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16) Hammond, /bid., p. 19.

17) John R. Allison, “A Process Value Analysis of Decision-Maker Bias: The Case of Economic Conflicts of
Interest”, Am. Bus. L. J. Vol. 32 Iss. 4, Wiley-Blackwell, 1996, p. 481, 539; John P. Frank, “Disqualification of
Judges”, Yale L. J. Vol. 56 No. 4, Yale Law School, 1947, p. 605, 609-610.
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66) Hochbaum, op. cit., p. 1677.
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(iii) 22 B FHULGAF B AT A S 2R ol g7 7= 4G o] o] = o] oF FAlRE
Aabgo) o] o) & 450 Azt 1 0] 9] &f 7 R| of] A A A Q1 PEFE v A A] of Y Bl= g A A o) sk
A& ¥ A] ofyghct,

(iv) BE-3Af ol et 2l 2E0 AiprE L 3] 9 7R o) SR kS v A A] ofY 8= g A A
2 ol HA" = HA] ofUghth

(e) M52 i, W, FbAbs tetie (b)aoll AE 72414 Abfoll thg GARAe] o] o E 32 7]
£ ofH Aol EA B A = BhobE 4 4= QiTh (a)&oll A o] A A ALf-ofl wsho] A nt K2 A ALfof]
T A S 7)1 Sl 28] 3ok AS AAR o] 2 9] 275 WolEY 4= QT

(f) 220 41 9] 30| 77 ol == Etakar oo | up W, FybAl, EAPH @ H k2 AR o A vl g AL
2ol e A7 Al of] FAFgE o] 3, vl o] 2] Al o) 4] TL(Z-2 L) 7F AR °l E L N
2 e X Q) & FARALet WA E AR A o]l Al E HF-skaL AU A s A E A
= v A7 1t A (F A A ol sl A 7E A Afe] Aol ofsf A H Ao “%%‘?}%
A Rteh= ¢l sf) ] AHG7F E A Sh= 8-F-2hal 5fof &= whof sfjt o pieholut jiwh, kAL, AT

| 3= W]/ Ak
& AP AT A A oL A 7 YA B ke Ao
AAA ol VA S B4stT YL s
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212 AH

2121 93]

A0 R S W AAH olsjEAR Gl 2bolq oAb Lt 4
A0 ol el i A4 olsIEAS: slolaich 24 sl

wicto]] Tl ofte] A L(however small) A2 o]s)jiA|7} ZAgIctar sle] g}
T el Axkel 2 E el wdo] e Af-Etd I A R(per se) W] H24
AHE TR

21211 W] AAA ol

AAA olshaAle] £AIR QI ke BAZ(EH) AL W] AAH ofs)u
A %5 Al WAT AVORE A§E, Fo o|suA B0l 4ol Aol
AL | AEA|9) ol mEsH] ohLITHERT0 TR Apale] AA|A ol shEAle]
i) BAEor o ofE Aul, S ojti AdEATE AWEE U HEs)
gtk o] o] BmolehT) thik AAA olsjEAlL AslAL nlghe] 1]
ShE ofi HEL B Holofof 510, Ted] FhsAo] ARG AN Fe
5o] Aol olo] | opsteh)

SARRfor THASE AA|H olSEAN A WAR] Aol ShIEGARA ol A o]

M (3L )0 w9} s A A 7 52 2 Ao sighs A A o] o X B ak A
ehel T o4} A A ALl S atA] o gy,

68) In re Drexel Burnham Lambert Inc., 861 F.2d 1307 (2d Cir. 1988).

