Discussion on the article o should that be double penalized” debates on a case

Abstract : A food indugtry produced a health food without gpprovement of the agency of the admini grative dep-
artment for hedth ,and used a nount dmilar to that of another fanous hedth food indugry. The indugry was
pendized by both the adminigrative department for health and the adminidrative department for indusry and
commerce. The indugtry paid the fine adminigered by the adminigrative department for indugry and conr
merce. After paying part of the fine adminigered by the adminigrative department for hedth ,the indugry re-
fused to pay the res ,and got gpprova of the local court. The court explained that was because the adminigra
tive department for indugry and commerce had pendized the indugtry before the adminigrative department for
hedth. Acoording the principle of“ one case ,one pendty” ,the industry should not pay the rest fine. One author
thought that the indugry had violated 2 gatutes and should be penaized by both the adminigrative department
for indugry and commerce and the adminidrative department for health. Other 2 authors addressed contrary
Vienpoi nts.
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