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Abstract : To gpply crimina lav , we mug interpret it. The interpretation of crimina lawv should corform to prin-
ciple of legdity and be limited to the ” range of origna text” , which can be foreseen by ordinary person. Bx
panding - interpretation exceeding origina text isforbidden , aggravated penalty isforbidden, and iolated inter-
pretation breaching generd legal essence isforbidden. To inprove the intermpretation , three measures are supposed
to be taken: i. Amending the criminal law timely and regulating the legidative interpretation. ii. Inproving sys:
temof criminal law interpretation and cleaning up the judicatory interpretation. iii. Editing representative judg
ments and abiding by the guiding judicial decisons.

Key words: interpretation of crimina law, limitation of interpretation , principle of legdity
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