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Abstract: The current criteria of judicial review of administrative normative documents are five
kinds of illegal circumstances of normative documents summarized from experiences. Because of the
lack of theoretical basis and strict argumentation the classification of current criteria is confused and
unclear and their meaning is vague and ambiguous. So the criteria have not complied with the practi—
cal requirements of judicial review. By the theories of norms speech acts intentionality and other re—
lated theories we can clarify the objects and the basis of the review determine the fitting point of
their objects and bases and then define the essence of judicial review of normative documents. By
applying the aforementioned theoretical points the current review criteria could be rectified into a
new criteria named the legislative intention instantiated criteria which is a hypocritical proposition
that is if the whole norm—making facts are/are not the completely instantiation of the intentional
state of affairs prescribed in the four kinds of inter—locked legislative norms then the normative doc—
uments constructed by the facts is legal /illegal. And the extension of the criteria could be classified
into four which are the criteria of norm—making power norm—making intention norm—making pro—
cedure and norm—making entities. According to the aforementioned criteria in a case only five
steps are needed to construct the criteria for judicial review of specific normative documents.

Key Words: Administrative Normative Documents; Judicial Review; Norm —making Norms;

Intentional State of Affairs; Criteria of Judicial Review
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