. @ ATz 0 2 By

713815343 Y] tRE S0 Unilateral Effects)
United States v. Oracle Corp., 331 F. Supp. 2d 1098 (N.D. Calf. 2004)

L E°717]

19924 1| =] £33 Frlo| =il (1992 TH7lol=aRIN) Vel 719 AR e] BER
FHunilateral effects)” 2= 7@%0] £919 olg ZA|Z o2 d=gald] gt =27} T4
3t} AT 20049 5952 19894 ol AMEsl oW £ Z4A AT S
Wgald NPaln QEE F ARTFHNA Fee) A8AulE (dominance test)” 715
X “dAA AYATA 71Z(substantial lessening of competition(SLC))"7 o2 4

1) 1992 Horizontal Merger Guidelines (April 2, 1992).

2) vl=te] AAA AAAZ )5 the GAE doze oS A% Thomas O. Barnett, Substantial
Lessening of Competition - The Section 7 Standard. 2005 Colum Bus. 1. Rev. 293 (2005).

3) Council Regulation 139/2004/EEC of 20 January 2004 on the Control of Concentrations Between
Undertakings, 2004 O.J. (L 24).

4) 7 FEHA A22A33- vk Zo] =Y 9de}. “(a) concentration which creates or strengthens a
dominant position as a result of which effective competition would be significantly impeded in the
common market or in a substantial part of it shall be declared incompatible with the common
market.” EC3A1938)9} dallol] olabd A4 A]9] (dominant market position)# Th&a} 2t & "a
position of economic strength enjoyed by an undertaking which enables it to prevent effective
competition being maintained on the relevant market by giving it the power to behave to an
appreciable extent independently of its competitors, customers and ultimately of its consumers.”
(Case 27/76, United Brands Co. & United Brands Continental B.V. v. Commission, 1978 ECR I-
207, at para. 65. See also Case No. IV/M042, Alcatel/Telettra, 1991 O:J. (L 122) 48: Case No.
IV/M004, Renault/Volv, 1990 O.J. (L 281).

5) 4l g7 A2Z2A|3%: A concentration which would significantly impede effective competition, in
the common market or in a substantial part of it, in particular as a result of the creation or
strengthening of a dominant position, shall be declared incompatible with the common market.”
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JIHBSMADIEAC] =S Unilateral Effects) | Q@E

A2 7122 WHE Fa 9 W 39 shizt 19924 T7lel=eIo Tehe vEA] @
S5 2 Q9 AR 71QBFE AN ZFA7)7) A2 Aolgekn Bk

) BAADGEL £84 7|9ATS AN Fo 7|9AT R 1% 2EH
(coordinated effects)oll 285 Fu AE3N gt a3 vlFodME &9 371710
BE Ao 2 71983 dEEHE E AAA I tizt ZAE A5 Al7I8k 1992
7ol =2l HAH o 2 SE5A B Rolth.” dERL EAERE ofE 7192 d ol
A3} o) Fo| 3 7|98 ol&Fth3} felo] DER|7] wWRolth. & 7192 olddlE ol
3 Zo] AZA) niAE oY 4L BE, 7123} 5ol U A5 ThE & mIX= &3l
e 228 & a7} gloy 293l epslAle feizthe 2 AR71HY 97 AL
o] FIZIAE on|Flu 2 0|23t AN Zushe &5 AASHA 2 Alol7] Wit AF
Hzadel e Ea7] 400 a8 2Eks 237|Y0] 71804e & uf
a4 Al Qe 719E 257 (BF31) Fske 79lwh, & HAIZ (precondition)
224 7|l 719 E0] Fslokit 0] & A& 4 e W BERIE AR vk 7
HapA 237199 LHARI 7172 o]AS BE < e AFolofof R NI =
g}

Lelvele] ERFAL T AN BAPEE(THANY) ATZA1EL =< Clayton
Act A7ZS} SARBH “HAA AAA A 7152 st i 19993 Al =o] AldE
T YE TIHETFNPIE (W) ¢ oJstd AL A o2 Algkeks 719 8% ol
2} g2 ol 71988t Qe YT Aokl o] Fhadled A 719 e 719R

