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Abgtract : Derivative action has made severa breakthroughs to genera legal doctrines. The introduction
of this system is not only to give enough protection for minority shareholders, but a s has broad system
circumstances, ideology preconditions, political and economical bases. In China, the fact of the lack of
such action has aready impeded the improvement of our corporate governance. While introducing the
derivative action system, we should abide by the principlesof protecting rightsof minority shareholders,
of baancing corporation’ s salf - autonomy and government’ s regulation, of counterpoidng encouraging
proper suit and holding back strike suit , of harmonizing foreign advanced experience with domestic legal
system, and carry out the forgoing principlesinto concrete contents.

Key words: derivative action, theoreticd base, practical motivity
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