M5 A MBEDE R
— P L HEORI—T

K H BFEES

(%f+ 200045 A 10 H)

1. & U & (2

HEEI3PF ([2000a]) TR N T A MEGR & EEREFORGRB L ERZMBIL 72, 4

TREH % I 7 OEESITICL L, Tintkee 2 BENICEHE T 4 ATaR Chicago #ik, €L
TREEROBRMIOITE 857 — A% FIH L TREISHHTT 2 post-Chicago #F %"
PEERBFOERE LD, INEEREEDETEHT i%%?%AE‘lé%E?ETéAEEODW
HI (rule of reason) D@ &F %A L TWwb, Baker [1999] 12 ZNZEER [l 213
199748 |2 R BT AR5 L FRMMAS HEHF 13 D 130 4 8%EH: (illegal per se) TH 5 & i%‘z 5
NRWIEH ) EBGE LT RIS, 20 TREM OFEFH TOMERE X /23
MLEIETEHOWBRAAMIFNECAERLES SN (45,]) 4HTIZI NS DITE) ﬁfﬁ
EOHLFELEZRLDIILETH LR OIEFHFEINEH,D Ltk v] (p.191) LFHEHLTw
5, L& L, [post-Chicago BEFZDHHITEH LTGORENEESTLEL LR T X ME
IZOWTRL BRERICENET A2 L H3CH 5] (Sullivan [1995], p.673) DT, Z
L SEOEROMAE bEIIE 4 OFGIEIC M2 S 2 BET 2725, FIRTEELT— 5
DHIF b & o THIBITEOR R % HHM ICIERICBET 5 DIRLTES TR, HA1TH
ZHI T ARV D BHEIZFNS R ILEZE R (weighting and quantification) §5 2 £13 &

CHREER Y, E7, BT ARESTIOH T A2EHE - MEEOEMB) b B S

t AROERIZNZY, EFIEBEHBIIETORBEMFEMEE L VERL I A Y P28V,
LT, EH LV, Wik, ARIIBRLEITRXTCORLEZEBEDOADIE) D TH 5,

1) Sullivan [1995] iZ Steven C. Salop, Carl Shapiro, David Teece, Robert D. Willig 7 &% post-
Chicago BEEHZIIHTEL TV A, b, FRIFEOKRFE L 3B LU CBED [4R]

iﬁ& D, T[4 TIHEZIIEORFEFE, EREER, BHERPHTREBRRCRVHINLH
#7% %4 (intellectual neighborhood) T 4 ] (Sullivan [1995], p. 669).

2) IERE%HEEEOEEE Williamson [1968] A7k L7z &6 ORIEICET 5 AKX SBICHET
»o72. B, Continental T.V. v. GTE Sylvania Inc. (1977) (ZBWTREHEIZT ) b —
(territorial restriction or exclusive territories) D&M 7 F » FHE#% (interbrand competition)
X 79~ FNEE% (intrabrand competition) ~DFEBEDLE ) HHET§ X & & L7225, Easterbrook
[1984] IZEmOEE LS Z % [LRZEDEYOFFH] (snipe hunts; p. 13) EERHL T 5,
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NTWh, TNOITHICYET AFDICHETAME TR L, bWk IgH 25
RBERNETHHEEIBERTIDILHEHT, ERLMETH S,

EEFX ORI N 7 A FBERICB T 5BFSMOBEBEDET, SHIIEZOREE
ERTHHDTHRL, BEMTER T X PBOROEHOMICIEL 2, 2 F D EFHH
DEFOBRE XS L, POERAPES FHH BT 2EEREODHMAZEHZFTHHD
EIERT B, 9 LA ADHIFEIE post-Chicago fEFEF 2B 5 LIATICEEIC Areeda and
Turner [1975] 2 L2 L DEFIN TV L5, RKBIETHELFHE, Bil, ThiEs
DDOMFEZEEZ 2 TREZITHI L2 HWE T 5,

BRIILTO®Y) TH L, ROFELHTEHE - FEEEOR L EHOFIRIC AN, HHk
WCREFIMHARE N WER2IEHT 5, SNEERAOHREOERZELZHENIIRTLDOTH
o BIEMMPOLESHTINETIRESNIDOOFEELRFK, 2FVEEET A oK
£, [ B8] FAIOYLK F 7213 Chicago fRFF~DNFE, £ L THE - FHO 2 ERREx
NEIZHERLL, RBZEDE O TEZDORBEZRRT %,

