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(1) Ha 111ton Mad1son Jay, The Federalist Papers.(Clinton Rossiter ed., New American Library,
N.'. 1961) pp.300-313, 320-325.

(2) W. Wilson, Constitutional Government in U.S. (1908) p.56. Wolfgang Friedman, Law in a
Ch. nging Society (2nd ed, Penguin Books, Middlesex. 1972) p.382¢ll Al FEG[AL

(3) K. Loewenstein, Political Power and the Governmental Process. (2nd ed. Univ. of Chicago Press,
Ch zago, 1965) pp.34-52,

(4) Fri:dman, supra, p.383.

(5) Myers v. U.S, 272 US,, 52 (1926), Mason & Beaney, American Constitutional Law.; Introduc-
tor » Essays and Selected Cases. (Ath ed. Prentice-Hall, N.J. 1968), p. 91.



WisT ] B RS AR M) BIRel MR AT 2 5 glehd
el T el A Lelt M) 7B S z FfEEsL vhers] R s
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(6) A V. D cey, An Introduction to the Study of the Law of the Constitution. (10th ed. Introduction
by E.C S. Wade, MacMillan, London, 1959) p.53.

(7) R 19 HETHEY BE, FEarkd Byl Hdod e S.A. de Smith, Constitutional and
Admini trative Law. (2nd ed. Penguin Education, Middlesex, 1973) p.333f. 3=,

(8) HW.R Wade, Administrative Law (3rd ed. Oxford Univ. Press. London, 1971) p.315.

(9) Bernar. Schwartz and H.W.R. Wade, Legal Control of Government. (Oxford Univ. Press.
Londor 1972) p. 106.

(10) de Smi h, supra, pp.347-352. Wade, supra, p.322.
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(11) G ﬁh;m and Byse, Administrative Law: Cases and Comments, (8th ed. Foundation Press. N.Y.
1¢74) p.h7.
(12) It d.

(13) Scawartz & Wade, supra, p.28. fIMEDSH AR 2 , Bl 1l A& Gellhorn &
B se, supra, pp.2-53 2 o] SiHR F3 F=.

(14) Schwartz & Wade, supra, p.10.

(15) G llhorn & Byse, supra, p.57.

(16) P. nama Refining Co. v. Ryan, 293 U.S. 388 (1935). Schecter Poultry Corp. v. U.S., 285 U.S.
4¢3 (1935).

(17) 1¢34%80] 4] 1936574l AEbee 248 1389 il wEeR Jlkdc. F2ME K
# o] Kbt g 5 (Court-packing plan)& el F& ZAx 01 of A wl &g}, H.J. Abraham.

Jr dicial Process (2nd ed. Oxford Univ. Press. N.Y. 1968} pp.289-294 #z. 5|A=t Ralel +

goyre] Hd kel wlg =gt Aul gl Al oo Az EF 4w vt A ke TA

s g}z o] spkaieh. Schwartz & Wade, supra, p.86.
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At F, FEolY = F ool —Bol XE HharnchE A& Rz, =3
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1H9] ¥ HEA S =8 HiEE A olE HilAN = HES A X & o+
b fetw zd Fa3E AAA PRstd e 00
18924£9) lield v. Clark, 143 U.S. 6490 4] KEbre 18904£9] RBHff ek (Tariff Act) 3IH
£ Brig Aurrag £H ] AEoz dASYct FAEES £H BRE BERS &A

Sz gt Ve B R el R F el Bk ek 44, 282 2
9 MRS ¥o AT FAmS ke Q4T Rl WTE HEIR Getal

fatory tariff) ¥ TFAstges], mEl £EY Mol LA FTRAESA oFe Art
KRRl - 1Aet = HIEEC Y EEMBEES GRA4 & dokx rAs 4l
Ak Al IS MR RS A#iEd o Bigolehe 7o o ste] Harlang L85
“GErt o FIRS KEtE BEY £ gohe AL dEike] ot BRE BUF fEHle M
Feoll DR Aoz xd ez A4z gl BRI e etz A, S ARl el A
288 Fffe o] Fo] A AL otz e F, EHfFAL AHEES dSle “=A
SFHErke #f Vol “NEETe ohvd, i whed] LEEMEEHNC] BT A(agen oA FE
shgl b #g @l 0

Brig Auror . #ilgks} Field $igee k#iHS) kB RE dAd e A7 S 8Aw ol
g B Lo BTS FEEAT Mol 2ed ek ool T4 Aol MMkl
up the detaile”)o] =}, United States v. Grimaud, 220 U.S. 506 (1911)& EFHEE A
ik Soll o b Ukke] #31 % dwetr] 993 aas HAE HEE & e f#Es 7o
3 gEfe] It QY] kRS A -RE BERF #RE wE#EE ok, @4
MMEES #55ste @l up the details) RS FAsts A Eolge o2 FHEE ©
e e

Buttfield v. Stranahan, 192 U.S. 470 (1904)& = shvie] [EHEL HRE R 2o
(18) Gellhorn & Byse, supra, p.58.

