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&1 REHRET RN
| EERE T

BMEHMT 773 EHG-E(due proccess of law) I Bép 111 HET KEE(Maegna carta) ¥
N #Ed e & TP KEE BIRET ok OELY wikd REQGT KeT Hp £
ow RET Ho BETRT KeT Hb HT EES HNeT KT M ESeT K
BT B TTw REJuibT HEH % KeT° v H ERT CHETET ¥EwTIT M
4 BT H&E(The law of the land)T e rw MoP BEWT HKetJ(DavH RETT R#T°
§ B HKET ®8yHs N ZET vt rET H#id rEHy-2J (due process of lawda 4
E4 BETT #T° | {UILET ERES(he Petition of Right)gp MmE<) BT HgF K&
Tt EXRWET ¥eTIv £ H4 B¥wd oow HEsd HT BT HsTTd BE
B EBEP - BT A eRTC § EET BUGES HEY &@ EXN OEH w4
ReT BET #e B DEdu ¥ Re TTRICR HfT o4 We S8% ENe &
#7 TET OSSP 5P E<T U4 REF EBPTS wemTO

TTWT BUGET Bed 1 vR157 KEP OKE 2l BRET B2<T®i° 7R



N OME wr KEP TH EHNE 4T BREET K¢ BEee nSdd wHie o & =F
Y @ E ¥ BEXc SUKE R-ZeT | KKLET KBTS TOCT EREET X
T ¢ THENT BHGET T %A e -mME Hy S FRETT sstl (No
person shall be depvived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law) ¥4 WHT EZH
WE THRTO

BEET TJ EHED NG o BHRxTEstss R %7 BERXEKTRET EIT TR
4+ EEECERTHI EY EBY wrr B | 2EEyT BEvET TP RART #ET ¥T
R T BET ATT REEFES ExgEy REe 2R KETT EETT WFRE T
VR ERETT COXR(HETTH KT B EXP® EfT HREET EFHET ®e EZTTY
BT FA BHEIr° Awd &R HEEH ohT BEP &d¥ 7P +Ecd sRde MR
Eivs @ ¢ ®td SRTEC ATdd HET [REES] cEHEF Hugve EHSHT B
vT EHTEETS EET ks ¢ EXed®

Hrd o EET #TT SFE4 BEIvGEERS HELSET EREXKT B EET 7
TH 5P RREEXNT & ER4d BBRUA Rf° TR KETT ERCEN EECH ®
T EEd ATy BX® RTT° ATHH E<LT <gd ERTH EXw %EMﬂw ENeE
EEF HETRE 4TS RTTORE T BHEET EHRS |Evr® AFtT EBE dvA
RETH KEF BEcpT FTEL EXCRT EE4 BT Mrr FSSBERTY SHE
# OBREE W RIEET ENGBETY wEEKPT TTH HELST RSECNETH BEXs



b Rewsd EET EETRTCE B 4P TP XET BEEKY HEcT #H2Tig S
Eaor REEv BRv4 ENGIEST BERT #57 T4 mete

1* Mathewe, the American Consitutional System, 1940, pp. 431, 432.

11" Mzgna Carta, Chapter 39, “Xo freeman shall be arrested, or imprisoned, c¢r disseized, or
outlawed, or exiled, or in any way molested; nor will we proceed against Lini, upless by tre
lawful judgment of his peers or by the law of the land”.

TRT EET wmwml& YXy SEEFETY wud Ve TTH OOF EET MerT ZRTH

LEETET ¢ K¢ voT° KET 77 Ks NEE HY EEUT Piw BINT
e.x%m‘_itaﬁmM.ﬁa HFP PHRT A BPsHRAY; K& BETHTC

1]* “Freemen be imprisoved or detained only by the law of the land, or by due process of law,
and not by the King’s special command without any charge.

g° Murray’s Lessee v. Boboken Land and Improvement Co,, 18 How. 272 (1855).

§° “The article is restraint on the legislative as well as on the executive and judicial powers
of tte Guvernment, and cannot be so construed as to leave Congress free to make any process
dre precess of law® by its mere will”.

2wy HET | BESH C@ETC A KEP Bad ExT
tnw o Wil RPEE ¢+ B2i° RBEHETT N EE



TH KéT TeT vHET KFE! | UFTE4d Nlivdwd w7 et RRBERKEERY
ted ®F SER HEOTH&T #TT REGEKTE FT WES EEP BRET TEe
Egd st $FES TPFT 575 H» DRELGP HETHS e Ry Fi° rTH
SRE =ELBEs EHeT fHud KHwd BHT RTT HT KEY HET EXEdd
[EED s &£o4) DAUSFTT BNFT PRTTH - ®E FBEA JTIDTH PEwTO
HET =Y «m%ﬂ. BfwBe e FERKFERT FHEET wob & HiO BEldsd T
Eo=we RTT E<ST EXTN XUEGH EHE20RY Fe¥ BHTTe RRd EST wy {E&
EXKIDY BERGEEST pEXIRsTH Wi B T+TwT =XHCEH Hby HEERT $E
T LRSS OFT HEHIET RKESZEBET ZIRIODTHRY PeTe
BEGZERT —FY HES HTLST Hov E<T HEE<E B #@ o IE % mEP
EEETAT HEO AwH wawd HETERY EITEETT EHeEP By & owro o
TEE kT ﬁ,w....u. LEERYT E<8RTT EXfT #Eﬂ% THE ¥TH HERR ¥
BT EFL ®I° APT ttws ENFRT UBEEET BRTHRT HIEET TErF EBXP
VYT »TE #¥ WL

] Twining v. New Jersey, 211 US, 78 '1908).

“Few phrases In the law are so elusive of exact apprehensjon as this. This court has always

deciined to give a comprehensijve definition of it, and has preferred that jts full mearing shou-

Id be gradually ascertained by the process of inclusion and exclusion in the course of the dec-

isions of cases as they arise”.
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1” Pennoyer v. Neff, 35 U.S. 714 (i877). "a course of legal proceedings zcecrding to those rules
and principles which have been establist.ed in our system of jurisprudence for the protection and
enforcement of private rights®.
1" Hurtado v. Californja, 110 U.S. 516 ((1834).