2. HHIFROEED & BHOFIK

Rt A MERERICABEOFR] % @3 5 BE L L T post-Chicago R FFEDF# & BHIFT O
BENDBET O NN, FiBIZOVTIIMBICED Y, RS TREBEZICOVTIVEL RIS
ZEizL &I,

9, KRMTAMRBOFEEB I [FINEN»SRARERE, ZOWE IRHARBOREIZE
WTEFHI SN B B SEED L, TR BbN TV 5 EHH5|ZE B4 (Federal Trade
Commission; FTC) & K¥EMRRK P T A MRIBOFEHICR R FH- 2 WERB A E ]
(Posner [1981], p.15) oM e b, KO EE, [FHFTIIEELEEMBEZRET 2
ETRONTENEL DBy e FNHEZ ) L2BERRE I ill-equipped T ill-
suited TH D, WO TELEMLEAWARL ) LABRREL LR 5720124 TRH 725
ENLTHH)BEBDOT—5 %20, BRL, £L T2 LETE 2] (US. v
Topco Assocs.; 1972) LWFELTWwAY, &512, @A F— ¥y »FIHTE 2w Ly +4

3) Chicago #iRLAEIICEZRFZ D EFH % 5972 Harvard iR OHEE T % (structuralism) 7213
“SCP paradigm” (M BY IC B2 BEREHRA AR L7z RIS, T OB XA Harvard %
k%% Chicago FiRICERDOEL*BE LN EELRIERTH 5,

4) FROEERFFOTFA M, Hlzid Carlton and Perloff [1994] % Martin [1993] (238 L W&
AR HNE,

5) Bork [1978], pp. 125-6, Easterbrook [1992], Fisher and Lande [1983], Part V 7% & & S8
DT E, BB, 29 LR E US. v. Trenton Potteries Co. (1929) TOH|r L LT,

Standard Oil Co. v. U.S. (1949), Northern Pacific Railway Co. v. U.S. (1958), U.S.v. Phila- /
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ZHNRED, £) THOHNIRBREBALERROD 2EMOMEE TS ZEY 2z T
ZEIEITELVDTH 5,
FNTE, BRHOBERIIWTAR S DTHA ) % Krattenmaker and Salop [1986] 132

Nz [ b7 A MEDOLECH R E IISGEFHRIRILS 5 LG TIIRREIHFHFI
LoHBWEFI DD TH o7, Fidh [GEHOBEH] S EEEOFREEERT B4, 1TH
LWRIREEO ERVIRR SN L LRGSR OFREF[EICEHIT L L TERE
IToTWwd, REHEDVCHEOTENIERS {aFIME 5| & LT N2EGT 5 L fmiTT
Th, HEENOHEESFOTBERATAIEENOERAEIBICEESINS LT ) HHTE
DTN XHTHEF LS 2] (p. 278) L EHT 59, ThhtLkaiEEDFHI~ DO EH
ZRAETHDOTHIT, ZORAEMFIEFHIMEIFEL, £ O@EMA#H#HEHORE IZHEFED
WORXEVHERIND L) BHTHERLIETH A 9 %%, Hovenkamp [1985] & [—f

() TFVHE DR 5 L, BURISES QLRI E 7L OIMINC 5 5 1 1R F

(L,) 20RE ICIHEEN T - 3BRAN A HNEDOR P 7 A FEETH S (p. 284) L
RBIZIBRTHEZ b, BE, [Aspen Ski (Aspen Skiing Co. v. Aspen Highlands skiing
Corp.; 1985)]) O¥| i3 47%4TENE—EB% “angry”, “infuriated” F 7213 “irate” S€/-LF
JHETHEEZE LRI L)THY, Aspen TOWEMRED | DOTRZHERT 5 »
E)DOFIIEEEN TV 57| (Krattenmaker and Salop [1986], fn. 11), 72133
HEREEE IR ICER2FHEL S5 2, MEOTEZMEMTId% (&M (morality) 2> & 5F
flis % & 9 FAa7: (Basterbrook [1992], p.122) & OBERAIRRENT W5,

ZIT, REDPORBEIHOBRELRBEL 200, 77— OFFHATREME L b B 5354

BT DR DBRF R post-Chicago fEEF DiFan DA & & & o 72 Hli i3 5 B o4t
AERETAHIEICLE ).