6) FEATY 719 AT IFC] vlZAle) A AYAG 71F o2 vl Aoz HriE 3 glout Al 71ee] 3
o] g Alel AL opah=t) Fojeleiol At} E5) ECHAAY AFF o Fule] Auie 7oz 4
93 HEE HYEA o BuslA gt webq AR RY 3o dele) weg AAR ok drke A7t B
t}. See eg Henry Huser and Frederic Depportere, Substantive Enforcement Standards in
Horizontal Mergers under the EC Merger Regulation, 17-FALL Antitrust 44 (2002): Michael G.
Egge et al.,, The New EC Merger Regulation: A Move to Convergence, 19-FALL Antitrust 37
(2004).

7) B9, EHTAHY AAR BN, HAARIT, A1dA1E, 2004, at 107-109. ‘

8) n|ZoME & ZFE FUN B 297} 914 @t AT Baby Food ARelM FTCE @] 7] 28 74
WA E BA ko) Mo X EAE HEANT Fadai T gRavte] B HES 7 ot
(FTC v. H.J. Heinz, Co., 116 F.Supp.2d 190 (D.D.C.) and FTC v. H.J.Heinz, No. 00-5362
(D.C.Cir. Nov.8, 2000).
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ou SRR

©ol of= A AHgRol 4B 42 - 5% A VI8 Az 5o Bl G 1R
U u)3 St sl e 2 3 %

1 9tk web Ele) oArk 9 Sk glont el ApIEe SuaTe) 7 3
el NN 7128 e gob] Brke vEAY 0aE BRARY 71ES w
23 gl ReE B4

Fevete] AP1ES 19924 F7lelmeRloN Wike U5 EAE HAIH o2 43}
1 AE Gk TR 79A 719BFAAA FREF Aol DRI E HE T Y
SV AR EEEH = 79T R 18l Fe 287199 AR (dominance)”
o] 3R] Rl 24o] BHA e Aoz Btk AARHE (dominance) & Ut
Aoz APFI=HA (market leader)7F ZHe RelH, AHAZHA7L ofd HGA1E ol8)dt
A& PAps] FET A=A B Aol DA 712913 (generalized
price increase)& B8 <+ Sl A7} gt ofof whsle] 1992 7ol =Rl 14
glo] gl "gERA o A9 AN S G £ e ARPe AAERAd Pt
slom A& AlgollA FAAQ” 7189 (localized price increase) 2 & 4 UEAIE A
B3t} webr 7148 AP R-go] A1$1 dAle AP ERAQ] A9 duted
Ro| B2 FHAT] 7 FHtade] A g vEe 3¢ A5 9353
Akl A3AR-E2 FAIZE 1971 obd 7Sl 589 Qs 44 Ytk $eluet
2899 7192 A E B A5 HH SR AR $A7} 1997}
ofd 5ol "BERH & Qs Bl 719 AT N ARZAE T dle ik wabe
AAPIEE vl=2)e) AAA AAAG N1FE S wEn JE AR B x|yt Be w3

Aele] dFe A fdale APAME 71E & wE ge 2AE Btk

e G & B0 m=2le] dEEAE AW dgd 2o AEFAE) JE ofd
Widgets APgellA] A714 (blue widgets)2] APEF82 35%, B71(blue widgets)<]

9) AgAMIE-E "‘market power 9 ‘dominance’®] ¥ 02 TR ANE £ 9l Ao} 1 ou]E thEn), n|2d
A A= market powere FEIA AFEE & dominance BTRE 1 71&0] Yt}

10) ox|gEe] 71928 AG 9luke] 71(99107141449). o] ARle 2BldFel 2o 0l 719247 Ao g
29 71502 7|92 T AAEAEL 40.62% 24 299 THElo|ERFT} 50.19% 24 1), Bojk 7150
Y SlEe 2 9] 19IR0EH22 51.9% 56.6%). e} ol ARdolN B9l WA 7|28}
AT BE 319 ol 7IGATT A2 AldAel BEAFE AF AT S FeixE Ykt

