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Abstract: Business judgment provide the liability exemption basis for directors and executives
who may be entirely faithful and diligent obligation behavior appropriate which is
also regarded as corporate governance legislation for outside investors especially for
individual investors intervention filtering namely directors. executives. control
shareholders and actual controllers is illegal whether to shareholders and the
company bear the interpretation of responsibility handed over to the judicial organs to
judge. In the litigation of our country dividend introducing business judgment rule
under the premise of our country judicial deference and restraint for the
management of the company to make dividend decision behavior to protect minority
shareholders and other investors legitimate rights and interests of the dividends in a

certain extent.
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