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(2) ZWRAR: QREISIE : — 06 T Rl B B 0 IR FE ) , (b B E2%)2007 4255 3 399,56 100 - 113 015 FH & (1%
AU LLAT AR ? 5 R TR SG A 1A I5 HEE TE RS A S AR (R E) , CBUiL 1895 ) 2008 4E55 4 4], 45 138 - 146 T,

(3) ZWHIGERABLE?) B REHPEE) (F7 14 55 2 ), dbat 2 Ak 2013 4 i, 57 429 - 469 115
INEER  CRe i NS A TR S IR D R MED , (rh Ah 2% ) 2013 4E5E 6 1,58 1105 - 1136 11,

(4) ZWHREE  QRE TS REBEE 0 T e ), (B8 35 ) 2013 42585 1 4, 45 46 - 60 U5 EIF I (& T ik
S AL B 2 A A MR VR DR - 5 R RO e AR T M) , Bk 1B 42 ) 2013 AR5 6 Y, 5 80 - 91 B,

(50 Ban, TEA Kk T 16 2P Mol SCHE P A A E R I T X PRI E 5K . See Mark van Hoecke (ed. ), Methodolo-
gies of Legal Research; Which Kind of Method for What Kind of Discipline?, Hart Publishing, 2011 ; Bart van Klink and
Sanne Taekema(ed. ), Law and Method: Interdisciplinary Research into Law, Mohr Siebeck, 2011.

(6) ZWEM: QEIEH A R FRE XL RE) , (PR BRI PEIE ) 2010 4R55 3 309,55 7 -8 WL,

(7) TEEE,“E¥IURE B A BURE ALY R RN E— R RA — A NGOG IE” . 20 b
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(8) TETLJ7 I8 BIE SO AR X " 5 k" SRR, (R A = ZE A G B, KB Rk A
TEEME&IE b, Bk AR — A TE” s A 2 e b, ok B MR EERT R L7 S WE & (B
SR IEAR L) (A 24 ) 2015 4EHS 130T, 5 198 - 223 B,

(9) ZULLEIRPEA Gk - QR ), EAME LI RAE 2005 427,55 113 - 114 5T,
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(10)  [FEIBTEIR - %R & (R 2 WA B ML R #2175 6 31 ) 2000 4E55 3 30,55 1 T,

(11] See Eugenio Bulygin, Legal Dogmatics and the Systematization of Law, Rechtstheorie, Beiheft 10, 1993, pp. 193 -205;
[ BA%E - Bl se e QL EISTERIE ) , &F V0, o [ 3 1 i At 2002 48 Rz, 565 311 5T,

[12] See Rob van Gestel and Hans-W Micklitz, Revitalizing Doctrinal Legal Research in Europe: What about Methodology?,
European University Institute Working Papers Law 2011705, 2011, p.26.

(13) See Mark van Hoecke, Legal Doctrine; Which Method (s) for What Kind of Discipline? in Mark van Hoecke (ed. ),
Methodologies of Legal Research: Which Kind of Method for What Kind of Discipline?, Hart Publishing, 2011, p.2.
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(14) See Kaijus Ervasti, Sociology of Law as a Multidisciplinary Field of Research, Scandinavian Studies in Law, Vol. 53,
2008, p.142.

(15] See Jans Smits, Redefining Normative Legal Science: Towards An Argumentative Discipline, in Fons Coomans, Fred
Griinfeld, and Menno T. Kamminga (ed. ), Methods of Human Rights Research, Intersentia Uitgevers N. V., 2009,
p.46.

[16] See Richard A. Posner, Legal Scholarship Today, Stanford Law Review, Vol.45, 1993, p.1654.
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(18] See Kaarlo Tuori, Two Challenges to Normative Legal Scholarship, Scandinavian Studies in Law, Vol.53, 2008, pp.193 -
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[ Abstract] The dispute between legal dogmatics and social sciences of law reflects the
awakening of the awareness of methodology in contemporary Chinese legal academia, but the
most important question faced by Chinese legal scholars in this field is how to promote the mutu-
al understanding and cooperation between the two. In the West, legal dogmatics also faces huge
challenges from social sciences of law and it has been defended by different approaches; taking
the factor of experience into account, turning to the explaining work, emphasizing the indivisi-
bility between descriptive and normative propositions, or justifying the doctrinal study of law
from the viewpoints of the rule of law and safeguarding the legal community. Meanwhile, the
possibility of a conciliation and cooperation between the two also becomes obvious. Though there
exist huge differences in proposition, methodology and basic idea between the two, these differ-
ences do not necessarily mean complete antagonism between them, but rather there is a possibil-
ity that they might get into cooperation based on division of usage. Western experience shows
that legal dogmatics should be put at the center of the cooperation in the context of the rule of
law. Firstly, the experience foundation and social conditions underlying legal dogmatics are the
basis of the cooperation; secondly, the different perspectives from which the same problem is
dealt with by the two imply the possibility of cooperation based on division of usage; and final-
ly, the assimilation and transformation by legal dogmatics of experience and materials is the

main approach to this cooperation.
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