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Abstract: With the further development of the reform of corporate capital system in China, especially with the cancella-
tion of the statutory minimum capital system and the establishment of pure subscribed capital system (installment is no longer
subjected to time limit), there is a sharp increase in demand for the application of disregard of corporate personality system un-
der the circumstance of “inadequate capitalization”, which has become an important mechanism to balance efficiency and securi-
ty, the interests of shareholders and creditors. Under the current corporate system in China, to apply the system accurately it
should be measured on the basis of registered capital, should identify the objective “inadequate capitalization” in the form of in-
tegrating fact judgment and value judgment and should separately design the conditions of application and related legal liabilities
for statutory obligation and voluntary obligation after confirming the thinking that the disregard of corporate personality system

can be applied to the establishment and operating of the corporate.

Key Word: Capital; Gross Inadequacy; Disregard of Corporate Personality; Legal Liability
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