YN

a0



JIAZSMAIDIEAC| HESUnilateral Effects) | HHX

AAERE&L 25%, C719(purple widgets)d AAA/ELS 20%, D714 (purple
widgets) 9] AL 10%, YA 100702 228 729 719S(all colors) A2
APFRES 10%9) 43 7Hg3IRL €199 D714del 7192832 31 HHI«= 23510
A 27512 353t o] A4 A3 AARFT=Y 353 purple widgetsS] FL g AR}
7} C7193 D71g0l7] whiEell Widget A<M vlxe] AABS dE&#/ dAE 71
Aol Tk B o7} Qe Aule 712-S A48 A$- €719 D7199] /192§ A
80l 30%2A A1 7192 A7I99) AFRRE 5% BT} W) wEol BRAARE
71928 Adsp = FET feluzle] 4w 719A 8T A9 A AlAERE
A7} 0% 5 971 o] AAPEd 3399 AT B2 AAE wglon A&t ulel 2o
HE3AH 53 AHA S 719AET) AR RES] AV 197 oM BR e Y
ZEI = HESE 3la FEFN 2 A ARAIA S IA BA| AR &2 Aot

@A ml=ol] olo] HHARE NFE 719EF 71F0NA vi=2le] DEETl <%t AAA
S HEsfoF & P oS BAAH 0 Qe e T BEEAR QI3 BAAIRMIo] F
8 AL EO] Sl T SEvEeifE 2198 AL D5 ER] tigh AP o]
Fo1d Favt vka AE. ojgfd HeA 20043 A ¥uol 5 AR
(District Court for Northern District of California)("8€¥")¢] Oracle ARIRAL
FE3 ] & Zhe W oleka Azt o] AllelA v] ERE T2 BRI 2A5
Oracle®| Peoplesoftd] 171 S Ad#A o 2 A|3sta vka Bou el 34 7192
S T8 gEke X% (injunction) P & sttt WYL v] YRR GEg)] 7|2
g AR S QA Yskot dER I ik v W RS AP3] A8l 9
I 3o FevetelA dEa Rl vk =9 583 A87} 8 4= 9oz Az

11). Lorenzo Coppi and Mike Walker, Substantial convergenceor parallel paths? Similarities and
differences in the economic analysis of horizontal mergers in U.S. and EU competition law,
Antitrust Bulletin/Spring-Summer 2004, at 129.

12) A3AHALS (FTC) = EAAQ A4 HE 3 cease and desist order)o] ot HFE= W] SR+
EA718 % 98 oIk
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¥ e

IL A7 Al
1. AREA|

20039 69 AZE¢o] 3ARRI Oracle Corporation(“Oracle’)°] PeopleSoft,
Inc.(“PeopleSoft’) ] F2)o) that 7wl (tender offer) & AlZ3ITE & A3 B
3}, Oracle @ PeopleSoft T3t AT (‘enterprise resource planning,
‘ERP") AZEHOIE F2 v|ZAA AlFshe 3itelch. ERPE 719 S8AEZEH ]
(enterprise application software)2] ¥4Fo2 71 A9&5olA TSk HolHE &
g - Aelshe H7IA AZE ol (packaged software) & E3Ith FAZH SR ERP &AZE
o= QA #E (human relations management, ‘HRM'), AF#e] (financial
management systems, FMS') % z#zej(customer relations management,
CRM ) 71%’%} %E— #elg 5= J=F 4= ok ERP 242 33 7198
Z7} Jol3t AZEYO|E THsH HER, WY B A9
A& (large or up-market) 272 3 kAR (mid-market) 272 02 2= 51 .

