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1) Nancy J. Moore, Is the Appearance of Impropriety an Appropriate Standard for Disciplining
Judges in the Twenty—First Century?, 41 Loy. U. Chi. L.J. 285, 291 (2010).

2) Arthur H. Garwin et al., Annotated Model Code of Judicial Conduct 66 (3d ed. 2016);
Moore, op. cit., pp. 290-291; ABA Model Code Jud. Conduct Terminology (2011); ABA
Model Code Jud. Conduct R. 1.2 cmt. 3 & 5 (2011).
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(in reasonable minds), HEHePeIfHa SIHIeH o] Hol7Aur Hyte] A4,

B4, AT T2 WmezA ALyl Jg AA40) ek B9IE s

L A48 BEeHe Aol J1dsha kY 9Us] W, A oppa

S(ex parte communication) 22 F&A(disqualification)x} Zo] MO f

oA FAA-PAH R FAt Y= o HE A9 W 2]

Qe ofgte] $AAT B FE W= oot @,
H

welo] AR} AAGIUsle] BRRAME ol ApHo] AAH, 23
4 8 A ofe 250 AREE ol JWoR BESVIE Gt 3
FHoz HAPG WL AETe] tfe TF NS FySIA S ¥
Teelo 242 e o 4L £ BdlE ¥ 4 vk

7t 2(19244)

ool Al Hykga]o] TWet T2 1920dtiol Soleha] iR 19249
Hika2]73% (Canons of Judicial Ethics)’©] 1 Alxolttd) titkpo] F+= 5
73S dubdl A1 73l (admonition) ¥ FX|ER= 9ol gt FAIA 3]
T8 IS YU & VIS lude idots gudd e
40 Aom BRI A 299 BRI 9 29 5ol B
A 71 A7 FAJMAE HojF+, ‘?a“&é QAR At Aozt 7=

3) ABA Model Code Jud. Conduct R. 1.2 emt. 5 (2011).

4) edishy ARetgEd, o] Wk AR 9 AR, 2FAGe] TRE AFCEAEAEIA),,
HAAA, 2012, 1229, vl RSARISE 19099 12|10 19179, & 2o A4 Hiks
2l7dgell gk AolE estelon, 1922 0] o]2ajAjof $ldslof s 2] ZQte] Aol
21=tHRonald D. Rotunda, Judicial Ethics, the Appearance of Impropriety, and the
Proposed New ABA Judicial Code, 34 Hofstra L. Rev. 1337, 1351 n.67 (2006)]. 19224,
A ege s A2 Fold deld SIIE HEZE QAo R ok 5SS AXoto
of 2|7l &S AX F, 19249 ml= WA tiel¥3](House of Delegates)= 3 H
A A ES FEHHRotunda, op. cit., p. 13511,

5) John F. Sutton, Jr., A Comparison of the Code of Professional Responsibility with the
Code of Judicial Conduct, 1972 Utah L. Rev. 355, 355-356 (1972).
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6) ABA Canons Jud. Ethics pmbl. (1924).

7) ABA Canons Jud. Ethics Canon 4 (1924); Raymond J. McKoski, Judicial Discipline and
the Appearance of Impropriety. What the Public Sees Is What the Judge Gets, 94 Minn.
L. Rev. 1914, 1924-1925 (2010). 19241 ®H¥a=173sd 28 49 W82 oh& 2ok “4.
FAHS P9]o] W] Mo 3 Pole FAEG @ FAHLY] o] glojof dth =
W 9HhS wefof Rtttk ey HEo] 1A deh= WA H AwAR pogoll GlojA] wat
oftet WL oIME BHIFe] o271 glofok Sk A 4ol Bisto] mpx|ak ZFE 34(ke]
T QopolM “He] Pele Be WA HES] of7)7} glofoF jirh"x ARt &Skl

8) redistn Atetae e, AAA, 122%.

9) Rotunda, op. cit., p. 1352.

10) E. Wayne Thode, Reporter’s Notes to Code of Judicial Conduct 5 (1973); ABA Code
Jud. Conduct pref. (1972) (“The canons and text establish mandatory standards unless
otherwise indicated.”).

1) 19724 MER9FE 49 29 WEL hewt 2ok 49 2 WBe o) RE 8% 9
of HAH A9 U AP JPE vololokshould) FT A B WS £FAL E
Ssfelof sl QAL APl 9A4 W FBA tiE gE0) AHE FUY 4 lus
AAlstolof gt - 34, APRe] hEt BE0] A= HHe) FALsAG $AEE
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O x 46t 19729 HEg 2 AAdS me 8olQl Sshall’Ht
A2 = FARE v B9 71ES FESH| flofl Aot Eoldd
“should”E AM&Sl= HS =oigirh12 FA43et ot 3
291M = shouldE ARgSto] “Hyh2 T19] RE dP9|oA
At Q)#S mstojoKshould) gheh”x PAIPTHIY & FallA(Reporter’s
Notes to Code of Judicial Conduct)olXE “ZFe 29] Y=F(black-letter) EH

oISk AR AR 1 A ke RS2 QB g
S4E sjste] 19729 HS ARBOL AGS T R DE P 7
AdE NG A A ket 19

n
>

I
0z
01—
Job
o
©
()
M

BAAE Tsjolor P FoE Fi(cauton), TN A WS
FAHOR A Gl ol FATE FE 15 FATTtL WY
th1o) o}2 wegslel RAUT ot ¥ g4

9o 4% 29 BEOAE Shoud'E ZAAR 58 ®

2 MRS 3 280] §45

-

2 HAgd, gy BE 2 P9 2 g e mstojof gith I AR4lo]
59 BU%s FA9 diide] HE dlifotolof qtt wEkA = A9 s9lof dhste]
ARE Alqlojgtd Hdo] Hohal 78 4= Qs AlREE Wolsdof ofH, ol& A7 §lo]
=831 7)1740] wrolgofof ity -7

12) ABA Code Jud. Conduct Canon 2 (1972).

13) Rotunda, op. cit., p. 1353.

14) Thode, op. cit., p. 49.

15) Thode, op. cit., p. 5.

16) Lisa L. Milord, The Development of the ABA Judicial Code 13 (1992) %=, McKoski,
op. cit., pp. 1930-193194 zjel-&.

17) Rotunda, op. cit,, p. 1353. 22 HEL folzhs BFE Twd] WA F9E 57
LAt Ao71Etk= HES AAlsE| 913 Aoz gt Rotunda, op. cit., pp. 1353-1354].
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8t 2| ZH Appearance of Impropriety) & ZX|7E U Al 24M

ol HIAPHAQ] P7kA] Aot s -G WS LIS o] ok 9
2 moist= ‘ghe]A ol AJZbe||(in reasonable minds) Q] 7]F2 At
oA Feo] FHe R a9t &S olgitt & 4 QJrh19)

2k 2 #E(20079)

A5 9] Joachim v. Chambers AFAo]A] YL 1990 HHHIAY AN ZH 2=
“should” & EH* Sto] “shall’® FASHATE o o] ARolA “EZo] Sshall” F2
“shall not’S AF&SE Tofl= o] 71 odto] AAHEC 2 AE 4 9l L&A R
Hitslr] gJste] EHItt. “should” 32 “should not”0] YU 79 HEL FuAel A
oA 81 Hye] A 2 2k v FEAY FEHoZAT} ol ofd Zo] At
52 Ak &2 FAWME At AorA oErh ety skl qleBg of 4
2 oA ZAHoltt. et Hﬂ]ﬁﬂﬁmoachim v. Chambers, 815 S.W.2d 234, 239 n.9
(Tex. 1991); oA}, “wl= {23 (2d) A1) AF 2 Canon 1& FHOE" T
g AHAT A18H AT, vl=d™EE], 2007. 2, 122H(F2)]. §H4, vl=r HIEAFH 3|7}
HF7FSE Annotated Model Code of Judicial ConductolA+&, 1990d =Tl 7
g 17 9 2= AAF0IA] ¥ ©<es] 7|t A (aspirational) A4Szt =T
[Center for Professional Responsibility, Annotated Model Code of Judicial Conduct 4
(Arthur H. Garwin & Kathleen Maher eds., 2004)].

