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Study of the Applicable Requirements of the Changed - circumstance Rule:
A Study of Item 26 in No 5 (2009) Legal Interpretation by the Supreme Court of China

WANG Hong & ZHANG Wei
( School of Civil and Commercial Law Southwest University of Political Science and Law Chongqing 401120 China)

Abstract: If No 40 (2009) Legal Interpretation issued by the Supreme Court of China leads to a dilemma in the application of the
changed — circumstance rule then the complexity and abstract of this rule itself should be the root cause that the Supreme Court re—
quires all courts to use it with caution. The Supreme Court’s revocation and alteration of some related judgments by Hubei Provincial
High Court and Jiangxi Provincial High Court reveals the difficulty in the application of this rule due to irresistible factors. Domestic
studies on this rule have remained basically at the theoretical level with some abstract discussions. Thus it is worthwhile to further the
study on . the applicable requirements of this rule in the perspective of interpretivism.
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