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(1) EFRDILEE (b) EFHESDILEHER
(n) BRI

P B - B BT - FR I MEPR power To regulate Commerce among the several States
€ Gibbons v. Ogden, 22 U.S. (9 Wheat.) 1 (1824) (per Marshall, C. J.)

[ @R ] ——Commerce EWLVIFEDERKRIL intercourse 7ZELYL commercial
intercourse THOTHBEEFEND, EFERIL, BEFEICEDLT,
MEMEDHN-DEBEEDFETHARBHE - BIEFERICDOVLTHIRH
ITHEMNTED,

[ FE I ——among ELVHOEEIL, EHD NIRRT HEEEVDEKRIZHE
RS HDMBEUITHS., INAHDBEEIZDOLNTIE, tINICEEEZRIZTTIE
DV, ERICHRMADOBEIEESENLZL,




(1) (b) EBHZEESDILEMER (n) MEEREEIE

@ Houston E. & W. Texas Railway Co. v. United States (The Shreveport Rate
Case), 234 U.S. 342 (1914)

Interstate Commerce Commission A% Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 |2
DULVT Shreveport - east Texas BINEE LYIREEIZERE SN TLV - east
Texas - west Texas [RIDEBEEZMFBEZEEF I 2LD EHIBL, TNz MR
DIGEDEGDKEIZETEIZTLITFASOHKESHBELVEGEZRHT D
T X5 XM EZE B & (Texas Railroad Commission) IZ8i 4 L7=, Interstate
Commerce Commission MIERMDFEFHONI=H, mEEIE, =EAEED R
XRMNINADEKEEE THLOTH, EHmEZDINANOESIEMEEDERE|A
ERICERICEAELTOWT—ADEENMEADORGIZERT 5155 (M
BB ITX L CEE R TEELELE (substantial and close relation) &L TLY
HiEE) 21X, AHIHERIEBRUICIEERESICEZoNSELT-,




The Shreveport Rate Case) 234 U.S. 342 (1914)
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> L Llﬂdr_'lh 7 _;? Longwew o érl* 4
147 miles 42 miles
Dallas Marshall Shreveport
36.8 cents / 100 pound 56 cents
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\‘Eﬁ;\ Interstate Commerce Commission

Railroad Commission of Texas

A

Interstate Commerce Act

Commerce Court—ICCOD a5 D EY ,
HERDBHERH QBT TEMT, | Dconplaint Commerce Clause

Railroad Commission of Louisiana

U.S. Supreme Court—RHIREHEE,

HERD EETEH,




(1) (b) EFEREDILEMER () MMERERES

[JERZFFIE R, Z1EEUDFRHI]

& Champion v. Ames, 188 U.S. 321 (1903)
ELLDINEIDEEZEZ L HEFD;E1E (Federal Lottery Act of 1895)[TE L

TELLET XS RMMSAYTAHILZT M AEEL, EEFSNAERRUFFIREE

'4' BEBEINT-E AChampion DN DEREZEET-ELT, EREDRREEE
Eé‘*ﬁ?ﬁ&bfkﬁ'ﬁ ESRKDEBZERDT-, J?%(iEE_LéfﬂTLT*T'&')

EHRICLE REHOZHERIL, BERITEBERIZEODVWVTHRITAZE
JJ:?'%-:&:B_IJE‘E&#'J‘RL, RliEZE&EELT=,

@ Hoke v. United States, 227 U.S. 308 (1913)
FERBVWLAEEZENDEOHIZIRAZINICE N >THIET H_EEELD
E D ;& (White Slave Traffic Act of 1910 / Mann Act) IZER LT, Z&EFILAD

TN TEXHIAMIZBENTLHEICLL T, 220 MO EFHREZIT1-

Hokeb WNRIED EEMEZFE o= REHDEEERIERIAICOVWTEREEL:,




(1) (b) EBHZEESDILEMER (n) MEEREEIE

[commerce power M EIF S S F=317%]
@ United States v. E. C. Knight Co., 156 U.S. 1 (1895)
U —RURPSAMNEEHBEBEHOKRKXMF (ERERNDENESFED8%IC
BR)=HHEH, &R @(iA*i€$E$H¥OT$$TH¥ FDEIEHZEETFRLT=,
# & (manufactures), E%(agrlculture) 82 (mining) ICH TS FRF XM D&
[RTHHELT, FEEICERIKERBICEABRAMEELLOHZEROHLEMOT-,
& Hammer v. Dagenhart, 247 U.S. 251 (1918)
Child Labor Act of 1916l%, 14EKRFDEEFEALRZY, 4l E16FmKRED
BoEASFRZEA CTEETEFESE YT SIS TR ESN-EHRE I
FREECT#MET A ETZIEL-, 1I6BERADFHZ2 AR ITIETEMNET
LMf=Dagenhart®, EiZZEEELTCEREREZEFLOTRIZEDHITE
IEZERD-. mEFIL BROAEPLPHRDEEIEETELEL, Chodd
DMNRIZHEFEEE TENE - FRINDSIEDTHO-ELTEH, TNIZE-TING
DEENBEEIZESADITTIEEWNELT, EEZEEFREL,