18) 1990 kgl A 29 W82 o5t ok R 2 2 79 BE S5 3lo]
AT G 8 RAAE HRG Hardor G A, HOS BE E5oh Sl ol
B A ApERe] @24 9 B da g0 A2E S0 & s Austolo}
gtk A ARl oigh 1%—4 A== JEe] FAsiAY HAA% 9z FAH
Wk BE FAEE P9 2 FAHES Qs rq—}qu}: et B2 2p4lo] FEo #Y
Sl TA19 ol " ol/dstolop girt. wheba] Wk ko] 3ijof tiste] ARt AWl
]E}ﬁ Hgo] "oy 7S 4 Qe Al ”}O]”—oqo][ st o|5 A=A §lol 1= 7]
7o] oz ojof itk "ﬂ/\]i% *} 5o 424, 3384 9 5949 fActke H 24 &
7HAS A3B)OF 2 (1003l ol FatE= /\}@1—1 ‘:‘1—_1'0101] ik Agto] Qict. HZ“%}
P9 2 FAEG ofyto] tigt gA= MY A7A 9 Q1A d49] mFo] AgHh =
£ 2AHE FYE st A2 ddFoln °}°Di A el FAHCE Au
ShA] kot st Ei= W] 7R miAle dRbA AEo] gol2 o]fold St
gloh. olid 71olA Ao FAES gole HE, WY 42 52 o Y 78 54
Z3ko] 9ukS ojw|git}, HAAG oS ”&?1'0}“— 71352 g BL7E A Azt =
24 AAA W ZHAS Zhxo] AA Aol Safsjof sk Myke] ZpAo] okslatgrie
1}7}0 %3%‘9—7]“ Zlojt}, 2C F4t o] AL x”

19) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1931. 19904 A= QoA AFst 4HF 2 Qo ‘HH4sh ¢
T E ol¢t AARRE RS ARERE FAES YR FolE 3}\3} o] FAEL <] ¢
ol Bt A2 F2E AAste A O}‘/P@—Ur olof thet H4AQl A 9 AAIE Al
T HolA 297t vt EAES oyt fARE FEE ARESH *%Oﬂ A=
Rotunda, op. cit., p. 1354 n.909] &S ZF=x.
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20079, "= HIARAS= 1990 HyRYHe 7]xste] oE tiAlsh=
A9l 20079 2HHTFFHModel Code of Judicial Conduct)’ & e}
oh20 ey e Bt SEelde(olst FEda) t A S 1Y
SHHA et =0 2E EAle FAES Qo] et Aok = A
28 A7t BWet Aolgirh) BAS] AL ‘AR BAAG P9E 517
o=t 18A HRIh sto] o] W AAY AE & 4 =W @5}22)
olgfet HE F-8sto] 2004 59 A ZXStoA e AE 19 &
oA BAAG ot FE |FAE T AP oY A 1o Fact= %74
1019 = FAEe o] dieh dg-= A2 ol A=k o9
WAL BAHELt o FE 54 7ol A AR AstEo] § ol
AL A 0] 2

_/’\_
Holi QU o el

21— H E_Z-]l o E 1_
gol o 1 Se GE Ade] Sok e 54 32 St dols

2 Bol 799 27t SO R BAT, 7 Aol Lok AT 40
JhRE QA W) AT B 8 NOE 9% e ARe )97
£ o W) slolon, “uel Hae A, & WUl HAsh Nl et A

314 149 ‘ﬂﬂ}" 4 Y22 £5% Adshs FARHpro se litigan) o] Tt HS 5 “H
Z-AYS]- AR AdEo] %2}”2 E}ﬂE_E drol=- At Minnesota v. White, 535 U.S. 765 (200
2); Mark 1. Harrison, The 2007 ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct: Blueprint for a
Generation of Judges, 28 Just. Sys. J. 257, 1 (2007) &=, 1w Askgadd, AAA,
12390f4 Z<1-8].

21) Cynthia Gray, The 2007 ABA Model Code: Taking Judicial Ethics Standards to the
Next Level, 90 Judicature 284, 290 (2007).

22) a=dste AstEd AAA, 1279, E5] O ‘Q@m HAEL Poret 22 A
A A Bsen oI5 $AAT A B 4 sl B B 14
oI A SOl A BRI U, @ olelet $3T Ao el 33
ZE2 ol ASEHAY AUAA Aok 1:]—% S-27F Qlth= A, T’i‘ﬁ*o} HolA
FHE= 712de Jagdtie Aol =99 tido] HArHrwHE;
127-1284].

23) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1932; Joint Commission to Evaluate the Model Code of Judicial C
onduct, Commission Drafts: Draft of Canon I, American Bar Association (May 11, 200
4), https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/judicialethics/draft_canon_1_0
51204_cleanlb.authcheckdam.pdf.

24) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1932, RHHEFFHANA ZF9 752 g4 A&E A5t
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AAE ZAolrh. 2l AMssto] A w2 A ARYoIIE FAHSH o
A= FA 7S H4AQ F7FE(ancillary add-on)2 HEEQY, whEkA I
TRAE oFStelgirt2d) ofo] diste] g 19 Hx Xk Wik AE
FAAR ks AAE St =22 IARMN AMESHR] Fotes e o
FAL olA|of A =il HEFIr20

FEALE A 2] A 1o oigh Hd= 4-85ke] 20059 64 ofH|E

1
A (Preliminary Report)oll A= 20049 =40 A tf 2 £ 2] {5kt
AE At ZE 19 ERout EActd HA4s o A& FA
< AE 7 A 130 252D e 1 9 O o +f
1.3 A Bfo] RAdet ot A& |4 7+
Qe A dF] 2 AAE Yt FHHA IATE EHOTh o]F

re

-

-

pE v & 1o R
_O'L
]

oAl ‘A2 oh= A<l AF(reasonable person with knowledge of the
circumstances) ©|2l= EHO0E ¥Ast= 5 An|et 42 715ith)

T2y 20069 124, FEAERlE vl HIAIES] tjojds]o] HAoE 9fd]
9 HuA 2Fee AlEshHA ZFdflol =

wehe Qo RAEG o] of
@ S 1805 Agste] 74 120] BB RAAT og] U AFe
ARk, ool F4she FAeIA Abgio] Big BF9 AFE FART 9
g9} BHAT TS FEot P9lz BAH, o] YL W] Y 2
MR W9 el AECE R el Adshs d AT ol

25) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1933; Harrison, op. cit., p. 257.

26) McKoski, op. cit., pp. 1932-1933.

27) McKoski, op. cit., p. 933; Joint Commission to Evaluate the Model Code of Judicial Co
nduct, Preliminary Report. Canon 1, American Bar Association (June 30, 2005), https://
www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/judicialethics/Canonl.authcheckdam. pdf.

28) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1933.

29) Joint Commission to Evaluate the Model Code of Judicial Conduct, Final Draft Report.
Canon 1 (Dec. 14, 2005), American Bar Association, https://www.americanbar.org/conte
nt/dam/aba/migrated/judicialethics/CanonlFinal.authcheckdam.pdf.
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AU FRAHE HE2 = YA 5]9)(Conference of Chief Justices),
0] A A 8] (American Judicature Society)e] HHF-E Zglsle] 350 AAl H]
bg AR WA AT D AR 5o AN slne PESIYsy) 219

g olme A2 Zo] A SYAA A7 B 4 UL 74 129 ¥

30) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1934; Joint Commission to Evaluate the Model Code of Judicial C
onduct, Report to the ABA House of Delegates, American Bar Association (Dec. 20, 200
6), https://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/migrated/judicialethics/house_report.aut

hcheckdam. pdf.