69) 13D Fed. Prac. & Proc. Juris. (3d ed.), § 3546; Brian P. Leitch, “Judicial Disqualification in the Federal
Courts: A Proposal to Conform Statutory Provisions to Underlying Policies”, lowa L. Rev. Vol. 67,
University of lowa, 1982, p. 525, 530. §1¥4o| 30 USD ©]35}2] 22 AA| 4 o|s|HdAE K3kl
qlom, ok s o] AatolA] WiAIE A 59 o4 A BT WEAY WY bbol
Az ol 7] ThAl HigE ofof Frolm Bpatal 1 ko] AAlolA] HjA|E olok Tk §
| 2 In re Cement and Concrete Antitrust, 515 F.Supp. 1076, 1079 (D.Ariz. 1981). 1] 30 USD2]
WS whe Ao BIleiia slolw s AAA olsfuAR Qsh Wke] RAZ AL} AR
t}al E B 2 Davis v. Xerox, 811 F.2d 1293 (9th Cir. 1987), cert. denied, 484 U.S. 966, 108 S.
Ct. 457, 98 L. Ed. 2d 397 (1987).

70) Shell Oil Co. v. US., 672 F.3d 1283 (Fed. Cir. 2012).

71) In re McCarthey, 368 F.3d 1266 (10th Cir. 2004).

72) Kinnear-Weed Corp. v. Humble Oil & Refining Co., 324 F. Supp. 1371 (S.D. Tex. 1969), judgment
aff’d, 441 F.2d 631 (5th Cir. 1971).

73) Mavis v. Commercial Carriers, Inc., 408 F. Supp. 55 (C.D. Cal. 1975); Weingart v. Allen & O’Hara,
Inc., 654 F.2d 1096 (5th Cir. 1981); In re Virginia Elec. & Power Co., 539 F.2d 357 (4th Cir. 1976).
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e PAYE ZeEchs Zlo] wao] gmolth slejA|el FhEejitel wag

£ e 9l 19 FhEo] BeAel FhEelue] o3

Sl Q) erenz (EAA) g AU HAA olsiEATE EAIEA of
wgro] AplolA Fma Wast girkn Beprhe

FA o] afrof s Hw, Hyko] GARRI 7| FAS HASkL Sle A5
ol R FAA AR Wolzo X ARt A £ 7199 A4S HA3 AR
o] ARth= Ante2e HAA AMGR & o glokal 3Ith7) Egt Hato] ©hA] Alof

A AL A QoA FARRE At A1 HESE Afols HAE Aol s
3lx] 9kom78) Hito] Z=a)qtuflo] Aok subscriber)Q] X $jo Qrirf 2] =gk
Aol Hoks A3t B E=3F FAH AbRol sfFstA]l of k) Ak A A A
olsjAZE EAT Aok I A0 wa AZLE FAE HA| gfow, o 1529

FAolohE BT A% ol RAA(HI) AHE FATTHO

21212 Wj$A} 71et %] BAE olshaA

ke 19| WA AFS o] SH= ulAd Apulo] AR olsfuAe] Tt
ARE AFsh] $1k T2 w8 stolof BeH8 USC. § 455). chet el
Q1 w2l Sjof Ttk 9] ojulh mE A4S ool Stk ojujzis sjAa

.

QI ] WAL AR F T iR A ke AU SelaE
So] Alehe Agsh A5 TR ST Alete] B oA ekt Slat ate)

9l 1wl sjolof T Wk ofjzt A4 olafuAYl BAIE A9 BAZL B Ao

A lsstelof gt

E

74) In re Cement Antitrust Litigation (MDL No. 296), 688 F.2d 1297 (9th Cir. 1982), judgment aff’d, 459
U.S. 1191, 103 S. Ct. 1173, 75 L. Ed. 2d 425 (1983) and opinion supplemented on other grounds, 709
F.2d 521 (9th Cir. 1983).

75) Berthelot v. Boh Bros. Constr. Co., 431 F.Supp.2d 639 (E.D.La. 2006).

76) Ibid.

77) 48A C..S. Judges § 285.

78) Webb v. Town of Eutaw, 9 Ala. App. 474, 63 So. 687 (1913).

