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L A&

oj=o| A AR olrrt 3(F) Ao HE WAEE(Civil Litigation)<, AFRIGEA) 284
it oz} AA ¥ 3] (Federal Trade Commission; FTC), HF% ¥H= = (Department
of Justice Antitrust Division; DOJ) & A¥7|¥, 12]1 5= HZ(State Attorney General)T}
22 TN 712l Mz A7IE 4= Ut EF UAKRS A ThRoR= FRAMEA o|pEL
7142l MEE AXAH, 2 7HEER 59 FAHAY AR HiEadzbA] goket B
off TERIt Z7IFZ2E Aol st A d = FAAH Jyr)T T2 ARlo] AR s
(competitive harm)7} & 5= ok AL AMHFE 7|9Z2TFA 2452 d 5 Stk JFRPAH
e adol M AR uto] Aol whz)2] ka1 | 119] ¥lA(counterclaim) 242 AAHTh
7HAEE 5 sk=F ol (hard core) B HHHY 9|7t HER RIS Tof| oJste] AL 7] A2}
W, & Yol &3t o) v Hsle WA S A% (class action)©] Folo] A7|Ec}h? E3t

9

AR Rgo] A7|ER 2F 9 GEEE FUONR)ES HESH=s 284S (parens patriae)

o|HF TAREFoA S BT ol FHAT ARoA Tl yERA "ok, 2279
Aol I = Q= BE FAHA o|4ES o BF g2tk AL dilzloz B
7hsstth, Ealoflae A WA AXK BES AEET O FoA FAAE AkagolA
A71== 2 7HA] S8 ZAETE e gt vl 714 Ee] dA) st 9,
o e2uEte] JAA L} 27 diiZe] 22yt 7|dEo] qgsrle] T3 A Q1= E 71K
FAEC AFstazA} gt AAF olfrlissue) S olAE SA7NA] (discovery)2F 2 (settlement)
of| thstod, 23 AAA o] Foll A= 38l A (treble damages action)o] thdke] =oja) 2
1A} i} ?

1) E¥|°1E% (Clayton Act) 5a% (section 5a)ell &Jate] HFE BHEHTo] FARALIA §27F AFH WLEL Holo] A7IE TlAagA,
olu] 1 A2 AFEt T4 5 (prima facie evidence)S JAE=T wabd 22 Algolld BSo) diyEe] o B9 PAlRAP) B3t
7t A9 Azl T (eniency)?t #2184 plea agresment) 02 FEEE AFolA TlAAS U159 AZA(burden of proof)el] et
Re2 33] Ropa B 4= ook, 2% A5l tigh B Beo] e B v TAS S o7l Y9l & shela Holr 2a)rt ¢l
< 7ol

2) ol¢jol = B&H(jurisdiction), 53] AU JojHgo] F7I31T = FA A4S E o), B2 BEA(subject matter jurisdiction)T} &
9| Z-gA st HE, FTAIA(Foreign Trade Antitrust Improvements Act) £3F 2jug} 7|9 S0] sl Q= 283 o) = sluto|th,
FTAIAS} ul= 9] 2 #&Ho| il Take] 20114 1€ AAAD) A15435 7| TR 029 WFEAY S48 A3t HE(FTAIA)
9 20 AbE 2A7-& Zxa) vl

90 _ B



I, QAP S5 o] FRlel 9 olgy

1. AZF EHHA 7|2ZMUE(complaint, answer and motion to dismiss)

o) A YA Q] MAkASL A7t Yol A% complaintrE F-Eo2M A& ot
Ty A ARASTF R (federal rules of civil procedure) A2 7|¥Hdeadline)©] 714H=] 7] A]
ke AL, &%) g wiRE 7} ol gt malofA| 7o) Ad(serve)H AIFFEO]T &
A AG & 0 3= 7]1ZH1% (motion to dismiss)? &2 &%) di$ @ (answer)= AlE3loF ¢

B 717413E S5t 81 AR 2SR Z5AY, 249 We= Id2

Agstelgts Yol 40| olF gl AFE2 AAA Aot 71241l T HUe 273
AP A g 230 Yelole 2AS o) tist G Al (answer) S A

