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AEUIS B AAY BF & e B dd Ax g 4 ok & 2 59 &
A= AeHez AR g1, SR AH AFAAT 4FE vAE A= otk eI
AIANE 2F4F o2 BEEAUSGE A2 A A AU §Alo] 75ttt ol2d §AL
FAARREY FAY AR ojd g WA Wi TANPLLE At © AR "ok
o] ZAE A%y HAME S5g EAss A9 ¥ AolE 13 FAAEY HAd F3}o
g A W FEL sy, vt FA AR B AEFHY ANTFE FAARe}E dk
old AdolA AAGAY BE FAARRY A B AAFHCE AAIAY F27Y vF
o] HHASE BN AL 1 997t drk

AAZAN S ZAARBE} BAF n=e) JZ FHE EAE B9, dAAGASA BHE B
HEE o #AsA Sgd GANAE oj2x iy W dAs e AoE Addn.
Fa ol ARGAH FAAFRYE FAE 5] Y3t A8 HIWEE FHE8oq gk
998 EAH(sliding scale test), T2 (effect test) T2 H-&359 gAY, Ao BHA”
A (targeting test)S HE3e= AL Holx Uk

A Ve AR BE 7S FAAEAA TR UAT, o]E FH o] MR
Afo® 22 HL4E X JFo] vk wEd YU E FANAREY FFE =7 U
ol FAHQ AL mHE A Pt BFE HAd FHE T e & SAR Aolot
g Aoltt wald TAF Ak JEElRAL FPeke vFEHE ] FFE BN AL Hof
E AR o= AR 2% JAE AAsE Qo & + gtk 53] A2 vawdy dHY F
Fge EAste AL Yo TAARATY BF 7AL $PUE WA HA AL o Aulxt
o} AldAte]l 238 £ 43k B3 AL vEdied 28g ATE & Jdvtn ddEn

FAo : FAAREY, A2, Hawe) JF, AQL 742, d9E 24N,
EAHEAY, AR £4Y
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I. N B2

S

Y B $471980l Ao ARE F1 YA godx MR Y EHIE o 8s
o av|ziele] AolA BEFFE Hatn vk LElAe FoAd 9HaU A 55
FE A o AHdE TN FPLNRG AFS Aste A= S, #E ¥y
& Edd o3 7142 AAPEECIY AU SAASR SdE £ St

ay ol @ FAAA AAEANS] AL A g8e2 oy J1do] BEY
F BT AYFH R I E dolA A3tn AP vser T gl =Y ¥
ZUx g golg wtgdl, FAld 13 B HAd LAjdhe LRt AlololA
A B TANE £E YT 71E GARIEE B vEe) addA 3ES Aid B
+, 240 dgE AFHA &< wo hvel B &8 AVlske Re| 7B E
E U5 AT vl59 1] AFd gl dnz 3o HFAM LFE AVIT B+
o159 QYN ARL ol opt se=rlshe EAl0lT

olF #Ale 932 e BN oM s AR HLH HE F7E A
of S5t AREnt WA BE FHL Iyl wEA A SR olm, AARes FdE T
Hol gi7] WE 18 FA ¥L2 V= 2ATY ASE Fez AT 137] gEd
el AME 7T YA &2 FLIIHo alabe 2R Rete el ] A
g 7ol =olAA €.

ARA NS} #H A BAo] dAst MR} BFd 2Aske Vg AdE &
THE 252 AT B4 AR 33 Hdol wA WA B4 HIAH IAYRRES
AT A 714E 2 ARBTHA gedol A AR EAle D3] AFRY oE
3 FA AAA 1, AFHQd BN E FEE Zoq ot

AAARS FAARELS] ddF T APAFE Bo| o]FoA Ut 5% 9
010, SR AAIAY QBB oAb B 2F, FARAGANS ARAd 23
71Ed) BT 1), AT 4007, SAAAIARAA S ABAZ a4 W53 FEETH
HA vagd AE), FAQ007, AtelH 33 FAAABEH), IA-F2002, AAEA Gl
Ao AR B K38 AdH: vF AHE FHeR) F AT A7 UA
9 Bz RFolA U, AHAT E£F A2 BHE J&stn A Fot H29 A
B A wH T HeE nFF A7 v Aol

wEA 2 sEdAE S SAfRE @3 I HelE AFE RgE F4e
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2 st AdAge sAAudds #8d A5Ad
A 7534 24" o] 5 1FT F AAIAYY SANBRE &
€ 5 dF dAFE A2 wEE F40E A, AAGAN delagdo] od
AR ol 2@l T4 W3t - dHstd FeAg ndslo . nAgoR
Ut SAARA L BHE FHE AT e SRS e ARET, ¥
T AtaSEd SAARES e #8E & 9 9T 294 .3 & 1S FAv
del WS Adstaat gt

A3 ol AAIAYY FAARDE A w9 HZ A FFE A -3
AL vt JIdoly aujAEe] AapdAgel A-E FAA W0 - ZAF Bl &
0 ARAgd i SutE ol =& AFE F U3, W= v EHL ¢
& WAEAAY, BAREE 5 ARTE T Fulsied 199 a7k 4
ARE EAS 87F A F8F £ U= =82 FEU 979 FH Uk
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II. 029 SARFHage] Ut Lure

oo ARFEA e dL=tee S st ) Wil 4 F HEA #
& o] F YE@x® XY o) daiA o)A #EA(personal jurisdiction) 7HAE7}
ARE AEFT HARALANE AWt 255 AT F WEAZL oid F 9o AFshe
H1E dx9 F WHANN ABE Pahs Aotk 1980d o] AFHFAL AT

URHA A (general jurisdiction)? 53 T (specific jurisdiction)?] F FHOE FEIE
FHE ALHAAILD olzlo] A o]27]74A] vl Fel YoM FAAAALEY 7| EHA A
ARAN Aejujzista gleh

UntAEAol glolM e Hust WA ool BAo] 443 (substantial), & A&H ]I AA
A(continuous and systematic)?! BE9] ol Adgde] 1 FAZE BF /AT YA
grjds WA 2 BAePo] B2 2AstE B30 njlHE Aol AXH 4 Yoty Fm
g WEAGe] #™bo] AdHoln AARY Ao FTHE TTAH|L HEFH(extensive and
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1) Helicopteros Nationales de Colombia, S.A. v. Hall, 466 US. 408 (1984). AR#AZNA Y o]dF F F¥9 F+E&
Arthur T, von Mehren and Donald T. Trautman, “Jurisdiction to adjudicate: A Suggested Analysis,” Harvard Law
Review, Vol.79, No6, April, 1966, p.l121o]4 H-&o2 A%, 2 F ARdFel oM A81 4997 Aok

2) Baneroft & Masters Inc. v, Augusta National Inc,, 223 F.3d 1082 (2000).



