, #JFVinIAE]; 2025 452 A 12 H,
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ALAEME T T 17 AR %, A (Huber) #EMALIEAOMES, AR EAREZK ()
T EEE AN (BRAMH ) dRAEA TR, AL L IR (A5 4rr 22 4548 PRIA T 25 53t B 7 A g B S e 5
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INIIREMIR I DIRE, fEiz HII oo 25 i B EAE R A E A 4 . SLIEALIER RIS RE AL G FEAS
58 RN ERE RO A BRI SN E AT A%, "lEALIER A S e R IA I AT A1 [ 3k
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@ See “2021 Special 301 Report”, Office of the United States Trade Representative official website, https: //ustr. gov/sites/
default/files/files/ reports/2021/2021% 20Special % 20301 % 20Report% 20 (final). pdf (last visited 12 February 2025).

® See Hessel E. Yntema, “The Comity Doctrine”, (1966) 65 Michigan Law Review 9, pp. 17 —19.

@ See Thomas Schultz & Niccold Ridi, “Comity in US Courts”, (2018) 10 Northeastern University Law Review 280, pp. 300 —
325.
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FEI B AL L EAS B 3R B — [k e 7 S 12 R m vk AUt e B AR, T2 2k e O B S HE B 122 Bt
e R . E AR AR AL L B ) ) i B —— A7 (R e S EAS T (5 % e D U ) A 2 £
Y| AOMEIEE , UL, P ER AR R = E R AL L R A AT

2. ALk S B A A R A

TEEAME R St erh, BEBEXTALLE P BAATEA AR AL RT3 A h 58 210 5 A 2 T Y
fLik, ANZE T EIALLEYS BT ANBGARTT N, BOR YR SAMNE B A LR R, FFomJaxT AN E 4 A5
FHEANSNE R 2 P EAE © S 2T L AALLE IR B RO, REZHE SRR
IRER (goodwill) | AUF (amity) . #LEH (courteous) AT MoRSZRE. © Hefl)Z 1w AL 1L Skt
B, Sy T IEBE ML E R A B RS, TE DS TR BRI R A 2 R PR SR A R A RGBT T
A, MG HE 85 [ 28 Bt 258t . T ALk PR, SAEMFEE (Story) WEALAHAL,
WAL SR Bl E BR A E FE B A0 ] v 28 vk R A A T 2L © FESeikrh, SEENABERALIE R
W3z HoiE A2k . wlik DL SAME EACE R = T, B Sk v oS 0 | AR T A0 A
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BB TALUEME B ) S BOA @ ¥ R BES A RS 22 5. B8, fLiEMERRIAE B2 AL

@® See William S. Dodge, “International Comity in American Law”, (2015) 115 Columbia Law Review 2071, pp. 2102 —2116.

@ See Restatement (Third) of Foreign Relations Law § 403 (1987).

® (HRIESREFA R, JeSekpr It AR o8 2Ry LU E S8R £5 AL LE T i

@ See Harold G. Maier, “Extraterritorial Jurisdiction at a Crossroads: An Intersection between Public and Private International
Law”, (1982) 76 American Journal of International Law 280, p.283.

® See Peter Macalister-Smith, “Comity”, in R. Bernhardt (ed. ), Encyclopedia of Public International Law, Volume 1 ( Elsevier
Science Publishers B. V. | 1984) | p. 671.

© See Harold G. Maier, “Extraterritorial Jurisdiction at a Crossroads: An Intersection between Public and Private International
Law”, (1982) 76 American Journal of International Law 280, pp. 283 —284.

@ See William S. Dodge, “International Comity in American Law”, (2015) 115 Columbia Law Review 2071, pp. 2099 —2120.
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FEA WA R R A A S R A 1A BT ] 40 ( Bernstein Exception ) , Rk e e i PR AR
VRS R SR VA [ BN S SR B BURN ST S5 AL, IE25 B BUR RS2 37 AL ©
AR R, e NRIEBEI PR B A R PRAL LRSS, 78 <A A RIVRESCRR 2
FIZ7 i, de NRIEBE T FE PRALLEI S 0 25 R« XAk e Y AT RIS i i e, (H
FETALLER 225, XHRONERE B BRI A S S 5 WA A R IR, BIRLAP Sz 1
P GRS E N ARE, 2 DIER R I B b S S22 A brife . foers N ROEBEEALiLE
PEE b AOBDRISRE XS T SOEBE IR SR BN A IR, 5340 5 (BR800 I PRALi kA e B
WL, AL, e NRIERET I EPRALLEROIERT, PSS FPakbeil AR r9ALLEEN,

(=) P E2ZFAALET 8K 09 M P
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@ See Pamela K. Bookman, “Litigation Isolationism”, (2015) 67 Stanford Law Review 1081, p. 1103.

