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1. 321200 ok A4

gutg oz gugA A AT SrhNe FPLET ZE 2FRFELS
Rk % ool 7Hta A= AAA g4,

53] 1 3 USE ATHLE T APEe o]9y TR QAsA fgken
2 YA dnt Hed BFEHLA s dPHd AL 2AE ol AREAR
EEOD FALFATI A TEE ZEA oF BHHEE ofFE dEYHA 7t
dA FEF APEE PEEL dE ofE FUH] SEE dAske EeHd 34
o] 3_1*7}9} ALY FAE e Jon 2E5GME 37t 5EF AHE BAS
I U 559 gHLFARE T2 7] gEolgs ot

¥ o] EEE 200284 E AAYER geAdE iR drHAE
** WME}L Hes 2, Hihaal
34, THAHAECH, , BFAL 2004, 8351
2) OMI g B A d5E fade A3, TEegARET  TedsE ERY,
1976, 7-1198 =,



06 HmAgEER-H miswn wowm

AT A7) FAE A& GrEA 2209 FH2EALE EdfsA GAT A
ool ATt ALAMY Agstn REd AR g APAAARE Y
A4Atel BlEo] 2o ARE weEe gus Holoh SwWa gAabael digh Apy
Al BAE nl2 Yol AAE & g ARYA] WY BN Aol 3
= AGAA gt ol Aol ol FAYNH} ul= Py, 53] dukg g A}
BHAL A7 A 99 AAYY #49 dn 13A BE ASdE ¥
o] gk 4 gl 9tk ¥} HAEE #Rd FA9 v HYsL JHEY
o] golut A U Fx] fEo) F4ALAS] AYE HHs)E gt 23w
T AL 1944 Stark v. Wickard ARH3e] SHAFN A A e Apg
HALE dEdog ZHA HAd o] FANA F ELL “old AdoA AR
9 el dAE 2AY A2 HY oln] FaiRo) oz FA s 28
A ARG gF APEHAE 3 olx AR YAAAG T APl S
U E Abd AEsopd g}

2. APEAANS SHAIsE B

(1) AFA e

nEEs #1Y AR A2gE o] APSAE AM(cases)® #$(controversies)dl
= Fadolgta Agtm glvk AlAAdelel &
g ooprl2 AFARY a7'E Eddn B 4 AU Lol APH o P4
of g A s A Folot, ol ujelA AAAY Hele A FQ
& Ao drh diAfl of AR do] SR diele FAA} glojor Hn
HA o2 tEdet 443 ojdo] Qlojof vy, 3t HAH Ho] Qlojof et
A9 HEE 9A aAdetd daudA 49 olde] lsle] dRE st &
AR A} 94 (doctrne of standmg), Y17} A7 A7} A$AHA0E AHgo] HY
=7t o2& gddl= AeAe 93(doctrine of ripeness), 240 F4E 7R &
9 o]dlo] {A=Eevte qEE wuais A4 P&(doctnne of mootness) F2)
AR AREL 236 Ao FHAao

AEHOR A g APHAARE ol2jd AAAo] Al HESL Fojopul

w 0T

M rfe

3321 U8 298
4y 321U S 310
5 T, THEAAREL , AR, 1998, 184
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498 F A& Aolvh oA £ o FANA FolA AdY dAE FREA R
o fH2 gEy gAases JP ¢ Aok Fo] €k

(2) A=y

dutdoR YARNE 715999 AFBAE F2E 5 ded o FdA 714
A 224 2d2 g 9FaA 71E50A BFHE d4890)7] GEo] ol o
@ APEAARE E olEEol gtk ST ¥ P8 EEd) ARALE P
e AFA9ol g PR A ARl A od 7lFEeR HAE Fok EX B
2% W7t gt 58] mFdAe A gF APidaet §d A3 o
& AFIAALR siMEo) St Aotk

