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I FEDFRE

KENR NI A NEEBMET 2720120, YREEOFEN, AHOFAIZ L THEiKL
INEGHEOFH] &5 REPEOEAIZOWT, FRICHBT2HENH S, L
WR, IhDE2EHLVEB VRS,

AREIL, BFEEEMOEEEEZTLE LT, JOYMREZDFA, SHEOFH
DEHLMEIZOWT, KETOHmEBET S, K, 5H, BHBERicHdHE
HETH-TE, 727 TEOED | FIFTRL, BOES -OITRET 2 &0 5 B
NEVEHELRS>TWD, LML, REEE, SEdEgie e i, figion U CEy
B RIFTEDOEDBLB, I T, B HEEMOHEREOME % EfEHIE
U, YK NI ANEZEATEZILD, SHOOTEELLZS>TWSIDTHD,

TIT, MR, AT, 9, HEAFTAIINT S LREEOFA, AHEOFH]
T U T I N2 EBRDRA DL L BB E BB L 725 2T, 19994 I
california dental BV % 22 ¥ 3 2 5 U WEBIASKEIZ B 1 B2 LFRTAREICE 25
UZLERIZDOWT, METT 5, RICARAEHT 201, YSFHFTANK NI A NE,
BARIIZIEY v =Y VBRI RIGERK T 2G5BT 520D TDHHD T L —LA
U—J%PICTEI L THD, BERLEETI, Y, WETAVKESNT
HB0H0, TOMEMIVPREEETH D LI, ZOHM OB & Z 1M b
NBZLIIRDZNLTHD, AREIEUTREIZBIT S YREE, SHEOFAOHMR
EHEUT, BPESROBET EMROBEO—HEMELZVEEZ TN,

DCalifornia Dental Ass'n, v. E. T. C, 526 U.S. 756 (1999).
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I HREEDORE - SEDRAOEENRER
1 HREEORAEREDRRIDERK

Je%, VY =Y VRIRIEE OO TR THENZE THIRS N TN, Z07k
®, [FEEE, WHICIENE ) OFHADEHENR5N7ZY, UL, REBICARED I
BIU 7D TOND IR, LD IZUTRBFHITH 2 nEN & KT 20k
WORBEIZER 2 Z LIZB 572, ZORIZDWT, 7S TIZH 2 M3UdHg 2L
DOHEREDE Y 2T L AlikE D A7V TV HFIE L 78 - 72 Addyston Pipe Y Tld, {Fh
WIRIBRODIEED DRI I iz, 72720, [Pk zE SO HEI, 2€ 21— TRR
I NFZES IR BE S B B HRBL L TR R LT 39,

UL, REIZ, KT A MEDERTEREITME DRI EAT I NG L 512
o7, TONRKIHIETH B Chicago Board of Trade F47) 1, FIE L 22 5 HU5]
HIBRIZDOWTH T BICBR LT, YT AOWE, WETUCHNESMTI VDA
HOFAB LR LZZETEATHD, LN, BERICHEE DT 0 disic 525
WL COREE TS 2HENH D00, ERWHE, METUCHNEZET SR
D BRI 72 Z FEERIATH & 0 o 72 FIREIC DWW T, MO TIRIIREIOR I N TOA

DY TR, ZOMBEIIONT, ¥y — VIEIHEYSHINS, Hrii IR B RS £ H
HBTEDTho72L Uz (URDZEBNS, ¥y — VIEHIE 4N, i BREE I, 2L TORY,
PEoT, ZORRMIZET DI, OGN, TOLDIZ [HARND ] L\WDEERTH D), See Robert
Bork, Legistrative Intent and the the Policy of the Sherman Act, 9 J.L. Econ. (1966). Z4UIX U T, iE#HEM
1%, KVZHBENTHY, EBPREREVFERINT WAL TDHEMNH D, See Robert. H. Lande, Wealth
Transfers as the Original and Primary Concern of Antitrust: the Efficiency Interpretation Challenged, 34 Hastings
L.J. 65 (1982). ZHBMC b bk4 Bigiahid oY, AR e, ¥y —x VIEHESH, SIEFE, &) EEN
BIFEHMOEREZZEH U TN ZEWRDEAD, BB, VY —< VIERIELRORIE S ETHESZ X U
T See JONATHAN W. SINGER, BROKEN TRUST: THE TEXAS ATTONEY GENERAL VERSUS THE OIL
INDUSTORY, 1889-1909, (Texas A&M University Press 2002).

M ZIE, WEND 7HEOM, 1240V ¥ =3 VIEFMFEDS b, MEEKRE, $XTHBHEEIREL
LHEMZ o vwbiTwd, HERBERT HOVENKAMP, FEDERAL ANTITRUST POLICY THE LAW OF
COMPETITION AND ITS PRACTICE 727 (West Publishing Co. 3rd Ed. 2005)

YU.S. v. Addyston Pipe & Steel Co., 85 F. 271, 280 (CA6 1898), aff'd, 175 U.S. 211 (1899).

)t BERI IR D IEERIZ DT IR IR,

9 See supra note 3 at 52-56.

7Board of Trade of City of Chicago v. U.S., 246 U.S. 231, 238 (1918).

8)See Andrew L. Gavil, Editor’s Note; Symposium: The Future of The Rule of Reason, 68 ANTITRUST L.J.
331 (2000).
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W, TIT, AHOFHNIEDNT, REIWEDITRET D SR FHIRIRIZOWT
MAEEROOND & F, WEDTHDOWE, HET U THRD RIET KBEHRIRIC
DWW, FHFELE, TRTOERSND BRI DN TN SRR R OFAE % L
FET B BEITHLENDDTIHBRNNE VS FHMPLE > T2 4), ZDZenb, |
HHIE, BEMOITRAIZOWT, YREEDFRAOEHA %2217/ THD LT E
BRU, FREZRPBRY M 5 DOSLAEEAT ORI 2 BRE I TV Z e 2 HiFgT £ 5102510,

5T, FRbRERE R, RERAIE, HDFEDITROEAED, 1EIFHEVZ ST
RS HR%E 52D Z EBHLNBREDIZDONTET, Whnb, FElIARE 2 E
RKY2DBEFR, TIT, THDFEDAENR S INTV I HAITE, BRI
VY- VEERK LR D LWV MREEDOFRMPRAE I NS LS IR0, LR,
SRS, AN LT, SN BT HREEDFAASEA X -l & Y E%FH
TEDFE—DEETH D L EIRL, TOFERIBEINIIGE, HEOWGERIZRERNIZ
B2, DX, BFGTROIFFRNFRIZOWTHG A2 2 BEELRNE
WD MIREIED A &, SN AT RO B AH N FRIZ DO W TIERICE < OER
2EBU UL 2 BENH L AHDFA L 1L, TOVFEIISWTHE Y ICKE RN
ZORHBEDTH B,

