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20042 vl i ol olglA R Be ZAIANAR S ABg 3 Aiivh T
4L Trinko”, Empagran® 2 ¥ 304 o= Intel?711] Al Aol tis) A& W5l&
B ohzt, LePage s ARl ‘ZH il S 128 o] ARIEL vl EHEAY

ol AA} AWt e 7V a3 F Boke] A2 vF2 v &, Trinko$} LePage's
1L 5554 ﬁxﬂ A9 —rXﬂ% tF2 9lem Empagran® Intel 328 E3 A
A Bz X}Bq«] TAH A4 FEg ZAE OE dvh, 3] T AR SoM =

Empagran #2o] 912 a7} viZdde] 252 A7)5k] 5y 488 88 5 5)
7} SR BTk AAGAS FAZ ORI, Intel BAL 97 AW1He] SN
APl Lge7] 91s] vI= He] SANNEAE 1BE F 9& A7} s urk A
YA BAE e ek, SHBAARL ABAA} oo A g A AP A
APge] 2 S S DS TR, Intel ALo] 2= PN 1S 2} 2,

1 \/enzon Communications Inc. v. Law Offices of Trinko, 124 S.Ct. 872 (2004). olo| #3t 82 0 2 o]7]
T, B HEE B R ok u A2% —Verizon v. Trinko ARI-" ZRAY, A1073 (2004.7.),
5313:] o] 3} Iz,

2) F. Hoffmann-La Roche Ltd v. Empagran, S.A., 124 S.Ct. 2359 (2004). o] ARl #3le] o7, "=
BeiAte] vt vl= 224 249 274 -Hoffmann-La Roche Ltd. v. Empagran S.A.-,” 738214, A
1123 (2004.12.), 389 o]3} =

3) 124 S.Ct. 2466 (2004).

4) LePage s Inc. v. 3M, 324 F.3d 141 (34 Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 124 S.Ct. 2932 (2004). o] A}7e] &
A3 S Y B2 i3 WA o' o)7)E, “dAEI (bundled discounts) ¢] $8A F7]1E LePage s v.
M AR AR 1023 (2004.2.), 749 ofsh A%
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1. AFREHA|

2000, 10¥ Advanced Micro Devices jit(°]3} "AMD") & Aol A2 Auj2=]
AE Fa3to 2 ECZF A812 2 #8225 Yutalithe do2 1 243K Intel S
2 93]e) HA=(Directorate General for Competition)ol] Al u3Hth Alus H4
&t A= Folfol thet dul A A preliminary inquiry) & AAISKATE o] oA}
ol AMDE FEAL3NA Intel 2 3l F F A7} o] o] )=o) Agd oA
A& F 600,000 Flolx] o]de] MFES ASII=E 278 S FHH v&E o=
Ml HEL Intele] SHFAY ANRISE AFA FIARL, o] AHd MFES B3l
Intel®] A AR} 1 338 SHskE vl £ S 5 qloke o] AMDSE] 74013
o, 22y S594Y3] = o8 AT A &S a7k 2T

FHAL3} vl ] g Foll A Holx| %k, AMDE vISHEAH #2834 A
17822 (013} "A1782%") ol A wl= A Fujo} BRAHL] Intergraph AR A5
9] 7l (discovery) & A8t & WYL FEAd3)e AP duldAG A= B3
(adjudicative) Zael71HrlE @<t ZAHinvestigative) A3l B33t R, 9 414
T 27} 1Askes o= AR (foreign tribunal)oXe] D8-S $13 AA | sideiA] o
0L Ko} o] & 712813t

AMD¥E vl= 9158 Y (the Ninth Circuit)oll #Adigdon, F HYe S
HAZ AMDE] 54E Adsith 1 w=As o83 20 3R, AMD7E 84 45821
AR B glon Hojx AR} 2AMEA A (quasi-judicial proceeding) 2 FAE
e Axte] Gakxleld Z=2gt], FE 3]st F 2] HAZ o|iA] @712 AR ¢ o]
T APHAAR] o] HER ¢ 9718 $F0] "o} A, /A8 E AL, #AE 9
Tl ) ApA el A} A= 12|g A7) 7Fe’t A9l feithe IntelSe] AgH

5) Intergraph Corp. v. Intel Corp., 88 F.Supp. 2d 1288 (N.D.Ala. 2000), aff d, 243 F.3d 693 (Fed.
Cir. 2001).
6) 28 U.S.C. §1782.
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e 5 2] B3} PYATo] wrslo] wolEd 5 gl

