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(— ) Dodge v. Ford Motor Co.
Dodge v Ford Motor

ultravires Ca« 2

1 « See American Association of Fund Raising Counsel, Trust for Philanthropy, Philanthropic Contributions
in U. S.Reach$114.7Billion Press Release June 5, 1990.

See also Bill
Richards, Berkshire Hathaway Pleases Shareholders by Letting Them Earmark Corporate Gifts, Wall St.
J. Apr. 26, 1983, at 37, col. 4.
2 : 170N. W. 668 (Mich. 1919)
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A _P. Smith Manufacturing Co.v.Barlow
(SI)) Princ-
eton)
Ford
v_.Dodge business
socially) corporation)
ultmvi-

res doctrine) ,

Bates v_Dresser, 251 U. S. 524 (1920) ; Barnesv. Andrews 298 F 619 (S. D_N. Y. 1924);
Selheimer v. Manganese Corp. of America, 224 A. 2d 634 (Pa. 1966).
8.30 a
® (UE(1»'81M1 g1 611 §1111 68&8& -
rector.....in a manner he reasonably believes to be in the best interests of the corporation/

62-63 °
4 :13N.J 145,98 A. 2d 581 (N. J. Supr. 1953).
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(GA ance : Analysis and Recommendations) ( 8)
2.01
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long-runcor-
porate purpose) ®n ® 1)
American Law Institute ; ALI)
5 : Seee. g” Brinson Ry. v. Exchange Bank, 16 Ga. App. 425, 85 S. E. 634 ( 1915) ; McCrory v. Cham-
bers, 4811L App. 445 (1892).
6 : Seee. g” Coming Glass Works v. Lucas 37 F. 2d 798 (D. C. Cir. 1929) cert, denied 281 U. S. 742
(1930); Note, Corporate Donations: Common Law, Statutory and Constitutional Implications, 29 Ind,
L. J. 295,297 (1954); Note, Corporate Donations to Religious and Educational Bodies, 37 Notre Dame
Law. 206,207,208 (1961).
7 : Seee. g” TheodoraHolding Corp. v. Henderson, 257 A.2d 398 (Del. Ch. 1969); A. P. Smith Mfg. Co. v.
Barlow, 13 N. J. 145,98 A. 2d 581 (1953); Union Pacific R. R. v. Trustees, Inc., 8 Utah 2d 101,104-06,
329 P.2d 398,400-01 (1958).
8 :

10 :

§2.01. (The Objective and Conduct of the BusinessCorporation):
A business corporation should have as its objective the conduct of business activities with a view to en-
hancing corporate profit and shareholder gain, except that, whether or not corporate profit and sharehol-
der gain are thereby enhanced, the corporation, in the conduct of its business.
(a) is obliged, to the same extent as a natural person, to act within the boundaries set by law.
(b) may take into account ethical considerations that are reasonably regarded as appropriate to the re-
sponsible conduct of business, and
(c) may devote a reasonable amount of resources to public welfare, humanitarian, educational, and
philanthropic purposes.
~Each corporation shall have power.....to make donations for the public welfare or for

charitable, scientific or educational purposes/ See also Internal Revenue Code §170.
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(
' reasonableness)
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Sullivan v. Hammer® 13—

11 : Garrett, Corporate Donations, 22 Bus. Law. 297 (1967). See also 6A W_Fletcher, Cyclopedia of Cor-
porations §2939 (M. Wolfed.,1968).

ik 12 mSee ALI, Principles of Corporate Governance: Analysis and Recommendations, Tentative Draft No.2
(April 13,1984), Reporter's Note, at 49.

13 : Del. Ch_C. A No. 10823, Hartnett, V. C_(Aug. 14 1990).
14 : 1d. at 17.
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it 16 . See Bill Richards, supra note 1.
17 - Id.
18 : Id. Milton Friedman
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12,000,000 6,000,000
10,000,000 0
2,000,000 6,000,000
600,000 1,800,000 !
1,400,000 4,200,000

n

19 « Cf. Jerry L. Mashaw, Corporate Social Responsibility: Comments on the Legal and Economic Context
of a Continuing Debate, 3 Yale Law & Policy Rev. 114,121 (1984).
20 :
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23~24
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437
23 : See The United States Law Week, BNA Vol. 58, No_ 37_58 LW 4371.
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agency prob-
24: 1d. at 4376.

25 : Id. at 4379-4383.

26 : S. Prakash Seth, Restrained Corporate Political Speech, New York Times, Oct. 21 1990, at Sec. 3, P.
13, col. 1

27: 23

28 : 23 4373
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See Bill Richards, supra note 1.



