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Subject “Transaction”: A Study on the Subject — Matter of Dispute in America

Author & unit: CHEN Hangping ( School of Law Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China)

Abstract: American legal scholars who are interested in the field of subject — matter of dispute always focus on the definition of
“Transaction” and its application in practice. “Transaction” as a legal standard originated from equity against law and was ex—
pected to maintain the balance of extensive case merits and broad preclusion effect of judgments. This standard has been applied
to different procedure areas such as Claim and Party Joinder Relation Back of Pleading Amendments Ancillary ( Supplemen—
tal) Jurisdiction and Claim Preclusion. It is regarded as a backbone of civil procedure in America. However as American soci—
ety and civil disputes become more and more complicated it seems impossible to apply one single definition of “Transaction” to
all different procedure areas. This article refers to the latest research achievement on this subject in America aims to discern pol—
icy factors affecting its definition and discovers its connotation and denotation in separate procedure areas.
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