@ See Steven R. Swanson, “The Vexatiousness of a Vexation Rule; International Comity and Antisuit Injunctions”, (1996) 30
George Washington Journal of International Law and Economics 1, pp. 8 —9.

® TE “Kaepa &7 W, EBRINNE LTS HASHELE S HAMKKR, See Kaepa, Inc. v Achilles Corp. , 76 F.3d
624, 627 (5th Cir. 1996). 7E “Custom Polymers PET 22" W, Biil W& R ESF S A RUNEE 5 E AR KR, See
Custom Polymers PET, LLC v. Gamma Meccanica SpA, 185 F. Supp.3d 741, 760 (D.S. C.2016). 7 “Allendale &~ W,
2B SR S [ 5] 45 Be i (1 24 Jm) 11 HLAH O ORI AL L 2 R AR IR S T2 B, BBEA T REAR B R LR, See
Allendale Mut. Ins. Co. v. Bull Data Sys. , Inc. , 10 F.3d 425, 431 (7th Cir. 1993). 7E “Philips Med. &~ ", BBEIAH,
AR M 56 [ s BT AR A 4 Jmy AR DG SO, R L X 25 05 2 0 B R 7 61 56 R A Uik RO IR 5B, See Philips Med. Sys. Int'l
B. V. v Bruetman, 8 ¥.3d 600, 605 (7th Cir. 1993).

@ See Walter W. Heiser, “ Using Anti-Suit Injunctions to Prevent Interdictory Actions and to Enforce Choice of Court
Agreements” , (2011) 2011 Utah Law Review 855, p. 860.

® See Eric A. Posner and Cass R. Sunstein, “Chevronizing Foreign Relations Law”, (2006) 116 Yale Law Journal 1170,
pp. 1204 — 1205.

© See Kathryn E. Vertigan, “Foreign Antisuit Injunctions; Taking a Lesson from the Act of State Doctrine”, (2007) 76 George
Washington Law Review 155, pp. 174 - 178.
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fit, AR SE B RS 45 19 B 50 Be A AR R4 o TR £ U AT, EBRALiEIFTC
SEFUAES, B2 REIEERSRIMER] YT R ROT R AR A GRS, EREE S HENE
BRSO E EBRFLIE, TSRSk BB FUE FPRALLERI NS, TS B R 2 Rt el
A REA 4 U T R PRALLE R EE NS, SEREReSchr Ak T RIPRALIE R H A 7EE R B
R, EFRALLER N C S R R HAMNEEBE R EAL, S S Ao PR S L
Tral PR B A R R Be A A, SRS [ 5 S AR R A AL R A B A i s 5, B il
FH AR, ZAOXHME F 2 EA R R,

FREBEAR R “GTEARIE” 02 “T™RARUE” 03, PR IR Rt sA [ AR A
gt B A AL LR U 5 A ] SR B [ A A R 2 AE X ST, TSR AR VR4 Bl R i N RIS R A
Xf B TE T R B 2 SR AR, IR 2 T4 AR s 578 R AN 2 D S o gt ot
TALIEAMEREBE A2 R B o 58 B AR VR P AL LR IR B = SR N 2, — B G 0R 2 ROsT 42
BAERIK R, EEEEREENER S BERFLE, EIZEE T, AR 8N S i b
B m HA R L E S E L, AR E PRALE T B A A R E R A 4R, R TR
PRUE” 2 A AR R A 1 38 [ B 3% [l 3k e A5 TA I B AL b iy T S, B 5 A A VRO i (R AR
PE.® JE “Rosenbloom v. Barclays Bank 227 W, BRFRH X IEBEIN N, BREBIFSTE “AEFH
g SRR P A SRR A —— T EBRALLE @ R AR ARE 45 R AR A IR
A [ e AL LR SR S A R R AR AR XS S, R IXOITE TR TP RS ARTE” TR [l ik B L
R EAMARIE” IR I [ ik B K AL b S U BE R B AR, A P SR R e 1 AN 2 DA A
ALLE RN, B A [ 3 B X I R I B G A R 55 . QNTE “ Laker Airways Lid. v. Sabena &7
H, RS MO A XIBRIRIE ME BE A < e A 2 3 NN EFIAE o Rl 2 507 1025 =T A g e ad
FLAE ST Bk e A R AR RS O TE BR T AR, SEENE B AU OC TEAS [ 2 B 4 i B
Trah Bk, sz XpAhE F sk EAN RS AL, 5 EFRALIERThRETS A5, ok R IEE R
ER

O AFHTRRMEBE SRR E, EFRLIERER kRS KSR MR R, 5836 1 B 10 8 5 AU U5 98 1k B
Je M NERERONT . AR B NE R A A BOE R SR I EIAETER RO, S8R BB oy B M iz JH AR R4 2
E YN/ TN S e

@ See Airbus Industrie GIE v. Patel, [1999] 1 A. C. 119, 138 — 140; Laker Airways Lid. v. Sabena, Belgian World Airlines, 731
F.2d 909, 937 (D. C. Cir. 1984).