7oA AFolehs el dEME 28 A%E B =7t d%ith £3) Davs
wps Yol EAEH g R FE FAAY AFo|He Aol AFHed o)y
AFAL YAz AgojA Axde] ol AXE, Ao} ohiw B, Aol ohd
S FtAT 2 A8l s ATex Atz gled 99 e xdolztn
AZbE) =g Koch 249 “gAYolzty sk AL FE ABolgd: fold o
Avjdch. FHHL 2AH AYE] 474F R Qe B BAES A% YAE
8 Adsta e ARE YA 4 FAEGAA LoitF gL AFPY
£ P33 =R 58 5 gl

ol AFY mAE FLAAT, 7N o Fad FAs AFAAE 94
3] Aabstestd gich

23 dsHAdM s S9N, $719 14, P54, vHAd3, A% A7,
fhdEEe] 57, 4 239 23 Ee AFFHol& T vuF F4Hela gl
A 71EE ARAAY 71E2E AT YA gAY dhE APHA]
AHjudicial review)® AP oz Q& FHEHAL PARFLU] 7]F(deference
standard), ‘“AAFA 71F(substantial evidence standard), ‘EH7]F (arhitrarmness,

capriciousness, abuse standard) $9% 7|22 A7 9},

6) Kenneth Culp Dawis, Discretionary Justice, {Lowsiana State Umv Press, 1969), p3

7) Charles H Koch, "Judiciai Review of Admmstrative Discretion”, 54 George Wastungton Law
Review 469(1986)

8) ajdd, “AFol&e] oA Ao} (T EEF FHAT A6 ALE, 1908 5), 1749,

9) Peter L Strauss & Todd Rakoff & Roy A Schottand & Cynthia R Farina, Admimistrative
Law, nmth edition, (New York The Foundation Press, inc., 1995}, 0.520. ¢|le)A = Strauss et al2

mﬁﬂa‘éj-



W8 AHAFEESF mion mon

SAE S ME FFHY AFAZFHIE AP EAE R vk A
o] f2lelAl AAlsz vlb At Ak

0. B gt APEHALS] B9 e 2573

L H9

ulZ AurgAAUAPA) ATHAPEAAL judicial review)oll e FAALA] g
APg4Ale] H9E RSt e, $e9 SA4LE ddd #3EHE APRAEAY
T HY'd dAMe A0627} o1F AHstn Yt
F 2L gga 2 P44 A APEAAE Ak Ak

) F33 239 A8 Adolyt 79T E299) o[ g7}

(2) =3 & AN 3399, 349D, 4249 & B H234

7b H9Foln du2el e AFAY PAt =E AF 24, Ve MEE A4S
U @A 7iddoly AgnAd ANsE 4

o Ao 4agd, A3, ¢4 2 gy

g AR Ad 2R A4

uh, AYd FALo Ao AAH FAuY|

ol FAH A A dig AP L] F4de novo review) B Huk

A0

2. A2%55%

(1) B89 2%(Special Statutory Review)

0|32 AlE MYz ot delelnm YRR diF APEAME AT
Ao old o] Falol AFS FUJNE BRAF Rt Frt. oo A ALBH
A AT032E "AFIAAE FEE 252 A 1A dE HYdA 2%
g & e Al dig Bie 52 AFEY 7Ad ot dn 7R3 gl
th o} AL sjdstw PAAA G APFAdAL & FAHAEY A HA 7
o oJgt ago] Hrh ofF o 7 dEAY Aol HE 19149 AFFHHA
3% (Federal Trade Committee Act)o] #33tR A& adolch & P AFH

rle
1

e e gm %
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ZAo] A& dF ojsEAe]l d¥gaEdd dRLAEE AV HYS T4

g AES 2AZ O YFAAE AAE Aok Aeds 8344 JAAY
7b AWFAYAspgolu dudAAAY, dE Sol et AEd IH P4
2 B Ho] AR A BAH(Secial Security Act)L 583 kAL Al
A4 gYdeF FA4 T AT A2 A ddgage] Ay Yol Hu

(2) AEFAEAY 2%(APA Review)

19 Z4AR S8 AEAA APE AR} FAFHY QA g& dde 9
FAHARAPANA REHE HAFY HZA(declaratory Judgement)®, FA-31H3
A B #H (writs of prohubitory or mandatory injunction)ll), 141 3 %H3Hhabeas corpu
siido] ofate] FAAAL dFd APJAALE I "ot of A 7 FEE dde
A A AT BEEd 99 AFAERoY olF FAA B8 § A TS
AR EAg o)A AAss4ck

