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The Classification of the Reverse Pierce the Corporate Veil Rules

Du Qilin
( Law school Wuhan University Wuhan Hubei 430072)

Abstract: From the view of practice it is difficult to protect the interests of shareholders creditors effectively by
only counting on normal judgment collection procedures when the corporation is an alter-ego of shareholders.
Reverse pierce the corporate veil an institution developed from American case law is useful for conference to
juridical practice in our nation. When some subjects perform as a whole and enjoy interests from such a form in
the economic life they must also take responsibility. Outside reverse piercing is not the subversion of corporate
personality theory but the return of the personality theory value in the new era. System construction of outside
reverse piercing should be divided into two levels we should first solve the problem of inevitability then solve
the problem of reality through the method of interests measure. The applicable object of outside reverse pierc—
ing should be one-man company family company affiliated company and the company whose shareholders all
take part in the illegal activities. Applicable situations should be shareholders abusing company personality to
escape personal debts transferring property between affiliated companies or utilizing company personality to a—
void other statutory obligations. Legitimate corporate creditors should have the priority of compensation to the
shareholders creditors.

Keywords: reverse pierce the corporate veil; legitimacy; applicable targets; application
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