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Oppenheim, Cases on Federal Anti-trust Laws, including Reéstraints of Trade at O.oEBo: Law, Trade Regulation,

1948 ; 1949 Supplement to Oppenheim Cases on Federal Anti-trust Laws.
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N0 e K -HEQ! Y VORKESRKOBHY L SPREBYFOINLOVEN2Q R W
CEEHMRBIN D e NN K~ (Sherman Antitrust Act, 1890) # | %Ammkﬂmmﬂ. restraint of trade Q
) VIR ¥ (B4 monopolization Q) OBEL QO SV QO FEHAEORB VM0 U VR WaN®

HOENOBEY FRKOFVERVNERJNXA N —% - Ry 2fE(1R1 1T Q £~ - FF (White, C.
1) 8 RNEOREL B ENERF02Q7 VORNE HUHY HoFHOHKIVETORIAY nh PN
- QREBIEEN LS VORETEMAEENKoOVHONOWR0Y B EORREY 4 EIQHIUHE W1 XK
Yk public policy & Eﬂt@%pk%@m%ﬁgtmo 2907 U XN KRR 00 IXE
LOHBLR BVEEYEIHUIY S0 QWm0 U R L 00 U R0

K0V WORENLENEY A e m N BEQEK(I REO)S VU £ 5 VA HOENQ ERVEE
S RIEOEYY B EOKTEHQ | BP0 SoKY” EREEHE OV SONEwL SN S0 FQ
FRY BUoldaut” ERRERCEMKSEEINEVORY SR HEU S OXcER (0N EBEX
WER)QOEHU Y SIRER= VORQEHHUIBPLELS” VONQPRQY VOoim®Y " #HS5-n
K& UHS « N K -4 QAR N #00 BRI O WRl A MG OREN O 5 Vil SRMNKE R 4B S K
PORAN K~ #RQEIERRQ0°
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WO2QAEEN O BCERYHOY BUy 0 SVOFKHEO NS SEEVRLQ P R10°

NQHO A R BURIMOEEN O SV ORBOEMY Kon K- HRBYLD0" REL—IEREG Q%L
A S o il BRI IR P SR Wl mMBEENET TAR S#Ed ] (close combinations) ~ €105
3g4n| (loose combinations) ¥ i ¢” HOEERIHFQEMULOVES Y SN° VIV BUoMEd TANSE
4] VOEHOUN RSP K ETEMQEE Y [8:0 SHEdr] MFIVIY WL R BMIENKL VRN WU
A-EHSVE SOERCOVSVKOBEE LS FTEHONHENES” BEY” MmN K -BEQRBYTEC”
NWOHLESEINNEFEOAY S S

#

(~) Cf. Ripley, T Emnm,. Pools and Corporations, rev. ed. 1916, int. p. xi et seq.; Seagar-Gulick, Trust and Corporation
Problems, 1929, p. 49 et seq., p. 339 et seq.; Hamilton-Till, Antitrust in Action, TNEC Monograph No. 16, 1940, p. 3.
et .mma.w Fainsod-Gordon, Ogo:.:nmi and American Economy, 2d ed. 1948, p. 432 et seq.

() Jones, E., The Trust Problem in the United States, 1922, p. 19; Seager-Gulick, op. cit. p. 1; Fainsod-Gordon, op.
cit. pp. 435—436.

() ERQEXPO-N K -QREXSVOMEHND S KBEY RhxaRURDOKLN K < QRE HPHFF+ 2
~NETO KO e

(v) ERQEELo-nx -« FHOERIREBRUEIYRVIVQPCN - SN IKe EEVEREK v O K
FHENS O PR NI QL IELOLROLQV BACRNIVHECENSL EHRERYV ORI S RF N2
OV LHAD EAYREFOUKH O QT QG (cf. Jones, op. cit. p. 23) BHL Q204 RNEIYERF0Q %Y
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K04 HRVOREMO S5’ Jones, E, op. cit. pp. 311315,

() ﬁvﬁ%f»azroﬁﬁmma%%mi\E%L@ﬁﬁ&ama?b?&f@ﬁé&@ﬁﬁ%mmma%éa‘f»w%
MRERE SO Qe 5 Bl N 0ol w®Es 5 00T &425 Bl N 0B a o MBPARER40° §rHilie RN

CRNORHLRLY EOEEVELR (Ely, Monopolies and Trusts, 1910. p. 212; Jones, E., op. cit. p. 1; Homan,
Trust, Encyclopedia of Social Science wad. vol. 15, p. 111. #EDEQEERVE SV S eE~N WV Black's Law Dictio-
nary, 3d. ed. p. 1762 ; Seager-Gulick, op. cit. p. 1—2. ‘&8 HEHEKEEBLC %“ﬂ,ﬁd. S. v. Northern Securities Co.
(1904), 193 U. S, 197) =" > % ~ F DMK | KEQ - N K~ QEHP OV HOHFHNO WY Soe°

(©) ¥ v 3 [T HBMNELWYE S L0802 BhvgEhy e vV emE 480 £° | Toulmin,
A Treatise on the Anti-trust Laws, vol. I (1949) p. 254. &2’ EESmOQEOERNE®

(=) Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, et al. v. U. S, 221 U. S. 1.

