O
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ZHAE T A H A Bhet
IMS Health Gmbh & Co. v. NDC Health Gmbh & Co. (2004)"

I. E°i7l4

Z2 73 (competition law or antitrust law)3} 212344 (intellectual property
rights) A =2 2AH 02 M2 258 Qe ACE B Asirt A4 it A1 425
WA =e 7P AR Bl 94717 1 A8 E et o2 AN & Sl e
g Fofshs Aol7] W] A4S AlFFshe Zlo)a AANE S Fske Zlol7] wiEl
A N2 ZeaA /lvke Zolh. 22y dAjele 123 Hall= A9 4=l
1 &tk A71A e FEAQ BN BH Ve JRE AAHo| vt 884
(allocative efficiencies) 2] Z4E Zesle BHAAA P& A A= A vl R E &
H212A 0] Fljol] Z]odshs Aol =1 Qi) webA mlefe] A28 AlFolt T4 A

3

s

O

%
o loixle] BAE S8 $lal] @A) (AR <Jgh AR e] FEAQ Hae 588
of Fth= a7} SAlstar Qlet.? vl WaRel AvbA$l3)e) 2 A kel #eF A
= olgjg AiA AslE wzx ek AHAE-E 29 “M7BA (new economy)” 2k

1) Case C-418/01, IMS Health GmbH & Co. OHG vs. NDC Health GmbH & Co. KG, 29 April 2004.

2} See the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (‘OECD’), Competition Policy
and Intellectual Property Rights (Paris, 1989).

3) "The intellectual property laws and antitrust laws share the common purpose of promoting
innovation and enhancing consumer welfare. The intellectual property laws provide incentives for
innovation and its dissemination and commercialization by establishing enforceable property
rights for the creators of new and useful products, more efficient processes, and original works of
expression---. The antitrust laws promote innovation and consumer welfare by prohibiting certain
actions that may harm competition with respect to either existing ways or new ways of serving
consumers.” (4 Trade Reg. Rep. (CCH) 113,132 (April 6, 1995), 11.0.)
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783 YA Aol o] AR AL Adel ghrke % glort Aur
Q) | 2] Mool A1 glA = et

T AR A AT A S o= el *1 Zo13 4 & AYAE A% Lol oprt.
BlargA o2 Zbse] A A A wo AL 1 AL B"‘%Pé R 4= a2 L]
w2} ZgolsiA sied gh7] w2 JJJH SAAR] TEERE e vi$- ol o
ﬁtﬂ A A A AR ]| Feo] H, FHARIA A= 2 SldTe] SEel

ofste] Q= :LWEH I Bld=e] St vAE Zo] Fo]7]
A At E FHAY ALoA AAA RS Fofaix) et nlFelre i 2o
M E5sde 1%@%‘%*134211’&%01 MPH R UE A iz Holot, Eg FHa T

MNe $E2AZ=A(EEC) Q) 34 27|18 AEA-852] (ordo-liberal school)$] 38k
2 E3)12 3 Exo] A o 7 2483 £ gl A digle] et 27t ZA8K
th? 1960t} 19709 1S sl AB7IRE Bt fP AT AAA A S 25}

4) Richard A. Posner, Antitrust Law(2nd edition)(2001), at 245-246.

5) o]59] 7184 e EXFAR P GTo Heo| %@T’:‘Zl 2% 3‘6}7] Haire 2 A2 AAAE olsfsled
of shetl olE0] AAY &o] Hale] o] o1 e AAANIE oliszle FETEH itk See Adam

Liptak, Millions for Defense, N.Y.Times, Feb. 4, 2001, at 10 ("Courts, which are rarely competent

to regulate technology to begin with, surely cannot do it on a schedule entirely divorced from the

pace of technical development.”): David J. Teece & Coleman, The Meaning of Monopoly:

Antitrust Analysis in High-Technology Industries, 43 Antitrust Bull. 801, 809 (1998)(noting that

“efforts to hobble the winner in one round of innovations will be seen as diminishing the returns

available from competing in such high-risk environments, thereby diverting resources to other

sectors of the economy displaying less risk and affording less innovation.”). Frank H. Esterbrook,

Does Antitrust Have a Competitive Advantage, 23 Harv. J. L. & Pub. Pol'y 5, 8 (2000) (stating

that regulators can ‘condemn or approve[conduct with clear competitive effects) out of hand”).