(3) %% 24(Common Law Review)
7} &l Ak A4 (Damage Actions against officers)

= oA F AR FRAL A9 ne] EE FA2 A & g3 BF
HEe S AgE FEEAT dTFAe YR A 1959 Barr v. Malteo

10) o) Mda pAL 28 ALl g9 &' sFdrkn Eo) 280w @
F FPr$YoA FRFHNAESF o FolgaE i JAFHE FIYAYEAN4LS Fol o7
of slgdct olof dislde AAE, AAAY 1L, godAl, 2001, 4548 F=

1) o] FAH&A(munchon)E AAF FAI cjEo] wZ duAAAA AT Fag TAH
F2] shtelr}, ol Common Law 4re] e FAMel gl o YAYol £59 PA4shEL
FAH e AL FAA7 4 Bate BHE Ec) o] FAFEE WwilE 442E AH, GA
Ao A HEZ 5 v Ed7t AdE €7 golek @ A E4, Common Law ol HEd 7
Agge] flojof ke 7 7R |E & & Ath

12) RIABRFEAARE 4700 o3 Byoz Ml ALS T4%E A5 FAN] 9
@ FAFHeRA 16793 GFolA FHZE thgolzl e Aol AaARF YT o APHAAL
= olg g T4 Algte] diF B4 FEo 9L o ad Aoy ddbide FE
o] Fe|Fukal HozA ] ERTD R o)FHUT o] AL AFY £ 9 A= HFF
A 2ol BE olgdAdE A ¥7PEA AAY £ oy AFAL QA dd ddEd

g fatd AT £ 9o olF tEA} 71 et HE 739 ot Agw

A7k afo] digh Azt ARHe) oo WeiE YeFolgHARMN, TGuEHEs, Y4
Z3A) 1985, 2619 A=F,

= OB.
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AR Qs A7) AR HY UelA olfgd omd 9 AdPHE 25EE
o] Byl Aujgoz wfdrie ZEE UG AUAA PEAT A%
F5 e Ao dig vFe F2AG A4 vieE Lo} A ddolst 1988
W odur3Rde] EXgAAUAE £ uidel @3 P E(The Federal Emplovees
Liabilty Reform and Torts Compensation Act}e @3FHo] AFHY welA e
42 A3 A7d BEYAATFLEA e FEFFe] Bt Bnn FAE o
thit ol 289 FALFAAY FnihE Tol JAHA TF 9 &R QY
o024 7t dasd T gz olfY & Qlrk

i A3 Y% 3 Mandamus) &%

48 A5FPGTL Heo] FAK FFHUANA AT YT o|FE A
37] slald 2ajAE GFoI G2 RPN BEE o] A=EE FFHEY
TR g ARQle] FAANZEA v|FPUAE PolEd AT 3] 71599
of haiM Tt AHgEo] & o] GFL tgd T A 7HA 20| Aot UF
20 A4, dudde FAH 29 48 Aefrt Aol 3 EA, AndAE
F&l FAS J& 977 FejFo] glojef sy, AA, o] 4% o o AP
M= glojof gk

o] 4L FAFTTUoA FHA = HolER oo EFEHA oW 1 FFYL
HArEzz AES 9 Hed o e o Axe AFAE A H3UG e
A2 uFqAE 71&8 B ofz} AR R olE ARk =47t AS
Az AQe AT 4% FHE HAvh

o}, Abdol4H A Certioran) 2%

ol AFHYdA AR AAo] o AFHY Y I ARE olFdetn
Hate dAAEE AR o= A ARAH] g AbFAARe] FRAo] st
7] T AubiHYe 1913 Degge v. Hitchcock AHAINGA AALAL] APHAAL

13) 360 U. S. 564(1959).

14) 28 U. S. C. §2679(d).

