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BFE

FEEE] - BTN TEMEFERERA (Age Discrimination
in Employment Act [ADEA] of 1967)" #I5E1% » £ -5t FFE# I
ZHHEAFE - BEEANOZLZBP H PR - CEZRFRY ZE
B - B ATHITZIEN FEMFERGZE® (Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission; EEOC) F##ffi 2 ERIER > £ 000
GEHEE > 2 16,008 R ZEAHHRL - SATAREER
BHERZEM 20% > HE—OO/\FFHEE - EINE 24,582 - 7%
SR A HEFEH 25.8% (US. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 2010) - &R H A Lb— 88 o] S5 B i R Rl R
AIEAR < B AAREL - EREE RS8N A O ZFrE 2L - tE—8
A GHERRZEL - RIBEEEEFE AL A (Bureau of
the Census) Z##8 > £ — LA » B EST A2 A > 5
B 12.7% - FEBEBEBSETE] 8%z btg i US.
Department of Commerce, 1996: 15) » %] O F4F > Alffizter
=2 18% - 1SS E R Ry B AT HD £ 7@ (Peter G. Peterson)
Friekis > T g BN FT4H A 2 B2 | (a nation of Floridas) (Pe-
terson, 1996: 56) - HE > £ HATEREE S T ALY » BEAEIT

129 US.C. §§ 621-634 (2006). t% F - 4 4 # 0 PRSI BE D L E R
Al EEEE TR FE AT o - 4 S N E AT T2 IRE SRS (Pregnancy
Discrimination Act of 1978) » T8 # b B 1 $Hf 2 ~ &~ 4L i Ap B F o i i
S ARZ A 0 BTN EE s S0 B4R (1997a: 132-133) 0 i ARG Rk 2 b
PEMARFE B TT RN @R T Rola T ARARERL
Bod Rz RE P HF LB PR K G Tﬁ%ﬁiﬁi'ﬁiﬂi DI AR R
LS d:%&%ﬂi#ﬁ‘ﬁéﬁ 74 (Employment Non-Discrimination Act) 2. ¥ %> ¥ d &4
¢ ﬁ A2 F AR o BTN B 2R B @4 (2009a: 42-44) 0 A M- -4 2 S E
srd| g2 2 o e E ﬁi#%i EHBARIIENF > BRI RS 2
FH oL Lkp o
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FEUE B A SRR S B 58X (boomer generation) > {HF]
“OORME » gt — AR FRE O ERNRZAE - MIEFEL
7 LR AU o ISR Lo B 48 75 - 7k RO R
BHSZEHS ZHHE (R, F. Gregory, 2001: 16-17) » w] DU FLFEIH
PR A Y R -

—MIME @ ERREAGEEREE SRR G CF#k L —H
Py RS E A 0 ° TRt LA PR > AT R A
THEEHREEARESLERR P E LA FEERE (fair
employment statute) » A [E T 5l E 2 B EREFN]E  (Friedman,
2003: 189) - HEAAMERREE A —JLNTUEREES S FrE>
T ~ -~ MR SRR IR FE F R & B rT &R S| EER
FRtt—AE R IRIEE - BUS SRR T — U mUE R P iRaE
G B A (H AR A 8545 (immutable characteristics) @ 52EA AT
&R BAEETAEHE R E 2 EE R (bigotry) » MIARE R
BAEZ P R TE RN Z R G E AR (Lindemann
& Kadue, 2003: 5) - [RIHE » 75 B S S BHAFFITAL Y HEEEEEHERS -
JCHUR R FERREERE 2 (R S HERS - SNSRI S — SRR
B AR R (ST PR - ¢ AT ACs a1

2 32 Wk iR i &4 0 20 B 242 (1995: 344-361,371-372) -

3 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000e-2000e-17 (2006).
EER Y TE - fx%%?hbtzm CEA I - 4 o E R N S R AT A
2 e Fd BN ZRE REREZ SRS 0 BT A R
FEE A EAE FerE RNL® .&‘uﬁ%ﬁiz‘ﬁaﬁ% ke fg o Eblm 7 o irLu?p_’
Zop AR TV IR AL %%‘ e 2 Ak g B AR BIIZE (theory of social
customs and rules) %2 > @ FHGREZ FFH 2 H ‘ﬁ LEE BRIl & L
(theory of statistical discrimination) ~ # 4% s 432 %, (theory of taste for discrimina-
tion) ~ 4 F§ 7 FI2% (segmented labor market theory) & #= % #3233 (dual labor
market theory) % 4 4 F *32% (theory of human capital) % >+ & ¥ F0* kjz{¥
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FE T4 RS AR BREEE =R SR EAR
ERCEGERRE T #ESHE—E R BT NMEABIARZE S
TSl ESERE 2 ORbE - 1 BB BR BIOM IR B S HAth B S A A R
HINSEN A %52 (Friedman, 2003: 189; £EH1$S - 2007a: 393) - F
B —OOtHE A R BIEMERBIES S R - J1 G R0 B Y
F Ry 2 BRI E - HRTDESREHETR R - BUSEES BT K
AT BUM SR E B AR T B g R B (N (RS - 2008a: 42) -
ERRHIE B E 4135 s Bl AL Z AR H IR SREE 5
HERE Z AL FK - BEER I — R TR a5 2 s
IR 2L R e a e S AR A A —3 » °
T REA O EIEBUAR 8 - RSB R AR 2 AHRA IR -
B IRNEZR AN LAERET -

KXz B BEEEREH SN TR RS L R
W R 2 Al > M — RS 2 5B - ¥R B RO A = A e AR R 2

FED HF AR RS R REARZ A 2 F R %%‘ r el EIESE U R 2]
AR (disparate treatment discrimination » * FLE 3 uLAR) ~ £ W B B4R (disparate
impact discrimination » * FLR 4%5AR) % R & # 5 8L4L (mixed-motive discrimina-
tion) L~ FASTIEE ¥ - SR ERRLRFL - T2 FF o Aa o gt
L R e Lt et ol B i S LR LS
BT 0 R B Mgt T 5 R A2 AR 6 f
BT 7 2% R4 fRA o B ’“iéﬁ%#ﬁiﬂﬂ;@i WP oo L E 4 (2002:
135-137)c 2 iz A2 T 2 * AL CR@mA s 2 Tl > P41 g2y
(2007b: 305-309, 345-348) = & 24 (2009a: 35-44) - 7+ > IT“u?r—J LB AR 2
.ﬁi—n;; H Aopt o

FRL o EREFERAE: OO4 £~ 1 5>~ § & Gross v. FBL Financial Services,
Inc. — % ¢ GAiAp Rl 24  FPPOSE 0F > 0 0t oz BRI Rk 0 sl T
N RS V-

Fola T o FLpERAR (745 E SR ER ) T LFEF 1 ek (International
Labor Organization; ILO) iT & % #7ig k{7 RS ¥ & A2 — > Bt pt g 20 &
g4 (2008b: 8-10, 28-29, 33) -

o
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+ AT =+ RIMER AR D= B RIEAM— 2 ki
FELLRFIT LA 2 F3 > WARHRAAT R85 7 2 22/ > DLBEIRE
RARAEFRFARRH I RERF 2B IS 2 1 - BRI 5 M AERESD - 2230380y
THRERGY © BB e — N EEMEER B EZFIE S &
ILEKCHE ~ R 1R 2 B IE R TIRR S DA S B —
ERIHE 1 28 - M RS BB R s AR A — L E AR
S — AR - E—TU\BFERE - £+ —AHATRTEE
MHEAFH - B =8IV ULEE U/ R 2 55+
— R AR B2 1L IR ST 2 RGR B M E B R AT
ZIL > DR EE 2 BAGIEIE - SEUUES oy S AT — 800 Z 1F
7% szt —OOOFEE OO/ \FETiE 2 /\RIFE - S5
By a e B R AR I = R R TP ArRE S8 2 (B > —&r etz
SPAT - BREROHCIEMRR 2 S5 - AR BUS5 BA R AT ERER
BZEL  VIBRARAAIREL T Z e - WPt SR B S 5 2 4685 ]
IR sE RS [ 2 -

B - EBFRIEFE EFRISTRIES 2218

AL — 53 P SR — LN R R R IR A 2
HE R 5 ~ IDELOBELTREIE - EERUE G TR - DL
SIS B L — B SA R — W R

-~ Rz FlEF R

— RIS - REIECE BRI R 2 B IR H S
BURF - TS INATE LB - B0 S > M2 INFE—TO
=5 QI DORZE I TR R 2 SRtk R RN E — L=t
FHIERINZ AR - A OFEAAKIA S OERIY - S INE
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BRAG & RO - HH R E S Ry - &N (— LT/ 4F) 5 BET9IKGE
INEERET R IN (— LAV 5 DN ~ FRZZ RN B EE BN (— L
N4 S RPN (— SR TAR) - DUREPERRNELEN S 2N (—
NARAF) F BT — e i E SN HEERE 2 A EE
FEE A AN R EHm L R R - # BUA SR ORI TR S e N BRI
PRIZ T AE WL S8 T 35 8 2 A 2 05 (R. F. Gregory, 2001:
16) » FLAHFIEUN B — LR NERE - W28 1R AT 3 SE0E By e
FHERAUEAFH B 2 82 (Friedman, 2003: 176) -

EE L EEEBEGEHERTM—NUFEREEE S #
DAZE (F5hE BRI ~ B~ R SRERFRBEE SRR TEAE
LRGN - Bl A S E 2 RS E R it —IH A -
IR RS S BCETRFT AN | FEERBEERE - 18F
WARRI Ry 2 & SRAB B 2 AE REREFE 0 INEE
FRld Rz gl R R — (e B 2 i e - FELAR AR e
TS FEREH 2 HA - DU EREMER G A AR EE
(Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 5) - EFXEAA » ZEE ERISHEEE
E—fEriR —IESR S - fE L TAES TR R (ageism) 217
o a4 B ag B 0 1A AR AT — LS U RAEESE EE DL
A SATHIE — &A1 Z B F AR IILLETE (US. Department of
Labor, 1965: 111) - BRI —H - BB RER T —
R BRI B ek B — LN B R I EE
o WIEEERYEL (President Lyndon B. Johnson) 2 4 /73 #F
(Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 7) -

! Bt dgi d 2R A 220 £ 110 Cong. Rec. 2596-2599,
9911-9913, 13490-13492 (1964).



EQ-F - r%—%:ﬁfu%u EdLp A2 L 685

_ . [N = g 4% 2
S ARz EEERFEB D
3

HE L EETHZERZRVGETR ZAT  FEIEE 2R
o SRR T > B o © S AT N E AR E
B —  ERCGE g ARG SRS R - It
Hb o FEER IR T BRI LI LEN SR - TR R Bl 2 S E P S -
[EHF o E R RS - AR IR 2 AR R (ani-
mus) » AU EBLE MRS 7 BB R A P& sy - % - ST
G RBEEHEETR - EEE TR A EARE
M s 2 B TARRN £ E B GhFRRss TR2E - &
% RIS LIS TR Wb 4 - EEREZ IR 2 &5
R NMEEERBE R A ESE 8K 0 W E R R Kt
LR N RIRREIN » SRR BE RN - [F0 - ST
il N Z 15 i Ry K - JCHEHE R 55 88 2 808 s O E g 2 &

s R DI (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 7-8) -

TESEE R AT AR 2 1% - 2Rl B T fi ExU 2 100k
27 BB SEbREE 830 9R2EZE (S. 830) - iR
B RERIFHZ S 3651 5RaGRTTSE (H.R. 3651) WiE 2 NAE K%
BN PSS BRI EATIL Hd: (Gold, 2004: 9) - fi{% » 28k sy TR
HENZEG 2 B T/NMAZEGIEH SIS 830 JrEEIRERE
iE% - B EXXHZZEEGILE W - MEEEZEE Y kS HE5

8 Mtz FE €2 M % > 42 The Age Discrimination in Employment: Hearing
Before the. Subcomm. On Labor of the Senate Comm. On Labor and Public
Welfare, 90th Cong. (1967); Age Discrimination in Employment: Hearings Before
the General Subcomm. On Labor of the House Comm. On Education and Labor,
90 Cong. (1967); Hearing on Retirement before the Senate Select Comm. On
Aging, 90th Cong. (1967).
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SlEkre 2 miEg o R #RREES - FE L EEgs
a th— AR N R PR AT ERE T # . BT IR A
il ? AR Z B R (RERET B+ Tk o (BRI E FRE &+
% o B Hem R — B R R E AT sk » R sz Bt &2 a0k
Fe— AN B Z R IRETE - #R R 4 A e 1 N i R IR 2
(Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 8) -

TER ST amAT AL 3651 SREENT » BB Ny LEZESY
25 T—RUNMAZEE T R — R 4221 585 % (H.R.
4221) » A HM R E SR — R ERES 3768 JFEZE (H.R
3768) » (HIFEE(E A BRI BE AL - Wi - Z/INHZEEEIRE
PRFRTACE 4221 SRR » MENNEEE EBFT S 8hE &Arte
HE P e—F (Gold, 2004: 11) - fERFHEEHH N5 TEZE®
TR IR G HF R RIS EEIE - BRI S 13054 5FE
Z (H.R.13054) » WimZbrelibegied) - 85 h—EE 2N
25 EREET S H#EE 830 SRt TR A - © EEE
T HIUH » BEEREEZE 13054 SR WA Sl
MESHEAEISFEIER » 2R RN - SR X H
HZSERRZEE > UHEZEMREREZEE » EXERE
& Mt RTEE -+ H A EREEB IR A - WETE R
AT ZHIEIERTT (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 8) -

BRSSO A AR - — NN SRR B UALE
FIER T RES Z B IEXRE - WBEHEEZ - BB EE 2 3
K~ ZOREFERE 2 - RS EE 2 iR - 2 EEE
R4 AT 2 R A BIRE - A ERE ZBIE - ERA SRR

 marpm s %2 113 Cong Rec. 31257 (1967),
10 wasp— 224 £ 2 113 Cong. Rec. 34754-34755 (1967).
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FPR 2 SRR LS - {0 R B % i B R sk b AR
ShE AR R RE S S IEAE ISR T ¢
E— I EVUERBE— BTN » 2R R R s i B A —
R AR A A S R R SN R TS AT
8% ¥ Wi LB AL B B BT Z RE M AR - ° £
R AE— I/ IEEIER - CRE IR BUNT 2 RS 2 F g H S
THBRIESE TR W2 RS > B i AECY -
HEAN > TREFTEE T EE | (bona fide) 2 ARHE K s B E B HE
BRAESD - b st () PIEREERHNER /% (Lindemann
& Kadue, 2003: 8) « [FF » {EZ IIEIERE » TAL RSFERHUES4L S
(tenured) {FF 2 KEHFTRHERIA - [BHH3TH " SBIEK ) (sunset
provision) o *° {EML{EG—HEH L » ZE R RIERH R AR E R
ittLorillard v. Pons™ —Z&2 $3h » SR R FFFABIFT 2 SR EAEHE
RIS - N—E 2 R TEMFREEE2E -V Wk €
—JUNTAE - S SO EE—/NBREZBIE - TR ERE LA
2 R R AL R (bR P 5E - HITRIEE S+ A E AT L%
BTATREZSE - N E— I/ WHEZ BRIEES 3205
ZBAREE SRR EEEREI AT TEZEEAR - B

Mg pim s 20 29US.C. § 630 (B) (2006).