»The limits of those fundamental prirciples of liberty and justice which lie at the base of all
our civil and political institttions”,

N BuwgERe [@E]

HXTT EEWH #» M) (ife).rmEidiberty) & [dSi] (oroverty)T Béd HEDST
THT RNET ooy TR HFET KMNT Hrws + FT @T° fETHEelsd Led
EEP JPFY By ZOeTC NET (mEld MEEJT Bedd RPE D@dis |y BaT
TEHRT Z@RET T 0 £P@ns EEX EETTRDEC IL{0PgT BEREEKTFET IR
W EET Béad Thr T #E#FeRtC

(mEd EfHd v SEEEXKMAT mEME EET BRTS 934 ®F +THA DI
TohT ERMY Daitd wYRETOR o) mUT X8 s WEE § ER b
SXERH Y BHEGH TEHESE TWOHL RYEH BETT HHEITH REwvy 88X LB

o My MWERLH EFT L4 BEke HEvr BER 0 4RT D&y RRET FET

BHvH SKed HEEe XTo EESH fgIwT AvsEl @M e

EX¢ EETvT XETH TETH <7 wEd ELET LRT oEy Jawse §F T o
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H4 HEd ERTTS @10 ARy dd BET sdy PEl Ve FTiC RRT mEd ¥
B EQIdaTy TEMT BNTT ®I° QETEY XAeT w0 KED BEo*Ta
FEL TTTUD° ATdy [ET STT TEN Twded BT BReT 2y X o
EoaFy @ & =4 ERXF dete o <vd TP HYP mEy BELT TEH RBRE
7 ITHA TWIFET ERY #v B%d ERER Reds ERPTIP BHE® ¢ R4
v° ATdy E<T OH4L HEET TTAR HEF HET wd v EX wE S wT
T ¥<EET KEsH EKRdpadF Had Xurn Fur BEY SBEFFE KT w4 VY
HEw BEY E<T CHEk =Qes [Bvie

S 1RANMET DEFEEL LUEN REET BEXHCERTT =4 DS ¢$EF &
KET EBEsFre

[ inBUT REJpAFT TIFH Ped BT TTH KEGH™ TF HI8HTYT &\
BHTEEY BEd pR B5EH KEE Fed HRES ERSE opRoeT ERT vE R
& TH" NETH KPP Hm gy FEHAUTT HELT FES HEgE HSETHIT BEE
THE BMTTY reed EER SRFL ETE T [wE) 47 B&wrloe
EXArESET SEw Faws BEXGT EESK WP @RF BET PTTHT AT ki
BRT maEdwT 8 # R I%r B<ERRT BERP EB<yg 8278 ¢ 2=58 B+
EET ZHGEEST rmEes Demitx EFTT° nrd QpgsR |47 R<KELSRT
<ELgy BRESPS BEd P A Ll RESES TEEH BRd F ReTe AT



MRl SHEN BHEET MmERNT sdvd ERYT DEPHH v HET LEN B
14T FLEINT <EBEXry BRIART KeRy BT ISEFT HW&T PE° 07T
I KEE cud-BdT ®TT BREEFERS MTT pEIET THEYT LUEN RIZE&T o
BYT BETF TRT TRy ERAET Hv EXet EET IHET F» £ wTH

LTy (D) s 58 BERD [ RKNTET 7TV ERET hEIHmMEw RAgRTS BET
BEXT7T M€ ® ZET mER JREYH R-EXT BEAWEEST He7 XETH 837

Ent ZXi&s Xty FETTE #1 e Wb WoW RN BT TH HEFwRTG)O
TEwy B RN ET ZET mETH BETHRY # | RECETHI HWET @METY
ERWAM) IRIYETH 8T TUETH EETRTR® V5T KZEy vaded ETN B
Wiy RUET TR pol BEEH BIZTXT o7 ¥EFTY W +TH <ET #HEEw

ReT THT EExgTd T4 Wet®

HEYT TFT Sy VY RHUBRHT EFEl B EIT BIELAT) 7 Biw BERY T R
HEH R-EXT (MEw PBer el tw XEP 8% #T4 &Y 710 Emew
N 884 EFZEEET % HEE? EXT ety Vot 457 MiEET #MEET 77
T FTET EHEEATN A FXolp BT KA RN ETEKET QMR owFRN° FEY £
KT &P R Ky 9@ RREQE E¥ERTU0D° KRFERT R XB(D) = HEER
T ®e ERB(LgEsTe

1" Allgeyer v. Louisiana, 185 U.S. 578 (1897). ....Not only the right of the citizen to be free



from mere physical resfraint of his person, as by incarceration, but the-term is deemed to embr-
ace the right of “the citizen to te free in the enjoyment of all his faculties; to be free to use
them in all lawful ways: to live and work where he will; to earn his livelihood by any lawful
calling: to pursue any iivelihood or avocation; and for that purpcse to enter into any contrzcts
whictk may be proper, necessary, and essential to Lis carrying cut to a stceessful conclusion the
ptrposes above mentioned™.

11 Warenhouse Co, v. Burley Tobacco Grower’s Co. Asscc, 276 US. 71 (1928).

II° Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390 (1923). =....Not merely freedom from bodily restraint, but
also the right of the mu&ﬁucm_..ﬂo contract, to engzge in any of the common occupation of life, to
acqrire useful knowledge, to marry, establish a home and bring up children, to worship God acco-
rding to the dictates of his own constierce, and, generally to enjoy those privileges long recogni-
Zed at common law as essential to the orderly purstit of happiness by free men”,

E° Gitlow v. New Hork, 263 U.S. 652 (1925). for the present ptrposes we may and do asstme
that freedom of speech and of the press-—-which are proteccted by the First Amendment from
abridement by Congress---are among tte furdamental rights zrd ,literties’ protccted by the due
process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment from impairment by tke states™.

4" Near v. State of Minnesota ex rel, 255 U.S. 697 (1931).

" 0 FER® THTFET M7 Z2ERWERT®
Grosjean v. American Press Co., 297 U.S. 233 (1936).

$° Contwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296 (1940)*

X" De Jonge v. Oregon, 299 U.S, 353 (1937).



{* Hurtado v. California, 110 U.S, 516 (1834).
10" Maxwell v. Dow, 176 U.S, 581 (1900).

] |~ Twining v. New Jersey, 211 US. 78 (1903).
11 Palko v. Conecticut, 302 US, 319 (1957).