Z3foF 3t Zolo] FANAIEA} A1 E et

2. 3747l Al(discovery)

S-Euete] 253 nl=o oA 7t 2 Aol F YR, BlE SANA] ZAE S ¢ %)
o}, u]=9] TrkaSol|A g, B3] fR7F & Hetdgol e SAMNAE BHiet &Fe A9t A
=2 A& 875HA Ert. webA dof wE MEHE 2 718 B8 3t st fi2e SAN

A AR}ol| A S HI-g-o] 5] ThE AXjofl A TR B B82S R AEHgE 2 Bk
ot 1 erfgh vl-gRtEolu 25 S Z21H A1 FFE v DA HEE SATIAIE
2pR1d|, 1 olFellA & 5= ol HiE Aol Al $AF 7Nste T 0l7] wiwoll LB,
2 KolonT} DuPont?] Aoz EA47F =3 d =71 (spoliation)Z ¢13+ SA7HA] w5l
A A (discovery sanctiony= F-EUzt 71 4S5 0] A otsojor & ZAoIH. &% oF
£ A5 <08 AN - HEH B3 EHramificationTHe 51 HelghE, ZAAAE o
BE S5l Ao nlmox1] adolX 548t 913, ofyH siasts et HE Ha
) o= M LeIAIS] Motion to dismissie SeUte 249 712k 2184 5 71 ol SAJo] 7142 Sl

4) 912 T A(personal jurisdiction) Foll Tat BH0] Qe A9, 71ZH41H o] Mo AR 54 f= Q% 1Y BAo =€ AP 3
AR} 1RO A = 78‘-?—7} ‘3}
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slsh7] ¢Jst E%\-}J—]o]e}_ﬂ 3 2 Qi)

SANA =24 EE(document preservation), 2 ZHE(collection and review), 18|31
XﬂJ—J—(produptlon)—4 SHAZR FAAE. HAdaSoA ] FAMAY HFE uls dYUALSTT
2] R262 A1kl teh @ 24 DAL Fat Mo o] QlowA wo 3l B EX]
%31 (any nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party s claim or defense) @ Hj
A FATEE AT Tt ARTE YAEHEY YA =222 € 5 92 UihHreasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence) A& Z&3Ith ZAMAIL] o7
= 2% PR &%) A71E Aolzte EEld HHE T 4= 92 ti(reasonable anticipation
of litigation) 78 AT} metA o] Al71E Aolehs A = 4o o] AZ|=Ech=
Ao tisted QIXSIIS o SAHTNAIY] F7F EAEIT) o] WRE A FAREY EAEE
LAFME BH EXG ARE 7RI I2WsE AR LEANA LFsta, A e-H A} ZVF*

A A" AF AAI71 5 AAATIE TY A4 HE 2AE Fofok gtk 74 BEY H
SAL 2ol AR B T4 o= M oA, 7t 3 B8 19 BAE BEste 740]
HiE2ls, il 49 T dE= 2% AT @/ meet and confer)= 55t Xty

T HAE S84 HEH|ES E011, BA AlFLRE st E8T SA AleEe A i
o= A Foke Aol o TAMAIY 77t AHE AR A] S 7 dH *]"\/\
32 372 ()@)AWEel mHet trefst QRS &9, 54 viA(preclusion of evidence), &
(fines), A M AL v B (attorney fees), Y5 Y A7Hshifting burden of proof) B
2|5t 7 (adverse inferences), oyt HES] 4HA|(striking claim or defense), 7]zt
(dismissaD}7} FITE == 7] W&o, S = BAEEEX AR DA gl-g-3foF &
27} ]l

3. &2IMFE(depositions), EEH2IS(class certification), Al =A
(summary judgment), ZHEH 2 SA(trial and appeal)
A

% =
B dopositions& FF F7A7MAZF AL, Z1R10] ol B} £ A A
]