® See Steven R. Swanson, “The Vexatiousness of a Vexation Rule; International Comity and Antisuit Injunctions”, (1996) 30
George Washington Journal of International Law and Economics 1, p. 3.

@ See Rosenbloom v. Barclays Bank PLC, No. 13 - CV -04087, 2014 WL 2726136, 2 -3 (N. D. IIl. June 16, 2014).

® See Laker Airways Ltd. v. Sabena, Belgian World Airlines, 731 F.2d 909, 928 (D. C. Cir. 1984 ).
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M E L BETE “Airbus Industrie GIE v. Patel 27 (TR “Airbus Z27) 08 RSB AS B foik 5
A E R R S AL SE RS, AR AL AU AR AR . AN T AL E R AL LE N A Y
S, eENERETE “Airbus 7 P —RBEFLIERSERNE, SIA CFABKR” BRI IE,
AL LR R [ vk B 5 A G S U [ AP 7E R R 4R Bk R . “Airbus 227 EEEAR I, HCHT
RRA E AL LEEOR I E T B B AT VR IR R < BAREERE”, EALIEEIE BRI
EBE SR FETURA RIEHR O EH AR AT G EPRALIER, & = kB AU W= 5 A Bz (8]
MRS R, AR AE RN R | S BAROCS S iVE . WP et . & 07 4 f AR i
HAT A, RN AR TR “ SRR AR B A bR, AL Lk I H A A [ ) A R
Flgi, AHGeE BYFL L A AR AR IR 2 A 3 SURMIE . R 3 [k B 70 o 2 AL L E 2 2 5 15 20
FRI, AUNE I E B 5 BB BA KR, HABEEIME G XZ SR A TE ok 14
REMR AR, SR Z ALk PR A A e O A 4

2. A2 S AR LI

R ANRERAE AR CRAFZR” WEE DOV R L2 0 3 AL A
fRfTa] , R MALLE SR 2 B rh R, TR s N RIEBE AR RS 80E T, EBstLik 52
RO IFARAE TXIS AR, ALk A o A 00 N i B S LR A R R £, TP ROpE
W R AR 4 W NS R T OB R AR R se, I AN Jm TALTE IS R % FE R N 2, 7E
AENANFEIRRESCRA R BoET, e NREBE “EBRtLiE” ZAM T & <X B A
WS AAHSCAH) 45 1) & BRALET , BIVEUHETAS SR BT g DR 4 X B 37 3 RS0 453 35 R BROA T g
AR B O A R TR ECE D, Bm N RIEBE 3T 20 i P s R E PR AL
ik WA, mE NRERSR T, BB % E g “AEERERHE S5 E” DA XM
VMR RIE L @ Hrp “ARENERE GG Y S A (ORI E W A AR B P SR U
BAFDIRR, BT AR EEBEEEAGE Y2 oh, b EE Bl % AU X MR A 1Y T
PRI . AL b A AR 2 ARk B 17 ) 10 DR AR [ 32k 56 AR 9 T2 g A o Ti] — - 0T ) 4 Rt P i
TERCFER 18 2 Wb — ik Be A R B RE M 45 . L, M NRGEBERIEE ok E, Ik
B CWI A Bl 2 30 3 S AR A (e

i T 20 32 SCH AR, TP EE B AR IR AL LE R ATk IR A 2 5, 4Lk
Ji DU P P TR PR, e v N R Be 7 P AL Lk DI, i ) A7 i L A ] AR 2 1) A8 4 A
gk, AN T SETE R E SRS AL LR i = SR O SO A X AT AR R 0A
PR, EEBE SR AR AR, AN, PEREBAAEALIE SRS L, HIFR BSR4l 1k
M PEST, X SEEE IR T 223 32 SCRL Lo A i As PRI B

