G 2 5 A 5% [ 32 5 1 R A E

[

o E: £EERAERGIIBENEERGHEL T, —2d ¥ RE A RGBT RS &
BEHE R — A, AL B &SRR AT E AR R RAURBEATAEATIRA 12X RERE
FEFENEISEA N R ERRT AREE ZAXBRRARR G2, F0 £ ERZA P A Lk
Sk, MALEFRERAZAGERAERABAIA N EGERS TEM, £ B &RAEALE R 1 4E
ARRRFEFTROGE L, LAEARTARANFERNISEA N EGIF R, 2hRiEmIAL RN
“HBEAZAEESBURA BN REBRG Y0, FRARAEE 5 EEESN ik
FREFBRSANEFRGE,, FERERANIANEFGTERRAIANZA LR, EARTA
Jo M) FEREEER, EBE LS ERS FM AL A R RSN E AR A

XA SFEAE FLERN RRSME AL 5EEALiEo AT

FEREY SRRV FEARIIR R g, SRR (RigdE NG )  (Foreign Corrupt Practices
Act, fAiFR FCPA) | (EHPRZEZIREZFFALS11E)  (International Emergency Economic Powers Act,
PRIEEPA) S5 HA A B AEE R S I BN 5N, SLE AU S T 1R B AP IR
o SICARRE, AMELEAT 2 B B R R A 7 58 [ 1 B A5 2 RE HHMIE 7 ik AR R [ Y
“NEEER” (Public Law Taboo) 5N 75ty it 38 [k Be A4 18 FHAME A2 0 i AR 3 e 7

TEVE P R GUS AT AN IE FHAME 2 A BIE A, X — AR i 50k e B 52 i (LA
SRR HN RN 3k YA B A A HON THAT (TCIR ML 2R ) A
Bl A M . BRI A A 2 T B A PRI o7V 2RI il o 38 3 s ) 7 ke i EL A 1

w0 RMIRE EARIEEBERIBAR, VLI R I IATA & R D R LR O A DL o AR 3052 2018 41 B v [ A 2= S B gk
WU E PR S kB A @ FIZhREfRH” (JH S CLS (2018) C34) #h),

@ Lawrence Collins (with Specialist Editors) , Dicey, Morris and Collins on The Conflict of Laws (London: Sweet & Maxwell, 15th
edn. , 2012), pp. 107 - 108, sec. 5R —-019. 1896 “EHFEAE (ST vhZ<vk iy EVAIHZE) MR 40 g dg “RIdT4h
EAEE" RN, (X 4 T EIEEREAT A E T R (penal law) THEEAUFIA " 1922 SN ATEX
BT BN S I, (ERESIEE A ERIN T BEE” (revenue law) o 1927 4, BABRIEHIRA TS
. A (UGG AR (Bemiedale Keith) #(HE, fE3LA IR0 A9R AL CHTEE) B 54 T )
Emperor of Ausiria v Day and Kossuth 41t SHUTBGAYERH (political law) 32t ROALR £ 347 31T T 7L
XHAR BRIy (WhoiE) BEMART “HANAEE" (other public law) Rk, 1958 4F (rhagik) HL
MCH T RIS (F. A, Mann) 78 (AMEEZERACN M%) (Prerogative Rights of Foreign States and the Conflict of
Laws) —3CHRBAIHMITF— © CHFERMZEE) —PARIE— Mk ERE SRS NI ARTE * political” 5] ABE
EEFRFAE", 72 M 217 IR HAMAE” BRBORTEER. W5, “ErEE, BB W
RE—HUT I E 2012 4ERY5E 15 hiR.
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Wiy 7, 21 A8 T [ P FA T S8 0 v BR b [ 28 508 FH B — Bl b 9% [ 2 3 9% L 9% UK 1
(Lowenfeld) R GANAL “/KLEER7 RN, BARSE. QRS BUT IS Bk R A A TR %
i, Planhls . Blik . SZEWRE SGIEZRILSE, AP A G R IR, WA SRITIME L
BEid X Sk AR I " Ml A S A e b — [l A i Al 3 A SRR FH A AE
— BB EIPR”, BX SR ARANEVERR, AR XA B . S5 I e T
WEEEy, BEOU SR @

K BRI ITE R, ARG DE FE IR K Jie PR R AN A A i p M . JEig e (5
— R RIEE IR ) LRSI REBCE R NA R, R O R RIS ER) @A AE R
VBRI 22 1 1) RIS REILTr i, AR BCA 1ERLTE)Z R SN E AR BEA P L S (HIXFFATE
R S VA AR X o SN 2k 1SR T R [ 5 M e FE AR AN TR a2 3, S92 DU S [0 A RE G )
RIS R, TR AR R AR AR 1 B A HE 2R PR R AL S L 2 i T R TR, SR 3 B A7) T 2
FLLE U Ak AN R 23 002 B 365 P [ R, O ELAZ i 8 Ay S A SR 1) A7 A B 52 i 5% — BUR ) i 40
Pr” Bk AR, ERFFURATE O, 5 SEEURARR P S P [ 2 0E R AE ESL R
KEEpiEE “ ZEFALEHT (Multi-Factor Comity Analysis) SR J& 77 fLiF M3 AR
R I E o

— REERERERMNEZERKXHERE

XEF A X ANE ik, S E SL A TS B B A — Al 2 DA AN sl HE T 4 B g
AR, R WA s IGE BUR KA B AR, AT IRRE, sl ad A7
EARNFAWR G HOMNE 2k ARSI A 18 58 [k b b s — i 2, ARAS Bl
T R 3R EREAAFAE K BEE R IRFEARME T2 SRk I A RIERI 0650 WSeik B, JE R SE [
ML S, NP A b G I8 T, BRI B 20k e R M A BT AN E 28 3k b
55 MhSRE R R 1, LAJ7 i AL U 1) v 5 3 s R e g &1 ) 2 325 5 787 R A g L
U] P o

(—) B2 AFEX 509 E AL

VRSB R — 5, SEEVEFIFARR A REL A HRE SR R I L, RGO RRE
RAIAEMET A EEE S DRI ST S WA, AEAARLE 170 2R B AR [A] 275 51
REFF B, AHX — WS XHE AT A AN 2 52 R 4T3 TH A s

AN A B GOB AR, A MORRRA R A 22 o e R R . 5K
filii SO FEE U S R AN, sk e R R IRE TE b A TGk . BARF|5E
[ L GRStk , 56 [ A 8 BRI [ 508 i i B L 21 R B3R R B %, R SR ]

@ William S. Dodge, “Breaking the Public Law Taboo” , (2002) 43 Harvard International Law Journal 161, p. 161.

@ Andreas F. Lowenfeld, “Public Law in the International Arena: Conflict of Laws, International Law, and Some Suggestions for
Their Interaction” , (1979) 163 Recueil des Cours 311, pp. 322 —326.

