BXZiE. AITEESER
—EFREERERRAEAERNN A

x A

B OE. OBSFEERBLAAT (AFER PR A ARRERS) — X, RAT “F
AR D ASE", FREIREEXZAOTIAER, HE—8F, ANMELALG LA
R, KR T AL - Hi4redE BRI, MR T EIERGGEEE AL XERST
M F L ELTL, ALAA, FEREORE, RO LZARES, BMta £
B 8 kR P Lk P E R R AR E A, 2R, LSBT ARES, LI A—
AL T RG, L—BRFNOFTES, EREREOMBEEFEKSTIIRE, LA
BRAFEALIF ARG AL, A-EERBETHRZ-RAEL LK, EERIEORESR
FRHHmAR LERR, RA—FRALESCEGFT R4,

K. EXEH; ALHR; A-EEREBST; FEXEAHBIEL; KAk

[ FE4 %S ] D903 [ X#kIRBIRE ] A [ XEHE ] 2096-6180 (2020 ) 02-0073-11

—. 5 - B 5ENEE

iR HEAEEEX R L 2ME )5, EEKIN AR —EEmAT, JidhiEdz it
AEE . 19 g 20 A, BARERA T EREN, TR, WSREEE, BURZ iR
&% (modal logic) HIHBL.

RS (modality) RS >R B A [ 7 R RAR I B AE (AR BEHE ) o RN Fn It 2
VU SE00JE s : B DT R AR B o BAS B A& I 1) P 60 25, 60 3 W e 5 AN W] g % (possibility-
impossibility )« T SZ M A AE T s M (existence-nonexistence )« W #R P A SR 4 (necessity-
contingence). ' B S RSB BRI T “ LRI N CATRER” Man R
) B0 35 oA B R BT )2 AR &R, niE 4R (deontic logic) I #1248 (temporal logic)
FME &2 4 (doxastic logic) %5,

AR S ENZRE T BB A A SR T, MBS Z 5 PR « 558”7 “ alRe”

[E#HFBANT £, %L, hEBEREREEEF RBEE, M LS.
(1) Immanuel Kant, CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, translated by Friedrich Max Miiller 58 — 67 (2nd revised ed., New York: Macmillan 1922).
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COIRT “RRVE” SRR SN HEAA R, 0 B A T I A AT HEEARAIE .

B EEEAHYICR. “DEONTIC” —IaJi B A MHE, B “ %7, # UBH R
T “HTEY MRS IEAE P, BT VST EERIE S WERTRIAR A, ORA. TETE,
W3 fr iz F R R O RE S A2 8, RIS BARRBF AN F AR . 18 SOZ 4R 1) H I 03 7R
584 CEIEAER” W, (HE SCOZ AR 2 — NN 2. e E AA EE (truth
value) ? WIS KA HAE, WA K ANEHEE? EEA H MR E L2 o IR AR N 5
(Jorgensen’s dilemma), * H5g, & i BARA EME, HEMEEFE “H 28”7 (validity), [
PR E AT, Y

fErp ke, B SGEIECAHE, O EE, B GEENIERGIT, BT TR R -
F§ (Georg Hendrik von Wright). 1939 AL 7E SIHF K 7 WL 31 9% |5 5 2% SRR AR W H, o508 1l 1) 2
ARNA . HEFPARGTH U Al BAT 2 R, BF AR SR R 8 2 IR . 35« BRI 7 ot
BREZA NI, — R Z4ER R R TE, 84, BEH gwiE. AR T 4R AR I I SR A 4R
TR BN T E P .

1951 4, IER4ERFR BT 0, 5 « fiREE QLR RE BRE TRMIB S (B LE
BEY ', HOChR G BUE SOB R AL . V5 - BN, TE GBS EN AN . i
WA ZE T OCT “R. FREAMEIR Y 1 am PRy IR (alethic modality), i L2
S RIVER] 7 S AR ONIE A (deontic modality ).