SHRPHR- AA v FTC d4L A9d P1tofsky e TAAG AL 7129 2AA gale) B-E b

2 U 543 B3dE Aol7t 90& 4 givka fith(Joel M. Mintnick, A Structural Approach to

Analyzing Competition in B2B e-Commerce, 15 Antitrust, Fall 2000, at 31,32 (referring to

Pitofsky s argument that ‘the antitrust issues arising in the high technology context are the same

issues that antitrust has traditionally addressed’). See also FTC, Entering the 2Ist Century:

Competition Policy in the World of B2B Electronic Marketplaces, Executive Summary, at 2, at

http://www.ftc.gov/0s/2000/10/b26report.pdf. (Oct.2000) (stating that B2Bs “are amenable to

traditional antitrust analysis”).

7) L elM AP S BE8h= AL 7FedR T Spaing Alicanted) 5281 A EUSIA=0lA 558 Aol
g€k Council Regulation 40/94 on the Community Trademark, Dec. 20, 1993, 19%4 0.J. (L
1D1.

8) See David J. Gerber, Law and Competition in Twentieth Century Europe: Protecting Prometheus
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£ ke Al gketa AR A olsled Hauke A 714 & 27)E Zlolghks ¥
Q1 om|A|7} 3t whebd XA ks fEAATEA WA T
ThEThs ECReRe] 2EAQ1 B4 o) wix| gk <l4lo] dujsiic}. 1%
A e B35 QA ek Ao) oMtk ECESF A362= AR A B
£ OE FEY AT 7RI A& FAH] Fethe Wi 1S %ﬂ U g
Zorb Yot ge} nlEo A= 1890, Shermanto] E71E 2Ald| 9A =317} fE5
I U Ae Xekele] v=e] A} Al A o2 BetElo] U] il Bl AE g
slofok Stk a7t 34 ggkn @H*XVHHAF‘JXHCC 01 0] vl Uit w1
| H]3led ml=ioll i XA L] PALE AAERAR] Ao Hi= 97 B

.FZL
ol
o
=
Q
PN
12

Seluele] PP Qo] SHRA A2EE I WolEel 41273 HEA
3

o' e} Al & e BAE HEeE %780 3 ek & AS9EE TN T8
ALY, 5o, AGAIbE, o e el o3 del o] datea g EE 9l

thslede A 8akA] o ok a1 ygshar ik, 23d S A32x 3 F AR
A7z AH A E=YA o Fo] F 1}*5 B9, 587 2 AR 7R
ol sftdshe Al 802 ake IAIA kS Aldsteixe < "k w8k 1o A4 A)
AHde] Fajel g T AeEe] 482 gsta gl meb AR A Al tisto]
AL A4E 5 rke e BRe s st g D‘u%ﬁ“—i&u‘rm TEARALS
(TR 2000 89 309 HAA AR & APFEt] A2
3k ik, Tz felulellAe ok7kx] 2 A AI59xe] FAIAR] A8 thE 37
F19] A2y M e 7 SH 0 SR FoP] el AR=e] Bele] Bl 2 2 A

232-65 (1998).
9) Valentine Korah, The Interface Between Intellectual Property and Antitrust: The European
Experience, 69 Antitrust L. J. 801, 803-804 (2002).

10) [tIhe provisions of Articles 30 to 34 shall not preclude prohibitions or restrictions on imports,
exports or goods in transit justified on grounds of (---) the protection of industrial and
commercial property .

11) CCH Trade Reg. Rep. 13, 132: see Commission evaluation report, of Dec. 20, 2001,
COM/2001/786 final, points 46-58.