® See Janet Walker, “Foreign Public Law and the Colour of Comity: What’s the Difference between Friends?”, (2003) 38
Canadian Business Law Journal 36, pp. 50 —56.
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EFARRELE TR SR BUAES T, JERURBIE X MR EGABUNIEHR RFP2F A
(LG AR A DX 20 R A 56 [k AT JSURI A J i R R WL, il HL 56 [ ]k S B R AN AR (R
FEIRAE P Ok B R G A 8 AL BT EOE & b2, TR, 1y 953k . THS B RIIE . o
Oy B AR A I IR AALE IR B S S URI 2 RS, SEEEIF B B A A
e F Y R

(=) MEREEFRE LI EFHAL

I [ PR G 2 R AE MR RN Bradi s R SIS A b7 A R A SR 1Y), e oz i
THRPREHPREMN . WTAFSLEEIEE , FEIN IR B e w514 2204 5000 1764,
BT i T HABE 5K, X SRR (2 KR R TN PR IR SR 2 IE R Ry S
VLG BB RN BRI A b R G, Br AT L 5 [ w9k A8 1 AT 55 i R B i R e 58
A E Bk A e o Tk Bt MR HE AT 1 22 18] 9 25 57t 2 R T RN Bh bR N i =2 Ta] 1 22 57
UL TE R P AT 57 = i S T AR 10 56 [ 2 A T B S A R R TE s 2 — O L b A BRI R
WRIEETECR 25, RAEESIOIU N B, DRI T B [ RN ikt b S fp R 1) 5 [ v 2R 9
FFARAE BRI NS B AR S TE M 2205 BT P TR, X T M B o SRk S AF 3 e 1) 2 125 € ) Al
AT RAAE 56 [ [ PN TR HE SR P9 P 3 i o

FHRPIRTE LD FEEAEMREE AT T LUSCA M R i 50k 28 1 rhod AN 205 1 2
Hio (REZEE) F4 858 L FHE: “ SN HABM I AL S | iE R RREURA R I 45
TR FEAE M E " 75 DS 78 B AT 2 WUk 541 31 % (Bradford Electric Light Company
Inc. v. Clapper)® w1, —2 S 52N i B2 T A0 PAEAR R B AT 2 /), e A AR M AR L
FEARBETS, A 4 BN A AT K- M e LA R 2 00 i S & VR iAo g 585 1T
P B2 25 B E T ALAAT e 30 S R0 N R A G 2R 7 A 19 A, Teil HE & A T ] AR #0283 HF b
HHE (exclusive remedy) . RAF LUFEIIREmIL BT, BOP R ML, RAEERBGEH
FEUI, TP RIS A S A vk, FEAS 58 P 0T A AT JR N SR AR A AT DAy 3t 0 3 Bt
{EL 36 S M A G2 25 il T am i PR L A, AT gl 2 S fr 0 B AR 416 HE B B0l 9 BT LA O
I, AT IE T8 Gk Be 200 of 5050 AL WA A5 Bl i ik o I de sk Be g, 7 A1 AT
IRINFIZ L Z 0] RAF R AR IR &R, PR 245 T 96 S N T2 26 UL = 8005 AR A4S
B

{HAEP LA, AR 0 5 s ] e fEAT A A7 e S EUMIERS
IEBEHR I o SEOME AR AR E AR H AR 2l — MO A M Sz vk, sl L et
S B A RIS LA BEL 1AM R T 5 A T A N 358 A A T A TR 7 i LA 2 9 o 0 G A Y

e

See Charles Szladits, “The Civil Law System” , in René David (ed. ), International Encyclopedia of Comparative Law, Volume

2, Chap. 2: Structure and the Divisions of the Law (Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff Brill, 1974 ) , pp. 52 -56.

@ Symeon C. Symeonides, Choice of Law (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016) , p.7.

® Ralf Michaels, “The Conflicts Restatement and the World” , (2016) 110 American Journal of International Law Unbound 155 ,
p. 157.

@  Bradford Electric Light Company, Inc. v. Clapper, 286 U. S. 145 (1932).

® Pacific Employers Ins. Co. v. Industrial Accident Comm’n, 306 U. S. 493, 504 —505 (1939).
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A AR R T PR AR ] AT A A B B HE R B R I, B AR S BUM A 1 vh 28 1 155 0
T, “FOMEEME RSN IR LM XU, XTI RERME, AECRH DB
Z R EERN AR 1, B AP R S, BRI RO

TEF IR IR N 5 ] M V5 A AR vh R IR DL T, SERIBCRJE v i 58 70 {5 AT FN 21 1 25 7
A LARSCA A AN R 3 o SR, 53X — 3 JCVEAE B PR b S8 B b ior , WICIETEARF
TEESEBUN A 2 S MM PRZE A SR , F IOAN2 BOR 26 ERE B A b & i 074k . X TF
AN TR X T 36 XA DA e BRyb A v 58 o 2 e e e i E KM, WO )2 Y
i LIEANREREVE R . Wata A, AR IR i ISR EOF AN L, R R Z 80T 9A
ANAEZERRE R THRIRSLE, 56 B gk B 0 B M PR i ok 244, Fr itk
G T AR A T IR 1 28 3 RS B 35 F (R, A0 B 2B e s i) (iR 2 4B HE %) (Sherman
Antitrust Act) (HRIPEA ) Z i 2x:)  (Federal Trade Commission Act) Fl { 3 fiiELk)  ( Clayton
Act) , MEE(RIPERT (2 EREEBEE) (National Environmental Policy Act, fajfk NEPA) (%
AR RS 1)  (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, fajfk RCRA), {EZREE40E ) (1933
HEEFRE:)  (Securities Act of 1933) DI M S G i 228455, BRI, A9tk &
WP SL I IAEAE, 5540 T VR 36 E ph 2L 20 AR B IH PR h oL 2 A th S v S R DA oK, 3X
0 R 5 AT A R H A ST ) A/ L v PRI A i A

(=) BRZFAERFF Fo) T FN

ik i i 5 [ gk g R S b T — 2k LU 1) D R e 1) ) RS AL IE . ALY
TEAR SRR N B — S SR BIANR BE , Ak Rl . A LRk OR B 5N, SEBR B AR 23
IEAE R R T B, SRR EAEA B E 2R 1, IR A WIS AR A 38 i vk e vk %
RAIGVETFBE AL AR T o S2Ps b, SHARSEERERR 10 A 2 SRk 7 Ok B UL T g 20 i 56 49
Sb, AR B T PRALIE B MR R R G, duil /D IR sl R P AR SE R Rl R 73 ik 26 [ B
R E ARV

= SRS A ENERE AET

TEMP LU, 5& [ B AR B Z LT MR [ AR (8 A VS A, (EAESCBRIZ AT, A
IEHLEAE SR L Bl I MR R E K M A —E A UE . S 2m B BRERIA 2
BIEREIE A7 LR

(—) FEFRHNEAE G E A

XFFIEBEH ARG, e HAE Fand, R HA & ARy, 5% B ik B AR AT AT
o BMERAKIE (O — P SIE IR ) B 57 A A RE e LN , 32k et o ot P 2 A % [0k e 14
A AL AT B i o DU 25 45 R 8 HLIG BRI IS A IR " %8 (Schmidt v Driscoll Hotel,