M RERFLSILILEMNERBRENEE

Hh R R BEAE AR R BUE TR 2230 T2 AL R AU HR 2 R A U Al . I R AL

@ See Airbus Industrie GIE v. Patel, [1999] 1 A. C. 119, 134 - 138.
@ SWAENEARARA R GRXHELEBEARTATARAARESEL UL SR, R AREBE (2019) REEAIRZ
732, 733, 34 SZ—REBED,
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Y R e G A R P M TR AR 2 P A B R A LEAM L B SRR AR R AR I, o
B REERS E SN EURIR AR A EPRFLLE . R, A R %A Rk S P AL U AN ) 32
FUHE GRS P F TR R 2, 7EF AL R R E SRR, (e - i 54X
FIEA T HVIRRBLBE, TER AR IECPATURA IR, LAZRE % B AL,

(—) ALLF EHEX b B HsE

ALk A AR AR IEE & [ A S RERIAGE, SO ERZERR, FE AR
SR ENE TR, Al AL, AL B TS R LA RNE R M SOAS gk B B S
AN, A R L, P B LA RE A £ B rp DA 2 SO AR, A
TEBERT AR BR £, AR E BA SRR 25 BT B .

1. 230 F SR L kAR e s s At

AT B 3 AL AL AR OB AL LR SR 5 AR [ A8 R 4 A 1 28 S R A X S, R B
FE P RE . R E AT, =Ml E O (KRIE, BB MAFIEX
W)V B LR S YR AZ BB CR, SRIEEBEXT AT AT I G P AR AERE, M
TSP BEA T A AR 1 B BRE 2l T S8 Mk e K A A R 4 0 S BT A S 3B
K, ABAALTL I (7 SR ISA 122 A8 AN 2 % 56 12 e 52 B ) 4 2 P Rt B LA, T
e, 7R F SCRLAE S AR, 56 [k e LA DR A 1 A8 Al A i e 2 7 e o ol AL AR DR
) PR A A R A OV 9% el 3k g e H T SR 2 o N A A2 T BRI B 30 B A0 R R L fR
P [ o S BRSO R Hhy Z AL R T BR A AR A B LY e S8k B AR AR R SE B
RN ZEZ BAERE S, UG TEAS [R5 e Bt sl R A9 00 3 SO 25 o 7e B 32 SCrL ik o
AT, ALLE R R A5 VR4 UG EAR E RS A DR LT H % .

B F SRR A ARk = X OMABE T, IFARTA T ARG, ARG
FUT R BEAGE S, 2O ERE R Z MBS FR, RIVAHE b WP I 3 Be A7 (04 B AR &
15, A, P E R A EEAGE ORISR BE PR D T 2 s B E AR AL, (PR NIRRT
REFIRIRE) (TR (REVRIRIE)) B EREBE S5 HMEREBE & TS A, i 25 m i W
SIS AESEAE B R, B 2 SRR © B30 T SCRLLE o AR 2 WL 0 5 28 R o
TR ZAAE S MO T E R RERGE U, ALTEIE SR I [ S R A s A X L, i
PPRGE SR A Z B R R R b, A AR T R S SR i

AL EA AL E, AEAS A B R N AR PR A R b R A RE . Bl T ST A

© ZW (%) P - EiER. (EFRFAE T RN E R LAY, 2EMBE, WAL, IRHE AR 2015 AERR, 2R
134—137 BL,

@ See Ralf Michaels, “Two Paradigms of Jurisdiction” , (2005) 27 Michigan Journal of International Law 1003, pp. 1030 —1032.

® See Haig Najarian, “Granting Comity its Due: A Proposal to Revive the Comity-Based Approach to Transnational Antisuit

Injunctions”, (1994) 68 St. John’s Law Review 961, pp. 967 =971 ; Eric Roberson, “Comity Be Damned: The Use of Antisuit

Injunctions Against the Courts of a Foreign Nation”, (1998) 147 University of Pennsylvania Law Review 409, pp. 422 —429.

See Thomas Raphael, The Anti-Suit Injunction ( Oxford University Press, 2nd edn, 2019), pp. 93 —103.

See Ralf Michaels, “Two Paradigms of Jurisdiction” , (2005) 27 Michigan Journal of International Law 1003, pp. 1045 — 1047.

HE CREFVFIATE) %48 ORI B A REAL, ANTR] 56 [ 1k g 3 dod 1F 2 PR A% R PR B 15 ORI 1 =k PR

BB AR, T RELGEEHEIOE SRF RSN, S0 (3€) HAM - D BH/AR: (EERFF

) (1), SRMIRAERE, % IR 2013 4FRR, 5 58—126 1T,
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Bz X HAE Rk EAUNREE, 55 SBERRS 5 RESFA oS, ALiEEN A A0 75
RGP ENERAGE, R Z0 3 R A, SFEAME R A, @ 2 SR AR
30, FLIRIEIN AT DR R A5 R A5 R RIVEH