==
o U
24 HEE FARE 72 Q= 7)< 22 (percipient Wltness)ﬂ' T Eore] AEA| A4S 7t

P

T 9= HME7F Z<l(expert witness) Qo= ‘30(b)(6) ZAAE olgk= Ao] QJt} o] ZoIAR
5) ZA7IX 9] &R U39} 53 BEo)A EAFI) T AdkadoMl furt Yurct 25 G4 Be okl Bl HBE AT ok 5}
= 3¢7H *36} | o] Bekburden)®] BBA EAL A7 Stk ZATNAY RE FF B Yol A ] gjRof 249
TJP = 2T J&E z APAgo] BEstAUirrelevant), 3 AEE Aot LAk o] AUAA Z A 2% FARE 3G
Z}EA AEL ARE o Uk ol2f3 ¢ et F2jHd MF Yolld SAAE Asl7|2 sk Zo] ol dHolA g 13x] £

& AAAELH ( otlon to compeDO] Zﬂ7]5‘ 2r gles OWE}_;_ :LOﬂ q-]zsP cHB]xu o A|9] oot a}q
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° FuhlAAETE 302 H)E)F IS Aoz, AE dmste] AR WAl it A
& it} SARE i3 910 it Ulg-e Azt AR digtt Ae s dads Eee

= 1 2=<l9] gigto] FAE T (binding)dHA Hrt. o] A% 7H1S A 4o A E H-EETt
L 938 3)A}+e) x| Al(knowledge of the corporation)]] Tt AR sh= A ol7] wZef|, &
Ao YEZARE Bto] ARBAE $853] welst thy, i AR SUA 1 We<=
FEAA AR g 5= U= ok g,

Al Z(class certlflcatlon)—: Ackhgo| At 2A5He E55 YT FAl] AdaSe]
2|4 B2 AR L o 293t Fxjoltt, HHIF ozt A2 7} AR A 233 A
Hclass)ol, A HA = O}Ur—J 4258 B3lo] ZA7}L 7Hse AERIZEE Hdshe dRbolnh
o] W] 22 EA7} Fl= AL 3 F52] Z7(common evidence)E T3 YFo] 7HsT 7Rl
AekolZo)] Elx] = AL g2 duE o oj4ke] 44 JYshA| g=th oA tiFE
Ackado A 7471 Tlajele mln|sly] mEe] Meg tiiEste] &S UFYSHA| = Ao
AR R o & Fwdo|r] ot whEba HAe J&elF #HF(denial of class
certification)= Z AFA2] 7]1ZHdismissa) T A Z2E Tt EE JdlFo] ARH So= Yarrt
223t Akalleged clasg)?] ZF TAYEC] /AL AR 252 AS AJAE = 2
o}, Fi7RQlo] HiAL BES 5= Qi ey} ASE|E-S et E E BHE R 2 E-E
thol =3} ATglo] Ado] AEEHT dlE B, AlAZIE tiet Ffel AT 7St
o, 7718l AlA FejAFES AHelSe] HA ow*% Be A5 27| SEo] AT,
7HBAFE O] YAAE AR 448 A7)5He AL BZElE & ok ol A5 &3
ThasTA oA e 2184 931 A% (direct action plaintiff suit) S HAY He<d
| 9 Tof AtolA] HESte] Hxo] 45 AFYshe FER}F % (opt—out suit) °lFLE
3ttt dEE, U] ARAE A= 47]?}% Hu2 AiEY e Bk cathode
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o _Ix, ;ZR r
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S
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O

ray tube) 7HEEE TARTAE0] 3¢ FA) HYo] AHIFTAEE HE FL=2, o[ Sears,
Costco, Bestbuy 5] 2 AT AAELS Achady Be 2 ¥ AE5S A7|SHH, z} 3|A}
o] o} 7t 27] PR gEteZ 3t 24 o] AFulgRT B, Hdhdel 74

glo 2 Zoisle] FET 4 gl HpRTE AAE 2H(law firm)S AT AT L FYE 2
oz dA @ F=o] ks TriollA Bz o] AFS A|7| sk Aol