(19) Ibid, p.td. John Marshall Harlan (1833~1911. 1877-1911E(1) & ol L &= Arizona v.

Californi: 14 KY¥ER-S 2 F4< John Marshall Harlan (1899-1971, 1955-1971 {E{T)9} i

Ao g
(20) Ibid., p.: 0.
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J.W. Hampton, Jr. & Co. v. United States, 276 U.S. 394 (1928)% #Hpa%: (fexible
tariff & 4% 1922¢p2] Bk (Tariff Act of 1922)o] 23 Hphele] kol A Talt K
Bt & et 9%k e FERl(ntelligible principle) & +473bebd, el @ AL ik
fESl REEE(E] obd ez PRd et *

ol 4 3 2 B RS A dHANE Kb THREER((non-delegation doctrine}
of #EA &L AAR FER Ml (word juggling) & Abgetd el (5, MR, CE
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CEEE At e F e Aeloh W
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e} oW g Ry MEfiTE 1933450 BISK A R Bk & (Title 1 of National Industrial
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(A’ Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan, 203 U.S. 388 (1935) @
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24)

(21) Thid.

(22) lbid., p.61. Taftz KEHEE 4 oz FETES T#EE s dddds 2R

(23) Ibid., p.62.

(24) &3EHMFE, TBEHR(L), FHER, 1975, 204162 Panama 20 &8 S3 “-o0] FSol A
®(policy) #E:Mi(standard) =t 2E-& 7S] AEM FHS Effe]l 24 Adled ok ddte EF9
BRS = BE N A BEA A& dA49A Ha37n 23 Q= d, ol 1935F o F2
BRS A8 =94 g ol [HFE 210~211HN A& “FEL @EHIRY FHEololoF stz —HEHY
S#E BRES FEEA oG 2z ded Fd FEd EHE AW d Adst e A
7t A7t

B ‘Tl brE” (N BB 9711 DDA A e, “Biffdl 98 £{Ee EBIRY i) ook
gl HAEET SR Ff%’iﬁh— HHEEs HEstdol g el 2u il% ],
Py, ” “BIHE"] A Folg ey, = o FE9 “HHEERE"] 2FEH =7 e A
b ded. AR #iR 2R F=E.

(25) U\"F, Mason & Beaney, supra, pp.84-88, Gellhorn & Byse, supra, pp.64-68l A].



Bl 2 2 #hol N = BEHY 5%z ERse As BiEAD & dE #
FRE KifEel ¥oistz 9 dvh R 19334 6816H AM=E 9, 7TALLR K#HES 7

4 (Execut ve Order) & #3ted 49 W@EERMGES “hot oil”o] 2} 2] ¢} )9
JNEE F RS BEEAZ N FE 108 shuebiEilient(Panama Refining Co.) % 2
2 Rmgile [ BEY T EIRAYH e RS AR —FERES B4R
(injunction) & #ffstol oyt HiFFEEES Field v. Clarks-el o & Eo14 FHES #5330
o GRS  =FFE Y T KEEBES FEEHC S THMoR BEIY T fksid
o iEBEe] 40:krg 4 HugheskikfriR e Mikel k#fiHol whebel & B (policy)ol
KiftEe) @4 ¢ @3l dlol 3 HK#e(standard), ©5 HEHE (nding) o} EEE A H
AR ok tz d et F, “FEEL KHEC EHET #BEE Fo7s 2 vz SR
ok oA CadozoFldnte] whhalgich. Cardozofisiy ¥t(standard)o] of 2z 7z &
23 FBholsh 1 AURI ¥, KHLES BEMC o d HEL Fk 1E TA= glow,
M1 A1 e Bokel ostd  k#ifEe] HEe] AR 9] A2 HEke &
EHRES B4 a2 F33