12 4

3 14.5 633 (a).

¥ 145631 2 §633a).

1 pospt - e, 2229 US.C. § 631 (d) (repealed) (2006) » #3552 &< pt— %
PR R

16 43405, 575 (1978). o4t F 2 mp » £ A Sihgk ~ Z 254 o

Y ogosp - e, 2229 US.C. § 626 () (2) (2006).

Id §623 (g)0 hm 4 Aw o RERGARA AT B 2 A o MO -
w20 1d.§ 623 (g (1),
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{2 R S BB 2 15T -

HE AU/ UONE » Blg RS HUMIERL G 2 i = e
FE - B ez BT A R a8 M+ 5% DA B 2 2 B EH AL A 2 (RIE
B P ek A T R - ISR e B RS
CHCHEBRSSN - M EE 2 AR iE - B A 2 &
RSN ~ DB S i E S - SHE b BARAEAR (President
Ronald Reagan) i 77 #Fit—{Z1F (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003:
12) o AN - FEFEZEIE R RTINS 4% B A1 P R ER Bz 2 s iR
PRAEBSIEZE 5% 0 * MRS S AR — UL E— H e
SRS RIEZ R - P I ER—NULOE BB Y
TEFEHBE ST K% (Age Discrimination Claims Assistance Acts
of 1988 and 1990) » i | iE-RHEAL - e B AR TR 2 B AR (statute
of limitations) » ¥ LU BN Rt SR G & 5 & B RAE R R H
T > DA AR RIS A R -

Bei%  AE—LHOE > SFFRIHIE —FE 55 T FigtR
[&;£ (Older Workers Benefit Protection Act [OWBPA] of 1990) » 24
& DL HEERN R L 5 = A e [E) A £ Public Employees Retirement System v.
Bett® —ZEZ H  DURES ZIREENS R (T B IB R
ferh 2 BEEEEF (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 15) - fF—J1LJLNEE »
Z 5 G WU 1R —TIEIE - TARST & IN St T BUR S P TIR B K

19 14§ 623 (h.

20 14§ 631 (a).

1d. at 13.

1d.

2 14, at 16.

28 mas i, 2029 US.C. §§ 623, 626, 630.

5 492 U.S. 158 (1989) » B>t F 2 0p + £ A+ (BB « 2 214 o

22
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BUE N BE R EIRHIRINEE 2 HIRE - 5t [E R e e N Bk
B EMRAT LS IR A - R T 915 DI S e R A
o MR EREEE T2 2EE - B EIEie ) fofbt b2 LAs
ff (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 14) -

ENRN NPE - i I - = vy

— TR > AR B AR B — LN U AR R
ey rERE I R TR SRR E T - Bk
LM — L= CFE 2 AN REAE)E (Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1937) » % HEARIEIL — EEESENE RS (hybrid) (Lin-
demann & Grossman, 1996: 556) - 4% » %5 K f1é 2B IEZE 2
FH S EHEAE I3 2 AR P2 IR BRI - (A Ik 4
BLREE > S (ELEERL) - (RIS - B P MR B A B R
FAFEZRERZERAR -7 B EFB2EY - RisERAAT
B A AL SR - S L B TV E AR AT BB RN
TARZE D E 1% - Wil R S EEE AN BEREEIN - i
FTIRETBUT R I 2 At » 2 At FISBORT th 7388 P i) - (L B
RALFE LY SR RAFAE o (A0 > ATk — L /< PR R A
S TE R HEAR RS (employment agency) K55
T4H%% (labor organization) - 2

B ORI P EER L 2 BiSEHE T (prohibited practices) 77
H o IS EE T  CRILE P ER AR RE 1 ()

2 29 U.S.C. §§ 201-219 (2006).
21 29U.S.C. § 630 (F) (2006).
2 14,5630 (b).

2 14§ 630 (©)-(d).
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REEIERRA - BB ZOEF B E A - SRACHZEM - 7t
SRR~ NS B E T U 5 (b) B2RE LIRS - FEsk
SYRE B () PIERCR S R E B RE 5
B () R Z RS 25 LS E o HES Y B
TATE Sk 22 PR 765 M B 2% T 4R T » 3Rt 5y R 51 3R = T Ak 1| >
HE o % [ENE o AR 2L HHE (anti-retaliation) K 0 R
BT - BRSNS R TAHSRS - SHEM R BB - 32
EREEF ~ AR GEIES -« S BRE P s A T
{EA > SREUER A BRI MR R o ¥ b » 20k b i st A
G EIBUAT (AT E R S B 4547 T AE EC PSR B (E e B A A R
Z AT ~ RIS - %

TESL B A B B A B AR R SRR
T PABE IE > T35 (B R & TSI BT R R EE Y >
LCZFEME (managerial prerogatives) » BHLEH FBIE 2 2 /MR
(exemptions) = ** {ERTE BT » CREDIHER L RIS B2 R
EZEBRRE SN o BEMS - SNQHIREEE Z ABAS -
e A LTI > A A BB S - BRI 2 BuaEdR A S -
DAR AT L8R R I 2 N B % BR Bk 2 i %

0 14,5623 @)

314§ 623 (b)-(c).
1d. § 623 (d).

P ld§ 623 (0 - mn T BT EREB G LR § PG T LI 7R
(interpretative regulations) » 4% Z FRA R 2 373 ¢ TE@d - L7 k=L
Tz B~ TEdg, ~TAgp2E, ~T73, 8 T2, Sneei A#
z #03) Talg L8 5 | (trigger words) + THAEF FZE2 75 0 BT g
%9 29 C.F.R. § 1625.4 (2) (2008).

Y B eni 6] i B2 il % 2 Lindemann & Grossman (1996: 612-631) %
Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 671-710)» d A< B t5F 'L p (8 F B 2 340383 ©



EQ-F - r%—%:ﬁfu%u EdLp AL b 691

G0 BRI AE S INSRZERERT op2 B4R o 204k AT B
ZRE > A2 (i - ® ERERIBBUT L —B% > 28
H o WERROEMTE S W R EIER R (i) I Af7% - fi Bt
I BE LA > IR - (B BB % 2 B AT BN 0E 2
FHEEEPY « BRI - BB AT B b 2 MBS e iemI A B - SHPHR
B~ #UE A -~ RN A T 2 2 e - BB A E >
ZRE REIMER A% - AR 22k (78 - MiEZ BT
BRZ IR - % ERAEFAEBFI T - 805 |8 P Rt T
2GR R T R B B R KRS R Y pE
— I RS IEZ AR W R TR » FE DB FRC B E B &
SRR > A - (EA BB S FE S T B IR R4 1T - 4R
TE— L/ N R R e — RIS TERS » 2 R > SaiB R
B EIHE RS - T — 2 RS E 2 - ® ENBEZEY  JIE
B BXEESFTMEBCAE T2 FRN SR AL
i MRS E— N =G+ B =+ —B 2 —TEAE T VB, -
FBTEUS48 B AT M > KBS 22 354 2 (7 (Lindemann
& Kadue, 2003: 13) -

R TR AT AR IR 2 HIE L LB (statutory de-
fenses) » i i Lehi i tb B (4% L% - A LR EWETH
SR DL > fr g R bR, 2 T BB (affirmative

% 29U5.C. § 630 (F) (2006).

Y R R S LTV SIEE T S S JUR P )
(case-by-case) 2. > 7% » kg rRat % B T AR AT RE M2 ] MY
Sk 205 US.C. § 8335 (a)-(c) 2006) % 22 U.S.C. § 4052 (2006).

Bt 2k > % 0 Lindemann & Grossman (1996: 546-547) % Lindemann & Kadue
(2003: 50-52, 53)» B 3+3% 7% g — 304 2 i3 1 AN S ATR BT LB S 4o 3t o
B garpm s 20 29US.C.§ 631 () (1) (2006),

37
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defense) (Lindemann & Kadue, 2003: 671-710) - —f&= @ e F AT
SRR () NMESFZEZ PURHEEALUT N | () FleE—
FEBEH i ¥XE&EM | (Bona Fide Occupational Qualification;
BFOQ) » B E L B 2 TE B » A G ELZ R (% 5 % (b)
JE FFTEREUZAE By » AN He LAY &N ZE (Reasonable Fac-
tors Other Than Age; RFOA) ; 40 (c) EEFHZNFE  WEF HEIE
Z AR 2 e FIFE Tt » 80 & i 1l A% S SR 2 BRA P (R 1tk B SR A R 2%
B Y (D) BEFRT ZEREEERRE - B RMST—IH
FEHE 2 EZEHIE | (Bona Fide Seniority System; BFSS) #t (&>
Gl ® (o) BEFTRIT 2RI GBI - Bl —TE TH
HE T4 {F51E (Bona Fide Employee Benefit Plan; BFEBP) 5t 2. 1{5%
ezt © R ) BERRIT ZEREGER QAN EMEE
FHEH (good cause) RS —r{H A~ &g - *

T~ RG22 R E R
SVBIFFAL » A — L DA R S B30 5 B
B R+ SR BB S S I R 2
et —  BPTRHARREEE( 2T - A EE - TR
— I F%RE (independent federal agency) » A FEIREFES:
A ~ &7t ~ g ~ Fr&aEA] -~ B - 3SR H A A RE 2 BhEGR 1

39 marpm s 20 29US.C.§ 623 (F) () (2006) 5 1 2T EREPE LR G0 aR
Feta o Frcd £ 0 %0 29 CER. § 1625.6 (b) 2009).

0 14,5 623 (B (1).

.

2 14.§ 623 () ) A).
Id. § 623 (f) 2) (B).

M 14,5623 (O 3).
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o ARAAECATEIE - S - SRBUS I R~ RAAEES - B
i R RERERERES 2 BREE - © %2 e8GR m A KR
24 MHS#REERREG 2 ZEFTHK - TR RERE
FLAFEH] (staggered terms) > 37 AR 6 — 17 TG S1— (L 2 =5
i EERE - UERAEGH SR BT 2 TEER - Mk
GFHE— LT S ER—UNIUEREEE CE=MNLMEIER - R
22z ety — AR 2 (Office of General Counsel) » LI&E
ZZEEY ZMHBSTASE - I AR R HEsREYS &2
bt E R T o (EHA R DU (FRELES > 2000: 84) © BREEA(T B &#BEHE
REUERR & > SRS % B G EES RIS R E TN - thorsk
AHESFERE YRR (field offices) » F{EEZ INAGFTE Z
INER S 5k SE RS L (B 53 T 7E - 20 o T el o iy e 5% e S [ 7Y
ZRLEIA R (FEERES - 2000: 84-85) o
ENEERERGZE G EERE AT HME&TEE
TS RSN 2 B AL T > BRACESL  Hrp i E T E T
B —IUNZERRE - —hANEREESEE @iE—Lt
TARSEERREREL . L)/ UFEBEESE R — U REE
[Civil Rights Act of 1991]) ~ ¥ — L Z4EMEHEES 501 6~ % —
FNOFLERE LR A1EE 2 © DREE OO/ \Filik

gL g - A RE BREEE 0 R0 EEE 2000: 86-88) -

42 US.C. § 206 (d) (2006), 27i% % 0d ¥ 30 f F {7 - e 4 =4 EE ™
Bl AL R A MO E - R0 EEE (2000: 85) -

42 U.S.C. § 2000e (k) (2006); Civil Rights Act of 1991, 2 U.S.C. §§ 601, 1201-1224;
29 US.C. § 626; 42 US.C. §§ 1981, 1981a, 1988, 2000¢ to 2000e-17; §§
12101-12213 (2006).