@ George A. Bermann, “Public Law in the Conflict of Laws” , (1986) 34 American Journal of Comparative Law Supplement 157 ,
p. 172.
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e, PUNRIFRIGE RS M), WA~ WIS 50 1 M B 32 M 11— ] 375 RS Py s, o 5 725 2
R BUITHEN , PRRAEAR L A TR, BB N . B R JE IRk N %
BEEUREIEEN, FOVWIR IR IR HIEHRLE . 2 2 A5 B9 A AL A N 44 SGE JFR
SeAR B L Sl S AN BN AN, Hh S ) — DIHR R AL  BE SRET 1934 AR S
B CR—Wh AT IR ) 5 378 ZHE : “RAUT I AL IE R T ik ™ 5 377 4%
CREATHH” FUE: CWRRAUT N B B A R R R AR T I SRR R E
Jill 8 R S T 4 3 P 68 9 7 B AR 52 47 T ) TR 4 SRR A e, DAL P BB D X
BRI TR AR E WG A2 RE TR RAT L BE S, EEUT R N 1 HE I AR BLE JEAR I IE B 1 (RA AR
TG o RGeS B R MEE ] TS AR ARG, AR CGE— R R HR) i
S, e ik A B S ZUT AT A JE Rk M 2Z T ) DR &, NTina& T 1 B an il MIE A, SO
TSR

Cof R b SIE ) R LA £ 20 A 0 H O Y ROG EI5J7 ik, BE— 2D BR T IR LA B
56 SR i URSR 114 32 g 3t 58 A P O VU0 P R P o -5 e e S AT R R 18— > SR A 2R R T8 R
WEFEIRHARSE (Bernhard v. Harrah’s Club, VLR fFRAABGTEZE) o 32 58 b 99 44 iR A A1) S JH
ChngH ) e B2 ARy A A AR R M — TR I, 90y e R A 0 R 7E I s 21 1 — & M R
PHF AL NN BE & VR A A RN IE B A, i 5 I g A s A, TR IR S M AR AR AL AT
EIRARE AR IR HRETE, T B AR 7 2R ST o I Be SCOUa A 1 i P A P9 48 2k JH 7
RFTULINE EAFAEAN T b S B BOR 2 10\ 5E B R I 32 11403 T 2 R 4 2K PN BB 3 3 ) 48
FEUNT 45 I BOR G A5 T, DR D PN AR R Nk A A X 6 2T 2 4 IR 2 N9 A T it A
FIEAL T ARE , PR e T 18 50 5 T RAAT N B R AT . I 32 e fie 283 T 1795 e i o
AR SCRE 1 U AVRAR o 1 TR 18 58 A3 %65 e S8 AT [R) Z AR A2 TR AN A 5 T 47 o 13 1l 32
FANT A E B S8 B S AR TR I o S AN R] Z AR AE T - 0l % e 8 P A T
EBeHIN 5 MR B ES R, W BT L M RO AR AT e A AN AR Be s M, i LA BB 18
S B R Rt 5 R 5 0 JEL B R o A B T AT Dl Mk B st M A BB R AR L, MR A T SO T R
(Baxter) HJHCHE UL, FCBANRE o5 — Nk e, MR A e 2K 0N 570 BUR TR i 32 19
Bk, XFHT LT B R VR (Currie) BUNFIZE AT ik gy, B Hst
Je X A 4 45 % O il

A U S A5 SR e ] R RS BRI R, AR 5 HERE etk S T B B X T P i
JRAR e ROR WA DAL AL RE 1 B LSO s i PR, AT T B i (B3
EEBE IR (R—RhJLER) F, dfE (5 R REER) ~, #BA ks
TR o S G TR B, BB 2 B A it 2 e 58 PP i TR ASA 7 0 A3 B i =2 T 11 7 LG
ForHr, (ARG FESE rp R TIABE AL IR BOR Z I B 08, VR T SR n ks, ik
FHPIE T L wh ok ar AU R T, CR—IRh SR ER) I I R AR 5 W 2408
FRAUAT N L AN I EZ ik 2R 4] Ty, Rk Be k& FH B %" (home trend) (5

@ Schmidt v. Driscoll Hotel, Inc. , 249 Minn. 376, 82 N. W. 2d 365 (1957).
@  Restatement of Conflict of Laws (1934), § § 377, 378.
® Bernhard v. Harrah’s Club, 16 Cal. 3d 313, 128 Cal. Rptr. 215, 546 P. 2d 719, cert. denied, 429 U. S. 859 (1976).
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PR, O X TCRERZI MR T A IR AE L

{H IR PSR I Qi b s S B, 7R3 kB s HA sl ] Ph sl i Sk e, 56
IEBE L AR AR 0P SE RO IC B, AR B PR OB A A e PR A P i %
ERR BRI APTH : —EREE NS AR R PR ARE NS R
5% [ PR S A R Y 3 T 1 AT LI A vE AR R U AR 2 A A P80 o

(=) SPEAERE A

PR 28 VR A 5 3 g mT LA i B A ) v 9 3 PR R A B T, IBUA A0 e o o 4 LY B
FE T 1 IR ROR o R4 50 B 2 i A BT R S 1 7 1 MU B A4 R, 7 58 1195 e RE 75 JiL
AN BRI [ 5K [ B0 ISR W7 ANUE S 1 E 1, i HL 38 [ 32 e 328 o JHe R 3 1k 1 2o 2k 7
LAY SRR FEBCERL , (6 w35 B P e 2 AL R, UEANE AR SR
25

TERE, WIRMLE AT LS FIANE AL RIE 2 (3 b 9E T IR) 56 202 % L ikt
X TR, ARIE IS 187 20 M5 188 ZR ML B e R ikt . 2. FEATHUB LR Bk, AR
B PAELEAT P PR AT LU A S T A R AN E Ak — 2R (5 R R A
) A 187 FE I ARG 188 At VIR AR IS H T35 R A HESR A b, 2R A RO 1
HBEMEEE . ISR A RETHIE T, KT ARBITIOEIETERE . SR R
SMERERT, KT A FREEERUE K2 I8 T A8 G R f PRk A EE, ARIE CF bk
k), EIANELNERES (S EIA BT R . X HHFE (rhik) — B R B E AT A
[EEARAT LAIMMNE A TR RIS IS TEAR RIS (R Rk E IR ) 4 202 AR 5Ehr ELE T 18
AR U, ESIE I P i ] o] P Y A A D & () AT 3t ) 245 = [ 1 e ] 4 BV 903
L1528

{H LR U AN S E AR TE TR, 56 [k HE R SE B SR B W 1945 51 . "k sk
KL BB X BAMNE AL B A b RER B 5 1975 5, R A REA 5 [ Bl ik R
IO o} 3 — R A

= ELEAFPRE=GRFLILED

FEIFRFLiLEN] (International Comity) i 5E [ XF /P& R IE AL A1 I [ ik b fir Ay FI SR AL B SE
Il AL R S M AL o S A A 0, R [ B LA L U A R AR SR BE . I 535 31 S s o
T8 FHHEREJFN - (Presumption Against Extraterritoriality) , M FRI SE [k B ££ 27 S 5 4 i AT 1 3 5 A
FRINNEREBEH B, MEZRAT AN (Act of State Doctrine ) 1| [/ 58 S #lig, Jo— AL T[]
PrAlib B Geat 2 o Rit, SME A IERE A 15 215 EE Be i iE sURIA, (SR 25 % Be )

© SRS CGEEFREM “ERELRpEH K3 E RS Tk Besh s s ), B Gl 2Bk A
2013 55 5 ), 55 67—75 T,

@  Restatement ( Second) of Conflict of Laws (1971), § 202.