(B) Schecte - Poultry Co. v. United States, 295 U.S. 495 (1935) 128

Panamageff: ol & 5MEA gle]l kEkfre HRELEEES) = o2 FIHESec. 3)¢ EE
ol2tx Flgal . FHEIHS (v A#HEAA “Z5F Ex AFS RS FE"7] 9
3ol frdr(cod )E AA T F A= WIES AAIGt LA AE KRB &t (Schecter
Poultry Co.)¥ F&ol ez, Foiel gt MAALZEE £EE T3, 94
Foll Gle =4 A A 2 vhg Aol el 23 glwl F REEEA 9 Asted A#EiEe]
M S PR 2 oz g A@E%(Live Poultry Industry)®] ALEES @3
e EIEE SBEE T BKoR FRARS Wtk kEEd A EAC 2 AL [k
S KNS kbt &S YKol MEEAHECommerce Power)s] $alir} a1
Lol Ak ole watel KEEfie RE—HE BEME kil Hughes KPfiE e &
SRS MW Effel = BhEel o] FEASIR @] Aol MY WM BEol
= R ek olHel = Cardozo IHE ol o [AHsteich.  Cardozo= FIHBZES Fa) A,
Freveee FliEel = ot52 mEa, Axe] Kool s Fajslz] goo],” “o&d HFL
IrELAIl 2L (tis delegation is running riot)"eo] 2tz waled A EESI EE Y ok

(4) Panana$iR1} Schecterfli® 0|52 RE( BE
Panama#|jk } Schecterflpt& #H&r, TEAF 2 &bl 25 KB EHE A Fsh9lo
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26) LR, G ;ther & Dowling, Constitutional Law; Cases and Materials, (8th ed. Foundation

Press, N."". 1970), pp.274-277. Mason & Beaney, supra, pp.243-247. Gellhorn & Byse, supra,
pp. 68-71¢ #



19384 o] ZAIFA5BhFE#ep(Fair Labor Standard Act)&- 2ok A4k fTBIRE RS #ERS
A8 9=k, Opp Cotton Mills v. Administrator, 312 U.S. 126 (194104 KR [
o] ki 2B—IE alstgch StoneflF “FREkol FAIET ol FHEAMC
Ne iaxsA B bk WHEMS AEM EEES TEBRS RES: TRFAeEAN 2
Buge WBHEsE o g #hRde 0
Pan ima#iit: 3} Schecterfike o] 3 Biffio]l RS olfr2 BEEF
SR ©) BES AA3 REMY FR L EY G5 2o
(V) Yakus v. United States, 321 U.S. 414 (1944)®®
194 9] ey EEslg(Emergency Price Control Act of 1942) & #EEETIAA AE
mEe BEEARS Aste B G4% BT + e ¢S T3 dd+ iRk #R
o] ZAstedol & BE AA A FAS Y CHEE TEAN D, H#Heln E
Lt:‘%’l‘:’ - BE BRESS BB HTOT BE S HBo R ot A S
- BTG S 4o &8t giEsE AebEel  ArEKEES TET #EE A2
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o 2% grob TR A BUNES] BERS S gd el & ofv flor, 1HE WH
ol FES A Bt Holdk HEsg AR £ ooz ¥ b, ol #Hkel %E%&
Aoo z Fffol WF mid A ZEHS A @ikultra vires)ol A 8] BAES HEd
A7 Frlggst e o B Mo 1 Aolax SRdeh el HES PUikel 3t
Stonc?| §lAe EAlo wa Fol obet FaAle fEEcE #FE =3
(3) Arizona v. California, 373 U.5. 546 (1963)@%

o] BERMEO BT vhe HES wekd  diffold, ma ZEME detel A4 F
%11 rlan, Douglas, Stewart)7} RHERS A& o #lke BTkl gl obie =
BACE F03 9v]E 2x oed ez gleh
Ar zonagl California% = 719 Jil& ColoradoiT s} = el £& EfHste e 72

A el AAA EER D AL BFE AT dgled, o HEE 1928%9

Boulcer Canyon Project Act (Jfig)ol =7 o3k okglclh &, RAEE NEBRE (Sec
(27 ) Mason & Beaney, supra, p.58.

(28) Gellhorn & Byse, supra, pp.73-74.

(29) Ibid, p.74.

730) Ibid, pp.74-75



retary of the Interior)ol A 7/KE El43te 2o KBS HEA = HKES Rigste
P BIRS - rolstdl vl [Fikel ot ABRES oleld BES st ¥ dojAl, A,
e =24 9 3o #ll, =, s Bk 3 dA9 gEEY €5, AA, KNIEEY
B B Fold 4@ Aol arsglet. kkbie o 2 F93 Agdel &
FEA Fo4d F lest 3hs EAC ddtele EhE A @okoh KRS olHE o
& B—e® rgselol FURMoOIH, BEE olF AN ABREFAA °F FIT
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|