T RRPZEIT =¥
EHGERTET BEW (S loropertyis ¥ 2RY ®FET ¥or EZgETT wi° =
F ETEd EEECEY Fwr EEed FHled SKE4 BTHY K QHERHIY B
LEd BTN BEFTA HT° £2F BeRd S¥T EETT KIO# e g%
W mEgEd SEET NESH wTIdH P10 MHd ST Bis sdws ERfd EBERTT
FTHT STEA o BEXET ZHed BHGEREET #RPrs FEd #HevE Smewn
-WD

A RN EERy [xw]

F#+x] (Any person) EHGEXFT HaT SHH HE o MER SEP EEEGT B4y
TH OST(REEE T8 T Rd LERERY RE dE<d Fast° B M<KELO s4
BET BExuc OKEXNSELT ®4 dizwl (D d 2¥t° nTH 777 EES xwow
< Ja T H<Y BEwT° vy ZEET BeTTH BEY BESTO ATT HET E
¥ BT+ DX<T T UE7T BV B/Fy BRNT tTL My £xY e 38
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HBUYT FERs RI°
1” “All persons within the territorjal jurisdiction, without regard to any differences of race, or
color, or of nationality”. Wok wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 357 (1866).

& EHEEY  WEH
| BsnET REs

PELTES TEP BT ENGER | HSiRT Eidrv SQE8Ne 2PwT° gFE4
EHGET TEEV EET BEEd BT ELEd Avd #Fd W E4T0 [ES W
w O HTy RP BRETHTC M KTES ve KET KEt  RECT JF KET
ETk R BT KET EDET EXET BEDS ¢BEKT S84 RET B OEHEET
T BEFSRED® ATT 7 kY SEEET whd RET PuT BWELET £
o EXRpAw®S TTFC

|XPRET (PTHTELE S BT KENT Bidr B9 ¢ ¢ REe =255
EHT EEdT CROY ¢ wtd BREREC @ Bitd KEST PEds fET =T
HEEHRT $T7 HESRT® 47T SERFES EBT BDET ¥ HEYs HBT RLEIET
RETKE bt ©F BT #H7 RECHRT® ¥ HBT BxyT Bosd zEIFTIL #
BF $Es Tl §T ERY » ¢ Bt d HESRT(LC sder KITET BHEET ¥

—1 1 --



Hid RBESET TH7T cwod HET &% SPd 2B Txd ¢ #P wewo

1 Murray v. Hoboken Land and Improvement Co., 18 How. 262 (1885).
1" Burtado vy. California, 110 U.S. 516 (1884),

e S % w B
BRGBY $EEKy ZFrTr HEE O33R w Tt v) Rfdy EHwr #pte B
HEETF FITTY UEFT HE€7 [HwT HEEY HEW EHGHTY vy HFET S®He
Ui NFT HEES HEBKT B¢ BR e KElT RET fSeeT® E| H#gs
BT REP +BT HevT 24 ERVRTP Avd <EBT & ¥t BiHET #R
THY WTTO o

T - - !
GESKT E® EI¢E4 HEEHT EEEF 47T T EXSTC SPEET v R
tEr B FdT B¥ wH RY HFEER N ENHEET BeT SKTEEET =Tvd ot
FRTTC E] TE BNy gag ELE KT B EEH D@ v BOs HEGES
T HY K<T DIERST Xer HEET T HF FTF #71° KilkT &9 4E
HPP BHGET TRPT® fFd+ BERHT RTT #HFWT K<Ps A T EKe BRI
Ty BERET ®He HHP GERHMT BReT® H EHEFET RTT ST Ev K59
BErr § EET EXT ®p RivkT HURER KEwd FFLEEs et°



B 0 Ry EE

RHRT - LG A4E HERGY E<T HEIERT 4<T KETFT BT QLvrT
¥<T ERe BIP HEY BT KAEE KNTH | LFST w1 vy KBETY
RITH EXT HEOTT WWMTTS #1° 4 TRTH Rl BEEx @ BuP PELES
* ERTTE S1° ATH EETH EEd OUTY R S de BN 25 & RT

TT°

2

oF

EdHEHY RE

REET BV QusTe ﬂu.oKN H#Tms KERT T=RP Wmm% NPTE RET K
HET BKWIH P & HL° duTd (Ohio) 7 HMET MEH MEWRT &P CRFK XE
T IEe FEN PITHE RECHIE KFES ¢ HEge ZHGET #REPE wR®T De

HEYT BMK® Tohy EBEST ¢ CKEHT BEETeT <4 1 $£Bs 74 v ¥
B fTH RT THT EXTET HEFT Wit wre

# RFET GEETP P B85 #Td VT NPT Bl KFET ERFTHKS wwi ¥
Ry QFst KET BRs "|e v Bt HE ZES @ & Fode EUHET EX
wTH @Te°

] Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U, 8. 510 (1927).
1” Moore v. Dempsey, 261 U, S, 86 (1923),

—13 -



 BHRRT HATTT EHwE
HREILET B BREN aFpE (WHRTIXKIFT RIS 7 TTEEY =ih Se
TOoEBEEKETT Ew EEeH RN [EH K-S%s 2HGBXETT w7 R
W T T HEKT iR ST KEY B3 pd GEHE BEe @ - R®P W
B EBRPTOH®] Tawd ¥ET KEFTP N 2T Bitd Fhis BT EiMEERY &
BEBKP BHGH vor R $HEEKeY BRch R oIT TF EHRET RTIT
<BEKG(]) TT WED Towe EHHBEET KT Hv R 2T Bl Y o
TE REECKW " HUHRFEY HEed e T30 dsse THT +1aT7 BRET i
T YT EROp HEXFTTT W SETEKT Q) fe BEKeT s ERST (D° H
ERPELEY OUTR SRS Hine BeE ¢ ®6 ERe EKT EKEP Y Tt
abe At EHFET EMRET FTT HE<KT HER Rhww s WM QU R
+EET EHbEdRTY FERY FTO Irwd MEd: M HKEIF QB BU LR
® ORETT BTsT ¥TE wi(e

" R RITE RITH BEHELKUT <BXKp oK

1° Maxwell v, Dow, 176 U. 8. 581 (1900). .