T IT, YREEOFHIOHET 2 HLMEOMENEL, AELDFHIARD 2 EERD 2N
I AR D TEEDREIBR 2 BeD 2 726012, ST, M AR3E R 0D 5 D5l FH B FE D IR
EWVWS BT, BHFOHMIIZMAREND LS8 b, £F, ZO& D BiRho skl
EUT, HEEHIRGEA —H—I12 & 2 Hoettls - BIEHIR & v S RERFEMSHIRIC D
W, MARETED T % 8 7z Schwinn F419) % & U 72 Sylvania - R i 3508

VDG, FEOHBFRIEEDOTHHETH S, See Stephen Calkins, Carifornia Dental Association: Not
a Quick Look but not the Full Monty, 67 Antitrust L.J.495, 521 (2000). See also Richard A. Posner, The Role of
Rule of Reason and The Economic Approach: Reflection on the Sylvania Decision, 45 U.Chi.L.Rev. 1,14-15 (1977)

197.S. v. Trenton Potteries, 273 U.S 392 (1927). ¥, 44REEDFRIDILAIZEA LTI, See Thomas
C. Arthur, A Workable Rule of Reason: A Less Ambitious Antitrust Role for The Federal Courts, 68 ANTITRUST
L.J. 337, 347-349 (2000).

MSee e.g. U.S. v. Soccony-Vacuum Oil Co., 310 U.S. 150 (1940); U.S. v. Sealy Inc., 388 U.S. 350 (1967);
U.S. v. Topco Associates Inc., 405 U.S 596 (1972).

12)Gee Philip E. Areeda, ‘The Rule of Reason’ in Antitrust Analysis: General Issue (Federal Judicial Center
1981); Philip E. Areeda, Antitrust Law P 1502 (1986); Philip E. Areeda, The Rule of Reason-A Catechism on
Competition, 55 ANTITRUST L.J. 571 (1986).

19U.S. v. Arnold Schwinn & Co., 388 U.S 365 (1967).



KR L R4 R BN 35 1 2 3@ TRV BTN D FIEIZ DWW T

79

P RHD, ZOHIRTIE, 75 VF ¥ A REITEWTHE X NG b g
Hiotd % 2 & & EDEEEEIZOWT, MREEDFEAOEH 2 HR L, SHOJE
HIDGEFNZHE D ¥, RHIRFRIRZHO e LT EITOIRETH D LR LD,

BT, MH%W%%¢M@IW & B AR 252 EHE D R R ZERI DK 23
MR 72 2 0 & S DRI & 22 5 72 BMIZAEIOIZ 5T, EEHEPEHOL
7 O EARERN BT S B U T REED A % HEfR U 72,

Z D%, NCAAHEM) TIX, KET7Y MR—ILOT L EHMMEIZDOWTHRET S
RAEDRBR U —F— A@nﬁAﬁﬂi@w)lﬁléﬂlﬁc‘:’%%UBELKNCAA@%EEU?)‘/V KV
HFEI1RIGER T 20 D WEREE 57z, #IEERIE, NCAADT L CHBHED
HilfRZ E > TEBIZ, YREEDOFHN N v — 7/1%1% BT B WDk e
BAET, AEOFANCE DO THW T2 LANLE, KEFMRhEE2 X 5IZHM
CNEFS B DD TIEANIIBERNE LT, Yy = VEIRIGER TS HRL
728, ZOEIICABOFEAIZRATS L LDD, TOBENAIZDOWTIERIZEE
R ZEER DA THW 2 T U7 NCAAFRHPUE, @R X - B A % B
Uz efHilix it 3,

2 California Dental Associations (#1') 7 # )L = 7 R ERMBR) B4
ZD&DIZ, TAVAK I I ARNFKRTI, —MIZ, BREEOFEA, GO
Hl, & U TS NAEEORA (a qulck-look rule of reason or truncated rule of
reason) &5 i (7 TO—F)PEHI NG,
ZDxi, 19994, B m#lL, California Dental Associations (7Y 7 #J)V=7
pERLZE it 2) 4 (BUR, California Dental Association DEEXF % & V) “CDA” ¥ 4

4 Continental T.V. Inc. v. GTE Sylvania Inc., 433 U.S 36 (1977).

1914 at 58-59.

16Broadcast Music Inc., v. Columbia Broadcasting System Inc., 441 U.S. 1 (1979). See e.g. LAWRENCE
A.SULLIVAN & WARREN S. GRIMES, THE LAW OF ANTITRUST:AN INTEGRATED HANDBOOK 209-
210 (West Publishing Co. 2000). See example Andrew S. Oldham, The MedSouth Joint-(Ad)venture The
Antitrust Implications of Virtual Health Care Networks, 14 Ann. Health L. 125 (2004); John J. Miles, Joint
Venture Analysis and Provider-Controlled Health Care Networks, 66 Antitrust L.J. 127, 128 & n.6 (1997).

17)National Collegiate Athletic Assn. v. Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla., 468 U.S. 85 (1984).

¥1d. at 110 See e.g. F. T. C. v. Indiana Federation of Dentists, 476 U.S. 447 (1986).
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2) HAEIB RS HHRINI BT, SADMEEO B S, X NSO
IZEEDWT, CDAIC & 22 BEBHERICE T 2 A& BT B X O — e A
ZHIRT 2 EDTH D & HWT U 7258 9K EFERBLHFT (B R, FF) OHMY 28 L, &
DI ARG O DS BETH D L ¥ U CREFICEUR L,

ZO¥PIE, MREEOFH], AEOFH, T U TR I N2 AEO A DIER
M % G 2 ECEERZME B o HRTH D, T I CTHERGED HFMICR
TV Z izl

7, CDAI, #V 74 )N=TMOERHEREDRI75% (ZFH2 3 % 519000 A DS IE
T2 REDOIFERHETH 22D, SREIOF UL, BT DI EOMIBIAI(Code
of Ethics) DT, TR UK 7 (false or misleading)) Ji# & &5 iU, [JEH&H#
HillZBA9 % 25 E A (advisory opinion)| KOEISIAEIZET S TREH A RS A
(Advertising Guidelines)] % EO THILFEEPRL 2 Z EBMEE &> 7229,

K EFRHL 5] Z& B 2 (Federal Trade Commission, BA F FTC) I%, KB (low), %4
(reasonable), T AR 3\ (affordable)] & \WH RBA[FHT LI L 22 EL TV

9)California Dental Ass'n, v. E. T. C, 526 U.S. 756 (1999). % &, Ak, ZRFIZH VT &Y MR
LR R, FTCO¥M 22 URMHOTH Y)Y 2814 U /2, California Dental Ass'n v. FTC, 224 F.3d
942 (9th Cir. 2000). £ D%, FICIE, E#AD L& % Wi U7z, See In The Matter of California Dental
Association. FET.C Doc. No. 9259 (Feb. 15 2001) available at www. ftc.gov/0s/2001/02/CDAorder .htm; ET.C.
Press Release, FTC Dismissed Complaint Against California Dental Association (Feb. 5 2001) available at www.
ftc.gov/opa/2001/02/CDAdismisspr.htm.