8 29 U.S.C. §§ 701-794 (2006).
# 42 US.C. §§ 12101 et seq.; 47 U.S.C. §§ 152, 221, 611 (2006).
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2 PR AR Y % RS CEE S
(facting-finding) B H A #ZIE TR 2 B UMM 14 FA2FF (Alterna-
tive Dispute Resolutions; ADRs) » sE 4113 B (conference) ~ Flfi#
(conciliation) S #ffilk (persuasion) TF-E% » AHHE E AR R
SRR 2 4%y - BB EE SRR A DUEANRS > AIZZE S
B m] E 8 S 3 AN RREAH R 2 SR IR ETEA - Bnat B G2
BEEER  HUSATEE " AREFRESTEAE R | (right-to-sue letters)
1T (AR R 3 T VA e 2 L 12 JHEFEA  (Twomey, 2010: 392) « FEJAEH
FIFFRBURT ~ B NE T A BT SRR 2 - ARSI
FRFANILUERE (Ross, Pinzler, Ellis, & Moss, 1993: 58-63) -

P bt 2 BEE AN - P EMER G ZE R AR MR E
g REENEABCE R AR 2 6 - Bt RE B S IBAN & E
MR 2 F5EF R (guidances) ~ BUERFEE (policy guides) KE{THEE
(enforcement guidance) %5 > KB E A R I 7 2 FhEb B B2 >
BEIRGZ T B G FRAT 2 s E A sl E A AR B - HER
HoEE—mEEZEEG LY 0 Wt EHEEERER - P
SRR PR R RE > SR e H— L/ UUEZE O OOFT
PEAT 2 DUSE B 2 b AF IR IRRAR B SR IR - BB (] -
HR - ZZEGEG B & B BUN RS R B AH R 2 25577 - WHR (L
fE s Ay 2 f5 24 - 1 H A & B N R T U ~ B R T -
B 4 % s A B 1 B 5 O 5 T R i - (PR (SRR R B 2 1
B - fE > %ZEgREBEMEEREEUER - RKIEE K
T HEBIP FIE BRI B M 2 SR A - Horp i 4 R

%0 Title I of the Genetic Information Non-Discrimination Act of 2008, to be codified
in scattered sections of 29 and 42 U.S.C.
U Matips g $RAIZ R G 0 %2 Lindemann & Kadue (2003 1227-1410) -
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BES) - HZZEE G K/ N R T a2t & o SR EM
FEREETE T EPAEEZ A - S AlERRREERETE - i
ZREIEHEEA B 2 CREAR R 2 - (R EH R
AR ZEER - i&i% - ZEREEEE SRR W RS TE
> BRECEAAERE Z B FS iR S - BEERER TS E 5 - T
HASE—RERRARE - DIssft G (IR IERsE E ki s
TR ZREH (REBLEE - 2000: 89)

2 - mSERPHZMEREFIR (—hEREF
~—N\LHF)

ARSI — & 3 i e A 1L — 5 B P B P f ke 2 - — Rl R B )
o S ECEAEARE 2 T EHANBABRET B S B e R R AR A —
NEMFEEEEER  SRAEARPT AR RR BT TH
2 R FHRA AP B F A L IEEREFP (due process) %K ~ S
ZRE (equal protection) FE K o&fZE{K (mandatory retirement)
FIREFRE M BVL « B iz i s A 4 2 5
R R BF Z EOK— mfR R EE AR - AL AR — PRI =1
Bl < Fl A T2 RIS - 8%1% > NG E It — IR BN 5550
ZRIAR » REANCEE 2 B > Boke DAEA AR HIRE R A
JrEAKAI LA -

— v BN AR R 2

E R F B = A BEEMassachusetts Board of Retirement v. Mur-
gia® —ZEr o e e A EEAE AR IS T R B 8 R

%2 427 ULS. 307 (1976) > M 4 & % 2]z 3@ » £ Steiner (1995: 274-280):
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RAEFERLE S BRI » CHEREEATPISEIMGE - £%E
oo S — (R IN 2 IR ST » NN SRR E - e
YL EAE T RS ROk T ELAERY R DART - A —IE
BERS R - DIREE HASAE R AT » MEA TR EZRIRMAT - &
B —TEE RS o RO EE R I AN - O B
SRMTE WA IR R AT DUME - B S B LTSRS - 17 B OREEED
fi By BLATF - (BB WA TEE M TR R R - > ot Iy ik
PR HR L % T R M D EAE T BRI R IR B » BRI £
14 (BB R TSR M E R - » Bl 7 =k
SRR BT EINEE R D F R — Ew By
M HESHEAEE 2 NBURFIZATT S » BRI — a2 EE - 6
& B HA ST AR ST - *° BB B AR 1 FI S S B S0 8t )7 32
BEIE—H » TR SRR A E A BFIER—E - Wi —FE L
FiT I > A AR > PRIt - Pl B s > EE B A A (strict
scrutiny) » 7R e IR ARRRESR B S ER B E L AR TS
(R T - O HENER AR RINESEERE Bl
B —IE B R T S BT 5k 2 e (R B A B

R DURIE R A R e 2 M ® ERZINE B SRR ST
FimRbAE o S EHE R BeAE 5, (individualized testing) » 1
{5 EL B A T 75 B g L SIS T 2 T - BN b N A P e 4

Comment (1979: 800-804) -

% 1d. at 311.

* 1.

% 1d. at 310.

% B AT 2R 2k ot — 254 5 208 Murgia v. Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Board of Retirement, 376 F. Supp. 753 (D. Mass. 1974).

S gm0 Murgia, 427 U.S. at 313-314.

% 1d. at 315-316.
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%o P {E T B AGEE (Justice Marshall) HIFHREH H 40
EiaiE 2 REHER > SR TIEE —EARAAE > MEFRES2EFE
AR BINATET H % > TR (R i A SR AR
(over-inclusive) » e i L iESE & -

=41, > {EVance v. Bradley® —%h BB AR UAE
A St i FEBUF B ZE YN BV RAE 7S+ 5 & #2 v 1R Ik 2 AH B
FHIERE - EH—F T - EBEFBRE — LU S EESME
¥53% (Foreign Service Act of 1946)% > #57 » BUREIN 34N B
NVBEAE ST AR EER IR - (B HA AR FI AR 2 S B A B Al
SO TR - BN () M e T RERREDES - * B
T ERRAE L ZEH IR R B A B © s Rk
RIHERIEZ T H R o ARIB R AOAE (Justice White) AT £2E2 K%
HER > REREDSH R REEESE AFTRBFEELE S
WEiR S EER PR EHI - * WA B TIEY
E o SRS 2 BN B NS AREREEEFIRIR ZAEE - TH
EHCLE VE B AE ARIE S E 2 NS - O I A
T 60% 7 BEAMNBSE SN B AT BRI Y > B E A v RE R B

% 14, at 317

%0 14, at 318-321.

81 14, at 325-326.

62 440 U.S. 93 (1979). o b % 2 H[i % # 4  Murgia — S 4nk > F12 > 34352

63 LA A SR FNET ARG ;«T—iiﬂ‘ » % A Steiner (1995: 281-283) -
22 U.S.C. § 1002 (1976), repeal by Act of Oct. 17, 1980, Pub. L. 96-465, § 2205 (1),
94 Stat. 2159.

%% Vance, 427 U.S. at 95-97.

65 Bposmpns 4 kgt - 25 % Bradley v. Vance, 436 F. Supp. 134 (D.D.C.
1977),

66 Wposptm o % 0 Bradley, 440 U.S. at 96-98.

%7 1d. at 103-105.
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I BB AT BRI SWE. » FoAS S BATEiR s - I
W% AR 72 5 » BT A IR A RRhs 2 2ok - *
FI o e R » B A AR 2 ME R AR
K2 (underinclusive) SERGEARE 25 - (HZ IR AL MURIEREET 5
SRR (R F SR T R B R 4
I5HE (perfection) A « ® 4 - IRAEIL IR - S RA
SRR S 5B o SRR I B 1 E AT — LU S R RS IR S i
B > R ST B RIEETEN TIEEE » DURAEE IS AS
ERSRERIIATER SR - ° ENEEHAEEIEARZE T  BIfENIE
HZ B R TS —E S SR ERR L 115 » SRR
th—=F - BEPEEREA AL AUENE WL SARTY
W EREURT 19 e S I AT o T

TE—JU\—4F » BEFB B LN i Lebman v. Nakshian™ —%
o S R A BT 2R - BRI S BB LA
B IS AR BRI B Bl » JE S ] S e R b R
S Pk ? WHTFTL » REE— LIRS IR0 - S
B ES BT Z IR AR - R R AT () PIERRH T AR
IR - FEARZE T » (R S 55 > SO A BRI
Ak BRI EESE - MBI AR RS ES A
H—HEF > ™ AR R IR ARE S EERE - b A

%8 1d. at 107-108.

% 1d. at 108-109.

0 14, at 110-111.

™14, at 113-124.

2 453 U.S. 156 (1981). M > st % 2[3k2 § £ 5 > % 2 Grane (1996: 195-196) -
B AT B 2RE 3 E gt — 274 > & A Nakshian v. Claytor, 481 F. Supp. 159 (D.D.C.
1979).
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s AR FIR - " R SO L BB R A % (cer-
tiorari) 7 FHEEMEATR - BiF R = AR RIS I DARESE - MRS
HI SR EEAIEE (Justice Stewart) FTghdE 2 LR RE - 5RHELL
FEREA T - BRIEE & IR e AR T SRR RIS SE AR
NEZH - FHHER—RER  ZREEEZHEEER IS —
Lorillard v. Pons™ Frffisk &A R » KB K HIMIEZES 7 ©
PRz HE - BHHERL T 2@ B AL M AAE FTE £ ~ INBURT Rt T BUR 2
SRS (SR EE % - e LEAE T SEE
R EZ PRI EIE 22 (R0 - E 2R AR — LS A
RS B 12 0 SR G EAREESE R -
[EHF - 5zl 2 2 BOE R - H— N EFEsiE R B
TEZILELORE . o W] DU EANEE U2 B 02 A HEFIHE Y L RS
Ko BRI E RIS DU AOEE » HIFEAZE R
RE - Ml AREBEEEE - UFEREEIEZBER > EAH
e B R P 2 (e R A -

ENER R s AN — L\ Z4EFEEqual Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission v. Wyoming80 —ZZ 7 R HIRZE SR R
4,7 National League of Cities v. Usery®® —2£h » HRAR L& 4E

TR ) ik BB 0 T4 R e i st — 2]k 4 2 Nakshian v. Claytor, 628
F. 2d 59 (D.C. Cir. 1980).

% 434 U.S.575 (1978) » Mt ;b F 2 3l » 2L ASUA (5402 o

7® gpavpm s %0 Lehman v. Nakshian, 453 U.S. at 162-165.

14,

"8 1d. at 165-168.

7 14. at 178-180.

80 460 U.S. 226 (1983). B %f & % |72 @ » £ 0 Brant (1998: 222-228);
Livingston (1992: 250-251); Palumbo (1984: 613-619); Welch (1990: 144) -

81 426 USS. 833 (1976).
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10 BEEESC 2 BT BN HER1 5> > T » MRS A S E 5 HE 2
UL ASEE A VU R ESE - — AR B R E R VU R
FEHE R B RIS - EAE D » EREEE—LEIEE
TERTIE— LS E AR S A B AN - S ek ] R
ERER RSN 2 SR - T AZE RS BT SR IE N > i P
PSS Bl - M 82e B3 AR A SRR IEEE 55
BY ONERD ZFEE S EEAFHRMUATE R BE
T R kS A MR RS e R e Y
SEHIERET © itk - ZEE G ELEE LEEYE » IEEaR
IR R St R A 3R (A LT St
WS R B IIESR BRI AT Usery— 28 » %
FHFSEE R 10 BB ER G5 HI (doctrine of immunity) 32 %8
HESE - % KT E e E P LRSI A » R
it 7 AR F » T2 0E (remand) EIRESE o hEIH
K35 (Justice Brennan) FrHR4H 2> 97 R BB L - RIS
I F0 R E BN (Commerce Clause) 2 #5 K T AE Bt Usery—
2 HR o B SRBUT RE S HE B & N 2 PO 3 /E I BLE IR (intru-
sion) » HEREGZEHLE TR " 0 nl M1 2 f71E | (separate and
independent existence) RIA] » [I{EARZE Z 1K » BrFSEURFIREZREFS
h 2R FTEBEE R EA - ERRERZINEES
KIEE 2 RE AR T B 2 HE - (R EORZINM A
{EBIHE Y = B RS 2 B - HAESE % T
fi (i) PIRIRTICE. © *° [EI0S - 3%b 2 S0 RIBE R - 2R

8 B AE B 2R 2 g gt — 25 2 0 EEOC v. State of Wyoming, 514 F. Supp. 595 (D.
Wyo. 1981),
8 gospm . 22 EEOC v. Wyoming, 460 U.S. at 239-244.
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T BE A IR AR RN R S 2 A5 e e B SR B - B SRS R
B IS T R E TS S ps A R - ® I SRS 2 N
S 2R I - BINAEHIIE T REAEE (Chief Justice
Burger) Ff X487 SZ3$HEE R » IS 156 S0 0 BT S S M 12 o1k — 48
SRS INIILATTE 0 F I e R0 R B BE R ik S AR s I 1
T AL WA TEIER B -

W% - Pt E EfEtEJobnson v. Mayor and City Council of
Baltimore® —Z&rp » U HEEr B3t )7 EURT R R A A5 2 Tt
FIh » AEZET BB YR BN PSS Ea Y
S [F I T R T AR A » S T RN S EAE
R AT TR EIE AR 17 - R At S i ek
TRy - B L EIERTIT— P R — Lt R R R E
KIEIE - T HARRE a6 i R B R A 2 BB 2 8% |
AT SR R Wit 5 2 5 A B o) s o T S T U 5 045 A 2 H B L+
Tipk ARR MR Bl o & (EBEHIH T A R R SR - B
53R te A BH bR e — Ik - 0 (ERE T i e A e g 1%
TS BB AR B P S RS FIIS Y Wt s
B AR LT M EE R T EIER BN
(non-federal) MR » AR RERES [HTALIFL4 B % N EE A

84 1d. at 240.

