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Study on the Rule of Modification of Trusts in American Law
XIAO Bai-ling
(Law School, Peking University, Beijing100871)
Abstract: The key questions of the study on the rule of modification of trusts are: who, under which circumstances, have the right or
power of modifying or terminating trusts. Under American law, after the creation of trusts, the settler, the beneficiary and the court
have the right or power of modifying trusts under specific circumstances. However, the rule of modification of trusts changes from the
tradition rule of the priority of the settler’s intentions to the modern rule of considering the beneficiary's interests. China should learn
something useful from this change to make our rule of modification of trusts perfect.

Key words: modification of trusts; termination of trusts; Material Purpose Rule; equitable deviation rule
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Protection of Consumer Rights in Corporate Social Marketing
LIAO Yong-wei

(Research Center of Commercial Law, East China of Political Science and Law, Shanghai 20042)

Abstract: Recently, more and more corporations attempt to promote their social responsibility through the use of corporate societal
marketing to increase their reputation and attract more consumers. However, due to the fact that much advertising information in
corporate societal marketing is not related to its commodities or services, present legislation can do nothing to deal with misleading
information in corporate societal marketing. As evinced by analysis of related legal cases and reviews of the pros and cons, it is
reasonable that corporate activities unrelated to products and services should be included in the legal promotion scope. It can bring
positive effects to the society.
Key words: consumer protection; social responsibility; corporate societal marketing
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