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On December 6, 2016, in Salman v. United States, No. 15-628, the Supreme Court 

unanimously held that the personal benefit necessary to establish a breach of duty and 

insider trading liability under Dirks v. SEC, 463 U.S. 646 (1983) is satisfied where a tipper 

gives inside information to a trading relative or friend.  By clarifying that prosecutors need 

not show that the insider received or expected to receive a tangible benefit to sustain insider 

trading liability, the Court’s narrow opinion resolves a recent split between the Second and 

Ninth Circuits in favor of the traditional approach advocated by federal prosecutors.   

Background  

Salman concerned the type of personal benefit necessary to sustain an insider trading 

prosecution under federal law.  Insider trading liability springs from Section 10(b) of the 

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “1934 Act”), a catch-all clause interpreted by the 

Supreme Court to prohibit individuals with a duty of trust and confidence from secretly using 

inside corporate information for their personal advantage.  See Salman v. United States, No. 

15-628, 580 U.S. -- , slip op. at 1 (2016).  Because corporate insiders have fiduciary 

obligations arising from their relationship with the company, liability attaches to them when 

they breach their fiduciary duties by using the company’s undisclosed information for 

personal gain.  Dirks, 463 U.S. at 659.  

In contrast, individuals who receive nonpublic information from insiders (“tippees”) have no 

inherent fiduciary duties to the company whose information has been disclosed.  Id. at 657-

59.  Instead, tippees assume an obligation of trust and confidentiality when an insider passes 

nonpublic information to the tippee in violation of the insider’s fiduciary duty, and the tippee 

knows or should know of the insider’s breach.  Id. at 660.  This means that insider trading 

“ . . . following the logic 
in Dirks, the Court 
noted that Maher’s 
conduct—sharing 
information with 
Michael so the latter 
could reap financial 
gains—was analogous 
to Maher himself 
trading on the inside 
information and 
providing Michael with 
the proceeds as a gift.” 



2 

 

 

Report from Washington – December 9, 2016 

Simpson Thacher & Bartlett LLP 

liability will attach to a tippee only where the insider disclosed the information for the 

insider’s personal advantage.  Id. at 661-62. 

In Salman, federal prosecutors secured criminal convictions against Bassam Salman for 

profitable trades made using tips from a close friend, Michael Kara, who had gleaned the 

information from his brother, Maher Kara, an investment banker entrusted with the 

information as part of his job.  Salman v. United States, 792 F.3d 1087, 1088-89 (9th Cir. 

2015), aff’d, No. 15-628, 580 U.S. -- , slip op. at 2 (2016).  Maher and Michael pled guilty to 

insider trading charges, but Salman took his case to trial.  To show that Maher personally 

benefited from his tips—as required to sustain derivative liability against Salman—

prosecutors presented evidence that “[Maher] shared inside information with his brother to 

benefit him and with the expectation that his brother would trade on it.”  Salman, No. 15-628, 

580 U.S. -- , slip op. at 3-4.  Ultimately, the jury found this evidence sufficient to sustain a 

guilty verdict against Salman after being instructed that “a personal benefit includes the 

benefit one would obtain from simply making a gift of confidential information.”  Id. at 12.    

Salman appealed his conviction to the Ninth Circuit and, while his appeal was pending, the 

Second Circuit released an opinion diverging from the other circuits’ interpretation of the 

personal benefit element.  In United States v. Newman,  the Second Circuit overturned 

convictions for two hedge fund managers who profited from tips passed by corporate insiders 

to the hedge fund managers’ analysts, finding that the “casual acquaintance” relationship 

between the insiders and analysts was not enough to show that the insiders received a 

personal benefit when they tipped the analysts.  773 F.3d 438, 452-55 (2d Cir. 2014), cert. 

denied, No. 15-137 (U.S. Oct. 5, 2015).  Instead, the Second Circuit found that prosecutors 

had to present “proof of a meaningfully close personal relationship that generates an 

exchange that is objective, consequential, and represents at least a potential gain of a 

pecuniary or similarly valuable nature.”   