12) FHBUERRET 55 74 & AR (2004), at 123-129.

13) 878z, AR F8390 i AN A4t 38ANAL3] $94(1998), at 28-31. P4l
oM EZAANBAAFE A = A1, DA% A 2Bl ek Aldnl7bAfA919) Aty Age] viA] 5
o] g Eo] AAE o] gict,
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el A HErF d sttt

+ X HESHA =& IMS Health Gmbh & Co. v. NDC Health Gmbh & Co.
ARACTMS ARY) AL A8 ARz B e aapgaae) 7v 3
29| EAQ BAA S BT Wel2 AN 7] ) FFANE A59ze) e
ek oheh @A A AARCE AR dge] BAZE AZIER SHE Microsoft
Ape] olaele 2 Egol Heleka Azt

0. A 78
1. Akt

n)= 3)x1Q] Intercontinental Marketing Services Health Inc.('IMS)+ Sol|A
A A9 oFF e BE A GBS A Al TR Al S oL $SdTt. ol FEE Al
She HAEE 55U dlo[H R ule} ob=e] /pEAR] viES T T fie =R A
olx Al 7] &g brick'E=E ‘module’ o2k Eele Algld FHoR 1535} St
IMSE Sl ek 247] Y3l Y-S 1,86071¢] B8] (brick) &2 Ve 72 e
284700 Beog FAE FATR(THYLX) E Tt o] BYtEE AT
AL A, $HE, dTEE, 559 2 o3 B 94 £ F O Ve
Tl FHEIHTE IMS o] ol 71Zsk] okEe] dflel tigk B E Adska 2
AE BuAE A d3alo] A FslHeh. IMSE HlZ o] F27} Hlo[Eulo| 22 A AE 2t
=3 T IMSE BE12E ghllsp (e ¢ Alo] ofvje}l FR = oF=3) ] u)
¥37|= st olgigt o2 HEltxE A9 7] HAa, IMSY] S AE
o A He} 57 9} 72l gEA =AU

IMS9 A(F) Adx= 19984 A2 Wtk & Pharma Intranet Information
AG(PII) & A3l o] FAke GA] =djre] ekEe] 2|93 PJHE HelfZo 23

14) 7F% #29 ECH9Y] B3 o2& Order of the President of the Court of First Instance in case T-
201/04 R, Dec. 22, 2004 (Press Release No. 103/04)& &=,
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#rjshe 5 319t ©]F PII+= National Data Corporation Health Information
Services("'NDC")oll 251t €42 NDC¥ 2,20171¢] Be2E dufsleia o,
1,86070 3= 2,847719] HElzd| &3l AAlA nAlEe] ol Adube RS €91
1,8607) =& 3.000709] B 122 olgaidn). et o] IMS7} o) 88k 128} vf$
Ak

2. Alde| Zut

IMSE NDC7F ARSShe 2 5o IMSY A=aE Aallshe Aolge o=
NDCE 42 MainF9] Frankfurt ¥l A28 A718k10t. 20000 104
274 Frankfurt A9 PII7} 1,8607) B&7-2olA] shAE ojul gt Helgx % ALgat
2] B3l sh= W89 2Fg A E(einstweilige Verfgung: interlocutory order) < ¥
819131, ololl thgt gae 712k, NDC7}PIIE 91478k Foll = NDCel| tidte] 20001
129 28% 22 W8] A Eo] =t dardde IMSe HyTEe A
(Urheberrechtsgesetz) A4z7} oJn)sh= dlo|guljo] A~ A2Ha2A] & Hol of3) BoH
The Aols, NDC7} o] 2 fRksiitka Bgpet

