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The logic in special context of law

LIANG Qing-yin', ZHANG Nan-ning®

(1.The Institution of Logic and Cognition of the Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510027, China
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Abstract This paper investigates legal logic start with the relation between law and logic. An all-around
view of legal logic is put forward. Legal logic should contain the application of formal logic in law and the
special logic of law. The application of formal logic is a foundation. The special logic of law is developed
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basing on the application of formal logic in law and the special context through using modern logical
method. This paper discusses the logic in special context of law which including legal reasoning system,
legal argument system, the logic of legal reasons, legal subjective logic and legal expertssystem.

Key words legal logic, legal reasoning, logic of reason, subjective logic, legal experts system