T 3 A3 b fUngch. zEaE, “HEgc REY #EE #5474
G oS A7 # ek BEA 2dT PEE A DE ek 2 she] Bis A
oe--(Colorad VL FZEel A7l 3 =& #IRLS BHd £33z Ao

Harlangl#it= pg5EEel MRl = 8152 sise(standardyo]l A A=e) 97 shobx sk
3}l o}, Harlan :858] K¥FER = Douglasf|Zgel Stewartgds sl %R &l of. Harlansiz
= REBiel o e MET el wt2a-FHEgs EEA GE 1508 )5 o] 9
FORE BHs Asste deon, 28 A4 slEe] HilE R o F BSE F A
Heob'z BE RE F£EZF 9 Hstsloh

o ol Al . iheb ol kS T BTl Ak RES WA HA FAo Rt
Bmel B obes ARE Wkl 2o ZAo] AxH ek o]d #dte] A FHE A
o ope Fiol A oA =, 1969%Fe] #FE K.C. Davise] g9 #HESS A4 FE]
= @9 FoLeoleh

9 F¥T A

=. FBEIEM s ME2 #85EK
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(1) #H®Yy EFEDiscretionary Justice”)
196642¢] Lot isianakBe] A} )3} S 7| 22 sho] B[Sl “HEM 1R (Discretionary
Justice)shi= BB Daviste fTBOLET METR AT Tl B A< 5
BOe Wd A e |l @Ry Davist ERI(rule) & i) olshe] FA= ol oF Tt
2 Z=Aalch ooE B ASel glolA Rl Hmm BAe FIERS Sviste, @it
9 [F2%(indivic nalized justice)7} B @ 8bchz dwlA HlE(discretion) g §-3 A kel fEHIL
g [E3#E o299 wych Davisk A5H<l e FhGule of law) & A A FE

(31) Kenneth C Davis, Discretionary Justice, A Prelzmznary Inguiry, (Louisiana State Univ. Press,
Baton Rou te, 1969.) Kenneth Culp Davise @A Chicago #8245,
(32) Ibid., p.1¢.



ez Qe ZeasfAge] HWeE(Franks Committee Report, 195748 $E), Charles
Dick inson, (Administrative Justice and the Supremacy of Law, 192748), A.V. Dicey
(La's of the Constitution, 8th ed. 19154%), 2 Friedrich A. Hayek (A Road to Serfdom,
1944, The Constitution of Liberty, 1960%8) 52 Bfte HuFst A& Q- Ly £4 =
Shm 3 RS, 775, PREAEEF(emotion, aspiration, ideal)dd o]}zl th ¢ Davisel
glol o kel HE" = MBS TS HFEIE 253 Aol % Fad A EH
(rule) =} #ig(discretion) o] Ffiol vk, “HEMQ HHE AR AL FEES &
oel ab A SR = Zehel o RN MBS A7) 2 2 23 HEHS IR (confine)
310, R construct) 3bH, Hidl(controD & = gl& Bop MEWA FHRE 2ASE 2

of %2 ZYs 7R g% w09 ez 4 Davist il Bew HED T
PE G BES BAA FSS AP 2% 9o REMS BL AR zdddn 2

3 g eh 89 Davisie ol ¢ A& A 21534l FTREERI(non-delegation doctrine)sl 33|
A5 EFstz ouk 89 &K al BEEA ) B3 Davise Bop Fa g FEE “HRiLrEd
WA ARE AZZ A R G A TA 22 9
2) ik (standard) 0 o 2 LR (safeguard) 2
—BETrEEe] e A B BT A
ZAE I (nor-delegation doctrine) & 79 b} 31 defp =z Eubeh ol AL ikl B

T2 wA s Eyvh =8 MY #L AEES HH(meaninglul standard)Oﬂ 2] 3}
glagalolob ghebe HIAM SME PANA Zekgel b8 F% 2L, W FERel F

Vb R MEES ol whekR] Stetglehe dlel gleh oAl RS Tf\fiﬁ? el 3
2 AL S Mg KEM TEHES W ¢ e v G HiRE 70-—,~5H0k

G R

el

oh

Da st §i#5 %) FEEA 919 o) AFawh QA ol AL WA BEK
of w3 EUle] EEEAY R HAIE 9elehe Roloh Tl BILMS M (standard)
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Davissl 9l 2o addelA @ e $E Hbn 58 BAAEN] 404 £ o

e4

(33} 'bid., pp.28-32.

(34) bid., p.28.

(35) bid., p.42.

(36) bid., p.5l.

(370 bid., pp.44-50.

(38) Davis, A New Approach to Delegation, 36 University of Chicago Law Review 713 (1969).
{39) . bid., p. T13.



