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Subject: Intellectual History Study on The Theory of “Subject — Matter of Dispute”:
Author & unit: CHAO Zhixiong ( law school Sun - Yet Sen University Guangzhou Guangdong 510275 China)

Abstract: In times of Roman law legal meaning and theoretical framework of the conception of “Subject — Matter of Dispute” had
came into being. The main content of the theory of “Subject — Matter of Dispute” in Roman Law was composed of classification
scope identification and contractualization of “Subject — Matter of Dispute”.

“Subject — Matter of Dispute” in Roman law and has gradually formed the theory of “Subject — Matter of Dispute” in modern

From Roman Law to Modern French Law

Modern French Law inherited the conception of

French Law which has been given an important role in the New Code of Civil Procedure. The prevailing criterion of “Subject —

Matter of Dispute” in Roman Law is absorbed by modern French Law which shows an example of the profound impact of Roman

Law on the civil procedure of modern civil law system.

Key words: Subject — Matter of Dispute; Roman Law; French Law
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