8 1d. ar 252-259.

80 472U.S. 353 (1985) » M*t 44 % 2|52 3@ > %9 Abbene (1986) -

87 Btk > 28 5 US.C. 8335 (b) (2006).

88 B AT B 2RE 3 E gt — 27 2 A Johnson v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore,
515 F. Supp. 1287 (D. Md. 1981).
B ST B 2R b 2R o m i jE Bt - #7440 Johnson v. Mayor and City
Council of Baltimore, 731 F. 2d 209 (4th Cir. 1984).
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FHBELATR R BUE » RKAE R (i) MEEMEEs s X5
bR TR Y » MR R AT A B EE A
SRR B B S e e B I — A R SRRk
RS - VR R S I A AT e B R es - B L
IR AR AR M - R BT (] B S AR S T
IR - ST G A R R R S b — R A E I T
TEEIR » B R B S SR R SE U R R ke 2 E - % 7671 -
S W SR s b SRR BT A A A T A B S I — ek
BRI R i BT R—sR 59 » AL - B BB L3
SRR — I W T sl EE - ©

CF oM AR O E SR S

—RIT S - EEIRIZEE R AT A B SF - RE IR
RILZ2 /N BRI F AR S 2 22 B BT B 2 M R B R RE > BIfsEA
I R AFBB IR > 5y » EB R R A B A A o > B - >
REIM s > il 2B T B PR T AR s v AR
Bt BIRE &R EDR il » TR = AR B  (HH T —
TTHEMERTR > BRI - B0 2 BOR— i Ry A - 11T > fE—JL
NEFRREFRIETUEGIE R FHAMSE: » BIA BRI R = AT

ZHIZE AR SRR EATES 2w -
B4 0 {EUnited Air Lines, Inc. v. McMann®® —ZEh, [HeEH—

%0 B >t 2k > 48 Johnson v. Mayor of Baltimore, 472 U.S. at 360-371.

o 14, at 363-364.

92 14, at 365-366.

% 14, at 371,

4 B >t 2k > 48 Friedman, supra note 8, at 188-189.

% 434 US. 192 (1977) + B> 4k % 272 3% » %2 Lindemann & Kadue (2003
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JLUU DU B B A Bt 22 A & S AE — U PUAE B 2
R FER TR E BRI ASTE  MEEE R
B > iR B EMEAYIE B AR RSk - * Rk hE—LE=
FEWEEEIE MRS BB T AR - BEARS B 3 i
R 5 A B 2 Bk B BN SR AR E - e —Us
RS R UEFTS T 28 (subterfuge) MEET - {EA (A
BT « Wil 7 AR 2 DRI (summary judgment)
2 RG2S A T - (I _ 3 b o DU ORI 2 B A
B — Ik - WSS bR - ¥ B A SR a1
TSI o RS DU AR BT R S RIS #EAR
Ttk S AR B A L R RS 2 R TR E ST
TR B 2R - HAT [N TR £ sk b bkt »
SNBSS R T I S R 4A T E S - HETM
FRBIEAETIRE HAE - *° MEAEZHEY - RS
BRIRSBAETE - B AN CEREEREEHE A —
AN BIE A SE 2 R AR E - i BL7E B A eehe th &
TR RS I - B A R B A E R
RAGXAGIE —5 2 IE% S s A ARt
BRI BB BN AR AE . EREAEE R
AL HIEAZRENEERE  MEHS8E R R E

116, 174-175, 177, 218) * Watson (1991: 199-203) -

% 14, at 194,

O sz b phsspa % w iin i gt — %7k % % McMann v. United Air Lines, Inc.,
542 F. 2d 217 (4th Cir. 1976).

98 mparsm s %0 McMann, 434 U.S. at 195-196.

% 14, at 203.
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B ORI AT I R R e A - 1

HK > fETrans World Airlines, Inc. v. Thurston'®* —Zgh > yheb
022 4N T o e O S T TSk S A MR B 2 BUE - S TIBC AR T T
2l (flight engineers) 2 3B (AF#S LIR (B4R FRITHEER (pilots)
FETE A+t DUBHE fk 2 155 - S A TE I8 R TRAT BT 4 SR S A
EARTSAEIRATEE - T DU A S0 T & i e T B 40 > 4842
J¥ (bidding procedures) » AR HUGEI R — 2 AT TIZANEAL »
e DU FIE R A E 1 - 75 = R IRdTHEAT1E A AE VST T AR KR
ZEME% o Ty T AR - S A A TR
SBLBCHE (transfer policy) 18 7T kS A BE I 00 0%E AR E -
TERER 7 3R AR I e s % » Mo SR s
BEaE —HOEEFERRAD 13 - T b S BRI SR 7 R 2 I o 1O
RSP S A IS % RS EH AEE (Justice Power) FER4H
T BRI o WSR2 A TR SRR ECE E R —
TN EEREFEREREHE BT EERREE R IERER
REM LRI THRETEIS S BT REZ AR TR
FlZHifr - ' E0% > bt ek A S AR ZE AT R 2 B
ST R S TR AR B BRI R R T SR - L E Rk T « 1E
i 2 15T - R B BRI T TAZA > R - ik
H2EW - A TIFTRG S BRI A S I EA B - R

10075 4t 208-219.

101 469 U.S. 111 (1985). M >t %4 % 252 3@ » % 2 Charland (1988: 594-596);
Harkins (1986: 730-733); Henkel (1997: 1207-1210); Kuhl (1986: 238-241);
Thelen (1985: 536-539); Wortche (1986: 451-454, 459-461) «

BE ST HBS IR b o2RE g D i g Fegt — Hj4- 0 48 Air Line Pilots Associations v.
Trans World Airlines, 713 F. 2d 940 (2nd Cir. 1983).

103 B>t gt B > 42 8 TWA v. Thurston, 469 U.S. at 120-121.
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SRR G s T AT Rl T wesamiB ok - ERES
{PIAE A ZE PR A 128 2 B TR I B B B K 2 S B STk 3
EEAIE S - B TE AR SR % B R R R R > B
FE o T BRI B OHEET  WEMZE AT SEE LR A
RS 2 JF R SBRITRTIL > FEECE » MR R SR HE B
ST ARRE RSO E 2 B - 1

1% » {E[El—FEHAPN H13 2 Western Air Lines, Inc. v. Criswell*®
2R s B2 A FIR T TRRETELE ST BB B Ik - 7T
(FHEETAD R AEAE S TRk AR R T TR EHAYEE - IR 2 S
ZHRIFTBORAN - REAE A TR BRIk o 1515 BRI THERT & TA2
EIHEE PRk - BN I T IR it S AR R 2 38 » 3%
BRI A RIS A0 - O Wiz A TR IR A s
S UK R RERR L3 TS e R A R s 7 vkl 2 i o 18
Gy Ze AN T AR R AR L3 s - RS R A A E
(Justice Stevens) FiE4H 4B mag KRB SIS d - iR —TU
AR S B R R R R 2 A R - T H IS SR F
SR EReRET I HERES R TSR EE R,
SETTRG DU o RS B AR E L

10% 14, ar 122-125.

105 14, ar 125-130.

106 475 U.S. 400 (1985) M *> 4 & % 2|2 s » %2 DiSante (1987: 773-777,
786-794); Finkelstein (1989: 1055-1058, 1066-1067, 1071-1074); Schott
(1986-1987: 213-228) -

lo7 B AT B 2Re > 2 gt — 27> 2 8 Criswell v. Western Air Lines, Inc., 514 F. Supp.
384 (C.D. Cal. 1981).

B SSE R 2RiE Pk 4 x¢iw gk et — 254> 2 A Criswell v. Western Airlines, Inc.,
709 F. 2d 544 (9th Cir. 1993),
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R —RE R A - i ks PR > BIAME T AE T « % BINEAZE
ZEW  BERENREE AL EE R EEMES
& DU - DVESIHEN S B - it (i) MESFTE T
Fia RN TR ERE » AR SE RN THIERG - % T
SEEHE I 2R EBIE - 1 EE - bEtds s B
o FL A 27 2 PR > S B b TP A S AR AR b B
= EE R R R EE e IR e e . T A
R IR BT » — LS AR S AR B A TR At
JEREH 2 MM (reasonable necessity)» [ IE—RiATafE 2 & M
(reasonableness) « "' Ff% » i IRAEIE—H A 5 e B
TESE R AN Fe 22 % 2 SRNZE TR 35K SO P A28 A B 2 AR (AT
EFoaTemE e -

=P MR )

YIRIFTAL » {ELebman v. Nakshian™* —Z&tf » Bt g £k G
HER ESeiHELorillard v. Pons'™ —ZEFfids F5e AR 2 Ik «
FEINER— M - RS RIS B A A A B PR 2 AR T
BB NN TR SRR A T - MR - Rk R
R~ SEER S - AT R TRAR S A R R,

109
110
111
112
113
114
115

Western Air Lines v. Criswell, 472 U.S. at 409-412.

Id. at 412-417.

Id. at 417-421.

Id. at 422-423.

Id. at 423.

453 U.S. 156 (1981). Bf >t ¥t 2 3P » 20 AL T - o

434 U.S. 575 (1978). B>t 4ty — |2 3P » 48 Marion (1986: 302-303);
Moberly (1994: 106-108); Norton (1987: 826-833) -
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R HEESE - 1 BRSO EREERS I —ER Y [
Tt b HRERE S VUM E REATEREUR [F 2 1738 - M8 227yt
B Al R AR - IR B AL BT EE AR R RS
H o BEAAIE AR S SR ER I (R0 - (H AR
o AT I A I A, T ) AR - T s
DI RIEZEE 7 (b) R E CIERE — L= TR A TS BN
AR REF - RO AT - MBS S E RO A
PSR EN TR S5 LR R e Mt — B E
I EC AR RIBEE — 0 » 20 HI B RIIE oA A
R EROE > T4 - IR TR S ARSI E  HUST
MR - R REHF AP - ' Bk %%
B — SN TR RS R R R AT i — SN U R E S
TLIEGERS Y R RE— LR $ B e E RS AR AN 6
BEEED | — NI ERERE = o= KA — =
HENTESBEEAREE it BeFERTEEANED
SEMA 2 BEEBET SR - 2

Btk Wb E AR I — ﬁ&@ﬂﬁ@ﬁ@@ﬁ%i&@&
HAERE 2 Fi o P8 —{FOscar Mayer & Co. v. Evans* /%/FJSZ;S ==A

116
117
118

Id. at 576.

BESS TR 3 fa gt — )i 2L 69F. R.D.S76 2 ¥ @iz 6 7|0 ;N2 %5
BE ST 2R b 3RiE PR w iaw R fept — 274> 4 0 Pons v. Lorillard, 549 F. 2d 950
(4th Cir. 1977).

B0t 8L > % 0 Lorillard, 434 U.S. at 578.

29 U.S.C. §§ 201-209 (2006).

Id. at 580-581.

Id. at 582.

Id. at 583.

441 U.S. 750 (1979). B>t gt — 242 3P > 4 L Hans (1987: 396-400); Krop

119
120
121
122
123
124
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NFEHE T R B 45 N B SR R BOTS 2 38 5 55 — (- Markbam v.
Geller'™ RIRATHIRIE@ IS fr S BEEIS » (SR E ST AE
B (Justice Rehnquist) F2H ¥ RE « EHE—RIFAEY -
% ERPE Y FROE AT TS S R E R T X
BN > B E RS ST E 47 T2 3% (worksharing agreements) » [
I o BRI — AR T e HA T BT > (B - (B
BEAEILIS ISR B 2 T - AAT AR - RS — LN R A
B EE 2 AT B INE RSB EARE 2 INE » I E 2 Mk s &
BHHIT - MEASERIER - HNERRIT N EAEERS TG
7£ (National Labor Relations Act of 1935)126 Wt FS 21BN (preemp-
tion) {Fi% » R ILEREUR & INNIATIE S m A - It B
SIS L I 2 Sk 5 o R I 7 2 S BIOR AT B 44877 - i
KR W25 A SO e M > BB LB R s
FeAEOscar Mayer & Co. v. Evans [LZERTZ R 2 EEEL - fE3Z2 K >
2 R R AR S T W R TR IR » T e S B & s i 5 e S (e
e > T B et s MW A — LN TR S I
R — 3 E R B AEATINE Z AHRIART - T B K
PURFER RIS MG » 71l e B S M T S B B « AT
ITERANE R Z B Y AR R RS 2 Frr sk - 7 W Lk
ERE ) A R A BT Rt — 3 o P BRI AR

(1982: 840-841); Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 22, 419, 479, 504-508, 841) -

125 451U.S. 945 (1981) (cert. den’d, Rehnquist, J., dissenting). B *> %2t % #3230 » %
5 Champion (1984: 62-63); Krop (1982: 838-842); Saunders (1996: 599-600) -

126 59 Us.C. §§ 151-166 (2006).