Oracle 2 PeopleSoft 9ol SU3AIRI SAP AG("SAP") & /At tiF-Ee] w=
ERP AAS AA8ta Qe 3, & Aldole A APER-&L WA, AMSSH 22 o
2 AT E ] A5 Fidelity et 22 oF4a (outsourcing) At 5% FeidtaL 3l
t}. ERP Z2 182 223 homogenous)9A] &-& 21 3l(differentiated) ¥ AEol2}
125 e, 4 3ike a9 Aol 870 wel ERPE /Ndele] 283 2o Auig S
7HA13L 37] v el

2. Arde| Aat

nZ WEPE E42(Department of Justice, Antitrust Division) 2 107 F9&
20043 2¢ Oracle®) 7192 % AlEe AR S A4 0 2 Adehs 7|9AT S A8k 3l
E Clayton® A7ZYE ¢ukgt Zlolgla AR el vxlzo-?(mjunctlon Va5 A

13) Connecticut, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, North Dakota,
Ohio and Texas.
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JIAZSMADIFAQ| E=SHUnilateral Effects) | HHA

7181aek. v 20049 99 F HE-LS Clayton™ 729 AFALE olPsiA X
olfr2 9ol 75 7143

HEE 24322 Oracle?] PeopleSoft "i+E @ #38 A& (relevant product
market)2] FFEE A o)1, @ €4 E3H(unilateral effect) & 7FsdHA tin
FABIATE. R S B AR #- AE U719 v a7)% HRM# FMS
(high function HRM and FMS for large complex enterpriser) 2 A2J3l%it}. 317]
s HRM} FMS & 152 HAA (&EHE:, scalability) # 21953 (functionality) ©] 3
olof S22, F7H | (mid-market) HRM#} FMSeh= tiA o] givka 7P dict. whet
A B Al e FAY il oA A 52 A3 02 3718 4 itk F8I
o} o Uolrl, 371xke] 8744 (effective competition)-2 A|2]H 2 nlZAR ]| Z3ie]
o] ltha Bgtt}. o|2fdt AlTEES}lA Oracle® PeopleSofte] 719232 @ o9 A%
# A oligopoly) & EXAIEHduopoly) &2 A3, @ HIFAPZCA F BARE
o] ARAAE AATA olABT} £ /S FAT F Y WEAAH A (anti-
competitive effects) & FL3Tha T3t

HYL Clayton® #7322 LukdQl A gl Uit dRtES ggysisict. & 71943
AL AAE #E Al (relevant market) & Fol8k= Aol 844 24 (necessary
predicate) ©]g}aL 311" Philadelphia National Bank AFziol|A AAVE 71E, & 553
A 719881 L AR 952 A4S 84 (prima facie illegality) S

14) §7 Clayton Act, 15 U.S.C. §18: No person engaged in commerce or in any activity affecting
commerce shall acquire -+ the whole or any part of the stock or other share capital -, the effect
of such acquisition may be substantially to lessen competition, or to tend to create a monopoly.

15) United States v. E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 353 U.S. 586, 593 (1957): accord United
States v. General Dynamics Corp., 415 U.S 486, 510 (1974).
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A9 #'"E 918319t Philadelphia National Bank AH<ME 7143
AREC] 30% o] B Aol 439 A ] FyEtin 3} ga) o
28 L BT ke A S AV did 7192 e #A Allx e 23
£ g3 Brleta A Rl AL dSsiodof gt g}, vt ol dEe &
3l 42 WEAZ 7S e AR 39E Y3k FEAE Aok sl ¢
39| Fg XA fcka 3t

L}, SH=ESat

e Fo dEal tig W) ezt A gltka SRR F g ) ol
QPFR tE WA s SAFANY FE A tig A 2L &olol A A| =
vt vt @ERTe 7192 oY 7197 23491 A (direct competition) ] AIA
o Yol AAL #HA Al Sle tE 7I9ET ASH R S o AAgitt
IS 7FARVEES & 5 e 7ol e 73-Feoll 1 Eka gk W] ofsi &
=87 9] F 7HA] Ad3ellA] ARt