05@%, 7 AVATIE6 KA EOBHEDEREARCIRY, Fehle UTORBINEAR, HEHR TR
DB G HEAEEE4) 15104 (2001 4F) 22 HE M,

2l California Dental Ass'n v. FTC, 128 F.3d 720 (9th Cir. 1997). #EREEER [HERME 22 (2 & 2 I & HIRR & i
LI N BBOERA, AV 7 AN=T NERHE RIS B e 2tz ) TIEH A MG 58 Rk & 54
BRI & A1 =85 (1999 4) 253 HE .,

2)California Dental Ass'n, 128 F.3d 723. %23 CDA X2 EDFRED OO —iEH), £t IF—Z L TH&
MR RO - RO —2 R 2L T05,

D) bid.

WBEFRADEIET DIREELTOEY) THD, (o) FERREAAZILY, (b) BT 2 HEIBT2HH
BIEHERIC & > THERD U IFERRICHSE2 & D BIEE, (o) BFIZE > TRIINIRFEI R SUS B B
A E UIZYTIZRLRWIF2HEant &5 89258 LAIZZDEREZEDL & O BILE, (d)TRTOE
B9 2 SN OB S 5 2K % ¢ N T USRI HR U R W TREED Y — B AUIZBET 2 2R D /R S, (e) i
HD—MA (an ordinarily prudent person) 254fEE U < 13212 GEUN R ZERIED H 5 LiiSOF R U
{IRERZEEQILE. 1d. at 760-761.
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Y, BERMOBEIZONTIE, ERIAEERTOE, #EICH#TITRTOY—F
ZAZDWTEIF DZRNGE OB E OB EHIN % #m U R T AUER 5 20 & o 28]
ITO7ZIEND), BHEO E] ICBHTIIREEEIEL TN S L 52, SRR
BT B IR ERENI L REEDFEANZE SN T, LB DIEE A RS 1 1z
DWTIE, &L X NAABEOE AN W T FTCIES SRITE K S 5 &KW L 7227,

ZAUZH U T, FTCOBERIZHT 2 e GEAK PRI 1, R4
BIL BN Tlfgsg ) OEMICHZY, ZOOBENZ & > TEEN KD 2l
BRI & R B HERHE 2 RO 2 2 ASEEIC RS Z D, CDA DRI
HliE THA 5 X £ (naked)) HIBRIZEELST DL LM, U THEEIL, CDADLE
RN, R ST & 2 H9 2 &0 D SIZOWT, RHZCDAOBIREH %
Y EFCDA OBIRBHIEZT R TOMEEHRAZEARIE L2 LD TH>TH L THE
RABEREDTH Y, FERWICEITROREFLEZETT2EDTHD LHM LY,
BT, BB OBHED T8 12T 5 CDADILEHENIZDWTIE, ZORD
JREHIHNC & > THRBHEMILE 2 OREET 2 BT S ILHIZ OV THIFII WD 2
IR FERICE S R BT D EDTHD L U,

3 ERmEEBOFIRT

HIREEEIE, A EMBROIRL T 2 ¥ — U 2 DR, BRI itz
Bl L3, Rl B d 2 &2 % 3 CDA DL & #HNIE, DR et K
M, BT BE BRI RO ARG AEIET 2 15 125\ TR A SUIFEIR
(deceptive) RIL 5 % BT D 72 DINELNZEDTH D LWL, FlIZIE, @i

®California Dental Ass'n, 128 E3d 724. fHL, FTCi¥, CDAIX, wi#5/1 (market power) %X 202 L
7= AL DHIWHZ DWW TIEERE L TWd, ALJIE, Mass. Board of Registration in Optometry, 110 ET.C. 549
(1988) DM = B L, FEIAEICET 2HHIE, THNOFA S VTR NI A MEERIZRY 5 2 LKL
EDTHD, AL, FICIE, CDAZIE+RBTHHIMRH D LiRE L7z, Id. at 725.

2)[d. at 724.

2)[d. at 725.

2 Ibid.

)X 512 CDA OB AR % (e U SRl S e < B3 2 B & EiD 7 &0 D B4R AR 23 EIU AT
fELBNE U7z, Id. at728.

SORRYTED Fb U IFEOFO—HICHREL TV 256, SEEMEOTETOTREIHAMIRE Tt 7EY
FLEVFORDDEU S D RERGEEOBNI A NEHCI T2 28, Yak T -E- A7+« 7V vy [ 70RFF
(BB28R) SRIEREFTHT L (2000 4F) 502 B, F//NSTE T A N—f5) SEICHEH (2001 4F) 153 HEH,

3)California Dental Ass'n, 526 U.S. 771-772.
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BIRGENRO SN/ & U TN ZBEARICIIEI LA ULTE, BEMERDDZ
BT BMEIERAAR L L TVE Z DD I TIDFEST D Z icaiild, aHf
M2 RS 12T B IBREO AR A U2 AHEMEA H Y, EEICHETRETHD &
L7zDTHd, TUTHFENCDAIZE DD H ] IZBIY S IR E OBGED N T H
2LV ERIZDNT, TOZENEEDHEIEE EL{LTEEDTIEARNE LRI
DWTC, BEIEDESE %2 BT 2 aRME & A TEEBE U IJRENARIES 2 1H$ 2
Z AT X AR R DOWTE H R ICEE T RN E TH o 7z LT L 7232,

