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The Concretion of Judgement Standard of Directors’ Duty of Care
Ye Jinqiang

Abstract: The judgment of appropriateness of directors’ behavior should be made in a specific
business background. Business judgment rule can be incorporated in duty of care to unify the judgment
rules of directors’ behavior. Reasonable businessman rules can be used to judge directors’ violation of
duty of care. A reasonable businessman can be created via specifying a reasonable person’ s knowledge
and ability in order to determine whether he has negligence in making business decision under specific
business circumstances. Grossly negligence should be appropriate concerning the fault of breaching one’
s duty of care. Only when the director has the possibility of breaching his duty of loyalty can the require—
ment of the fault be reduced.

Keywords: corporate directors; duty of care; judgement rules; reasonable businessman
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