(x) U. S. v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. Inc., 310 U. S. 150.

() U.S.v. Griffith et al, 334 U. S. 100.
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ME—F NER | Y TEHROIREEAEVORT Y EH R0 YO (every) KE (contract)” ~h XK+ WQE
@%ﬁmi%ﬁ%€§35§§&1@#%?3&5?3Eﬁ&&?%?&%bfm%uﬁ\Ccmmﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬁgﬁ
raint of trade) Q¥kHE” L LXAEN ZREEVHQOVEENSY S common law QO HPEH S #ivQ L7 W
SH ELY KEYADO |H]HEQNTF—HEOFKUMOU02Y 500 ° BOFAYRENRE (B
HEX ] 8 EHRRCRERRZYE S BE<KERERSR BN<YEEEHVREEBEEYHNL S VSR
05 08 X BEHERNETEUR020 07 VR ¥ Ko K- HEVEBEOKS2QPR0 NS

O FREREEOKEMESME O X K- QO MERG VRLCECOMMMHL EYRM o NENHRIOK
HOBOU 0 EOMHOBHEMELYE O VR ME Y ORTLO L R0Z°

K AF—r VHRIEYR OV RKE EC KEHBVERTEROLRHHYUNIY SR00%" 24000
PN e —UHQEHN 2 v 2 QP Yv HSEOETERY” £V HNOKEVECRNCER (ancillary
restraint of trade) P RO LL’ ELROETERH » ¥ —¥ A HOKURSY-9" 90 SEHEE Ry £ SV
N U AR P A0S

RN HSHORDERY O SVRMONUMEY A+ —r VHQEROHY " K ERMFIE QY S0° g
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KRERE 7 2 rRICKIT A8 & REHR

Hov¥ .w.wom@mﬁi@?éﬂ‘ REEQKNHO Y X RROUYKOREL K2 LS VOB S
HES YR YIHQO NS R0 unreasonable restraint of trade § L R HH YRRV R NRL L 0 47

NRRTEYHON. A —r NHOERUB< U0V O N UVE" ERQ adaptability ML EK Y Q7 1Y
QIR MET D O Q0 RRQULONQ P R0°

(=) ARXCERLROVYE SRHEENHELEBRREBROR(1E) ERH (equity) M0 BIHN B HéE ¢
(injunction) "JWH OK (K TREFOMBLE OV NpBOEMBERBRTYOL(VE) TAKLELHEOVERER
NLOREORHEOR(KE) AL $EOFRUBMHOREHRY Ay BIROEMYEQ PRS0’

() The Dyer’s Case (1415)° HQBERD WHWOHOKMI RO ORTRE OMBOREN O SvE” KE- IR - ¥¥n >
# 8 ea A REECEIXOEEER HHERHINHK [ EXEXD BEFREK - HEHL SO ETER QMR $E
Mg T EkEegE

(@) O BHEEBRLENQMAUOVES 020U AUELE SVARAIY v BEERR=ARD - aXndhe: (18
1) Rhs” RAvEd~ EBERBE (I RE) Rs80° - BRBEENERY D F ~r D HEK | EVAXPOEEE
BURQVHELLEL 48 KOHSHREORBHE’ ‘

(<} Goodnow, Trade Combinations at Common Law, the Political Science Quarterly, 1897, pp. 212—245, reprinted in
EEW«\. op. cit. pp. 451—483; Jones, E., op. cit. pp. 300—301. Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. pp. 444—445.

(») Rahl, Conspiracy and the Antitfust Laws, 44 Il L. R. 745. (1949).

(©) KenxK LHAIEOCERQEREN O " Handler, A Study of the Construction and Enforcement of the Federal
Antitrust Laws, T.N.E.C. Monograph No. 38, 1941. p. 3 ; Oppenheim, Cases on Federal Anti-trust Laws, 1948, pp. 1-—39.



=

(r~) RHNELEHOHOHBEOBEY O S Goodnow, Trade Combinations at Common Law, in Ripley, op. cit. pp. 451
—483, from the Political Science Quarterly, 1897, pp. 212—245; Jones,E., op. cit. pp. 300—301. 4.3’ B#RBH QIR 18
HH TR ROREL BB o YHOREY KXEUER VUKIVHEOVEL OV KETEOERAKKY RN
KEPONHHCR” MRMEBRD AN ~HOHBN GV AAE%&,#%%@%@.&&D‘ BHRORYEL £RENR
0.2 0 'R 480 M ®i.s 5 ° Diamond Match Co. v. Rocber (1887), 106 N. Y., 473. M2 5V #h R XD ¥ M & K
NEHRU IO DL RS FOBRELETVERAD | BEVOY KGYHORS Y [BUCEE] QRENES VY 0
O KN RO ORTERESONH OEM ORBY vk 500

1l REEROUREEEZ)

S A=Y NHYRDOETER Y N0 200 SHE QR BT SRY S22 085 E1Ed (horizontal
combinations) Y& O &’ iR Q R MK E N B A¢o~=snm~.< restrain) WP’ LSBT B4
BENIT QR EEMER ORI Y AN —r NHEHNFARY LS V-2 ERFELEOVINE N e —UERIUS
PSR