® See Lawrence Collins (with Specialist Editors) , Dicey, Morris and Collins on The Conflict of Laws (London: Sweet & Maxwell
15th edn. , 2012), pp. 110 =111, sec. 5-024.
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T8RN, EE b ibi o iy [ Pl b B 4

AR - JE A (William S. Dodge) #HARIEALIEX AR, 45 1 EPrALik U7 3¢ [
FEHE A =R EAIE R B —MEMVEFLIE (prescriptive comity) , 45 Xf &b [ 37 1% 3 #Y AL
ik, aE BRI et 7k 2 i Rk AL Il D, R AL TR AN E Sk R E A . 36
[k e e LB i o wp ok . B AT O R B AN I A E SRS, ok S B AL LR A Ak
A, SR RN SME EACE LA ALIE . AR FEREALIE (adjudicative comity ) , S5 X
SMEREBERIALLE RS2 B A i BR ) 5% [ 35 Be AT A FE A L 45 A0 [ ik e RO TIE 3 T s SR A R 3k
Pl . ARUSMEIE BB, SRALIESMNE A B RIEAL . B = FUE EACYF AALIE (sovereign
party comity) , EAEHME FAE AN N REFTRRH) LN EA B AR, BIRSE E K 5
B 25T HN KB 7 7 8 A R PRAT b AR R AL, S R R A ] A B ) Y
#Lik.®

HME 22 B8 AU AREALIE B S B, i BLAE & [ bR IR SRR e i ml ik AL LR
i L, Wk EEE R EACEF AALIEF I Q] fee 5 | S0l ANE 20k fldn, FedhE E AN
RIAAEAPEE RGO T, S EIEBE N RE 2 185 ISR BT [ A SC R HIUAL BB I A T5 LA
FIWTHAEEBEHIE T RS A KRN R — HIEE, AN ] 32890 S mipi
L.

(—) HieslLik

MFEALIEAL S PR . S — ISR M S EREHNE T WM, Bl AT 8 R 26 R
P L H AL MR A R AT N, OSSO PR S5 R B WA i s NE 7R P Y 56 A e i H
T 5 [ U B N A A 0T, X R T SR AE AR 56 B 0l T TR A 0, (EF A [l 25 %
TN SZATIE RS, A2 FEOMNE LM o 5 "I A v 2 ik i o A DL 10T ey W ] v
ERE, TEMCIOL A S SMERE, s RSN E R RE R . i, fEMVEALIES T, X
— [l ) A B RE i i 948 5 IS E AL S o W1k, SEREREBEAE R IF MY 52k [ d Ay
% (Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , DN fAFR S /RBGFIE S5 ) @ T o FI e o 4 1 145 1 1Y
sz

KRR AT FIE, (E2006—2007 4R [E], B 48 0 I Aot R IR 0l 70T == 5 e g A S
TELAEIN RS 1 M T SO E R iRy, SECOREF RO, B)R 52 H & s SR e Lk B
X EERATIRE T2 EYRIA . O BT 22 5 MR AN G D  BLAE 1997 4R e SE 51 S A [ RV 4
41, A 2001 RGN N “HEE BT, SEEBUR Y T DI ARG S 2 PR IR,
XX HLURAT T B I TR, S5 IR IRA TR SR I Bl e 55 o S FE ARk A2 i 2H 4R Y
ARBAE A EARATOL T M 20 SCHUM R T PN, Ja e v R 7 S 1 ) 20 ST o e s
BOA T FOTHIE RN, e LRI AR D 22 T A TE A T e R B A 4 A
IS, T SRR St iR o R 10 32 35 3 sl 8 1 58 [ e 2o ol 1 6

@ See William S. Dodge, “International Comity in American Law” , (2015) 115 Columbia Law Review 2071, pp. 2099 —2199.
@  Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , 2011 WL 10997479, 110 A. D.3d 192 (2013), 24 N. Y.3d 1113 (2015).
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T EARATIE NI 2 ZARATHR AR TR IR, @ SR B A 7. 52 58 ol S G v — e 7 4] 249 9 125 B 4 2 7Y
ESN

X ZR N ST i L[] Ak e R AL R, 2 29 P A L S A S TR AL ST A A L2
FAEZE S RILAEINETE, YO REGHUEM AL PR T XA 5 R B I H LA @]k
L SRV i SO i IR BT AT o E R ARG, ALY PMEAIF IS o 224 M die e 125
Be EVREEN , A HRE R @SNEHSE TR X P 22 5 2 BRI B —RE ) 45
R, R BB B R I AR A RASHE R T LS XA — DN E ZOR R AR E X, B
NUAGINE ISLERUE , 25 kil D2 i PR I BT 4 SCRp i OR B B2 M AR . T K A 24
PHIEAE, AT R P CERAUT A Z 0 E A& P ARETHE @ Wik, kA, 4
PPEHERILL A5 AR A I AF AR B phoe @

SR B ME B2 G 1) S At DR R e A AR L G 55 S s o I AR DL 371] 1968 4R ([
FARBGE) Y W H RS- T PRI . IR 35 ARG 36 AMER) I RTUE", RAL
NBEFEATH (BAMER) R G SR, e RO B A A 2 it R &R HH
itE. TIRIRIESR 63 SFHUER B ROk E XS WITHE”, Wil AR B AR R 45 SR
M E R R T, S Bk, PEETER T 6] () 954 %9 Lasl Ok
55 145 R 148 ORI ES] ( (RAE) EREI) 5585 4,7 sk R HRUE T X045 2 i
UL B SR AT o T AR b1 @

TEALE SLIR BRI S AL N B A1) 52 8 B URRDILARAT RPN, S B fE vk A e )
AE A T — 2 i B SRR AR LSRR A L R AT T i 2 (R A AE
HSLRY P PR AR 0 7 ok W — i e A I I AP R A 2, AT I P 22k
R R AR A 7 7 DR 4R (< il i 55 1 0] B R R A AT o AE— B 70 0I5 B0 A 4 1] [R] —
EAE AR et /R R P ESRAT (Wultz et al v. Bank of China Limited. ) Z&f, 41255 X B
b DX e P AR (Scheindlin B E PRGE S HILA G © 18 AT R B L IMUM S RARAT  (Liced
v Lebanese Canadian Bank) ZEH, 5% — 38 [n] b iJrik Be x5 5216 B ARLAY S 05 203 21 249 M1 35 5
50 ZIERN, R R G0V B EARTR B A ENT S I B T o A SR B
WERRGE R, AL 2N i e 1% e AL 29 N B e ik B b R A R ARAUAT O I dE AR A DL (B8

@© See Wuliz et al v. Bank of China Limited. , 865 F. Supp.2d 425 (S. D. N. Y. 2012); Licci v. Lebanese Canadian Bank, 672
F.3d 155 (2d Cir. 2012) ; Licci v. American Press Bank Lid. , 971 N. Y. S.2d 504 (N. Y. App. Div. 2013); Zahavi et al. v.
Bank of China Ltd, No. BC396714. in Superior Court of the State of California, Los Angeles County.

See In re Terrorist Attacks on Sept. 11, 2001, 349 F. Supp.2d 765, 830 (S. D. N. Y.2005), on reconsideration in part, 392
F. Supp. 2d 539 (S. D. N. Y.2005), affd, 538 F.3d 71 (2d Cir. 2008).

See Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , 110 A. D.3d 192, 197 —203 (1st Dept 2013).

Civil Wrongs Ordinance (new version) , 5728 — 1968.

Prevention of Terrorism Ordinance No. 33 of 5708 — 1948, Sec. 4.