¥loll Intelo] v1% QTig el $5712 Agelgion], The Al 71 o) g

Yo A asiddct. A, A1782271 AR ohd ARIGE ) Hlslei= 74
3}

o]

A& AR E Ul FolaheA] %, A, 25 B A 2REH AS Fofix] gk A}
(RL) BARRPIAI R AR o] AWATE 8188 5 AeA] A, A, &j5olAe] *P"?—ii}
7} Al&golAY Y (imminent)842] e 7ol RIALA 7H/\l7} 51-85=A 0]
TRt}

AL L A0 s 7l #11782%9] 248713} Aasle] AT HLE o]
FBe A7) A H 2 A7) wiEo|t) 2 A1 A 119 SHYL 924 )
A7PsAL BAA g7loz ol o) ulel, A2, A3 2 A9AHlTEHAL of

2 733
3 SISIEL S SISO AP} AR Bl e Selolot sheAlel o

M= A 2 sict?

N
2

HICHE A T
= I}, =, €5 A 3N AL E7Fss Aol

AN178222] WAle 3182 4 Uar, 9= Hee] ApHAIAh] Ay del AR o] & <ut
SHAY AlSFo] ofrgtE Fed oz 7 7Fs g Aol /AL 8182 5 9lom, FiA)
AELE AMDS} o] &5} obd ARICAIR 93"tk #AET. 1 =AE o
= 2o

AR, A1782%2] "ols|#AAHinterested persons)’ 2he L& AR7|Ho AA| A%
AR F3kelo] siAE Zlo] o}, APgRe] B8-S B T3k gElAel o) JE =
A 5= A 02 A5 ojo & gofot} aElu AMDE FE993] 73l uhak
AT AR 8 A RE AT AVt fEALEF AR AlgR] gAY o
AE 71748 - Hhol AL 5= 9lomg F 2 dshe ols| @Al sidE .

=, e A1782x27} Ll o= e A AR E(foreign or inter-

7) In re Application of Asta Medica, S.A., 981 F.2d 1, 5-7 (Ist Cir. 1992): In re Request for
Assistance From Ministry of Trinidad & Tobago, 848 F.2d 1151, 1156 (11th Cir. 1988):
Euromepa, S.A. v. R. Esmerian, Inc., 154 F.3d 24, 28 (2d Cir. 1998); In re Bayer AG, 146 F.3d
188, 193 (3rd Cir. 1998).

8) Trinidad & Tobago, 848 F.2d at 1155-56: Euromepa, 154 F.3d at 29; In re Application of Ishihara
Chem. Co., 251 F.3d 120 (2d Cir. 2001).
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national tribunal)”el #1g3t}. FHele APEAAHudicial proceeding)” 2R #<10]
*Fg—ﬂoii‘/} 19643 7W9E B3l o5 e Il o) g 4018 ASsA A A
i lige ) 5372?”7‘} FAPEER]] tield = W] A o] 7Fa3t A0 = B = ojok
& Zlolth. w3 FHALIE 5 2] QU EA ) H|Fo] B o) T3t 2AP | Teel | Hike
A12F #7713 (first-instance decision maker)” o}2} Bolok &t}

AR, 1964d9) 7B o2 A 1782%e0A "Al4Z(pending) ol2l= Soi7t 2AlE AMLS
1A o) F 2ol &gk Pee] Aol dA) Al&Fol At ke AAE et & gHTiaL
= TSIt & 2 A A ARAA oIl (3 993819)) 2% 2% (dispositive
ruling)©] Fe)H o2 7 hE AL 878 folt}’

A, A)1782% FAIE 257} o= & 141 o Atk 7P o 1 A WjellA A7}
7he g 7otk = DA Ie] AsA WY Ade] AT N Ve Bt
st ddgolv B 2o 27 Ha Y& 1 o(comlty) 2 25 $(parity) 2l 938
g ) FEARQ) o=l o) A e 8208 91 e = ik, Zreu A1 A Q1 ARAA
AAE 7RAY &5 A e EAE o2 o] Fold £ 9l AUA Sk AL A

Aoz A Eajlolr}.