15) 2%3, ‘0= FALE gloiqe 4458, (TYAT A27P A3z,
1999), 3954,

16) J. Hart, An Introductton to Administrative Law, (New York: Appelton

Century Crafts, Inc., 1950), p.48.



oZ guupge] PRl g ApddAIE 3N

w0 249} Aol$RRAES AR Qo WAl AFd 02T Uk @
AE 7 LA 922 BAEE 990 9P AN o 8T
7 9.

A go] $2]9 MG A= BB Hadmnstrative appeal) oA FEE
fustd AAsE AL EEHAIEZ] g gtk #UsE HdS o] HHoR
A I BEAAARAALDS H4E ¢ A drh A} viPHAE o] AldoleH Y
o fAd) ERslc I 4L HALEHE AEEn

2}, FA9% (Prohibition) 2%

293 A FApHA PP} O IFPLY AEH FEA YAE
FAB7L A8 wets BHolde AdA FARY fAEe A g8 FAlske
Aol EAEY Falstt AT &) viFo)Aq A9 o]8¥A] Y LFHY]
.

. 73413 B3 APEAAD)

FN

1. AR 71%(Deference Standard)

o] AFL "9 FAYAA sHF FlEo] Hiz sFelchio of 7|FY ZARE
A4 AEERY 433 A3 ANEL Ak & AP Hae 948 F 3
Ul AEEHY] 938 A4Sy 35 o PAATNES AR E EFF] 4
d Hee 9g FAPA dsiMe g AR dastdopt drte e A
ojt},

olo] thal $JAE D. C. &AM Althe D. C. Circwt Court) 3 feoll A “Algo] o}
52 Zex 34 A dis dAH Qo) e URHEH A8 (the Civil
Aercnautics Board)s ¢itelsle] o8 <49 3 dAAMA E453 v @ HYL
gaEokd #5 o] Y93y AwAE ARG ¢ v ofd BT AP g0

17) 229 U. S. 162(1913).

18) #ifE, ‘M= AR BEEAAA T I A7, (FHAT, A2BF A4
3 A24, 2000), 303-304% FAE.

19) Kenneth F. Warren, Administrative Law m the Political System, (New
Jersey' Prentice Hall, 1997}, p.351.
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3 AASEA £2371F0] FAPERIA BHFH 7Ede oA & 1 Il
23

32

2. AAF7A 71&(Substantial Evidence Standard)

AwgAAPY A6 F B ‘F44 Y BT RES ¥ 3F
71Bd ZAE E A4 AR [k gy #Rn i ofd of=
AF o] 7j2& F2 AN FAARAzHformal rulemaking proceedings)vt AZHz
(adudication)ol 4 HEe®, 8 FAARRAN} AZAAANA H e P42 &
grolu} ¥MEo] AU 713 (arhitrarv, capncious standard) Bt Aol L2 A%
AN Fo2 B F duha o ouldx AAH FA 7Ee A A g £
Z527} 2o A AFHE SWEET 2 stk 31 wowA dA a5
A Ag AAAEE 94 o Esids 3¢ £ 9t

HZAAL APl A ol| A Aol FHHolghz AHdE HABHse
AL AF 1 AR 7 BA7) fe FAAN FH7SAEARA A ¢1en
olg] AREZ ARl Aol ¥R o] 7]F2]] Folrt

AurglAHY BAS AW Leamed Hande AAF FA @3] “ojd Azl 2<%
o] Bejal i, AY A At FEIE AH 2L FHY FAVEL KH
g AL B O A AFPS] A AAPIELE ARHIdE i o
Fol vk e kg o= o] 7|Fo| HAAAY AFHAALNA &AL 9 A
gl 259 AYdRE AN § Ade XLstz FE4F 7EYL £9E T §ith

234 AR ol F ANF FA 7I1EL FFRY YAPA T 7IS¥AS
A 3 APAT0c] g HEHE AAIEHT T 5 Yok

20) Frontier Arlines v. CAB, 602 F.2d 375, 378-379(1979).
21) William F. Fox, Understanding Admunistrative Law, (New York: Matthew

Bender & Company Inc., 1992), p.292.

22) Strauss et al., op. cit., p.523.

23) NLRB v. Remmngton Rand, Inc., %4 F. 2d 862, 873(2d Cir. 1938).