6 BUEEA M3 32 0114 9§ 279)

persuasive)?] Aol SFHA WY AAE 2 8FFFL v]$ ¥ FHEAR AN Hart &
g4z A5t gle A A 2L Aol #Ho] .9&%‘:}

U SHATAL P T BN EA £5dAd SAe Ao Jud ¥
A oo Hho] AtAER nlste) Fg A5 3164*%3 2 AV 3RE A% &
Hagdo|l 3FEHe 29 daide AP AR (due process clause)) S 7|1EL2 =7}
Aol gted, FARczE At WAANA F¥se Juo &% ZA2A 24T
A, A7t YA AR 85 55 #3la AN BEdle EWE dEHoE o4
3L S A 23 HAAY o #EA] YAt g1 A 5oz Py ik

v =e] o] WAAF 9o Hmo] didi] diJAAFAE A Heide & T 22
2 F ARPEEY HYE FF AFHEY long-am stattes)o] Bdte 247 e
AH A28 (due process clause)o] AT 274 BFE WEA AL o). azm FAAA
holX e BT o] Beffect doctrine)S 3t A 4-& 3tn ot

1. QR0 88=:= %Y

1) 9 Zuegy

F e Ydlol F 49 Aex THe FndA qdBdde GAg go 245

ARG Foll WHAF AP Fo| BEE U (long-am statutes)o] 2t FE]E HEC]
AT 718 & F Hdol Yol Fo & Ju Ee A9 e Jzd Bt
AGAE PAHg = St EAjolnt

a2y 2gEdEe Bdo] AFET = oI AHAY P} Aol .3

3) Gary B. Born, International Civil Litigation in United Stated Courts, 3rd ed., Kluwer Law International, 1996, p.95.

4 feolml @ 2 o] A Aol 93] 9a o)d Ao BRE T HY, Af Ex AL HooldE o #
oy & Y dEMe vF A9 Uz, QubEgd deide olE AW 527t 24 4o, 334 %Y
o 4 FYA AR gl

5) Cybersell, Inc. v. Cybersell, Inc., 130 F.3d 414 (1997). We use a three-part test to determine whether a district
court may exercise specific jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant: "(1) The nonresident defendant must do
some act or consummate some transaction with the forum or perform some act by which he purposefully avails
himself of the privilege of conducting activities in the forwn, thereby invoking the benefits and protections(;]
(2ithhe claim must be one which arises out of or results from the defendant’s forum-related activities[; and)
(3elxercise of jurisdiction must be reasonable.”

6) Steven Baicker-Mckee, William M. Janssen & Matthew H. Berger, Federal Civil Rules Handbook, West Publishing
Company, 1995, p.26.

7y 7VE &} 2ol HEHY g QAHE ARG AY H9) ¥AHe T GAF] JE ALdE S4B
GEdYol 4AE BEY AGeeErll AR Y1, 2ol FAYIY Hydxrge] £42 FrHBensusan
Restaurant Corp. v. King. 126 F.3d 25 (2nd Cir. 1997) #2).



AR SHMTEY TR HYec) ge oy 7

£ AW A due process)dl| HHetE Ao #EAL 23 ET & A HAUARxR3
3 F HAGFEY APAELE Ehe F gule] I F e FdelAd A 6§A°ﬂ
A Holehs Ag FelA o drger & HAge 3 Z(minimum contacts)®S T3 F
stel Atelel ZHA R SR @2 AfolE 2 Aol daid #EAE TRA Beth

Wi FolMe 2 BEIUYAN dF9] 21 & WEE Afole AT Mol
g9 vadA FLAE AT & Qvka FAHL, £ Fo dME v 4E @
Ay AP A FEA & dAGE §PAFE ol #FAL IAte T
B FolA ALENYYS 2233 APAAEY] 838 dANTE BHE Ak

e 2 ol AU Yol tdEna e dRdyel s Aydaiea ¢
E A Hscreening)7t BAE7) Wl Av) 5070 Fo} HHol YA & e T WA
HFAoze AU Y 4TS FEAM SdET
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2) DISUALY F14Z HYTAIEYO)

7h ARBLEAL PAE Avole 2 YA AeE PN Az AYEAzYe 8
FEe4) gom ¢ Anhio o] 23 39 FAY PARFE AL BIHE A
o2 3tz Yok ol Mo ARALHL I3 U 2AHA] & 7Yl 7l
Al she Aol AWARzYo] AZEA vt e EAolth A¥FnPdL APdR
z3e F Hde d¥ho g "?l%"“ﬂl F8¢ elx A AT AGory Jua)
A Aede goh g2 AR ide 4 8 598 keA Ee £ UE 9o
HA ERINE 7 o] 494 Age] $A4E A4 fAste AaE A8 Ao
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71Edd, ole (1)

8 A28 4% /1L AWt FU AR ofd A4S AvBYAL el Fdel Agde
& i B

S
g2, (i) BAA F 2 Gii) 29 7127 8 2 cause of action)7he} FHA oA 24
QR REE Abie) Fule) neh gk

9) Cooll @ FX W] A Axto] dex] ¢ ol ALORFHE AW, i TR ALE WotoiME ¢
th, & oudd el vlE Syed 143, i gl qiade B ey 520 2AR gk Agdaay
o g2 FYsA A a gl

10) E. Allan Famsworth, An Introduction to the Legal System of the United States, 3rd ed, 1999, p.107; F¥ &, “v
A= Z =2 e 4 v X—% } EOBPVEEREQ), TBISTEHEEH,, Vol25, Nol0, 1997, pl0d.

11) Ronald A. Brand, “Due Process as a Limitation on Jurisdiction in U.S. Courts and a Limitation on the United States
at the Hague Conference on Private International Law”, February 1998, www.state.gov/www/global/legal_affairs/
brand html; Lorna E. Gillies, Electronic Commerce and Internationat Private Law A Study on Electronic Consumer
Contracts, Ashgate Publishing, September 2008, p.159,

12) Pennoyerv. NeffAHA[(95 U.S. 720 (1878)]%@1}5%3%3 nZAEFA A1z APEF2dE AR e F P @
A9 deted Agd A%S FHdE g, APAESNME & T Aol 994 A%s XLJH &
Aol MA 2t FE sag FYY 1 ZAlaHeE A R Ao wistelt WEs #8WE AT BEAAE A
Agol el
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194530] o2 g AAE WFSL 1 F WAE FH3x e Fol HPAAA )N
TAAA 21& TAAAL Aoloh.