2. ALLE U AR RIS At AT S

BIRALLE SN 325 R F AP [ R A AR ARG, (E b B i P AL LR R0 2 i
SRR . AT v [ AR R 2 S B b g HTAL LR U)o e [ AR R4 S BN AT [ 3k (74 )

o [ AR R ALk 0] A 25 6 DR 3R Pl o e R o T RV R R T AR A . R AR R
REAR YR ®IE, JF H s R L ik g Bk N s, Dol s e d H E bR ALk,
BER AR VR 2 LR A I B 2 | 2023 AEEIER) (RFVFIAE) RGBS RS NE, ERH
WAL R R AR VR A FEN A1 SR A S AR KR4k, HAT, "liESCR bR E R BB ET Mk
RS ey N R B 06 T8 BN AL 2347 o O 4 S8 1l i s T IR B R e ) 5

T RME o EIEANETE — RO PR EBET RSN E RN R, 5S8R m A R BN
A B AL AR S e B B R AR IR I Nz E A R, i — 2D A AL b I B AR Y % B
YETE .

2 AR R R BARAS S b i ALk 0] AR S [ A e ke 2 ) ) A
VPP VRIS [E v e 5 AMNETE BE 2 B A5 R 24 @ I H — B BAR R i % s ALk
JE AR T A2 28 R AR R4 o TEESUR S BT, ALk E AR R W, E iz A h
ﬁiﬁf&ﬁﬁﬁlﬁﬂﬂ@fﬁﬂﬁi% R EEYRAEE XS 55 N8R M AR ST XA E VA Be 2 & 1) S 7K

SR L E KN AR R ALiE” RO A, (HER R4 X Ab vk B 3 A8 8] 2 52 el 1 5 52 0
AW . FLIEAE S B IR B M (tenebrous) , (HHEHEE BN W . © Bbif Bt 5% B R
(R TR LA 2 A ﬁ: A LRI, B AT TSN URIA . TR )RR o E A
PR ALIE A AR, SR AR B iT 48 5 T PO B fe B R i 5 R S8 A 43

3. DMERERI 25 @Iijﬂﬁf%bﬂﬁgl_gj{x%ﬁ*%ﬁ

20301 3 SRR AN A LA A R i A o o b O A U], RS VR B A BRAE R R G
WRIRCR] TR AN EE 32 e 5 B A A5 0 AR b 2R s A L b ] T il o AR o 2~ R A ] AL
TEARE ST, Bl 32 SO A A T R PP A, W ARt ] ) ik A, oA At 1k B v
PR R VA P RY EHE I 45

ALE IO R 2 A (R A i, AR A [k B A AN 0% [T 3t A el B B A ik e ) 4
B AL Az e, N TEAZ O BRI ERTE T3R5 — B EACE X 7y — E EACE R e, 1)
PAERZ RIS E, A0k, AERPE SRR AW GEHR T @ ALikrE R e E S
[l A 1 (R o) BN 32 8 A fi ), (B 3 AT AT, ALk It %5 Ah [ i e

@© See David W. Raack, “A History of Injunctions in England Before 1700”, (1986) 61 Indiana Law Journal 539, pp. 579 —580.

@ 7E 1665 4EM “Love v. Baker & ALSE™ 1, WHHR tﬂ*ﬂt%@h}%»\E’J’f;’fﬁ/\ﬁ{%ﬁfmﬁuﬂﬁ 1] J ARCER 25 1k L IR
(Livorno) UFIAMIZES, See Love v. Baker & Al, 21 E. R. 801.

® See Quaak v. Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler Bedrijfsrevisoren, 361 F.3d 11, 19 (1st Cir. 2004 ).

@® KRTHREILE, FAEMPGEEERY KON, SHERT: KBS WEBM SR, # (hE
) 2019 4E5R 6 1, G 45—47 TU; AP (IRREBSMERE. MG, SRR EERN), 8 (EREP) 2019
AR 300, A 10—14 BT,
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N EIF AR RIS, EARZ R T, AL IR S5 TR &2 A BT, AR e g
FALLE 0 Y e —FE FAAE Ty S R B e © 42 2% 18 [ BrpL i b0 H AR 38 i = BRalak O i
TE2 30 T SCH AT, FLAEJE A] e 45 R H A1 0K e A 0 M) 4 A (ELHR ), sk SR e a4k
oo LB BT E 5P FIAA TR VIR R HURn b R R —EE, AR
FROGE PRI SR EOR O th B R AR S . R AR [ e SR URA B R A
FlgES, AREEBEA LB A T & AL,

