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Questions

1.
The court determines that the defendants “possessed the affirmative duty under the Rule to disclose . . .that the defendants were in a position to gain financially from their sales and that their shares were selling for a higher price in that [secondary] market.”  Why did the defendants have such a duty under Rule 10b-5?

2.
Given that defendants had a duty to disclose and failed to do so, to what extent must the plaintiffs show causation?  In other words, do the plaintiffs have to show that if the disclosure had been made they would not have sold their shares?

3.
The court limits its holding to cases of material omissions.  In general, how would a plaintiff prove causation in cases where the defendant  makes a material misstatement?  In terms of proving causation, how do misstatement cases differ from those involving omissions?