I° Twining v. New Jersey, 211 U. S 78 (1908).
g” Powell v, Alabama, 287 U S, 45 (I932).
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D DuwEE SEER

BACEETY A mIr HE<y HKTERT B HE -UE ¥ SEe HIw IESHEd
HEGE

T FETTH T Aoy v BEP HE x BPHARE O3F LT =TTd EXKe R
By ¥’ &F BT R BEEE-HEEESP XRGHT R&TT RIEAT $XNc FER

®

Hure & BET LQ@re oadd OHRET w77 ELT £FN EH4HET EIT %4
By EHH PT KAGT T vE I<d SHPEEEFS 0T LIRRe SETEA ESe 4X
P ¢ @p WTEC RSBET ATT CERER B8 4P BT B LWET T 52w
oEEd ®wy BELET HERPT(1I°ATT HKSSHE #H) IESBET RTTH BT

4 =TT ¥Bos BEEET £vT CHDEYS HRPEXNEN TR & AT ATET
RHeEirs CRET F&wrs W 87 BT BESLEXP BERIF &KF H3

P DOXNES CURSTE BEIP HEr AFIT TRY EXLBEYXT FryTemte (1)
T HE&EF HATT TFRTH HUEST FET FRdd srd HETHCERET ©RET ¥ HAYE
oy [WRTTH EWTT° Azt EEZ v THEEYT =T BELT OF Ep SET R
e P KET ®TTH HFE EET H#TT FTE RESET RTIS e ECET
BRT T X KIKET 2Exdd s KET BERPY S F4Edd XND £EE
ER ooy TRy LHEIv KEHGTTFT BWEVH o ERd BERY KHTT BT =S
Y EEP + &Y @°
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dicial) £y ERTroi° vood EXT W4 BHGEHNT T HHEL GHKERW

FE RmEw HHTH GRT aERTd @ BEd KNGT 4T ARG KET fEe Q
REeT e EEe TYECHPH HEET |WHH

guT #1° HUET CEKFET $8
HEEZP CEST BE4 ERE vy HEEY S ENd BE4 w7 SHGEH HET
REP BYXeT it CEXERY (EHEEZY CRGT BEP e v HRTEKETEE
T ORXET di $EBT RTT ERSKS meTe

I 2 Re LH=ERt sy KT T4 A B7 & e ERT T4 HEwe CRORN
KRGS BHP E/etTy FRY =Tom BRELET OxhxEys HHesr ESEXR
Biedy DF WTH EET EwT KRT FéP Eew T RST o HEgd =K RAY
fEREE) v oTF % ®1° Ocean stearh Navigation Co. v. Stranahan, 214 US. 520 (1509).

1 Murray’s Leasee V. Hoboken Land and Improvement Co.,18 How. 272 (1855) .

g1 BirEdT SEERE

I R4y 3N

GEFZE (Eminent domain)z & iR UHCEF FoT [HI v diokdd EETH B
B et oRd BE H4 #iET E(Imberent)@Ze8° fTdy EEFT Do RN
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P SHT FTOREH ELEP EORTY EEDP TET 1 LEdMT EEFH R T
TH RO YEHY FoT BESHFT 44 BRERES PH wrle nrd GEAXES
LEEHT #TT4 BER ® EREY SHERRT @sT HEE £ (Just Conpensation)d @
Ré¥ BEEGHT. LY BHEs Tiwr BUGH SEIEDY ERSEC W 25 TTYS
B BHGTT Hew HHL BE HST BITISHTOT HoW AT HEgs

3 TR E
HbBEl BET FKT BETT @ RY TTEC TET LEEN RII8y ENGET 6T
HH DB BETR KPTHY ®T HED BET BF HER SdT EH IHEH DI
¥ OBLI®) T e GEIES THT EEE BEY §F ST Rl LIS 8
T H4TH BBV TTE TT KEES T BEP RAT KEEA BEHTETe GEF
¥ET BIT TET NESd BH¥es weds BEs Z2gd #¥© (1) B wF HRE
Sl Ho5d FETH ERY EES & Bra4 ReA wvs HOSES GKUEe e

T OEEP TS PUT Ry BEP FTd T8 WeH =T DET EERTT RS
EET SEY CTRE HTH RTLO
1 Caicago, B. & Q. Ry. Co. v. Chicago, 166 U.S. 226 (18%7).
1l SEEXT B
(1) #Hirkig
XETH ZHa +2 KEwed KS:d SE BRY4T DELT KEwd EOSEEY dawce

—_—17 ~



TTWT ERRIK KEF BRAET MoT OXEETRSN@NEE (United States Shipping
Boarb Emergency Fleet Corporation) # SEER#T BP KIe FERT(]) H EKE®RHE (N-
ational Defence Act) ¥ H¥ 7 K$ES TP BREET HEI - BRy FEELRTO T
e REST ERY EET g% wT°

D) gRmEd =EpET B

YHEET HTT SHOFT S+ReEw HKUSH WY HHEEFT RPTWET 75 4T HF
By g2t Beid 99 ¢ *1° GRKTEs FiIe EuT EEG o HE 2R . UHEK L
HEw gew FTrC B TRy EXeT €% HBY 7T REIFCATT P
TSNS - ATEE B EREH R GHIETE @ & BEC N Pe HEST @eT @Y
+ %87 [P BAT RAF TRY o 29 JESET KET BEwd  HEe
SEpBs BT ST ¥ EHT ¥er BEgEEY PP HEY wEFFT ¢ 3L
0F BETRT 9% S0 XEd STT HED ESe EXP BET ARTC FREP JET
oW aTs s UBSnEs ESY TP BT @ts ve BBy T BXT KECERTCTTT R
TT KTEN THIR v DHERT ATTH SEHETT K KETHT BEWWHT wITT
T CHmMEP @y LoSHET KES EEN#sr B HET BY orvHd T BEd wo 7T
TE HEIFTTH AWTH wRIO(N H EXEEM: EEES BHIETT STELCT BTR¥
F HEEDKRY XKESHKEES BFELYE 77 ZThomde- BXe BE7 RAR/T° TRT E-T
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B KeEpcied SHET K8 HHOT RN w6 BEY Rdt 0 iR PT KEmERY
ER €sv BiTTd FET RS wEA MEGwEO