Penal Law, 5737 = 1977, Sec. 145 & 148.

Defence ( Emergency) Regulations, 1945, Sec. 85.

Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , 2011 WL 10997479, p. 6.

See Wuliz et al v. Bank of China Limited. , 811 F. Supp.2d 841, 850 =53 (S. D. N. Y. 2011).

See Licci v. Lebanese Canadian Bank, 672 F.3d 155, 156 —58 (2d Cir. 2012).

See Wuliz et al v. Bank of China Limited. , 865 F. Supp. 2d 425, 427 =430 (S. D. N. Y. 2012).
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%0 HX —HRE AN EVREEBEEE,? SR A B . XA IE S S I g ik ATy
EBRRLNG, JCik e S i B o PY5¢ R R80T (Symeonides) ZH2EH XTI R 51 5201 1 T WL -
“URA L INE AV ARITIAT AR R, 115 RLESNE N RATAT A R AL, UK B b
AR TS ] LT AE DL S R A IR R 2R o MR BB T A A4 e 2R, IUGE T LA .31
EHUE A . 7O

TESORHAN R T, WS E L Be A e 5 0 2 DL @) Seikak, 243 ARIE Bedf R e
(RFRIGE) M (RE) Oflik) CCRAE) ERREM) ZEBEFTHER LXKy, BAR%Z
TP RE B AU ES] (RFEPQE) + SOk smsiit” 2B, HE
(RRGE) Oflik) € CRAaRE) ERiEM) sPRUE L E O3] T HGE T, JFARF A
M AP BT L= AR Bt o B A 2N d g 1 e b RBE TR AL 29 M i A LA e 3R A A T
Flas i, S A% K T T R A R T LA XA — MR E S AE R AR IR B
AEE RS LW AR, X T ROR BRI R M) o A I, UGS A EIEER (R
RAE) 5 63 2 —EATE] 1R ERAB R BEMGE . MWANEAERE ki bR, X8 Tk
JiJE AL RIS o PR SC VA BE , MEYE 12 T A 2k RV R AR T L2 22y HOARA T I v 19 5 |
BURA, A A — B0 A BB E R T

(=) sal&ALik

TERS R AL A I AEAE A I A VR I, 5 [ 35 g AN OULE A FE e £ DB A7 XA A 5 20 A
VNN R o el e el SNV N SR o e 0 i DN il = =y €Y d A WL DR R T i
Frflgasrt, LAduE R id M

Xt T 5 R IFT R SR SR O AR kSR, kB ibda B ar brie, ARIEALLE I 20 Hr
TR EE ) P E R AT T P ERA A ALE SRR RORE . IR (/R SRAE RS FOE AR IR 4 X
EBEET X EERAT R TIRTOR . — R EE (RRNE) , BOEAT R B E Bragk i 3 AT N
DA OB SCEFE PR ST 05 AR IRIATE K (nonfederal claim) , B3RP KM
BATHE . BIEE LS5 T AEN ST 5 2R T A g 2 5T AL Al Sk 55 I BT
Wb D B3 v B Il 5 © SR At AR Y T AT 9 SR At DXk [ L S R v sk 3 ] @
(HIET 2L [E LS s S 6 ) () ® IRIATE SR — BLTEEAT, Il J 4ty o] 36 e W i
i P EARA TR SO R A RRE, 10 R E AT — E SRS R i (T BOIE A 20) BLE
AOSRIE , FEr E SN PRIG T 1) b E m] kR A BGIERYIE RS, ARHCSOR 2R R RERS 21
FEOPI L, TRAREE T SRR e s R S SRR

Hh R ERAT SR A SO ORI B — ORI ST T X5 S B A PR it R i 1 S

@® See Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , 2011 WL 10997479, 110 A. D.3d 192, 200 - 01 (2013).
@ See Elmaliach v. Bank of China Ltd. , 24 N. Y.3d 1113 (2015).

@ Symeon C. Symeonides, Choice of Law, p.247.

@ See Elmaliach v. Bank of China Lid. , 110 A. D.3d 192, 203 (1st Dept 2013).

® See Wuliz v. Islamic Republic of Iran, 755 F. Supp.2d 1, 18 (D. D. C.2010).

© See Wultz v. Bank of China Limited. , 2012 WL 5431013, pp. 2 —6.

@ See Wuliz v. Bank of China Limited. , 306 F. R. D. 112, 114 (S. D. N. Y. 2013).

® See I8 U.S.C. § 2333.
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WEHAER 2, LS RORRIE TP ST, AR T B iR iR i R 40 A2 A K P £
B ARG P EARAT AR LA Z B A YAE TR R EERAT = A A R A A A . AR SR [
(IR RFIRIRHIN) 55 34 45, — I HFNAROER S —Ir GE RMR T4 26 (b) FHER
UL R O A RO SRR, b R T R A SR L AR TR R ZOR I BERE, B
mE R ER ORBEERE) %55 &% 1Ak, CRRPUEREEME) 7 &, 55 15 &5 2 3
FIHS 16 25,2 (R RIS S FInT BESC o i i L) 456 2%, (PRSP KR #E) 5 3
oW A2 DX HD DR Be ik I ERA T 75 B AE 2 R LN A 1) SR A 4R A BB, SRR T =
AR K = IR L RO R R % 5T s 78 3 S [ BRI E B 00
ST 5 [ RO IR AL R IR i (1 2K

7 AR A TR A AR R R T O TR T PR S O R ML A 5 D IR IR ik e R R IR R e AL 2
A BE o . A ESC TaAT R AL E AR R T, ALK RS, R AHLE
(23 A SR R B A 68 I [ 3 B A8 A0 AT R IS AT 410 o 3t DX 36 B 7 25 SRS 70 7 28 8 B v [k
X SR AILAL 1 PR 2R I, MORTE EIBRAL AL B R SR BT 2 2R Tr ik, BT
Il AU B 20K, B R P T R A A ARAT IR 25K . e b, 3t DR e AR I 5 e ful I
VREBERLETH G T LA R OSSR S SCPF SO TORDG JH A IR R I 2240 @
WOEZR e s QixfE BRUORHRERIE T L E; @R EA HM I E SR IriE; OF
IR AT BRIE B 5K 2 6 56 ] T B M) 3 2 KA T, o R D T R 2R 2 X ik 3 P 7 [ 174 B
F 4 35 R Z K 5 @ S5 BOIEZE SR 48 2R 19 24 3 N SIE A FRIERE 5 ORI BGIE R
(TN EEY

FE EA-EANER T, f 2 P 32 [ 5 4 P, RO HE R R i A K 2 [ 1 56
F7U AEAIRRGE S, BRIy, 56 IR SR B A £ SR T P [ R A LR R AT A
KB LA SR . AR BURMLE T, SR EE Bt h o 52 EAE IR = AURS L iR 7 2K

@O (PRANRIEFERFEERE) £5 K% 1 FHE: “WRIEEITREERIRS 8 L5 RN E T S h RS ER,
YT LR ARREEE , AR AT AL A Ak

@ (BRPURBEERALE) 857 M T E N RARIT B AR SR, XK B AT S vEER IR B AR5 15 B T AR
A it SO E XML . o SRR M A3 A H o B I TR N SR 2 XK VR AT I PR ER IR TT AR B % Y B Oy BE R
KB M B 5 (5 BT VMRS ARKIEEE , AR A ASR4E 7 55 15 4558 2 il . “ & mileg
KHTAE NGRS X v BEAC 5 . Bl A b BN RARAT IR A ] BEAC 5 0 3 5 A D0 S Bk CAR (S B 7 LUMR A, AigiE
B 1% A R AR AL 55 16 Ml . “ SR R TR N ARSI KAsC 5 FI vl 588 5 iRl , 32 i
fRAr”