EEMET X b

REFZ7AMERDOEREDORBITUT 55 1 DFRIIHHLETEVHESF T IHEES
FEIZGZDHHBICETEILDS L, £LTCHEANES L HB % (“quick look” ver-
sion of the rule of reason) ¥ 72IZAEMT A b (legal test (s)) #HEEL, EMTHI LT
H5bo

™ delphia National Bank (1963) %X TH#VELEHIN TV A,

6) FTC v. Procter & Gamble Co. (1967) |25} % Harlan ZEHKHBEOREER*»SRBOZ &,
$, Williamson [1968] 1 Z TS LI LITREMELESR T X MEDOE.LEL SNLFEHE
OB SHBETRER Z &L 2 L TV 5755, ISR IGER, TH B oIz
EHENDHT L EI_ML T\ 5, Fisher and Lande [1983], Part IV 4 BRHZ &,
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(1) BEReEE

9, BHEIEHZEET 5 Chicago FIRAHRIRY 5 & b MR 2 B LS ZATH QML T
Hbo DFN, [BLENLGIMENTHNIFHSAVPENS ZRETHTHA I N6, B
M NEITEIOMEED S Z ) LITEIMVERENTH S LR 4] (Page [1995], p.44) O
THs", MBI OW T, Easterbrook [1984] 32 DBICBANERTLTHAI 5
FEEBF T, Lo L, BHFERIOHT2HEVEREIT [BEErSEESI N ZWRE] (Fox
and Sullivan [1987], p.969) T#H 5 L DFERPH Y, £ O L b BET 555, WHICF
AR EmRL T — Y DZ LWTEICH T 2 HIITIIRBORRIE I 2D TH S, KIZ,
Broadcast Music, Inc. v. CBS (1979) 1231} 5% Stevens & & FEO RIFIIH 5 5hRM %
L0 A VBEFHRCTERYT ARBNTHOF BT SN, Zhid “less restrictive
alternative” approach &I, BREELGHOFAOMICKENSIONS, L, &6
122> T Fisher and Lande [1983] #% [ &P E DORNEM 2 WEBEE £ 72133124
LTBBOL VP WEINZBUCULER LB 22072 L 2 EHT A5 DIEHEE L, T
ThH2H] (p. 1667) Lili5b L)1z, BRAGEMIIKIBICRES LIPS LknY,

(2) 2 ExREEE

LIELIE) XL ED X VIEEP OEM R 2 B AN (2-stage benchmark) 7545 &
NTHY, Areedaand Turner [1975] DOBEEIfit&E%%E (predatory pricing) (29 % SCER
B 7 I DR OHRICEA L BB Y52 TWw5Y, oM, FEED Vertical Restraint
Guidelines'”, Baumol [1979], Joskow and Klevorick [1979], Ordover and Willig [1981],
Scherer [1976], Williamson [1977] ®OBEZERHiME%%E, Krattenmaker and Salop [1986],
Posner [1977] OB|ENAE - MAEIZED CHHBATTE) (exclusionary conduct) F 721

7 o, FLRREVRITHL [BEFHHTRETAT8E [H&#E] ThHs] (Page [1995], fn
324) L DHEHEH LD Aspen Ski case DiEFR v HETEX B0 Ltk v,

8) #E [1999] X &R LIERIIOVT, [HAIBAMTITo TWtEEL — 7 ITICHET 5
TLICE o THRRAEEIRA M 2RDEEH T LIZRDONBTREMAKRE V, BRI OmL
IZDOWVTHERD O NLTREEAK E V. WERERRS), TEEHRS), EXMERNOMLEIZOW
T, BOLNIHEEEIEFNITZERECZV] (p.197) EdBRTWE,