2. QoIaEAc) Hes= WY

1) §4919 M% : Intemational Shoe v. State of WashingtonAfd

APAAZ2Y ko] YL Fuolre SFL Fo 2AE de AR EFEIA, F
Well &A8A] dejets 8do] nAA g AYA, B2l FudA B FoA
2AE e A7} sk Holdth

B FaA APz go] AW Atk FRstertee BA ¢ F8 A
#7F 194539 International ShoeAlzde] AwtE mydwdolr}. 432 Intemational ShoeAbs
detsolF Agder vFeF Ao 38 ARAE Fa A vFd F5E dista 9l
et AdEFAAME 1089 Bl 3R WA oE ng3tm BANY] Fujigol 1ES
# - A=3ta Yok A aHdA AR HFa FEE B AT &2, 714
ol 7lete] 21 g ARF FES FElEle AFL gAD FEE FHsa FES &3
3] S dodte AL BAE Y8tk A3 n YAETE FH A 23 A
g B dng AYRPEAFT ASAREEE st APEEAE A dnde
HAPEFe Mol of . F FolA AKR] 5L Yk Ax oyl W JHEFI
FaQeA FEaE Faste AL Py A1z Ay 339 F) Az € 3 Al
1429 YAz wale Zole AR ANEF HnFdL Fulol FulllA
A1 BN ARz aAARE Pt 7] Wi F P #GH welof
g Al g%l 48T dvkn AR AL oA EEE AWH g
dndga A agde e F e #2¢ AAHA,

& ARIGAM ARagdo] AFHI] HiNe FHE AW AEA H(fair play and
substantial justice)2h= AEA /ME& shakA] &= HY oA 23 gARY F99f sue
YA Atold o @ HAge] 7 Z(minimum contacts)o] EAE AL 278k STk

g AR aHde dart YA AFR] gy sddzie furt YRR AA 4
Aoz A5H EE AAHA A E-F(routine, continuous, or systematic business)S SHATH
H ARG Hage] FES ARG & W] dEA ARBEES PAF + Uvke Ao

13) International Shoe v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945).
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TRARSHS INNTE WY Taoe) Y Ay 9

o E AR Ueht #Ee 1§ auAnEd ReE geslel dadlE daRguy
Aol B3 Belzoz SPHd,

2) Aolaol o=H=0l2 : World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. WoodsonAfH14)

o] AL WAAFAA o BEL 3 YA ol 1 RolM &alg TAF WA
2RE FERYY AWNsA Doz fABTRE ARk Aol A=Y W
A g7t Aol

FEFY AFATL TN olsUAEAE THAAAY, 2FHETE $AHE F
AR AEAT fF0] Alne) 99 Ao Ager BFHel 5U AzAL UF £9)
A7}, FEFEA G REAA, TAAA A2 B DS Al DAY 2E2es
Ape] ALt £9 AzALS TR £U9AE $2ARAT, o HEUAS 2
E 229305 2R ORAT 8 AEAAY Dt ot B 0 FTInT A
od 85k dtu YA g1 TF ARG FUgAdE 5T BA Sidh 22 snE
o #EIPL PP 93 &7t FulolM dAsta, JRiATE FHddA FRAc s
8% et e FUCA AMSEE AZozRE A3 £94L 91 e Afde dY
FEAE IFFE Aotk F Huyde FEUAY 287t A AFArt eEgsut
oM AHEHI A3, ol AL AHgEtn e ABAERE FEAASY dee B9Y #4s
A1 Y& AF o8l HAujd AEAr}t 2FedIuliN AMRHE AL A/ W&
of AALAL I AL APAAzgd welr] gettn R FEAAY €
JE oJAS £481x %1 AWFHEde Fusigz, AFHayde ddddgAL vF
sk

Fa3A Hurt BE AEA} MR eFeEniFAA Alad] A e A
Euton BgAc] IHHEN FAREA 4HLR @ o] AdA AAnEe] 82
olfE BBAL WAL FelAoln BANA g ¢ Wrhu s 1 B J1FE
Astgch9

14) World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286 (1980).

15) &, @ PAA FolA woldle Aol Hug 49, © FAEAE WARANA fdste Ad s dAA F71 7t
AE ol9, @ 7+HE aAH FAE A Ao daM dart ARE oY, @ F HEAS AR Hdse
Aol thallM F W APHAIES AR ol 2 @ AAAA AIAAE A A dEA o F A ®
59} o9} olck.
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3) M ¥OIE WHAZ YKo Yorul Y= FQ : Burger King Corp. v. RudzewickArH

o] AL AgYE TR A Hae FEo| AF APF des), FARFA
Qe7h opdR AfolgAFol) ezt APolAeh.

A1E Z2ETF noldjule] FH ARAZ sz A BlFolA WH T2 A}
ol ZAketn gtk HuE ulA|Re] AFsta daet TaAxjol=z AtS MAstn vl
A B 9L ANEAT AdelMe Ake] FPAE wlolofnl, FAYL F=2
A3 B, A2 AFAE moldulg BAz FAHe Ytk T2 u2RE 9I9FA
AA, An2RE BA7} Bl ¢M 2 fmge] BAHZ F7E due AT
B2 AL gla, slolefu] BAlZ Hoigith HaE 2] $E alAl date] Holx|
fEo] n2xe AGFe AFE AAs. dne AL AARAAT Fnst A
BEE AHFS] 9PS AL 2 Lue A, FRANE ol w2 Szgd
WEAT B 28 A7EY vne A9y 2 AxAd0) il T2ag
AA Hage BEo| gotn F4stn FJud gt gARdAL ek A
¢ Z2Yure FFFUYPL A geld YABTAL e I FEAH B
e selata Adelute] tald tABTAS thre] Aastgh Al S3AtTLEL
& goggdel gtz #2e7] BEd dus FHnadd Fusgc aFEay
fe pRIRS AR

5 AZdA 1] E9e ZdolzA RN WA dY o] Aol MDY AF
o gRolxm E 1 Aloke] Bipeil B3R @ @, 2 Az fEsn
WS et ARBED §79 d2A5HL oyl YANE AREL AR
A AGAT dalolERe] Az IR HAAAY2YL TE Ro] nigsit

4) N9 Q5F=9 Mt ARAY : Asahi Metal Industry Co. v. Superior Court
of California, Solan CountyAfl

BEFYY dAbedtes gladdS dFse AL APAAzYd WepA] st
o] Arziel Al

of ARIE A TololX 2EHlo] AlnE FFAND ohfi7t AEta, A $4E
UG 27t Abae] €lo] glolo] Aol vtz k3 e Elojo] FH Ax|AE A



TR SRy A maage) g a4 11

g XYols WMo ALk o] Eolo] FE AR IL)E Eloloje AL FE W
Ho Slthx st 4¥ WH AzAzH )0 diEid 22 Avisigch 4t AR
Atolel g3 E 7] W2 B2 9 - (e TAEA #H Lol Eokth

A xyolye] BHALPHL F T dWAYd AF3A FE Audd A 9
Astrigte #EAE A e Aoz 1 vk Hae HudA #EAL vAe A O
HHTA A4z YAz Ay FYen, YJERASHS dFAth suse 4
HE BN Azdta, dude] Ads tigtelr] o]FojAd Axx tiitelA o]fojx1
itk FnE WHE Y2 dne geolo] FHI} uFd] £EEE AL A4 AT 2
A olde] #Ae Al EYol Ztele gt

A Eols AuYde vt dBE duoA Auste Ao M dBE FERT
(stream of commerce)?] F A F 1 AFo] Al¥Yoldx 7HA 1 Eojrte A& UHT A
gt 2 AMAz2gS FHA0n st Al EYolFdA JEABEAL At
e oA E&st ANHHA Jusign, dWHnyEde A49A = ddagds
A8t h

& A2 tiRHCheng Shin)At7h 42 (Asahi MetalAlel] g H7d9] Ado] AeFLfo}
FoAA o]RofRlErte AR daMe S5 AEIA AE aEstd HaFe HIo| A
FETta sitlgs, & Az #slode A ¥Uoly Hile] #EAE JAste AL EF
ot EFAsivta BAHA wely ARAEE PAk TS A9 v 242N
o7l PAxstA WolBFS A god < Hrke o3 Hue Ryo] ndd.