® 2006 4F (GRIHLEKFSE S FIP] B8 G b A HIME) 25 6 S50 . “ ARl LA B L VR A DU 2 %) 4 5 7T 5832 &)
HOTE LT DA R 2, N5 ad S [l A Ao SR s RS A3 7

@ (e NRILRIE GRSF EZ ) 583 Ao : “ERWEZEARRY . —UEZIE, REIE, BUE. (AR
L Al 0l BRI BRAEA PRAF E R 1 55 o AT EE B RMWE L EMIT N, ARAmZ B EHE .7

® See Wultz v. Bank of China Limited. , 910 F. Supp.2d 548 (S.D.N.Y. 2012), 2013 WL 132664, 942 F. Supp. 2d 452
(S.D.N. Y. 2013).

© HTLANEZORIE TR EM A Dol A wl Ve e g XERFR 7 vk Be 225 5 > 3R R U8 T W RURE 2 il 1 e 2 e e 11y
PR AT % . See Societe Nationale Industrielle Aerospatiale v. United States District Court for the Southern District of lowa,
107 S. Ct. 2542, 2556 (1987 ), footnote 28; Minpeco S. A. v Conticommodity Servs. , Inc. , 116 F.R.D. 517, 523
(S.D.N. Y. 1987),

@ Wuliz v. Bank of China Limited. , 910 F. Supp. 2d 548, 558 (S. D. N. Y. 2012).
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TP E R AT LA P R R AR £

AU R B ARAT PR R AL, (IR R B REok, h EAR AT E S [ (IR Rk
IS 5530 (b) (6) ZRlmik e HIE L Me o A—— LI @3 T AGRTT, ZORILR M T2
Wiy TR P A 5y . TNERAT ML @S BURN Z [z - MR ek Bk 35 SR B Rl Y
TEAF 7 IR o LAES) T NERAT )k Bt 3 B el A e iy Bl hy 2 — s I DL sk g, A
PRTT 5 8 A S HRAT A0 20 70 TR RE AR 5 HE RS2 ke 3 8 i ol BR A FAR AT A8 BRATL A 22 1) 56 & 1Y
(RAEIRATIE) CRevtikik) (Rl £ RS ) o Mo Xk Be £ 0 W o [ SR AT AR E 08 46 9% 375
RO T BN X L L@ FEF R HUE RS, KRR T “EHNR->ZER” 1B,
EEIN, RENERI R SRR E R CULEsmRITE) CRpeERik) (R 3 vt k)
ZIFAERE HAR o, Tk IR 7 ADERE M, S EAE S B 45 2w T U
OIVERDIPAR T IR 20K B 4R, RAEAE L OINERHE, B0 L Eas] TARTTIR 5
SNBESMEIE.? EARS B D, P ERAT B Z T W2 &R il e, HBUS T 8%
RCR .

(EARE R AR, SR 1 ph LR E AR, SCE AT, SME AR PEASE
FEVEBEITE L 2R 52, AMUERGERIE R BeS AT RS S E Ak, TERFIRARE
JP I AR AT MRS ISMNE A, X AR SE R B R RGN TR A e SMERE I 20k O
TREREBERG X HINAS I LT FER—RARET L, WRSNEE AR SE EIA A Z ] A7 e
SEFPE RS, B2 A AT BETE AR A 5% [l ik BEOR 1 [R] ki AL AP ERE AU RLE , T 5G FE95 B 2 T [ B
ALIEE, SREC 2 EFRALIET RPN T e T e

(=) 3ZFALioAT

ALLEAS BT S HC 5% [ 6] o R T2 A e A D O 35 194 M T S P Rl AR 3k = AL
TR HIFR AT RERS AN EA A& T, AEALIEC it (b RIEER) S Uik & AL R AR AL A 1k
EARS, EACHE AALER AR C i 1976 45 (OME R Gik) IBHLE . P rE sk
BRIZT, ALK P SURES T A E A ML s S ] EACE FLAL I 3 22 MO 15 AR R IR 4E 5,
AR P 0 2 AL L 00 BARTE T, e DA DX A L b S U -5 75 (8 LA A o (ELfE 56 ] R
VAFEIP I8 5 /MEE R Z R S I, APBZ EERT AT, BT AT O G % ALk S o)
&R M R VFIRRR PO, 53 A% 5| RIS P SE [ R RIA U ZR i 41 [k 2
A FAGRINEATE, AR T A B 2 DO 3 AR 4 8 AT 55 [ IR SR A TP 2R 1
H

Hy T2 [ RS VRIARBCY F AT E X URARE, BT LAURA TR B AR M AR 3hiX
(motion) KAEDE, TCIERAEW AT FEAL, WLHa PR . IR PATSEREF WA S 80T, b AW
FFiR SR A SER I i) S isCr, 2G3 NHR T LR 5 4 46 2 ik MO AE N 9 A0 [ 4 ) 2 sk it
BEo TEBHEBERSE, “HMEME, RAE W 2P LR fr, BN OA S RIE R R,

@ See Tiffany (NJ) LLC v. Forbse, 2012 WL 1918866 (S. D. N. Y. May 23, 2012).
@ See Wuliz v. Bank of China Limited. , 298 F. R. D. 91, 103 (S. D. N. Y. 2014).
® () WP -1 DTN - B CEPRRAERT PALLLO B ERD , R BIBE, WL, o EE SRk R
#2011 4ERR, 56 6 T,
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LR IR 5 TE N AT AR A R i a7 U 35 303 [k BE AN A S ) R 1 T s Y b 4
HOEANE A, TERSFVRATE R o T REE B AN E A, PR 6 B R XS AR s R i 1R
E o KM HAR AT R AR AL LE RN, i S B R SRR R MERYE H

(HIEANHHE R (Story) B, “#Lik, JFHOKIERATER™, HiE M i T 4% f
L, TIAS IR R S AT AT WA P R0 o2 i 5 L5 SRR 114 AL L T ) Jt S TG 12 5 e fie o e
AP EE IR, sz eh gk DL O AU I i 07 i i, FE HAR IR | 2% JB 02 1 SEAR
AL b O RS E AP E I e I, 5 I Rk R R T ZERALIE T (Multi-Factor
Comity Analysis) BTk X—TTEAMUBTEZRAUILIR O S AFE A UESE P 8% 1R) T 1, o 75 4%
TFAERERURR ., R 5 EAE 0 AR — RETHATE T 8 il LB A SRA I IETERL, 25
S S B IR | RS AR A AN, RO M T N TESE BRI BE SRR VR IA I, AT
PR E G ol

L AL TR AT E 2R . HSR M hsE

TS T2 T IR [ Pl RO B PR i 22 5 b, SE SR 3 ] EyRikBere sh Rl i
o) YR AL 4E R R 25 8 RN | % (Animal Science Products, Inc. et al v. Hebei Welcome
Pharmaceutical Co. Ltd. et al, VL'FRFRYAEAEZ CIZEBKZE)® o, BB THIHEEE, X1
LR, AMEVERR G EE AR AL W — 178 B AR E S hR” (tue conflict) , J2
T B 7 B A RS S 2B W UR iR T B A B