Y27 memii s ppa i @D R R

128

B ST BN bR P N i¢aw g Byt — 2k > £ 0 Evans v. Oscar Mayer & Co.,
580 F. 2d 298 (8th Cir. 1978) -
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HEBN_ESREE S R R R EIEE - AR ETE Y
LWERESH - RIS RS EREEE R E - E
25 VIR e ) Y B B MR L ESSR > 1 LR > Bk e A
HimGIE - MR - P g 2k SRERLER
Bt SR W 2 AT I A 25 2 T [ B 1) 5 N R g D 2 BT A 5 SR
o B (i) TR RE R 2R S IR OB RS - 0 L4h
b R BRI - RO EM W E A E S B AT &N AR AR
o HIENRFRRAM () A A & N R S 2 B -
BE(R SRR A E RO AR A fE R - ! Bk T
FEPR AR AR ZE 2 5T B BN R P 2 2 R ASOHARS - A
Mz REREgRE—ENA SR ERET - % Ep
55— 2EMarkham v. GellerfI[Sfiissh Ko > T » BB RIA S %5k
SIS IR E A BT T2 | (disparate impact) Bz [
B AR ISR N RS BT it 0 P AL - BREEA
SCBABEER E S FE AR -

B iR kP Hi 2 REFR (—hRANE
~— L\ EE)

—fIME - Al > B E IR AT Ean S5 PR SF Z

129 B>t pt gk > 428 Oscar Mayer & Co. v. Evans, 441 U.S. at 754-758.
130
Id.

131 1d.

132 14 ac 764,

S N R 2 IO SN RS EES P
{4 i Hazen Paper Co.— % |i-% » v/ 5 #cd 2 » B>t pt 8l % 1 Krop (1982:
842-854); Luce (2004: 482-493); Pontz (1995: 288-317) » T + 4B %2 L f3%
% 5 Fentonmiller (1998: 1083-1126): Saunders (1996: 603-610) -
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& EBEE B RS iy > L - (S R R R
MR S R RS TRAE  H - BCRIR R DB
PR SR - Y TEARERREZEE M ST
o BRI R U E Y TR S B S R E IE R E
R fEk » % BREs s DRSS - BE—TuL—
M BEEAE—FEHINS R % o BTS2 S R RSN -
R L (EREN R AR I — B ESFT  — B - {E7E7Y
22 B S EER R B $ b — R R I DA 5
DOLLHER o ©°° RN » RSO —E Y B SRS
Seatsn = HIBEEEE Y HI  BEE R S HIBL A S E R >
FIR o B ta IR TR R EA AR R s > R

—_ ~

AT A PRGN

B4 fEHoffmann-La Roche Inc. v. Sperling137 —ZEh > gl
] FiE AT > T — T B e L2 e & R (e sifEsl - <8<
B TOTERR M T 7 APe ER HEEREEFA (class action suit) B gt (4f)
TR EE LRI - IRBRT— LS CEREER B A

BU Mk Mgt LA RN B MR EY RS Rl 1

b 2 Bk iﬁ%&‘%f&iﬁ-ﬂ} » %% Shanor & Marcosson (1990: 150-161); & &
£ (1995: 353-358) -

Bolm 3 FRFE ARSI 44 - FE2 o adapn i maigiEn
AT A BTl EE > SR B E4Y (1995: 362-371) -

Bt UtEE ) 2R AR - A 2 Z 2 WP o

493 U.S. 165 (1989). M >t ¥fpt & 2)d2 3P » 48 Bethel & Lamber (1991:
345-348); Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 329, 757-759, 761-762, 765, 767-769);
Surprise (1990: 205-212) = p+ ¢k > 7= 4 8 Strickler (1990: 1584-1586) » & §_12
A EREEE S R ARG LR WY S B4 S EE
SEBARE PTG 2 B AR A o

135

136
137
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BALE - B EAM 2 R e 2R E S RTINS » W
FrEEE X EFHH 2 FES (consent in writing) #81] » % B FHHE
IT AR IR R AR 2 (R 2 4% Rtk - N PR R 4515
EAIFTA R ERER (similarly sitated) > (g% > " MHHES 1
SRR AR R — R - P BERRT R ER RS
Bt o PRI LUH I ASE S (Justice Kennedy) FrghE > 4 B 5 5 ]
SR BT AR E B S R IR B AT TR 2 S
—E [ ZEBAZ EHEEE Y MEAKAERESEUSE
BRI RE Y L R HEE— ERE (F 5 - PBiREAZE >
FE RSN ACE » 24l S (AT F A S S R s > SRR
fal 2 BR - M [EN - bR R ER R TATIE
HigHi& - BRI T VAR & A 458 2 5 (managerial responsi-
bility) » AEE AR R AN AZSRE » S FEIE (R I — (55
DUERGER - A TEESHRBESER TSR « 1IN T
I 4R RS b P > R AT B S TR SR

3t R A DS T i F A - N L B R AR
FEs#EHI] (Federal Rules of Civil Procedures) 5 83 & kg wifa g - 142
Bt o ZBRE R — R - R TR A B il AR
2 HEFI] » (B A e BT B L R ZE RN - 3% N OB R e < ]
7 Gudicial neutrality) 2 JRA] - F5 DU (F A L HFEHE— T

138 BT B 2R gk gt - A, 20 118 FRD.392 > %k x b 582 %5

139 BE AN HE 2R b 2Rk FA R = i jE et — H)4- > % 0 Hoffmann-La Roche Inc. v.
Sperling, 862 F. 2d 439 (3d Cir. 1988).

140 B >t pt 2k > 8L Hoffmann-La Roche Inc., 493 U.S. at 169-174.

141

Id. at 170.

Y2 10 ac171.
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ZERGHE
B2 » TEGilmer v. Interstate/Jobnson Lane Corp. 198 _gmdh,
b= AR | TSR EE A RS 55 A 7] 5 R e 8 A0 5 B S e A
LPM%BEZ%*U (statutory rights) AP F5 - —fM = - B
WP BLERTEE T AR BT ) RS ENY - &
*Li)&jziuﬁf’\ﬁ%‘ HIMEnEZ 770 (H BB F i = Al 1E
247~ Alexander v. Gardner-Denver Co.™™ —22h > B BT S T2
& P IE A R 2l BB B e B2 HER > 2R A i sk
EIERR PP 3 - 1T R B A8 e B BT RA S I A SR » 1
M F & T oA E — EERERE 2 1135 - it - B e AR
A EFT RN > Bl EIZ 5% H  (Dutson, 1991:
832-837) - fEaZEH » R EAEAILIFEZF A G et Rsd iR
WF - G EEEM R Ll s E R &S (AEREEN) # g
ZAPEL - W% 0 JE BRI ST TRk R AR o T [ SRR I
W2 EFH > WAL P EREREZ B GRIFTMARRE - 7Y
1) ok FR 3 D7 A PR AR TR 5% P fE AR 2 JE E iR T fh 2 5
SR M T b A A UK R B st A e e 1
B FS B e AR AR R RS L 3mARe Z #I »  HR BR KA B A
fedil z ZHE AR - EEAAMECE EFRER TR - 2

143
144

Id. at 174.

500 U.S. 20 (1991). o *>pb % H[Adf & £ M Fp 342 b2 3 TRz 5 o
2T A ARE 24 B2 w £ : Duston (1991: 832-847); Green (1998: 188-194);
Howard (1994: 262-264); Radetic (1992: 749-760) -

¥ 415 U.s. 36 (1974).

146 14, ar 48.

W mponp 4 b s Sk g N2 R

148 B SS BN 2Rk w x¢iw gk et — 274 & 0 Gilmer v. Interstate/Johnson Lane
Corp., 895 F. 2d 195 (4th Cir. 1990).
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AT BRI (5 (compulsory arbitration) X~ FR A AR HE « 14
% Wi s 1) 5 5 AR 38 — LN E AR LR R AR A 2 R SO R LA S
W SRR ERR ISR - % R RIS R
HEBER - AA SR E B A\ PRAUETE T SR A R R Rk 2 A
Fi o M T P S - FR o BEAR AEA YR
H P BAR P A 5 58 (R 42 > DAUSCE BB 8N % 2 RIHET
Ko B —— BT o 1 AN TR A T
Hi#tAlexander v. Gardner-Denver Co. —ZEFEEHI| » ML B EIE T H
e Ry BIRG e 2 & - & — TR A SE 2 L RET B 3G R AR
ZEIRRA G AR B ARKZ ZA - B EN RN ERAE
P I EE S (Federal Arbitration Act; FAA) #efifs- 193 Zjreh
o TROEE SRR EE R 2 B RE » AER 558
AR TS Z PR - EARE IR EZERE hEOA 2 A
T - M B2 BOE RAEZ E PRI £ & - /238 8 3 F
Hokskm g o ™

itk » {EHazen Paper Co. v. Biggins™ —Zdt » Biflie bt
PR e B & B ATERLE R B 2 R - Al e At 2= fil

149 B>t 2k 2 0 Gilmer, 415 U.S. at 24-35.
150

Id. at 24-26.

1L 14, ac 26-30.

152 14 ac 30-32.

153 14, at 32-35.

19% 14 at36-43 5 Bt = > £ 8 Radetic (1992: 757-760) -

195 507 U.S. 604 (1993). o > pt & s — 4 = = ERRE RSSO ED L
Mz TE&SMG ERFF | Z L FHRESR > 12 X ERZ LNPERLT E
GNP M e S RN - T AR A
P2 7 % ¢ Bellace (1993: 620-626); Mitchell (1993-1994: 682-685); Querry
(1996: 548-580); Stewart (1994: 524-532); Sweeney (1996: 1552-1559) -
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B > SR o R eSS - Y B S A S P
ST CERUMNEGERE | SEREEE Y MEHRER L
RSB AR] - FIt 5[ SRSt - P
WD FEREAFSRAPIRHE AT TAE - Bt iEE & K5t
B DL B B HUR ARG AT » T AIEEHOR LB - Ty BT B R
77 RN AR E B R — LS BB SR AR S - DUR— Lt
FZREE BRI AZLEE (Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974)™° FHBIME 23R - Witk » BEABRIL T LR H R H
ERCR - EAE R FTG RERCER R 2 B ' i LR SR
EERERE R  RBESEIER - 1 BN
EER A RIS R TR R A B Ak R > 28
AR R — LS EAE RS I A Tk - 1 [EINE - %%
W BAERE T 2T REATHE - (HERBN 2 pi
Trans World Airlines, Inc. v. Thurston™® —2Zprlfass > fapy . 164
TERTE 2B - bR s S s T T 2250758 | (disparate
treatment) [ HII SR » AR TR EN Z RS 2 KM
PZTERR S AE - HIEARE A (TR AT ERRE T RN

196 et s+ & Markham v. Geller — % ¢ » B 2th 4 Fo ¥ B8 Bk 1 & &0t

ARLZR?P VIR LR BE2 0B E L MR AR RHSE S 282

Mo h hkEY v R s o Mg 20 Id. at 610.
157 14, at 609.
158 B>t 2k > 428 Spero (2005: 186-187); Sturgeon (2007: 1385-1386) -
159 59 U.s.C. § 1140 (2006).

160 PN o .
P BEERE SRz B Foap N2 kE
161 PR S SR E HEE R\ PE ) MU

F. 2d 1405 (1st Cir. 1992).

162 s ptm s % 0 Hazen, 507 U.S. at 608-613.

163 469 U.S. 111 (1985) « M 44 S 2 3 » 0 k> 5 4hsk ~ = 204 o
6% s ptm s % 0 Hazen, 507 U.S. at 614-616.
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R LIANZ RE » SEUAERT T 2 IRTSAEIR (vear of services)
HA TSRS AT LR T LIS - 87 » B L2 R R R e i
fil, () BUFERESER—E - WRREERE — LS R SR
EZ R P ENMEREZEY  RERRER Y BE - R
it Thurston—ZE FTAE 8 2 /N AT TR 20 2 IS RECE » BRAm i IR TE =t
MiRLER 2 E - NERE T AIBE S & R AT BE AR 1o
P > HIERSEERME S BE - 1 W B AR BT
bR FAT I S EEE -

=~ OB R E AR 2

TEME—RF B » Bk B s AR 2 o P S = Al B N E P T A A
TR R RS EN - B o fEPublic Employees Retirement
System of Ohio v. Betts™™" —%&r» 3B {k 2 LMk B L SR Z HINAE
—NE==FAEREZ A ERKETE (Public Employee Retire-
ment System; PERS) 2%5t & BRI B TR FI SR F &S T
BORE - 1 H A 5O ERR S TR IR 2 B T SREUEIRE
PE7E « E— BN » 3B IREETELIBEIEME & L IEEERIKE
THETE S 20 RS R REFRRNZIRR - HAIRFE (2
AR RZEMA IR 5.0 EELE T - DIEHERRET—F
Z RBIRE > ThiEPEER G Z B G E R B 2 FRET
5 HEZ N A BRI EIEEE M T 5.0 Esa T 2 8 ER—

185 14, at 611-612.

166 14, at 614-616.