ZAANZR o= Ar vy Uy - a2 3 Yokade] F- gAlzE AEJISEATE
229 & - 4t Fut wjAd AT Fa glo] Hele]l HAS WeEde fHEEAA
(motion for summary judgment)& & 4= i}, ‘CRATA ol ARATA S YloIA H o1 F
Q3+ AAlTA o] sl tHEo] §lo] A (no genuine issue of material fact), HEZX HHTHOZ &
£ 273 AL 5 9L u, wjALY AATHEAE A oA HEE vEle AS ¢

ey

S i ]
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712 == Ik o]of wt o] Al
TR T afolA 54 Jlo] Ho, wEhN F4aE Agtlale Ut die B2 %S
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o>
1,
o

<l
_Orl_r‘
k
rE

§ - BH0] AUH B e WAL SQE T Seidet] FUgeARS Y 2
o] 7 F4eo] gln FAATT A} Ytk AA, mIF WAl Ameks thatka
I 4 ik

4. gto|(Settlement)

o)=of A Q] QAkASE o] o]27] Kol &F FARRL 7He] Y2 Eh= 27t tiFEo|
o}, 3] ZAY Y2 Qg vARTAGdAE B T8t 1 o|F F ShE g9t 71
2=oA F5AHA Y Goint and several liability)S A= nl=x o 7133k & £ it} &
FTANAJ LR Qlsto] Gt 7HA}F FollA] & Aol A FROZ Qg BE TjH Y uiAdE 2

T8 5 QIeHe A ] 98 o] AL A7t B A9 B, o] thRo] o) Al

£ 712413 o] A71EIL HYe] wEo] 7] A, AeEIFAIA o] HapEar HYe mo]
A, a1 ekalE Al o] HaeE Al Y] wEo] Q7] AL Al dAA 2 EAT L &
T3] ZHHe] ARRte| thsted W o] wWdo] 7EAE At Atisly] wiEel Yaet 9

RE AEE Haskstr] fgolth
AR TS BokolA T & oA s AFIC 2= 1LCD B8 AR #HE F e
£ &= 9Jth. AU Optronics®] AR Toshiba 2] 2138 A} WA S5 (direct purchaser
class action) AFo] IA S 2 AU Optronicse AT A st 71AdEg o2 28t FAALA
HAMY 2] Hael 59 2ejE Fapiditt, AEE ks HEE dhEg=a fHEARE 3
Tt 2 ofo] ARRS md o= Slithe obal&o] s ARl Slth Toshibad] -9 E3F WA

A%

6) Dismissal with prejudice’ %1 % 9l I 258 T 0|4 A|7|5kx] E31A|9k Dismissal without prejudice ¢l
848 BFAY WE-E $=4ste] Tt &8 A)71E 4 Tk




el S, Tl 18 FR] 7005 ISR 2l Wikl A F 2

3,000%t &9 A= hjsied E]'. o|AE wiHHLY] BAYE AR A2
Y o|f F Stte, ToshibaZl 435I E SFAHALAN AT B2 &
Toshiba= 7HES AdadolMs S5t Yel 7] wiZof Hj
2= LCD "o = Qg AA| Hefjlo|ztal 43kt &, YaiSo] ojn] b Harsie] &
OlE Fote] uiS 7] wiwoll, 1 v olintE2 vl B2 HpoflA] Al Lfstar x| 4
o thdto] ToshibaZb YiLo|A A|gFsfoF st Aol Z=juk LCD AR 9] o]l
(settlement amount)~1—:— olm] 2= Zof 87008 €& dol4l7] w&Eel” Toshiba”l YA
AEY FHE gtk FH0I80H o|2et oHA 4 flEtteo| Al oW 2% GARET
C’éﬂ USE o 2471 A=A = € o AT, Toshibas S08HA|% At o] 5of vjAd <]
ZAH T} 57007 S A2 3,0005F Z2jo] st A RE AR TS
7] 7he A= s BN AMdoghe S B E5HA] o2 AHEAL & o itk
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III, 2IAPE S A0] 7378 o]+t : 38]l4 A% (treble damages action)