FRT Rer HTEP B2 NEER 27 ERSEES OHERET ST HESH
ey £X EAMp |RTT EHEY EE £ ERXC ATH oxRTEC 4 BT MEw
TR EHNT Sfs PECTP KIEDRY DBy EX4XF BEs a/nto B4 oo Eoms
¥ FEPRT ToT S5T BEY m=rA SHECTRT ReT RTSL FTEBIT e E
BE SHESYE <7 SEET XESK X f QT EZ¥ T SHe B ReT SE
Ed EXRv #Y wRTEe

ang ¥ e
TE ERE vaer CEEEEs MR R4 EKT ERe BRI 15t XEs o B

¢ BROFEST wé FESET KD ¢ HEO W AT @5 E<sy «Emar @
Wi T T GETH ORMES ¢ HIO o fd B4 SEEHTO M| HWE ZESET &
T LT HEXEREH CEET KeT? MRS KRS RO TP BET =TT i
Tke IEFTHIRY SEETP @uTey LBOTT ARY EFET GHKEESY TTd o4
RT Wi HATER Ky HE<v 7¥ HEw KEFATH A HRE BET POSHD e
ERwPEe Ao T BE< M4 EEY BLT ded ERGTH ST N @Re SES
o LW REdXY TR NP HEwW EETTE Fre VT =TT Haiwdg mSof
wTH HEXEES &8 & Br°

i
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Tds TEEd ERIXEET [Eet ZHEEN SRIERERSET SrT XEEN KIS ¢
T NET EBRSESN EAREC=ET el ZREM #ESr ¢+ #to SRieRdé ENGE =
Ty 2T Hp EEDuT E2EW & :EE0°

@mwwmm $2F WEDEE Smue cbd HEE TEH P ED @ TTE Wi

DI (Market Valve) & w37 =i B2 (Reasonable Compensation) ()
THL fuRe ESEET L Fmc ¥R 44 v EXETE H4 DEgTswc k¥
BAT TT N DBXHIKS Master in Chancery T% HMNY HEETT o BT KB95p ®7T

I EET 1EY YEW B804 1 BT #uT ERSEd BERTE PO ATt
EZZyT 18BY JETS RET FET £ d8cs RITH TRR WY BEESL
TRTOKTELS TF BET #WrTH VET SHEBEd | BECES EFEL Re RS
BOSRT(O0 o BESEEEY FETY Hiv NELKRT REUYT ERY SESES ¥
Egony FEET HiE MNEP S$EFH HEST wRIT BEXHWL BE BEEET %
T OEIFE Beovw #d FEBY ATy &rmnaaﬂ BKw TdT *KWF mwTT T
MﬂHMﬂ BTE FTE HFHCRTORITEL T HKBGHRTC (D°
]

* United States v. Cress, 245 US. 316 (1917),
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1” Richards v. Washington Terminal Co, 233 U. 8. 546 (1914).

m‘
Ev

In re Sarisom Street in City of Philadelphia, 203 Pa. 483 (1928).
Rigney v. Chicago, 102 111. 64 (1882).

%° Uoited States v. Gettysburg Electric Ry.Co., 160 U. 8, 688 (1896).

ﬁv

A\

KERERE B-HEEIETH [SHw BE] o34 #9F s7d (Higsr Bg) &4 ¢

T [BEETES]I 4 Elw &Eer°
Bauman v. Ross, 167 U. S. 548 (1897) : “The Constitution of the United States contans no

exprss prohibition against considering benefits in estimating the just compensation to Le paid
for private property taken for the pubric use; and, for tke reasons and upon the atthcrities
above stated, no such prokitition can be implied; znd it is therefore within the authority of
Congress, in the exercise of the right of eminent domain, to direct that, when part of a par-
cel of land is appropriated to the public use for a bigway in the District of Columbia, tke
tribunal vested by law with the duty of assessing the Compensation or damages due to the ow-
ner, whether for the value of the part taken, or for any injury to the rest, shall take into c-
onsidration by way of lessening the whole or either part of the sum due him, any special and
direct benefits, capable of present estimate and reasonable computation,.catsed by tke estab-
lishment of the highway to the part not taken’”.

Brooks-=Scanlon Corporation v. United States, 265 U. S. 106 (1924). “Determination of just co-
Svmuw.mmou is to be based on the fact that claimant’s contract and jts rights and jnterest ther-
eunder were expropriated and that it is entitled to have thejr value at the time of the taking.
The value of such ships at the time of requisition, and tre then probable value at the time fi-
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xed ed for delivery, the contract price, the payments made and to be made, the time to ela-

pse before completion and delivery, the possibility that by reason of the gover ment’sczction in
control of materials, etc, the contractor might not be able to complete the ship at tke date fi-

xed for performance, the loss of money to be sustained, the amount of other expenditures

to be made between the time of requisition and delivery, together with other pertinent fzcts,

are to be taken into account and given proper weight to determine the amount clajmant lost
by the taking.”
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an o &

EXaEd BRT S Ha XBw gEciodvd f EXe KE&TR ST Rt EET
EXT BRETCECED T EEKER B EEREWT RKIEgSH difo i BELT =Y
T CK-Ee UpT ZETAT STH BET THr ENET XeTY E<y Skr o
T ORRTH HIOEET FET SHTET ikt d w94 FHy ZUT YT S
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) ERYEed Fliy SRs
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4 TRY BETT WHRTT (RURBTES°SE v b7 EXTH BHETT GKERE
#v v ERcTTYd =XRT° AET. TRT EHHT BHE-RETs ENELEr P B2e
EEP GT°ELT TFd FBET RXFP -RE E o357 210 » EESEWN THTI0D
1* Commonwealth v. Alger, 7 Cush. 53 (3851).
I~ Souttern Ry. Co. v. King, 217 U. 8. 524 (1910).
II""“The boundary between the liberty of the individual and the police power of the state is an
indeterminate zone rather than a definite line”, E. Q. Keasby, “The Courts and New Soicial
Question”. Green Bag, vol. 24, P. 120 (1912)

11”7 ST EH7 BUE

: e EGET BSde EHTH HSuT ThEgdy we A= Y
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NE $w YRT BET B SEFT sRTTCvadvd HEd =ELT @B
R GHEST KBe guvr SEEH BNy T RBETY weTe

= Td KET HKeT EBETRET BEY XKGEh W EHeEXE

TOFTETTE HiEs B@ET HHETH BEHT WEsT =

ZYUHET #BXwl e EBEY RT)° A EES EE@ET #y
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Eolnl Figh EXEH ®ie 1FF FYIETIE S8 SRHEFET SHetH BEY v W
<TEW Fe BLE ¢ w#id BETEAT TR KEP BREEKTET TEL ®(He
THT CHEDD @ FRET CEUT KNP ZEY wd HE) [ RVNEET FISTET

EREEXRESKST %7 HNEd MEerT do-—4 BSEHEREE EFERD T8 ¥T moRTe

T (e
1~ Liggett Co. v. Baldridge, 278 U. S. 105 (1928).