3D F YT FojelMe o F ALY 2loe AR 39 B FAET oS wsjof
o A 71diA ZRET ofdel AAE A ZARME 85ks S ZSH] Y=
RO ojwet g E FHlole wiigtth = Aot Wtk Conference of Chief
Justices, Resolution 3. Opposing the Report of the ABA joint Commission to Evaluate the
Model Code of Judicial Conduct in Light of its Failure to Provide for Enforceability of
the Canon on Appearance of Impropriety, Natl Ctr. for State Courts (Feb. 7, 2007),
http://ccj.ncsc.org/~/media/microsites/files/ccj/resolutions/02072007-opposing —report—aba
—joint—commission—judicial-conduct—provide—enforceability.ashx]. Fl=APH@A3]] =5
© et 22 Higo] ZEo] Sl HIE XF HuArE FAMES oozt 2ES &
At stefete FE9ldels olF Aol obd Aol fAAZIAL Mol AP Slvt
sto] FAE 7] AsliA= 2 ofutel] sigstolof ittal A&Fict. ol olAlel #A ¢
=t T 2 5 shuell tigh fiuto] glom FAERt Fe7E Qe AolA] FAER 9
T2 Qs Aotk Atrh 19909 Byt 2o HF HiuAols FAES o &2 o
2Rl ko] 7)ol HiRt o7t glet o=H Hiold oyl ofzjdt WA o= <l A
HAUZ e B it FE w4 7159 7|Wh2 ofslet Zlo|x WA dA4% ¥
B gt 359 AHE fAsHlth= APEES] A5 E2ui7] Q19 [FAEe o &
2 24 7159] St 9ee oHE Zo|tHAmerican Judicature Society, Steps Forward,
Steps Back on Judicial Ethics, 90 Judicature 100, 101 (2006)].” New York Times&® T2
W22 HPEARl Y] AMES ERF: A b7t kel ot ] AuiAQl ek
A AR dgefato] opd RAMEt ey nlstojof fith= Holqle: 12y T
o Fedst #5o AP ‘2T Huxe] WAL T P9l oA FAUT /E
(gold standard)}& A& 7M1= 2o @3] 272 aspirational) AHE= 7FEA]
ZthEditorial, 7he A.B.A.s Judicial Ethics Mess, N. Y. Times (Feb. 9, 2007), https://
www.nytimes.com/ 2007/02/09/opinion/09fri3.html].” T¥qt opjz} dH59Us] 1EZS
E3l S1¥ Rober H. Tembeckjiane ml= HIAFS]7F FAHeH g9 9 443 49]9)
o #HE BAT F Sl ARCE ASAIHE SRt A5"E sk Aol olfE
el ARISH 1% §tHJohn Caher, Judicial Watchdog Blasts ABA Panels Change to
Ethics Rules, N. Y. L. J. (Feb. 6, 2007), ttps://www.law.com/newyorklawjournal/almID/
900005473302&Judicial_Watchdog_Blasts_ABA_Panels_Change_to_Fthics_Rules/;Adam Liptak,
ABA. Panel Would Weaken Code Governing Judges’ Conduct, N. Y. Times (Feb. 6, 2007),
https://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/06/us/06aba.html?rref=collection%2Fbyline%2Fadam-li
ptak&action=click&contentCollection=undefined&region=stream&module=stream_unit&vers
ion=search&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=collection].
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32) Charles G. Geyh & W. William Hodes, Reporters’ Notes to the Model Code of Judicial
Conduct 17-18 (2009).

33) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1935.

34) HHRTAS S 19909¥ 200749, 7 He] HitiA AAEAAdE AA ot 22 B
(FAZRE o] e FEvt Ud)S 254 =Holok Wi [2] - §Ee P AR
ol Ale RAstefoF shar, 119] ARt AP FAHE P FAHN PFelw B
ol &JHe] FAE mstojof qith fof. “HAHL Y= W, WY 7] 52 & Huy

427 BES Tl B
S weldteh A9 1 WEE AR 594, 924 9 FEAS 1dstal SAstolof
ofe, R P9 2 FAER Qs mstojop jith 447 1.2 L
7 e S el 594, 9424 9 3EA digt 359 AEE X
Aoz dFstolop she, Rt 9] 9 RAES oS nstojof gtk 4. [1] AF
ol tigt 350 Ags FAEY P9 FAEG o fizo] Fagith o] Yz ®iw
o] AR I Ao A9 F9] o] AGH) [2] HES tE AlWA AE&HTH T
Sl oA 4 Q= 3 2AM] didol HEehs S sok st & Hua el
ofef] Rt AoFS WHEA] HolEofopgt gt [3] Wk 594, A2A 9 FBAAS SIH
7 stAYU IEiEA ok AAE Hole S AR Higt 359 A=E ofsleith
I dAY] PSS EAste A E7FsctEE, & HEedEe 27t dutA
MEe] oz AEEIc [4] ke | 9 HoARE Afold] |24 Y95 F4L &5
of Zostoiof sh, APHE B REA Fo] Aol A"stal RE o7t AMHAEES
8% 4 Q= AL alok ATk [5] AA9) HAAT Wl ¥, WA F FL B v
PslTHe] B4 ol e givto] mebeich RAAT opielAle] BeblES T 99
7, Al Azl Higle] B unasiie S 1 wae 444, gRA, A
WA e 2A AHsis o Bag HeHe] HAH Qe Fi ofe glo] Bofsigl
o= 91XS ZFEF=xlo|th, [6] HTe ¥ Ad¥(administration of justice)el] ThEF F59]
olsf 2 A=E FUsH] ATt FAHow YA x4 FFS 7|1kl Arfstofof qith 1
9 B5S SUelnA TS B wTRishTE] Rlols WAee AEsjolof gk’

35) F4 594 AlFote o BRI 8of(Terminology) FE-& F3totd, #o] (1) ¥, HY
T4 52 vpasiTae) 54 749 St () Wue Bu4, A4 Tx AL ol

A7l W9l TR (3) RSl Aol wwel XA, 2BA, A%, S wmes A4

Bz

Sk o PR Ag4el AH 9FES FATL o)t AP S A9,

> Mo o
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3.

re

=o|1E

BAAGH QEe wdsk= 71Ee o] ‘FEAY o appearance of
impartiality) = F2/5t7] 91sf Hyke] F21A(disqualification)= 745k QL
e 1972 R FH e A 3C(DY] f§he weol= 7]EollA T}

QT 19729 2HABAAFE] G FANE WBT E5 A4 W
2el A

=]
o] e ddste o My AL He FFE ok A
=]

r
1o
ok
oL
2,
o,

(reasonable person knowing all the circumstances)’©] 5 SHe A
02 ojio] Tk Ago] ol2AE T e AL} W] S} g
Ao g oA Frt30

Y 19909 EHIHEP ol Wubd o] @3H(appearance of partiality)
wt ofyz HAEE Jue BUgeME FUsH] dedd A 712
AEgiar, 20078 RHHEPLAFEAAE o] 7S TEth?) 2007 Y

2 FAAQ] BAV|EE 2] 1.2¢] Easks 4 5004 AAstar et o]
of W2H HAHES JP9r Hole ZIlx]o] mr|Ee, Tl AZof(in
reasonable minds)’, H¥e] Y7t HIAYP TS SERE Ao2 QA EE=A]
T= Ho] A, 3384, AT WA HEozA 2ot o HAH A

of HHe G Fi ) Aolet. mARTAT
I Ho] L] ZUNAAE FeHQ Aol B He] A 2
34 W9lo] Au4L WS oIk

ofu] ‘FH Aolet e FAE WS} nER LU WEA S
24 BAl] gidt nEw ARG PAAS ojulsie AL ohs], AR} ¥l
o WasolAut slojHel Algte onjshe Aw ohth Ed Apdow g
2ol Abgrolet sh4 RE P4 Sl AHITAC] T Tleke A4 71 A

Bor AA = 4 QA HAHMcKoski, op. cit., p. 1936]. FI=z 2011 HHL 2H&
(Application) F-2oRt ofzto] A& 7igh Zlo=z RAAgt ojyte] et K22 2007d0
FHow 7H“H‘}iﬂ 1 ol% %"e‘o}ﬂ] A=A Aok

36) Thode, op. cit., pp. 60-61.