187 492 U.S. 158 (1989) » B *+4f4 % %] 2 3@ » % 2 Lindemann & Kadue (2003:
15, 173-174, 181-182, 687); Pomfret (1991: 90-92); Shanor & Marcosson (1990:

174-178); Urban (1990: 166-169) -
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LA S RS B 2 AR - B 2R i R g i b
R HR - TAe s AREEE 1 SRS o E T A
AT HEEN R SOERRFT B IR - Wi4ERE CAERT I United Air Lines,
Inc. v. McMann™™® —2227 3785 37 B3 INE — L= = FEEIE
M AT BRI R RBIE ZHT - s LA
GE— UL SRR S0 B R0 - M — 2R B
SR BRSBTS SIS — RSB IMED - &7 »
Rl e S E — AP HESS TR IE 3% (ordinary meaning)
e BURETLILER: - 1 EIRE o B R B HsR - A
R RE IS E LR T B R E N - ER I —EA
B iR > 5 - AEEE LR S B R IR (b st R L4 T
(non-fringe-benefit) #5417 MU IE ZE—F - IREAHEHEE >
BT o 7 IR — AR R - TR K 2R AF] -
i EL At S g S A e R . S A (ST B R R R
I B T B R — S TN TR A B E R
ERERR I )y B S B R R [F AR 5 R 2 e s
(Esh > T BB E S — LN B RS R E R 2R
# o S EBIREE (waiver) AP T2 MR (HIHAETERE Y g »

168 BT BN 2 gk gt — 25k > 428 Betts v. Hamilton County Board of Mental
Retardation, 631 F. Supp. 1198 (S.D. Ohio, W.D., 1986) °

169 BT ESIN b 2R I % A X fegt — H)A > 42 Betts v. Hamilton County Board
of Mental Retardation, 848 F. 2d 692 (6th Cir. 1988).

10 434 U.S. 192 (1977). M s 22 5 » £ k2 Dbk - - 204 -

Y0 s pim s %0 Berts, 492 U.S. at 165-169.

172 14, ac 180.

173 59 US.C. §§ 623, 626 and 630 (2006). B *>%fs i 2 3f » % 2 Lindemann &

-, Kadue (2003: 174-175, 687-688); Niles (1992: 877-913); Pomfret (1991: 92-99) -

Botst sk s 0 1d.§ 623 () (2) (B).
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VRS N BT AT o 1

HZ » fEStevens v. Department of Treasury176 —Z » [HAeR
—ERREIRR B 2 AR BT SRR AT 2 > R A Sk 4y 6
AR QBB RITERR IR - 0RO S S
eikE 2 S e R RITE > HAR - W% - S5 SRR B
SRR > R B S B AR o I T AR
FREA o SR > SRR RIAHA T R 2 - ATy (S it 77 AR
SRR » (IR A SR RSP R By e TSR R e A
EEREAOE ] — LS CAERL SRR IE o VT 1 LR ERES B
BE A LRI ERE e » S WA RE S 7 A R S B AR 2E > 3 o 178
Wik - BRI AR i a STEE AL - KA TR AT
REBRAE AR ZE M AR AR 5 o MR AR P I AR E
(Justice Blackmun) FriEH > £8E R E  AAEREERE—TN
HENE BB T PSSk e R g EERE
AL EEERA - HI > BEESE—EAK FUFE—/O
KZIE o MBS R T AR RS Y HHE— L/ UL
FEREAZH  IBBESBENEGE=TREZER - 7 47 %
PR IR R B A 633a (b) Bl R B ESTEE
o] Eefth > B PR E DRI » (B I 7 S M B LA A ) B

Y5 14§ 626 (F) (1) 8 0+ttt 413005 » TN & sk f fdp B 2]k T L
Bt — =3 Bt gE > 4 0 Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 15-16); Turner (1989:
760-784) -

178 500 US. 1.(1991). >+ 4st % 2]k 2 3/ » % % Bethel (1991: 66-68); Landers
(1992: 396-400); Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 738-739) «

YT psepime s 20 I atd gt - AN S s B KR D N2 KB .

ﬁ:&—%ﬂjﬁ%&¥iﬁﬁéﬁiﬂ%'ﬁi@ﬂﬁi$%°

B >t 2 > 4 A Stevens v. Department of Treasury, 500 U.S. at 7.



718 wmEAE

AR BRI R o ' EAEZEY - MARSREES
R —E SUN RN BRSNS » fEsmt (LA 2 IR i = i
HERE BT R AR 1 ik EFG BB ISR
B ED > (TBUR 5 1% - 4615 MBI T R R R Tin > Foo
b b B AR R AR AR R L AR 5E MR
TSRO R - AT 0 R AR R ERE o P i
EEEEER AT — N —ERRERER » SE AT —
TSR R A Y RESFNS - AT P Rk 2
BEEGEIFHASREFEL T RARH SRR E - %

514 > 1EGregory v. Ashcroft™® —2eth » R E = kI S
HeE R B AR IN AR A S5R IR Tk - R ED - BT
FEELIN A B BAE S INE TR+ T Bk - i
S M E N IR H 4G B (T 5882 (retention elections) [fj 4448
(R - AP  E 8t JT SERE BRAT SRR PP N R I — iR
R— AN CEREEREEE  URBRE LS 14 WEkr sk
ER SR T - W T AR R A% » SRR AT T
JEERTIENE > 2R 11 LRI AT SARADE » BIEE
B B R 2 30 R AR AR BRI 2 N A B EHOR R 2 438 - SR i
2B LR S R T o 1 Btk WS LR
HOE SRR R T R —HR « 1 B E A A S R

180

1d.

81 14 as.

182 14, at 9-10.

183 mspim s %0 29 US.C. 626 () (2006).

188 501 ULS. 452 (1991). B #4440 % 2z mp > % 0 Cunicelli (1992: 141-156);
Ruddock (1992: 1565-1577); Schmide (1993: 435-449) -

185 o mpns o b i XD N2 R

186

B ST BN b ORE P N i¢aw g Byt — 2k o 2 0 Gregory v. Ashcroft, 898 F. 2d
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2 1 T L 2SS0 MR H R o MR B BB S RGE R (Justice
O’Connor) &> LR RISH » FR B AR INEE =
S (decisionmaking) 2 JE4% » PRIL - BIB— L SRR S E IR E
WCEFTHERE 2 2R - ' [FER > bR e - IR
FEE 14 BEHCC R R TS R - ERIE— AT S
(suspect classification) » [ tH{EMAE —% » tEEA AFEHEE - 75
I 2N A RIS S s R B RE 2 I B S B > 5E TR 35
DU & £ B AN 625 < A E BER (- 3% (impeachment)
ROBEIRTE A HAERE » AL - ToRE AT TRENE K
TR ERR TR 14 e - B E e
HE - ATRFIIAREE RERE A TR ERE iR
ZHEE - MR R A Z BB ST ER 2 IEE - B IS
RS R A ST 2 SR B IR - T RER R 1%
k2w -

S MH R )k

—fRIME » B = AT L — R B N B EAAH B R = 7R
HIR - REZ R — TN C SRR R AR S Rt M R EA
sl o B SEREMEEEE - i LSS R IEE A
PRI E 2 E N o DU RIS B 2@ o il an s« &

S » fEAstoria Federal Savings and Loan Association v. Solimino™®® —

598 (8th Cir. 1990).

B>t gk > 428 Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. at 465-467.

Id. at 470-473.

Id. at 486-493.

501 US. 104 (1991). B>t ¥Fpt &2 mp » 2L Landers (1992: 400-410);
Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 705) -

187
188
189
190



720 wmEFE

FEoh > IR TR R SRR FEAR M - BETSINETF
ZATECHEBANILUR T - SGERAHRE 5y (8 N B R EOE N A
T EIERERT - BIREHBEE A TE R & m AR
A ot S AV IR e 3 = R A T

HHEF 3% 2 B RS AL TR 09 2 1k » Sk — ER R e das el
INZ SAAT SRR BE « % » SZNBSRRAH B R BRI 2 S > Bt
4 LERHERALITTECE E (administrative review) 2 J5 = AILALERF -
B 4 i 1 0 R P (R NS R B R 3+ T A2 DA P 52 2 A B 2
K o FEBEEH T R B R S BB SR T W Tk
B Bl DABI 4 2 5 IR BT 32 % N U BRI R
R H R FERSEE (preclude) ffERFH T AR TR AR A E >
HRoR o 19 AR LSRN S K S B b St —
o TR B — N TRt SR AR E 2 4ok » R ER TR
INTEGE R B SR 2 2007 (preclusion) « *** FEIHFS R s A i
TR 1 RIS EERES AR E (Justice Souter) P> 4
R FAIE  BEAATI EAAR S (administrative estoppel) 2[5
Il > G R (BRI — LS R S R AL
S (filing) ZAHBAHE - BIBEBR AR RSN T BUERAFT > e
EUR AR 2607 - 08T » bR bl bkl bt e
Sic = Rl

91 14, at 106.
192

Id.

108 BTN 2k gt — H4- > 48 Solimino v. Astoria Federal Savings and Loan
Association, 715 F. Supp. 42 (E.D.N.Y. 1989) -

194

BE S HS 2R b 2R R P T R jE Fept — )74 > 428 Solimino v. Astoria Federal
Savings and Loan Association, 901 F. 2d 1148 (2nd Cir. 1990).
% Bt 8 > % 0 Solimino, 501 U.S. at 104-106.
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HZ » FEMcKennon v. Nashville Banner Publishing Co. 196 —Z
o IS A S AR — SN TR SR A 2 A
BALE - (S A TEE R ORE - HE ks
$54% (after-acquired evidence) » & DL i I Wi 455 - ALY
RSB S N FEER T 2 BOBTFE « 287 » T EIHE
o TR AT AT A R > BRI AR T Lt e
(reinstatement) N F7EZ T3 (front pay) FE#H{E FTRBENEE - £
EET o STt B R RN E TR - Ty Iy 5k
SRR - AR ROEFTAEAS T SR R SRR - AR
TN - 2R EFFAERET Wt R R B —F o o
TREN3% /N BRSO « IR IT AR B AR ) - %
T 0 TRBES RS 2T » IR FH - (e - R
FERR IS 2 2SR T s A > (ATt - 7 Witk - Bl bsR
SRR S NG ERE » 2 DAEIRE 2 B b 4 R T 0 8t 5 P i 4
o 1 AR B A R 2 e o MR PR A AR B T 4
TR SLRAAET  — LS EER SR AR S BOT K
BT AL B > W RS B IELE R SR
Wk o ' SR - RSN E AT 2 - IR ERE
RS T IEY A% B BRI gELZRE LS EHEE 2 %R 2
% ZEBES R IELUZ S B (case-by-case) J7 » FELURE

196 513 U.S. 352 (1995). B> #st % 2]z p » %L Preheim (1995: 247-269);
Whitford (1995: 382-392); Willbrand (1996: 671-702) -

197 B 0B 2R 2 gk gt — H)i > 2 0 McKennon v. Nashville Banner Publishing Co.,
797 E. Supp. 604 (M.D. Tenn. 1992. -

198 BRSO ZN F 2RE kS x¢aw gk et — 204 > 4 8 McKennon v. Nashville Banner
Publishing Co., 9 F. 3d 539 (6th Cir. 1993).

222 Bt 8 o %0 McKennon, 513 U.S. at 358.

Id. at 361.
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WEROE 2 HERE - MEAEIEE  NawmeEBesiEL TE
A RS EE R SRR et F R o

3 > 1ECommissioner of Internal Revenue v. Schleier®®? —ZE
o B R e AP R R R R B AR R R
% FTiERS 2 R TE REERESE > 2EBEBRES (n-
ternational Revenue Code) Fr#5fH UL A (gross income) ? Fi%
Zp s [FEEHBFAT S - R L DRI A i I 1 T s A e P
B2 ER TEEIFIALEULA - (HAIKEHEERE ST FIA > 1
TEE R RAT R A A L&At e R BT A% > TR b
FEREETES  MazBEFI MG - SR IRIZ B R BIEE 104 (2) R
HE - B EEEE AN AN 2 Z G A RS2 2 5 FREE
& MELLE A R - W% - BEFS_EFARE S FAGE AR
YRR — IR - 2P AR - BN A AT BB L IRA R
BETEA « SRS AE B T E Z SR RAEH » BN —JuR
CHEREFRETUEASR 2 IBFERES > ERER LR EELEUEA
HHnLARERSR - R R AR Z BRI GTEE 104 () (2) FRZBUE - 4HFRA
MR E MBI AR SRR L S B S AR » —2iE
FERGME 2 3R > R EINRETT BEURRETT R = REF T 22
> B S R E R S R A 2 S A R T R - 2
ZEAHMBREBBERITEY ALK EEAEEZBR TE KIEER
B MITERE » IR B2 HIAE NG SRR » A E iR
(ZMELT BB T BB 4 - 8T > MR RF & sz Bt — 165

201 1d.

202 515 US. 323 (1995). M 4t — )5z 3@ » %2 “Leading cases” (1995); San-
difer (1996: 641-644); Tompkins (1996: 508-521) -
P BRER P R e H)- s ToE N2 kB o

204 B>yt 2k 2 A Schleier, 515 U.S. at 327-332.
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BT FE (plain language) < °® EREFEAGEE  BEEHTACE
B (Justice Thomas) K RFFATEE HHRE B RE » SBHNE
B IS 15 SRS 2 N s A (52 - BRI ~ M
TSR FIL  EEA RIS A R TG R
&% PRRES A LR A o 2

X » FEO’Connor v. Consolidated Coin Caterers Corp. 207 —Z
th > —{y A +7Nk 2 B TIEE £\ G840 (reorganization) HFHfi#
18 » RS — (LU —+5% 2 5 B TATEUY - Aty H it 7 et
S\ 0 R A TR R — NN TR SRR B A - B
S DLBIS R 2 TR RS A T - B S R s
EEBHEE 44 McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green™® —ZEFF35E
T FHEEHE (prima facie) HI%E » 4500 R A UM R WA 22 E R
S PEBREL B IRV RR) FTEUR - % Wtk B ESREE
VUL E th 4R b b — 0« 10 R A b AE [ R A 8
Bt SR IERFILEE - 3 M BN R b SR b i 8% Bl 2R 55 2 )
o FRBEHSE-RAIAIEE (Justice Scalia) AT M mEHE R
f5t > AatMcDonnell Douglas—ZE ki 17 > PRs8 SRR A - f2id
T — U 7S D0 4 A 32 5 0 8 T 26 bt 78 s 95 D 0 2 1
T » BEARIN R AR R S AR B (B EE — &

205
206
207

Id. at 329-330.