M= P AHOEMEY LS V" HRABILERINBEL” <N N X - v —~EHEZEBE (I KM &
EEXKEOHE( <20 ¥ 400 BEBEHEHEROXH NINTKLN UM KRRT 84D 0EERY
MR XH P O L° ;

NSO QB PR L BN BHOBRER C R CHE M2 Q U MH P B S IV HBEILNRT «mM N K 0w
eI QEHKY £ S ﬁ%ﬁ@\ Y “Every contract, -+ in restraint of trade” UR{E IV S0 .4407
BECEQCHH (reasonableness) Q REYECE P LS VY ZOFK» IR NEQIL® 7 HORKHR
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RER b5 2 M TR SR & N R

ERAHEBLE Y IR TEOKA N a—% « RYRABLOFRKNEOVZOLKOEHONQUL O 00" B
QBELQEKVIVE RIS KAN AN NBEORI ERKI KR A SW ;7f$$aE¢uv>,ﬁ
AOBEX | OGN 8T WO EMNIPE R T HNYOEHESTEREROR HHNRKEN P RHOOmESR
BYRGVER D BTN EEER O VUYL 00REY H” rule of reason QEEQEFTRLS” VRTNC
ROVORORFEOH MY HIRB VKB ILYQLRN®

(=) HOELOEEYQ 5V Goodnow, op. cit., Jones, E., op. cit. pp.300—311. B P~ AKX nAW N + 5 ~Q =

RLVH FAKESEEVSOOASHEEUBEUE S VKY OO KEOHEBEOMA O LR 500

(@) U. S. v. Trans-Missouri Freight Ass’n., 116 U. S. 290.

() U.S.v. Joint Traffic Ass'n, 171 U. S. 505.

(=) Addyston Pipe and Steel Co. v. U. S, 175 U. S. 211.

€VOO?§E%%W§

]} KSp TTHEQOXKAN R~ - RYRIPEQTXKLE N+ —p y&@@mwm rule of reason &N D7
unreasonable restraint of trade © X RMHVE 0 winN R INERELFTLKPRONR" #E" [ QNS
B HOKA M=% s kYR - ANKEEBERR2Q P [0 5] VERCIOREOBEEY oy
SRERCLON

WORT R NEEVAOE” BHOBEXECKRO CHHAR MHHAOHE VL0220 ANCEQ7 H1IvE
CRREHPOONE VESEOSP “3 34N - RaavKBEOFTK( RIS 47 HEK SN (pricefixing
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# agreements) QN QO SV BERUSNFELK (reasonable) PR QO N JWUOEH FTHEONHRLS»2Q

&

AP WEQEENEE NS BN ANt SR o SBEEQEK( RIONY THFE K wETEY
PN BELAY. AP —r VEQIY RSV HE" EEKUREHY MY (per se) HH PR VOBRMNUKQ VE
DHOUINAWLY $10.5 RE0REQHEN KA U AL EFRENIVRHO2Q P14 S YQKFNEY A O
f%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ&f%%%

FEXEBHALOHKELREY Q SV ELXRERER éﬂ%&%ifim@f@01\mﬁmﬁﬂeﬁémow
P RINT KN U NEBEQR! TR (I K2<) xw5a7x¢$@%ﬁ;wéa%iérmaoQL\ﬁ
FEE @0 SEEFEEEE QS Y EEFHVBOVEEY DQUEELRR0 VY HHEHS RERHN QO SY
=7 IR 4 SV ET MEAEPEECOREVRLOHYHIANVREFAQO PR OV ElxEEHY FEYR
B W (04 (price-affecting activities) 404 X147 QO OHELWQHMHHOHH Ve | 2110%LY

" EREEFqr (open price association)” N —= (patent pool, crosslicensing) 4% QMHNHLEOERAL

oo’ BEYELSYH HREEEY (basing-point system) Q MHHALHERwS NS FEKKEE (price-
fixing activities) QE{=" N g 4 — - Bh &l — KUK O VERw Q" SO FEBHO S Lof EENEE
0RO OKEHLEQ Bl SN2 QAR |

(=) U.S. v. Trenton Potteries Co. et. al,, 273 U. S. 392.