5) 922 E4¥(Sliding Scale)

AF74A ddadd e 538 dvAgd o FEe9 =8 sivh 5EagEn
dutAgAe] ol YE AFs] A3t Aol olEd FHAA ARl disjr #EAS
AL FRETT ot 9 AW (sliding scale)S EHOF drhe B o] ol
ot ol g Aol elshd wnt WA kel wdo] g A Aeole daol A%
A7k WAANA Hae SEde] FA iy Bt T Aol g7H:

YA BEAYLE J3 T ATE YAlEE A /A RBo: BRI 23y 93
TP 99 B AT AGAAE obF FHoE AN =A== AHEstn

A Pk

16) Loma E. Gillies, op.cit., 2008, p.145.
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. OiF9 HRATE FRRmEY 3 NENQ Lae

1. 998 MM 47

Zippo Manufacturing Co. v. Zippo Dot Com. Inc.,AFZA1NE 3 m7|¢i(Ae T oth Aol HA
ol AFAE I FEA ] dalA A4l GAllES BA FEE FHHEE du
AR, 2 =EE AX(Zippo)e) £<o] EFH 7] WEe] Fu @AWY o} &
Aol FRAZHNE olF 2 Jw|YgS FUE AFY Yo £5& AV Aot g
dyjol MEAIYLL #AY, oxd o)g ez gdolegke Al 71 84 9As)
o I dstd SERLE PAe FANAAT, 1 JERE Fo| dd Bl
A uridel #e - TP YAlEY 7% Mt Har)ge] 853 WERAY A
FAge] #a9) =g Bty ke AAE =93At F A E(ppo)d I Y
WS Bl &F53 APl A 7R Aol HFE FEIAAT F, FAF7F YA|E
(active website), %84 (interactive) 12] 1L 552 HYAFo] E(passive website)©] T}

AR, 154 GAtolEx Bt AEYE B8 W3] Al 99 (doing business) EFS 3}
2 A9 HAAFY HEHOR HZE(repeated comtact)S & FFEA Hae] FEA]
APETD

=4, BT A9 85F £33 RIEY FUYHFLEA, o] ASte AHA
7t 32E AFE Y JEuE & 4 U Y QA EE 9% Ut o] ®MFd
Ao FEHEL YARIE AdA dojus AR uge] A EA Ak 58 AR
ato] 2 €ch20

AR, £53 YAlEE QB B&d] B EAA (post information)Tt 3He YA EE
EF3t k. o] A9 Fao] g BEAL AFHA Ferkw

o] AL Aejdlgel X o] slmel HAFRAFee] FHAo] Yol EAHAAALAE PA}
71 93] 8¢ o] FFo2 IFE + Uyt AMoE HAU UYL AHAEA

17) Zippo Manufacturing Co. v. Zippo Dot Com. Inc.,, %52 F.Supp. 1119, 1124 (WD. Pa. 1997).

18) McWhinney Christopher, Sean Wooden, Jeremy McKown, John Ryan, and Joseph Green, “The Sliding Scale of
Personal Jurisdiction Via the Internet”, Stanford Technology Law Review, 1999 http:/stlr.stanford.edu/STLR/
Events/personal_jurisdiction/contents_f htmi, 2005. 12.30 &13}.

19) WE A A¥ll= International Star Registry of Minois v. Bowman-Haight Ventures, Inc, No. 98 C 6823, 1999 WL
30028 (N.D. I 1999) &%,

20) ¥ AHdlE Millennium Enterprises, Inc. v. Millennium Music, L., 33 F.Supp2d %07 (D. Or. 1999) &=,

21) HEAQ A Cybersell, Inc. v. Cybersell, Inc, 30 F.3d 414, 420 (Sth Cir. 1997) =



TRPSES SR aE o] wer A 13

o At A HEH e dRe 98 ARyt dEde Bstd & Bt
A 99 259 EAT A4 s Addtn WA EETH2
Aoz gqrt QedelA AdwUolee] 017 AAAHNE Pet e A
Aidol A JHEFS dsta e, F 4719 A A 9(doing business)ol| 333t
o2 ol sizd g ARAEAS FHFAT 1Y o|HTF &9 A E(Zippo)
A BAYL thekgt w2l x| Evt AAE e A T o $8H7] ofHA =X
of #H] 7|2 oA #Hr|Hz vtz & F k2

=

rir rlo

of M

1) B35 Mol

T3zt gAtelEL] A ol9ld] HFAHQ &5& YWAAF FA e A5l of
#gdo] A9 EHglol FHEh HAANA 2Eleg st Jd Af 2Eeivtes
= WAA 93 AGBAT e A9l

Aol ES] FAo] AFAQ A& T84 FUME HAlolEdX Y FudFoly 7E A
FA g FEFEY, NT 55 13 JurdE daFaAdae 259 §
435l =Tt devle] ARE AED U B du 4R g ARBTE Pt
B3-S st )t

S371de] 4349 GAIEE S9ald Gal AoES Bl A2 WHAS AZA

o A AT ABIAE Bl gt AHo] i o 5A o] 29 AL TWEIE F
219 Q1L Fd3] drhe

A3 Fe #H7t ARG 2AA FE Jr)deld ud@dAY PAE FHI
AAME Fdurlge] AFHA HAIEE 2953 Je AHE F/ASIHEAR, oA o
3 WEANA A E5E Pste AFAHQ dx FL oS 01%5]'04 gxel EE 8

Tt e A gt o) 2 P9 2Rl oF AR, ezl o A

22) Zippo Manufacturing Company v. Zippo Dot Com, Inc., 952 F. Supp. 1119, 1124 (W.D.Pa. 1997).

23) Georgios I Zekos, “State Cyberspace Jurisdiction and Personal Cyberspace Jurisdiction”, International Journal of
Law and Information Technology, Vol.15, 2007, p.27.

24) Resuscitation Technologies, Inc. v. Continental Health Care Corp., 1997 US Dist. LEXIS 3523; Hall v. LaRonde, 66
Cal. Rptr. 2d 399 (Ct. App. 1997).

25) Quokka Sports, Inc v. Cup International Ltd,, 99 F.Supp. 2d 1105 1999); Multi-Tech Sys. v. Net2Phone, Inc., 2000
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22683 (2000); Mashantucket Pequot Tribe v. Redican, 309 F. Supp. 2d 309 (2004); ICG Am.,, Inc.
v. Wine of the Month Club, Inc., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 77151 (2009).