olo]l thaled NDCw IMSel| thale] IMSe] F2E A& & e gleldlzg aAsIvle
U AdEsRA 20004 122 19¢€ ECS1 930l IMSS] 3917t ECZ9}F 28220\ A sk
JE AR A] 91 9] Fgol] PRIt o2 AlA3th ECHHU3]= 2001d 7€ 3¢
IMSOAl #HAZ] EShe ZE AGAPIA Selilag RAEE she 24
(interim measure) 2 H3lth'® IMS7} 2 1,8607) DA F2= T AN
Al £50] HAa, o] F2E ANSIK Y T AA ARt Aol Brbssl] Wi
o, obEl AFAR HEe A §lo] o] P29 o] 85 Addle A BE ARAES HiA
Al 7FsAo] glem g EdE AL (exceptional circumstances) ©] JThe o|folA%
T} 200193 89 6¥ IMSE ECZ2F #2302 wet 9 2z Hd] gt F84%
(action for annulment)2 713k} SAlol ECZ2F A|242% 2 #2432 wel ¢ 23]

15) ECHI13] e 3lg=loln e A iAol g Atk & & gloma Azazlsiadd dig 5U M 2
& ECHHU3 & 7453

16) Commission s decision 2002/165/CE of 3 July 2001, case COMP D3/38.044, NDC Health/IMS
Health: interim measures, (2002) OJ L 59/18.
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FHPAIE H78 ok ol g A 2 H | disle] gmsisierl, 2001 10€ 269
FHIAEA(Court of First Instance: CFI)2] B9 CFI7} AA|gghs Wi w7ix|
EC9¢sle] WS ZANAR," f3APE 8 (European Court of Justice: ECJ)<]
WAGE 949 FhE 14319t 2 3 ECHYL3E 20039 8€ 13% ¢ o3 1184
o] {ltke o2 9] T 2AHA L A3t

3 Frankfurt®] AHYE ECRF #8229 §144 IMS7h AAe 22slelM =
NDCellAl B82ol| tjgh glo]dlag HoislA] ¢ 5 AelE F83le 4 IMSe 84
A7AE BAR F gldha Bokt). olo wet A5AxE EA18t ECJA thea 22 &
Aol thste] EC3SF A23420) A3l 423 2% (preliminary ruling)< 3 gk
289 39=re) ) W] ECJRRE ARA 24L W) sl Al 3%
(preliminary reference)dh= A2 EUS E73 Al=24 ECJ7} v] JHuHd3} Zo]
U Hee 29 Fetm| s 313k Ao] ohe} gd=el ] HdH ECJY] JEE &
sl ECZ2ke] BUAQ ajMn} A4S 93l widsglon, ECY dge] AAt 98&
Shgich 2y

st

1. AAEARIAZE A4 02 B3 EE dolelo)zo] Tal 2 A|%je] Al A
2l AR Solileg FolalA] she A9, 2 APelAe] 24 Ao 1
Hlolefuo] 2ol 7123 4ol SEsla 9l] whito] 1 lolEulo] g ol §3H eke
T2 EES ARG 9 Bolilz AR A9t B2 Als2ze) A e
o =) 717

2. AAWY 2 WD E Yolelio] s} o) Agolde) Fh(E 24
A= AN FEBsle] BAlSt Ble] YAl

b
®

Nl

-

17) First order (provisional stay) of 10 August 2001, Case T-184/01 R, IMS Health Inc. v.
Commission, (2001} ECR 11-2349, (2002) 4 CMLR 1, (2002) ECDR 16. Second order of 26
October 2001, Case T-184/01 R, IMS Health Inc. v. Commission, (2001] ECR II-3193, (2002] 4
CMLR 2.

18) IMS Heatlth Inc. v. NDC Health Corp., Case C-481/01, 11 April 2002, (2002), 5 CMLR 1 (ECJ).

19) Press Release of the Commission, 13 August 2003, No. IP/03/1159, available at http://
europa.eu.int/comm/competition/press releases/?.