(M) HOFYOLVOKBORERCOHEMN Y [ W U-r0080° KAAR—~% +» kv IRKS =N IX ¢ ohm=FEy

\\\\\\

POKOHEBRHFQRE @B E N UEK N rule of reason MEOIVRKED NDROHEE Y KU BHEEVE

=~
~



B b5 2 rEER BT LS & IR

m?é%omﬁﬁ a0° | 4\ 550° Jones, F. D., Trade Association Activities and the Law (1922), p. 249. Q &
B AN - %A = KEENBEOHN-S BOHNBN L LY S85° £ rule of reason QBN EOY HE
5O &4 OBMOBEA | BURENSY 5400~ ¥BHEP50 2 (CF. Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. p. 536)
(@) o nn =D Nk~ RKO S HBE Y per se violation QB @R K ARV K LA AN BRE L R
107 WHNE
(=) Edwards, Maintaining Competition, 1949, p. 38.
(0) B HEBEZEU0IVQ’ BESHY (American Column and Lumber Co. v. U. S. (1921), 257 U. S. 377.) &%
HERELBRERE(] RN ¥R hE
(©) UROCEENQ IVY WO [EERMKRELN 45
B KN UROQIIN rule of reason QEEAEEULOR! [QRY BUOLMOEFKEROESRVR
OV HOHEN rule of reason QERNFELANTEL VBHoN® VOLKEL20H R INKRN - 1 —aK
B RNINS QRXPRO W MBHOMEIS” BFOECEFNER S NAUS oMo N20P IV HE” #HQ
SEHNEE O U BHOHS | A0V [EREIRY &5 0 0K Q FE MK M0 U Q LA S| KB S b
HSNIL HOFKRIOHNY " RN~ AKEZL H50 NEEQHERMKE A ORNEILS | ik BERES
AT O BRI A IO U D (AN N e AR BE | 211 ) RN K QEEMKM A ORY-2N L SHE R
N K B(SHNEE Q MM E BN O VR (MESR N K RESKEGRE | 2111DS FEERs ® ElREEY
EREN R 04 SO SR BN ¥ N ~BETHIEQT & 1 N - BIEGEN B<f ¢ wEHEEOBN (& | K
PR LBEBE | RINDY ARTESETEYLDO #ELQLKEIEQREVEL ONER O R BRETES

—
B



®

&

& IR QEHFHRROCRLNE 2R 0°

NONRND - 1= R KEEQEFEKNHIS K v | —XHEFY (Hughes, Chief J.) ¥ DEBaHLE(1 1) QF
KHOFL HHXOmMIBREVEHOMEVOBENEL” FTHXc VER T SN I0” 8Ly H0
B NI 0RO I TS RNE S0 A | HRONA THELHHNHEESIMS | VOV, aEsomas
Qi BBV | (relation and degree) N & Q° VOEINY HELEQ BIRY Hin0BEA" By
PRBOEME SH oo ERYLDOMERGNRLe2Q UL 40T GHINRUOUVEREPWR ySa
NH O

R T REQHEQHY AMAX « £=Dr = —HES N RSV Tar—r MHUKOVEY0D Y S07 RBEQS
HNEEEVS YER Y ENEEY RBNEROBEEE L2000 VAR EHRES Y SO0 EERS QBGEXERET
MY R AERY EHFEGEY REYRYE D (UM VIEEISKA20 PR HSH VOEQ mHE
B OMbY CERHQORENE S 020 DRV LABRWVESROPHLL B L0 S ] VNS S0

K00 EEKQI | MBS MN T h— Rk — S HEQORKY RSV Y TEENKNODE RO
EHQEHE >y NER | SO QIR 0 U ML S ) V0T REGKISNY TPEQHBE
URENEM 0 BHEXKEENEEEOEN" R UVEEUSY S0° [ vELN° YAV BOFEKNRENIW
Gmya SV K illegal per se PR UAUH” 0 MHINER VL0 SN BHY VOROEE
NHH ERQREY ENORM HENS »EH#U” illegal per se VENR02Q0Q v PR

(~) Appalachian Coals Inc., et al. v. U. S, 288 U. S. 344.
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TV DI A & B B

KRB +F 2 r gkl

()

()

(+)
()
(=)
()

Standard Oil Co. of Indiana et al. v, U. S, 283 U. S., 163. (Cracking case)

National Ass'n of Window Glass gmnm. et al. v. U. m;‘wmw U. S. 403.

Cement Mfrs. Protective Ass'n. et al. v. U. S. 268 U. S., 588 (First'Cement case)

Board of Trade of City of Chicago v. U. S., 246. U. S. 231.

Sugar Institute v, U. S,, 297 U. S. 533.

Apex Hosiery Co. v. Leader, 310 U. S. 469, ¥ X% {ELNLY SUREGEURIHOM ¥~ ¥ M EOHEVER

SUHENEIVYRRELS ~h v A £~ KAUUR0-20 VAR EEVEEKNOERVERNOULLQ P ELL0 L

(@)

mgﬁgoparnwﬁi\yn;l.ﬁy#;lAﬁ%KﬁOTﬁ7ﬂ5¢7$#&ﬁﬁay¢yfﬁﬂmkwbﬁﬁ

SEREXNEURENS BEOKOEEN R VY 1<SKIHVRFHORHRER 5 A EEBW-LRRENZHL S0

(=)
=)

Byt ] Ry 5t

U.'S. v. Aluminium Co, of America, 148 F. 2d 416 (C. C. A. 2d, 1945).
U. 8. v. U, S. Gypsum Co., 333 U. S. 364 (1948).