BRI, D EOE»S, FEI, (2R (full) H50H) ZBERNE DO CDA
D &S ITHI S DT B AHIHIR & 13 5 WEENE DIZ DWW TIE 2742 (plenary) i/
2T EHRL, YREE, S EINZEHEOEAE LU TEBOER &S HH
1, FEEMZREDOTIHZARL, TR RhRN BRI AR 25 THEE T X 2 Bl
& &V BRI AREL D B0 R B B T E ORICHO R R e 2 5 < Z 2 id sk 3D &
Hlr U 7239,

14 YROEHFEVE

ZDOCDAEMYIRDRA > ME22H D, H—I, FNEMEBRREIZEICRLT
BSIR SRR SO SRR, SBEDOY Y 3 BT BIREER & 1R D E R
DWTRINDBENDHZDNEDINENDIHTHD, ZORUIIDONTERERIE, Y
B DRFRIE (2 AR U TR 2 FRHI 0D SR SR BRI U TR A B8 2 R_ U 7= sV H
INd, BT, BEED, EBL YREEZELAHORAORFEBEL U THRS
NTEAEILINZEHOFANCH LT, TD &5 BROEED TEEMRE DT

32)1d. at 778.

B)Id. at 781.

3 Z 2%t U C Breyer HIZHHEEIZ & 2 D BGE R, CDA DL EHBNZOWT 1. M#E L 4 2 HIRORE,
2. ERAEN R, 3. PO AR I & MRS B AR R IE S, R O4 S DFE LN D 4 DD IS
DG T > 72, DBERIE, 1ARRRE L\ > 2RBOEIE, 2. GFFNREOEIEKR O3 B0 T8 (2T
2 IR EARIEIZDWT, THlikg 12 B9 % BT AR &5 O BRI (2 B3 2 3504 % I3 2 AT REMED H B | 1d. at 782.
DEGERIE, FTC O CDAIZB 2 EEEIZ DWW TIFZHBEERICHE L TV 720, KB4 M (tendencies)
WWHAETH D L ERUZ, I SICSHERIC & 2 AfENEES OBGIZERIZ R — E 2ADBKITIFFET O h 4
WS RER AL, FEOBEIRT DL 217 5 N U 2 R RE 2 BLE T 2 AN AIIBEEE T db 2 DA EK5
PN THD & Uiz, PBERIE, AMEEA VT« 7 FERHERTE ARSI U TR SIAERE D 7210
WL X BRE-HEAR A % JEHi U 72 Indiana Federation Dentists BRI BISHIRKTH Y, fEMLI B8O
JRANZHEDWT CDA DA S8l % &7k L U2 B O IEZ MR EDTHD & LT3 Id. at 781-785,791.
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) LR U2 S SR ED & S BB E 523 2 LR O TIEE R B,

EF, B-ORA Y MPLRTHES, BSOS, RO TR
% AR ST IR P 0D 5 256112 D\ > C LLIBRH B S TN % 3D 5 5 DT b
2%, SIS, AR 720 ORI 5 EE) (SURIL %) 12O\ T 2 0¥k
FEVEELAEOLEDNG, AU LT, FICKUEE, CDA®E IO
HIENE A BB U, BMUCAR - SETCET 2 155 2 BRI L TV 2 & LT
ZORBAR R B2, BB, 155 BUHASETI ERBRH — 212 20
ESBMEEEAZONEVSBETHD, 0K FERCRERODBERL,
&I % B A BS IR SR Y — U AT 2 BRORBE LR LD THE
AT Z DI - BT B AL DT 5 1 B I M & IRk R gt
MEZHWITARETHDELTWVWE, I U TREHEDOLEERIL, L&
INEZL Y, ERBEY—EAZOLOMERI - & L k4 < BOMETH Y
5 D R FL M 1= D\ TR A 2 T L 723, L U SRS PR A oD 1 91
CRBIE BRI B T AN, /- CDA DK SRS, 1T & B0
Y—FIANEFIE LITREBHNIE, ERIEM>MIE RS2 T2 2T T
PUEFE B 2 &0 & > TRERIITATRG 2 31 % LT 2 SIRATAT 3 THENE & 5 29,
772U, CDAWREIENAILS 2 HHT2L00, ZORDbY IZHENAERERL 28
WL T3, £/2-CDADMBERAIZIZ U & 32 —@#DEEMRENE, m ki

%) California Dental Ass'n, 526 U.S. 779.

SO H TR 3 1 S WO IR FRIE IZEH L OCERBEAMOBHREA L 2 H SMERNIY —CADHE
LRI T I L1245, See Marina Lao, COMMENT, The Rule of Reason and Horizontal Restraints Involving
Professionals, 68 ANTITRUST L.J.499,513 (2000); Akerlof, The Market for 'Lemons’: Quality Uncertainty and
the Market Mechanism, 84 Q. J. ECON. 488 (1970), See also Carr & Mathewson, The Economics of Law Firms: A
Study in the Legal Organization of the Firm, 33 J. Law & Econ. 307, 309 (1990). f&#RDH MR IR 2 B &
R & DBIRIZOWT, FAREE THEHIESHIZ A Tl NTT AR (2001 4F) 67 HE S,

37)California Dental Ass'n, 526 U.S. 776.

3 See Lao supra note 36 at 517; Tomas E. Kauper, The Role of Quality of Health Care Considerations in
Antitrust Analysis, LAW & CONTEMP. PROBS., Spring 1998, at 273.

¥)See Lao supra note 36 at 523, See James A. Langenfeld & John R. Morris, Analyzing Agreements Among
Competitors: What Does The Future Hold?, 36 ANTITRUST BULL. 651 (1991); James A. Langenfeld & Louis
Silvia, Federal Trade Commission Horizontal Restraint Cases: An Economic Perspective, 61 ANTITRUST L.J. 653
(1993).

