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The Indeterminacy and Calculability of Law
Wang Hong
( Logic Institute of China University of Political Science and Law)

[Abstract ]Positive law is an incomplete non-coordinated open system. Law is uncertain and can be derived
and amended. It is impossible for the legislators to provide ready — made legal answers for each specific case so the
judges have to explore verdict reasons for solving the current case under uncertainty conditions of law. The process of
solving uncertainty of law is a process of legal reasoning. All legal reasoning can be summarized as follows: Interpre—
tative Reasoning Reductive Reasoning Deductive and Analogical Reasoning Dialectical Reasoning Equity Rea—
soning. Uncertainty of law and how to solve it which is the center problem and major issue of legal logic should and
can be studied from the view of logic. Previous legal logic system of classical logic with legal illustration didn’t in—
volve and solve the problem of uncertainty of law and its derivation. It didn’t cover the reasoning and argumentation
in the legal field adequately and cannot serve as the basic framework and main content of legal logic.
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