HERLEMES R N =F, BI4A%R (necessary). FIHE (possible). %A (contingent), —Ff
MESH AR “ A7, B XESM S8 =, Bl X% (obligatory). ¥ (permitted) %%k
(forbidden), =P # TR FIFTE, 73701 X9 55 (we ought to do) VA (we are allowed to do)+
2511 (we must not do)o

o« WURF LU T LRSI R ANE AP, R B A AR . ARSI AR
R HT O, M TREAEE PGS “ X557, FEEHRE5E O (obligatory [ E
TR FoR. AEESEED WA REE O, A TREANE S e S “VrR 7, EEH
KEFEEP (permitted I H 7B Fox. HHEBEAZHPIARGEE T O, HE TR
FHRRTERE S <47, FEEH RS FEEF (forbidden E 78 HIR.

(2) Ted Honderich, THE OXFORD COMPANION TO PHILOSOPHY 186 (Oxford University Press 1995).

(3) Jorgensen, IMPERATIVES AND LOGIC 288 —296, Erkenntnis 7 (1937). M4h, HEEIFEFHBUK (Gilbert Ryle) Ny, i L HEAR
FAZHEN AR WA S2E” (topic neutrality), Ak i SE 4R A BT /& B AR AEAQ BRANE RS ORI AT, st n ) =X LA 2 2 1
BES ST R, ARG IEA B B R

(4) Pablo E. Navarro, Jorge L. Rodriguez, DEONTIC LOGIC AND LEGAL SYSTEMS 50(Cambridge University Press 2014).

(5) Simo Knuuttila, THE EMERGENCE OF DEONTIC LOGIC IN THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY 225 —248 (In Risto Hilpinen ed., New Studies in
Deontic Logic 1981).

(6) G. H. von Wright, 237 DEONTIC LOGIC, MIND, NEW SERIES 115 (Jan., 1951).
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e JREIE R RGEA N ZRINER . B—EERE TN (act). H « MiFii: “H
AV E R — AT, BEEFRN LSS RVFR) . ZAIERTIRLE R T 4
PORGFRIXELE RKPG NAT N (act).” 38 R ZE X HE T (deontic operator), Hlt A2 & 1R YAl
&: O Py Fo SB=EZEZm@ (proposition), HIIE E-FFAT NI S RRIER), WZEiEH
MR CF D, BRiF A1TA (PA). FHIUE R ZE LA EiEN (principle of deontic distribution)
Fid 2% )5 U (principle of propositional logic), R @i = (147 A 54T 2 8] 5 -5 i it 2 [8]
HIZ R R

e WRFHET TAT AWM ST Re 2R R, JFFTUMSH. BAZITANGEXR
(negation), L A RIRFERFEAT N, ZAT NG EHE~A. A, fhik LA H (conjunction-).
HriL (disjunction-) ZE# (implication-). [F{H C(equivalence-) FKiEFHMT R [H] 1) 25 Fh 2 45 ¢
R, R SERWT: A&B. AvB. A—B. A~—B. & « #iEmA M8 s 7o T vl
M55 BEIEZ AR, AR 7 V22 IR WA R, (B2, 267 36 [EVA 2 208 SE/RTB I
R R EH A, D« BRI R Ee R IR RS E 1Y), JE SO E A .

o« BREE AT R, R T RF SRR P RIRVER], YRR AT ARBRA “PA”,
2Bk AT ARBA~ (PA). O Rom 55, WR AT AR LS, WREHN OA, M UIEKIR A~
(P~A) 1« BWRF IS BIGT “Vrnf M5, 2B R R” B — b & e, X ik
W—=, 7L,

F—, RTWT . WX T—ANEAART R, BRIEmAm, #gvraT, Fian, AT
fH (We may smoke), {HILATW AT LA (But we may also not smoke). IL7EIE X bl
“Indifferent”, FHV5 « #i4F (D05 JE SCRIB L2 . “Hence smoking is here a morally indifferent form of
behaviour”. 5 « #RF TR N “Indifferent” FEH SCIERE T, HOEUMERE, BRI “EAKOK”,
HERR )& RN “YERAMIE”, B, BNEESZAT ARG, AU, Bk
VUBR . B R AN . T T AMT N A, 38 BB “Indifferent”, #
Fn A (PA) & (P~A),

F, RTEIE. —MT N A SZAT ARMRAT N, #EE L, B S RRZ&~ (PA) &~
(P~A), 5 « WRFANIXZEHE R JE. B, AT AMmAREAT Sy RN sk ik, stanfEfE
FHERBAS T, — AN R HOM e A AR BN E N AT BE (impossible), 7EIZ % 2 ANRE AL
AE N RS i AR 6 R 75 R T AR A O (false), 7E3Z4E BB ARSI,