REERCEBEER

M0 SR YO RFEZQORIIORUIY HRIKNOXTOMENER A 0IRRQ0° SKENEELRT
Ha

EZ (involuntary restraints of trade) VEH210-Q P VOWHY | BP
CNQHNNSOEE T >~ (boycott) LRN°

LR0%

GRS T SVRET e

Bxnd « QEHEHNRAN INS—Ih T Ay - A KY ERESKEEOCHE(I RIS ROV hnr
Uzb@ﬁﬁmﬁ%f4a/ SHMIH” "N A= XL QPO NI En QIIENEHEY BEH 0L Q0K

73



{ePHL B> Y EQONTQ | <OWQIKER KEOHSIOEECHETN2RLY SOEN2R01
£° DEB/EFWHE( RN PE” %50 > 90y 0 SV OHLFERQ 0V 4 " %t d 05k 0
40500 rule of reason RIGENCSNA” FOGA case (1941 Uk 5V H" S Q B D L E<ZmIEQ B
nmkﬂwﬂok¢§ﬁk.ﬁ4 NN L0 AN E rule of reason QERELS T AW %A =4 illegal per
se SEEQFNERODY S103°

(=) BERETREOREN O SVE #O [#EHFEEEE] | <<Kipak | RYNQES

() Eastern States Retail Lumber Dealers’ >mw= et al. v. U. S, 234 U. S. 600.
() Fashion Originators’ Guild of America, Hnn. v. F. T. C, 312 U. S. 457.
(=) nedxwN XAY—-ARE(] 2RI mﬁm% Oppenheim, op. cit. p. 282.

B #IEda@A0ED)

(@0 SERI SN OE-EXQIRIORYE HSHORT-ER N2 S HITHEAY S 0HENOER DR

ﬂﬁwmﬁ%&m;/@@\ WEQ@EQKT%.%OOﬁO&mAmT,@%Z&P_ﬁe%b\ WOEQORmRENMSPER O
SOEHPRQ0L0 WHOEZVSO MALEHC | BUANR” @i | ROALREEVTESCHFN LSV
B HIECQIRVE0°

HEZEERR | F 1 OB a0 unt” B PHYXEARBER-BEE D020 EHF VP oymaLs°
07 TRV oY | R0 B HH 2 WFWREH R D AU E BIRY S0 RG U NE X
U AL N KU QITE 0400 TG OV %k%mﬁmﬁmomfm‘ B2 G reasonableness ‘&
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RER b7 2 iR 258G L BTHIR

EEHIVSOHEE-2RSHURQON O B SEEOHEVERE D R0°

HETECYLO0ENNEROR | OB EXVHEOOROEQRENEE w0 UMKV ws e L

OV s R c.mm&@ price maintenance agreements) &V QHBE L2 QWAL WO =~ TN
NcA—KEBYTRXBEOR] DS PRQY BERY rule of reason NEEIV | REksr” MKl 1]
i Q L REEQ SEEENEK N VAL unreasonable KEHEROUONR HWHOFEL ULoEE
KRB | EHuOY”  illegal per se RNV IW S0DT?

KL HWIORV-Y BHOER RIROETREL V00 VR HEV L ORERA0° DIRDHE
(exclusive dealing agreements) &KD" E@HKE (tying contracts) VEELR2Q% R’ Bl EmxYd
RPQHE VMOV EHiea EEQEEKUMBOMENHDH S UUNRY S Q020" iy EmEY
MOKENMO P BREECEENZAOHDLS VAUNER IQ02QU80° NROQILEY” S0 KEH
QIKEE WX (predatory practices) QEB T H-2Q U2V & A~ -+ N (Clayton Act, 1914) 5RIEY L S T‘mm
mmkW%ﬁﬁoﬁgmwwzuﬁﬁaiﬁ&mﬁa&gﬁ £ B0 T O ERIK B MRE AR OS2 0 w0

OV $myB5vd HRRO0BERKIE >+ —r MHR ) XD N v+ y&w&:%@ﬁ%%%n% N
AAROROPRRR VOMMAQMBE VIV v H n— - & FNEE( REDE WSV ET | QBRI
NEQAN M —HRVOER | EEKEQMMIY Q0" D MO VKRNI REG R ORE v 0 mEE Q K
Q" BIRY RTOBEEFEEY Fh 0 Mivsy < 20 N Ldv By TEHES QEMER (some appreciable
part) AREVE IV LSO [ YIS M v NR_~h A TR N b$#A.~ RARS WS i

2



B VR EQREY Ow By ERQEEERK (any substantial market) & OR QI VA" unreasonable

per se iQ:0° | JINC
i PIE $myYLoVE BRILEYY ruleof reason QERARNR” IR ELKEY illegal per se ¥

ASONAUYHOP S0eS°

(=) HENEEEPOEEY O v Seager-Gulick, op. cit. pp. 504—515; Miller, Unfair Competition, 1914. pp. 230—
266 ; Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. pp. 478—479; ¢E | & - R x> RN LTOREEEEHEFyn X - RREHHOERY O S
VOB IER(I R 10 Oal-4E 281 RIIKEC Miller-Tydings Act ¥ ~o" HEEEERERELE
QK ~m K ~HOEENR KENELWRIL’

(x) Dr. Miles Medical Co. v. John D. Park & Sons Co. (1911), 220 U. S. 373.

(») U. S. v. Line Material Co. et al. (1948), 333 U. S. 287 #¢ price-fixing ‘& illegal per se s oM NQENE BER
BEEELORG-od0: 4

(+) Y85 KreferStewart Co. v. J. E. Seagram & Sons, 182 F. 2d 227 (C. C. A. 7th, 1950). #’ HREEEY
O Aol IERE N ADO I A EHIKS S 0040 O HELd o ERY BRI VLS HOREY ERORK Y Lo
pricefixing QE&HN E K020 Q = {480° Cf. Validity of agreements to fix maximum price under the Sherman
Act, 50 Col. L. Rev. (1950)

(0) HEXTREXOEEREOEEN O SV’ Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. pp. 488—493; Miller, op. cit. pp. 194—213.