24) Koch @%o] dadl v]F 384 AR §3A8S TA3se dhdA AMgs:E 23
AR(ndvidualizing discreton)z #4330 AAYL APsi7) A AP BLFAIE HF 7
Aslaty 2od of ALeEE P Al%Hexecuting discretion) FLE TES £ vz 39 PHL
FoH Hr} AAF 7T &P 4 e ABL FPAel2ln RN AT oldf diFA
Koch, op ait, pp 472-474 #=,
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a8 o 2AE 19849 Coal Exporters Association of the United States v. United
States AF129)E & £ Atk o] AlAdA 4% D. C. FAPEe 4 FEAH| 9
e FAAYEL 2 uF FHEOE oA AFHE ARE W A Y-
FAHo|n B3 7|FES FASSHE ARE /AL ok FAsHA, JAY o
Aol FRBAQ FEAY A8 (the Interstate Commerce Commussion, ICC)9] 37
Z2AL 19809 9Aszt AR A=A H(the Staggers Rail Ach)®] AR =S ¢
AdA B "E dve 4¢ QA8

A% F P9e of Ay gRg A=A o] He nEFAL T
o BZag, AGAMAY FeozRey MAUAEL 3T Jevt feelnz
TdE FETAL 945 AAGeEN 2L ARORA 100t o= Ax I
39 ARYEE o] AFAL /T ol E FHT F loH, T JFERL o
AAEE AAshA F4F Ao Friite #2E U3t

o] AN & = o] AAF FAE AL ‘ABHez U F3H T A
= A4 23 s 28 FAEn 28 £ Ak 55 o ARE g
A9 FANA F LA i APEAAL 712 E HAH FAYE0| FsT
= AL JAsz et o] 71FL AR EA (question of fact)7F obd HEF A (question

of law)el gk AALE F2 Ytz 97) Wi B} o QAF 71Folet & F Aot

3. 2848 7]%(Whole Record Standard)

o] 71%2¢ A7} @ PRAY FAPNE R F JF] Aol oy A
s FAGE P4 o2 gkt ke 7FEE FihN & HYL AR
g BEoe Al ¢H s AAE 25 o AAsleiort e et

o]d Lol A YE Universal Camera Corp. v NLRB A}7A200] A ‘5 Y&
HAAAY AP QoldE EAY FAAAE HHE RE ARE Aok
o gt ARAAAAEE A4 BodE FHAAY A el R,
AAE FAq s I AR AFSL AYsivte 0T Az
REOS AAE £% AT | Yolrt e AE gAY AR FEITE 42
o AZE PR EE RRE t} AAlslejolgt gy BASEA FAF A7

4n
o

>
L

25) 745 F 2d 76(D, C. Crr 1984)
26) Warren, op, cit,, p.35%

27) 340 U. S. 474(1851)

28) 340 U. S, at 488(1951),
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& AAL Y. AT faffe ETFE HET 2 2 FAEL olHE J1EE A
A FA71EE AUAA AFE 71222 WE} v shs4le]l Foa 2133.3}‘?*;*1
443 377124 9349 dgE pEs) Ja4T SAsis Ao 9_3115"* =2
427 ol dotn H@sn Aot F YA A pHE) JeME

& Aol s8] THaA AR drbe =t F457) QR 3\15}
Aol vjgg 2g 754l Atka o).

4. 9198 71${Human Rights Standard)
19 7]3‘%% AAE Ad Eohd, 4240z gFarde digh ApENANA
Um A ARAEA A AAE AASL 982 B L F Aok o) £3] 44
3 ’“7371201 AuH 7jgeln F2 HERAY UF e dskn g AL
ZAPGE AR EA ] At HAE g AGHoles UL HA Had & Uk
23R B dUgHde deez Qe AWy 71Ede] I shsA
of & Aol 4AIe £ AMLEA g AR Bdid U2 Aojatn 49
33 Jed olg 718 J1F x99 AM 71F (Constituhonat Fact Standard)
olgkxn st gich
Aoy ¥ Ohio Valley Water Co. v. Ben Avon Borough AF#306A] 7l A}
A dz 240] & Aol o FANAA A} Gusjelof gt AAJF
5 Atk o] Z1&e) sl EAEL, AM @7 ZEHEE YA Ao HY
el 71233 A=A G& Ao] gi7] fEe] Zo] oF W REEsta A2 7]