Haz, X—ib W diRn, Mol RS S BEEBES . VBT R R SR R, X2
FRRIIAR TR . AR AT ARAE AT IR @A S o/, AT N2 RIAE R &, TEE R

(7) [35] 15 « #iks: GEXCEHED), FPHEE, | CGmRIm), BREgmiE, A « 30 « Fra =B 2003 4R, 5 380 Ti.
(8) Supranote (6), at8.
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)75 E (negation) K&, B4 FAFFERAL,

FETE TR, BIAnEVEER It S b, AT A S AT RIS DAAE 1, 4 R SE /R BB R
WA ER N Duty (+) M Duty (—), EAERZSE EATE, w3475 ENIRF SR T iGN
BHIPE, RIPASRTE A Ve ) N S AE B SR T R AN AT BE R AR AT I, HE, PN EEERIY
REARTIER

W=, RTVWAITMZIERR R A WERAVFRT, stdiib; s Xy & e
AR IEAT A B, AT SRV 5 57 (We are not allowed to steal), NGk 2FRATAMN K5 (We
must not steal) .

0, KTV LSHIRR. RPN, HfSERA:

(1) PAZfHT OA, HI PA<——O0A Kkl L& 5 o

(2) OA ZiiR% PA, HI OA—PA Fik— il L EF .

Ak, AL B R B, WA A, ke, fE2HE FOAIRERESE . WiREsE B, W%
REEIE A 5 ARERN (PB) — (PA)) — (N (PA) =N (PB)).

15 o JOURE AT B 25 58 BB S TC VR DR i R B R DU, Ak PR e FE b B AR A, A
“COn AR OB TP AR ER IS FH B R A (logic truth), 18 AR MR SR 1> BB 7

T8 SCGZ AR A H PN TR SR B B BRI E S, &SGR R RS T4, 2 2
PR R AE A A R T . B SGRERAI 2 JE, iR RIEENS Y, B GRER R

=, ERREEEXRARAERSENEE

e BRI LR S0 GE UB#H) RET 1951 4, EFFRENZ IS0 CRIVEHMEE R 1)
FEAVERME ) REET 1913 4, JLIAIMHRE 38 4F. 5 « URs AN RIE SR, A BA B Bl B JE Rl
1830, TEANTT e R DUEE JE /R A R & B R T At B SZ (T8 SO R I B B S, E TR RIE A
T A, M B BOR BT TR — IUE SCR AR AR TR . A R A Bt 1.

e BRI IAE S GESGZR) sTiik =25, (HICT RN . BB IR Z AL
RAE G R FE R AR SC, X T8 SCGEHR I HE R SUR T8 SO AN Z A = N
BRAVMTR o B FE /RIS AR AN B 251 33 4750 « BURF AR I (CESCGEHD) —3C, (B2, R

(9) MAROHTIEEFAR PR 71X — W,  WRTARAESE 4 ik KRR JE B (Bugenio Bulygin) fJ43#/T: Certain acts such as issuing
such commands as !p and !p(to command p and its negation, that is, e.g., commanding one to open the window and not to open it) in normal
circumstances regarded as irrational. Such relations are logical in a different sense, for they are based not on the idea of truth, but on the
rationality of the activity of norm-giving. Therefore, the logic of norms may be regarded as a logic of rational legislation. See Pablo E. Navarro,
Jorge L. Rodriguez, DEONTIC LOGIC AND LEGAL SYSTEMS (Cambridge University Press 2014, Prologue by Eugenio Bulygin), pxiii.

(10) V5 « ks 2 J5 26 T8 UGB A EZ /W : C.E. Alchourron and E. Bulygin, Normative Systems, SPRINGER (1971); H.—N.

Castaneda, Thinking and Doing, THE PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS OF INSTITUTIONS, Reidel, 1975.
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55 R AER AT DG BRI 2 BEAT X 14

EIERERNE R R L AR T LU, « #ke (018 SCZ AT 4 R I IE AN 58 3

s 15 e R LAEAT A OB X B, M SRR E LA R R AT FUXT B 15 « Wiy
it SO Ay N =Fh 5% VRT, ZEik, AREFAROX RS ERMVE (norm), TMAEKIYE

il (norm proposition), T IE/REEHIR FEXT G MG A, 2 J5 3 ik R CEg X —n
B, MY VE SERR b SITEAT Y, TRRTE A S R R, OGBSI TR R R, 1D - H

Fehaslh 118 SCGZ R AAEL .