20) Frankfurt Hgo] AR MEAII ALl S o]w] BA e} T, o]ol sl ECJe) AEE QAR gorv ECJ=
W o Rhs fdsioint

21) T.C. Hartley, The Foundations of European Community Law(fourth edition)(1998), at 258-260.
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3. Z AR BEE o AzEgo R vl 1
Hloleflol =8 ol 85 e AARIAY HEE TSR B¢ R 2 4B
L ¥lgo] AgRIENSIAS] a9 Ao} URlo] Y7

OH
‘%‘é
%
]
ﬂllﬂ
°
A
=

ECJ& 2004»4 349 249 ECH3)7}F Microsoft Aol theh 27 & i dkA] of g §
9] 2004\ 49 29¢ e #FEet 7t 9 A7ZA2 WA (preliminary judgment)-& WHTH

. ECJS) =4
1. X Hm RSo)| 5o

ECJ&= BAlol thgh vleld fzle A Rle] Aele] 4yl glolillzd] A¥E
H|E AR ARG AL et sl o AR 2 AR AR 9] FHe-5 sk o
e AE 93 3. a3z Eslar ety Aele] Ak BEd Aol vk
(in exceptional circumstances)” @83 971 2 % vk st ECJ& 543 A
g5l £7F83Hindispensable) AlE = AH| 2ol ig HIol| e A28 & 21 e
AR glolAlag Adshe 97t ECReF AI822 de] g ol aldslr] Hsire thar
7} 22 B3 Ago] glofof gt FAISISATE A, AITAERAEARIA] glol Al AR
7 AAA Az o) Qe N2 FEY] £ES e A, B, 3le] FEE A, AA,
27FA 1% (secondary market) A9} AL wiAlshs RAY Aoleks Al o] Facs
ZZ5]ojof g},

A WA 2213} BRsle, goldle R E ARSNE Aol aulAte] gasiel 2211139 &
A& 7t Aot AAAS] BoEth Ao BE7t o]l Alsi
A golllag 873t AR} 22381 (secondary market)olA] AAANECE B
THE 71EY AEo 89S BAlshe vt egeix] ¢kar, AAlE Avlat a0t e
A2 Feld 8§49 BAlstele = woltt el AR-S F8o= rgsfof gt
3 sioie). 7 WR o739} BsiAE A Hue o] glllens W ST
S sl Btk Al A 2330] 7P e Aoz RA4ET ECJe T T 8
Aol 5571 flaiMe ¥

FA1Z (upstream market) 3 3tFAE(downstream

el
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SENEN NRMAAC) Dl | YR

market)&] F 719] Alge] EA\sledol Gk BAEATE AFAIS v‘f—ﬂllﬂi’- U= AlFEC
L AR (8 oM e 1860 B2lF%0] 1 Bronner AFdAE g ~dolth) & 74
g Aol FFAS WAl 220413 (secondary market) S 1 74]?0]‘/}"1“] I ohE Al
Folut Mul2~E Akt AHEEE AloltH(E e A Gdu)d] gt HuA

(reports on regional sales)A]%°|1 Bronner AFAdIM &= Y7HIEAZolL)) . ECIE
of 74-9-9] Al A A1 F e ¢lar ©4] 714 (hypothetical) olol = oGtk

oA kel Aol EAkshe Aol Fasitie BE A s

= HEE 39 {42 Aol it e wket ECI7} A Zlo|mg A

4
o 2 ol 4] 87lo] FHHREA o 5 Welo] Brtelelof geh. o), Al
809 39 59 BHE YTAE Bkn s IMSS 1860 264727} ] A
BofelolelE Bk SRARY AN BrHES ole, IMS7} 2ol Alsg ARgre.