11~ Jacobson v, Massachusetts, 197 U. 8, 11 (1905)
§~ Buck v. Bell, 274 U. S. 200 (1927). “It is better for all the world, if instead of waiting to

execute degenerate offspring for crime, or to let them starve for their imbecility, scciety can
prevent those who are manifestly unfit from continuing their kind.

NS SRmET P BRE
GRMET FHT Bd ENET DR IR EER SOWE BREPY HETH HET BN
THC ERT B¥ T BREKEE X2 ERPET DERETT &% § 2T BP Rgv
$o

T LT FEY e
Wivdy g2 ZRERUTH ThE Wl wr HTC EFEES FRBEY KESH fEmH T



B.QET ndRes KUes $e7 o ERSe Be BiTe T40 T4 frwd T K
B <¥TT.BIRAT LETTS POH BT HEETI°0 ¥ QK BT XwiEgs @@
ERSZERNT =T° HNS SET 2ES4 BXEe KBTS w47 NP H7 x47 £
S KKHEDR AT A7 BRY KET-PE €5 $H° BD4 LBM BEE et
BEFTLOH WP QST B4 KERRT =T°

BT GHT EiEeg BXiE
KOSy EBET B EfS D9 S kdl-m8 [T th DFe @7y  OR
+ ®#1d W B EREEKTEY £FW w—P (Harlan) & Eer thgws Zoowd®
FoeTovd) FRET SRTI-YRER - GRFGFE FETRT €9 HE4 wr «HK=F 8
EET FE g HEgs FEZ@ O+ #tH ewete ~-nTH  EERET EFEEs K0
BiT BRY BET #gs SESTT HHEST  He BEd ESd GK-F nUst g
¥ WERT WwERTIDC
B | XRRET
P BEge) DUFTE STV R BEIVIT TRF NETHT (D° 7 HEd &7 2FH
BT TP BEd #d TF KT RE® BEGT 99 <o R IR BF
& X3 (Public Comfort) of M¥WET WS Hi.mMmetdidd » EXST © + RT
nEols T @ SNET s EF ERTT KOS e FRTRP BEW TTT°

v

Tl
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H & SREEN SOT TEFY RoduT Jf EET KEBe £XwT gvr EHe8T %
STHLERY Rup TP &¢w WIHTE HEYMeE (California Railroad Commission) o o
B EHTF SRT 0D ATt T W SEHT P KT BEdr Els Bz 2o
: - vy FRYoet FHEHT 0T $ET gHJr v BE HSHESw M
Eova Eib T ERY T BEIRIT KDEVY R Bw LEERR E<T
B Zw ®ew #7 ERT @ RTE)°
17 “We hold that the police power of a state embraces regurations designed to promote the
public convenience or the general vnomvm:«w as well as nmmemonu designed to premote the
public rmm:r the vdEuo morals, or the _EES safety~----- And the validity of a police regu-
lation must depend upon the circumstances of each case and the character of the regul ation'
whether arbitrary of reasonable and whether really designed to accomplish a legitimate pu-
blic purposed®.chicaco, B. & Q. Ry. Co, v. Illinois, 200 U. S. 561 (1906).
1” Lake shore & M. S. Ry. Co. v. Ohio, 173 c. 5. 285 (189
1” Atchson, T. & 8. F. Ry. Co. v. Railroad Ooannwaob. 283 U, 5. 380 (1931).
E° Chicago gt. P., M. & O. Ry. Co. v. Holmberg, 282 U, 8. 162 (1930).
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e RET XBed T HEP ERET 7T T ZBE RHFGHEFT #T°
(1) oREST XE
WS BREOT GEKT EEFER (Economic welfare) FEIFTT Fw TIRK BT
" € 7 E8EX SRENT Efe oS w Mg Har EXREFET @Icver(D
(1) &Rpkd +r5 BEEKS

SEET HEEe BRTs L SERT BB DR RN RUes K80 $7
T% 330 # mwﬁu”m-_r Wead  HUEH MEd KT E2P 95 W TH IS

T =XELLs HP wd BT

1 E =8y EFwT FEEST S 2Ee Kides HAgd £ FTETT X 23T EX
& PHT R PET EREERTET ¥HeTr R Mot ERe aRTUC 57 HE&P
EE MEXKI(BlueSky Law) 58 $HT ARG RHT we 4P BEN =4 DBT.E%T

PEE% BoT EnT S2 RURKRe KESTA wed°
(1) YT RVWEASERT Dt FRET KE
(1) BEHEmwT i

)

Biim o MBIEIL K Uy FET BT RV TTT T TEEHN w7 EN RS
Ao Ty E¥D BET Rnd 77 SRd BRN BHaTT H£¥ Hp ZKH $F
Kt MBS R ZKT

e
SRS
Tog GEBGTY Bty - =

¥

iUy HEFT HMETHY ®WTT© F{Pe(Wisconsin) EXNET
TH SRIT BEEHY T BRE NEPeRTE.°H &
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FREP EReT 70 BSEXEEEREEEw BYP | ROPET o da-(Oklahoma)XE g v

HEET MEw o
M HETE CSHAETs N L5d ERETASTE°
(V) pEe=dETT =%

ST 47 (llnois) FHET PEEER EIEIo CEBEH $Tod 57 HESEe HEAw
FHUEHRT® 5% ReT sied BEFERET SEEGRT T MRETTIT  BRFEKTES
[YETET &% o) (clothed with a public interest) el WHREEW FwT YT ¥wT
EELPS KUD WET @ ¢ BTH BRTE)