T AT YA g8 BEKRESS AFcln fpkstd & do] gl 6o
¥l FHERAIR o &fstgl vk ? Daviss HEH AHS 252x 28 Hffo] o
i 22 ofHel, FAREC SRS A% A9 Aol ek @b oe)A
bee Ba ] FEREFRAE BEsh ggelol mhgald s Aok Agst ohue
S B e BEHRS Kol glol wEMS BET LES TaAZD B @
HZE & (regulitory agency)Eo] 159 IS = id KL Soto HBEux Eetgl o
H2EE A eE TREAE EeidE Aolrh wa e HIE BAdE AT F
Sl o3 2AE BHERAES Aok e Aot £8 A2 Yk 282 i
SvAE #AAGeE =gl s Euksle KES AAT SHel ge

Aol =3k FF olohUP. ub ohfe} o)Al FEGH Brk(major policy) R =lA R {7
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2 A = A ol® FAlE thErle]l dEhe 9Ho) X = Z3fa, 2
95 T Bz g& Boe, oF Lo AAE g3 Yt AR FEvE o] E wFE

o] o}, 4®

ook 37l W Eol AT THEAG ) 24 HYrhe A
7b bt el olebel, EES i
&

Davisz} FZ (EFEIS & dlol = = g o] 47
A7b 2ok & Ao EaAls TR HEel oo EHE RkEC) o 4 (problem of
selective enforczment) 2, #gEro] NS BEISIE A& b g A kol (RIFFR TR,
Trazol {4 zsieh #ub okt A A RTEUEMS 2ol 3 $8) ke RiBNE
< TEZ A AE B4, EHES KB LS (Antitrust Division) & JEik € el & 2o
XEL s A €2 42 99 el gle Yok Fed £ ok o83 A3g 1

o RS LY ARl v, fTBrLel EHEe] oste] SlEislE AE obdm, i
ol A RS A1. dov, Ackst v FAA slelvt gleh Hgto] BAY HKP o
L IAEE BiRd A 2 Al & ok FEREE SRS Ebhiel AT ot wt

(40) Davist 1¢67—1968%F] Al #ige A& 513 = A, ol AEL 25 ¥l & fhific] glolx
Kibeoll A Aoz <oA= #kSolrh. United States v. Southwestern Cable Co., 292 U.S.
157 (1968, , American Trucking Association Inc. v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway,
387 U.S. 97 (1967), Permian Basin Area Rate Cases, 390 U.S. 747 (1968). Ibid., at 715-
719.

(41) “GRE ¢ ol ulatx S WA gk 47 Y E FYP& A3
% A7E ok L 3 17894E9) &EEZZ]HJ(Judlmary Act of 1789. ch. 20, §. 1
of AMAe = HAIT A BEA diote Fh& £z & 1780 9A20HC
€7 (1st Cor gress)oll 4] #| 4 = 6{F {FIHS Davise FUIE3xw 9o}, Ibid at.

(42) Ibid., at " 20.

(43) Ibid., at 7:1-722.

(44) Ibid., at 7°2.
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F-3tot 9 Davist ko]l HEFES Kol glolv wEES HOLE + dldx dF0 e
TE S A An FHEE £ ' Al Adse AL Foz slusigdd, ol i
[R# R ol 5o Aok otz FAstx Aok F, HEZHES HlEk E ¥ (meaningful
statuto -y standards)o] & FBL-L F.odtx, WU Z i o7, HHlE Ux @ &
T R4 342§ (unguided and unchecked power of selective enforcement) g & 452 ¢+
BR7t dastchs o= A e A wedd, BE HSEES AT £ e §
H7b % astrbe Zlo] e 4o

ol gt ko] Davisel]l glejAl FEMEEANS 2kt W ch = AAZ R o,
wEh s Hied Aeld e, BN K HEE ZFE Ao Zatth 2w o
of tiet REE F9d7t?

Davise of EAldl gk Mz EihEs A2stdAl o4 b4 jigs et F32
E18= AL

A BEMEE #wte A& FOES), =5 EHNNY HEEoZ N5 ffid 2

B&7 olch, oA, fTEEIcE(Administrative  Procedure Act)e] 218 HAHIE

(ruenakmg) Hiks 53 fTBOLES] @Ee M 2o BEEHE Jldes vkt
ke A& FE3se] oF drt

T, HEHE (safeguard) & HeHE(standard) Re} R4 F e sk sk5o) HMEe] A
of ol:] wvlztx A HAIMERXE 4ot REIE HiEsted I mHe, 2
MEE MR BimE el globw @R o of gt

