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Abstract : The principle of resipsaloquitur isa gecial evidence rule or doctrine in Anglo-Ameri-
can tort law. Under ecified circumstances, thisprinciple allows the judge or the jury to draw
from circumstantia evidence submitted by the plaintiff the concluson that the defendant was
negligent and is thus liable to the plaintiff. Resipsa loquitur does not normaly ental a pre-
sumption of the defendant’ sfault , nor a shift in the burden of proof. Studiesof thisprinciple
will provide us a good reference for the smilar cases handled in China.
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