AR R EFBRALIE S R, o A B R OB E R A R R, A AR
DRI, fE RN FURHESCRA RIS HOEMEPRALIES A, fm ARERE S it “ 28
BFRISE " P ERABEEROE M 567 D “XHMNA R i B B S A e Rl R A, R
e T LA vk Bt 5 PV e P B A R i, R T AR VR I NI A ROBR IR, v N R
Bere “EPRALIE” PR Z AN X HE AR S AR SR £ 1 BEAUAE | M0k e e
AL 5 2R PR N —iR @ TEIZAE VR4 BE Tl ALk s, oo A BRI e i A A i
SRR A i, RGN ST 230 ARG R 5 1 220 %5 J A [ k24

(=) ALiLF EZAEX 69 LR 4 F

210 T LIE T AR T 5 I 1) B B R AR T fE IR LR rpr, W HE A
PAMNEVRIA PRI T A R /e MR - B e, Wi e A A S a2 445 a5 M Js 23 A1 4 7
i, BT E ER VIR R AR ;. e RIBRGILERZ T, N7 B AP ERIAEERR B, X0 2
SAEAGEEERTEIE T, IEBEIIA D o I B A R AR TR R I PR AL A EOR

1 AL E o A 2 T R o) 24 1

FIYERE A FLAL A ZOR L BEX LN AN ERIA I TSR, B 1A L B
R ARV T ANEVRIA R o 7E N AN EIURIA 94 IO TS BOAR BL I, A [ 3 Be 25 4
VR AT G AL L B S 00 R ORI B 5 AR [ ik B o B A F AR Rl — S 000, et
AR [k B A 1k SN A B B VR VA 45 R mT REAS 1O BE P AN A Be R AL, 51 A Ah Ik BE A B
w9 e A 28 A AR R I 1 R 8 o T A IR T S R S o A, ORE LN AL L A G
ZH,

AR F AL R A AR TP e TR B A LA, (HIESE AR SRR AL 1L 2 S
s T 2RI T R I A A R, S AR R SEER AR A P QA BE  (alternative forum) 1§
B, M —T AR Y R RR AT S [ 1 B s A ik B ke . AT I e 17 T8 K 436 26 o) T S 0
BRANAIVEH] . AEAEIE T, SERIE B Fe I AR VR SR AR E . (E 3 [k e (25K [ Py
SRR SEBOARUBI AT, 24 [ vk e AR SRR S AN [ T e [ 3 Be i) Rt 7 X, e ik
BElRIEE N TAA R r QAR L (© S L Be R SCTE N ANJR IR FrisCR R SE R A, 56
[k e ) LP- B R 2 A AR VRS BT TR AR AF . He—, PIANEURIAIY SN (party) IS (issue)

@ See Adrian Briggs, “The Principle of Comity in Private International Law” , (2012) 354 Recueil des Cours 65, p. 86.

@ ZBIAERFARGRA B GRSCRTELEARVT A RA BIFRELEL RN L 5, Bom NRIEBE (2019) e kAR
732, 733, T34 S —RFEHETD,

® See British Airways Board v. Laker Airways Ltd, [1985] A. C.58.

@ See Thomas Raphael, The Anti-Suit Injunction ( Oxford University Press, 2nd edn, 2019), pp. 117 —118.



W ERIFSH E PR AE R

By KT, REVRRRAUENE (dispositive) , itk TAMERIA AR,V HIRBIR A
— i [EEBEAE “ Quaak v. Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler Bedrijfsrevisoren 287 FITHf € 1 THE 25140
“ANETRAR Y ARG G E ST @ HERR B SNERAR S EAN SR AES” 5 CAH
VPRI T BONMFIAR RIS R R E X, RAUFIA S NS 4 s X8 5 0 N AME JF VA 3L AT
WiE N EEYRA, Hl—ERRfR 15— EYRA PR, B, EREEBEWEREPRLIEZ
SN ARL T 30 IR A 4 1 T A

T8 SEPs 244y v | e 7 24 A B i [X 4 FRAND 4ERVF AT 2% R 54 FIAUCE &L, 2405 ) 8L,
FRAND ZBRVF A 985 5 L B B AU AR TR — 00, kBt B4 FRAND 2BRi%F ] ) R4
FERL, JEATEREZILBEA LS 1L SEPs L FIBAAE SN FEE B A8 B AH ¢ SEPs A 0 K AR AR
N, FE “Unwired Planet International Ltd v. Huawei Technologies (UK) Co Lid Z&” WP Hi[E
IR BeTE i, S B BE Tk FRAND 2 3KVF A 9% 3R, JF AR5 SO L F A &cvk . A
LY [RIFEFE “Apple Inc. v Qualcomm Inc. &7 W, JINAAEJE M ra 060 3 X vk o 5 4 45 K 4%
VR LABE (3R R R I AR o N R BRI b D Btk Ry, i e A7 B FRAND 3/ A 3%
FRUFL, SR A LR BIMEURIA R BB RIACE B, 12k B i RIA TR DA E R i
G I, A SRR R LS e NRBEBETE “OPPO A RIFE G AR E"© H
“OPPO A HIFFHE A RIS D CAHE T EE B HA SEPs Y2 IRVF ] 28 3 A HE AL, TEBETE
FIYEE FRIX 53 4RV R] 2 3RS R G R AR S s