37) McKoski, op. cit.,, p. 1943.

38) McKoski, op. cit., p. 1943.
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ko)
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=
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M1
£
=
2
a
>
)
I
z

s Feld dEste ARledle F2 AANERe] 24, BANEe]
Aol 257t Aol ZetEo] glon, Bl duold WA FAET o
& o2 & AR ZeEo] gloheb oh, AAREAR]l Aeolle shtel
Apdell &Sl(count)o] 2] ZRAIQl B2t vharoia] FAER o FE wA
ez Ago] o Fert WA ¢k 1= N aqdEE s w7
Solle FAER o A& S qEter AES UY Ak EAP|E
SHARE, tiFE o Befet A7 AHEAY LRl et DA e E= ¢

gheche T2 77 99 @ eisel AAE WY A9t teidelcha
oot ol HAUT ol HERYW AAS W A7 wA onz 2

274t o el diet AAS] Eel sl =3l= ofdH.4Y

39) Inquiry Concerning a Judge, 822 P.2d. 1333 (Ala. 1991).

40) In re Chmiel, 08-CC-1 (ll. Cts. Comm’n Nov. 19, 2010).

41) tiEE B AA AR REAe o8 FE A9 24 HAY O]Xq‘_ ASo|A T, A4
”37']—4 AR FAEE ot A AT BA AV 95E ARl g5 2gEe] Qlch

42) HA4 o A& AT Y2 oE ] et fjgte] E@QE}J— ste] thE
T SlEto] Qg Al shte] wedt it EA5HA] Ferhal FARE AFAE Qieh In re
Haley, 720 N.W.2d 246 (Mich. 2006) Atof|A] bﬂ?ﬂﬁ ‘BAAS o AE: FA] 712
ARtell IE B4 WY 3 52 o] e A9t obd ARt ¥, T2y Folo
a%gj_y Jﬂ-;{]ﬂ‘— /\].bHZ—] O(EHO]Z]E 7]|&=sh= _14 o T2 2L 71—Eﬂo] 9= 751_?_01
g}, oA dobd FAEet o FE SA 7159 82 £ APl 9ol §18=A
T T}X]HX]E A= T PE flol = FARE A AASkI

43) HIAA L] FFofl= Al (admonishment), 7™ (reprimand), 2 & (censure), “d2](suspension),
Jﬂrcq(removal) 50] itk A, A, A4, o] A 7}x)9] PA= FAHA g UtEet o2
AR et dEeidia & & 31‘:} T3t AANYE = v AAE ol 3
ANZNAE AT ATE Zeth HEAAY TREGEYols 79 gt FAIE]

= =

F
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ko] 2 RRQI(Ee] w2 AR WelM et S ked FaEd o
= FEsITal dehe YoE 4 H=(ex parte contact), AFS] A2
A, A A, AAA olslEA, BA4 S BE ARleR 2R
+ At

Auha] ol dubd OJARF(ex parte communication) SATHA $I4t
+ "AA] FARE Hyto] A GARRRS] oA RAHER ejo s H|A
g Sle AR AR de] HES SRty wdEE o= OHHQ
tha4) o], A HellA ®iato] FARRE Gt gAY digkE U 39
=, Hto] YA At Aol Bt ZAIE =ootA] YTlEt, ”EHH} =)
ARRS] QoA Bl P9 HIH 4 Q7] wigolth4d) miFte] AtwE
EAow Auride] AR o] HMRAE 2Ap4le] HRA WEetes o

Ol

-8
.
44) dA oitaE FAAHAE o] AR U AR Ee ]‘27} AR ARl ol A
W GARZE A6l 2 AdElolA GARE At oA AES SHAY A% ARl 4R
= ARTE AR o2 Al 54 GARE el AT E2et -V\b—o & Yok 74
= YA oR FAh= A oIHEEA, ke ]H Q]¥H(Appearance) 9] F87d: Bl=
S Aoz Migh=2 A43A, HAY e Had A, 2019, 1, 112-114H].

45) In re Slusher, Stipulation and Agreement and Order (\X/ash. State Comm'n Jud. Conduct
Apr. 1, 1994). o|e} FARHARE Ao o]22] ¢F2 AlE|2& Harman ex rel. Harman v.
Borah, 756 A.2d 1116 (Pa. 2000) (o] sl rollAf ARAQl A sl &7t 541
o ¥ (off-the-record) H2FE Wrdloy, ole—dig ishs W] Hupsoleh= ¥
7b flee gEla Mt B4 392, WsARlel it oRE Fash Tl Bast ge

2 BE95] t—wgA vjAlY A9(curative instruction, A} RAESH] dE2H FAZ
Qo] WA O FE WA el viHLAA e AW)S Foll FollokAl Hoicta we
3 FAx

46) Kennick v. Comm’n Jud. Performance, 787 P.2d 591 (Cal. 1990). ¥Hof efo] ¢l= APH
2 BAAS oo £ o2 deth AR Hdk gk dE &
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2 @Agske AL ohirh
28] WA Aol B

A% QIek4)

Lt ARAS] %24l

W] AR A AQH ARTANA ST WIS AFIE B
o P ohlet @AYl et Fue] N Wolmel RHAT ¢
e YAtk FAA AAMREE Wate] 2919 7% Tyge] AEsol
ot Qe W s 1F BANIE AN W9 AR e
AR B % Gk E AEBAR QI8 g Aert A7) glol A
Qlrte RAAT o] FAH] Eoleh

ol A 3 54 A S8 98 s A Ane 7
Hog gt 2@ BEE Holb @9) EG W] TP U o]
A71E 4 glonz Al el B 4 Uk olRd FA ANEA gL
A71e] Wito] @Az pelA feld AR Wl B, et A=
Aol FAR el AHS 712 A GATEA IFel= Brska 3
AZS APt AEL dtolz Arka AFsHe B9, AAH BB Slaf A
HES ol AL EYSIE FUE o2 5 5 k0 o] B,

o], Janson v. State, 785 So.2d 731 (Fla. App. Ct. 2001) (HI2 HAo] tizeld TA] =}

Alo] A=9Y3)e] Lol Ao el i HUEN} HEE RS, HE]le] BiishA]
St s dEe] A4le] HRAS At & s 23 FXE.

47) 7Y, Doerman v. Doerman, 2002 WL 1358792 (Ohio App. Ct. 2002) (o]& ApefA
A7} WYY AFRE A&t Astr] fleliA HAAAQ] Hapd EAlo Tt g oxb
A58 &) Mahrdt v. State, 629 N.E2d 244 (Ind. App. Ct. 1994) (ko] Hbe]
g st e EF EIE HAF 71419 dAI WSt P EXHOR HAH AR &
I durd oxpAE-S 3 HE

48) In re Chmiel, Order (Ill. Cts. Comm’'n Nov. 19, 2010).

49) In re Chmiel, Order (Ill. Cts. Comm’'n Nov. 19, 2010).