B, e FRE =MAI GE R RIS VRl 2Rk, Rk, S AEEIEERAEH
ST AT, AHSRRT o — S, 2 R AE A AR RIAT ot “AER” b5 “AMER”. fEETE
IREERESAERE T, PR AGZ A duty SRR, BIEZIRN duty (), JEEFRRN duty (—).
o WA EMENX — i, SR ETRVE 7RG 8, ONAS R AR, RN A n]
Redi ) [/ — TR AR R &R

= 1 e BRI =NE E AT, BTl RN RS IR (power)
FEID « PR I OB AR P RN B AT o 170 7E 8 FE /R AR AR B, AL 72 5 AN FE R AR O
MR, BB R RTE A R S o A TR AR .

SV, e GURR A P EIEARAS I AR OR AR E UBAS IR, M RRZ A “RAT R RIEN 7, dn itk fE
H L ERE, R IB R S T SRR R A i St O RE IS, SER a2
TE SGZ P S, M right (claim) V& duty, M no-right (no-claim) J#ZEH privilege, M
power i ZEH liability, M disability 25 immunity . BEFPESEAEI « B 0E SR &2 F .

B, EIERERNEEMSNAROCRE®R, SRR TESCEEP RO EE. EETE
IR NE S HERE T, right A no-right. duty fl privilege. power Al disability. liability Al immunity
IR IR 2o (HAE, )« BURRZEE SCZ R, & S E ] BB FHA AR (epistemic
modalities) H1[{JIE 5, FSECHEM, IRUEA RIS .

DAfE, R EE A R R OB =Bl X2 H L 2 AR 8 A AR R A 1)
EH. B2, MEZESIRE, FEREEAGEH =ZBat, & EE, WiE G2 E.
FE AR RIE AR ML S I S E AR O (e th), i SCEERAL T H 1M A,

EHEHEE, N AEIEREIIL e R T I\AMEES R RE? 9t A Z AT R A
{F R 1E claim. duty. power —/MEE I, TMILRME? —MWKM A REE, EIEREELERE T

(11) T RUTEFIRETE iy B 1) 22 S 1 0, DLRATAR 3 23 M i 32 K (135 /F . Pablo E. Navarro, Jorge L. Rodriguez, DEONTIC LOGIC AND
LEGAL SYSTEMS (Cambridge University Press 2014, Prologue by Eugenio Bulygin), pxii. CH % F]: #0555 MTE ar @R FRI 2 — 52,
XRG4 75 58 FAT Y i R 5 8 AN —RER, Biltn, YPRr RO G, HRE G BRI privilege. I G 117
HE: BRI RS, AR E R L, MRER “BAZIE A |7, 5 “UaEEadm” [,

(12) a0, 5 « #RpEE I, permitted Al indifferent Z [A[¥) 22 57, FSMIT I PTTRE S (AR, X P aCr (28 LA Hid s
HEL.
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FERRPI RN T @ MEPIFZ 4, LA, B RTERT 5 28 M HE 5 th oAl TR i
fil 52 57 B R 2,

=, FRZENTSK: MRAEXRBEFERE

BARHCFA R IBIE T S 5 A e K (Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz) M4, At i 28— i i)
e, ARG H— B/ SHRIERG, FU/EARIN EA R ARl . S)eAn e ik
HEME RS, AR I A K, B A5 1E F 7, AR Z N “ Characteristica Universalis”
CHREES), it “A TIXPARTE, AT b 22 F05E 48 (7] Bk Be % L -FARAE TLART 2 A
SMTh—REREATHER . T KA, IEFEA SR Z AN, WA KW TAHE,
RO R A2, fEARATAL TR, Mitdi—A (R, ARAEIE: FRATRESA,
s 7.