9) Waldman and Jensen [1998] & International Air Industries Inc. and Vebco, Inc. v. American
Excelsior Company (1975), In The Matter of General Foods Corp. (FTC; 1984) & FTC v.
Borden Company (1967) % fBli2%F T % (pp. 542-3), Joskow and Klevorick [1979], ¥
72, Williamson [1977], MiES bBHBOZ &, 72, HLE [1999] I iZE&HET 1970
FERBELS T BENER LR EBSEPORSICHRE T A L2 BT AEMIIH B ] (p.
132) L@BRTW5,

10) [ZOHA KT 4 2 ORI, BEPHIROBESHEWHREIBRIZEBDOLNZ V] (]RT
[1985], p.474) L) dDTH Y, BHEEENFRIIOVWTETORRIEH 55, EEMITIIR
HiCH) M4skEaE] FANSEW D TH o7z, 72720, 1993FEICEIEVFETS I TS,
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“restricted distribution” |25 % #H#E %> Easterbrook [1984] D@y BEMER ST NIZEL
L4, TSI S HHXES (market or monopoly power) DFHE, D% ) EPE,
entry hurdle % reentry barrier % F4& ¥ 5% 7 A b (structural test) 2> 5B T 5 (FH
BT BT B O 2 SRR ORAOF AL LTwa )Y, 21T, WiEE I %)
NIEFESFEELVELRVEOBRHTEELEIITH LN IR INDIGEIZOARDT A b
BBz IR B,

M, T A FNOBRHRIR, HEORE S 2SI UFITESFREMT L) o
WiDsk DM ADT, ZOBEREEROFMOBREIKET S L1275, Areeda and
Turner A% & FH T EBERAOT M LT 52 BAT X b (cost-based test) %, REHIT
2H %0 FE & LT Ordover and Willig 238D & K<, BHARFIEZ L ) EB S 547
BOFEL FET LH1B D “less restrictive alternative” 7 A + % T3k L, Posner 75O (2
B ALETHOEROBERQURITHRALBROEEZEDE(L, LE-LBEIES %
HREET A1, TEOMHRICMZ T, 9 LAFHEDOHEZRTODTLH A ),
Areeda and Turner & Scherer D5 - REIL ) BEMOMILbEARTH D, Areeda and
Turner (& Scherer (24951 774 ([1976]) T (B0 AT Bt AR |2 B R O
DT, ERAINLITIIULS O o e Scherer DEMRT AEROR KL ) A MIF4
DERDIE LW L ERT] (p.897) LFIRL TWB, WAIZ, Posner D E:ME % i HLIZJHE

11) 22 THENT 2UHNOEZ DWW TIE, Easterbrook [1984], MiiE34, McGee [1980], Riordan
and Salop [1995] L& ZROZ &,

12) [#HATE 455 HEIOEBICHSXENOER Y EA Lifd T\ 5] (Easterbrook [1992], p.
130), B121X, [Northwest Stationers ((Northwest Wholesale Stationers, Inc. v. Pacific Statio-
nery & Printing Co.; 1985)) TIIFHFTIIEG HEAMR 2 123 3 2 BAKAN [ £ DHEEA TS
YEL) F 7S EMFESE N OUADER AT DM T 7 R 2FAE T AH] L AT E Lo
7-DTHREICHHETE 2w E iR L72] (Krattenmaker and Salop [1986], fn. 10), Z DAt
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) v. Board of Regents of the University of Okla-
homa (1984), Jefferson Parish Hospital District No.2 v. Hyde (1984) OH|kb RO &,

13) —fEaREEZH %D DO OESE 22\ Tid Carlton and Perloff [1994], ch. 20 % &%,
entry hurdle X reentry barrier (22> Tl Ordover and Willig [1981] #ZHDZ &, %, K
SEHAPEOGENET A N & LTIE, FEE - FTC @ Horizontal Merger Guidelines D ffi\Z Fisher
and Lande [1983], Muris [1980] % &D#%EHSH 1, Pogue [1985] & [FFH Lo#Eew X, b
REDOHF % BRINCED S Z LI L > TREEIRD & CGER SN S 2 (Muris [1980] 7 &),
Fhid, HEREOWAZEDLWVT, GHPFESNIBREDOL V2GR ETH I LI
Lo THHRMEHI R D & {ERE NS D2 [Fisher and Lande [1983] 7% &), L) RIEICET S
bDThHb, Z0H) LHBEDORMBEE, THZESOITEI ) BE LML SE & HET
B0 (AWMEETRVELTD) HETHELVIEZEEDT, STSEFERMMEL LT
b] EFHLTWA,