() FE=NT BF
FEENT AF LgdT REP THEs BXT PT 0 SIHEY KOESTH BR
WTET TKT =R 1(K)° TRT KKRET BETH BEo SREdMr RES ¢ =
TH W REFTHTO

) BR<TE
ERY QE7 RHBAY BT TTT FT ER<SHEN EBW Fed-nFHEY BT w
T(R° N5t BERREXERT 7 KR4 HAHY EX®P Wer TRT &e¥ R K
WRT =1° B #r—d{ Holme)fTlo +F HEST (H&MEs § RET LEERT KE
W BT R®Y FY TP SHETHT KHERT B & #TIUTHA WERT® ¥ TP
BEREHSY rdwd BET BE «¥y BEvs ©7 TTds EHGET Bew @b =



HEFR#$:T T EET *®-UD°
(n) FEEE

UETET NHEP 4 W (Business affected with a public interest) T iy RRES TH
R ¢ =ty we BESHEST T BMHIEY Td o HEe TXT &4 BT
» T Bgesd HEd ﬁ%nﬁm,*ﬂ%mﬁﬁ\ﬂﬂ WI° AT%T JdnT HTENHET XIW-
EE.BPEY wHT R#TT R EES B¥TRIT ERBERTEVN RFH 4 QYT [BPP -4 ®T
Hy THEY ERT $wtUDe AFTY TRT BT FPET ((Brandeid T4
e RABRe @SRRI A7 HeP ET XMW #4 FXTY BRHT REE ¥
¥ XKied EIXZERSHd %7 rans #md st BRe ERd & XBevw Fer =
HF BHwH BEw BEd § KRS RE&P & sty ERe RRTH ReTIUMA THETC
T RE@mmd | AMMEET UTT KIEET REEDR: TT E7 SEREER 45IZFE TR
T TRy FTro(Nebi)F&TPE sed—nFE HES +RBER(Milk Control Board)p EEeT
¥ BT SRSEDEE KEEF wFTC SRBERT T|REXT #HEe T Feod—n XT
$REEMEE WETTH MHEIRAIT BEEEKTES HRZM ET BN HEsT S

HET R GRERTID® 7 FEXd T SERESS X REe FETT cZus
SZEET BXTH 4% EBY PTIT SRAT T TroHdd KB GFP KeFdy
SBREEW FETRT® T HET RTT ERREXNTES T [T dRd CiSnic

HEP BHOH HEdd BERET 1257 [DULET BT @KoY f#i4tT v KR
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W ORTE wET® B BEREELI Th RERKA wr HEZTH HPRETR HMEs ©
P HER T+¥ BXY #d §TT ELT WHET K[HeH HEFT Euv ow
T s wIJUDTH HERR
M T REERcELw mmﬂﬂé ™y 1 R1LEF Riboik v, McBride,277,U. 8. 350 7
TH TYEY DBFAP BHI o EEdH DECT SEEERTEY tw FEY TRAFT |
[T E T Olsen v, State of Nebraska, ex rel, Western Reference & Bond Association, Joc. .et al,, 313
U. 8. 26, sv4 HRRT e BT CRT W& Y
N H SE--REEES KEETH #mnmfﬁﬁﬂa + Bp WTEFH FRSPEETIY B
who o g B RIIKHEARKEE Hap o pK ﬁ%ﬁo_g HyEEEt dEsTT K%D
HE¥T TR ﬁ,m/ﬁﬂwo TRY JEHFRT RTTT FLET RBETIvT KERKERT ¥
BT REFRTUO®
1 Chio Oil Co. v. Indians, 177 U. S. 190 (1900).
1~ Lemieux v. Young, 211 U. S8, 489 (1509).
§* Hall v, Geiger-Jones Co., 242 U. 8. 539 (1917).
UOECEHY FUKERTdY REBET SIS GEHEH<B)W HEde B4 HiEw K
7w WY © Weed v. Bergh, 141 U, B. 569 (1910).
“ Noble State Bank v, Haskell, 218 U, 8. 104 ¢1911)

H
X" O'Gorman & Young v. Hartford Fire Insurance Co., 282 U. S. 251 (1951).
$° Munn v, Dlinois, 84 U. §. 133 (1876). -ws---cloted with a public interest when used in a
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manner to malke it of public conseqence, and affect the community at large. When, therefo-
re, one devotes his property to a use in which the public has an interest, he, in effect, gra-
nts to the public an interest in that use, and must submit to be controlled by the public
for the common good, to the extend of the interest he has thus created,,.

Smyth v, Ames, 169 U. 8. 466 (1898); United Railways and Electric Co. v. West, 280 U.5,
234 (1930).

Tyson v Banton, 274 U. S, 418 (1927).

The legislature may.forbid or restrict any business when it has a sufficent force of public
opinion behind it-..oeeer
Williams v. Standard Oil Co., 278 U, S. 235 (1928).
New State Ice Co. v. Liebman, 285 U, S, 262 (1932).
“In my opinion the true principle is that the state’s power extends to every regulatin of any
business reasonably required and appropiate for the public protection.e. .-,

Nebbia v. New York, 291 U, S. 502 (1934).
Price control, like any other from of regulation, is unconstitutional only if arbitrary, discrim-
inatory or demonstrably irrelevant to the policr the legialature is free to adopt, and hence
an unnecessary and unwarranted interference with wn&.qmn:w_ liberty”,
Block v. Hirsh, 256 U. S, 135 (1921); Marcus Brown Holding Co, v. Feldman, 250 U, S.
170 (1921).
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BPRESTET EXd 25T Q8874 BRUHR CXERPSRT BIRAT DRERL
Fre | <R2ET ERRESTEY EINSKT SEES |m <EEdW FEHP Fu(utah)
RHEY TEST wHIOD® s ERT KETET &» ETT KFEES ddvd mEH
TTR RERT SKEs EET IEvT  LHve IHBFTRT Hie K
HEER ToT ZEXET BETS T Fvw s VWP 7TF wREC
ToT UEe QEET B4 | JOHET LENT RS B4 KRTS KTEL T
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Ed MigTTCRT® o EEdMT «E EBETT cwd R T Hgs +TT EBELT
HKEmEse E#sd wed wHXT@E)° s Lochner BT #H#%T ©R¥ HEERT & -{&F
Y HeT RBETHI® T Heo®P
[—-TEEd +TPT KERT *+FH AT 84 BERET HESH &HT--°
EHY E® EEFEEP DBIETH Ve TTT° ART FRHET P Hay HEHERT
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BEETT o BREST #2vid QKT BERE ¢ = BIF f§set--o
&d Lochner 5% RTTT SH{KFog REBE=Z) uvr o 3 THT +ImXa
Bunting B4 (1)F HTT RNOEKT HERSIEY | +TEdy FZp v #(Orezon) =
ey ETEERTRS KEeHRT
&

