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Abstract: The disputes on the relationship between mandatory standards and tort liability
mainly originate from the distortion of mandatory standards. It is believed that mandatory
standards are basic standards and minimum standards which do not accommodate to the
practical demands or the mandatory achievement of security. Therefore mandatory standards
are merely an important source of duty of care and judgment of tort liability. That means
conforming to the mandatory standards shall not be a defense for exempting tort liability. As
for the connection between technical regulations and tort liability in the future we shall judge
respectively according to the legal hierarchy and norm design of technical regulations. Then in
the Civil Code we shall deem article 11 of the General Provisions of Civil Law which is
“Where any other law provides otherwise for any civil relations in particular such special
provisions shall prevail” as the legal basis to deal with the relationship between mandatory

standards and tort liability in order to connect with the Standardization Law.
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