~

¥ AXY 0F 297 gkn F4ske Avksd A9 wye) &4 gEA &
e A oldd FA njgdl: Jdd Edoz diHse Aol of
NEE 488 ok

5. E97]F(aritrariness, capriciousness, abuse standard)3?)

29) Warren, op o, p 356

30 253 U S 287(1920). A0l sdshe Adujuiol FaMu[AHA37 gAr] 22 2
Y 282 A 17U Laole AT SRV ol AYA ARAxel oA ¢
7] W] el AdAE BF Aojekn wasle] o] Ado] A7IE Aotk durgae
of o= B FASzAY Fegu 407 27729 F&o] wAEhn HAsdch

31} Kenneth C. Dawis and Richard J Dierce, Jr, Adrumstrative Law Treatise, (West Dublishing

Co., 1997), p 158
32) oldlol A o] 71EE felRe AL i Pk Sr|Eol g oy gt
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el AR FA7|E] FA4H9 1&PAY AFYY F 7150l 73 AP A
o APARE AAshe Ho] AHgEo] & B o] 7122 F2 AFYY FAH E
3] AFdol Ag AR AT APARE Ak 71E2E BHHC fith

ol ol FAANA Hal= AYAFEL I} 1 FAE LAY Gl
2 980 Ak WAFste Fonw Aoz Hild ARRrE ¢ AAF
FA 71FE0 HolX s Rew Az, ok WYAME o] J1FLE AAE §
g of 94 FAY) BAAR} o] —BEHNA o= A Hoid Holike B4
T FET O& 20 3409 YArady 4Hste RS dalsieiol gt

EF o] 7lg2 53] 2 rgd J)Fe] EAEA F& W AsEe d9E oy
det o] 71EE H4stn P AAY £4 J1Ed F4AR e EE B8e
7= P47 B record S22 92 AAHa hard look)HAE A & W Ao sjH F
A EBE TR e AR 2F55 WAskeY f2n glghse

ol ¥ F9rFo] HEY A2ZAME 198549 Armark Corp. v. FAA H#380)g & &
AE Aolrt. o] AR Armarkehe AL 0|9} wl&d ATHE FFALEC] &I
LAl B 71EAE FHEFFAES 2F A7|EdAs FAATAS F%
A &2 AWE3Si(the Federal Aviation Admunstration, FAAY 2%& A71g Ro)

ot

FAAE g7t ARE 29 AARE d3 FF7LFFA7IEAY BAE
BT 7 v A T H3ln o @ A%l oASA FAA WFTEHE A
Hated Edstn AR Ao

o] AblelA D. C. FAaRY e 9% FAAY FrdA 283 A7Ee HAE o} £
Azt s AEAN YEL SR T old o &g £ g d&rt AT
& Qv FAREAME FAAd AL T95Ed oA HAYEE AR FES
& Aol HojHtha WAt JFAR ¥ PU& o] ARAolA H2F FAAL
2R EGdoln WA HE] JAEAY qie gz Japsforst ka5
EO[HA, o ALddlA FAAY] ZAL We] dukdeld] Hujss T4 Al
dggtn £ £ g T EifEisle 9@l 59l Adodis #ES gl
t}.36)

H"

33) Koch, op at., p.493.