ECJ= 54 430l AR50 745 23381 Asie tAdEe] EAlshaA],
71 - A B2 ZBAA Agdo] glojr] o ARIALE tiAlSES TrEE Ao] BrFsEA
U 3] 021 @A) AR-E detslior stk it TElm BAE gule] EAE U] 4
S Hag 71E AFo AMHIAE AR AL} A-gdhe TFEE Aakshe Ao] F
AA ez 7FgekA] &rtHnot economically viable)& o] elgslojo} gt s}, ul
2p] = Helo] of2ig AR EAlsheAlE Aslketl lolA AleksAKE.] 1,86070 ¢
AP 20 Tl & AT Fofrhe AKY, 1wl AMSAIEo] 7]£H 9 SN
9 Bz &3 Hths Akl S mesior Atk st} T ol2idk ARde] <13 d
ohd AlefBALE-S ThE ol 7] 231 A9 P EE A7) PE Aolw, wehr oA
EE viEE AR AlIAFEClAl 7BA1A -840 AF fle 208 Aokt E Ao

ECJ& Hagh o= thaa} o] st
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1. AP EAIGA E A ) ofsle] BaEE BETzdd tigh glo]ds FoE
Al Ao F4RIAE wteh=t Sl theol miejeof gtk £ Bewe 72
7b B Ao AT de TR 2AEARE djsted glolA dEstd
(indispensable) @#} 55 #spy] Slaixe 1 +2& /Wdsket] AM8AlEe] 3
o3t Hrol tiorAQl 2 (alternative structure)ol 71338l AFE = o HAFE
(pharmaceutical products)2] X192 g Kol et ZAMEHE )kt A
A AMgAbEoe] Bsleiol sk (53] vlg2] ZHoMe]) A& (outlay) & 1elstdok
gt

2. AAAEER ) 9 S|Pl A AFEe] 298 P BE AFstet] B5E7}
Az Bz thsled A A 7R 1 e ARIAPE 2 3 d=lA] 18sk A
BE A Fslaa} she T ARIAPIA 2 725 AME F e gelils g A-
3 Py, oS 20 S £=30hd ECESF AI822M 9] Al u|E A9 E-8-E
T/%Ht.

AR, el lxag 87ske AKdARE, 419 A BAEA 3 (market for the supply
of the data in question)dllX] 2 XA AL HAAP}T AlakA] gdom, a4 4
vz} 971 Qe AM2E FE 898 AlFslea gict, A, ARzt 434 1
o] o8] FalelA] et AR, AReY9)7} sl dTol Ao o okAEe] A B F
AN BE S viAIgezA A e BRAlAT 1 ARS friske 2

#g 7 e,
v, %4

ECJ] IMS #29] 9ul g olaialy] Haire IMS A B3 Y853 e
Magill #23} Bronner $2-2 ¥32F IMS #2 o] F3AMEY ) it o3zt B4
Aolc}, mebA] olslollMe AA IMS B o)A 2| A A2k 2] siate} Badale] AFREAA]
o] ol T3 282 ECEF AIR227} @A s F o] $H=x] 1 Befjo]l 2L HES)
2 3}

2R
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1. IMS EZ ojFe| Eo| Bl

Ho
't
i
e,
rlo
e
=
w0
b
9,
e
=2
9]
[
=]
jov]
=3
o
S
<}
o
=
1)
0,
J
,
|
-
QO
o,
o
—~
@]
=
D
>
X
B

stttk 3k A A AAHAe PAreh FAE AL ofAA T 4Adu|o] & (essential
facilities doctrine)o] EA1E AFAA € W] 7He) AHA BAE T 3P =31aL vk 9
ool 23t olu|E w1 ) Bronner #2%'0] $it}. Renault$} Volvo AR BAA]
= o)z Foe] Ado| Frio| H= 33l digh A1 sk glglon, Ajejae g g
oJAAE AMshe 27 2ol A AL FEe] HE AlE ves] A% e
dl 23t

&)