ORI, ZOBLRHEEIE VAR, JERICREERE D THY, FERIANCLE % R L 2 & LF URR
MWd 5L U7, California Dental Ass'n, 128 F.3d 728
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D X AXIREN R RS ) OBEITH YD, KEFT AR EZEYD RO SN TWVWBER
TR, I561T, XBEEORHEZ KD B HERS DML % i U /2 Indiana
Federation Dentist FHfE & I3 HE 7)), CDADLEHRENE, HEEHREOOYE2ET D
MREa SUTIRE LS ] OBEITH Y, ZORRTIE, BEEHRAIZOWVT, HEED
FENS D/ EBBEIZRD EWVR D, RE>T, FEFEOERAL 2RI 580
JFHNZED K IR FIETIE, CDAIZ & B RSB KSR FIZ DWW TS AT
XNz RDDIREEL WD,

RIZEZDORA YV D 2HRFATD, 22T, KT ARFRIZE T D L8R5&EDF A,
fE LI N GHOFAL, U CEMHOFEI2HE, ML LS, £, YREED
LieE, MBI O W THEHM AN AEIIAETH D, BERS, YHEHTADKE
IRIRIE, TTICRAIZE LU THODENSTHD, UK U TEHBDFAIANEH
FAXINSITAERIZDOWTIE, MEE R2ITAOBFHIREICDONT, HUFTAED
FIEDATIE, HHUMPHELZE S TR NI AMNBER EBIET D I ENTERY,
B> TUFAT R D KBFHIH R DV TGN & O FEIZNTAE 2 kD D Z L1278 B,

T, EHPREREARICB T, ZHERIRU G A ERGHEOFAN L 1E, B
N EDE D BEDBEDIEA D0, £7, ZOHRIE, Ml I /-G8 OFIZ
NEERESEELEZEDOTIERY, LA, ZOHHRTIE, fBIRSn-aRmoE Al
DWW, (B ARBEFON#ME2ETIENLRT, MBEE R HENHERUTHEE
FIIH U TP EL2ET2EDTHD EHHREZ FTIENTEE I L
EFERL, TOHEAHEZ HDREARMLL THE, LML, [MHBEEREGEHOIE
A% EAT B BRIC BT L 225 BARZRIES O AR DOV TR LU TR, I 51T,
B EFIBREAD L SHHNIZ OV T CDADHEZ 242 ) K RO BFER L B o 75
DWTEHMDH DY), ZOR, JEEISHTDHHI O, ik BhE T 5 HENE
ENZEUT, TNEE ST, BHIZ, YEHBHEINES % BT 5 L5 2 2D
THhd, LU, MhT, BEEMERFARDSAERZBEE 32 E B80T
E, XY, BERREE 5T EDEFMETDIETTHINS, TNTHHROH]E
NEMETELEINDEDTIIRNE VR D,

WETNIZE &, CDAFHIPUE, SHEOFANIED <HrIE, FRICAIU ZF808

) See Peter Hammer, Antitrust Beyond Competition, Market Failures, Total Welfare, and the Challenge of
Intramarket Second-Best Tradeoffs, 98 Mich. L. Rev. 849, 873 (2000).

42)California Dental Associations 526 U.S. 770.
43)See e.g. Lao supra note 36 at 512.
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DT HONB RS LML ZE DD, ThZITTIE, Chicago Board of Trade -
EHRDOGHOFHIAD [RIT] #FEET 2O TIEROAL WD BERIEAETE R0,
TIT, JUT, 2000448, FEER LT A NG Y EHEEIEES (FTC)IC L3 [
GEHEHFNIB ) D HEREN 1 R T 1 (Antitrust Guidelines for Collaborations
Among Competitors, AR, [FEREEN 1 KT 2 9)] A TN ZLIZULEW,
ZDHA RIA 1%, CDAHEMHPEIZ, ARINFFREHETH Y, HEREC
UT, FRBMIAYREEDFRA, ABORAIE U TR LI NZEBDFRANI DWW
TEDEDIIEZTONEDON%HD ETHITHD,

Il EBXEREELHA KAV
1 BHREORZEEME

HA RT A VDHES DAER S HEREE L L, TREET 2 502 XZThl Eo
HEENGLD—E UL IFEBOHERY, —H U <ITEROREICHE DO TREE
FEELEOTHY, GHERALZEDI1ORETY) , ERITREADE, SGHA
ETTIERNENS ZETHBY),

LIAT, WH, BERELVO LD, H#HT D I LIk o TH L WORFRTiiE

4 Chicago Board of Trade v. U.S, 246 U.S. 231 (1918).

45)Gee United States Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission, Antitrust Guidelines For
Collaborations Among Competitors, 64 Fed Reg 54483 (1999), available at http://www.ftc.gov/os/2000/
04/index.htm#7.

40)See Collaborations GLs at 2.

MEB, YL, KEK NS AMETIE, Yy —vUik1%, 24, FRRICFTCIE5 54T & W HHIX
%, 15U.S.C. §§1-2 (2000), 15 U.S.C. §45 (2000) See supra note 102,DEVELOPMENTS at 411. ¥ ¥ —~
H2508 K, BAEO—1h50% A L% KT 2 JVIZ& D —HMBEIN U THEH I NS, See United
States v. PanAm. World Airways, 193 U.S. Supp.18, 36 (S.D.N.Y. 1961).

BTV OPMBIR L UTIE, (1) EBOBRAEIZE > THRIINT WS HERTH Y, (2) SBAHDHERIN
LT, FEMNGEERHD L 2R, E/-Q)BALLER2IINEL TS IY, ZTUT @) AR, Hrik,
TG ROFHSAZHWE T2HE LT U WHEERE UTONEEZETL2EDEBTEDNH D, See Joseph

F. Brodley, Joint Ventures and Antitrust Policy, 95 HARV. L. REV. 1521, 1526 (1982). UL, BUETIE, i
ZEWT, —EOKEERZL, BS, HHFEAREUTHEHEL TS HERTHY, —BREREZRLS, ZXE

B D (person) IZ& > TATAXIEXBII N TV E DT LD EIRWEFRA A, — ISR TH
%, See Gregory ]. Werden, Antitrust Analysis of Joint Ventures: An Overview, 66 ANITRUST L.J.701 (1998).
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REAHTSLVSEDTH DY), 2L X, HBHEMFIEANOLEZ R THRITT
DG L NZ B DD, BEBRL, HEMRIEEARE LORR R EREFHIZEY
REINDAREMEDMENEDTH Y, WH, AEMEEX LN nd, FFEE
NDOE=FNEZISIRL, TOITA7NVIVOBFFAFKIIISHINTLES> DT, Sl
WHFEIZFARY 1335 C I3t/ MG 12 [ B R PEAY R . € 2 TEEEIFFE D 72 D DI HE IR,
B 2 R T2 E D LFHIEL 5 2D TH D0, fiich, HHEHEmRHE¥Y K
i - NNEIRA BN T D 28 I0&k Y FIU—% R, BURORFMD?D, X 5 ICFEHE(bE
O LSy b7 — I AEO RS BEAFFGEN R VR DS 59),
5T, BEEEEROFEREL, TORETIEEDTICEOTHEIIHS 2(E
k9228, 2E8RIDEDTHDEEVRD, o> TTORENEDHIZ, HikshkE
WEENTVRHER LR, YRERDFMIEINTUIIND, 1 RTA Vi
ZODR, WY 7 Ny o722, AR & SR IZHER S et 2 A fatt
EUTHLUZD AT, JB2AEDIRFEMMIZDONT2HARET S Z L 2HR LT
B —A%RETEM, HU, A RIA VL, —HT2LlilhETchdo2LLTE,
TOERELBPEERRASIER & ORI EEN 2 BN & REENRO 5N D551
&, KVFEHASTEZTOHITT 2L LTV Z L ITIFERABETH DD, X5
PREER AU 2B AR OLBOMEL HEETH 2, 7z, EFIEHELEHT S

OV, () REORRIEOR EERERL, &9 RIIHST S L 2WHEICTS] See Copperweld
Corp. v. Independence Tube Corp. 467 U.S. 752, 768 (1984).