79) Town of Andes v. Ely, 158 U.S. 312, 15 S. Ct. 954, 39 L. Ed. 996 (1895).

80) Charles Gardner Geyh, Judicial Disqualification: An Analysis of Federal Law 3rd ed., Federal Judicial
Center, 2020, p. 61.

81) U.S. Compendium of Selected Opinions § 3.1-1(b) (1999).

82) Ibid. at § 3.1-2(g).
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2.122.1 ZAA olsfA el siFstA] ohsh= ¢

28 US.C. § 455(d) @)A1 HAIA olsfatAle] sigata] ohshs 2
ataL gtk EAFog By D HIdo] 7|29 Hajo] BolstA] ofstil ZHS
Hshs 4R E e e A Eel dth AfES 7HAE e @ B
o] WE - FaL - A - foff - TR T ARIE B OR Sl A R ]
© W] AT RYT|ALY] FHLFA Em AT AZRA] g7} 7= A
] o]¢] Ei= o]&} FAGE Ao o] 7}XM S0 AR7E 1 o]9)e] 7HH 9
A2l 3R wXA] ofsh= ¢, @ WHo] FRgAe thet AjES 7HY
2E0] A7t 11 FAE 7o Foigt FE wIXA] ofsh= Be7F 2Ao|tH28
U.S.C. § 455(d)(4)(3)-(iv)].
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S8 USC. § 455019 olelah oIl de & %
Tl a0z s B9 Ay w—es}o%olz sl ool A 4l
s sh@ska BUagt AFAXE Hsjof T A4 o] § AtolofAle] olo] g
Rs st 5] SlsMet gk

Sk T‘P@o A F AL a2 g 2
oA S ol Ao YA E Mol AE ohge] A gHTks A
B A Tl Al SRS R Ee Bad e
ofatx] ofjstaL A= g Mol AbAe] FH] B2 Slstel M AW QA
& oJulgtehs Zlo] Bee] HEolchio

83) Maharam v. Patterson, 369 Fed. Appx. 240 (2d Cir. 2010); Shell Oil Co. v. U.S., 672 F.3d 1283 (Fed.
Cir. 2012).

84) 32 Am. Jur. 2d Federal Courts § 93; 13D Fed. Prac. & Proc. Juris. § 3546 (3d ed.).

85) In re Literary Works in Electronic Databases Copyright Litigation, 509 F.3d 136 (2d Cir. 2007).

86) In re Certain Underwriter, 294 F.3d 297 (2d Cir. 2002).



el FAEF 9 A B AR 1 AA

[\
[\
K

o

l'.l
02
Jo

|[#=H(Code of Conduct for United States Judges)

ﬂ‘ﬂo“ﬁlﬁfﬂ%%‘ﬂ(Code of Conduct for United States Judges)< ﬁ%‘“\}‘ﬂﬂﬂ
(Judicial Conference of the United States)o]l 2|3} Zelel, Ho] S2jef Heist U
of I NS Welwl$ 1973, 4. 5. Ao AeiE ofsf 9xlo] A AHE
ok AbERIge T ABol o 4 Qimo] dele] WTke 1 g
om s glosl, yie] HugT Sel, Auole] SAT 24, SlgEL R,

=549 et 949 2y SRRt of2] A s oA 83 A=
Ao AL 1 BARog s1al Qithsy) Hyko] FAH 9o} wEslol AL ke
9] ApHZA ARE FHstil(fairly) 573t (impartially), -S| S8 stofof gt
t}’> 2= Canon 39 ¢ #A[Canon 3C(1), 3C(2), 3C(3) 5] FiL Ut

o] Qo= AP H(Code of Conduct for United States Judges)-2 A& s}
= AP 3] 9](Judicial Conference of the United States)2] iHPHIBY Q1+ 9
3](Codes of Conduct Committee)= Hi+o] 41K G0 Hs o] Aldlof gt
Hiropd Egh WEEskal QUTEOD

o)

222 O|Z2HSAIEE|Q| B HISHQ| FEH(ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct)
2221 A

ul=t HIAFE S]] R Yol ke tigh 217 rlol=ale] B4t
= 97| I8l 1924, 8. HEx= wpAEQITE? oyt 2 7] 7} o] wolE<l

87) United States Courts, “Code of Conduct for United States Judges”, <https://www.uscourts.gov/judges-
judgeships/code-conduct-united-states-judges#d>, last visited: Nov. 24, 2023.