50) Gibilisco v. Gibilisco, 637 N.W.2d 898 (Neb. 2002) (o]&A %A AHEC] Tt ol &
SA7F A=A G2 A7)0l AAAA gt A7z FS5d A4S HH); Sanjines v.
Sanjines, 1998 WL 761849 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1998) (AFA4] A} Alej7} AAIE7] o)A
of aglel AE 7|ZdetaA “Galel AAgE 714 Aolx|ut, o] Pste BE A
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o] Az ARAS] AAA ARde] et Ee Wit sheete 9 B9t
HARE Aol oln] W] FEAdol tigh oo ol o=
Stolg oiF APdES Aam Iuoetes ofal, FAHES o A= S48
IH2 o= RFollA A WHo] AHsith

F3E Ho] A4 Hol 7|ZskA] 2 BES vge Ide sk 9
T AP gt 519 AREE ofehi7]E FAER Qs FETith o
A A EE Ho] 3/IHAGANA —16A] rlvte] Alge HA o= A
Aol ¢ 4= itt=—F0NHES FAshk= TS ofal 1 AA
(chronological age)Et} Uo7} Wil SPHA—AIAA A&k 9 Ao o2
Al digt FEAIQ1 A AA| yelo] 7|2E

HR—TH Aok o S 7 SR AAE T2 AR % T A
ohSD ol2iRt HiHe] 39 ST Foll AFote A ARt Auh FFolA AF
HAES] 8/ —Hao] 7H W0l Ajie] ARS] Aol JE miFE
A —of Higt o7 4E A ohe FAER oiks AET Aos wdE Q)

(]

ol
=

(o]
1o

ii&

F49h; In re Schiff, 635 N.E.2d 286 (N.Y. 1994)

o Sk AIREAl TAKpart—time judge)7b 23 WEAALZE F AHE

227472t vigt wENESE 7145t AMEE OO AmAFETA "ol HEF (wheel)

0 EW, Uk oA FZo] & 4 ek et Tdsiylon, ZF41e] Mt A

/\]7}111 ALY HEAFRATY HSske mrb Qe ARdelM dxe] waAlA (plaindff's
motion for udgment)e 3|7Fs ZHAolgty st —ﬁr Auss AL Y,

51) In re Baugh, 334 P.3d 352 (Mont. 2014).

52) In re Baugh, 334 P.3d 352 (Mont. 2014).

53) Gud BRAF L2 EuEr AFHA AY-79-8nE B xdshs Jfdes BT
Zp4lo] Hidsks AP AR 1 HIEAF B AR ZHA9) '—E.—/Fﬁ’_} A =oiqle] |
o FBA 7]"} AT AE 7|dsh] ol ), A28 ARE JusAY 1 FF
E 9T A4S dEdots AkoldHEAad, AA=E, 116- 117‘:‘1 o] Aol w=H,
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i)

H O

—

L Ao} plo] Qirkd B Tefsieh. el AAla AT Qe A
ohjet 1 Aol WA PAE A A5e] BRE ARG AL B
W He] gAY o 7Ale] A 4 Uk AAR WEe] AU A8
of GRS WA T WS WHTHT seeke dae] 1e] g

of 2015 W wnhr o] ko] (HeIH wjele] ofs]) WS W
1}

Q)T (appearance of favoritism)& FASH 4 Q17| wjEo]lc}55)

A
-

D
)

-

22,

o i

re o

N
£ Lo
s

o
ol o,
23
~|
rlo
@
‘O,
&
)
N
N
o
)
i
i
l.n
>,
12
|o
u
2
i)
9|-l“
e
X,
T
S
rlo
)
N
N
e
~|

H -
2 AE "@EeHA He A MY 384 fAE Soke] &
NAH AEBAS Zofstr AAR AFAL F]|HstojoF §lcts6) |
= Felo] -t 714 A 7 WA 24

=
L =
W Qle—we A710] B A9E dz 5 4 ek o] Aol A9, Wl

W2 Ao gdshs AR wdste] WA 9 JQIA 214, 1A BA|, BAA F2 7
B olsiA, 1A A T, AFAA folz} QlohH A4 APAS Slu|stojof jith KA
AAME 7kl 1A BAlol= ARl BRIEO] Sl 7 S22 A9 TRl S
WA APEE wleAl, B2 5T 3&E oylo] Al Sl AR UlAl 159 vt
U AMAE B eahnt ZetE g ARRQl PAZRA] Alefi= 22 ofyth. ABA Model Code
Jud. Conduct R. 2.11 (2011) %=,

54) In re Lafayette D. Young Jr., 974 N.E.2d 658 (N.Y. 2012) (o] Wduet Hxst 3
£ 7R ARFET BEE AR ZRRd _F Afe] ARAS AlQfRt RE ARIS 2lulshA] Aeke
ot opuzt mdlolyt it & ZF9l(complaining witness)ol|Al 12g TAE FIHSHA|
otom, o] ARl HoAQl B5E Hol £98); In re Adams, 932 So.2d 1025
(Fla. 2006) (W3ko] Z4lo] sk Aol HoALe SRITAE WY UAL Fid MoA
7} WEok= AHAS AlISsiA ©33D); In re Simeone, Determination (N.Y. Comm’n Jud.
Conduct Oct. 6, 2004) (Hyto] AAFA ] U= FAVAHAAEY] Frejatel Ho] Sl
AAE SlojskA] &l A&siA §EE); In re DiBlasi, Determination (N.Y. Comm'n Jud.
Conduct Nov. 19, 2001) (H¥te] A4la AeA e = HeAPt F4l o7t d= A
Yol Zojd gAES Wuskes d M9 ARIE @9eD: In re Gerard, 631 N.W.2d
271, 278 (Iowa 2001) (H¥o] 410l WA o] A71H oz E4ck= AAE Hd o] 277
F AU WA FHF oY SiF AP B ARS ASSiA JERD.

55) In re Simeone, Determination (N.Y. Comm’n Jud. Conduct Oct. 6, 2004).

56) Inquiry Concerning Harris, Decision and Order (Cal. Comm'n Jud. Performance Mar.
23, 2005) (o] 2410l YA FF Zhofel 7|QlA] gl el olopr|E Weld W
SAA oS aNelFAA, diF WEA MGsks AFdS Slujshr] gt AlE
o] ohefet ARRlA PAlE et oY WA gEAY] & AS destel-d
SARete] Q1A HARPAE 2FFANA Sk 4.

57) In re Gumo, Determination (N.Y. Comm'n Jud. Conduct Dec. 30, 2014).
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A7) &2 U Y A719 'el sig ARe] wal 3 53 #AE Ut
oY Adizel #aS 71 A ofy3l7] wize] ol SEd At
2 Qlsf o] #2270l g7we A2 oA ol &5kl A
AALelE, Ho]l e A7l T o] BAE FNSHAL FARARIAl ST
Al Bt S S5 7I9IE AT fEemA FAER Qo] FEH

Nl

poA= SLEE) = el

Hob opder Hyte] A4 [A] SHolA H
1 gt AFEARIT 221 9 IAE 7 I
k. g2 AL §A o] AF71Ho
S W2 Hytof| TS HAAHOA HY
A9 PQHETE TFH F59] V|ES FAlote s @ ET Hojk Hye] A
23 9 O 7lsd AF THE PYoAe HEe Az7 §lojoKbeyond
reproach) QFc}” 11 AT 60)

r
X
B>
op
c—>|>§,‘;
=
o
=
o
>

APES] AAA StHE Qloto] WA IYH =9 Sl A8
£ e dARE Ho] AR A daof oo 1A HEo] = A=
APz ASE & 4 AUtk T o] et At ffYstojof & YFE 9
g SRS AAS ZAF90 O AFE A $Asit A ofd o A9 AA=EE
A4 olto] FEEH ot B 4 glovt Hupdo] GiEE FH3l
Qb AREHA -4 =4 Z¥Hcumulative effect)’ 2t FF—H7He] 7]1H o]
S Wy 2ol gl A olels gl WY EES E8otdit= o
< JAL 4= Q7] wEothol) olEHH, QAR AE-Q°kS fof Adw
Aol A= DBANE 8oty HA 27 7o AKlegal nurse consultant) AFA
HASS o AHge AulE AP (udicial expense fund)ollA] FoHE
£ 5Q1g B9, WMol W 1 glo] EAFE AAH HIAE HJTAA

58) In re Gumo, Determination (N.Y. Comm’n Jud. Conduct Dec. 30, 2014).