59 See Howard H. Chang, David S. Evans and Richard Schmalensee, Some Economic Principles for Guiding
Antitrust Policy Towards Joint Ventures, COLUM. BUS. L. REV. 223, 238 (1998). See Werden supra note 139 at
701 (1998); Gene M. Grossman & Carl Shapiro, Research Joint Ventures: An Antitrust Analysis, 2 J.L. ECON.
& ORG. 315, 316-17, 321 (1986). BAiD A A —/N—IF, REFLROBAMAEHIZEM 2 K, KIS
TUE, BFERRTE A VX VT« TAME T B, ANHYIEZ T U EEEilfing A28 (2001 47) 187-188 LB,
WA DR & Blibise ) RS - Sait FURERH [HARDBFBOR] FARF RS (1999 4F) 344 HS M,

5D See Chang, Evans & Schmalensee supra note 51 at 239.

52 See Chang, Evans & Schmalensee supra note 144 at 242. #2512 & 2 BILORFFIEIL T 1 7V RZESAT
FH OGN - BBOBL (imitation) 2B U THHTE I L 2RI LD BATHETOMREZTSHITRATLZ
L EFREICY B, FEFORBFIEL, PRI & 2 EIROIA 28 U TIRIEHEH OB FELLAIM HINA & DIZiz{L
FTR/ERIED DD, N HY 2 - rFxTy b DEEHIsGRHEED RARRTINRL (2002 4F) 131 E2* 5 132 B,

591d at 241-242.

9 See supra note 3 Collaborations GLs at Appendix Example 4.

) Ibid.

50)1d at 3.31 (a).
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IV =TT WRREFEURDF RN ADIIG], K OSEFEAESIMEIEA I U TRE

N2 HERHPIES I 1IN § 2 HRI RS SR T H B IG AW R <R,
D& D BEERIEOVE 2 Mo, WY RBE LOFEZ T3 I &, TN

TURIZE>THERRELRDZDTH D,

2 YREEORRAOBENERY) & EXREOFREENROER

HEREEA A R 1 V%, RENAD, 3E Llifkine™®, digasme™ cohh
WX, YREEOITAREIIZEEY TS 2 WS M % T3 (In Box 208%0), UL, ¥
REEHT 1 RT A VI, YREEDOITAFERIIEYTIRETH 22 LTE, EHE
DM, HEOMET, B - y—CAOEDM ET U T, EfifEHzlEdTsLno
= R % ) B X E 54 (efficiency-enhancing integration) ] ®D Td % 54121,
BHOBFEANZE DN THE T 5 & LT3 (Out Box #7162, HU, a4,
EIRRDIRMER D728, LV HIRKTROVGENHENZRILT, T U THEERET
BIETD2HAITIE, Y, siREEROZOABEMIIBETIEZRNE T59),
ZORHICE>T, AEMICIEYREBEEDITAERMIIELTLIHATH>TH,
Out Box 73t UTETDIEEMFEHEZET DI L2 RL TS, N, HRE
EOFRZ REEUEAT 22D THY, FEEEEIINTL2E IR L RNRIZE Y
DEHIELLTVDEDE VR B,

ZDHA RIA > OREIE, MEREEDFAIAEA X W& HmICBEd &5tk & 3L,
FHOFANZEDWTED LS ITHETT 200, TOEMANRFZERBEREWPHSNITL

57 See Andrew 1. Gavil, Defining Reliable Forensic Economics in the Post-Daubert/Kumho Tire Era: Case Studies
from Antitrust, 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 831 (2000). See also Continental T.V. v. GTE Sylvania, 433 U.S. 36
(1977).

®U.S. v. Trenton Potteries, 389 U.S. 320 (1927); U.S. v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. 310 U.S. 150 (1940);
Catalano Inc., v. Target Sales, 446 U.S. 553 (1980) (per curiam); Arizona v. Maricopa Country Med. Society,
457 U.S. 332 (1982)(per curiam).

)U.S. v. Topco 405 U.S 596 (1972); Palmer v BRG of Gam. Inc., 498 U.S. 46 (1990).

O Ibid.

) See Collaborations GLs at 3.2.

62 See William E. Cohen & Gary P. Zanfagna, Inside the Competitor Collaboration Guidelines: The Forest
Among the Tree, 2000 U Chi Legal F 191 at 202 (2000).

9 See Collaborations GLs at 3.2.

9 See Cohen & Zanfanga supra note 62 at 203.
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Y IAIHDB, FTHARTIA VT, 5OOFEEREZHRT S, T, 1)FE
OMWE - Hi, 2) G OmiE (505, 3)IRESNH R LOFENDRE, 4)FHl
BARHETUT, B)BAMENFIZTH D, BERERGOZEERIL, 3)EHiHE
HREDOBESFANDHEBOIMTH S >, T4k, RESNEEED, ThThMIL
AR TH D I ens, RESMEXEEOBFOWEEMENH DD, REEFEE
DEFERENTER AR, B FEEREEIREICENINTOE1E D, REICHT
BEARSZNEEROBR, IESIHEEZEEORAREE L L T 0nER, s
W2EHILA, T U TS E Wo 26 HH 20 U CHIEHE SR LoBSIZ5EX 5
WEBEEMNTILVDEDTHED,

ZD&DIZ, A1 RIA VI, HFMREEEAZERLTHEHD0, §XTOHEH
ZHIRET 2D TRAN, FRIUSU THREREEEZZR T LTV,
ZDOHAA RITA VT, TORN ORI DL T (EHEE) OB 2 %
359, ZITClE, 1RHESIMEEEOMS U ZEEREEER, XS, Ak, =%
B (ERE), fififg, ML, HD0IE, B LERELENICNT SR X, BEAR
MRDERMY) ZHFI LT BEERETH > T, KESFIEL SN RIGE I,
ARG O L2 ET D 2 e B<FHETD L LTWES), X5z, i
W&o THEICKEFIS R 2 EZE L 28108, HEMATEITEREL T,

BARIZED & 5 RIBEEN RPN EE B TEHDTH NI DV THEREN
1RV, RBEREENTNENHNIEZFRL TS 20 S REORME» 5,
DIREEFEEEOMY U ZBERE 2R T 2 HE, )2 R8Il T5aBED0H S
BRIZERT R0, B, £, v—rT 1 V7 FUCHAMAIET 2R, 1E
- BIROEKNES TG HOREL - 3t MEE T2V LT, R&DIZDWT

%5)See Collaborations GLs at 3.34.