88) Committee on Codes of Conduct, “2A Guide to Judiciary Policy (2019)”, <https://www.uscourts.gov/
sites/default/files/code of conduct for united states judges effective march 12 2019.pdf>, last visited:
Nov. 24, 2023.

89) United States Courts, “Code of Conduct for United States Judges”, <https://www.uscourts.gov/judges-
judgeships/code-conduct-united-states-judges#d>, last visited: Nov. 24, 2023.

90) Ibid.

91) United States Courts, “Published Advisory Opinions”, <https://www.uscourts.gov/rules-policies/judiciary-
policies/ethics-policies/published-advisory-opinions™>, last visited: Nov. 24, 2023.

92) Andrew J. Lievense/Avern Cohn, “The Federal Judiciary and the ABA Model Code: The Parting of the
Ways”, Justice Syst. J. Vol. 28 No. 3, National Center for State Courts, 2007, p. 271, 272; American

57



58

Colelo e Aztelo] 19244 - 19724 Afols] e Bl 5 3971}

£ 2183 Ao o]24 E|QIth9) o]& ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct=
Qrof| Al & nfe} Z+o] Code of Conduct for United States Judges®] F=Q38F 17}
F)lom, 1972d2] Z§A T} 1990 2] 7§A, 2007 2]
ko

2222 Y&

ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct?9)+= ‘32 19| AFHZA 2 1E FA5)1aL
FfreotH, FAI-S] agstoiof ghepek= Canon 29] §-2]Z(disqualification) °]2h=
AEo=z B#H F4(Canon 2.11)%0- F31 k9

B RAZE FoRIE AE olelFEe] AglA WEA] HTo] elEdow
BRAT ADS T Aoleks 40 25K Aol ohek Wkl ojolEEo] 27

Che AREREC 2 S34%E Ao digh 92 ARt tigo] 7IAER o2t

78

S HTOR SolF s PRI Hold 5 AwE SR A}

o|l211

=

Bar Association, Reports of the American Bar Association, 1922-1924, pp. 65-71.

93) Andrew J. Lievense/Avern Cohn, op.cit., p. 274.

94) 7/NA 9] ZAIEE W-8of th3l4]= Andrew J. Lievense/Avern Cohn, Ibid., p. 276 ff.

95) ‘ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct’ 2] H o thafjr]i= of 8] o] ZA st o A=
Aryslipadoletan °l§ Helshe BaEEs, e ‘awww T AT Qe FHO
2, AP AT, 2018) EETRE T 0]k oS Welshs BAPATAA, 45
B AR B Q1 A AT, 2015)0] WA

96) Canon 2114 W8 F e FARGe B e i
(A) WTE AFL T1)9] FFRAol FelH o ofFo] 47|
% 4 otk ollel 98 ERAT olo] FHEAL oh]
AHEIZ)
() o] 3 A - AL 2 o A9 B - ol U4, BATRARAL s
(domestic partner), F-1, Z}, -2 T19} 755 o] Sl= thE 71E LAY EH;H Aol F AbA<]
adEat WA AAA ol uATE AU e EAke] TAARl Aete AL AXIFE
AHE]:)
(B) W2 HE A - AA%1A 52 FEAF ASE St - & AAE olsjutAlof Wste] JEE
Alse o577 glom, 9] ujext SAFARA O] BtEY, J1oF AFE o] st mldd
A o] AAA olsfuAol Wt FRE AlFely] f7t Al =gS stojof itk
(o1t A4=h)

