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Legislation Path Selection of Classes of Stock in China
LI Yan GUO Qing—~ing
( Southwest University of Political Science and Law Chongqing 401120 China )

Abstract: Setting up as the cooperative products of legal norms and contract arrangements Classes of
Stock are stocks with different content rights which are created by separating and combining various sub-rights
of equities. The essence of interference conducted by legislation of classes of stock is how to set the boundary of
charter autonomy of classes of stock. When emphasizing the nature of contractual rights of classes of stock un—
der the view of contract law charter autonomy type legislation route of classes of stock emerges; When empha—
sizing the nature of legalization rights of classes of stock under the vision of company law there emerges two
legislation routes of classes of stock as categories defined by law and sub—rights defined by law. Based on analy—
zing the categories of classes of stock and the types which law chooses from them it is suggested that the three
types of legislation of classes of stock routes mentioned above should be applied to different kinds of company
forms as private company non-isted public company and listed company. If the need for classes of stock from
the capital market cannot be satisfied by the species that permitted by the established legal rules of classes of
stock then the contract arrangements of classes of stock would act as an responsive force from bottom to top
gradually promoting the legislation of classes of stock toward the direction of company autonomy.
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