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Abstract:In order to deal with the increasing challenges of complexity from the field of
administrative actions the judicial review method “process review” has been developed out in
many advanced rule of law countries. This method is different from other traditional methods
such as substantive review and procedural review. Its essence is exploring the thinking process
of the decision-maker i.e. to review the legal reasoning process of the decision-maker. This
review method has promoted the development of the system of explaining the reasons for
administrative actions and has promoted academic circles’ concern and research on legal
reasoning. In China this review method is also applied unconsciously by the judiciary.
However owing to the shortage of systematic theoretical guidance there are deviations from
time to time. It is very important to establish the review method especially it will help

strengthen and standardize the interpretation of judicial documents.
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