Id. at 337-346.

517 U.S. 308 (1996). B>t ¥pt — 22 3P » 2 0 Gottesman (1997: 353-355);
Gruendel (1998: 386-392); Harris (1997: 291-301); Schaub (1998: 236-254) -

208 411 U.S. 792 (1973).

209 B ST F SR 3 0k f gt — H)74- > %8 O’Connor v. Consolidated Coin Caterers Cor-
poration, 829 F. Supp. 155 (W.D.N.C. 1993).

B SY BN 2Rk w x¢iw gk et — 254> 48 O’Connor v. Consolidated Coin
Caterers Corporation, 56 F. 3d 542 (4th Cir. 1995).

210
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R 45 (logical connection) #8T] « 2t HIfE— LN EAERESEAE
e B A DURFE S L A0 B VU -8 2 R (HERT RSk
FRENFRIIE—RE > M2 —EERZKE - EAEZH
B R S RS —A M & T @E S EEENt) —
= WAEMAEZEN > RAMAZAR BN TR —REN A L%
WS > LR 2 55— 18 EA RSB E L EFTIRER S 2 — B %
B > REENREHINAY o EEE FELMERERS o 2P
1% » TEOubre v. Entergy Operations, Inc. 213 —Z£h  ZHEE
TERE RIS oy AR B S (severance pay) Z45{) AR Z 7k
& FFR R HE AR A HE X 28K HE A E ARSI —
EERHE > alRESFRIE —LLOFFERES TEN TR REZE T
FRrElE > =IEME » B © () s BB NFBHZIFREMILERE
(b) ZEEANAFLCRFRITTUFERELE S 2 (o FFhlfEHEE
M= TN TR EERB AT 5ok - 2 ik - EHEE
ik —EEEER BB I AR R - EEZ AT LDUE
e 2 INZR A (4 5 BIEERL (constructive discharge) » M4 [ 3% 75 f H
A2 BRE - Z A AIEE R R RS IR B B EEE
It - RS AR 2 R E RS TR - 55 KB AR A
EXEIE & 25 - MBI —E - 2 BN sk

211
21

B>t pt 8 > 22 8 O’Connor, 517 U.S. at 311.

% 1d. at 313.

213 595 US. 422 (1998). Mt 4 — 22 3p > %% Henkel (2000: 400-422);
Jordan (1998: 168-172); Lindemann & Kadue (2003: 803-804); Sullivan, Kaikati,
Virgo, Carr, & Virgo (1998: 880-881) Z * ki >yt dp A B EP L 445 £ 4 L 412
2 R R B2 ®P > 4 R Silverstein (2001: 511-525) »

214 14, ar 424,

15 B AT B 2RE 3 gt — 27 > 2 A Qubre v. Entergy Operations, Inc., 1996 WL

902063.
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B RGEERE - AEEIZHbRI — 0 o 7 B AR A ZE
o HEEHIRED B IRERE  HIR TSR EESE « A H
FOE BRI S R B R S B AR SR
— UL T AN PRI E 2 AR » BRI A RAER
SRR 22 (R ikt A BRI A 5ok - 2 b il
3 AR TN AR A ST SRR I E - RV R B
TGS B AT - 26T 2RI R St S I
WK BIRRE S I O RS TAO T AT > AR E - 2
EEEET T - B2 EEGLURY (retention) EHbHEE —
o INER I BN DA IE © [EIR - i
50 - JE S FTRE B IR > R & i S B B T 5
R (TR RIRTAEIE > B - B ERHE o2 e EEREUEE R
TFE

h RS EREIHZ2MAREFR (CO00%F
~Z_OON\HFE)

H_OOOHEMZE OO /\FIEHN - Bi iz e Al g &
WL DA 2 Fagk o Seig i /\ATRERE Z R - A= BA
BEAREE  THEEFE NSRBI E 2 Him e I
TR - 2 REREREAEZHE - AR T AR
(reverse-discrimination) Z HIEE » LUSHTATAL T ARG DLYNEA & 2N

216

B ST B 2R b 202 B % T iR E eyt - Hi- > £ A Oubre v. Entergy Operations,
Inc., 112 F. 3d 787 (5th Cir. 1996).

24 B>t 2h > 2 0 Oubre, 522 U.S. at 425-428.

21

8 1d. at 426-427.
219 14 ac 428.
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R ZHEPEEE B E R R R T R b B
iRt RO EUE R —UNIUE REES R @ E S — A
EEAUE BEANERE S - BE L RIBEMERETVTEZS
G EER RN Z et B8R - B =OO0OgHFEERE » E5F
HZ HIEMFRIAZEED B 23 THESABRFTTZ
EEB B —OOO&FEEE > 20% & E — OO /\FEHEEIT 26%
(U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2010) » [fj{E
OO /\FEREHIN - WS = b o B i = RUAEREF - BETEL
—NN—FREAZ WA/ (Bt e HEE B A O b2 1B
AR - BCE DFEIBR R - A R R LR -
FRy(EIRERBH » AER o DUT A LAPU{ETE H 2R ERET E /CRIHER -

-~ F MBI L BRI R AR R 2 ]

YRR » BT e 28 B B B B2 2515 DS S e
FEBEE BT —HRREY 2 EE - E e ek
Markham v. Geller®®® Kt Hazen Paper Co. v. Biggin5221 MZE 2 H) g
IR« 2R7 0 B OO FAFRERIE » TSAEE 42 Smith v. City of
Jackson™? —ZEfFHFI %  ETEBLANS 2 ESOE o LS EE
TEEE SR B AT IR DS S TR 2 3208 B — N TR
ST UEFTE Y PR 2R - (AR T e (R -
(e ZEch » ZEPSPELL N s T (T — B IIE T2 » A AR
U B R B R S > e (E I

220 451 U.S. 945 (1981) (cert. den’d., Rehnquist, J., dissenting).

221 507 U.S. 603 (1993). M+t 30M » £ 0 A< #4HE « - 34
22 544 ULS. 228 (2005). M % — iz wp o %L Bitter (2007: 670-678);
Spero (2005: 188-190); Suane (2006: 409-417) «
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AT R A R B FLAR AR B Y IIRIR R - S AR e A i
VU SRR AR 2 AE RS A - JE I B B T 7 A
BRERRE » S AMPIE R A ER 2 RE - MESH D22 R R
& o TR T AN B AR HAE X5 - 2 BB LR
SR B T E B e R B S B 2 R - TSR 2 BB 2 3
¥ RREEFAEFRES Y B BT HhERESE > FEE R
P AT Z 44 Griggs v. Duke Power Co.?* —Z& 3 frifsinr > 7%
IS B A R BOR » 22 WS B AR AL R % e R sk
B I » TR S TR B T 4 2 o B J S 4 1 B 2
FE - MBS CERSEEREE Y X BEATESEA
BLURH R Y 3ok R R A — USRS A S il
SEE RS IIE H A 2 FIEE & Pe e - RERTEE SR
SNECH AR > K - TR A R e (s - 2 ([E%H)
St ERE R - RS AR SRR A5y R RIS
PR FT TR > R o TRl R S AR R B 8 Y I LR
AR B RS - BN RS & 3% W AE 55— Wards Cove Packing Co.
v. Atonio®™’ —ZEFFHR B 2 I - TR R e R T > P
W - TS HIHERE - BHE R L ATEREL I T B ARERF & — LN
TR R AT E R DN M S R E 2 E - P
i+ S SRR RS AT -

223 B>t 8k o % A City of Jackson, 544 U.S. at 231.
224

401 U.S. 424 (1971).
225 B>t gk > 48 City of Jackson, 544 U.S. at 234-235.
226 19 at 240-243.

221 490 U.S. 642 (1989).

228 B>t gEk > 428 City of Jackson, 544 U.S. at 242.

229 14 at 240-243.
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Wi1% » fEMeacham v. Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory230 —Z
o B B N S M AR B T A TR 2 R B R A DA
HASHREZEETK - BRHRESEAEEH RS 2 KT ERE
b PRI BIREE R IR TR AR HIk - BT - WEA
EIFERES BN 2 SRR A - A B TAFRI - B - B
ﬁ&ﬁé%@i@ﬁ’~%ﬁﬁ~+—mai’ﬁ¢%é~+mm
RBIUHEE DL 3 SRS Ty T A AR - e
1535 s g L L T4 25 1 B L 3 > 30 oml%%%%iﬁah
o OB B SR S R I B S (B A R b I DA B
G S EEE - WA TR S AT - BT BkRSERTAT
BRI SR EREAE A s - 1T LS R S e s A SRR
Z (non-age factors) Z &HMEWA] > WoRBETRH S AMS R Z 585
(burden of persuasion) « % [fil{% - WIS AN B R BEERH LT
SERE IR TR T R B - AR AR A A B A
s TR LR SRAT - AR SR S R
@3k - R A LS A R SR AR R TR DU A
CHIRZE > S RUER - BVETHR TR i - (EaEly
T R EERIRG EEIR (production) R Aifii(E iR R TE £
SHEEAT - 2P MY BEEEEZ BEEENEINE - %
AR — S R RS - A — LS R S R B A A

230 178'S. Cr. 2395 (2008). B+t — #{skz 3 » % 2 Johnson (2009: 63-66);

Schooler (2009: 1102); Shanor (2008: 160-161) -
B ST B 2R 3 g gt — 25> 28 185 F. Supp. 2d 193 (N.D.N.Y. 2002) -

B ST PR b 2RE LW Z i E gegt - 254 > 4 8 Meacham v. Knolls Atomic
Power Laboratory, 381 F. 3d 56 (2d Cir. 2004) (Meacham I) % 461 F. 3d 134 (2d
Cir. 2006) (Meacham 1II).

B3t 8 > % B Meacham, 128 S. Ct. at 2400-2402.

231
232

233
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it HA A LSS B R 2 B RN T R RS
EHRIEH EE] - EI - B G A E RS A SR
ZEAE - P A IR E R IR EERTICity of
Jackson—2&27 H3 - FraE A ES DLYNA 2 TS 2 BB 2 A B (T
AiTHE (premise) » ffii 2 F A A S ST BRI A B A « 14877 m%
EE N TR A RES SN B R 2 2 IR - Bt AR A T
HE—REAEAATT 2 AN - IREIRIIS R R 2 B
W {E 75 P B R T 3 o S50 W (o P ) > 3 LN EE (business ne-
cessity) SHISREAE G A TEAE 2 0 BE » DR Ry 401 508 bk — S et
(EE > Shher s (H R B (F 2 45 RS S T R R AL i T 5k - 2
Bt » AR HIR SRR - SRR S RIS 8 > Bk - B EAEAE
B I 1R B TP B T @ N - (BRI T AERTIRCity of Jackson
— 2B H - SRR T R E RS A T - 1S
BT - WMEEEE AEEmaEr k- 2

CFMAET A G R E L EMAAR L TR
&) 54

HE o BFEEREERERLO Connor v. Consolidated Coin
Caterers Corp.”® —Z&rh » HIM e E b LB IEE Sk
PRI A RAR AR 2 M3 - AR —IF RN & AR R RS
ZEAE TP AR o B 5G 0 fEReeves v. Sanderson Plumbing Products,

234 1d.