o337 22 threfAel tisl Breyer TAN o] wield S Wik ? Tk vire) o) 23]
AUl =E Siairigtoan o4 o= BHFA = it AL FH9 e u=a A
@i}% O]%% AR &2t 3eE 9 E Eedes)n Yok Bkt E8 BAlE A
Poll W) ] & B A7 H] 8-S ARshE A 2 /A B 258 oF
slom, 9= F=e] oAt vkt )AL 382 A 178237} S8R A=
ZHTAZT 7 gt opd 45-E 243 987} S-S XA sIt)

FABhs e} o] JiAl(discovery) 8 82, w|= AuIIALLSTF2) (Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure)o] Q148h= 5 A Axje] dgho 7 Ado] AR} 2ie] F8lE
3l P BARIERE A0 B3 Ak 2 R E dEske Axlolt), Ykl o= vt
a%l(cause of action)& 93l ¢i&l) o w 3= AozM I avle] AU B &8l
AEAML, W9, MR 7TE BRSo] 2 tiite] 9ok AN T FetogE TE 9 A

9) g Scalia FAKE theldel] el 7FeFel 53297 (concurrent opinion) & AAEIITH
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9= AIYIt0| ERZRARZ ACIERIE #A8t 0IF HRAMMS HAlldiscovery) 51 221 | 0DIE

Zefo] gt A2 (depositions), AR A5 (interrogatories), A&/ 2 E719] A
EXA] 71e} 2Raboll 9] 2191517} Sol )Tt
ol2fg A1 AR BRI AFNA W ARE T ¢
23] 8 7 3l duEdlA mg- A e AApde] ‘j7] A Zghct, whd e g HA -
Z8AIEH A So] thEAR| = R el A /AR AT
2 olold agzte] B84 2P AEP)% st
01 Ag Flgle] FHA rl= i) AAAEARE ool e Agdx
A & = B2 kR B AR BAE A|1782%0|tt. £ 25 duRMPHYe R
OPO:FL 7 #3 o] AFA ol oisl 9 e A Aerle] ERE ARE (letter
rogatory) WA £l &7, B olaTAIA ] 23l wet - o= Bee TA] A7 He]
Azt ARSsE] flall” Sdolt 419 &S WH e 4 vk yskar Aok 4 iy
Aol Az} 1 ALRYE € & = xo] EalgAle o) Aluy|we) v Wzt 2+
o= 2 E 7FeAdol OU% olg{3t f2i= i/‘}dlq“ﬂr alo] Al AlEE 59
Hz]o] oAM= A AREA. e Ao AutiigE F 2o A8 9
thafed dnbAQl A }% 7¥sle e alad de] ] ﬂ-?—OP A, 7iA19] 51“%4-‘?
291 kS AP €] Aol Usle HAE e Aolt}. o5t BHE PHES A=
A2 2},

IA

>i

4. S 7HAI2] S180] ZtxE miah

A%d 5299939 JANE, E 9432 1782241 Alwr|#oZ By 11 Aluold
Al mlsr QA el o] A S 48 A5 thedt 22 Helse] A Jloz £
Aot St}
AR, A3Qlo] EUMA o] 854 &= —Erﬁi—i— 53] S8l 5 & o ey

7143 Ke] Foe} Adsld BC7F 9] Z2A) 4218 2 ddo] 71 927 Lt

10) 3% SdEA4% ¢4 Wolg 9= dhe 49 AR (big case)” Bl e 114 A2 B.
McAllister, The Big Case: Procedural Problems in Antitrust Litigation, 64 Harv. L. Rev. 27
(1950) =, ¥} H2] A% IF=, S. Salop & L. White, Economic Analysis of Private Antitrust
Litigation, 74 Geo. L.J. 1001, 1009 (1986) 2=,

11) Brief of Amicus Curiae the Commission of the European Communities Supporting Reversal (Dec.
23, 2003).
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A, LE8A § 25 B /MRS BH oz e Aln= QI8 fidds]e] A &
o] 4 $ei7} et

A, 71289 2 1A} WA Z(anti-cartel Leniency Program)2] d|€-& w7] 9] &
HeA3]ol| A2E 7EG R E0] ni=ZelAe] /AEAE B3l TR 2N AR T {4
o] Az}t 91a- 7] 2= g}

3 F AN E, THAS 8RS AAHAY A 22 S fH99s)7t 9
= AGellM Fale AT 5] o] Fofsle] T eTE ARE o7 E AST)
of girhe gt Bt ] A 2 RAolgka g3l st
FHA 7irle] BT 582 vE PUoAE Tod REE F= Yol AF=z g,
=, ofn] ZAZQL 7HA| °74i U3l B FEE A e v WSl B AR w2
A3 AAIE S8t M FFEA (discovery masters)” 7FE $2171 the Aol