Relying on the Second Circuit’s holding in Newman, Salman argued on his appeal to the 

Ninth Circuit that liability could not attach to him because “there was no evidence that 

Maher received anything of a pecuniary or similarly valuable nature in exchange” for the tips 

he gave to his brother.  Salman, No. 15-628, 580 U.S. -- , slip op. at 5.  The Ninth Circuit 

declined to follow Newman, to the extent it could be read to require evidence that the insider 

receive “at least a potential gain of a pecuniary or similarly valuable nature,” and affirmed 

Salman’s conviction.  Salman, 792 F.3d at 1093. 
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Summary of the Court’s Decision  

In a unanimous decision delivered by Justice Alito, the Court resolved the case on narrow 

grounds.  The opinion began by framing each side’s position.  On one hand, Petitioner 

Salman argued that the “personal benefit” necessary to give rise to tipper/tippee liability 

required that the tipper receive some tangible value (or its equivalent).  By contrast, the 

government took the position that a gift of inside information to anyone—relative or not—for 

non-corporate purposes could be adequate. 

Ultimately, the majority concluded that an oft-cited passage in Dirks directly resolved the 

case at bar: 

[T]here may be a relationship between the insider and the recipient that 

suggests a quid pro quo from the latter, or an intention to benefit the particular 

recipient.  The elements of fiduciary duty and exploitation of nonpublic 

information also exist when an insider makes a gift of confidential 

information to a trading relative or friend. The tip and trade resemble trading 

by the insider himself followed by a gift of the profits to the recipient.  Dirks v. 

SEC, 463 US 646, 664 (1983) (emphasis added). 

After reiterating the factual finding that Maher had intended to provide Michael with inside 

information for the latter’s benefit, the Court found that this was precisely the type of “gift-

giving” Dirks found sufficient to satisfy the “personal benefit” requirement.  Indeed, 

following the logic in Dirks, the Court noted that Maher’s conduct—sharing information with 

Michael so the latter could reap financial gains—was analogous to Maher himself trading on 

the inside information and providing Michael with the proceeds as a gift.  Although the Court 

did not conclude that any sharing of information for “non-corporate” purposes would be 

sufficient, it did clarify that “[t]o the extent the Second Circuit [in Newman] held that the 

tipper must also receive something of a ‘pecuniary or similarly valuable nature’ in exchange 

for a gift to family or friends . . .  this requirement is inconsistent with Dirks.” 

Implications 

Although the Court did not expressly adopt the government’s reading, its holding does 

resolve the dispute over whether the tipper must receive some pecuniary gain (or its 

equivalent) when gifting nonpublic information.  It is now clear that the government can 

satisfy the personal benefit element of a criminal insider trading charge with proof that a 

tipper gave nonpublic information to a trading friend or relative.  That said, as the Court 

expressly acknowledged, “[i]t remains the case that determining whether an insider 
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personally benefits from a particular disclosure, a question of fact, will not always be easy for 

courts.”  Id. at 11.  Going forward, fact finders in criminal prosecution cases will need to focus 

on objective criteria, “such as a relationship between the insider and the recipient that 

suggests a quid pro quo from the latter, or an intention to benefit the particular recipient.”  

Id. at 9.   
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The contents of this publication are for informational purposes only. Neither this publication nor the 
lawyers who authored it are rendering legal or other professional advice or opinions on specific facts or 
matters, nor does the distribution of this publication to any person constitute the establishment of an 
attorney-client relationship. Simpson Thacher & Bartlett LLP assumes no liability in connection with the 
use of this publication. Please contact your relationship partner if we can be of assistance regarding these 
important developments. The names and office locations of all of our partners, as well as our recent 
memoranda, can be obtained from our website, www.simpsonthacher.com. 
 

For further information about this decision, please contact one of the following members of 

the Firm’s Litigation Department. 