2. ALk e 0 PR o 4

MR PR T A8 B E AL L A T A e B SR IO DG A S R O A, B B B I
R — AR, BA EBUIRRANEGSE KSR A G B, BB DI Rk Be n A W 2 g P4
HoE, FIWAELB RS S ICRA TR R, HNAMNEE B TS R I, AL
BN HME L e 5 AR B AR, AW — [ e o B DI R B R B

TEZ R ARYRA I, v 3 e i % AL L D0 g b sl BR T A B, > A [ A3 4 i B ) = 5 4
IR LA [ 6 R T K, N AL RS E R I AR A R AR R4 7E < SAS Institute Inc .
World Programming Ltd FO h o BLEERBEZ AT ALTE BRI Y st ek PR R E R, R BE DA P A

@ See S. 1. Strong, “Anti-Suit Injunctions in Judicial and Arbitral Procedures in the United States” , (2018 ) 66 American Journal
of Comparative Law 153, p. 159.

@ See Quaak v. Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler Bedrijfsrevisoren, 361 F.3d 11, 18 (1st Cir. 2004 ).

® FEBIRE T —IKELGETE “Canon Latin Am. | Inc. v. Lantech (CR), S.A. &” WigH, U1 IS T E kAo de

FEME (dispositive) JEFEARILELZETRE L, See Canon Latin Am. , Inc. v Lantech (CR), S. A, 508 F.3d 597, 601 (11th

Cir. 2007).

See Unwired Planet International Ltd v. Huawei Technologies (UK) Co Lid, [2020] Bus. L. R.2422, 2444 - 2445,

See Apple Inc. v. Qualcomm Inc. , No. 317CV00108GPCMDD, 2017 WL 3966944, 10 —12 (S. D. Cal. Sept. 7, 2017).

® ZWHEEHRRX ST OPPO AR SIRMELE LRI AL R, R NREBE (2020) fEEHRAEZ 517 SRE
HEB,

@ SR AFVF OPPO AR sl A A A Y3 A "l SR Eb E LR 9 R, mE ARER (2022) &
R R 167 5,

® FEZET, WEBEGEEE (I SAS 2 F ) U A 4R JE W 2k BE B E P BATAT E K LS (assignment order) FFE LA
(turnover order) , TiFRZAIEE FIFIEBEIEHIZEEYRS, FUIA SAS 24 A In) I i g H g 14 LAPIA T 56 11 20 7 i) g e ik
K, BHAE SAS 23 B [a) I3 Be i 335 8 28 4 LUK I WPL 2 B4 F 35 [ 55 N RARATHE 7, See SAS Institute Inc v. World
Programming Ltd, [2020] 1 C. L. C. 816, 852 —857.

@ ®
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RS, TS EE B SOV R D] iy b Jal R ) 24 T B R A R4 o E A RN L,
SRR B RS SCRLE A AR IS R AR @ TR = A Rk e - A I UK R
BRI HE, mTFBZfrm e, JEEBeA MRS S AT E kBT I, ZIEEIR&RIL
SANENE ERUPERT S FEESIR SR, JEETABEAEE I SRR ARiERS, T 25 TR
S PRI S — EE B AR R R, WH RSN B RINMESY . 585 i HEDE
L ARSCIA P TR S AR A s A L S N R AT A, TR B b, B
A BN ALIE I B« FEP IR R BORB A ER RS kB e A SR BE, H A RILBEIF A ME—
“TE Airbus 227, FE[E BYREBESE I EDREABEE A AR ERE, IR EREBEHE A RIERE .Y SR
A7 A LAERIAAS Ek B BoA o AR SC A T 5 BEPE, AN REUE A (695 Be 25 1k A1 3% B
o R[] — P IS B O i BE AR IR ANRIR R B o B S A SO S Y AR
SRR AN RESS A, 8 LRSS R I AT B E A R e e 1 O S DI R s, A SC A
VOE RIS AR R R P s A [ SRR AT M AR A . W P S2 S A
(fREEA | PR N BKiZ ) (EFTHISE

