g
95
1) 96
178
3276
29
4)
I it]

230 '
(06)295-6127 _
j
5 ] 2 8 1
559
4154 ( 2)
3) 29
4)
178 3)
3276
93 6
93
633 ( 5



2)

93

94

94

95

95

95

95

%

95 ( )

96 4154

633 5

3707

C ) 369

1495

( ) 180

6755

( ) 559 1)

4154 2)

17 8

379

559

(



17

17

17

379

2)

178

29

1)

24

96

17

3276

4154



178

96 4154
96 4154
78
1) 96
4154 ( 2)
4)
5 1 2 8 1
178
3)
16
14 1



16

178

14

17

654

5 It 24

16
16



639

639

m6 tH»



16

654



23

23



@)

178

24

29



©)

16

16

® 10M

24

17



procedural justice)

See TOMR. Tyllk, Why Piorf i- Objy tub Law (2006).
Id

11.PT 24



16

12

24

178

17

18



(United States Code) 28 USC § 455(a)

3* (Code of
Conduct for United States Judges)Canon 3(C)(D)(e)
! [¥l
f # — l
4
2. (House of Lords) 2002

([2002] 2 A C.357, at 494.)

5 (the High Court of Australia)

Johnson v . Johnson —

3 United Staies Code, 28 USC §455 . . 6)

‘1Code of Conduct for United Stilus Judges, Canon 3(C) (e),( 7)

5 R, Matthew Pearson, Duck Duck Recuse? Foreign Common Law Guidance & Improving Recusal of
Supreme Court Justices, 62 Wash. & Lee L. Rev. 1799, 18i0 (2005). (citing Vontr v. Magill. [2002] 2 A.C.
357494(H ). 8)

61d. at 1823. (citing Johnson v. Johnson, (2000) 201 CX.R, 488, 508-09.)

13 o 24



9 10

D

(
7Id a 1816-17. (atingGommy for Letice&: Libarty, (19/8) 1SCReat 3% (ccQardhre.J , dissertirg))

al 1817. (citing R.D.S, [1997] 3 S.C.R_at 507-08 (L/Heureux-Dube & McLaan JJ concurrlng))

9Id a Jal7, (atirg JHies Libaty, 1SCRa 34 (ck ot
M(mrg% m@mﬁ?%%ﬂmseaR SI at7&79 D

14 H 24



I (tunnel vision)

2 .

(confirmation bias)

Ir Sc-e Keith A. Findley & MiohacS S. Scoti, J'he Muliiplc Dimensions ofTunnel Vision hi Criminal Cases,
2006 W s.L.K1v.29 292(2W 6) ( 9) - . -
» . 582 1 2(2012) *( W 10)



2ld. at 310
3ld. at 31!.

16 24 'ff



14

5.
(
Clemmons v. Wolfe
(habeas corpus) ’
15
hi al 313.
Cimmions v. Wolfe, 377 FJd 322, ( 11)

17 H 24 JS



2007
(The North Carolina Innocence Inquiry

Rules and Procedures)

18
it ;
19
¢ )

29 3276

7 16

14 1

14
]

if. Clemmons, 377 F.3d at 328.

11 Clemmons, 377 F.3d at 328.
BThe North Carolina Innocence Inquiry Rules and Procedures, art. 6(C)-( 12)

D The North Carolina Innocenci; Inquiry Rules and Procedures, art. 7(A),
18 24



98 3 31

12 10

14 1

32 13) 19
14 1
21

A 24 R



( 985 11 29

2006 7 27
41

22
1 The Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct)

2
2.1
D impartial) ; A
21985 8 26 9 ©6H 7
11 29 o 40/32 12 13 F] 40/146
14)
A .5 httpZAvww unodc .org/pdt7com ptiQrv

corruptionJudicial_rcs cpdfe (P f 15)
20 24 R


http://www.unodc.org/pdt7com%e3%80%91pti()n/

2.2

2.3

2,4

2.5

@

®)
©

14

14

21

2.5

24



29

29 3276 178

178
29 3276

22 M * 24 M



1: 95 ( ) 559
2 : 96 4154

3 : 178

4 : 29 3276

5 : 93 633

6 : United States Code,28 USC § 455(a).
7 - Code of Conduct for United States Judges.

8 : R.Mattthew Pearson, Duck Duck Recuse? Foreign Common
Law Guidance & Improving Recusal of Supreme Court
Justices,62 Wash.& Lee L.Rev.1799 (2005).

9 : Keith A. Findley & Michael S. Scott, The Multiple
Dimensions of Tunnel Vision in Criminal Cases, 2006 WIS.
L .REV.291 (2006).

10 : —
1582 20 2)

11 : Clemmons v.Wolfe,377 F.3d 322.

23 24



-12 : The North Carolina Innocence Inquiry Rules and

Procedures.
13 :

14 11985

15 : 2006 7 27

24

32

24

1

1

41