A JEVR 1646 4F A TEFE SR A I3 R F3RF 7 L, Z a5 T — WKk T1E
FREM s O HEET RS, B2, R RPN, T RAR I At
BT IR TE K22 HE , T 1666 3R AL 2 L2 A AR I VE T, 2 5 K IIFE DA B, (Hanover)
FEMIR, MRIAE. BHEE AP 5K, R SRS A b 2L [
BB TR 43, A2 28— A3 R G RHA BIACTE . (a systematic scientific legal code) 1BEAH
M, RS AR BT S A B, BB RN AE A . B ARE P AKE
FE) B IE 113K 7 (a true alphabet of human thought) Al /E X L6455 17+ 5 1. A (calculational tools
for manipulating these symbols), /& i+ 5 A B T IE AR I 5 — i S & . '

TEEAEAOR OB AR K H SO NSRS . TEVERE b, VP2V ERRS R TIE IS 2 e
g, FEOEEANS YA, FERERMRNETIR. RN ECEEAE, EERL K
W7 R, RUONIREE TG & 2 B R 2 el AN s Fhe i o, s vH R AR .

BEE AP R BB T, FEN B AR H TERSR, FE-BE&&HEREZE
BT RS, R EVEARGIFE AR IR (legal ontology ). IEENE G AIZ 7 E 40 177
S B, BEBARES, TN ENRGIHEE, SCIUEERER N TR EE .

X THEIES, WELWIES CAERF 17, B2 HRES, MAEZEYFEN
CNTIES7. BRIES SMEZES AT X, I R1E AT B 2 B0 s S, B IESE R
AR BRI, HmASIER RE o EIRE MRS, B AN TIES, BHEX R DR ER

(13) Arthur J. Jacobson, Hegel Legal Plenum, in HEGEL AND LEGAL THEOR 97 (Drucilla Cornell eds. et al., 2016). Bt4b, f#EE
FKHBFI A 5 (Georg Jellinek) T2 ERAURIR R B, S5EFE/REMBCFIE NI IEF ML, [HRREG . See Georg Jellinek,
System der subjektiven 6ffentlichen Rechte, Tiibingen, Scientia Verlag Aalen, 1919.

(14) D& (FEHFEFELY CFED, BLEHIE 1986 Hhit, 25 119 7.

(15) Roger Berkowitz, THE GIFT OF SCIENCE: LEIBNIZ AND THE MODERN LEGAL TRADITIO 49 (Harvard University Press 2005).

(16) Martin Davis, THE UNIVERSAL COMPUTER: THE ROAD FROM LEIBNIZ TO TURING 15 (W.W.Norton & Company 2000).
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lﬂjﬂéo a7

B IERERORTE, R L2 ARIET, Ek B L E mRERH TR H H REERAE NS,
Hp R, BOalilk T BARET, BV RN S R4, 2 BN SiEE. K
TEBHWT: B, EIEREBSEE TS MBS ARTERMOVRETN, ZI0ECCH, XL
FEE ERES TIIEH, B2 X . i, right —iF, EEI/RERIESE S, U
A RESRAD AU 4 BAMEAT 47, B claim, T H 285 5 T right J102 48 A iR A B ROR 26
B EARREMES M P S 2 BAT TR TR Catomic), SEIEHEEI “ BN AT RE,
FEMSMERMIIgE. =, EFREMSEECLUSTMSEMSZRZEXR, KK
RAMMRKZR, MHEZ R ATIEATIZ AR SRS R S ok R AE1E JE/RTERE SR M R P (1
2, REFSHRFRRTTA, mEAEARIE T R

B2, EIERERES R M BARE R B ARE E P IEIE, B BAE S 2, HAT)
fEF, A ERANTESZ “fF57

M. ATEgERPEEARKIL: NERRHS

N TR RESTIR A A48 Contology) M5 HT%%. “ontology” — iR T %A iE1EH onto (47
7E) Fllogia (Ic#). TEHZEH, AR ERTHAAREHF, MHXTTIANRE (epistemology).
THENR AR “ A7 SRS B AR, RMEREIR T THREL, e
FETH LA B 2 W A0 — SR s AT 5 R GE. TFENUACBE R HERE PR (I FF 5 R 48,
T EHL BRI AR AL . NP EN CARRR M, X CRIERR”
(transterminologization) % . “ontology” B ANAMKE, HLA S ERHEEETUNET L,
S FUCK N T RE AT T8 1 “ontology ” — A1 BN “ B TR R 7Y, BARE LHEH,
HARGEB . th @y “miRARkie”", He, BN “HFSAKE”, HARZEAR.
HAT, RTAEIR R E R ITEE K2 AN LB L X %M » #E& 20 (Tom Gruber)
HARIE 1993 FERFIWSL CH IR AL SR AR B E ) spag k. 2 fhi e SO: Akig
LSRR B A 2 AL 1B (an ontology is an explicit specification of a conceptualization ) 20
o XEE T8, B BT AT R 5 3G R NFIRERAE Ty T8 AR
52, NLERERARIL R EAE “Ba” e BRI EGRBL RS . M

