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The Knowledge Transformation and the Persistence of Norm:

Several Basic Problems of Administrative Criminal Law
Tian Hongjie

Abstract: In the history of evolution administrative criminal law is a response to the development of ad-
ministrative law while the development of administrative law is a response to the social economic changes. As a
result administrative criminal law not only roots in but also develops from criminal law. In the view of legal
dogma and the normative structure of department laws administrative criminal law is a combination of the rela—
tive independence of criminal law and complementarity to administrative law. It is an organic part of criminal
which both lays on the foundation of protected law department and is independent from the protected law de—
partment. Thus the combination of criminal character determined by protected law department and the quanti—
tive criteria for imposing penalty determined by criminal law and the unity of criminal character determined in
legislative level and the quantitive criteria determined in judicial level are the dogmatic requirement of unified
legal order principle which determines the nature of administrative crimes including typical administrative
crimes and non — typical administrative crimes the rule we must follow when establishing boundary of criminal—
ization legislation and interpreting law in judicial practice and the normative foundation of the administrative —
criminal connection procedure and evidence transformation which follows “administrative procedure taking pri—
ority as principle and criminal procedure taking priority as exception”. The combination between administra—
tive criminal law and dogmatic criminal law will be the developing direction of the criminal law research in the
future.

KeyWords: Administrative Criminal Law; Administrative Crime; Connection Between Administrative Pro—

cedure and Criminal Procedure; Dogmatic Criminal Law; Science of Legal History