R T MBS, R, T ERE BN RS R B, RITEAS 2240 1 Al b 5 i 45
A, SRS BRI R R 1 S R N AEBOR . A NI , EMLESS AN T E
WSS, RT3 AP 35 e SE R AOANEE, SRV e P PR U< 1k i S A 3 Y
1oy, PSR YFANEE A, SRR, IEbaa R 28 58 E, FREET
EEE MRS RO HOE ER S A BISMEREBERIIATT O R, YRR 780 8 Y RN A R
EMELS R, TR Z FULESS R, RBE ARG B WE ST SO DR L, AR 9% L &%
S NE [ REAFAEACE 1 2250 . WS BT ARG A T, 23l e ] i vk e of B BAE
B, MRS I T AN 307 Bl AR X — 1 45w SR RIANE, R AN Bl T e Ao AN sh ™ e BRI
MEL, B, 7E LA RAEIRIAT, LR N LS e LA R ETRR L,

PTG | W AT 05— E R R R T — AR R A R £ . i LBz 25
SBECE R, ALLE A A 7R B AN R EAGE 5 B R AR, M A AR
N TEAFMN F2ROMBE R BA TR HRARENFIE T, 8k “e2lRE)Fe” AL
PRALibm oK,

3. ALTEH A B[] IR ) 2 2

I [a] PR AR AL L o A 2Rk Be i LB N AR JRIA TR A ERERR B . 7 LEE N A1 R
A IERE b ARSNEVRIR TR B ST B, AR [ i AT A s R B, IR AAS [ vk

@ R SEGIMIIR KI5 B LT [ 2595 A BH 1k SAS 24 W) 18] 38 B ik Be oK A | S B ARG, See SAS Inst. ,
Inc. v. World Programming Lid. , No.5: 10 - CV -25 - FL,, 2019 WL 1447472, 10 - 12 (E. D. N. C. Mar. 18, 2019), aff
d, 952 F.3d 513 (4th Cir. 2020).

@ See Airbus Industrie GIE v. Patel, [1999] 1 A. C. 119, 138 —139.

® “Castanho 2" VBT LB ENY sl0E FRIES RS RO, ICRERG (B ESEERIRN) R 24 EE TR,
gl (AEBEASNERIRN) Y ERERIFIFRA AR, See Castanho v Brown & Root (UK) Lid, [1980] 1 W.
L. R. 833, 838 —839.

@ See Airbus Industrie GIE v Patel, [1997] C. L. C. 197, 209.

G Uk E R R B AR R B N RIATIAT T 92 [k 58 3 Tk Bk BE B M 28 & (025154, See In Zone Brands, Cass Civ 1
(14 October 2009) No 08 - 16. 369 and No 08 - 16. 549 [2010] ( Note H Muir — Watt) , cited by Thomas Raphael, The Anti-
Suit Injunction ( Oxford University Press, 2nd edn, 2019) , p. 6.
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56 7 T T o R L L P ) R o) 4 52 T 3 6 2 e A5 R 2 TR AN R IA R o
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On the Application of Comity Principle in China’s Judicial

Practice of Anti-Suit Injunction
Pan Shiliang

Abstract; The principle of comity is a central consideration in granting of anti-suit injunctions. However,
Chinese courts have not adequately considered the principle of comity when granting anti-suit injunctions,
and their understanding of the dimensions of comity, such as subject matter, territoriality, and
temporality, is either inadequate or skewed. These challenges in applying the principle of comity stem not
only from a limited understanding of the principle of comity and its nature within the Chinese legal system
but also from the Supreme People’s Court’s efforts to establish a new model for comity review. Foreign
models of comity review are often characterized by unilateralism, focusing solely on the degree of
connection between the domestic jurisdiction and the disputed matter while neglecting to weigh the
jurisdictional interests of domestic courts against those of foreign courts. Given the limited relevance of
foreign experiences, Chinese courts are now confronted with the practical necessity of adapting the
principle of comity in anti-suit injunction in Chinese legal system. Moving forward, Chinese courts should
establish an anti-suit injunction system through judicial interpretations, adopting a multilateral comity
review model. This model would guide judges to assess, on a case-by-case basis, the degree of connection
between the courts of different countries and the disputed matter in terms of subject matter, territoriality,
and temporal dimensions. Specifically, the multilateral comity review model involves evaluating the degree
of overlap of the disputed matter in the subject matter dimension, the degree of connection between the
case and the forum in the territorial dimension, and the progress of domestic and foreign litigation
procedures in the temporal dimension. By conducting a holistic assessment of these dimensions, an anti-
suit injunction issued by a court with the closer connection and more advanced litigation progress to
prohibit duplicative litigation in a foreign court would be consistent with international comity.

Keywords: Anti-Suit Injunction, Comity, Act Preservation, Jurisdiction, More Significant Relationship
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