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Abstract: Under the analysis framework of corporate governance, the dividend distribution system highlights the gov-
ernance effect of principal—agent problems in different ownership structures, and reveals the protection of shareholders rights
and the degree of market development in a country. In countries with mature external environment of corporate governance, the
legal system of dividend distribution is dominated by corporate autonomy, while in countries with underdeveloped securities
market, the compulsory dividend distribution system is a legal mechanism to strengthen the protection of minority shareholde-
rs. Unlike these two modes, China has adopted the expedient policy of" semi— compulsory dividend— sharing system' . Howev—-
er, the actual application effect deviates from the legislator's expected utility. It neither solved the root cause of the problem,
but caused efficiency losses to companies that should not pay dividends. Due to the inherent defects of market system arrange-
ment, the complexity of ownership structure and the imperfection of legal protection system, the dividend distribution of listed
companies in China’s securities market contains deep— seated operating rules and mechanisms. To construct an efficient dividend
distribution legal system of listed companies, we should make efforts mainly from the following three aspects. First, we must
improve the current information disclosure legal system of dividend distribution. Second, our legal regime should impose insti-
tutional investors on a duty of due diligence management to motivate their participation. Third, the relief of shareholders rights

to dividend distribution must comprehensively established.
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