% 14, at 2402-2403.
26 14 at 2404-2406.
37 1d. at 2405-2407.
28 517 U.5. 308 (1996). B 4fut % Sz 0 > £ 0 k< HIBE - = 204 o
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Inc.® —z, BaEg—EEATOR EHEEE  SERAEE
B ST H SR R (R T AR (Bt 1 ST E 3R BT - FROAE
BRIk SRR B MBS A 4R » Ty 3 T SR e AL L S R
W - MBS - JFE S A P e 4t L 840 5%
ZEREH -GS TR RS EE T (pretext) TS 0 HE 1H]
LR BT AR > S (age-based animus) © fiflf% » 3%l
BRI S 280k o 20 SR BEES L3RRk s ARG E
JEE AN B R B I — IR » 45 B AR A RE S s S M 2
SRS IAR TR 5rE6HE (sufficient evidence) o ZEEEIHE 5 £ FrHEH:
RS R TR LIS » (E R A IR R R I — DR 2 T
8 > BB IR E - 2 BB A b A e B 23
SEBRIE— IR » AR F B RS A B R s - AR
EAERE S I 2 b 5 DU 3% 58 78 7 st McDonnell
Douglas Corp. v. Green—ZEFfsi i > FHEIEE A 22 B FAEi2
Moy 2558 - ME L& 2 EEEIHE (reasonable factfinder)
B4R P s R E TR R B M R RAEE - AIIE HT Es R
TR BEEE - *° EHESTIEEE B REERE
AZEHRT - W EE— O RBEER LERE— - 85 IR
B F RGBSR FEFT > TURIAE BRI - 24

289 530 ULS. 133 (2000). M *>#F & % %2 %@ » £2 Ryman (2003: 674-679);

Thompson (2001: 29-33); Turek (2001: 297-303) -
240 B AT B 2RE 3 g gt — 27> & A Reeves v. Sanderson Plumbing Products, Inc.,

1988 WL 1150611.

241 B . . e s . .
BE ST HES 2N b 2Rk P % T i 2 Fe ¥t ot %2 F)A > 4 A Reeves v. Sanderson

Plumbing Products, Inc., 197 F. 3d 688 (5th Cir. 1999).
282 s nwm s %0 McDonnell Douglas, 411 U.S. at 802.
243 BE >t BE > 42 B Reeves, 530 U.S. at 141-149.
244

Id. at 140.
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TERSIRIFE B 405 AT Swierkiewicz v. Sorema®™ —
s FHERE E AT HMcDonnell Douglas— ZE 17 > Fe T 5645
fEE TR AR M W E N AR AR o [FE - %
e ZEth > B AR R ReevesZE—HE » HEHIEET b ITElE =K
AR SR = AR H A —BEII DUBEEE « B2 - i
ot 8 77 e [ L Sk B2 [ 4ARRES (national origin) R AFHAIEHR
A BT T AN A DR 25 R AE fciEMcDonnell Douglas—%&
BRI TR 5y RE S - ACEIHRE TR R 2 B E - T
AT - 2 itk » WD b3k e 85 M0 R FI DRI > Bl
TR AR HE R R Ay BRI R MR R B
B - TR R R B AT R o 2 B S A 5
Bt S MBI ER » WBREEREE Y FS  MREREZR
{EMcDonnell Douglas— ZEFiTast iE 2 2846 » By Hse 5 @R nl 2 5
B ST R E R — T T 5 2 e - A e
R —TEE e WA 2 —fEEBER (pleading require-

ments) ° 248

=~ F R o AR ERATZ H) A

—fRIME » —JUNTEREFRESEZ REHRET SR
ZE%&  MAERTH >~ O’Connor v. Consolidated Coin Caterers Corp. 249

285 534 US. 506 (2002). M4k % £z mm o 20 Estund (2002: 326-327);

Fairman (2002: 572-575, 2003: 996-997, 1020-1021); Roseman (2006:
1061-1063) -

B IR S R PRz Hd- o HoE st REL o

Pl BIEER b URIE PR R i gk ez MAA @ 1Nz %% 48 5 Fed. Appx. 63.
B0t BE > % 0 Swierkiewicz, 534 U.S. at 510-515.

517 U.S. 308 (1996). BE*tpt &z p » 2L A< RdhE ~ Z 4

246
247
248
249
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—ZErh B AREUA RS TR L L A R T 2 3% (7 - (B
R A A A AR - B AR SRS — 2 - i
R L2 RIRFIEE - SRS — 2R Rs >k E - Ak
TRTEBR - 0 ERESZA TR 2R 2 al
E2 2 RER R AIERIE 2 BB 5 S A2 4 > General
Dynamic Land Systems v. Cline®™ —ZEFFSipgiis - {£2%Z % » T
I T SRR AT - UM B R ACR Ik 2 2 (R R L5
FERTE  (EE T RE %8 R 8 TRIRILIRE - %
BEMUR BT PSSR E R SR - At
— BSR4 L » RS TR R R P R — LN AR
SEREE S BE - (4T GFMIUE - RSB ER
R T A B IS RAR B IN A 2 R - (b A | 5 _ kb
SO RRE > — T SRR R 708 R (R R A e > 2 (g
R F 52 (@8 2 MEdE (Arrington, 2005: 558) - ** ffi{% - I
b 3R S S A AN B E b > IR TR BT
PEMETEE T TERETEORE - FRZEE G IR — T
Ko P SRT 0 WIS AR S EI D smARR— R - AR
PSRRI AOEE T B S RIS SR N TR
SEWIUEZ WOR S ~ 288 - B - TEEEE R E AT
EZ BRSNS REMEFAEE L HEE 2RSS TR

20 14 ac312.

BL 547 US. 581 (2004). B *> % & % ¢ — 22 %@ 5 £ Arrington (2005:
556-565); Befort (2004: 179-183); Ennis (2005: 758-763); Huska (2005:
191-197); Lacy (2005: 381-382); LaPointe & Fogarty (2004: 86-96) -

BT — BN F RE B ¥ S iaw j ge2 %) 4 % Hamilton v. Caterpillar, Inc.,
966 F. 2d (7th Cir. 1992) «
23 14 at 586, Bt - 2 s £ 1 29 CER. 1625.2 (a) (2008).
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BB o P BN PSS ERE T E gl B %t
BHAEHEERERE G B ETH S B AR Y ME (defer-
ence) » (EBHISEH HAR S OHRESESRATEE o B (TG 0 EE - 2°

B F MR R 2]k

WHTATIL - BE{E— LTS IE— U EE R S R I A
B MR E BRREE BN ZEE - 2° AW £
OQOOFE Bt i = A a0 FE Kimel v. Florida Board of Regent5257 —
Zoh o UL —E A A E RN SRS R EAS 11 e
S ATSA 2 B (immunity) © 32280 » 35 S 4IRS AL
HT R B R - e ER B ININTL KSR ~ I A e
INEEE ISR BN — N CER AR L W RIgE
4 o IEZP R EEE MR R H % - EEB BT AT
P\ B FE TR N TR S I R B R 3 N R
TEREI I EEE 11 BIECEE R 8 - ik - =%
Bt LR SRR S HOEERE - BRI — LS
Rk S AR IR SR E L R R N AT A 2 I — B e i » 2° Wds
R T SRS i S AR TR I — b B R A B A o T
RIS EB KRB R R HEH - BRI R i B & TR
W% INFTSE7E 2 B e e - (B — B8R 52 » AR B e AR T

254
255
256
257

Id. at 586-594.

Id. at 599-600.

%1 29 US.C. § 630 (b) (2006).

528 U.S. 62 (2000). B *: % A % 2|2 %@ » % 2 Brudney (2000: 164-170);
Laaveg (2001: 508-519); “Leading cases” (2000); Lindemann & Kadue (2003:
698-699); McFadden (2000: 552-558)

B SYE R b 2RE kL - G jE eyt — 24> 4 B Kimel v. State of Florida Board
of Regents, 139 F. 3d 1426 (11th Cir. 1998).

258
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EEE 14 WEECE S TEYYTIEK (Enforcement Clause) 2 f#
B 4RI » 3%t —BERG 5 I N A e M 2 (S BI 2380 » TR b3
52 W 46 FUVAE 0 0t B 1 % ST S 2 - 2° RS
B BRI —HA SR e B SEE  N B
EHEER o AR AT - MRS N i E 2 A
IR SEAEBRIBINGE » EE AR MER R g R - %
TE=OO\EREHAP » B e b 1 00 g 1) 5 i A
Z M BT B BT R R o {ESprint/United Management
Co. v. Mendelsohn®™ —2& s A8 — 21+ B T 1EH
AEERGISAE - B A SERIT 2 3 2 iRtk - B
B R SR O REA -+ 17 7 25 B T A 1 SR o 7 5 5
SN T {7 8 E 3% 0N EE I SRR BT » FE DL SH0H 3 00 B RE S
SR ERAUCR A 515 - (Bt () 5K L[5 545 B — B A iR
T o 3N E B B S » 1) 1 SRARSS I F5E 0850 (Federal Rules of
Evidence) ZAHRBABIE » i eMEH LR S EIRIE 2 5B - 2[5
EIRE W > R - THER IR B R S A S (R > s
Witk ZIREBEEISER » FIRFEERET - QRESHRE LT
% » BB RN S G R R R B b — - T T
ElE%E - % B R AR i S EE% - BN
S o Sl A5 6 o 08 S B T S B B R B

259
260
261

Bt gk > 428 Kimel, 528 U.S. at 73-92.

Id. at 91-92.

128 S. Ct. 1140 (2008). B =4 4 % 272 2@ » % 2 Shanor (2008: 162-164) -
EF LR - g SlAcH 2 W Bt B %5 D. L. Gregory (2008:
384); Rubenstein (2008a: 269-273, 2008b: 388-390); Secunda (2008: 377-380) -
B ST BN b 3R s L oakaw 3 Byt — 23> 4 A Sprint/United Management Co. v.
Mendelsohn, 466 F. 3d 1223 (10th Cir. 2008).

262
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IILABEE S BI85 - RIS HB IR AR E AT Y S
5, BB T SRR s R YA R R - S
HIEEE RS - FIL - BIEZE S A R R B - S
BB SRR B AR, Tom e > e - 2 AR R AR
e AR S B T R AT R B P AR SR
Rz FRSHEETREHE 55 - a3
{8 Kz AT REIRBE > SOME S 3 2 BRI ARE M - BEARE RARLL A > f -

A B — RIH R R B A PR RIS [ 85 2 Bh 3R 2
15 5% - {FKentucky Retirement Systems v. EEOC?®® —Zh > 5
B FONEUT BB R BT (E8) RE - Bikets
T AR 0 REFMER AT AR ZE » TRIER 2R
thagf > BANBE— T BOEEERKGH - BEPIGT SRR
EZET » KPR RIS ESIRGES - 050
WEATHINE B TR EESN » B Li ) EIEREARFTEL
WA TAE 2 8 DR AR RBMSERT B TR S - AZRE
R A+ IR B R R - (BB TIF - (BB
B iR EREAT— BRI ER A - S EEINE kS
st BRI E IS IR S ST A AR R S TR IS EA AT 2%
H ey It M TSRS e R BRI R - TRl
R4S /A FE8{T (public enforcement) X FH - BB AL TT 4%
IR » SR RS FE R RIS HE sy 2 L - 2R
PR B RS AE T T TR DA R SR L B 3 2 4580 » T — LNt

263 B>yt gk A Sprint, 128 S. Ct. at 1144-1147.

2% 14 at 1146-1147.
85 1285 Cr. 2361 (2008). B *+4f 4 % %]k 2 3/ » % % Keselenko (2008); Schooler
(2009: 1101-1102): Schrader (2008); Shanor (2008: 158-160) -
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RS RS I A A BIRUE « Wit 77 505 2 DL BT )
S HATHEBZBEEG L FEEHEREFEREE Y
EM%Lﬁ£FW£ﬁLaF@%ﬁ%%wﬁﬁ~ﬂ%o%6%%
e ERAE SR > I ISR 1% - RIS TR AUEE  (Justice
Brayer) Firys4 > %8s HE » S E SR A% I i £ Hazen Paper
Co. —z=> RfR > S RRIEE T EE - BREE
R Eta 2 R 2 52 A —ERE RS EREE - TisH A

HUR k4 Ehs SRS R AR - MRS AR ER SR a5y - (8
R TERE A AE A7 LA DL 43 - 2% [En% » b e B A pit
Hazen Paper Co. 2 = AGHI A Z 2 itk - (ELIBMR SR>
SRS IR AT % - TR B A 2R R s B R
I R ot PRI 255 » KBRS ROR I — LN R S R Ik
,%ﬂ;z R 269

BE - AR &SRR

ARSI — 8 53 SR AR IR I I e = A e A A = - R A P E
fig ok Z AR F R > T R IR LSRR B SUAT 2 (B g - %
EHETRET R R R 2 R MRS E R —HIE A R
LR SR A RS - P > I — B0 oy s A 55 B BB it A AR P
ZOOOFFES AT 2 B2 BRI U AR — i > I8

266 3 N A e . .
B ST BN b IR PR S oi¢aw 2 Byt — 2]k £ 0 Kentucky Retirement Systems v.

EEOC, 424 F. 3d 467 (6th Cir. 2006), rehearing granted, 16 Fed. Appx. 443, on
rehearing en banc, reversed and remanded, 467 F. 3d 571 (6th Cir. 2007).
87 507 U.S. 604 (1993) » B *o 4 A % 2|2 3l + £ 0 A% FI0E « - 214 .
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472 U.S. 353 (1985).
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472 U.S. 400 (1985).
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285 29 US.C. § 630 (f) (2006). M*wp 8+ 0 4% b < 2 2802wl -

o Mt EE AT AR (Pda- 4 - ERFESARE BR) BE 6 RS2
oo HRLEEE (1997b: 205)

288 493 U.S. 165 (1989).
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21 578 U.S. 62 (2000).
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EREVI GBI A £ Z 7K > fEHET EATE SUE - 2% 7
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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to provide a brief account of the le-
gal regime governing the prohibition of age discrimination in em-
ployment in the Untied States. It examines in three stages in the de-
velopment of that legal regime, taking account of thirty related deci-
sions rendered by the U.S. Supreme Court over the past forty years,
assessing the controversies resolved and issues as yet unresolved. The
paper is divided into five sections. Section One discusses the back-
ground information, legislative history, important provisions, subse-
quent amendments, and the enforcement mechanism of the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act (ADEA) of 1967. Section Two exam-
ines twelve cases ruled on by the Supreme Court from 1976 to 1985
to discuss the controversies it settled. Section Three evaluates twelve
cases from 1989 to 1998. Section Four looks into eight cases rendered
by the Court from 2000 to 2008. Section Five makes a general as-
sessment of the impact of these decisions on the development of the
American legal regime. Finally, the paper evaluates whether the
American experience in this field can provide any guidance for Tai-
wan given its recent efforts to establish a similar legal system to com-
bat age discrimination in employment.
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