A=, ®ek Fod A2 TEHY BUEM 1780 flEk ke ke oby ek w4
Al 4= LEEE Y Kol AA=HA v dhe AEe flEkbhogal o]-tel
AL PRk fTBE el A o] FelAM ok gheh. IEERUE EEES Aslx] et A,
TR 78 o) & fiftal oF & Aol el ol & FA® & ¢oh ez #HEds
e EA A o s TBORAISE olzlel RFEnl e HEo] AT
2o Fol EHE HAT werh

i

>>L
rle

Sz, BEMMAE HEk LS I A (R EEMEE DA g LR
o) RAMER 944 %‘4. (48)

i A, FLET, WEDN REMo2RYs REMET BEL EH B: AL
(45) lbid., at 722-724. 4% AL Discretionary Justice, pp. 162-214 & 2. o| #] 3 A Fo] % = o

2 giH9 2 Ade o A5 A

(46) Ibid., at 724.

(47) Ibid., at 725-730.

(48) Davist EEMES FIUFY A Fd FA9 AR
Rehgrirel sl =iRE wavke] o) oy A 3 A
3 ke olof & Fojr}

AA SR Bgel doh B9 FEael
s Davis?) ol @ o g A 2dey
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bz, fTEF o #i7 ke ®iE(selective enforcement)o] = =48l 5 o},

Davist viAlv o2 Fao] THREFRS Koz JHHAiZ(due process) ot %k (com-
mon-law)& £ 2 ok W ZF, 25} Fele LRuiE (safeguard) B TS Hik ko &
Fel vk, &L RIS JEBIEAQ Aols), TLEsts EHNMN REHe 46 9
of BEN7E 5 ASHE Zlel asith ol E thREd A AAG =TE @EEgiKkeld,
TET AFE aQse dolv TEMT 2 222 KL ZEsdz
ol 7hA £ & Frtolels Aol v

e

Beel melshs

%“ﬁ

. *&=ERRS 2

Hol

—J. Skelly Wright®Vo] o] &)} fFE—

19724 Yal: Law Journale] 2% % J. Skelly Wrighto] 27 (“Beyond Discretionary
Justice”)®® ¢ Davise] FifB&E] A3 JEFolAuwh, 2 ovjE D43 BFL didE A
olvt. Wrigh o] Fzre walAed fTH#E & #tglels], B3] Davise] iz o g
wepng ovlg ok, Wrighte] FfEizske] 1@ 43¢ Bl opexp 7o

ZEME e F0e 949 ¥oRE EES T A2 ofd AFT A4tz slega], o
Wright o tx= 714 42 3 FEAEFRIBEERY Arizona v. Californias) 4 9] Harlan2|z2]
o 2L IHERS 23 dth

“oee IR LG RERRS FTBUMS EEe e RETL TR FEE FAE Qo
------ MEERfl 2l dhe] FrEe HEFRel X3 H#E(adequate standards)el &) @}e] A 3ls ol
of dtehiz 9 e, FEikel 2ste NS IE REFESed 719 FARNY Fo3 7%
< @ A2, EFEARE 9 pEe AN BoRlEel £ad EéECl ohd HEY A
A FHEE A e B olete ol Fo] AxE REdc. AR, FEAS i 471
A7 FTBATIVE T BAS AT oz AEFERS Foi(at large)d] A= AL o
gko}h, 7 (373 U.S. 546, 626)©%

i

225 o] Wrights Fol o] ZEFRIC] TBEAGY EHRY, EERfEY] HEL 7

(49) Ibid., a 430.

(50) Ibid., a 433.

(51) v -HE KEHFFERE (U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit)® #i=, D.C.
o 3 & 2 BIPTHREEGY Hikd AT HFE T8 olE KEHRERS B3
gt o]eld =l A Wrightd] KRS Awd v 7 9ok

(52) Wright, Beyond Discretionary Justice, 81 Yale Law Journal 575 (1972).

(53) Ibid., #t 582.

<(54) Ibid., a 583.
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el T8 ®EE 3, FEEHC] 7 Zote AL HMFEA dREF sAe 77
< B EEY FHBuA (paternalism)o] v RE ¥ 380 vidtobe Aol & HEHES B
HELL 7142 %78 g (Tonkin Gulf Resolution)rs} dwbi} whe 48 o+ vE
R 171z gleh 9 Wrightt: AEdoz He: wEHES ZET « 7138 & 7t
{guic:line) =} F#E(standard)-&- A4 & Aol mztx Fctz Ptz o 2EEHAR
Wrights &7 oleldt A9%& 3t Ao &#EL BENMAE XHox FELY ERD
%3 9 Zlolan e f¥eA weln Qo o

