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JUSTICE SCALIA delivered the opinion of the Court.

Until 2003, both petitioner Eric Thompson and leés€ée, Miriam Regalado, were employees of
respondent North American Stainless (NAS). In Fely 2003, the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) notified NAS that Regalado héslifa charge alleging sex

discrimination. Three weeks later, NAS fired Thomps Thompson then filed a charge with the EEOC.
After conciliation efforts proved unsuccessful,dued NAS in the United States District Court fa th
Eastern District of Kentucky under Title VII of ti@vil Rights Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 253,42 U. S. C
§2000est seq., claiming that NAS had fired him in order to fetee against Regalado for filing her
charge with the EEOC. The District Court granteshswary judgment to NAS, concluding that Title VII
“does not permit third party retaliation claims3%F. Supp. 2d 633, 639 (ED Ky. 2006). After a paie
the Sixth Circuit reversed the District Court, 8igth Circuit granted rehearing en banc and affarog a
10-to-6 vote. 567 F. 3d 804 (2009). The court readdhat because Thompson did not “engag[e] in any
statutorily protected Activity, either on his oweHalf or on behalf of Miriam Regalado,” he “is not
included in the class of persons for whom Congeesated a retaliation cause of actidl’;at 807—-808.
We granted certiorari. 561 U. S. ___ (2010).

I

Title VII provides that “[i]t shall be an unlawf@mployment practice for an employer to discrimgnat
against any of his employees . . . because he &ds mcharge” under Title VII. 42 U. S. C. §200@a)-3
The statute permits “a person claiming to be aggdéto file a charge

with the EEOC alleging that the employer commitedunlawful employment practice, and, if the EEOC
declines to sue the employer, it permits a civilarcto “be brought . . . by the person claimind®®
aggrieved . . . by the alleged unlawful employnaatctice.” §2000e—5(b), (f)(1).

It is undisputed that Regalado’s filing of a chawgth the EEOC was protected conduct under Title VI
In the procedural posture of this case, we areralgoired to assume that NAS fired Thompson inrorde
to retaliate against Regalado for filing a charbdiscrimination. This case therefore presents two
guestions: First, did NAS’s firing of Thompson ctinge unlawful retaliation? And second, if it didipes
Title VIl grant Thompson a cause of action?

Il

With regard to the first question, we have littl#ficulty concluding that if the facts alleged byxdmpson
are true, then NAS's firing of Thompson violatedldiVIl. In Burlington N. & S F. R. Co. v. White, 548

U. S. 53 (2006), we held that Title VII's antiregion provision must be

construed to cover a broad range of employer cdantiVie reached that conclusion by contrasting tke te
of Title Cite as: 562 U. S. ____ (201¥]I's antiretaliation provision with its substanéantidiscrimination
provision. Title VII prohibits discrimination on é¢hbasis of race, color, religion, sex, and nationagjin “
‘with respect to . . . compensation, terms, condgij or privileges of employment,’ ” and discrintiory
practices that would “ ‘deprive any individual ahployment opportunities

or otherwise adversely affect his status as an@epl’ "Id., at 62 (quoting 42 U. S. C. §2000e-2(a)
(emphasis deleted)). In contrast, Title VII's agidiation provision prohibits an employer from “
‘discriminat[ing] against any of his employees’drfengaging in protected conduct, without specdyin



the employer acts that are prohibited. 548 U. {&52gquoting 82000e—3(a) (emphasis deleted)). Base
on this textual distinction and our understandifithe antiretaliation provision’s purpose, we heldt
“the antiretaliation provision, unlike the substaetprovision, is not limited to discriminatory &wts that
affect the terms and conditions of employment.”