2

5. 7HAI2| Bi=st XiSto| JtxdE mish

]3784 F7} & AR Adsle] A oAM Y, A|178228 A=Al AlRA o2 #A
A =] AW 1850 AT sl dE F YT ARES YFE FUES &
r)ri’— ske & 29 2 AV E4E 4 ok sk sl
£ F 20 72 A F FARKI Smlt e, 29 BAE gle vkl ey
3] AFE 7Ihe AL F 29 4Y =S AEste Aol B k. 5, il 22
A L= A 88 E TETE T 29 GW dTe AR 3 F /W AR T
AAQ H L aefsi] QA 38 7E 2HE AFAE Fogke vl dcka @t w2t
A FHALE7HE AR AWAE AR] 48 7S R 1 oK kg Eista, ol wt
2 7iA 874& Bajshd Fsfrhe Aolch. 2e]a HA] 518 ol ol Wt AAPH A #
AL FaAldM tE + A B dctar g Y

A

6. HYXIUHA T2 JHAl S8 7IE

AE 2 A1782%2] 7HA 318 27 thgh UntAel sjA e Aghe ARgtozA,

12) Cynthia Day Wallace, Extraterritorial Discovery and U.S. Judicial Assistance: Promoting
Reciprocity or Exacerbating Judiciary Overload? 37 Int' 1 Law. 1055, 1066 (2003).

13) Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae Supporting Affirmance (Jan. 30, 2004).

14) Hans Smit, The Supreme Court Rules on the Proper Interpretation of Section 1782: Its Potential
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A= HEJIZO SHSNAR NEXIS 2I8t 0I= HRUMA HAldiscovery) 18 22 | 071E

23S U AAYE B & glov, AL AFPAE 5
: 2 Intel #4 AFTE HEstn APAY
o] HAESL thad 2ol "¢ FAAR] A 818 71EES AABI Fok AR, o= A
We] 24 9 77} v)= yede] Ao Uigh 4849 A=, A, A178230 & A
o] BRI FE, AR, AHE A7 3 RS o |sAL APEAe] AR E A3
SHEA] A YA, 2= g de e A 7hsAd et 2 " A ol el
2], AMPHLEL A|178222] 283} A=A A ARl of-$- AFAE Ade], 1
ARl o= B AR ol f1 9939 9 A A 84S AR 712 A
Fuio} HRAMbAY) B2o)g} a3t

B

wou

2 349 thg9l Intel Bo] A178229] A HAS B4Y 5 e AVNE vhie) &
& ApelAe, A PR AL HEd M 3189 $4E 7N 9 Row
s Yok web A9 et 4% SHIAGT: 09 S5 2 Hefol Al

Aovt, Intel ARLE 1A 02 SRR A A 85% B Bk 4349 42
ol

al

4

B g

o AWt ot &, A 3ol AT Adsle] AAE el 2 &
A A8 ZARA AxPHe] 89 34 Ago] a7Evhe Aot HE tRE 34
73R FA4E 9T o] S waE ol w7 X9t Empagran® Intel $42
FeI7F o2l FA 9] A2 & 22 PIF F)E olgrhe ARS G SiY. R

2

Significance for International Arbitration, 14 Am. Rev. Int I Arb. 205, 329ff. (2003).

15) Richard A. Rothman, Intel Corp. v. Advanced Micro Devices Inc. Exproting U.S. Discovery
Abroad: Risks, Rewards, and Ramifications, 51-Dec. Fed. Law. 20, 24 (2004).

16) Neil Motenko & Rebecca Shuffain, Intel v. Advanced Micro Devices: The Court s Permissive
Approach to U.S. Discovery in Ald of Foreign Proceedings, 19-Fall Antitrust 66, 68f. (2004).

17) Advanced Micro Devices, Inc. v. Intel Corp., No. 01-MC-7033, 2004 WL 2282320 (N.D.Cal. Oct.
4, 2004).

18) Tony Reeves, Henk Albers & Russell Hunter, A Closer look at Intel v. AMD in Light of the EU
Complaints Procedure, 19-Fall Antitrust 72, (2004)(Intel 49 7130l a2zt FE 4Ll
BE-E g v el /NS B S Y HEES 9AR.
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