E. b= E

x:n
E:|

o) % Davis9] 9}#4=} olo] o3 Wrighto] #25& Z@ste] Z27hx A8 Haddd
ohe-2 o

A, BESIES BEESSA L ddh BETES A4S ohx LEEE obd
o Z AL B WBATBERA gl MAme EAd & okdzh,  MEpitkE B3R
{indiv dualized justice)Z FIHA 7 =9 24 olurA gy 28} Kigeld EAE 4o
AL 2 REEES Bl oldl F3kw = BoRfuel®  Hiliial FIHel st RS
HEdS Fostedel & Aeolvh ke Fffel BRC Fad HAM (civil righ) Mg
#lggsl v Akl el g A pEel ddE A & ek ¥ub opdz zEE
ALY “EIHIEty] w el B (void for vagueness)ete JRHIC] 1A eA A EE FE

_§
¥2,

% At FoW AR B JHAS RS TEFA BERE AL A v
A 23 AR, OF $5 BENE T ASAE 2 wHe A4 PR 94T %K
o] 35ES ] Glolob Wk of Agel Aol REW 2 ke e HIKE 3

(55) It'd., at 583-585.

(56) Iiid., at 587. (“as a matter of constitutional morality if not constitutional compulsion™)

(57) & 7|el Al arelE HLAFES 9A Hifz(preferred position)E AT HaE TIE HF
T L 1~10{Kel ol 2& FEFIEME o2 A Z A el o= %ﬁﬂ B, F#e A,
Huel AlE A3 A AMY Herl 25 2388 d. el 49 B KRR ¥
BEY HAES ol T dHA ged. ofHd HHBE(E BLE 1%4 B A9 39
AAE = Asle 9= (Douglas F1H), 38 FiEyel S wede d AdlAE
— %% ®B3x 9tk L.A. Powe Jr, “Evolution to Absolutism, Justice Douglas and the First
Attendment.” 74 Columbia Law Review 371 (1974), Hugo L. Black, “The Bill of Rights”
35 New York University Law Review 866. (1960)% #F=.

£58) Kcat v. Dulles 357 U.S. 116 (1958), Niemoto v. Maryland, 340 U.S. 268 (1951). & U.S. v.

Recel, 389 U.S. 258(1967)e) A %3] Brennan#|% el BEREER =,
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olch 68 o A, rEkM RETANE ZEHEHC (double standard)& A g}

A, RE B 2 2o E9E HIEA A AL BEL FHIA AR E AolA
ah SLEGARC ) A4S wie s o=k F, BERES EE MR oF b, EHiK
o] AR v R 3, TEMAS #HIEd ZAEESERE

AR, dLEEE B H 9o EEL oM %ﬁ& iy ??_"Jr{‘ g AvHAA
BAFEA A old= Aoleh, R gk HHERTES] RES EHE T AL ofch Davis
o FRAZ, FB7T 222 EEBES BEDA REIN=F HEhiel AAN= 5= 44
& & Aol

A, Davir} 2hets Z28E, &, ke fEL 53 Fo34 © BT BiEe
HHE A" <= & AL 24 Hikks ZAlE(procedural fairness)o] 2] 3o Al o] o}, €2
Frankfurterfl &s= “Hre = 7 o Bo] &k %238 (procedural safeguards) &
Wt B gz @ e (McNabb v. U.S., 318 U.S. 322), Jackson #fr=
ol AHEE Kol 9ote] HiTEE - nhe 28] WHkHiKl o st MfTsl e X
oAl A Ale A A gz g o, (Shaughnessy v. U.S., 345 U.S. 206)©» za A #H
AIBIEHIK (r1 le-making  procedure) obr = B Epgel b frkd g Folet i
2 ¢}, (64)

A, BE WES BAE EAO) M —BEelA AR, TREKA o2& £8m
Q EZE gz SAACE T Aclwh m® Aeld St BRM RS U T

