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mandatory disclosure LouisD. Brandeis
Other People’'s Money
Sunlight is said to be the bet of disinfectants; electric light

the mogt efficient policeman.

socia waste !

! See John C. Coffee, J., Market Failure and the Economic Case for A Mandatory
Disclosure System, 70 VA. L. Rev. 717 (1984).

See FRANK H. EASTERBROOK & DANIEL
R. FISCHEL, THE ECONOMIC STRUCTURE OF CORPORATE LAW 290-96 (1991).
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Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of
1995 Securities
Exchange Act of 1934

717 CFR. § 229.303 (2004).
18 See 17 C.FR. § 230.174 (2004); 17 C.FR. § 240.3b-6 (2004).
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Centra Bank of Denver, N.A. v. Firg Interstate Bank of
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substantial assistance 2

™ 511 U.S. 164, 114 S.Ct. 1439 (1994).
2 Anixter v. Home-Stake Prod. Co., 77 F.3d. (10" Cir. 1996)
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Lewis D. Lowenfds & Alan R. Broomberg, A New Standard for
Aiders and Abettors Under the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995, 52
Bus. LAw. 1 (1996); Gareth T. Evans & Danidl S. Floyd, Secondary Liability Under
Rule 10b-5: Two Years After Central Bank, 52 Bus. LAw. 13 (1996).

LewisD. Lowenfels& Alan R. Broomberg,

Liabilities of Lawyers and Accountants Under Rule 10b-5, 58 Bus. Law. 1157
(1998).
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The Legal Framework of Prospectuses
Ming-chiu Yie
Abstract

In the primary market, the prospectus probably is the most important tool
for disclosure. To make an investment decison, investors are relied on the
information in the prospectus supplied by the issuer. Thus, reigbility and
scope of the prospectus have become a regulatory focus. This article is a
survey of the current prospectus regulatory framework in Taiwan, with a
comparative approach of U.S. law, raising legd arguments and suggestions for
the future law making. Emphases are three: 1. the practicability of disclosure
contents imposed by the authorities; 2. the civil and crimind liabilities for
failing to ddiver prospectus; and 3. the civil and crimind ligbilities for materia

mi sstatements or omissons.

Keywords: prospectus, disclosure, due diligence, signature, dividend policy
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