3 ¥R 38R F229] A& (homogeneous products)S BAlsHE AR7|HE 5 Au)
A9l 719 (a dominant firm)3} F7|94(a fringe firm) o] FAE 7$olt}, o] 7l A]
WA 719 F71el] Hlaled ] gze) 2o QlojA] Ak o] Ho] glome IS
Zo AR ooz 7FEE Qe 4 Q). ey B A T A 38, S ApEs
 AlE(differentiated products)e] THR 7d-Folth 2pHslE AZAIFolAM Q] 7L

ECsE

16) “(A) merger which produces a firm controlling an undue percentage share of the relevant market,
and results in a significant increase in the concentration of firms in that market isso inherently
likely to lessen competition substantially that it must be enjoined in the absenceof evidence
clearly showing that the merger is not likely to have such anticompetitive effects.” (374 U.S. 321,
363 (1963)).

17) 7] @i ol 719485 #dste] Uld vl A 1974'39] General Dynamics AHIAME
Philadelphia National BankellA} A|AE ©edt 715 438 45 718he Ba0] o] FolFth. 1992139 §
H7to]=2)912 General Dynamics T2(415 US. 486 (1974)) 04 AA1g @izl 7158 42881 oLt A]
A F =l 7123 prima facie illegality 71%& AAL] 2715 0A oldlz A5H oz s Qe T45n
IcH(See, e.g., FTC v. H.J. Heinz, 246 F.3d 708 (D.C. Cir. 2001): Olin Corp. v FTC, 986 F.2d
1295, 1305 (9th Cir. 1993), cert. denied 510 U.S. 1110 (1994)).

18) 374 U.S. at 364 ("Without attempting to specify the smallest market share which would still be
considered to threaten undue concentration, we are clear that 30% presents that threat”).

19) HEEAE PAH o2 AF3 BEZE New York v Kraft Gen Foods, Inc., 926 F. Supp. 321, 333-35
(S.D.N.Y. 1995)¢} Swedish Match. 131 F.Supp. 24 at 168°] itk
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JIHZSNADIEAR| HESTHUnilateral Effects) | HEXI

=24 737 (monopolistic competition)”ol2kaL Fc}. Heo] dslE A Fe] d=EFH}
& I HeiME T 471 847} FE s oo} grka dt} >

A, 719243 i 7195 AlFe] apdsislolof gt} gt tiAAZF EA81A] ¥o
HAF AP lda 2ok 24, 7192 O AES] AFEe] A2 28 diAA
(close substitutes)e]o} 3t} ojx Unlr1de] A4 14(a substantial number of
the customers)©] 7F42V ] thg3sld EPrIgl ez o8 AgksPa WA A7t &
At 2ot A, 02 AAREY] AFEL 71943 il A Ee AlEH S8 g8
A| SSNIP(a small but significant and non-transitory price increase) 715l uizh
7192% 7 ALE0] o2& QomA 7HHQVEE & & glofof gt wiR|Rte R |9 Ad
A A= Q1= SJAFE (non-merging firms)©ll 2J3F A1# (repositioning) ] 7FsAdol
glojok 3t & e 7|9 AT A A€ it 71G9AT N <lsle] A== AgAH
Be AASK] A8l 719243 W s Al S53] AR VRS =908 7
o] glofo} gl A& PFsledol g}, WYL dEgI} IR HY] Yaire Lt 719E
3 g FALE0] 7198 EF Aok 22 A (localized competition) oA Eolu}
A9 A9} (monopoly or dominant position)& d-e 4= glo]of gt BAJEIIT)

Held o3 PxF e dEg o] AL Be fAMS 21 Jle v & Aolx
ATt A 7R e] oA A ofE A AL GukEl AlolA] Fold B AT ETE
2 Fom AFAPEETL e AlgelAe] AL B vrtAAR] 840t AHEy| aiE
o B AE Aol 7wl - gt a2ln gEER ] Hrllale gedt AA £4
(qualitative analyses) Et= "4l ¥4 (quantitative analyses) o] 53] 83 9
uE Wk gt

