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Abstract

The principle of non-delegation of legislative authority is a fundamental tool for en-
suring the separation of powers and maintaining constitutional balance. However,
its application is characterized by flexibility that adapts to historical and political
contexts. This study highlights the decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court regarding
the non-delegation doctrine and the challenges the Court has faced in adapting this
principle to the requirements of effective governance exercised by the executive
branch, without compromising the constitutional principles that vest legislative au-
thority in the U.S. Congress.
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