@ Schechter Poultry Corp. v. United States, 295 U.S. 495 (1935)

(National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933 IZE D) HIEEE€ e 7 ERBE D
MAERICEKYBFESNT-BIREED, TOENMAIZLIIREEEIF-%L
BREBICEASNEIEDEEREZF oIz maRI(E, TOLOGEERESR
NERALTWSEDEECHERRBITIMNEEEICX L CTHRENGEZE (
indirect effect) LM R IZIHEWNELT, ZD XSG EATEREELT-,

@ Carter v. Carter Coal Co., 298 U.S. 238 (1936)

The Bituminous Coal Conservation Act (B & ik &BIJRIRTEE) of 1935 [CE DR
hFEEOREEE - FERERTNTEDEFEIEINBELL -, &&
(L, £EIIAMEBIETHOT, TNHAMNEEBEIZH TN TLNSELTE,
FTDEEICETHAHFEEFENMNEBEEICRIZITELEIBIENLTEDITRELR
WEIRRART, COEREZTEEREL-,

@ Railroad Retirement Board v. Alton R.R. Co., 295 U.S. 330 (1935)

Railroad Retirement Act of 1934 [XEXE=4LICENO L8 E D FEF LaHIBF

EHIEZEH T D, xE&RE, FE€EEMEDONFELGLEICEARLTEST,

FBEDHZRUDEETHY, BEDRFEILNZILY, tL’CE%&LT:%




(1) (b) EFEBEEDILEMER () MMERERES

[Court Packing Plan]

193742 A, Franklin D. Roosevelt K#ffEIL, 70mLL LD ERE D FFIFTDF
EF—ANIDODWT— ADH-LGRHFIEZEMI H(EL, ma5FI DLV TILX16 ALL
FIZIFLGW) EZREIRELZ(1937F 58, 70REBASBFIE IXREHIC6A
L =)o LA, RIB7HE4HICNIRBREZHR T AFHIRMNEEH T TFSINI LD
HoT, COTFUVIFEBRINT [T o=,

@ NLRB v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S. 1 (1937)

EREFIMMIDBEHEHATOEE, NMRDOFEAHARNRTHLTH, MEEHE

[ZX19"% a close and substantial relation Z 5, ZALIZ% 9 SRR Gl A 58

(2T HEBEOHEZHRT A2=-OIZHE-EYTHLHIGEIZIE, EHESD

MHEAMERITBEENS(FEFEICLIIEFFLLITMNEBEICX T HE KRG
2 (serious effect upon interstate commerce) Z & I1%9),

@ Wickard v. Filburn, 317 U.S. 111 (1942)——a substantial economic effect on
interstate commerceZ XX T LOGEFHFTHNIL, HBEZFTIHLEETHHLTE,
£z, TOEEHREIEHEMINDSGIITEEDTHLTEH, MIEEEIRFIFEREH
K5 (317 US. at 125),
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NLRB v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S. 1 (1937)

& Laughlin Steel C < =@ T National Lab
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp. R L 5 B O EAE atlo.na abor
DL E DIE Relation Board
HEFTHZERICHEE OFXILBEOIILL 7y
OHEEEEMNETHLIENE
P DR
EXEB 104
- FAEFEITAEICHI-HELTHFBRIL
HEEA | o0 =
iTike =) I 1T
Circuit Court of Appeals :
l GBI THT National Labor Relation Act
Supreme Court Commerce Clause
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(1) (b) EBHZEESDILEMER (n) MEEREEIE