AR WAtAEOA sash] ote] Hais AR AREL7T AtE AM(an antitrust
violation), 22 {1&t I 8ll(antitrust injury), 12|31 I RIS = ?_1'8}0% ol wjafof thdl &
afjal e (damages)= LSOk et et shoflA Agdixel], dFE9) YA EAE-E o]
HER Qb= =0] FARRA]| o5t A Hﬂ}ﬂﬁﬂ UATH= *]’“0] ASH AefollA] Al
7157] o], YWAkeSS] Fart YFloF e A2 Tafet Saulidele] F VKR ol
737t gt

A N = Qe WA TS| AHEY o2 1A He A9 2oL e
o, 1 o2 a3t olF F O]"/}i —4°H°“—4 S AL = JEE g EFolEH A4RVE =
= Qe 3l aFo = QS| @i W 450 Y2 AFH A G E Q1% 73]
SIS BT el S vl S dHAYY AE7EA] HEfR] 7] &l thEEe] T
159] XHJJFE‘:P: HolE ATsHA == Aot

3ufja A58 AU SlofAE AP PR Hdirect purchaser)ol] &JsiA T A71E 4= qic} &
AAaRRe] i8S ol fleiAls, vl=r AU YS] skt fr(Hanover Shoe)”2}t €2l

7) LCD 21 Foj 2t 240 A Toshiba A£ol 247] Ao o] Sharpe 19 5008t 22, 44472k 8 2709 €2, LG Display= 7,500% &
2], 2|1 Hitachi+= 2,80 01712 8= 5 Y1 £3] o2 A4S A

v =2

8) “any person who shall be injured in his business or property by reason of anything forbidden in the antitrust laws may sue -

and shall recover threefold the damages by him sustained, and the cost of suit, including a reasonable attomey s fee”
9) Hanover Shoe Inc. v, Umted Shoe Machinery Corp., 392 U.S. 481 (1968)
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o] B (Ilinois Brick)” W&-E o|sfsl= 2 o] Fa3s}tt,

HA seH 7 ARdol A=, HAH Yot HXgH AT Al2PA Q] skt 77 A 27| A S
Hfat= SUolEl= 1 MAHE|(United Shoe Machinery)S AtHE AR <8t TlA} S84
AF(treble damages action)< A|718HAT. SHeH 7= FUCIEE ¢ AU E|7F AR 27
AL B - ddist=d oA FAH AU E Fote] ALA R A AR =X}
(monopolization) & HSFHAAL, 1= I8t shieH 77} ojsiE Aok F=g3taitt, ol dist
o FUOlHE 77 HA|HE= BEE 5 PR B A S0 T EReks, AR R GA]
A sheH = A4Sl Y2 IEiE AEE e 2H|AEA A7 Hpass—on)dt% 7] W&o
255 Soto] Hlite W2 Yol glokal s o] 4 st nl= dwoiH e Bt
e 7 A2 G AEIEAZR7 Al diste] o A&3t vl-8)S LH|RtA Aok &)=t
T fuelHE 7 HAIHZ S EHAA7 §IEetA sk 72] o] &) o BkE Aolgk= g
= 949 AX7 gk, fuelEE 7t A7Ig gzt 4o A% Wei(pass—on
defense)= ©l T FABIGATE, o|AH sk ¢ ARAE T3t ul= A Y] FA
HIAlAgof| A o] 1= ¥4 15|77 Hdefensive pass—on) 32 & 4= §iA F it

dEjo] BE AbfoA s sheH 8] Hojd msfdrt £ Yart FEZHSE A7)
(offensive use of pass—on argument)& = =7} sh= Zlo] FH Aot djizo] =4
Fel 7000709 AYAHFR7 TS FAHE E5 ARXGASE Ad= =
2 252 A7 &858 ZAE ARdAEY 23E £ g 7HEEEEe = Qs