1990 dth & Magill AFAeM ok B 24 ECJE AR AR 9)9] E-8-E o] 72 glolAl
o] 7 A4 Al (compulsory licensing) 7} 913 & 43S FAA 02 =39tt. o] A&
] TVHSARIALE ] 2RlEe] T2 03 XSS T3 TV/R|EE SX18taA) ske
ETAIA Z2 03 2AES golAlAE AR vIEHICE BA ot =dlxE of
dJ#:=e] Radio Telefis Eireann(RTE), %=2] BBC, Independent TeleVision 18]
31 Channel 49] 217t} TV7lel=7} 27051 QIO o & wdAte] 22 ads $31eh
TV7lel=e 274 &3 3%t} Magille] F3TV7lel=& 2315k RTE, BBC 2]
1 Independent Television PublicationsE-< MagillS A E AZEH fRte =z A&
35Tt ol HYL Magille] o5 WAl Z2 03 2AES t o AMESHA] %38t
T2 k= AFE-5A14 % (injunctive order)<S W ool tisled Magill o] #A41& EC
AL3lol| AAEA 1, ECHYSE TVESARIAE.] 2ARIES] W 2A1EE Magilldll
go] Al 847 b A2 AR AR ARe] FEa) o] sldeita sisin, o WEA

¥ [

22) Case C-53/817, Consorzio italiano della componentistica di ricambio per autoveicolie & Maxicar v.
Reie nationale des usines Renault, (1988) ECR 6039.

23) Case C-238/87, AB Volvo v. Erik Veng (UK) Ltd, (1988) ECR 6211; (1989] 4 CMLR 122: CMR
14498,

24) Case T-504/93, Tierce Ladbroke SA v. Commission of the European Communities, (1997) ECR
11-923; (1997} 5 CMLR 309 (CFI).

25) Case C-7/97, Oscar Bronner GmbH & Co. KG v. Mediaprint Zeitungs- und Zeitschriftenverlag
GmbH & Co. KG, Mediaprint Zeitungsvertriebsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG & Mediaprint
Anzeigengesellschaft mbH & KG. (1998) ECR 7791 (ECJ).

26) Commission Decision No 89/205/EEC of 21 December 1988, Magill TV Guide/ITP, BBC and
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O
Al AR 1Y 2 By

AER Sl MagillelAl &4 22 W 2AEL Agsetn 438>
CFI*9} ECJ¥& 0|23 ECH93)e] 24L& Zzt 918319t} o] AR FAdlM ECJE
AR AR 9 9] FE-Z o] F2 AR ERAplA BALAE Hahe AL oA
&3l (in exceptional circumstances)” 3HIThL A 1 2218 9Hglch A, 224
AH BAA) Afilo] AlgEkA] oM T A& 9] AB]AH potential customer)d] 8
7t = M= A EL] 8 (appearance of a new product)& Wallsledol e}, 24, 2
o|Alxe] AHo| Btaslodot(unjustified) 3t A, AHALH BEAA7F 23444
(secondary market)oll}e] BE AL viAlel 1 A= ARale] Ao zrl fx]slefok
et 2Efu o] AR A = AR 8ol QIFEZ] 918t o] ke] 371A] 8xd0] A
0 & FEE|ojof sk=A] ol o] shfe] 821vk FEHW s =Xd tiel] iAo X E
GAFAE? Ladbroke ARAGA #W7]o|e] TVZARFEI 9] Ladbrokes Z#hxo] A
nREEHAE | At Al S8 Al e Geke ARl 8AE AR A2 A4
AR 9 & &3 Aolga Y319 o CFIE Magill AReM 9= 22 Ladbroke} &
A% (downstream market) Q] 7)ol A ol A ofn) AR E-E- 2h glem g B AL
oA Magill AR B2& A&she 2 FAEsItn A6t ot CFIE 35420
ECZ2F A|822 fluto] &7 Y3t 37120l 248 AN el Y 2544 0] Magill
AR A AAERL e A2 AlFe] 28-S Welshes 74Tt op et AAld e %
Aoz thA| A (real or potential substitute) 7} §17] W&ol EAEE AFEES 49
shet] AU essential) AIF e v tisl] F5A-0| e Al ECERF
A82% 9ldto] B 4 lvkar WAlECE™

Fox ¥

a3t vle} Zo] Bronner W& AL Akt AH 0 R AHE F1L ohH,
Zgdu]o] 2] =of9} Bt A3 A o 2 Filo] gl B0l A H A 0] T A EES
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