14) #hWwz, HRLBEELHMEEIEET A NOATEZ N5, BIzIE, Standard Oil Company
of Californiav.U.S. (1949) TIXFNE L-FHFTOREN 2 &4, [ [HHEMAG % 251E$ 5 Clayton
®] 83 LEBEEIHER SN, ZO5EFORE|O substantial ZE AV HBEEZITTWELEE )G
T3 ns] LHEEIN,
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Tk, OUELHTHAF—HICRA S WA USSR S XN A 5 S e, 2
7213 Easterbrook (2 (LB HIUTHBE B A B L BFIMERATA I L %, QizFn
DPHBECDERLEF TR THONIEERDOMME, FOTHCEHTEZEO LTV L HET
BEOTHIUTEEEDRPEIED 2 L 25+ 275, BI04 RS OB L e 3
I AEEOREBIZLT LS — L nY,

T7z, BRGDH, REOHRMLAMEIET 2#m L H 5, Areeda=Turner £HE (213
BRI ESEAORT - P ERBRA 2T &8, WL EHEILT 5 Lo 5D,
Williamson 15 AICIE U TR A% 2%, Baumol BB 5 TIPS N 2154172
e —EHM, #RFT5L)EFEL, Th% Areeda=Turner G ey T
A 7%%, Z 2T Baumol & Williamson Z£#D T CTHIZILRKMICLE L SNEZFETFHOR
BA AT 5 LIS, TANBARIHSMHHEER L 20 LEHHL TV (BB
Williamson B & 4 20T\ 5)'Y, Easterbrook |3#i% ¥ ik L THBREOHEE TII%R <,
LiE LIRSas 2 BB TR L U ORI 2 & ORECEED B4 7 2 Mo 225, HE
MEAITENDFEE I N ZRIT A & 9 ICE b5 (Krattenmaker, Lande and Salop [1987]),
2 DF L OB P AT BN BT B B e TR A B R Ch o 122k, HHVIE
Easterbrook 2HHBAITEI 2 HE T A P RMOBEHT A N THARERHETRETH S L L
ST EICRSNRE Y,

FNENOMEEZFH LML, MEITHZ L322, BREICHET A FOFH /N —
FVidfER & LT Harvard ZIROBETREEST HURMOBAE LI T A PBERANOEE

BRI HIE0D T, BMMARTAMOEBICEDERH % X DIEMIZT LI EIZEED
B b, 72, KE L OBFRTIZ Easterbrook 73F 1 % EATENIT T 538 - - H TR
(“false negative”) DERLHEA, HORET L5207 A MEHEHICAFE LA L I)BERL
THRLTWAZEICHERLTBI ),

4. HBREEDFR

Chicago #Rix LI LIT LV MifE7%, €L THRROFEA L EEIIH T2 [ LR A%

15) S, LATE (B2 I TERMEER) L 2N A/NEEDYT—ER) 290G I&E &l
BEREETZIHRBAECRIZTHRIFTERR L RMROBREENSLD Y 7 bOAF IS
5, BEMAMD Y 7 MIENSD “marginal” ZIHEE & “inframarginal” ZHBEHEO L H 51K
DERTHAEH»%RT, 3L I3, Easterbrook [1987] #&HHZ &,

16) BEEMMEHREICET 2 70ERBEDHSF T McGee [1980], Page [1989] 7z & TEEMIZAEA -
MEF SN Tw5b, %8B, McGee id Scherer [1976] % Williamson [1977] ®%: A BRI % E
5% (limit-pricing theory) (ZHKH# L 723832 8L 5 525, THICET 5 X 0 BOROMFIZOWT
i& Carlton and Perloff [1994], ch. 10 #&HBn Z &,
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(“per se legality”) DEAIZHREL T\ 5, RIEITHNIES OTHHEEICET 2 RHEE ST
BE, ZXCIIMBEL 2B ETHNIEET A N2 BBT2RET LD L) ITHREN S
DIZDB D W