(@) U.S. v. Yellow Cab Co. et al, 332 U. S. 218.

(r~) International Salt Co. Inc. v. U. S, 332 U. 8. 392
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RER 7R VBRCRTSE S & RG]

(o) U. S. v. Columbia Steel Co. et al. (1948), 334 U. S. 495.
W2
AYR T20SEN ] VBHMOETEZEONOOR LSRR vk’ T2 SiEd] OHE L EF o MR SR(Y
S
S g0 SR Vseod REEEOHER BREMOEHESKE-S00 #HODECEONEOHE
NE@FOUAUNS 5T VONERWRHEKE MERGEHOERV S0 Ran X S HOmME N e M ke
£102Q PR Y KR T EE N B0 0 A L0°
MY NHER ¥ RE S R VER OV 50087 T90 S84 NS oERQ B NE W QA Y

DV NELERY R0 HOE RELESERCARR Bl uELERYE SOV " VOREREY

EEU L5 E HEORR HEEVOVO | BHARQO4OYBAS 0 VEK S U WEBRVLeQ Y

My VHEQERY HHR IO REOEOOBIHEERCHD £10 % FEMOKRMILKS T THHLK
HRVBERAomoyN E REEAREEEE e 8= (circumstances) ¥R 0O W7 HER" Mﬁ,bﬁmm
EXEHBEORMENR IV E-E KoY MO NQO QO | FMVEM0URQ0UARPoRE HEKRR
HBONUBQOL0° | (BITRR 2R - & E | R0 HQRKOEQAY ¥ £RUE L S & RILILLE
(overt acts) WNEHVHH K DEMECELQORQEHVEIABMUILS (NN 1 — - nh i d —HE)° 87 K
YO STYREELRVRVIBERMIME (intent or purpose) 7 illegal per se YN S NESmEXY QO SVLE X
CHERMELLS QLR RQ” EHAELOEST O LO20RERY KHEAKTERWIE V0GR
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ROANC A REHAWSI0(x H B - e FNFERE T 5 AU R - KR Y )

~-

(~) Handler, op. cit. p. 2; Miller, op. cit. p. 31.

() . Rahl, op. cit. p. 744, note 5; Toulmin, op. cit. p. mw.

(») American Tobacco Co, et al. v. U. S,, 328 U. S. 781.

(<) Handler, op. cit. p. 78. note 81. %" & | HOEFTEBY O vV S ONBENYHEFOREKRLIINE EEUE
BOKW 507 NSOV IR VOREE &R - 2 VEEBUNE 0L Ve°

S WUP FenSid. US00H ERNBEEOEGP L% EROEMALY DUy MRENEEE
TV BROESOMENEH MNP EFYVae” BEOMELES (free flow of commerce) Wil 0
NAAERIRGEY R0 MERGRERNC BRI eRER —» ¥ —F MR | EHIXY R0 0
Al4de° |

7+I<y&@@%%@k%~&w&nggsk@‘T&rw%ﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁéfaﬁewéﬁoﬁEK%L\%@
KL i | 9% reasonable SEEQHNESN-Q VY MEEGELORELVSORYMEN Ex QYW
CHFEDF0LE VORBOHE - T VOB OREERYECCEREUKYO0 U VPR080% W
CEEEHEYREMIOUNGP LS |

KOV HEFY #RELEKOFEESH«" PEZYY HaoHHENER2Q v ORE R LS0PS
QMY IHULSYE NMESY N0ESOIRVEHFONLZHOLS per se violation Q HER” BvRTE
NHRER RN O Se°
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RBR + 7 2 ML

, ,m:mmmz per se A S0 QY ITEQ R4 Y~ O YW— "“as such, without more” — VL 020 W’ unreas-
onable per se U2 5R020° N a AVKN KERY—2FK( RID Y~ [ER U KO BRI BT L
B (specific intent) QK-8 w10 P AL R SEHE (reasonable) KBERL QS B K" HEELHY (llegal
per se) SEE YN 0udY” K (unreasonable) N 4#&:0°°2 ] QP RN0OK" ER illegal per se LV Q0
At BPEFEHVHOPHQOS00UP WO | N0 SVE VSR VRARP 20 QOB S
per se violation QHEBYEOP” A+ —r NHOLRHE /IVOHEL LS P EO o MRS»QULO LR
WOL S THHOREL 24005111 Bl KR WV ARENBEN(HEC MERHE] MKS OO
REUE FEHECHRVES 2 SRLESHo P LS [EWRYE IV H<EQREKKMAKRY0 (to straight-
jacket) ~0 LHEH VOBBVKOUVRPWLSTE | — WU, rule of reason QERFEELQOLAUMD
H O SEHOEERWOEEHMNeLE | Q0EBERPL£00°
() P00 TREFEOREUSFLCESN BESERONELHUOERRA MEUEHORR VL0 01’
BRIV Edm0L S oREBEORNGN Y FOEHNOETORPROTELEENRCY BREEREORG
N B vt D e 0BQmECERUR X %vn D P RNUCEQN Ko AR20RVORTNE
HOLREN ' VORONOBBOMESER00° UCEROREN 4" RINWOMEEEBR L0 VBE R 0:0°
N BEY BUEBWOERQINHHL FLEQIVHINRoNLOVP RS sv ERYEETCETQmE
HELABHO0L104 S public interest N EEEAQREY # 40 IR 54400 B U 400°
(«) rule of reason Q LHW-JSWMIY O 52" Handler, op. cit. pp. 3—4.
(») $mORENLTmEREGSEEN S public policy 117 QN BRS04 A N O 518" Mason, The Cur-
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rent Status of the Monopoly Problem in the United States, 62 Harv, L. Rev. 1265 (1949) A B8 B8 O 414