Id., at 64. Rather, Title VII's antiretaliation provisigrohibits any employer action that “well mightvka
dissuaded a reasonable worker from making or stipgax charge of discriminationld., at 68 (internal
guotation marks omitted). We think it obvious thateasonable worker might be dissuaded from
engaging in protected activity if she knew that fiemcé would be fired. Indeed, NAS does not
dispute that Thompson’s firing meets the standatdcsth inBurlington. Tr. of Oral Arg. 30. NAS raises
the concern, however, that prohibiting reprisalsiag third parties will lead to difficult line-dnang
problems concerning the types of relationshipgledtio protection. Perhaps retaliating against an
employee by firing his fiancée would dissuade timpleyee from engaging in protected activity, bugivh
about firing an employee’s girlfriend, close friemd trusted co-worker? Applying tigeirlington
standard to third-party reprisals, NAS argues, pldice the employer at risk any time it fires any
employee who happens to have a connection to ereliff employee who filed a charge with the EEOC.
Although we acknowledge the force of this point, deenot think it justifies a categorical rule thiitd-
party reprisals do not violate Title VII. As expiad above, we adopted a broad standaBuiitington
because Title VII's antiretaliation provision is sded broadly. We think there is no textual basis fo
making an exception to it for third-party reprisalad a preference for clear rules cannot jusedyaditing
from statutory text. We must also decline to idgrdi fixed class of relationships for which thirdspy
reprisals are unlawful. We expect that firing aseléamily member will almost always meet the
Burlington standard, and inflicting a milder reprisal on a en@cquaintance will almost never do so, but
beyond that we are reluctant to generalize. Asxpéagned inBurlington, 548 U. S., at 69, “the
significance of any given act of retaliation wiften depend upon the particular circumstances.eGiv
the broad statutory text and the variety of work&plaontexts in which retaliation may occur, Titld's/
antiretaliation provision is simply not reducibtea comprehensive set of clear rules. We emphasize,
however, that “the provision’s standard for judgh@ym must be objective,” so as to “avoi[d] the
uncertainties and unfair discrepancies that cagugla judicial effort to determine a plaintiff'susual
subjective feelings.Id., at 68—69.

0

The more difficult question in this case is whetliBompson may sue NAS for its alleged violation of
Title VII. The statute provides that “a civil aatianay be brought . . . by the person claiming to be
aggrieved.” 42 U. S. C. §2000e-5(f)(1). The Sixtrc@t concluded that this provision was merely a
reiteration of the requiremeatte as: 562 U. S. ___ (201that the plaintiff have Article Il standing. 567 F
3d, at 808, n. 1. We do not understand how thabeaiT he provision unquestionably permits a person
“claiming to be aggrieved” to bring “a civil actidrt is arguable that the aggrievement referrets to
nothing more than the minimal Article Il standinghich consists of injury in fact caused by the
defendant and remediable by the court. ISgan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U. S. 555, 560-561
(1992). But Thompson’s claim undoubtedly meets eétresjuirements, so if that is indeed all that
aggrievement consists of, he may sue. We have steghm dictum that the Title VIl aggrievement
requirement conferred a right to sue on all whesBadl Article 111 standing Trafficante v. Metropolitan
Lifelns. Co., 409 U. S. 205 (1972), involved the “person aggri¥ provision of Title VIII (the Fair
Housing Act) rather than Title VII. In deciding thase, however, we relied upon, and cited with
approval, a Third Circuit opinion involving Titlel\y which, we said, “concluded that the words used
showed ‘a congressional intention to define stagndis broadly as is permitted by Article 1l of the
Constitution.” ”1d., at 209 (quotindgHackett v. McGuire Bros., Inc., 445 F. 2d 442, 446 (1971)).