39, BREMMEHEEICOWVTIE, Areedaand Turner [1975] b F N HEIH LRI &%
AOTWB7S, Bork [1978] & [BHFELE, HSHVIIFEFIHEHEIHFRET S L
LT B EES HMABITEN D S X BT A DICE R WEERME ) HR IOV TOHA L1
ELTLOIERATE (,) TH LR ERTIRAAIFRL Y T o L L DIEELEHR
FTHEDOPIZEAEHETH S| (p.154) LN, RFF7AMBEROERZHHI L T 5,
“restricted distribution” (222 Cid, Posner [1977] OEFEMT A &AL 725, i3
([1981)) \COAEDEEREOE, DA ENLBER % BRI L, URITEIOME: 2R R % LR
T 5720 0FKEFEDBEHB X OF T 2HHERHEEEDEBLILTLOIBESH TR L,
T 7:@% D BENIBIAATHE 2 TN /NFRIEDOT —EA 2@ L7 T v FEES (77~
N AX—UOMRE - BLIMAONE)) ROONE, QREEMOH VT VKT 5
WA B O BB TR IS TRETH D, & OEAT, “nextstep” & L TENAE [LAE]
ET B EERRET D, Basterbrook 7% ([1992]) ICFRAELREOL R LEBRICHEA (ML
T, —#%IZ Chicago FiRITHFFM LATE 2 M58 L FR%E$ 5 “false positive” (F 7213 Type
I error) DEREHZ DD “false negative” (F 7213 Type Il error) DER*BEET S5 L ik
T2), BMED7ZDDOH VT VREHIIST B LUKEEOROBMA LY, FRmOEA,
HESO T A 5 H, MigsES, EEENOILK, EEMIEMAAHRZ S1083 5 4K
& RHEIO#BHE ERL TW5,

f175C, Posner [1981] 3HIZH—CADHFED (free riding) DD HHEED T HER
BIRFEMAEHERF (resale price maintenance) & 7Y Y —iill (flit& 4y & FEAlrgHIF) 120
WTHIED AN YSETE L BRSNS Z L 2T 525, M- T Krattenmaker [1988]
1d [245%] JEHI (“per se inadmissible or impermissible” DEHI) ZATEIDOFIMTIEI %R, H
ST R EE T A EHOMEANER T A2 LR RET A, Hl2E, [EEMEIEARE R
EPvEMAE T &b &S ) E5RIT per se inadmissible TH V), FDITE)IIIEEHMEH
DA ERT OISR LETH S LS FIEIEE I admissible 1B bS] (pp.
178-9), L% 5D THb, Li L, #lz1L Krattenmaker and Salop [1986] #F 1 /N )LD

17) W oMEsk & LT, Fisher and Lande [1983] & [#85 0 %MD HF] (“partial efficiencies
defense”) %ZIF TV 5, THIIAEWD [FE8L RO ERT I EFRICEEN T2 ZRIZIRE
5] (p.1660) DT, [FlziX (FTC @) Miller BERIIABFRRICBWTHESY 1 7 (scale-
type) ORRMEDSIDOOFBRIMRELIFL SNB L HIRFELTWAE] (p.1661), L»°L, Fisherand
Lande iIFELER IOV T THNRYFRMOFHIIRETH ), 2102 ZOHEBCIEIIED T
RENTH D LML TV5,
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BH T mO LPHMBAATE & L TIY EiF7: Klor’s (v. Broadway-Hale Stores; 1959) DATE)
b —EAOHFE) OBIE» OHEDSTETH ) (URLH 5 HE QR BN TIHHEEHIE
ELRBEREFOZ LSRN T2, BEOFROKMIERTEE, HNVTLEEDII
BT RTOITEIDEELHMENDL Z &Ik B,

iz &, WHRERNZX b5 A FBEIE Chicago ZROFHTH Y, HEmIH T
post-Chicago #EEFE P ER L 2o ZHETOIBHR EOFNEZ MFET 5 O LFFH S NIES
2N