HA-L A7} FEAA ] Oracle, PeopleSoft 28]a1 SAP7}F $hlj3le= 1715 QAREE]

20) o]AH% 7152 19924 FBrle|=aRle) GAs] gle 2aBltt § rlel=Rldle 27199 AdAf-E0l
35% oldolL, Ee] Aol Bl AFe] A3 HiFo] U 71dATApAe] Tl A7t B 7192
PR A2 e FF s 25dke B¢ AT A BEEHE 3T 4 YT sk ol Al
FHE 820] 37U YoM 53] F28 9L 3k e vz 2 o] grin Azt
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(HRM) 2 A5#e(FMS) AZEgoAFo R IEthe AL 4381 Balgitty &
AlEtETh e 19929 o=l # AAE &Rk REE-(consumer
response) ol W} Fo)sle whaS Aesla Qloka s BA A o] dREe A9
Stk & 3 AN FFAE FAR T AGstn dAA A B 7HARIY (a small but
significant and nontransitory increase, ‘SSNIP")& & 7%, AHxl= TiAIAL] &
A o what AolA vk3iA Boka s tiAlAe] FAIE AHAF SSNIPE &
& geuto)) Qlohe, B3l ARzde] B AL AAshA AR vk AR 33 7o aH|A
7} QAN E T3 SSNIPo WE 7HA13E AR-E 4 JThe B3l Ao B AP
AN E T8I EE G| ofof et st vt

ulzh a1l HEE7) 3 B Aol A-A] e A, APEARI A best-
of-breed solutions) 2 o}-24 52| “UAI7FsA (reasonable substituta-bility)l
ofg) 2= ol2f3t tiAl7FsAdol ek YL darollA irka sfict. & ARl
A aHla, dEvt 3 3 A AR 52 S92 59 Oracle, PeopleSoft %
SAPTlo] Avlshe B A1AE 453taAt st AR HYS O W7 A G A
7} &u)zle] wkgo] ohd Y@t A5 (preference) 9 BRE O] iz, @ BE Aol tigt
AR BXo] BE3, @) olxa T tlAZFsd % Microsoft Fll 93 A4 A
7FsA 55 vHlEIK] Eelithe B9 ol HE HERTL 38 B AgS A 4 glvt
3L B8t

=2
et

HYL B Ao S0l Sl A=A ke B R A1+ Philadelphia National
Bank #2004 AXE €89 349 a2 glokaL sisinh

Lt X2 Al

HAL B A x)2F Alae] AN (a worldwide market)ol2ka BAIBIATE. M
FE 5 9L 3 AL Aeldoge W o gE] slthn o wols
AR|A] FArt. -

dutd o 2 x|gld Al Elzinga-Hogarty ('E-H') HIAEE o]&3l Ajira &}
At E-H HAEE A2 A1 H44S el A|9AgT] 59 =2 wet $sia
Atk B3l A2 F A 2L TR AR 10%) 31, B8 A2 Al 7
3 A% E Aoz A Hrt £ ARIA E-H HAES 288 745, #d A2y A

AP
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JIHABMAIDIEAO| HHESTHUnilateral Effects) | X

A AANAReIRRE AL ¢ PR Qs i £ AR AHL E-H H2E
o] AL® gt} WERE= ERP Fole AE7u)7t ofdel Bl (relationships) T}
£ EXol gemz E-H HAES 4L AAskx Yrin F3Ith A, e
A F419) 3 AP oju] E-H HIAEE A 8319 the A 55 o= 419 F3&

(]

WYl 917} Philadelphia National Bank B2olA A€ L-8-2] 1A 389 &
&8 ] Yeide A RE A0 sl YSsidol St sfsich. 2 & 2
A duEs EAe 3L v Balez “HA1A wAA 3 actual anticompetitive
effects)” ol g SAHE Aok & Alo] YUk 31Tt

WA Gl F2ade G} el B AoMe RS AS 17t vl

| A3 T4 A7 23t
BlE A, 2 7 #H A)ge] AEe] oA a1, X, T A 7HAFEAE
oM Fzxgapt BAsy] 2ds] wield. due AT A& A (post-trial
brief)ollX FZEI} T4 sl o HY L o] F AT SAV BE3tha RSt

