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(17) [RIANY « R4 (RAE B PER ), 75 J7 3,43 T, JE 5T, 7
% EP A5 1H , 1998,

(18) AR XFhE RRRJE R T WA A AR WA . A eE
N A e A R 0] R A 20 Dok B A Sy v A A R e 1Y) R R [B) R
(B 5 — M @R Z Bl BR 1 52 BUA 1Y 52 i B2 FE AN ) 2Z2 7k A6 38 FH A 8 A0 0]
T JOARAS 22 5 7 X0 R 58 3 i R i) R D 255 5 8 =X 5 45 2R B 1) UL 78 [ Bk
R FE LB N RO B A R T 28D B (P [H5 7). 2011(2) .73 L. &1
FH R BN T kA e v = Rl R A R A e R S
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ﬂ.}),ﬁ(%ﬁ%ﬂ5%1%‘&.%}),2010(6),68 U,

(2] Dennis Goldford, The American Constitution and the Debate over

Originalism » New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 1.
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(3] Paul Brest. Misconceived Quest for the Original Understanding.
Boston University Law Review . 1980, Vol. 60, p. 204,

(4) ZW[R]ZW « w5« PR (R F 5 A MEAE . 6%k W A 1 — Fh i
E) ek PR RIS 1 L. bt TR AR . 2011,
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(5] Steven D. Smith., Law without Mind. Michigan Law Review .
1989, Vol. 88, p. 105,
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(6] Antonin Scalia, Common-Law Courts in A Civil-Law System: The
Role of United States Federal Courts in Interpreting the Constitution and
[Laws., in Amy Gutmann ed.. A Matter of Interpretation. Princeton:

Princeton University Press. 1997. p. 38.
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(8] Dennis Goldford. The American Constitution and the Debate over

Originalism » New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 142,
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(9] Johnathan O'Neill, Originalism in American Law and Politic: A

Constitutional History. Baltimore:

p. 1.

Johns Hopkins University Press. 2005,

[10] James Fleming. Response: Original Meaning without Originalism,
Georgetown Law Journal . 1997, Vol. 85, p. 1856,
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AREN TS B . A DAY T SOk B A v Bk 2 R

[11) Johnathan O’Neill, Originalism in American Law and Politic; A
Constitutional History, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 2005,
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[13] 9 the Writing of James Madison.191 (G, Hunt, ed. ., 1900-10) ¥% 5|
H Dennis Goldford. The American Constitution and the Debate over
Originalism « New York:; Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 63.

(14) o 5 v iy R 5 00T 2R IR Ry Jb S8 gk 37 i T L 0X — A K, i) &
WAEAR RS (e G F— R E RS LA Rk ), 2~3 5, JL L,
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DI UBIT IR » 4 215,15 T . b 5 v [ Bk K2 B At . 2004,
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Understanding of Original Intent, Ohio State Law Jowrnal. 2007, Vol. 68,
p. 1247,
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Constitutional History, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005,
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Constitutional History ., Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 2005,
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Constitutional History. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 2005,
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[29] Gompers v. United States, 233 U. S, 610 -611(1914),
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(37) Karl Llewellyn. The Constitution as An Institution. Columbia
Law Review ., 1934, Vol. 34, pp.12-13.
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[43] William Rehnquist. The Notion of a Living Constitution. Harvard
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