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Abstract: Corporate opportunity can be brought into the scope of the intangible properties because it has
the nature of property. It is a new kind of expecting right. To define corporate opportunity we should consider
some factors such as the resources of opportunity the level of association with the management the legal relief
the directors” duty of information disclosure and so on. Our corporate law prescribes that only directors and sen—
ior managements” actions on usurping corporate opportunity are unallowable. The scope of the body in obligation
is too narrow and it should contain the controlling shareholders and the supervisors. Besides we should amend
our corporate law in the respect of the legal consequences of usurping corporate opportunity the legal relief and

the directors” ground of pleading.
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