26) Online Partners.com, Inc. v. Atlanticnet Media CorpAbAelA 3| 271gel <3 9xme FEAAN FF71 GFol
H Apetol A ﬂ.ﬂi"]"} F FRAuz AL fAddA Farigde] § 9 4R AFAd s 2l A

At Muj2g AFsa, AEIE 52 52 M 2 Ve sEEa gdoe RS AdAsd R ojde o

A& %—.?}‘4—‘— o] AFF oz Aald T ARRIA FAE FANL JE FL dolth
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2) 438 YAOIE

Faurt ALgAA AR B F1E AFshe YAlolERE Adstn e 754U 4
Foll 23 o]9je] Fmdl g BF FFo] PHAFAME A9 gle Afoltt. o BF
o #gH| FAH=E FFolth

Weber v. Jolly HotelsAt120o] M e FAAF AFAClL, diE ojgeoldA 549
42 3 k. fane olgeold] QP sz, B Fdd 9T wo] FAE AT
4uE 39 AAAYY 247 Aok g HuE wARF &8 AVERY. d1E
AR FA dgsta A FAT, due st Aede 5] AR, Alde 4,
AY &, AE FE AAEL gt A& olf2 FHAF B wato} Ion FF
33t A71A HIAFAR] F 3o thete] IR HAlo] A vlFe] Ho] Hatx 3l
T 71EE =39 g4 #F) AR AsME FE HAFALE 2 F94 3R
AAA Aelo) A waA] ge Az A HFo] glojo} dt

B AR olgeolllA HE AllEst FAAAE B £ dda sk Aue
2 utagHel AAHEA ARy EANEH, R4 A A dEiA MHE o
23 2L A 7K f¥2E Yol FEsln gl Hee ddAEAY dFARE JEY
£ B P47t APAR AFov A B otz BAEL ok F AR 2
7t QeI AFA oz Jgstn e AL, AU 1 QA EdA Aok AEE A
fole JEUE BaA =4 Ee wEAQ AFEH Hdo AFo] duo AR A
ol Al PafF th Aol FYEr] o] Bl AFHTh AMFEL WAIEE B
Aol JRE Fawrgo| o|FARIA T, aXNE AGE A ¥ FS, PAIES
BHAM olFAAE Fre mee) AP Ay, AP Fxd Itk AR ©
&3 FRE AL Y FAIER & Al gdste F-folth £84 fAelEE &
&3 7S duldhe Ao AvA g PAERAGA ol2d 47L 7 fdAlo|E7}
A 7T AL olfZ BEE YAk 2AZ BEE 4 Yun st A dside 2
¥ BedAME HEolH T &S AFstR JUTh®

27) 977 F. Supp. 327 (1997).
28) Cybersell, Inc. v. Cybersell, Inc, 130 F.3d 414 (1997); Hearst Corp. v. Goldberger, 1997 US. Dist. LEXIS 2056
(1997); Weber v. Jolly Hotels, 977 F. Supp. 327 (1997); Panavision International, LP. v. Toeppen, 141 F.3d 1316
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3) 44T Aol

ATH YAtolES £57 PAolEY] Fo AAste ATE d7IME dust ﬁlﬂ@r-‘ﬂ
Atelol HES AR Frmete] Miapdolv FAHA A9 =2 #TAY &
7t BAEHAT, dede FHste AFgelh B Fole J1r19e AolES FHE *l%}
HME WA AFAe 327149 %‘r%ﬂr«l # Axy 4 & 2 e A=
EAeta gk 1 FAME A FLAEL de A 539 HYE FAHLE s Al
99 %< st FJu7)g9 gxHo|ats 8otk thA] @A A8EA (interactive) S
AAlolEQ] ALdE o2 247} duFiA e AAATE PAE A=A RE F
Gl 2l 2 ArlE 7R3 Uk AA B R Fnr)del wmz‘syg% 717 At E
£ 93t BPAQ Alo|E Wl HAR S AFAete] Atojd HIME wWdz Aoy
AdAH 52 Ptz AT ARt dEA B AR FRAPANE FA e FEe]
A1 9Ych29)

A7 BHlE B A2 AT AN AFAGe Alold] dAz Aoy AWt
o]FolA I Sle AAo] EFO HAL HAOF 3o Al EFE Pote J|Yd A=
o} ZAE A BFehe 24colm, ARAARY e XA A4HAR A
T 024 %& ot 53 SEAAAY N T Javigel FUIFAA fAkl
EE HAAY AFANA AFstn Y AVeRe 1 PAE 2AR FEE 5 gl
17193 WA AFA e Alolo] AA| ejapagel}t APt o] FoA 2 Sle Rl
L79 glu, BHE B e Agaxzgel a1 F HFEAY AFAS Jridd 9
gAY EEe AR BN g o9 eZd® F5T TS FL v ¥
7¥ete Zo] 7hssitt

(1998); Soma Medical International v. Standard Chartered Bank, 196 F.3d 1292 (1999); Ecotecture, Inc. v. Wenz,
2000 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18482 (2000); ALS Scan, Inc. v. Digital Serv. Consultants, Inc. 293 F.3d 707 (2002); Lakin
v. Prudential Secs., 348 F.3d 704 (2003); R&B Falcon Drilling (International & Deepwater), Inc. v. Noble Denton
Group, et al, 91 Fed Appx. 317 (2004); Jennings v. AC Hydraulic A/S, 383 F.3d 546 (2004); Cadle Co. v.
Schlichtmann, 123 Fed. Appx. 675 (2005); McZeal v. Fastmobile, Inc., 219 Fed. Appx. 988 (2006); iRk, BT 7AHL
BRI BB EAEHE 2 3K 2 kBP0 B 12 o v T ~ by BB A RN ORE L R - BR Log~, T
BB gL, Vol.38, No.10, 2010, p.1380.

29) Resuscitation Techs. v. Continental Health Care Corp., 1997 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3523 (1997); Blumenthal v. Drudge.
992 F. Supp. 44 (1998); International Star Segistry v. Bowman-Haight Ventures, Inc., 1999 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7009
(1999); American Eyewear, Inc. v. Peeper’s Sunglasses & Accessories, Inc.,, at al, 106 F. Supp. 2d 8% (2000);
Carrot Bunch Co. v. Computer Friends, 218 F. Supp. 2d 820 (2002); Sony ATV Music Publ. LLC v. CAVS USA,
Inc., 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 62512 (2009).
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2. gagA

AR (Zippo)e] FHE FAYPL AAAY A ARPEAY du|Fo R FALste R
AR E melliA 2001d FHE AFste] EREA Y (effect test)0OF o] F817] AlZst
Atk QEGAA Y] FEE A A UM E F&rhestan, EPPA] EHEH) 24
A7 A AA vjd shsdel ] Wil ot 2 Ao ATEAY Az &3
AR AN ERFARBEAE AP o et FAZ E

AHEAYL 1984139 Calder v. JonesAHZA3DA A FAG EFEAH S 20149 dd#
g Ao A& Aoz, AT oA ¢S 2] A dug I=H 3
gl 71zEe] L QA she Aotk F AL B FYolgd AFdtm e ¥
T+ 919 HdE HAEste VAL dad g3 E2dFdA oz Y T FHd
TRz Ae)Euold Qe AFA A AAHAL. Hue 419 JAE H3le A xy
olFolA FEe] EFHE WA= A GA d7 /e AT ddEddY 33
< BF Rty sl dxolre FFAE A,

JEv AR nEd e E2UR fue BP9t nojFoz A Folee dx
oA galA Sichdirected ahE RE ol FZ LHFA B FolF] sad) g bl
BEES I EY W HYdAR JA A2

T BAL aFo|8S ALY BHEA g9 durt B4 PHE T W] oApe] et
st mhoF HAA A ggalA Aolgtn HuHW oij@ghel FHHAY, PHAZ IR
g AU 93] 9 WAANAM At A7 PHele BEYe] RAHE) F Q¥
Yol AFste A dia) gzdoez el Byl sust AdEes s}
1 7] dEd 49 FaoA fABEAYPAE FFHAD

CalderAlziol A A nigel] sy Weid grolge 1 F9o F4 Bl o,
e Al 7Y sdeg FAEYa AT ok AA, Jurl d=3Q P9 P,
X 2 97 £33 PAAF ER(express aiming)E B I, AMA HAAFAA

30) of Bl W2H YrlolETL F FE oA HAHQ A actual effect)7t USIEA 3] BYo) 27& 3
pei=d

31) Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1984).