[ 2y B #E % (Civil Rights Act of 1964) [ZE (T ERIZ 1R FE ]
42 U.S.C. § 2000a (Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title Il § 201)
A BERmOY—E RADIREIZEWTARBEICE OKEMFZL
[~ HA0mET]
ORTIL-ETIVEE DTEAME
QLA IV EDH-EBMEZOAVIREZVET, MEFEFLCRITEICERE
i o0, BER-BEmOERI NN EEEERERT S0
QMLELE Bi5 B BIGHE T, a4V L, jEE, EF, B RYZTDMIEERA
MEEEZEZEBRLTLSDED
42 U.S.C. § 2000d (Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI § 601)
EIRORBEEZ TAFEICBVWTABEICEOKERZEIE
@ Heart of Atlanta Motel, Inc. v. United States, 379 U.S. 241 (1964)——FE—T /LA AR
VEEZZEERETAEEELTDHITEILLOHZROIEZR. RER TR, L5EAD,
& Katzenbach v. McClung, 379 U.S. 294 (1964)——EB#M D 46% h il MSEESh
BLARIY DA —F—McClungh M D REZDL AN UOADEITOEILEDZEKRDIZ
. RERGREHR. HEER.
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Supreme Court Rules for Gay
and Transgender Rights in the
Workplace

ﬁﬁ 4’%\%?1 éﬂT'l &1 7\I*=—-J— My:?—x eeg_r

KiEFHEEH. [MWETOLGBTZERILERE] & HIBR

Justices rule federal civil-rights law prohibits workplace discrimination & g1=>z«
against LGBT workers

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.

The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that federal law protects LGBT workers from
discrimination.
PHOTO: JIM WATSON/AGENCE FRANCE-PRESSE/GETTY IMAGES

By Jess Bravin and Brent Kendall
Updated June 15, 2020 6:33 pm ET

WASHINGTON—The Supreme Court ruled that bedrock federal civil-rights law
prohibits employers from discriminating against workers on the basis of their
sexual orientation or gender identity, a decision that for the first time extends
federal workplace protections to LGBT employees nationwide.

2020/6/16 0:42 (2020/6/16 5:215%3f) | 408327F
¢err Axn Jowl & (] W @ zon-

FEHBEH RS TOLGEBTERLBELTSHRETFLE (2019F10A0BEBERFNTOTE) =015—

(D22 b =FIRET] XEBESHET158. BIETOLGBT (ML HE) Z53.
MRICE I ERERULEBEORR I3 EDHIMiZERUIz, HHEENEERZE
RICURRRER EEEE Uiz, 2015F0ORMESELICH < LGBTOHEFUREICRY
DAEIIHIMR L 12D,
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Bostock v. Clayton County (U.S. June 15, 2020)

[ 2y B #E % (Civil Rights Act of 1964) [ZE (T ERIZ 1R FE ]
42 U.S.C. § 2000e-2(a)(1) (Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VIl § 703)

It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an employer--

(1) to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise to
discriminate against any individual -=---- because of such individual's race, color,

religion, sex, or national origin ------ .

[(NEBEEICEEZEASERICRKEIHIERENAR, KE, RE £, K
BEICEODVWTERDESR, BE, ZOMENT L LITEE,

Bostock v. Clayton County, Ga., __ U.S. __ (June 15, 2020)——6xt3M#Iik,
[Opinion of the Court (per Gorsuch, J]

In Title VII, Congress adopted broad language making it illegal for an
employer to rely on an employee’s sex when deciding to fire that
employee. We do not hesitate to recognize today a necessary conse-
guence of that legislative choice: An employer who fires an individual
merely for being gay or transgender defies the law.
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(1) (b) EFRE=DILEER (1) INERERE S

(MR BEREFERILEDEERE] HME4HHETIITE~
O RHIR RN E B EE RIFT EDFEEDREICSEINEIRUANHEHE
& RHEBRERTFEREDOMICEENGRAZRAHL_E

[P PR @ RR &R DR 3R ]
@ United States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1995)[ 53t 4 M iRk ]
@ United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S. 598 (2000) [5%14 M #I|;R ]

Violence Against Women Act of 1994 O H(Z, MR RICEIHE D ITon-R 1T
ADHEEICTIETRELGEOREBHMEFELEKRHLIEMELDIENEEZDIRELD
S>f=, MILFRR TMorrisonb BFFEMLEEZEINTT-EXFFE (RITEFE)D, £
DIREIZEDNTHBEERDDEFDFIREL-A, MEFELE, éu BIRE 32
ECHAHAEEELI-. RIEEEHDEERED-OEREMNRNLS N, F—FHFKE
Hl, B _EEHREA, & ﬁou;& RV EEEH, L—V I/ A MREEEFEH
ENEEERIE HHIHICLKIBRNILFIIBRFBTITIIAS SERBREE, M
EEEICEEMNEELFRIFTREEZRFTIDEEINAT, EETHSHELT=,
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