£ Aol WERE 79T we waAA g DEEI & ARSI & 9
E w71% QA e 2 AFSE AAWAA Oracle® PeopleSoft7F A4 AR 3l
%49 (a localized competition sphere)oll Jthe A< 53] A3t =&aigint. 12
U 98 MRE)} Oracled PeopleSoft 7+ =A12 ZA0] EARh: A& 453k %3t
Atz BAEIATE HYL Oracle? PeopleSoft 7F =x3 ZAo] E&A3l7] Haix=
Oracle® PeopleSoft7} HA 2 apxolgta 2H5she Ad4e FullAHa significant
number of customers)7}t ZAjsladol shet] e ol AMIS UFFR Bairhs
Rolt}. BY-e 53] A} Ag| g T3} 2L AR B A5 E AIESIA Bhrhs A
FE3IH

21) See United States v. Mercy Health Services, 902 F. Supp. 968, 980 (N.D. Iowa 1995).
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Oracle 204 MU 1992 FH7lel=eRldl] WAH Qe "FEaH Z7e] 84
=9l tisld FAIE Sla 3lo] "BEEI 7} L] A ABA TR 4 d=AE F
HeJF3 9tk ? o] AR MY Philadelphia National Bank A3 o]z 9184
9] F4& WS Ydhs ZAREA AFA o2 uf$- F 238 u|E zta Y& B Al
Yol th3le] A3 =3 ohe 348 i) Auek QoA ARA A 4L vl $- A
AHAl T SiTt. el B A1) 93 D AR TS 2 A9 PRAQ1 S 59
BAA Y AL AL Qe whE B a el g g del 22 AAAREANE Ao
= wrishe Wi Ui AES 48 dart gltt. ol HellA felvete] AN A
Follx 22 ARgAIEr £499] Ao FulElE AL vl @dolgta B71e 4 gloh

AL VEIH 7L ol @ A2 hde oheke FE Zxstm ek 1992 Fzlel
Rl SEAF 730] =YE7] A= n|=e] AYgTo] oleid gERe FAE A
3 224 & AL oIk, #A AT AL s sl E #E A1ge] g
A 2 EYE FITEA] ohH A 2wl (collective dominance) W P28 5ol X
FAA Pl dERAE QR A AARE BHE A 5 e AR TP $2
Ut AAP1Ed DS E HAE o E T5lsta YA gont V&) Al |EstelA H]
Z2]9] HEEAE 32 = ¢lE Ao] otk Tt AP |Fe) ©EEI LAYE 5= 9)
© 2oy} 3l digh FAARI 7152 o= F = ARG Aol A& Aol

22 7IGAPAININ USRI 7} YRadehe AdAoE Fase Jolt AR
2 22807} 84 e 1 28 Oracle Ao ] Wsle] =2 e TEHT
3 35 Felutete] EololE AltehE Wit A Stk Az

22) ¥ ARdel thet FAAQ BA7 ) BEAR| nlael] sl 20059 B3 Antitrust® #2. Mare G.
Schildkraut, Oracle and the Future of Unilateral Effects; Mary Coleman, Key Issues in Proving
Unilateral Effects After Oracle: James A. Keyte, Post-Oracle Practice Pointers. :

23) Lorenzo Coppi, at 129.

24) 28 71J2FAAIEE WP o2 Kol wg2]e] BRI Tl osle HAYAINE AR & slvke 77
= & F Ao AR 98] RAT S AFA R ARk 7192 Y FE S Fu du T8
A 7192 NE = 7198 A3 AR, 97449 295 2 A4 A8, AR Ve,
RAARIAREE] ZEA 7, AR B QA EAlR 58 T 0B mel sl Argitla i ska
ol AA7IEe] HA A S BB R Boa srjels njxale) GEEH 7t n2E F Yk A2V} FES
Act.

BYME

a8



