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Abstract: Interpreter of statute who uses imaginary reconstruction tries to discover the intention of law—maker with re—
spect to the particular point in controversy if they are present. Imaginary reconstruction which stems from the idea of ‘eq—
uity in statute’ argues that judges should imagine what legislator would say in the face of ambiguity or obscene of statutory
language. The intention of legislator reconstructed can be divided into three type—application intention semantic intention
and purposive intention—which means judges using this method should consider all relavent information so as to get a coher—
ent result . As a substantive— evaluating gap filling methods however interpreters should pay attention to questions about
the generality level and proxy of legislative intention the reconstruction of historical condition and value judgement. Only by
perceptual knowledge and rational knowledge can judges receive appropriate answer from imaginary reconstruction.
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