5. Ffl - B0 2 BRERE

b BITE L OREMENTH 554 BRIHETT 2 OXFEEETH ), Zho 2 SHOK
HIOTF TOEEMEOHRDFED L 2 BEMPKEVIEE, BRIRE L ZOFRICES CHk
DEBELABET L2 EHH LNk, 202 KERE (two-stage audit) F7213  “wait-and-
see” or “waiting period” approach (& Brodley [1987], [1995] #3& W by &Py a A »
k- F ¥ — (joint venture) 123 L TIRETHH DT, KETIE—EHEU LOEPEIZD
v T Hart-Scott-Rodino 12 & Y 4% < & $30H#TIZ FTC ~OBEER QR B FZH T 5
NTWBEY, 29 LAERZARL-ERRE CUHITEIST5ICRENTH S LTS 1,
ARINTYH, BRRETHREOERIPATS I LI HETH L L SND L, KEOW
[ % &L RFIVT 4 =D REND I L2h 2",

FNTIE, HETHOMRIEBEREICLVEIHESNBELDOTH A ) 2, BERRER
EHRICERT 55612, 8OV TREERES CRHIET 20280 TLFTE %

ST BT — Y BSAETE LY, $73 2 ORI ) SR %SRS MATE 222 5

WEEMDEE 5, OIS, BB TCERT 2561013, 2OMORRE—HEZOE
R BERMAEDE—DFHE % W2 L, “false negative” DEHNE T 5, F7/2, BIEC
BMLT (772 LEBEHTIZAR V), Easterbrook [1992] 13 Hyde, NCAA, Fishman v.
Estate of Wirtz (1986) %% BE L, [ 5 | BHOKRESTE, FOEEILEVERZ
RERTER, HRUEHBBEEICH T AMBEICHELBEZ SR AL R3TE RV
(p. 127) &R Twb, 512, Brodley [1995] I3AFEOMENIKE L CTHLEICLZEHOEH
DEAET L2 0IE, £¥D TRICKBEFNLTE 2R -0ICFEROREL FRT 5] (p.
692) Z & iEHIE N, POTICHATHRBECEHTOBEMER T 5 LR 5 25, 52 & ThiN
72 U.S. v. Topco Assocs. DB b H B Y, —#I2IE [FHPTIZHABIBEEE (regulatory

18) Carlton and Perloff [1994], pp. 839-40, Easterbrook [1987], pp.314-5 # BN &,
19) Pitofsky [1992] 2k Hi, TOEKIZA F ¥ TERIRASIN TV,
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agency) D& ) IZHFKEEDFEAORREBREY 2 BFELH /2% ] (Pitofsky
[1992], p.224) & OB H %,

BH ) LABBT, G2V TO [“waiting period” approach 123475 & SUk L&k
EOBA S & U &IBVTHEEE, B3] (Pitofsky [1992], p.225) OREIZH Y,
BiHi > Baumol [1979], Williamson [1977] 2% kD RENVHE S G2,

6. & bH ¥ (I

CNETH T A MK BT ORBEINICTH SRS FICERT 72003 00
FHREBEL TR, 22T, RBEICINOEB TR, FAEEOMOMELSRLIR
BERRTHIEICLE D,

9, 2BEMAETH S5, RIROELITHE ) FHEOREEZ ZE T % & FRAEIIFRTFE
PHEIELBVFRIZEBSNDEDDTHA ) D, £ THNITOBITH 25 Miwme T —
SIWAFEINLRARINELRY), REOHEROTAINE LS, &5\0IE, FKH
EOHEFBAMTHINT, ©EIZOMOTEZAEL T, ARAREEND Z L TREL
b, CHHLDEHTERRIZOHROEBCHBHTH S, KIZ, YREEDVEATH 2
A5, THUIEHEET A FEBEE CHEMLL72bDTH Y, BRERHISTT HMNER, €
L T “ignorance” & “uncertainty” D5, FRWIZHBIT S “false negative” DEAH (“false
positive” IZFEFERAICL VBESNDL ERMBSIND) IR T 508, BFIEROTEREIZ
DVTIRTLDIHS 52 THELTY, K +J A MEKOEBILOEME S, 22T, &
BHIZLVRBYULERNAEESETAMMEE T LI LICR S, VR B E, TR —HKIC
“false positive”, “false negative” D& i & FraniZ4eb 5B HORET z &/MES 5 b O L H M
THOTHBHY,
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