(59) Ebeol ¢ fE—J GEES FEY Ao 2 Efde] ke A Ssd 4% #HES WA 9
sk, ofiEe] ERY EAM BA EFFMA Ve, ) HE s slelstel A% HEMY
BWEE v-olof A= FAIc 2 A, kel &FEiridkd Ddted = HE AN F2E gtz K
ARES £ HhAR 193748 o 39 AEkd Faod #HEc o o AYE “HEYN BHR”
(“prefer: od freedom™)zt Ad =& = i E 3te] . EEHe qﬁ*ﬁgﬁ&p;‘go 19ftH&0 s 28] 1930
FERA ¢ 2R BEN BEBTIRTR Adzgdad SR ESRN erks E%ii
HFEN D HolmesHH: 29 H5rg9Q FaEo] MFES wede o 233 RKESG
ffzEmel AL Lochner v. N.Y., 198 U.S. 45 (1905301 A19) K¥E R, Holmese EH”O]
=243 SEERS BESIe AL oz zﬂ:ﬁlﬁ’r Z, fRErkel A9 kR (judicial
self-restraint)el v, Holmes: zalwl A% $ESo] EAE(civil liberties)o] ezl Aol A Hifl
HFAE Yz g ek o]# At Brandeiséﬁj%ﬁi} CardozodHEE A %4, [Palke v.
Connecti ut, 302 U.S. 319 (1937) 3 2], StoneflZo o 3ted 4%y B (preferred freedom) 2}
& ‘double standard) 22 A" k. [U.S. v. Carolene Products Co., 304 U.S. 144, (1938).
E3] K49 MEE 4 Fx) ol BT AALEY FA & 4T e HEel HA X
e o |slE Aok, AAIZ A& H.J. Abraham, Freedom and the Court (2nd ed. Oxford
Univ. P1:ss,N.Y. 1972) pp.8-28, 2 Gunther & Dowling, ,supra, p.1051.f F=.

(60) Gellhorn & Byse, supra, pp.85-88 &=,

(61) HHES “# BREERC o & REvHMH-ERAEEY —&” TR #7TE 25, 1969, pp. 256-
274. F, “ﬁﬁﬁﬁé’v] SRRl T PR, T TGS, $9%1%%, 1971, pp.77-103 Hz.

(62) Wade, ¢ dministrative Law, (1971) p.171.

(63) Ibid.

(64) Davis, iliscretionary Justice, (1969) p.65.
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el § = E Bl (word juggling) & Abg-al A EAlgel Bk el 9= e
3 glem], = dHeo g BUREEA AL fTEel Wd EE Bl SriEry sl Bk
st 22 A-FAd Akpels AER Mgz s THES s TEOBE A# W 9l
of Aol ek = AL WES 2 ATHEIZk W E BEols @M oS S 7
Brel HEIEBIGR] ool Ao AalHql @G REd o8 Hikel %BEA gow olvg %
& ek 1971 el 5 BEERGOdgd s wErd [Tk BAMNEEYS TR

E.imbe} 2 |2hE Bachol ) Brohm o #1459 ¢ 41 53] Brohm & P& EEE A
+ el s EA fTEe] FSnysE (Gestaltungsfunktion) s} 2 £ ipfkets b fBH
T ubRb o E dbe] TERS) el glelAe] BERIRY e Fe A4S ashd A e 9
ol Aol 13y BEMEGRRES At BEREEE gAY Mk EAd AE ok
By RERERC] B A B EBHel wuidtel ofo B o) fTHRAEREELS) ERES] oF ¥ ST &
g Shbibaz A A uk QA o ek fTRpkE s [TEE] Bijghe s L
T EEZ T MEREEY —EE old BEdAR gtel B 4 9x G&sF Qs

(65) Ot o Bachof, Winfried Brchm, Die Dogmatik des Verwaltungsrechts vor den Gegenwartsaufgaben
de: Verwaltung, Versdfentlichungen der Vereinigung der Deutschen Staatsrechtslehrer 20, S.
19 ff, 1972.

(66\ .0. 5‘789 290. Brohm <] 24 Fo9 fTB ¥ HEHR ohgoF & BEAMEd o8 #HgedaAd
ok, F, FERS boozste] BEE THRTAY el 4EH Z’%S‘«"’E—;"‘, e
2 °“‘] m(—xﬁ*\’ A BEFREMEZ T B0 PRE. gy d7149 KRGS 1T
ol o & #hITEEE (vollzichende Funktion)el 28] #aEse), 2L @ FHHe E K]

i ﬁ%ﬁ’rﬂ MR a9 AR EMES AR weba TR TR, ik
BER BEE 2 H5d ExAA Ao R3S Ffd BEATEN, R ‘I&’F@(lndl\ldu
al stischer und punktueller Charakter)-2 Rviv], =z AR Fr= FHFEEMO o, oA & THT
£ Ead 98t ghedl olul e #RMS EESA, BEREBE EIESAR 28
2 elvh zelzm AL TSNS S Marsl ol s BEE fAC A izt FEY
Fo1x) 2 el BHEEE o #R R ARl s BEAAM #FEstz dA @4, 29]dd
o] [REEMN ol M F Al o FTEATR = A B Kotol fin=lol Utz gk aa0.

&

ﬁﬂiﬁiﬁh‘
B o[
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