97) ABA-AJC Canon 2.

q

@ olel S o 2
2 gl s BAelA 8]
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utg Bast g7 of

07} e BAE g4

la}ﬂ HTR) 0|2 QI3 LAF =g Tl A}

ﬂd—l{appearance of impartiality)©]2tal $Fc}.99)

O_u [:lﬂ

22221 ZAA olsftA L] &fm

AR ol TAr Y] NE-L X% (de minimus) ©]/¢e] WA = o] 455}
L o3| AIE H&3= AL ou|ich100) 197213 ABA Model Code of Judicial
Conduct®] 7-¢- ‘o}F-a] A2 AAZ olsjAe] et Hike] K4S 143
TRl K= 7|8 & ARESto], 289 AL H 7199 o 15329 4 olgke o]

G QS A% olF KA AR Bt o 19909 )Y o]% @A)
71202 WAHUCHIOD o]ejdt MAClE B75ta A Witel AR 29
W] A o A3 obe] AL olsuA) 7%l ofs) AAA olsiEA ] A
o517} FherEltha Fhhio)

22222 9| QARG
E}DJ E}%ﬂr a2 %‘%Oﬂ Hto) 131

223 F(N)o| HEH T
n|=to] 7k 2= 20074¢ U]Q—@;{z/\}&lgg T ml-u%ﬁuﬁ% Hste] 2
o2 FEE o5 83k

98) "}z, “MTlo] o]olZE" A AE|A A|159F, IR, 2017, 137
99) $HH, 919] BIA, 2%

100) ABA-AJC Canon 2. cmt. [6].

101) Cynthia Gray, An Ethics Guide for Judges & Their Families, American Judicature Society, 2001, p. 29.

102) Cynthia Gray, Ibid.

103) ABA-AIC Canon 2. aint. [6]. A4 olsleAe] el shaksb) ofshs A9t @ REddf=y
B4 FAUE el ARG VIS A95H D U S DU FAFUARA S,
5 A7} ol 29 2] 716 HefSlL Sl T $3 AL Soltema, AR
ol Bfdte Ao et ols| A £k A5, @ Hake] F8718e dleg 7HA AL
AALE, Y SO =2 Q= AFS A =-2-3(mutual savings association or credit union) S-of t3}o]
ol 71& Zl%% ZFA AL Qs S, @ Ho] ARFHL] wte| ek ol WAV EA s
74 §-oltt

B

s A, oo HIlA, 41-42%Z.,
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3. B A

BAIA ols A S5 Al FolM W B/ 19 HileAh Z]Ef 50] A ERe)
wE ARE st o Zh

3.1 8l APdate] B o Fhof Rt AR

3.1.1 James v. Acands, Inc. A7

0] 73 vIQlo] G AEOR A8 A wEe] M B AN 28
A7t AP ez, M| ujeA7E 9]ar F 3 719 9] A HASHL Qe o=

slo] s waro] B|mF Abdolrh109

3.1.2 United States v. Rogers A

S Ap7)(mail fraud) AFASIA AFLA o] A7] wl3iE 2 eae] AL T
243k 9 APAOITh IO Sg ARdlA] A 9] SaIAe) LA TAbE

104) o2 ELpFoh olzhas, Aol BRehEF, T AE, WekglelF:, A7 vloh(District
of Columbia), 7|0}, Bhefo], ofolchat, Qlrjofub, ofol .04, WARAZ, AE7F, w2l
F, RER, AR, v, 0], Reu, v, vkt RRlma
% AAR, FHARE, AT, 2ol 0F, oFeEnty, QA% WAoo},
REoldUER, ALSATHIERE, HUAF, GEk, YAEE, AEHR| Uk, ofo] e gzolr)
(American Bar Association, “Jurisdictional Adoption of Revised Model Code of Judicial Conduct”,
<https://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/resources/judicial ethics regulation/map>,
last visited: Nov. 24, 2023.).