60) See Collaborations GLs at 3.3.

%) Ibid.

8) Ihid.

Obid. FEEDFRER, NPT REIT > 75EP, WEEDLATO Y —EADREESFERIEOFE R,
WG HIHIR U 75854 % #89, See supra note 102, DEVELOPMENTS at 66, See also Levine v. Ventral Fla.
Med. Affiliates, 72 F.3d. 1538 (11th Cir), cert denied 519 U.S. 820 (1996).

70)See Collaborations GLs at 3.31 (a), 3.3 (b).

7DId. at 3.3 (a).



KR L R4 R BN 35 1 2 3@ TRV BTN D FIEIZ DWW T

89

IE, FREEZE U THAKERZ KT I D &S RG24l LTHIF 5,
ZDE D ITHERBEDFAMIZER U TIE, TENAEDREED HHERIZ & ORERE
THEDN, HEEICEETDILIIRD, BIIHA RIA VTR, %< OFERE
& DB U IRBF ] THD EHIRL, TR AR 2EmRd
5 LTREVAGHNIIBETH 2NEPDEELITD, TDLOIZE, WENE LR
BEOBE - HE OGHMBEN 2 FE T2 ARG EBIZRD VAL, TOR
2F 2% LT, MEDORERIEIHETL r—ATOHE 2R TAHAD I LIZLELD,

3 BMIE#HENCAARMHICRZERREICHT B R M5 R MEDFT

9, BMIFH 2 lCTAhLS, ZOHMEF, ZKExY T —2D—DCBSH,
ASCAP (American Society of Composers, Authors and Publishers) ¥ BMI (Broad-
cast Music Inc.) 5123 UTHEER L 2B TH S, SEEEHICETIaF7 1V 2
(blanket license) WMIiFIHEIZFELE T D H, BWHEELE B>, ZHIZH LT, #ilEk
I, BT MY AL, L EHUDOHFHIE (naked restraints) TIEAW & W L
2o TRDOGL, AT A VAR, WRORE, FEMOERLFHIIN T EHL
MPHEEEZHELCD720ODEDTHY, ZNIZk>T, FHEEMEHNARL, R IE%
FERDEHEENS ALV A ZITTHHATS I LIZLPEEIEH =AU, T
Ho, EYAFETEFBIA LY A%RZITDL 0O HENHED LD, TLTE
B2y A0MEEZ AL, Zhid, BEDOS A 2y ALIFFEOERTH D L
Wrl7z, 28207 —ATI, affiv Y AEZFTIERL, EEESEIE, B SMEH
IRV ATHILNTED ZLBIEMIN TN,

ZOBMIFE, i#hZ, Addyston Pipe FE7) I2BWT, TaftHlFHAVRU 72 [AHHE
PR (ancillary restraints) DIEHL] & ORBIELFERI X 11579, Addyston Pipe H
T, DNEBPEIXAOMIEZBEL D LS4 ATOHEEETY) FIIFUTH
UdEHD, 2)/85— N F—0iBTIES B IEICEHT 2 E 0, 3)/3—hF—Yy THE

D bid.

73 Broadcast Music, Inc. v. CBS, 441 U.S. 1 (1979).

MId. at 16-24.

7U.S. v. Addyston Pipe & Steel Co., 85 F. 271, 280 (CA6 1898), aff’d, 175 U.S. 211 (1899).

76 Z D Addyston Pipe HELARTIE, TEY O — EOAHOFAIN R TORBISH UTHWONE X ED, (5
PR TIRIZ D AN 52 R E M DV TIHIER K ANIAFAEL R o2& b, Michael A. Carrier, The Real
Rule of Reason: Bridging the Disconnect, 1999 B.Y.U.L. Rev. 1265 (1999) at n270.
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HIZED Bk, HBEWFIIR U TR FEREGTIFELFAL I L E2THARNT
& R O5) BHARE T ROMEE OBZERIET) X 2T YO — F, TOHIENEGHIZ
RBELEDONIGEIL, EXMEINTEAZLIZEHL, X MTAMECBITSHL
BIRIRAY TEENARZROEERHMIZEINBET 23D TH > T, HHEEIZLHD
R ER T D ETHERHRTHY, A YEHICE > TENOBREE R YIZFIA
INB/HEEZFEC B 72OICBETHDEEI0IE, YHHIRITELEIND] LH
ROLEEDTHB,

72720, BMISEHE, FHERE—MKE2 U ETI2HDOTIERY, LA, KT A
NETI, EPEHEHIRIZOWTZENZIEL(LT 2 RMITIEF I V2 3,
ZTDZ L ERTDMNCAAFE ML TH S,

ZOHEM) F, RFEAR—YEHRZEHTZNCAADT L CHIRWE T S > Hh
Lok, TITIE, 7V EHRBHEDREHIR AT, BRI OMREHOPEL, il
EHIBR, fiIFETEICEY U, LSREEDFRISEA X 13 N I BN R4 R
ERBOTVD, ZOMBEIZONT, IE#lE, AR—YVIEIAREMNIZ, BHEHGEZE%
BUTHRELUTITOEDTH D Zeh 6, NCAADIEEIREEITRAIEENTH D &
FHE L CTWB, FDD, A, MIREEOFANIGEYS 3 2 LRI, ikl
DHEITFONTVWE I 2DOOE, NCAADEYLHh %2 ZET D ¥R
Tzo INMMEBALINAZGEDFAITH D, TUT, mEmHiE, 71 EHREICRS
HEAMKFEZNEKRIZONT, MOPBETITER UEROEIREZES 2 & THEMNE
EBHU D2 LROTHB8, UL, mE#ki, ZoOsiREICET 200k s,
NCAAIZ& 27 L CHMUEIZBE T 2 HIRICDWT, ZAUINCAAMIRGEAEEZ 4TS
EDTIFARL, BWECETIRMBIE, 2y N7 =2 R e EF—LDMBIZRMIZD
ROENTWAEZZEIZEBL, BMIEFDOAIET 12 Y AD & D IZLBOEEMS DM
MEAETEIA RV ARBETEIAZ AN EIZREL LI L AZDTH B8, Z0

) Addyston Pipe & Steel Co., 85 F. 271, at 281.