D
«Q

QR &Y ®WMNEBL® " Callmann, The Essense of Antitrust Law, 49 Col. L. Rev. 1109 (1949) #{=°
Kad& =« kv 2 BENELEBERQ R W Harlan R8¢ QBN 0 W7 judicial legislation Sy VR
MRLY #n e -HEWAVIEVUIVRA LR (KT

j=4

(=)

B
() MUNEARKIUAUERVOLOE Xy MR -« kv2 K
AGV Oppenheim, op. cit. p. 282. 2" [per se violation ‘w2 rule of reason A OQE R I IWEH O BEHAY

110 THE) VA DPR0E 50
* per se violation rule © %X R Il X 4 UE OMER QYR FE&H rule of reason RENHERLON VN E O P
" () Handler, op. cit. p. 9.

"

SPVDIRE L 0D 510 RN L BRE W | AR Y 5100
N FrAL g —8,
R H [N S3dn) WaRR® BUQMEY MNAaN S WE-DuUD Vs

M=y NHUHIRReZEOE
A HOEROCEEQKY S O0REHQEIE NP e

Lf%ko
I MaN 5384 .
FANSH e v50 QY BLOEHBMIIEQ (integrate) sl VaCQHHEECHESR" &1 ugQ
WER U 442 0REoiEE o EEQEKY Q<N X« AN N&H" k" <A (merger or consolida-
tion)” EHMEYEHOELL 0 BEHOXE HWORHRESOKY 510°°
FANSERIRT »+—F VHER T EY 56200 [0 MOV VE TN K-VQZ20HEM] Vo HRRE



RER 7 = r BRI 585 L BRER

SHORPSOVURO BVe LS vupRe’ N K+ YEZ0RKaEHOmEYE APE BN PN 2 —Q)-
P AN Y S NEAD RERBEEHECO RODOFELES" A F—r N | B U om0 0GR
UHON WY BN A=RN AKX THE( R DOFKS & ECORNEOEELERLSVIY 5710°
EOW Maf SiEdn) oMMy B OV BB ans VEEEQBGHFRTE M, O UINEON &

BN 0 IHE R R RENH D0 N A BV OVEOSNRYKO Y LR EBEINEE R0 Yo Ny
QUIEN QO SVEROHPQ0E HREEY BLHR0L HvOoildy’ iy i ad” HUIV L8
OBGERWO = SRBANON ANERVON VOREHK AN SEWI NF2VE [0 S8d] ¥FP0e~s
# H0ANE0SHOEEQHERE SO0y UL 4o’ (B | LHMP0AN© &% FOOEHVL0LO
P s0° .

(~) Handler, op. cit. p. 2; Miller, op. cit. p. 31.

() Goodnow, op. cit. p. 471 et seq.; Jones, E., op. cit. pp. 315—317 ; Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. pp. 446—447.

ASV. Northern Securities Co. v. U, S,, 193 U. S, 197.

(¢) American Tobacco Co. v. U. S, 221 U. S. 83.

1B 4

S AP NHRI Y E<’ SERTHUZHEVOETO S AK0REN9 USNELS (monopolize)
EiuN4dY (attempt to monopolize) 4" B #1040V < VNI K SHER M 038" {528 0 Im R O
W S pse
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B S Q HE-2" v | KOIEQ #E S Darcy v. Allen case (The Case of the Monopolies) Y&~
QRY S0 VOBEL HFEY Bay EEQEENEQ sSNEEwR 407 2<QEHVEQ YV
o0 ACHHAORAVINE Oy | FEEQKEO Y MM - » —~HERY-2VQEER WY S
0Q IR0 N AR P A0S JUHED KA S REBUY HEVEORTHORITHEOBR UMV 20 P R0
2 WOE HONEY ®<QRENSEEwD 0 KON
v+17y&%:%f%&53n1m%@@ﬁﬁﬁf%gAﬁsgaﬁoamﬁi% HOEOR0E WeH
| # ME41 | (monopoly) A 5 0 HEETHKYF0BRVER P O2:0° 801 RFRAVHOSRELOLQ
BN ] QEEPRRR NRYOSH BINA=R) - 2K nHEOTK( RER HEO0N 5 0 507

-~
-

¥E 47 (monopoly) Q K&K 0 O il E Sk BELRTHLOSVOREFLRENEHEIRY S0USO
VAW O 1&5&%5&3@%&%b,R@ﬁ@kﬁ%?%ca@fé%ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁ@%