(17) [3£] B » M. L (Trving M. Copi)s F/K « BHE (Carl Cohen): (F#HZETw) (5 13 50, KEZE. HAM. WHESE
P, EARKFE AL 2014 0, 58 337 TL,

(18) 4&fn3k: (Ontology PFERATA? ), (BIEAIEFF) 2004 455 6 1, 511 W,

(19) BEM: (AR ERIEY—FRIE “ontology” I SCRITE), (HEBHEAE) 2007 4F58 2 3, 28 14 Ti,

(20) Thomas R. Gruber, Toward Principles for the Design of Ontologies Used for Knowledge Sharing, 43 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL
HUMAN-COMPUTER STUDIES 907 — 928 (1993).

(21) Tom Gruber, Onfology, in ENCYCLOPEDIA OF DATABASE SYSTEMS (Ling Liu eds. et al., 2009).
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SR A R B AR, B AINIRI S, AR — RIS LS, XA
BMSCA (human-readable text), 1HZ, tFENLERN. BRI, KA (RIELR) #HF}
PRGHENL, BERIEG (RiE8R) TS RAER, FAMEFZRANMMTSH, 4
AT ENLIE S . X2l “ MBS RIFTS 7 it .

X NTRRE, Bl “AR”, A ARt ()2 5L, e — P s ORI R4 (that
which can be represented). 153 — 8 1AM S RELL— P AFFHIIEN RS (in a declarative
formalism) &R, LR RGIEST 55 (semiotics) HHHFRZ NIRIK (universe of discourse), I,
RS — RV HIFR R ARIE (a set of representational terms) . 1S3 HH IARTERF 5 5 NS AT 13 SCAFHEL
gh. FRL, BARAERMMES REHATIEANE R, JHEd— RIERAH (formal axioms), U1
ERAUR)E OB, RO ENARA FTIEENRT S RS, KRN TR BRI, K
IR R N TR, BRI REREN, &M T — RVIGFRE, WiEmE (clarity).
—FPk (coherence). T JEE (extendibility). #z/ MRS ES (minimal encoding bias) %, *

MEL EfbrEE, EFRERIARERN S RAEFERFEGHE S ME, EFRENIMERR LR
BT SRS, H 2 OB OB > R S #4087 (relation algebra) T Y,
E R BIZEAN . BT, EIERERE NS M C & BOE N L R USRI AR 18

B, ATEEREFREXZENAR: XRMFERRN A-EFREES

FERE TR /RGEAY « Wiks 2 5, ESOEHIMRER 2 H, JTCHRRIE SR M EFREM S
FE RS A TSR TR e disl, K58 SRR E A SR At . 25 SE0 Fu s A4
B2 M. OB, ML S A 6) CEIREMBIIZE) 2 % (EIRRERERSERNE
IE) 2 Biss. (G SCEEERTERG MR P RER) 2T B R: (EEANIZE) Y. £4
e GEERRMERER) ' il (BRI ).

fEREILHEF, N TR SEASU 0 7R g . 1982 71, Ebs “Z#. {525,

i

(22) Supranote (20), at 909 —910.

(23) LaRs Lindahl and JaN Odelstad, Normative Systems and Their Revision: An Algebraic Approach, 11 ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND
LAw 81—104 (2003).

(24) Azar Lalmohamed, Expressing Hohfeldian legal concepts, traceability and ambiguity with a relation algebra-based information system,
Master’s Thesis of Business Process Management & IT, Open University in the Netherlands, Heerlen, Netherlands, 2014.

(25) Anderson, Alan Ross, Logic, Norms, and Roles, 4 Ratio 36 —49(1962); Anderson, Alan Ross, The Logic of Hohfeldian Propositions, 33
U. OF PITTSBURGH L. REV. 28 —38 (1971).