 

 

Peter H. Bresnan 
+1-202-636-5569 
pbresnan@stblaw.com 
 
Alexis S. Coll-Very 
+1-650-251-5201 
acoll-very@stblaw.com 
 
Paul C. Curnin 
+1-212-455-2519 
pcurnin@stblaw.com 
 
Paul C. Gluckow 
+1-212-455-2653 
pgluckow@stblaw.com 
 
Nicholas S. Goldin 
+1-212-455-3685 
ngoldin@stblaw.com 
 
Peter E. Kazanoff 
+1-212-455-3525 
pkazanoff@stblaw.com 
 
Jeffrey H. Knox 
+1-202-636-5532 
jeffrey.knox@stblaw.com 
 
James G. Kreissman 
+1-650-251-5080 
jkreissman@stblaw.com 
 

 

Joshua A. Levine 
+1-212-455-7694 
jlevine@stblaw.com 
 
Joe M. McLaughlin 
+1-212-455-3242 
jmclaughlin@stblaw.com 
 
Lynn K. Neuner 
+1-212-455-2696 
lneuner@stblaw.com 
 
Thomas C. Rice 
+1-212-455-3040 
trice@stblaw.com 
 
Cheryl J. Scarboro 
+1-202-636-5529 
cscarboro@stblaw.com 
 
Mark J. Stein 
+1-212-455-2310 
mstein@stblaw.com 
 
Peter C. Thomas 
+1-202-636-5535 
pthomas@stblaw.com 
 
Jonathan K. Youngwood 
+1-212-455-3539 
jyoungwood@stblaw.com 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.simpsonthacher.com/
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/peter-h-bresnan
mailto:pbresnan@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/alexis-s-coll-very
mailto:acoll-very@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/paul-c-curnin
mailto:pcurnin@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/paul-c-gluckow
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/paul-c-gluckow
mailto:pgluckow@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/nicholas-s-goldin
mailto:ngoldin@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/peter-e-kazanoff
mailto:pkazanoff@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/jeffrey-h-knox
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/jeffrey-h-knox
mailto:jeffrey.knox@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/james-g-kreissman
mailto:jkreissman@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/joshua-a-levine
mailto:jlevine@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/joseph-m-mclaughlin
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/joseph-m-mclaughlin
mailto:jmclaughlin@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/lynn-k-neuner
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/lynn-k-neuner
mailto:lneuner@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/thomas-c-rice
mailto:trice@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/cheryl-j-scarboro
mailto:cscarboro@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/mark-j-stein
mailto:mstein@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/partners/peter-c-thomas
mailto:pthomas@stblaw.com
http://www.stblaw.com/our-team/search/jonathan-k-youngwood
mailto:jyoungwood@stblaw.com


6 

 

 

Report from Washington – December 9, 2016 

Simpson Thacher & Bartlett LLP 

UNITED STATES 

New York 
425 Lexington Avenue 
New York, NY 10017 
+1-212-455-2000 
 
Houston 
600 Travis Street, Suite 5400 
Houston, TX 77002 
+1-713-821-5650 
 
Los Angeles 
1999 Avenue of the Stars 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
+1-310-407-7500 
 
Palo Alto 
2475 Hanover Street 
Palo Alto, CA 94304 
+1-650-251-5000 
 
Washington, D.C. 
900 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
+1-202-636-5500 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EUROPE 

London 
CityPoint 
One Ropemaker Street 
London EC2Y 9HU 
England 
+44-(0)20-7275-6500  
 
ASIA 

Beijing 
3901 China World Tower 
1 Jian Guo Men Wai Avenue 
Beijing 100004 
China 
+86-10-5965-2999 
 
Hong Kong 
ICBC Tower 
3 Garden Road, Central 
Hong Kong 
+852-2514-7600 
 
Seoul 
25th Floor, West Tower 
Mirae Asset Center 1 
26 Eulji-ro 5-Gil, Jung-Gu 
Seoul 100-210 
Korea 
+82-2-6030-3800 
 
Tokyo 
Ark Hills Sengokuyama Mori Tower 
9-10, Roppongi 1-Chome 
Minato-Ku, Tokyo 106-0032 
Japan 
+81-3-5562-6200 

SOUTH AMERICA 

São Paulo 
Av. Presidente Juscelino 
Kubitschek, 1455 
São Paulo, SP 04543-011 
Brazil 
+55-11-3546-1000 