59) In re Gumo, Determination (N.Y. Comm’n Jud. Conduct Dec. 30, 2014).

60) In re Flanagan, 690 A.2d 865 (Conn. 1997).

61) In re Granier, 906 So. 2d 417 (La. 2005); In re Feinberg, 833 N.E.2d 1204 (N.Y. 2005);
In re Johnston, 2 P.3d 1226 (Ala. 2000).
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A (surrogate’s court) ] fAtHE Qe R A ot AT H=Z AlSeshke
B9, T= W FHo=2 19 HHE AATHcoroner) 02 5] 95

A S w2A) gre B9 Fol olo] ek

L T = [¢}
W @do] e ARSI AHHer ogEle A AT A TRk A
9195]e] AT ZATIcE et IR ls) FulolA] ApHL 7t

wlol) A4 WEPAZE Qlols T A Aot oFet A
SRS QS ghe ARIE Robe 4 ik AT el ¥
wjshare] olS 3t WA AR HES RGO o] Ze ARl
S BEold niEd o] AEom v RAAtest B

o wlmele A A ofstel pAolnR iyl Y AL duet

ste] RAEG ojpo] HEHA Perkn WG 497} Gckod

2 ZHA OlshaA

62) In re Granier, 906 So. 2d 417 (La. 2005) (F¥o] zpilofA] vigtd A9 97 7|82 H
Estal gofshes ol AQEACl S SEEANegistered nurse)E -85ty 17F WA
A2 A AAE A7) el A Aejuel BRE s 2 AEE AR H8AEA
Zo¥eles 291 @) In re Feinberg, 833 N.E2d 1204 (N.Y. 2005) (o] W7 7174 ¢
o]=zpi19] HE AA AHRloA 7EE BEHote Wl =g FUE Bot ofu=t A1
Ada(surrogate’s court) ol fritE|lomA Fodk SEOHA] FRt-2AE A7 W
SAFE fARERleR Wet & S|o] e 717t B3t 475709 ARCA o HEALS
PFE A=A %S B ofEt §4 V1S TEohA] ¢ £ugt 2eElE AgE); In
re Johnstone, 2 P.3d 1226 (Ala. 2000) (H¥2 ] FHog oju] A AH 9=
A AX} (merit selection process)E THEA] ¢l FE 7I3F S A Y-S kA ok wut
ofle} o AW HAE Fof Adstazt FuE W 203 A ohE 218 7K OiE
o] AFE AA T coroner) 0 & AT,

63) In re Gaddis, Stipulation, Agreement and Order (Wash. Comm’n Jud. Conduct Dec. 10,
2004) (o] gHst Al Ao A7Aor HoE e HIAIRHE ot g A&
I AY AAF S @, o] st ARl RIHE] osiEAIE T e tiE
2 Pzt (] wfextet ) A, ArElE fiEAIE 7.

64) State v. Smith, 50 P.3d 825 (Ariz. 2002).

- 155 -



TELE BUR, 5258 BN

A2 7 o Jhed shel dizbde] 9ol Hol=(quid pro quo)
efgks mstojol & oFE TG =, HE2 ARAlo] et APHARG Y] tdivlm A&
STARICIA ofmet PAE a7t AAH v ez Z9E Al
A oleke ffste] ARSSIATAL 14E & Sl efthe AEStiME ¢ "t

HE2 Aol §ste Ao AL At A olsiEArt Sle 7

= oMkl dao] mepde s AddoR ougd
Zlo] a7En oleh BRlE AAXERE, 7000009 ATl Gt F4
(12,0005)= 7H1 Higto] dutEZ} lgxete] Ridiste] AT dAA =7
FHE O AAE SmohA] ol e AR, A ARClA o] 4%
FAAAE SRFAHTRBD Y] FAS Bfehal dglou A oR ARlE o

O
=2
g AP 3571541 W PSS F A

A
15kl W 7|a] Al (motion to recuse)= oFFHOU o] 7|Ztskal
J

AHE &
=3 59| 7120 H (motion to dismiss)}& &7 AR, HHo] HEsh= AR
A7IMoR Mo s T2 vl WaAREH E& Uy AR 5ol Qlrhey

o voph ke 28 & u8g ot A el 4SS 7Isior &
o % Hdo] 1§ @S she el el 'Yty e ARle e
HSAPE &5F =yolehd Fadet o WAtz geAel Azke ol
of gtheo) ojuf Al Agtolel o2 Aol wet freHew siHE 4
Ao, fjet g2 Aeols HEAAA HA ol%of A7 1§ A
Zltke)e Aol 744 <tst widolaty AAJstSIThe) 1 o]g= wito] AMA
& AR ol 18 @Gt 2Ho £ HeAF S LA b

65) Huffman v. Ark. Jud. Discipline & Disability Comm’n, 42 S.W.3d 386 (Ark. 2001); White
v. Sun Trust Bank, 538 S.E.2d 889 (Ga. App. 2000); Office of Disciplinary Counsel v.
Cox, 770 N.E.2d 1007 (Ohio 2002).

66) Denike v. Cupo, 958 A.2d 446 (N.J. 2008). ©] ¢JoJ& Town of Groton v. Lewis, 754
A.2d 189 (Conn. App. Ct. 2000) (o] E@ste Aol Folsts WA} &3 AT
SafellA ThA AAGE Ao] ek AMEE GARRRNA F7HA] ehgtout s wivto] W
QAR Bl 11 BAMIA s AU A d& g Aol g7l wiEel s/l A7t
E7] eherta AR Hx.

67) Denike v. Cupo, 958 A.2d 446 (N.J. 2008).
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SAtE S771 fidete A =< WM FAEe ool A=
N7 Q7] 2 oleh.68)

ESE Wo] g5k AN EAMS el Qs EA4Yde 49T del=
7Hdol qlof Hole ool FEHA| Y% dsteioF et dlg 501, 4
o ARZellA W] Ao r diEge Wokd B4 A8xe e oA

sfof sk Aoz YA olF g X oezRE tE Ald=solA

ol

2] = et ozeS A8 ESIE Wt B ofyt Folxt HiE
= ot YAE H2 AR, T& TS Atololl 47T Hdshs &5 ERtlA
BEEE RERSPS :
(referee), F-5 A 721 (committee of an incompetent) 522 —WA}
of ZAE T2 AR Fo] Utk ol HEorA XS 709 HFAA o
o= flstd ARgSHETA IAE & Qe ke AEstel Hue] 924
e =Rle] A=E "Hojxel= Pelo|Bg AAE Fikd Ba/gdo] Sl
q

S A (guardian ad litem), A ] QA (receiver), 412|921
A ol

& gloma Aofaiolof Gk ol Wao] %
NS AP AR Q1AjsHA ol
Hape ahlAolh ) Wite] fald WAS W DA A o
A olyfe] mgoz AF Aoke Wi WY 1 AR WP Aol R

1
-
Aol AtE ThsE TOHOR RAMIE Qe 7] wRel Ans

68) Denike v. Cupo, 958 A.2d 446 (N.J. 2008).

69) In re Cohen, 543 N.E.2d 711 (N.Y. 1989); In re Spector, 392 N.E.2d 552 (N.Y. 1979).

70) In re Voetsch, Determination (N.Y. Comm'n Jud. Conduct Aug. 17, 2005) (fldo=
A 9L Aokl 3= AT BAKpart—time judge)7t Aol FaE 2] 2 7Y A
U] kot HlwA st JRPFoA)S At njddzt mjagle] spFo] 4Gt Feits
4|2 Eojgto g Hyto 2 Wil faet 2Xx]of gt divt2 FUHJILEA dAE
£ dre %3t Qo] PA41H); Adams v. Comm'n Jud. Performance, 897 P.2d 544 (Cal.
1995) (o] 23 AR 3 wARREIA 2HsAE d3olA] 5,000,0008 9] vida-S
21 FoteE ke WES W o]F g Aol dadd AR 5 o AsAt et E &
g9 A(GE S0l A 2 AHE gt T4 )E staledl, st 289 gl
oI BSAR} HIoA dA] G Ao o] fEgt 2AE e 4 JEE ).