91d at 282.

) National Collegiate Athletic Assn. v. Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla., 468 U.S. 85 (1984). See example
Elbert L. Robertson, Antitrust as Anti-Civil Rights? Reflections on Judge Higginbotham'’s Perspective on the
“Strange” Case of United States v. Brown University, 20 Yale L. & Pol’y Rev. 399, 415 (2002). See also, Chul
Pak, Toward a flexible rule of reason, 68 ANTITRUST L.J. 391, 414 (2000).

SONCAA 468 U.S. 113 (citing Maricopa 457 U.S. 365.).

8DId at 113.
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BT, BERE, MEBOBEREESAL, O VUNEET DI LIZX RN
DOEFITA SN HET 5, BAKIZIE, NCAAD TS U »ghRit2EHT 250
ThHiUE, TV RSB, TORMMERNETR2I1XTTH D NBEIZILT DM
DREMWELTVWD L, I51Z, BMIFFDGEE, 4 DFEEHEIZ, BMIOG
T2y ALAMAERNC T 2V AT 2R ERD SN T WD, NCAADT TV
DL, HREEINCAA DT T VEHENWTHEINC R Y MY —I B RT3 L ydk
UHNTWZZ &2 BIUT, T OBFRERRRRMEIZRD SR n E D1 7282,

ZOHEMIE, NFEHIBROER NS HEEZ Mo TWARWE DD, R ER £h
HTHERENENE WO BANSHMETZ V2 BELTEY, TOERIZBEWNT,
MNHERFIROERIGEE ST 2MABH D L nE LD, TUT, g, HEEEHT
RIAVTERABTHD, 1 RI1VTIE, HIHEN, IMNEEUREED AN
FMTHEIOREDTH oL UTE, FHIREEITT U THHENRHIRTH 2 L3RD
ShiiE, ThzEHOFIZESOTONT 22 LT\, T42bL, RFEEIZ
B 29REZ A LT A CEETIANETHIY5E, TUT, HALAHMICHE
FBRL, BRI 2 R T 2 2O ICSHEMBEELN S 255 I ABERRIETH %
EUTEHHEDFANCED B TThhd Z Lilisbd,
BREIDRIZDWT, BEOHUHITE, LHEHTNE L I-EOHREIEE R & D/
HEEZRET D202 BT 70 —FBRMENTE 2, TITIE, REOHMNE E
9% ET &Y IR TIZR T (less restrictive alternative) 2 74E 4 % AT X
NI EMNHNE), 2 2, 7Y MR-V OA—F —HEOREHIRDREE & o7
Sullivan v. NFLTI&, SHOEAOHMTIZEEL, &V HIBMTIRANTFEIZE > TR
EOHWWERTEDNE»2MEE U, UL, L ZOHIRE & ORE Iz
DVTIE, REMTBROFEEZ KDDLV HHES T TR, YEHIRMEZEEY
FERD - DIETINEN NS HIEDNH NS )8, FHEREH A RS VDED
ICRBFREEZRDD Z e <, YHIBICE A EES) B % R 2 HHENFHET B4
Y, ZOEmIFEZFTAZFDIZEHINTND EIEWVZRWD,

UL, FEEEOWENSL RS 0 EERVVELHD, FEEEOREDS

821d at 114.

89See ABA SECTION ANTITRUST LAW, JOINT VENTURES: ANTITRUST ANALYSIS OF COLLAB-
ORATION AMONG COMPETITORS (2006) at 91-94.

8)Sullivan v. NFL, 34 F.3d 1091,1103(1%. Cir. 1994).

85 See example National bancard Corp. v. VISA U.S.A.Inc., 596 F. Supp. 1231, (S.D. Fla 1984).
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BRME % BEAIUE, YEEHIRR & R4 0D A HRIY BE M % {0 B 2RI I3 2 JIB i —
FEHEZE RNZT I RBELVE NI N5THD, ULIAL, Wit k, FHE
REECBVT, il HEICETIHENE ENTHIEE, ThERENERE U
TIEX LT 2 ARMUIMKR L UTHWE ES Z LIV R 575580, 72721, CDAZEM:
D & 5 REEEMEROIL EHIRX, UL, /N1 A RIS CEAHORE * 3§ 2 8K
EFUZB I D HEAMERRE L EIZONT, TOREIZEENDHIEEFIZE 2 55
BOFHGiE UT, ZOMNBEMGHIROEIZHE—IICEET 2 2 kDN TNWD L
WZ2577ZA595,

IV f#&#

AR, FHEEEIINT2E8E EOFHMIIZOWT, KEKR T A MEZBEITS
BOLOF %= MET U7z, KEOEE, KERHIRRIZ U T YREEDF AL L T
WD LD, ZOYAREIED IO AT % 3 5 B EMEMhOE & Y £
Moz \\W2 5, HiZ, HEREN A R0V, BSHEEMOFEEREADZE
RERETDEOIZ—EDEBHANEZR-LTVWEEVWREESD, TUT, Hfdig
HRADIREEDRFEIIZ BT — ML LU TR BIAE, FEEEE 03 B 340 i oD i
OWHEELIE, CZOEOESAEYRIZE > THAIRIPETIIRZVNE VRS, Th
EHARIAVEUTHARTLINENIEEMNL, FERBEBIZEEINDIKERIRZ B
FIELRH, O LS BB AZ O THET 200, X 5ITKIC, SZHRE
KA TH D LT BI54121%, TOMENAEKIZ, ZUT, F#HICHRINS
BERHBLNRDBEAD, ZOR, KETI, HFIZEWTZOFMRIBEM IO
BEHELBRDZFEHINL S RINTVD, SHBEAROMEEREEOEHIZENTE, KE
KNI ANEDFEMRRIESHZIZRD L VWRD7EA5, R, NHENGIROERIZE
1T B HIRNZ 2O HIN & OGN BEEMEIZ B & ¥ DO BEL & 3T, ROFF5E
MEE UTCEHPIZE D 2D,

80 Z AU DOWTIE, e TR T S BFEDFHEIC DWT ) KED—1 2 —3%(2007) 62 HE M,