32) ¥ALERehnquist)BAtel S8y, BAME Ldo] ST e W99 2HE& duo] DFoH ok HodH
&8 ALdH e JAe XUl £ Flo o3 Balxuoldlel ool BF Rojrk 1 A wl¢ EF
o A& ATl Fol T defdojiy AL FFaE Aotk 1 7iAle A Edel Fo ABYS Eq
Z 2o Z Aoj7] WiFel 4n9 A n%57 AYH A BF &£87F &S Azl FAAM du gk
Z J1Aek dae] el 248 Aol £l Aotk wetd Wme xRt FolA YUt Ao} F
Aol gAEAE ol f R Welxole] ¥lwo] diale] AYAPAE HAsttn BN,
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<

7L AT A5 Aot AASHA &3S SAAZ Aot o] FolA F1e Bt
3] WA T EEE Fta dvkx ke B4 270 &R F AUATEY 3
AZE QRHE F2 Houe 71%5e deta e dFHHE £+ vk

el A AF8IAE World-Wide VolkswagenAtd B3} CalderAtd #EZHRE & 93] o
A7ksAel e Ao ze BFREIMAN, WA dud gt mofd ofg shsiaeld
A5l AT APAIZRE HE Fe e 2EE o|FIE F Uk

AWl #A &E3} AA3 Panavision International v. ToeppenA}A3NAA H 22 A LH9)
=), ARRFE St due ARE =AQl vdez 523 ¥ duERE 1 55349
W7tz =& oAt & AFAQ AolW] A ® (cybersquatting) AFIoIAth ol g &
A gy d e due 19 P/t A A 38 dda 2AAJ] BAAFAAN
A1E WA= BHE /e L ] dEd vAFAR sy e 22 e
A=Al dfo 21E FEIthn AT o] R E O Yol =AY
Aol BAEH Sle A, © F37199 Bt WEAE FHoZ YE 2, @ J/d
o ool ol WAEA A &3] To HH} B Y AL LZLE Itk AFlE
< ERAYARMET ofe} AdAt® F4dok dthe Az AFHT YA, EFo]
B s 71dol A7) F, =7te] WA tE F It aAde aHAE AdE
Hste 2% AVlste Aole B3 Wy AFAYPADL vlaA LolstA FHHE ¢
27 ke AT Qi3

r-l::

V. 09 TRISH SMAEAE Ty HUFT

1. gong aol ory
el B BES BIARAG U@ NF Bk oby BYD WAL ol2A 2B
Aoz BAth AXZippo A ARE e BAYe sue ded Jd Ay

Ag00, 99 TR B9l AAE FRYSA dolAtkd ATppo)REe 5

33) 141 F. 3d 1316(th Cir. 1998). = 9] Roberts-Gordon LLC v. Superior Radiant Products Ltd. 8 F. Supp. 2d
202(WDN.Y. 2000; Yahoo! Inc. v. La Ligue Contre Le Racisme 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7565(N.D.Cal. June 7,
2001) F vheeol ezt gl

34) Zheng Sophia Tang, Electronic Consumer Contracts in the Conflict of Laws, Hart Publishing, 2009, p.118.
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FAdRGAe] 38E ARsed LAY, 22 YU dHARBLEL] A o] ¥
A AEstn Yok E e 1 o] BAYS duAuBgdS 2YPlde £FE
Atk AAp|= @ch3e wekA A E(Zppoyel FHE FAELS At dHAE F3k
HYS AdxAd o o468 w ATA BA WP F2E AT Ao3A HME & Jd&
A Ee gt A4S Bt HU AHolx AAA 3 Z(continuous and systematic
contacts) W The Z& B A A&7t BFAsI dukebd A EZippo)rtddlA o =4
oRIAFTA YHPH R YA § Y ol AU BT AA AUt BYA &
79 343 549 wet APH R H§ drh(the likelihood that pers7} Y Hjurisdict 2 B Y
Scan be constitutionally exercised is directly proportionate to the nature and quality of
commercial activity that an entity conducts over the Internet)il WAI3}x §17] wjolth

AR 2 dEARAEEE ZFstcd QoA ASTHFLH I AZEI T BN
= ZTEE(lepo)J F9d BN Al 47 $3 4 (inadequate) 3HA 1 £ (insufficientys}r}

S W 2Ev A10e3 FAE LS AZ(Zppo)e] I BAHEE I 3l
TAS dutARALEAS Agsed A48

A Z(Zippo)Ahd BAolF A Aol AAGAe] HA A ¥ HuagdY
58 Bdsh] 98 F88 AARA B AL FAFs AA AT, FHeE FAR
3] sl AR gRIte BHAME old @ ddAAd A7 e A=
AMdolt), ol & EW Webzero, LLC v. Clicvy, Inc AP0 HYL &3 ol & g4
of SlojA AR 242 fAlolES Aol FAld AEEA QA FHE £ AL
Zippo)Atie] WHE g wjdaigich 23 o9 e HeElE nshe A o8 ZRE 28
o o]& g7t 7] W& TE Zo] ofzte A Fo] vhem glrha

9 vF gl fad] A=A P47t WAAFAM dadA &8 sl ALY
Hog o]folz QA ARE Wdsy] @ EHEAYEE L= Atk it o
L #AIAH L ot QY P9E Ao AYAE S dole 19 2L TR
B HREAY BHE F 7o did 2 Age] #Fo] AFETE A E(Zippo)d FGE FAH

35) Soma Med. Int'l v. Standard Chartered Bank, 196 F.3d 1292, 1296 (10th Cir. 1999); Revell v. Lidov, 317 F.3d 467,
471 (5th Cir. 2002); Kakin v. Prudential Secs,, 348 F.3d 704, 712 (8th Cir. 2003).

36) Bell v. Imperial Palace Hotel/Casino, Inc,, 200 F. Supp.2d 1091 (ED. Mo. 2001).

37) Revell v. Lidov, 317 F.3d 467, 471 (5th Cir. 2002).

38) Lakin v. Prudential Secs,, Inc, 348 F.3d 712 (8th Cir. 2003).

39) Soma Med. Int’l v. Standard Chartered Bank, 196 F.3d 1292, 1296 (10th Cir. 1999).