il o

1)
of Fch= Aolgltt E22YE E52 AXYA7T AlRlste A2FgAb AAEod A BjslR
1, o= o] P FA] BEiE ST 25 A71S dEieo] Fo WA |HELS HES
TAE o SAFFHS)E] dEE AASA FZZE EE0] EdHincorporate)Elo] §AF L,
o] o PO ¢lsto] QA E2ZE £59 EHA 7HE A5Eo] dIENAE A 7Hpass—
on)E Stk 45kt Y2 sheH 2] ®old a7t o] ol ¢ dejeo] 3
o] FAA FfA7t FHE AFY 5= gkl TAsHYTE o] BE o]F ZHE iR indirect
purchaser)= Pl= YA B HRHEA= gt saujtadses F7E = A= A
Z(standing)= AHAsH] E it o] 2 st ZHEuiRlE 29 ‘dElo] 28 H X (Illinois
Brick repealer statute) & A8 FOH)H ol LAt ot FAH igtsieo] tigh Safuir
252 FFE ¢ A =HAUoE? o]AL vi= FAHA M= L ieo] B Tz} &ul
Ara4s FX] A (Mlinois Brick indirect purchaser bar) ©]2til 2t

10) Illinois Brick Co. v. Nllinois, 431 U.S. 720 (1977).
1) ggjico] B ARA HA] F0l) F 3= F|ZYot & & 4 ok, Bz Yol 9] AR 7FEo|ER (Cartwright Statute)2] ¢

7
glico] B ujz] 2eat JAgh Tl disfrls, BAAD A3zl ANE A 2, M= YY) 72 A 80%-2 YY) v},

IR YT o 5 A R R IS RSTTES SRD TRR sy o
R e R S T e o) R S SRS A e D e e e L S R s e e A
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0I= ZdHe| =2 Ot :

TIARA

7R oA} A% (indirect purchaser suit)= $-2Uet 7|gE0] @A Hi2 A= o] 9l ot
2=0] Atkado|A o] HI &= ARle|t}, YA 2= RETIAHT R st} SAIE
IS AAE = QAN 22 BE7IAGSE AFA(DRAM, SRAM, LCD, CRT J)ollA= F&
AZAH @ ozt AAZE AZYAEE AdoflA TIE AiHE BLE E 5 Utk I 9]
oL 3 A YolA BZa eAEo] FAlo AL - TujE FLof, dejieo] B AR o9
2 01AE 2= 9)=x|df thate] ul=e] AuPH a7} obx] HESIA =] A ¥7] diEe]
o} ® el BZo] eAE o] XT3 Ze RS AT 1 Bt AlElEs 2, H2Y A
SojlAe BEyIZ o] SAE U7 50% olARE AA|EHL S A Eol, LCD HEolut
CRT £27} LCD, CRT TV BUE oA XFA|3k= B5)7} it suhe] g0l LAlE ¢

BB 2|5} Qs AMAo] sher o) dajied] B2 Abde] HE] AAlo] G TR
23 g dejo] B B2 whEx] o7|= AT T4 st Ao wajdrtE A7k SsulAd
o AA o= GRS nHTh Yo] njFjl M7IE Qg s 4 dFo] E golsiE = 9l
7] Wi&o|t}, o] o] HHEL o2 TS 7L ATE F vt Uk

—

A AEE olsished) vizel A &
o4 AFE v
olae] Z& Wl =20l H712 v}

I

19) ZFEToiRlekn ER)Es, QA MR g 2 Q13 A% A TS Uy 93k SR X E L5 (injunctive relief suit)E A7 4
o} ogro] BEol 7bd Tz} Lauiitas 27 BT EF51a, AARE ZHHFOAER AN Sl dads s
olth o]AL edupHele) B2 737 (supplemental jurisdiction)S o83t} QMY 8o FRAEASE A7|ska, FH slollA F3o)
7Hs3t eaufalasS ATHYANAN FAlol A7 |ELEHN 753 Aolth

13) 2Z7 AR AA A 3 GA7E 2D 7 HES o] 831 AAZLS FAo] AL - Bk 9ol dEjico] B ALY o7} AHEE
ko] o)2eo] Thste] TAlo] Qe EXE-L o} Al ES F25}7) Bit} In re Sugar Industry Antitrust Litig,, 579 F.2d 13 (3d Cir.
1978): In re Linerboard Antitrust Litig., 305 F.3d 145 (3d Cir. 2002); Royal Printing v. Kimberly Clark Corp., 621 F.2d 323 (9th

Cir. 1980).
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