105) Q)71 AejiolF, Rol XU, FaF, as)Batol U, AL As)Eatol U, HlArA
5, HZEEFoltHbid).

106) WA A2 F=0]EK(Ibid.).

107) Ibid.

108) 4= E©] United States Courts, “Virginia Advisory Opinion 00-5”, <http://www.courts.state.va.us/agencies/jirc/
opinions/2000.00_5.htm[>, last visited: Nov. 24, 2023 S-o] ¢t}

109) 1996WL131503 (N.D. IIl. 1996).

110) 119 F.3d 1377 (9th Cir. 1997).
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B 2= glirlel Al H 0] WjaR} 71919] FA418 Bgshe Zlo] 28 US.C. § 4550)4)
o] A olauAC] SFSH=A7F EAATHID ofo] ha) Hee A7|H e w3
A AR B 4 g, TalRt 7]10] 2418 BAshs AL 28 USC. § 4550)4)
o] AAH olauAl] SEshx oReth Hot £ 7hx] F4 B wol5ol
o Hel k112

3.1.3 Department of Energy v. Brimmer A4

A GA7) vl=k of U X F(Department of Energy, DOE)E At 2 A-G-71GHl|&
(Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act)of] <24t 14| 22300 a2l 5
S 2] tet A FAEE ol 42 AIE Aotk AL
e 2l S8 AR Sl 7S LS, ol e oA
aFo A9 °JJ—9r e A =2 %043}1 = oy 7149

rE

x

4 A 2R, ol ol 7KL g
Ago) Aol uhE Bd mule] Balstel, Tejet Jro| ojsiERe o2 S

3.1.4 United States v. Nobel AHA
147) =] 943} 412 AR BT A7 AR 7)48 Agdolehie
A A BEE W T 7Y 3
7F2)%= ©F 10,000 — 15,000 USD A=k 73912 s wwto] w8 7Y % o

253 BAA ol AT S-S olwE 7F ARIE "EtIole AeetA| ofyst

111) United States v. Rogers, 119 F.3d 1377 (9th Cir. 1997).

112) Ibid.

113) 673 F.2d 1287 (Tenn. Emer. Ct. App. 1982).

114) Department of Energy v. Brimmer 673 F.2d 1287 (Tenn. Emer. Ct. App. 1982).
115) Ibid.

116) 696 F.2d 231 (3rd Cir. 1982) cert. denied, 462 U.S. 1118 (1983).
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3.1.5 State of California v. Kleppe A4

S ARZIOlA ARZIS Bl MRS 127 1T SAke] WE mEo R K ety
2 Wt okl AEQ Mol ATE 5O RO W1l 84k T4 of 10052
$313 QUTEI9 AT ojejat AL HiEke R sjo] d

} Hdsts A2 28 US.C. § 455¢F A aey$]+F#H(Code of Conduct for
United States Judges) Canon 3C&| f7o]| v]F:0]& u] FAdsirtal 45 thF

ole. WAL olo} e o] FARS W QST Tt T W] FAA

H

>
A
ftjo

[=N

L geigel Asae] BolA Relehe e Azlel duleh Bl Qe A ofs
AE BT WYTE0 olo] TASH] WYL BAE Wmol Jo YA

=
Adste] Aast 21 HA Yk 28 US.C. § 4559 AuEna9le Canon
3Co] 95 22 8jn]stolof ghrkal WAISHELI2D

3.1.6 Exxon Mobil Corporation v. United States A4

A2l AHExxon Mobil)7} AR5 Atz FAF Atolo] A AH Aok Alaxds
A2 5o 73 A SH|-E(environmental cleanup cost)®] HAES Lol= AE A7|SH
Atzdoleh122) 1= 2009. 3.7} 2009. 12.0] A= o} Aaxof thek 22 W89
25 A7Iskdet F AHS BEE e it &5 A A HE Hl 719

4183 AKShell Oil Company, Atlantic Richfield Company, Texaco, Inc., Union Oil

117) United States v. Nobel 696 F.2d 231 (3rd Cir. 1982) cert. denied, 462 U.S. 1118 (1983).
118) Ibid.

