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Abstract  The inherent relationship between legal thought of Kelsen one of the leading
jurists of the 20th century and neo-kantian philosophy is well known by academic community.
However the kind of the relationship and how they interplayed with each other is unclear. Being
the most important trend of philosophical thought before the World War Il in Germany neo-kanti—
an philosophy worked as the very inspiration and foundation of legal thought of Kelsen. Kelsen has
not only absorbed theory of transcendental cognition from Marburg-Neokantianism but also doc—
trine of judgement and validity from Heidelberg-Neokanitianism. It is right on the basis of these
two schools of thought that Kelsen” s legal theory has shaped almost all fundamental concepts of ju—
risprudence with which to establish legal science as a branch of science. Consequently these key
elements of neo-kantianism are studied by Kelsen’ s legal thought and even by philosophical
thought of law. However Kelsen himself has scarcely expounded neo-kantianism in his own writ—
ings. The author through exploration and study tries to reveal the kind of relationship between
legal thought of Kelsen and neo-kanitian philosophy and also to provide some helpful enlighten—

ment for the construction of Chinese legal theory.
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