We think that dictum regarding Title VII was toopansive. Indeed, thEr afficante opinion did not
adhere to it in expressing its Title VIII holdingat residents of an apartment complex could sue the
owner for his racial discrimination against progpectenants. The opinion said that the “person
aggrieved” of Title VIII was coextensive with Arteclll “ insofar as tenants of the same housing

unit that is charged with discrimination are concerned.” 409 U. S, at 209 (emphasis added). Later



opinions, we must acknowledge, reiterate thatehm t'aggrieved” in Title VIII reaches as far as idle

Il permits, seBennett v. Jpear, 520 U. S. 154, 165-166 (1990ladstone, Realtorsv. Village of
Bellwood, 441 U. S. 91, 109 (1979), though the holdingtho$e cases are compatible with the “zone of
interests” limitation that we discuss below. In @went, it is Title VII rather than Title VIII thas before
us here, and as to that we are surely not boundddyrafficante dictum. We now find that this dictum
was ill-considered, and we decline to follow itatlly person injured in the Article 1l sense byidelVIl
violation could sue, absurd consequences wouldviolFor example, a shareholder would be able to sue
a company for firing a valuable employee for rdgidiscriminatory reasons, so long as he could show
that the value of his stock decreased as a conseguAt oral argument Thompson acknowledged that
such a suit would not lie, Tr. of Oral Arg. 5—6. \Afgree, and therefore conclude that the term aggiie
must be construed more narrowly than the outer daies of Article 11l. At the other extreme frometh
position that “person aggrieved” means anyone wititle 11l standing, NAS argues that it is a teafn

art that refers only to the employee who engagedarmprotected activity. We know of no other cohiax
which the words carry this artificially narrow méag, and if that is what Congress intended it would
more naturally have said “person claiming to hagerbdiscriminated against” rather than “person
claiming to be aggrieved.” We see no basis in¢exirior practice for limiting the latter phrasethe
person who was the subject of unlawful retaliatidioreover, such a reading contradicts the veryihgld
of Trafficante, which was that residents of an apartment compkne “person[s] aggrieved” by
discrimination against prospective tenants. Wengeeason why the same phrase in Title VII should
be given a narrower meaning. In our view theregsramon usage of the term “person aggrieved” that
avoids the extremity of equating it with Articld Hnd yet is fully consistent with our applicatiohthe
term inTrafficante. The Administrative Procedurgte as: 562 U. S._ (201Act, 5 U. S. C. 855t seq,
authorizes suit to challenge a federal agency py'parson . . . adversely affected or aggrieved . .
within the meaning of a relevant statute.” §702. Waee held that this language establishes a regime
under which a plaintiff may not sue unless he $falithin the ‘zone of interests’ sought to be pctete

by the statutory provision whose violation forms thgal basis for his complaint.ujan v. National
Wildlife Federation, 497 U. S. 871, 883 (1990). We have describedzbiee of interests” test as denying
a right of review “if the plaintiff's interests as® marginally related to or inconsistent with tlueposes
implicit in the statute that it cannot reasonaldyassumed that Congress intended to permit thé suit
Clarke v. Securities Industry Assn., 479 U. S. 388, 399—-400 (1987). We hold that énent*aggrieved”

in Title VII incorporates this test, enabling syt any plaintiff with an interest “arguably [sougtd be
protected by the statutesyational Credit Union Admin.v. First Nat. Bank & Trust Co., 522 U. S. 479,
495 (1998) (internal quotation marks omitted), whekcluding plaintiffs who might technically be
injured in an Article Ill sense but whose interests unrelated to the statutory prohibitions inemyll.
Applying that test here, we conclude that Thomgsdia within the zone of interests protected byeTit
VIl. Thompson was an employee of NAS, and the psepaf Title VII is to protect employees from their
employers’ unlawful actions. Moreover, accepting tacts as alleged, Thompson is not an accidental
victim of the retaliation— collateral damage, sepeak, of the employer’s unlawful act. To the canyt,
injuring him was the employer’s intended meansavhiing Regalado. Hurting him was the unlawful act
by which the employer punished her. In those cistamces, we think Thompson well within the zone of
interests sought to be protected by Title VII. B@iperson aggrieved with standing to sue.

* % %

The judgment of the Sixth Circuit is reversed, #relcase is remanded for further proceedings demsis
with this opinion.

It isso ordered.

JUSTICEKAGAN took no part in the consideration or decision @ ttase.