119) 431 F.Supp. 1344 (1977).

120) State of California v. Kleppe 431 F.Supp. 1344 (1977).

121) Ibid.

122) 110 Fed.CL 407 (2013).
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Company)= H5-5 2 FARE W&o &5 A718kA=H,12) o] AFde '3t
TS 3593 F 459 ®7|9] F412 afsk QAL o= ‘?l??l A ol
BAe] S50 AHHATEY o]F FAE Hato] Alzlo] AufEkEo] €mel 443
AHExxon Mobll)Oﬂ G235t AP AlE] ABEFEHA (summary judgment)S 3=, 12
E 19 & A5 tE AReake] o Aol BAIA ofsflA|] F=o] EAsH
 HEoA AR Auliget A W ARdolA A B RAES ke AR
thar kst TREQITRIZ) oo thsf] WS Bl ARl o] FARRtel W Afo]
off A4 olsltAIZE EARThE AMdTEe 2= AR AR oA o] ARt of i
AE AT 4= glrkar Bokehi20) w5k w ARl A 9] yate] A4 ofaftA 2
S0 EAETE AT e 2= HAE 9 BAE oS JAd5HA] Stk o
T2 TS5 4 WolEolA ofyshith2n)

3.1.7 United States v. Gedinez AtA

a8A] Fol= 7|4 Haicle] wef| AP EEet wake] wsia} ey tigt
H{E olfE i Hike] AAE Al A= 22 FAAs L Rgle

rol50 2| A] ofUslA} ofof] thafl =53t AR olth128) 3
HO3ka ok AR AAgte 2 gefl Adal 5 olsjukA| 7 24
% map ofU e, ajg HMate] ARG 41005 JER o] TRt
A 22291 4,500,000,00052] <k 0.000091%0] Etsto] & A51A 2
18-S AAE Woehar Horrhi2) £ FAHYLS HH el o] A E4=0]
o

geol
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123) Shell Oil v. United States, 80 Fed.Cl. 411 (2008).

124) Ibid.

125) Exxon Mobil Corporation v. United States 110 Fed.Cl. 407 (2013).
126) Ibid.

127) Ibid.

128) 280 Fed.Appx. 47 (2008).

129) United States v. Gedinez, 280 Fed.Appx. 47 (2008).

130) United States v. Ravich, 421 F.2d 1196 (2d Cir. 1970).
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3.2 Olsizlel Bm XSl 7Izo0l Bt A

3.2.1 Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, Medford Dist. AtZ1
o] GARRRAl 18] v e-ARE ulaL 7] o] FAlS EAShal e el &
Ao Bo1E Qo] A4 MRS WAShAT, ATe] B A 4% Htemporary
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[ Abstract ]

Regulatory Cases on Judge’s Stockholding and Trading
and Their Implications

KIM, Junghwan’

Conflicts of interest are as critical for judges as they are for public officials. Specifically,
the ownership and trading of stocks by judges represent a significant conflict of interest
issue. However, this topic has not received adequate attention. The purpose of this article
is to present foreign cases related to judges’ stock ownership and trading, with a focus
on the UK and the US, in order to initiate discussions on this subject. The article will
initially introduce cases from the UK and US concerning judges’ shareholdings and
transactions, emphasizing regulations and illustrative case law. Subsequently, it will briefly

examine the implications of these cases for our current system.

[Key Words] conflict of interest, disqualification of judge, automatic disqualification

rule, judge’s shareholding and trading, Guide to Judicial Conduct
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