KT CESLZE” e EPRAL LR I0E A b s FE A, AR SR B DA
PRI KA Al VRN AR JE M58 (Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v California, AN FIFRIGFFAEESE) @
F, SRR e vk e 5 [ 12 AN A1 v 22 1] F) v S B A Dby 40 B e ok L b B )2 75 BIR o) %
HIBESMT 51 6L 1) S ZB TR VA T (A A ) SE TR e, USRI Z R ANAFAE LS b o, IANE
T PRALLE I o 5 ZRLEAN , IR RRRR TR SR BRI A S AR AN T 5 B I 12 B
25 E FRAL L, (B ARERC AT, 2 i 58 0 A B o [ PRl b St U 3z P e o — AR
FOH AL 20— RSP S E R R, T vh S P BE 1 SR 5 I I 2% R H AT i i R R O 25 =
ML s A A b R X —F RN R, AR HAb S B N R Epgarde, m B AR
FRNRZ— P, 7ERERIRURITRARAFR (Myica v. Airscan Inc. ) ™, EBEIAN,

@ United States v. Peterson, 812 F.2d 486, 490 (9th Cir. 1987). Also see Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 44. 1.

@ Joseph Story, Commentaries on the Conflict of Laws, Foreign and Domestic ( London; A. Maxwell, 2nd edn, 1841), § 28,
p. 34.

® Animal Science Products, Inc. et al v. Hebei Welcome Pharmaceutical Co. Lid. et al, 584 F. Supp. 2d 546 (E. D. N. Y. 2008),
837 F.3d 175 (2nd Cir. 2016). S EBESPIR w2 b FURTEAM LA B a) 0 LR T 28 3K ] ByRikBeiAe, K% &
FLik. B BEERURIE, Animal Sei. Prods, Inc. III, No. 16 —1220, slip op. (U.S. June 14, 2018).

@ Hartford Fire Ins. Co. v. California, 509 U. S. 764 (1993). ZEiZZEH, MYEREFE AR ALK A w205 B —F FAR R A F .
TEZET, ERIEES R E — ZKARR A A 755 E i (R SR A7 ARG 2R T R o BRI RAAR £ 20 W) A3 B BUR A
RPN FE S ER G, HREBRF RS ER Ay, R EE A I8 A AT AT, B, SEE
AN E AL XA AR EBEA PR, AR XA, B R SCFE R A E T b AL NS TRk R oL, B
HME A OIS , LTINS AR M B IAT S, LRSI AN B IR I 38 <y A [ 322 A 3 [
FERLTEE . MR TR R PRI 2 W) — ZE M FI e 24 B AR R 4

® Harold Hongju Koh, Transnational Litigation in United States Courts (New York: Foundation Press, 2008) , p. 80.
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IS FFRR S I BRI I B S wh R A D i 5 1AL R AT AT R, 2= A 9 KRR LR R S 1
gk, @

R — Rl A R RO DX A T e R R S 10 b A S ALk SR T A R A
BOA IR BN — 450, MG R Sl ik lEGE F -5 & 5 085 i Je o2 AL R R NGE 5 5 1 2 7
PTrERZ—, BIERIFLEEN S, ASTHeEL W RIAES A, HIHAEAL R E
2 Z R P e T E AL E— X — E RISk Z 6 HA ZER AR S PRI UL 3%
17 B EAE T, AFEE SRR AR R Lk Z R K sk, (HAEART EX RIS R
EMAMERE I I TS BEA RN o B R AR R AR AP AE LSS b R RTHR T, Z8 5 i Hofd AL
IO AYE P ER o EER =Rl VLS 5 BT AR TR 22 57, X0 A ) AR B2 75 S A7 A8 EL 5K o
s I EPRFLIE A AT , IREAFAE RS R IIE B0 T, An SR A AL TE 20 A 22 3%t s i 43
FANEREROHLE , WATSER AT LA T Bp Lk B O], A o 5% 16l 9 1) 3k FH sl 5 130 9 B A A AL A 1
fit

Xk — [, A5 9 e S e i AR R — B W o A 2 XIS DX T B AE AR R R 2
HE e B i LS TGRATIR Sz SMBGIERS , H o B R S R R A A ) 5 — ROl st
P REPEMOE B SCIRIE T IS R AR, FEHER BT A I R B B R A A AR AR
PaR R . SEEMLLAS 2 (R 5 1P 55

RPN PN L R E A 2Z ) AR S B s R A AL Hreile s e S 3RS . UM ALIEA
XSGR, ABUACRAE Rl RE I X B BT AEALIESNERERY, SIS B B Sk
B FEVFIARR PSR I_EaE FIALLEIEOU, 2 A SR RREAG  ALIEA N E EACE =X A B miEAE
FERCRIM ] o ISR R SMERE Z B AFAEE LI h €, TEMRAE MIAI A Z 18] (14 o S A B I ANl 21,
SN I ICHE T s I s SN, T X B S AU ATl

AR 2 ey 4 W P S B 3 A 22 T A A AR LSS A P e 7 AE REEAL L, F AT HLAY
I g Tl MR, LS b R AR A () Wk SR AR L A T A R A R AT R A
FERlEALIE S, SEEDANB L Y © 7 AR R [R] Ik 38 S P A A [ 1 vk R E 2 7 A
ig”.®

2. #Likoa ikl . ZEEIHAT

VRS L WAL BRAE— R g X ) OS5, (EA AR FUR X DT A AL SR AN R, o — [
FLAUR N X HA B 53k . PIE R REAT g TRIRIN, X — AR BRI R 3 [ PR 52 AT AL A
WA T % [ R sl HAt 2 H R 2 AR @ ALAE R A F- F SC55 FALiBs Z ), JF:
VA R AE R S A Py A S AR o 4 SR 2 SO0 A [ B A i P AR T R SERAR I, b
s AR R 2] AT (precept of reconciliation) AYMLAL, KR IE T A RIIL LG5 0L
AL AT 5L, A B [ B 2 2% 1 B3 22 [R] R RS8R 45 56 28 A 58I . © SE Al R0 i1 AL 3L i
E TR BRSO, f 2 e 51, SO R A2 vh 9805 UM L NSK B T 07 i e, o

© Muyjica v. Airscan Inc. , 771 F. 3d 580, 600 (2014).

@ See Wuliz v. Bank of China Limited. , 298 F. R. D. 91, 100 - 103 (S. D. N. Y. 2014).
® Filetech S. A. v. France Telecom S. A. , 157 F.3d 922, 932 (2d Cir. 1998).

@ Hilton v. Guyot, 159 U.S. 113, 163 -64 (1895).