34) Fox, op at., p.293

35) 758 F 2d 685(D. C. Crr. 1985)

36) o} AR £ AN =olas FEA e A9 falEidn #aEd S35 o=
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o] wAd s FASL F o] dFAdst FAAA AFAS HEREAY
AR 5& st A7 ¥4 =4S wu iFo 1k AMA] JHHEd 9
Z4 PAHe Sdo{RE BoaGivke Aol FLE Az wE Holghs W2

3l gl

6. 3E4A}F 713(De Novo Review Standard)

gholgz o] 712 E W A2E 4248 it F PHAPRE dAHo
Z PAANN Ao F3) HgstA Hed o] dEE 2ulE ololA ke
Ao oflz} HdolA A Y o Aegche Folth o 7]ES AR Al A
Fdoly Aada 22 JEAL APddd 95ty guvs weEgEA ot
A 94 2AE T2

Ng Fung Ho v. White AR3Do]A i “dd o] 7182 JFB7 A
Arle] 4gd E271A% 7|24 A4AE 22 $27t A& dE duFE 7
Z'®olgta w3l gtk S AE Ay dutHeg sHg Bo] et
713 AAH FA7IZoRE AW AYA AEE Bes] HH 5 o £
2 U5E 9398 9AS doAA WA A & ¥ WA B g A
ojch.

V. 28

FA#F] v dudge] YA g ApgadAle $8] AoE Fdsa
o A 4ado] HAAW o 43 FL WYL oYy B0

EAHY g2 ApHAAHJudicial Review)Etz A3l Fo] foj9] 9ujE adf
Z AgE o]l 9 Aojdh dEHo2 i gog Alg-ue] TARGE A
Aol @ AbgAA FFYAAAA od 715 E H3tn Ad=ste A o F
gsitkn & 4 ot old Aol APEAAlE # Rl gAPAAA Axid

R YAZAE 933 T 02 FEAIE old 2AF Hsh Ygde AEAE 2
2% wad AFEdol #3el AT Veisk 2Yehel FATYE WA deke olest FA
sk, olsl Sl AFAIe) i BAIELEA Mo YuKddn T 4 Qe 939 AT
o) Wel YUY 5 Uk

37) 259 U S 276(1922)

38) 259 U S at 284(1922)
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rir
Lo
+

gg 2P st 4% Ade 48the principle of far play)E 233}
o] REEA 5@t £ 4 9o

ol e A% W] FHARY et AP Aol 4L ARTERGE
Boh FAE 1 AEEy AaprlEe] €8 g Aol o] Foz ol duldEy
o TpeFslas FAA A EES 73 AHe Bk o] AAIEELS Al
riet F23 @S o8 FPE Aol7] it UsdRe 5% AN 548
AURAME E TAHS FAA Y o2 7147t F5 FE4E ¢ e FUE Adoh

olg|g AL HAFA 71 diste] dwdigdel AAF BAAERE BaE
Z veidt. & 99 445A 780 g agdEae #7339 71540 &
s AoR dHGRAAT 42H R FHAY 71499 FHFHY 109 Fxol
AL QA7) WEA AF o] 7R A JYE wup AFPH g YA
FT 9 4 9t Aow Wty Aojtho T#M T B 4SS duhpugdo] #7
39 BARY F AT dal A2 A J1EE 55 F489 FAST L Y
stz glchan
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318 MO EEFHE  mion mon

[ABSTRACT]

Standards of Judicial Review on Administrative Action in the
U. S. Supreme Court

Kim, Hyung-Nam

The U. 5. Supreme Court’s judicial review is commonly percewved as
the most final remedy available to those who seek relief because they
have been or will be harmed by illegal administrative actions.

However, seeking rehef through the courts appears much easier than it
really 1s. If courts refuse to review a person's plea for review, as they
frequently do, the aggnieved persen will simply have to learn to live with
the agency decision which motivated appeal. There are many reasons that
the Court will not grant review of agency actions, the standard one being
that justices usually {ike to defer to agency authority and expertise

To solve such a problem, generally the Court has several standards as

follows.

1. The deference standard: This 1s such a basic doctrine, which 1s
rooted in the separation of powers doctrine and n plain common sense.

2. Substantial Evidence Standard: This standard 1s normally apphed to
limit the Court's scope of review over agency decisions nvolving

questions of fact.

3. The Whole Record Requirement This means any reasonable evidence

that tends to support the challenged admunistrative action should he
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accepted by the Court.

4, Human Rights Standard: This means that the Court's scope of review
can be expanded under certain conditions, when fundamental rights are at
stake.

5. The De Novo Review Standard: This means a new trial and 1s rooted
in the constitutional requirement that fundamental rights cannot be taken

away without due process of law
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