71) Adams v. Comm’'n Jud. Performance, 897 P.2d 544 (Cal. 1995).
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Q) B GgolA] W] @AY W THA oFAol Al o] F
22 5 g

2 wme 5 o Ys

7t BE & o

Aol A WA elMe 28 Held= Awe 344 B Ho 4
243 2 AWES 7RI ®idel, B3] ARl AFelA, HE &2 A
Ao BEOle Tle dohd AA HACNA s Wyl obrel FHstal
THAY THolM Tde WelHe Bao] 27 71 mdey Aol At
9] Ayl Y& mH=S Aolte FAEL o] FEE & vk Huol
7 HrolA det o= Qls) FAEt o] FEHUHAL ket AAAL
dlzE, "ol ¥ od AR Ff AdS 4F, AA, T, L,
A FHAF 9 Ade Tt WARE "2 2 Y] olmldE B HAA
e W2 AR, W] o4E viskshe AAEH e st AAE B2
A S0l T

72) Adams v. Comm’n Jud. Performance, 897 P.2d 544 (Cal. 1995). WtiZ2 WHyo] & o
A5 9, AujellA 2 AZER of/E Tieh Aol = AR Aol mojAdl ARdE
SlujstA] At FARE ARdolA, s Wk AR FdAo|n 3T A TAE T
ov] AR Zol] AH TS A olokg Fck Holx] 7] W] 9] Bef 2
AA% e AE? Aol of=tn |AEH HYUL QlthState v. Ross, 974 P.2d 11
(Haw. 1998)].

73) In re Judicial Misconduct (Cebull), 751 F.3d 611 (U.S. Jud. Conf. Comm. Jud. Conduct
and Disability 2014) (H¥te] 6989] Z|QloflA W] o|Hd AFS ol§ste] tiegd 4 1
9] ofmyof Tt AF-AAT/A FEHE Aty AF, AA, T, 4E, 4F ¥ T W
et AHET Y vARAE EZRARE 7E RAERN vXRE g2 4 9] olm|ds A
71402 ®H); In re Lewis, Stipulation (N.H. Jud. Conduct Comm. Apr. 1, 2014) (%
o “EAlotollAl @A oJake ofde] AHfshs AYworm AT Q7] el o ol oAt
£ E5oA] geth o] YRt jix Aol FURt Dol dojuhar lge] Helrh: dukA
o7 HZUA AAE @4 FHAC7] diiel AlFEe] HIZUA AAY] YuE 53
A2 oA HOAES FY2 W& wofo] FAA dS F10 itk divfstd of/dEe]
WEAETE t2A oAl H1 g7 whzelth ek Ad(gender)ell 713 Ul @b,
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s X HAH79 ol 4

ol e A S FAET e 5] Pk B

o] Sl kel dae] Aol gl AT glob HAWG olgt
o] HZwlo] AAZT W sl AL EA A Sol, W] 7Aet <
RS SHA Aol dRd Aol o) HAEG e sol AAS ¥
o AR, Wae] B AT F W] ot 419 Al sk 7ked] o
T2 el Wl so] AAS W A Fo] ek

wat ohet Wpe] APHAFES Aol Glo] AAS] Al )25 e
BHS Y 5E QS FE WS sl AAS e ARlSE gk 29

74) In re Ellender, 889 So.2d 225, 227 (La. 2004).

75) In re Ellender, 889 So.2d 225, 227 (La. 2004).

76) In re Ellender, 889 So.2d 225, 227 (La. 2004).

77) In re Hunter (Ind. Comm’n Jud. Qualifications May 5, 2011) (Y FxpgoA ato]=.e}
et FHret 712 #e] "Rt Aot EHirtEE HAsHA AEskA] ¢l
HE W ol F2p foll FAE g HofilelA AeimE Fast—o s &S 5k
3, e ARSI A ARIY] BARREeL HIgE A —olopr]E U EFol WY
ofzo] pgutol A Fofidl ZHiFtEE A Wujo] Eottt—of AL, 717 AF1S]
AR vt Aol AWE Ao] ofu= A9 e F, Hio] A £ bt
G2 E W] odgtela. IRl Skt Z| A 1A At SR "R E e A2
IE9] B¢ BUtas oAl AES §lom, oo W ‘A= I8A A"
2t g} Inquiry Concerning VonVoorhis, Decision and Order (Cal. Comm'n Jud.
Performance Feb. 27, 2003) (o] B2 Ay =, Holjoll otz A Arpt | A
tizF 37HE A B-Ar A T4 GR5dE YrietaA A2 B S0 el
TR 382 F U2 YU HAPL €A o AHjsh=Al BE7] e ol AAR

_l
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e B9, = H(fugitive)t 371 CR FAE She W9 &
Melel dAA, 584, "oz A (competence)at ofuzt A
o] But 9 FAHS EIAE 5 Arhso

78) In re Cunningham, 442 N.E.2d 434 (N.Y. 1982) (7}2E] $€¥ BAHcounty court judge)
7b Al H9 BAKcity court judge)ellAl 10 wAS Al nplsia] zlvke FAo HA
(A7 B85S A8RITH, A" W] Al wet (FA9 wEE) R4
(affirm)& AYUTE)E Hd).

79) Foll ARdClA Hte] A WARA ORE thelA] glthe 715S ZobE & glglth
AAo] ke Y TS BAE Zhedl shE Al mr)gk Aol ISl

80) Ark. Jud. Discipline & Disability Comm’n v. Proctor, 360 S.W.3d 61 (Ark. 2010) (R
o) Wg Melo] $AF AWl TRE A9 S wol 10| Aol £ UYIoE A
9], Wyo] ggohs ARIS] AL Harels ALY ARl AFAoA A oY A
T A e B, Ho] @tk ARIS] FARRR] HarelE A Al AFA A 5
g el A & A SiE A, ol ARl AFor Hojk 8ol AX FARARS 1
IRIES HYE A, M vl &b GARF maelEdt A=k sk 3 HA
A IEERE F45 Aoty 2159 FAe Wi Wi fRAA A ARES B Y
912 oA =); Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Medley, 756 N.E.2d 104 (Ohio 2001)
(Rgo] o]do] gt & 78] A9l madlo] S (EE FEER)RADUDCE A2y
o] AA= uhd(booked on) § WA HE AW, MY TWE AEANA Hom
d2ctF12); In re Harris, 713 So. 2d 1138, 1141 (La. 1998) (F3to] Mgt Ao
=25H P 2 W ZQEAE 7ML, o] Aol S FolAd MY R Sl
AR 7S Fll 370E); Comm’n Jud. Performance v. Milling, 651 So. 2d 531
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a0 5718 AR SstEetE e MEe A 5 ol A9iE o
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omx o5E UAQ) PHRT $Ho= Tejol BEE Zolor ¥ e
o] gcks4

C} @aRiol A2

¥ao] AbIHAel TAE Aedelx WA Ev 90 Ak Agste] A

(Miss. 1995) (H3to] ThE FoflA] miekat P F2 P2 74" =X EA(fugitive) <}
ThEeR FARL, P AFAlo] = M1 MU E HAG o= A4l AFFE &
st s slgstqon, T HARIQIE Fof i #lo] Aol Al&S

81) In re Reddin & Keegan, 111 A.3d 74 (N.J. 2015) (5 H¥o] 5H F8(official misconduct)
o7 74w e e} Ar|Hog AAE Sl FfEeR o&9); In re Blackman,
591 A2d 1339 (NJ. 1991) (o] 18| H (WA FF)7F 320l o3t S545
{12 24 wro] Aol Foi7tr| ol Aol AFg-150" A 200 Aol AfgEe] #
Ast=—370AQ &gl FoF AR 7RSS Hto] AFo FAR e 3 Hel
= AR5k ALz ).