® (%) WED -1 STHZE - HBhom: (EBRFAREF HALIERFERT) , 5535 11,
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WREMEAL IR, ER e a ALk 2 m, ALk e B AR TS A B S By A &
#o

S, TERVEALIEZTE, BPEESEC g sl SCm sh R, WA e A AL 2 B 2
RN Tk SRE CBR R IIEE IR ) B 6 SRR ML BE AT A R R BRI, %
SRH 2 WHLE : SIS TR RA A A DG R R A AE . DM B S E BRI HI 52 Qb
b PR AE DGBSR3 LA T 56 8 M 1A DR IBUSR A B A TR 4R o [P R X e M B A DGR 25 5 (DX I
LR OFrE SUBIERFHRIERBOR ;. @ZRAENM: . AT LR —3E, LI O
TiE RS T AE O

S, fEREAlibZEm, REBETALE RO RS A B BN b2 is 2 R i i .
5, 2 E P BEE HIA T L B S B8 1T 2 2R MR, BT R R £ SR AR A L
H g FAA A 5 P I TR 2R« RO 2 PR R 2 AR VRIA 2 S AFEASFRIA S 5 ASIFIA Y
FEFIPE SA S, ANARASIESE B PR AR XS 25 Ve L SR e A S e S ARSI A B AT PR
S5 N £ R B AR VR BeA T A AN 2k Bt 1) m ik AR e R R 1 T R AR S B IR M o 5 [ IR
I EBETEIE A A FURE R A4E R (Gulf Oil Corp. v Gilbert)® 28 T FANF 45 H 2K FI A
KA R FRER, (HX B EE e b i SRR ARS8, FEALHEIE A 7 (875 B
JEI R I A R R, Gk B AR SR RS B0 AT DL B el 38 R 1 A MR 26 5 R P AH G 1Y
FEA

HR, eI A v] LR B PRl S A A F U 5 AL (subject matter jurisdiction) AT
WSRO, SEEIIRES K I FIRABEfEdE A 2 C RBWIREY, S22 T+ irEsi: ©
A E 5O E RS BOR A R AR s @R AR ERE . AR IR E L E M O R
B VR XA [ 1 B A48 3 RO A L S B AT LU @45 ENA BRI ST AT D B, AN R
AR AR E IR B AFAERDVRIR s QI A A FEA0 3 B0 5 [ sl i 25 B R 5 SR i m] 3
s @UARIEBEA T HEAUT A T IR A X AP O R IE A2 5 DU N EVL B A P45 7
AR, R R aE Y ATEMEEATAREAT B . SRE AT EAE EOP G 2K, @k pidfr
SREEFBIARAINT; OFERIFERIIFIL T WRSNE LB IR 4G Tk R, NERE G2 X —45
R OB N EfE I R A 250 452 o B ik T EE, 5 i ml ik e B ook
H e TE HARRAT h A AR SR AN AR BRIEA Ty, T DA H DR DG i A A S5 ] s 2B IR 2 A A LS Y
o, TEZEEALILHTISERE o et T A REAL @

e, RIANE FIHEE T R IR EEZ LR IrENIE . R BERVFRK
FIWE AR 1T ( Morrison v. National Australia Bank, VLT fRIFREHHFRE) J, HFH T
(Scalia) RuLEHEH IR fem ik Be 7 28 H F A UK G KR A % (American Banana Co.

@  Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws (1971) § 6.

@ See Gulf Oil Corp. v. Gilbert, 330 U.S. 501, 508 —509 (1947).

® SWARMHT: (GEREA T 2 B R A SR A BPEAT ), 8 R4 BOE A BT Be 2 4R ) 2009 £E57 6 41, 45 61
i

@ Animal Science Products, Inc. et al v. Hebei Welcome Pharmaceutical Co. Ltd. et al, 837 F.3d 175, 184 — 85 (2nd Cir.
2016).
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v. United Fruit Co. )V WSy R0 URAME IR BN , i — [k b ok B A B0 J5U0
BN, BRI 1 BB e [ 2 e o K 2 D P T 9 [ s v
DI L 3¢ e 3 ] o e — 0 K A S50 2 2 ) 2010 45 3 [0 0k 29 1 o 20 1 4R 22 1 2013
SERTIR UL URAT 2 5L AT A 712 (Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum, L\ FIFRHIRK I Z)® fyl
W, EEEBRAE R GERSHE) 410 (b) 40 SHERRIE) WBSNE IR, &
BHAES]  RBAME IR BN B S AR, S EOR A AL L 5 g FL
S3H

S IONE R E N A — R E B T 35 Sy A R RO A H A R B AR
(HIFARREBR T 2B B T i se Sk S . — i, 26 R i T BE ik o, B AR 4
ST IRONE R TSN, G0 2 B 2 AW 7 EAE T I UL ot 7T DA Eh A 553 o A 76
(Breyer) S P& KHETAN : (SN AMRAE) HUGE BOREHRUIT (7 S0 S A F 4 (DBLUR
B GUTT o R AEAE L A QU R LR R s U G175 2 e 26 e 1 i 25 1
PR, KSR 4 A T B 13 I M A A K AT At A, R
W R R E R, A MERAGE) HUE RS B— T, X GE%R A5
W) B0 (b) AR (HMEBRGE) IASMOSTR, 5B 3 IR v B S S 5] s
T, REEEM CANE AR N RATE S, IR C IR, O 2
CHURBE) A CRMine) AOBRONE PR, 55— FVR5E B 0 10 IR 5E 23 2 ALIE S0 1
ik

S R 1 D3R 2 R A RO FR R 2 56 2 o U L 0 2 e B AL 00 L
VRIS T oGk R A B, B35 0k B 7E b Gk 22 1 v B R 22 BB A 1 1
BOBIEFERE T o R AT A0, [ B AL L 00 B 3 5 o e A S i, 2 o B 4C LA
CORGEEATIE) — A7 o 2 [ h e vk HER , © K391 76 2 [ o e g P — B TR
BB, FEEAY BT SE R AT PR | SRR . SN RIAGT . R
b S B B BRI 1 3 s e AU 0 e 2 ) AN IR 1 S B4
&R, AR AL L B SR AR . (FALIX M, HCET 45 U A — AR
2 172 3L

S ISR I 1 AR IR 36 0458 (Hilton v Guyo)™ gyt “#Lik™ —idF 74
WE L TERERE S E G, ALIEBEAR R AR 1 XS5 IR, AR AL AT L (R TR
A [ ESLA P A T — PR S AT RN IEAT O, WIS % B R B S5 MR, %

See American Banana Co. v. United Fruit Co. , 213 U. S. 347, 357 =59 (1909).
Morrison v. National Australia Bank, 130 S. Ct. 2869 (2010).
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The Effect and Application of Foreign Public

Law in the United States Courts
Bu Lu

Abstract: Just as its attitude to expand the extraterritorial effect of domestic public law, the US does not
care about the public nature of legal norms when respecting the effect of foreign law. The United States
has not imposed any prescriptive restrictions on the application of foreign public law in the field of private
international law. However, it does not mean that the US law adopts a position different from that of
European continental countries and the United Kingdom in dealing with foreign public law. In fact, the
distinction between public law and private law does not exist in the United States. By borrowing the
conflicts law approaches, the US courts use the principle of international comity to determine the effect
and application of foreign public law. In the influence of the exist of real conflicts and governmental
interests analysis, which was established by the conflict of laws, the US courts take Multi-Factor Comity
Analysis Test to decide whether to allow the parties to comply with foreign public law in civil proceedings.
The application of foreign public law by US courts is a systematic mechanism, and the effect of foreign
public law will also be considered in procedural issues such as Act of State Doctrine, subject matter
jurisdiction and the disclosure of evidence.

Keywords: Foreign Public Law, International Comity, Presumption Against Extraterritoriality, Multi-

Factor Comity Analysis
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