wT EET $IF WTT FENT SHT BEEe RNoh Mg R
®olT LET WMERE Hy SET BEw HgdT RESITY IXT ke BEw Bkt
IR01 47 ERBEXTEY & Fufdd KELH BUT Bdidd K0 =@ mEd
® 7 — (Tennessee)E M ILRT BHED KTES Do™w o Hid KOmaw s 4
ARETEHT TIETTH KRBT H T @@O ¢ FHH Voo
N A EXT ARAKT BUESmEe Hidw RESH w4 | K] DY dFSE HgT B
B EERFESEST EENT #5T EFY BETRTOC S8 vivd {4 NIoET
@t T XNEUEV BREST TTT HEEREY BKE AF-ART SEEge meiv
FET ENEr RETH W SHE WETH ®eE° AET | RVMNET HEEKT &
REtde FEY @ertPEHdEe RS BRETE° H IRUNKET T ked—dE MEH
ERTd EXd R0 ATT BET I RNYDET BEREXTEN T b BIENENN
HERZY LT e oRTC T L s West Coast Hotél Co. v. Parrish, 300 U. 8. 579 X Fed—oEH
ERie HEpRy | HDE (Roberts) 7 7HET Hiy HEIT RENGKH FHss EF
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XETT THTRTC 7 BT S BEEHY RN donE {277 KTET mxRe 2%
T HEW $léﬁmnnwwmve,ar.%.n. v PR
[ EpdEd SEP GBXr LEY KEp E£XT4 FOF ST AThd BANEd
by Estd Be frer. BERAEY KHEF BT R ERT ¥R PN R
GETH TEET BET TT VT BEE OEITE W PRy @y o
EERe NOGAT BEE SST Fre Re DED ET Seiine

an EgEg

gesgr ®ET TeT SEKHYT G H8c FRTHETC ATt #ENT EST #e7F
RERT KEw F¢ BHT A EST HEF EEed° Rl Bov gkt Es=Hr
BeT BE BLEH EENY BEITOSHT BUT REY BHe 87 4 we He
g/ e PE WT° AT+ EET ATT WIHY MEHN Toded SRS veTe
TFy FRESXT EXS.Doctrine of Contributory Negligence)s +° % ESTw HXjier i
T fa% BKT =T HTedd FE#HI K 2wt ®eE°

ewy Ty DEE(Fellow-servant Rule)#® 7 Rep EERFERT BKY EeT i =xd
RETH EHEwe WEP KRB VTP wwd QERHET EZ(Assumption of Risk Rule) 5
to B mEkT BES v T BET OE#r S4RY SEERN v ESHS R
T bt d "IE® FIdwe EZHT RRERT RHTT BRGOKT £ EBfEsiv o
2T EESHT ®TT ERSL LSSk TR SREP TR & R4 BTHE Bisvyx
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TULE REERNT BSkT XEe Tur $FES 57 SSHEEe SYUnh 424 =
HERN FETTRT° TRT BITH o OFES KBEST ot | R VET o d—n TEH
T Fhodu LHETKF FEFRTUNG KEERS 7 H@gs RENT FEEET TEYITE K
Ewd ®od FRTTY ST SE-MYEIT HPb 7 ZREHET CHEDET dwie

~~
]

) REBRE
BERT EZEEMD ® ESISe BESH HEY RBEHT BHP w10 | SUSET B

SRy omIZvde EREY EESREY BHS | RIHET SRRSBEY (the National Labor
Relation Act)dy &#ETHH w4 BRRBRHIET TE¥ sSRTOD° 8 BRUEr HeF B85
MEELPY KESEdW FTTH PPTH BHT HA¥F TP &EY RERDLT E<P R
Bl ¥EW ERGA 1 SRH8T KIUSEREs Tt ERVERTES o4 BHoE
RI(1E)°

}© Muller v. Oregon, 208 U, S. 412 (1908).

1~ Miller v, Wilson, 236 U. 8. 373 (1915).

N~ Holden v. Hardy, 169 U, S. 366 (1398).
£~ Lochner v. New York, 198 U. 8. 45 (1905),
H

]

#° " --..-This is detided upon an economic theory which a larse part of the country doesnot ente-

rtafn - *
“A constitution is not intended to embody a particular economic theory, whether of paterm-
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alism--, or of laissez faire - ..., I tLink that the word ‘liberty’ , in the Fourteenth Ame-
ndment, is perverted when it is held to prevent the natural outcome of a domibant Opinon,
unless it can be said that a rational and fair men necessarily would admit that the statute
proposed would inéringes fundamental]principles as they have been understood by the traditi-
ons of our people and our law”.
Burting v. Oregon, 243 U. S, 246 (1917).
Knoxville Iron Co. v. Harbison, 183 U. S. 13 (1901),
Stettier v. O'Hara, 69 Ore. 519, (1914): 243 U, 8 639 C1917).
Adkins v. Ouildren’s Hospital, 261 U. S. 525 (1923).
Morehead v. New York ex rel. Tipaldo, 298 U, S. 587(1936).
* .....The Legislature of the state was clearly entitied to consider the situation of women
in employment, the fect that they are inthe class receiving the least pay, that their bargaini-
ng power is relatively weak, and that they are the ready victims of those who would take
advantage of their necessitons circumstances -~ The Legislature had the right to consider
that its minimum wage requirements would be an important aid in carring out its policy
of protection’®,
New York Central Ry. Co. v. White, 243 U. S, 188 (1917).
National Labor Relation Board v, Jones & Laughlin Steel Corporation, 301 U. 8. 1 (1837),
Helps Dodge Corporation v. National Labor Relations Board, 313 U. S, 177 (1941); Lincoln
Federal Labor Unjon v. Northwestern Iron and Metal Co., 335 U. S. 525 (1949).
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