40) 2008 US. Dist. LEXIS 33124 (2008).

41) Shamsuddin v. Vitamin Research Prods., 346 F. Supp. 2d 804, (2004).
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& g EHEAY oA BEAL o FyA A Ho) FIBGo] 9 9940l
2 S 591 859 A5 AL ool ko

g By BREAN G849 BN UFPde A
YA P2 944 22 0 Pt BRATE Rol 2 2FLO YL F5o|
BAR A (argeting es)& SUSGT QeI WIS BAF AN ARBY

Hi

A 20 Joid BAEET BAY BAES U] Asstt Aol § L gl
£ 340 Vou 9. A2 Bedde BARe o4, 3 Ausgel 559 B AFA
g % A9 8B5S BIE 95s) YA dRee B YT FAGE Age] Eo

Ak

ALS Scan, Inc. v. Digital Serv. Consultants, Inc. and Robert Wilkins, Altemnative Product, Inc
AR1246) Alternative ProductAHZX|o}52] $)E ALS ScanrhPEA=F] 2, )9
AAE Adehe ARlg YAl Eo] ARSI ISP ML Digital Service ConsultantsAt
(A ol5e] W9l A Alternative ProductsAle] $jilolEd] H&dte] A=A 4

Z 7Hsd 4ol o] wEd] ALS ScanilE Digital Service Consultants 2 Alternative
ProductsAlE AZAHAAZ A2 AF B9 A EZippo)RES £F F T4 %g]

Aol EE ARG AABTA] AHTE 2 ARIES ARAR He TN FULES
P AL FEY e st g dedidE #EE Wn Ytk

A F2EEL AXZippoyel F9E EAUE A&kl AHW(adopting and
adapting)?t A7 FRQle] sl AXAVLEAL It 5 e AL APAAET| o)
@ 2AAA EFol APAY Fd ‘%ﬂﬂ A3, @ 2Rl ARAL FAM d4 TIEe] %
A 25 FAse A 9l ﬁP 9L, @ 1 EFol ABAY AFA o
A FUe] BN RET 23E 4ol dRloE 2 de JES i A7) 08
< A7 PARIES #95ta oA ] WAL AFA f’hﬂw =R, 47 09 8
AL ol &L AlelEJL ¥ "1191 AFAe] tiatdd 2l e ZeljlE A4 & AAZ
o o2& HE AT e AL A7 gulsta ok olE O, @9 83L& Il

2) =eje}, “AlollEwidsl ) AAATY A", rxAR AT, ABE, FFTAAPEE], 2003, pp.159-160; Pavlovich
v. Superior Court, 109 Cal. Rptr.2d 909, 91 Cal. App. 4th 623(Cal. App. 2001).

43) Faye Fangfel Wang, “Obstacles and Solutions to Internet Jurisdiction A Comparative Analysis of the EU and US
laws”, Journal of International Commercial Law and Technology, Vol.3, No4, 2008, p.239.

44) Bancroft & Masters, Inc. v. Augusta National Inc., 223 F. 3d 1082, 1087 (9th Cir. 2000).

45) GTE New Media Servs. v. BelSouth Corp.olX& ARAAzge 718HQ 9ot sue @b Fud g
£ Aol vehtn gAT, o] RadME o & AAANEFY AHOE HEF d9E BN +3E
17]6}‘:* 7gro] @A ECh(199 F.3d 1343, 1350 (2000).

46) 293 F.3d 707 (2002).
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o} d7AzksAel I sho2A Aevidle Aol shedith £ A7) @8 AR
e 247 gnrigde] Al S%3e] FAA] g 80T, AR A UH
Ao AFATL AGE AZAT Aol gk B FHo] FFRG AAse 3o
gt 2 savide] A5 I3 AUPA YAlEE 9% e AL olE 8
A9 22& wehdd AYF 23 1842 B & AT 29 JE B YA
2ol 2 A AdayozA AR 4 glvke Al F% U} ok

ALS Scan, Inc At B2 & Y BAHolgt EAIT, o] T # Fod= o€ BF
ks AbZE e 2@sta Tk 7129 T Aeld 99 A0l A8Ho %A
2 2 e 2 9% A 29Ex Yvke d4E YEllE 3 vYen i, 39
BA" BNy deide $4E Eedn AAY ARE nste Ao % s R
o fAT 71E22A oA FHAY A E Holn YUTh®

2. HUY 248

n5e] Hee 99 Yol ERARuLAR A diARRLdE 2HseA0
ot FEH Utk ol HAA IAARBEAY YAle F&A BHse 4 B
71€9] HsdE -3 ou|7t glojof slm, Ha YAIES] HUEFH 7)%E AAISHA
ge F71%dE WE F gloloketn, L]l %9 ¥A A84E ve 45 & + U=
HA G4PE AFdtool F& AAZ fAlIES] &80 B3 BEARE AF WA 53
22 stx 3i3, FE HEAY WlME A=A of &3 o i AHe] A AF
of Mz}t BLAS AFsAE BAE Al dFER Uk Yol o2 WHeE UH
9 ARBE BAYS A48k AT, B2 FHAEL BAR B Hudhe dE
Ho|1 9jt}s0

47} Carefirst of Md, Inc. v. Carefirst Pregnancy Ctrs., Inc., 334 F.3d 390 (2003); Elec. Broking Servs. v. E-Business
Solutions & Servs., 285 F. Supp. 2d 686 (2003); United Cutlery Corp. v. NFZ, Inc, Copy. L. Rep. (CCH) P28,709
(2003); Beyond Sys. v. Realtime Gaming Holding Co., LLC. 388 Md. 1 (2005); Hartford Cas. Ins. Co. v. JR Mktg,,
LLC, 511 F. Supp. 2d 644 (2007); Chloe v. Queen Bee of Beverly Hills, LLC, 571 F. Supp. 2d 518 (2008);
Consulting Eng'rs Corp. v. Geometric Ltd, 561 F.3d 273 (2009); Putz v. Golden, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 121556
(2009); RCI Contrs. & Eng'rs, Inc. v. Joe Rainero Tile Co., 666 F. Supp. 2d 621 (2009); Eagle Coffee Co. v. Eagle
Coffee International Inc,, 2010 US. Dist. LEXIS 9642 (2010); WE#h#k, B FHHGE FFRR OB PIEEE £ K 2 KBEHIR
DEFEI DB T~ b REERAEFEENOREL RBZ tBBR LR ~, "BESHEEEY,, Vol38 Noll, 2010,
p.1380.

48) Kevin A. Mechan, “The Continuing Conundrum of International Internet Jurisdiction”, Boston College International
and Comparative Law Review, Vol.31, No.2, 2008, p.345.

49) ceie}, A, 2008, pp.159-160.