(26) Fitch, Frederic B, 4 Revision of Hohfeld’s Theory of Legal Concepts, 10 LOGIQUE ET ANALYSE 269 —276 (1967).

(27) Jones, Andrew & Sergot, Marek, On the Role of Deontic Logic in the Characterization of Normative Systems, Proceedings of the First
International Workshop on Deontic Logic in Computer Science (DEON’91) 1991; Amsterdam.

(28) Kanger, Stig, Law and Logic, 38 THEORIA 105 —32 (1972).

(29) Makinson, David, On the Formal Representation of Rights Relations, 15 J. OF PHILOSOPHICAL LOGIC 403 —425 (1986).

(30) Thomson, Judith, THE REALM OF RIGHTS (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., London, England, 1990).
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ER” RSWIFERAT IR, 2200 0E R T SUZ R EIEF A3 (legal automation) RfI
N TR REAT o B - PV 1987 4E 5 A, 85— E b A T8 B 151248 K 2> (International Conference
on Al and Law) 2§47 %', I B W 4E28 47 — IR o TERKIN, 1988 4EVEHANI 515 B R 444 (JURIX)
FFIE24 /5. 1991 45 N T8 it 53 E PR b2 oL . 1992 4 N T2 it 5924 ) (Artificial Intelligence
and Law) Z&E 41T,

FEIE SCZ RN TR Betft 7o s, AR MBS soha i oTik 51 A H . 2012 4F ( N TR R 55D
I BRI T Z 0 E bR N TR e SRR S R BB 50 s P, Hd, 1997 EE PR A
EEEBE S (Layman Allen) AR % PR K 1F AL R GE 5w (Charles Saxon) (¥ 3 [H]
B (FEEFEREIAL AL A seBlR ) e, Y

FAE 1957 5, AAT Dl 28 SCZ 4R v DL TR Sy ih TR 2 4, wT UM RI ) A 3
H R A2 ELS R (logic consequence), #fBIZIEE BRI 2 AL, (4575 SCAS S N3 i -
UATE 20 tH4E 80 EARKR K T PR W SR — F L, Y LT FEIRE, HAh s AL R T A R
(3238 B0, Bt 1985 SEFHGATEM N LIE I E 7, 1981 4R Y E EEEERHIE OY, 1977 4 RR
(Thorne McCarty) <38 E Bivk 2 ) AL R LM & mwr 7.

1985 £ LARITE s &R Y, BFRTE FEIEREIESIR R, Bk r R s
T NTIEER A, WG . AR R T 1 A B ] PR S B E (Imperial College Library

(31) C.Ciampi, ed., Artificial Intelligence and Legal Information Systems, volume 1; A.A. Martino, ed., Deontic Logic, Computational
Linguistics and Legal Information Systems, volume 2. North-Holland, 1982. Edited versions of selected papers from the international conference on“Logic,
Informatics, Law”, Florence, Italy, April 1981; A.A. Martino and F.S. Natali, eds., Automated Analysis of Legal Texts. North-Holland, 1986. Edited versions
of selected papers from the Second International Conference on “Logic, Informatics, Law”, Florence, Italy, September 1985.
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Deontic Logic, Artificial Intelligence and Law:

—An Application of Hohfeld’s Formal Theory of Legal Relations

WANG Yong

Abstract: In 1913, Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld published the article Some Fundamental Legal
Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning, and established a formal theory of legal relations
based on his finding of “the lowest common denominators of legal concepts”. One hundred years
later, its value and vitality has been proved more prominent. This paper compares the deontic logic
thoughts of von Wright with that of Hohfeld, and expounds the significant contribution Hohfeld’s
theory could make for the development of deontic logic. Hohfeld’s terminology is, on the surface, a
kind of natural language quoted from judicial practice in the United States. However, in essence, it
is a set of symbolic logic of law. Satisfying the Gruber standard, Hohfeld’s concept matrix
necessarily serves as an ontology for legal artificial intelligence. A-Hohfeld language is an
important attempt. As a revolutionary symbol system, Hohfeld’s terminology will reshape
legislative technique in future.

Keywords: Deontic Logic; Artificial Intelligence; A — Hohfeld Language; Formal Theory of
Legal Relations; Ontology
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