82) In re Blackman, 591 A.2d 1339 (N.J. 1991).

83) In re Blackman, 591 A.2d 1339 (N.J. 1991).

84) In re Blackman, 591 A.2d 1339 (N.J. 1991). o]4¥ wTolgl= Z1¢fo 2Js ] 749l
A Pgo] AgS we AL npgsATt 280y siN FARES FHe A3 B2 HE
THES usteE 975 E A2 ofYrHin re Reddin & Keegan, 111 A.3d 74 (N.].
2015)]. {9t 22 AEH Aozkg-2 9t w2 vlafdes ez N Hiel gt
HAAG ou|2E HEotal HEE 7HA = PE T = & Ao|tHIn re Reddin &

Keegan, 111 A.3d 74 (N.]J. 2015)].
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85) In re Trkula, 699 A.2d 3 (Pa. Ct. Jud. Discipline 1997) (A A= AL (Statutory
Appeals Unit)®] 2jzte} mAtollA] BA] 4ol Al 51 ARde] maigle] dish o
A9t J& AVSIEE Qs dUHA AtAES B In re Mazur, 871 N.W.2d 526
(Mich. 2015) (o] A2 AU o]29] Ho| o] ol Ax=gche H2ts Wr
A A Agk A Aatol] disf 242 st sig Abdel] HigE & Wyt oloplE SiE
Zolgal AHFe & AAE HE2 T8 WA d=s Fdo e ARke ddsta, Al A
AHcity attorney)®t @7 71 #AIE © =oJsh|E Hrtrial ek T1ETE ofuet W &
= MEA (HAED) Aot BAES 2HoR o 32 AW AAZTE oHde
), In re Mills (Cal. Comm’n on Jud. Performance July 30, 2013) (#3o] Ao o}
=9 Aol vigE dAA BARS] A A7) (courtroom clerk)ollAl AR Hisf £<lo] A
ot ol 2ds Agstal—get 350l E8 4 e YT S AAA gal-oks9
ARl e W JRAolA obEo] Aol diRt wHdt ARFEE =9 In re
DeJoseph, Determination (N.Y. Comm’n Jud. Conduct July 5, 2005) (H3o] HIARI A
TO] ofEo] Aol FA ] FEHUTHE At T HF IR A 2 S T
ok HiolA A3t Zol oA '@ HEE Al 5.

86) In re Larsen, 616 A.2d 529 (Pa. 1992) (o] zH4lo] opd the HolA HigH AR
b1 2]9] ThsAle] ke ARE T ARKES "Eitle el AlEeh Fx

87) Inquiry Concerning a Judge, 822 P.2d 1333 (Ala. 1991) (o] ZHAAQ Ao A gl
W5 HOALA Al Hlo A4 HAE Hul= o My BAZE ARSRD.
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WA AFE 1 WA Ak e AXse AoR Q4Ho

o] FHABT ohlet AR AAMS JHAEA T 4 Y] wEe] ¥
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88) Inquiry Concerning a Judge, 822 P.2d 1333 (Ala. 1991).

89) In re Evans, 792 SE.2d 557 (2010) (Hyo] ALgAsfESto|vts FAZHEH Y HA 3
(South Carolina Summary Court Judges Association)?] ZI/HT Au|itol] FA5HHA —
Hyke] oA mieF 8 A7) R 7]AaE Aol l=—1Y o] ohd 204191 o4
I 59 AQESS FRotal ) Aluute] A3 In re deVilla, Stipulation, Agreement
and Order (Wash. Comm’'n Jud. Conduct June 18, 2004) (H¥(magistrate, X|FHTHo]
AlofE AT BAM] oJaf 91E 34 Amo=r g Fet stetolold A EE Hans
3l9lo] &R T, 399 A Aol FAstH oy 6719 A F 5709 Al At
olf glo] HAokA] Sks. HEE 3|ofoflA Foteauiat AlofE Al=EEH nl2] AETS
THE Aoz wrelelal 307 AgH IS defcte] 447te] Axp foF E]F Aot
Fdout AAE Hsla 2.

90) Del. Jud. Ethics Adv. Comm. Op. 2006-2 (2006) (H¥to] HIAS A US| #Alo]
detglo] 5= FEASF 3] (Police Athletic League, ©|5} PAL)C] AHU0R Eaoh= 29
Aol el AoHE otk 842 Fs. 91¥Sls, HIE Wito] PAL 1H¢oR &F
S shefete HEpom Aol Ao ke A ettt GAIT 4 IAIRE PAL 91l
ek HEe] 55 2 41 e AFIAREE—deglo] = PALY] gt 559 HE A
FA QIAE ZRIRIH—RTo] A% Aol Be 4 ot drF gAS AR,
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91) In re DiBlasi, Determination (N.Y. Comm'n Jud. Conduct Nov. 19, 2001).
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7 9l
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4 HHbargaining chip) 2 & -8 4 ks Sei7F opal F9ie )

Judicial Misconduct (Cebull), 751 F.3d 611 (US. Jud. Conf. Comm. Jud. Conduct and
Disability 2014)].

94) In the Matter of Crawford, 629 N.W.2d 1 (Wis. 2001); In re Krepela, 628 N.E.2d 262
(Neb. 2001); In the Matter of Duckman, 699 N.E.2d 872 (N.Y. 1998); In re Cox, 658
A.2d 1056 (Me. 1995).

95) dZtoME FAAES of FE FATAHL] Bl disf ot o] $3E BYs|
Qe AR ofd S92 <lof Hyo] FAAL ool @ E2E 4 gt
FAGe] HZ(lack of specificity) AZFet AH Axte] & opy|dit). f3o] &£44 A
o2 Z|diotiA o FAS FAEGS HHE Fe= AL HieA g0l A
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[Abstract]

The Appearance of Impropriety in the Judicial Ethics
Rules of the United States and Case Analysis

Song, Hyun-Jung
S.J.D., Researcher(Judicial Policy Research Institute), Attorney at Law(NY)

Most codes of judicial conduct in the United States lay stress on the
appearance, and explicitly prohibit a judge’s conduct if there is a significant
possibility that the appearance created by the conduct might impair the
fairness and impartiality of the trial—such as ex parte communication and
disqualification. This is because the appearance created by the conduct
might raise doubts about the integrity of a judge although the conduct
might be irrelevant to the integrity of a judge in reality. Likewise, the
appearance of justice is inseparable from justice itself. Furthermore, federal
and a number of states’ judiciaries have adopted a comprehensive rule—
Rule 1.2 of the Model Code of Judicial Conduct adopted by the American

Bar Association—that prohibits even creating the appearance of impropriety,
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ie., the conduct that might appear to compromise the independence, integrity,
and impartiality of a judge for the sole purpose of promoting public
confidence in the judiciary. The rule might be considered somewhat equivocal
since it is cast in general terms due to difficulties in listing all such conduct.
Yet, advisory opinions, disciplinary decisions, and related judgments based
on the rule have been accumulated over the past several decades, specifying
categories of prohibited conduct so as to supplement the imperfections of
the rule. On the other hand, in Korea, the understanding of the importance
of the appearance created by judges is relatively limited compared to the
United States, and the rule governing the appearance of impropriety is not
well introduced. In this regard, this paper will analyze not only the rule
prohibiting the creation of the appearance of impropriety but also related
cases, and then make suggestions to improve judicial ethics and strengthen

the public confidence in the judiciary in Korea.

Key words : judicial ethics, Model Code of Judicial Conduct, appearance of

impropriety, judicial integrity, judicial discipline
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