50) Michael Geist, “Is There a There There? Toward Greater Certainty for Internet Jurisdiction”, Berkeley Technology




TRNES SNNEEY S Loy Mo A4 21

Aeidl AAALH e ey ENYEY Auld Z&4, 434 zeln JAsAES
AF7] AHAE F7F 7 WA wEHede BASe] n2E Fart ik JeuA ]
AAAAs #HA AlEZ Twentieth Century Fox Film Corp. v. iCraveTVSDAFA 2 iCraveTV.com
of ABMTVAERE wF E Avirte] o8 7o) TVHoRZRE o] & 7}5d eolth &
El2l oA 9383, iCraveTV.com 24 %35t & 7luth A} TVRADIO.Como] <
ElUlfA] o] AEE o]gste Autdala, el ACIETV 7IYAA o8It ES
sttt AAn dxd ﬁ‘fsﬂﬂl thate] o2} P8l TVIEH A SjAL, 23 2e]0 Fol €
124 Aol ARAWHY] Al A ARAE 7 Z2aie] il
2EEF 3t A "“\l—gzlr‘i:— Tite 2%5F A7ssih

I ol 2 vixm Z2ade] 41, WE, AT Fo] vt dojyta, gAtel
E ASAE vt AFvler dgsie 2XE Zrdtn dReng, vt Huke] A4
5 1 o] oJ3H 34114 # ZF A9 AYsivtn BT

iCraveTV.com2 ©] 52 7lutte] HolXe dAxgn dvta 258 ARlelth n|FA %
AR ol Az A HM:S AAPZ JFHR YA, Avcre] AFAPAAL R
FHEA FAtZ YA Fol 2‘6Hi HA ¥ At A

Aol ARAHLL HAFA Slad distd digAdEE AR =
AFAE Bae] fAlelEdAM ARES A He W vmdM 3 (public
performance) & & Zlo] Ho 1 A7} dAGTin Hold o] o nim AAAYE
A& g FEF 4] vk Fdsta smo] diste] vF TVERIH S F4UE F
A& A& Fap

Ho|A A7t o9A AL doAX FdFE MA S
gy gt gae Aol AvteA I HolAw, nlEy

& & glx, d3 oggle] uoA EFsta A7 WEd diad
A< 2 75*0}31 ﬂi%?ﬂzlri 2 ARE AT

%3 Yahoo! Inc. v. La Ligue Contre Le Racisme Et L’Antisemitisme(LICRA)A}Z &52) E &
Yol U #E AA Az walE g AA Fo] FAHO I, TA oFFAblE
(www.yahoofnE 19 2L AREZ AT, TP HE 7F5E nlF ofFAolE
(www.yahoo.com)o| A= o] 47Fs Sttt £219] s nd tiste] T2 DA A Fo}

k

Law Journal, Vol.16, Fall 2001, pp.1345-1380.
51) 2000 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1013 (W.D. Pa. Jan. 28, 2000).
52) 379 F.3d 1120 (9th Cir. 2004).



9y BYREAD A13A 32 Q0114 98 279)

Fo] offo] uiste AngE 45T F T ydd g Ay gAY g 5& o
T2 o}FE AL3dtm, Al 8] B do]a FAxg wEA A% $E& S
o ot e A AAATEE UFEIAT ZHFA HYL T2 Yo A ZF2 A
BHEAE 3T o, o X ER EFFE 5F 9], TRl YA T AlE
o A& F UEE A& FoHA @od T & 133002 e HWFE FHste
FEE Uzt 222 dAe o] HYEHT ofFd $EHh okF e ZHa HAdAY
TAAAE AR @1, ANES] HA Ul (hate speech)d H ol mekA] HEA e PAT
Zgx HAWH] 443 wEe JMoR I gt

ofFE A7 Z#2 HewHo| nFdAE JARE & dvhe FAY IRE L T
A EYolFr ERAUA YA ALsATh oAl daiA TP dAe AnBEE 2
oA oA & 71ZhE AR, ke FHAY AR AL olfE Zaxs HYEF
ol 34 & givke AR F A Fsummary judgemen)S AAFHFT). T glvke AAH
VLA (specific jurisdiction)S T2 ZF2ATA AL AY, okFg AR S £
=2 il 332 ¢ Qe FA9 FINZE YR ZFx DA AnaEd
2o 5% F4st Pl i

2 ARG AL vFe A Ao g Aol B9 AU AR o3 HE
7bFsdttte olfel o3 1 Elge] yo]l HAE B& wol vzl o8 Uk 3
7ttt ofd] dig He AL A A1 W] Wi AL & 9l dus
a9 kAR AHE £Q0@da AES .

o] Abdell Al A< (Warren J. Ferguson) WA= HAA A <27te & D8 a foreign act
with foreseeable effects in the forum state) T2+ ARAIEE FAE = gl B ¢ T
A 7Ksomething more)7t HA A Foll A HE3A 73D (express aiming at the forum state) 2 ©]
Fo3ltial 3738151t Bancroft & Masters, Inc. v. Augusta Nat’l Inc, APASHBZ o)A #9538
7= BA3Ae dug 5RE & s o EHA =] Fol(engaged in wrongful conduct
targeted at a plaintiff whom the defendant knows to be a resident of the forum state)’} $ITHE
o] 24& TEANY L Yk

¥ ARddA e a2y o] gdo] BEHR] ger. Zgas FAZVIRA AAAAWNA
T EET 2P wEA d2el B FAYS gre] shedta, FAlY ZRx dAE &
53) ZFzd FoeARA AFAEat wigFele) i AYAh(La Ligue Contre le Racisme et L’ Antisemitisme:

The League against Racism and Anti-Semitism)® A2 #td8-4%(L Union des Etudiants Juifs De France:

French Union of Jewish Students)& @&t}
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ABSTRACT

A Study on the Precedents Changing Related to
International Jurisdiction in Electronic

Commerce-Focused on U.S. Cases-

Kwang-Myung Woo*

The Internet has become a medium through which people engage in increasingly sophisticated
transactions. Businesses and consumers now use the Internet to communicate and engage in commercial
transactions creating a virtual worldwide marketplace. They fear that the determination of Internet
jurisdiction could be uncertain because electronic commerce is not executed in one particular place.
Until now, there are no specific rules in the model laws and conventions dealing with international
jurisdiction in electronic commerce.

Due to the fact that U.S. companies are at the forefront of Internet technology, litigation regarding
electronic commerce in the U.S. is more advanced than anywhere else in the world. This paper analysis
the basic framework for personal jurisdiction and approach for determining international jurisdiction in
electronic commerce cases and explain the differences of several approaches involving interactions over
the Internet. According to jurisdiction approach test, the U.S. employs sliding scale, effects and
targeting test in electronic commerce. In recent many research views the targeting test as a global
standard for determining international electronic commerce jurisdiction. However, there is still no clear
indication of conclusive test of jurisdiction determination for electronic commerce. Therefore, it is a
changing and process of jurisdiction test in the U.S. cases.

In Korea, there is jurisdiction related clause in Private International Law, but it may be asked
whether applicable in electronic commerce. Accordingly, analysis of the precedents changing related
to electronic commerce jurisdiction of U.S. is full of suggestions in Korean companies, consumers and
helps an enactment of code of civil procedure that containing many group’s demands.

Key Words : Jurisdiction, Due Process Clause, Minimum Contacts, Stream of Commerce, Sliding Scale,
Effect Test, Targeting Test

* Part-time lecture, Pusan National University



