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sander Peczenik, “Jump and Logic in the Law: What Can One Ex-
pect from Logical Models of Legal Argumentation?”, ed. in Logical
Models of Legal Argumentation, by Henry Prakken and Giovanni
Sartor, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1997, p.297. also
“The Passion for Reason”, ed. in The Law in Philosophical Per-
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Mathematical Thinking in Legal Interpretation

CHEN Lin- lin
(Law School, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100871, China)

Abstract: There are similarities between law and mathematics. By citing a mathematical testifying method,
the judges can find or establish an auxiliary theorem so as to testify whether legal interpretation can have
ultimately the “real” or general objectivity. By analyzing the particular case, mathematical testifying meth-
ods such as method of case exclusion, method of exception exclusion and integrating method of auxiliary
theorem contribute to the interpretation of judges. But due to the differences between mathematical proposi-
tion and standard proposition and the particularity of legal interpretation, mathematical thinking is just an
idea or a kind of rhetoric in the application.
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