NN PR | Y020 6 T4 | (monopoly) A R Q»Q——f 4840 [BYR | (monopoly power)
ABE D ROFHAIVED NEBNEMQ U LS9 L0 U 4P 90° EO W TE4400 | (monopolize) 4450
EEY QS Y QB KEL UK RNEOUBRISD S00PR0OY VS HEYER Mooy [EUR | o
S 0 S ORBLEEAOV VPR BEUKQOVE BURQ N2 U SN M0 VR ROL N S 16°

R4 (s BUKUBIRY BERKERNEEGFRER VS VBEORY 5000070040 BER

N
)



R B 1B & R

EBE 7 2 b

BUERWLRY AL 0BG UHROBEY £ S VEYQEGVERO P SRo0AUL MERSKEQRENTE Uk
QLN K- MR Q BEER D Qo MEHSTSETE@VEE 0RP L0 €0V HEgiK oy Bl
QiERE RSO O SHEEY (legal monopoly) R\ LR (natural monopoly) ©” X+ K +#y S
R0 [EN] OFEBEIEWRLES QU R0eEe

Y BaoBELY B EYS0BuY oY« 0BnyndtopeOry VoSt K ¥OXTEY
B O 5100 42N 0B WU (80 S5 | U AN BT N HRE L YN RN Bie ¥
41 (duopoly) K HH (oligopoly) AU £10° WiEY £’ HEdfEiie e MNP 004" Eiey BREHNESYK
PRENANHEQOW Jd-FiEd Awoisosﬁ&.m:gmwmﬁosmv AT ER4 (vertical integrations) QEREEL R0

AE N HER OB L4~ 10 | (monopolize) VH U HEY Loy BUORNEDYERUIOCEQERY
Q0L VOLEY BEARKEROSESoRI2Q UL HAS VEOOE Y QLEH HHEEEY 4
SV T HEA0NSNPO L R0 VNEEAR0AC VEN HEHOMEUIVERNOLQNY Ko n KL
SEEQMHHOME AR Soge

ALRRBEOUYHOWV A% —> NHOEE Y rule of reason WE< IL QA" 4~ -~ RKEUX (White, C. J.)
REOVHASY Naan—i kv R BERDR R =R - AL TBEHEL | 2] DOFTKLL0 VY B
EY (XORTSEY) Q unreasonableness 47 » + — ¥ NHIEEHQ sine qua non A0 UEO LS oy’ X
A K0 SO B 1000 7 K- N K - QNSO VIS B0 NBLS QU R0 YT WY
rule of reason 0@,@@ FLYKRBEIER" K n&m‘ of reason W2 QP USNFROTL VO N ¥ —



£

E

FAHOI S HEROKRREOX

() #HEHXQRKS H B HEOM@OVED VLR () Toulmin, op. cit. pps 27—29.

() Cf. State v. Standard Oil Co. (Ohio sup. ct. 1892) cit. Goodnow, op. cit. p. 470.

(¥) KEE®I6iIm1<° Adler, Monopolizing at Common Law and under the Sherman Act (1917), 31 Harv.-L. Rev.
246.

(0) v I RUHOELOREN R IWE  KUEER YL B OREL@AME LU L &0 EERER (B
ARER) 2 BIEEVE0H U8 5 1Y O E R 24850 42° »bu 7 Mason, Monopoly in Law and Economics,
me%H:?&Eu&aﬁ@”ZEQE?aerP%cﬁctgmeTHN&ﬁL@mﬁ%ﬁzﬂm@L@mﬁﬂﬁa@m
FMNEEOW QW80 Adelman, Effective OoBvomaos and the Antitrust Laws (1948) 61 Harv. L. ReV. p. 1305.
M3 52" monopoly ¥ control over price Hou FHFENEVAEPNORY SLIO UL V-2 [HEOERKY
BaQH#y BERREHN LR KBEORENBREIO( 0ue10n Mmale® | AR Y 5e° £ Mason € | 2
HREGOBEEN (p 1272) 3" +ERCHNERNEE SO Q! Alcoa RE(1 REMH)VERIIAX=2R>M « nCnEX(] £

HNEYNS BERY ERKBOERMPEULKSHEOQULRNS EFY VOERURL ¢ BHREEUREM,

ey

(o) £ MBROKHTHEELISEBIT VOV B BIRVEL S0 Vel 02008 e 5 HOREM
MDD 520 N460° B | RIOELN S0 EHEHOEQN B oHERCREY 20Ny EEN LO
RO 50000 N 0 S1V2 ®U QY RES VRS BRI RSV REROMEND ¥ ~ r 2] illegal
per se N4AQIERELHE 5 (Cf. Patent Abuses and Antitrust, the wm.n se H.NEQ. 64 Harv. 626 (1951))

(=) monopolize % restraint of trade VB o’ HPENK B ERN 40PV UWEENSP S H5° £ B ) LHkEY

MEENS S 507 Y S0NNORE Har BSEIY0 - ELL.RRC
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RBIUR b7 2 BRI S8 L BTHR

R

QBTSN QUER LM ED 245 (Rahl, op. cit. p. 748. 84 [EH I HEEN ] S0P 50R7 Wa =g
NARELLQO4)° Q114D Alcoa HE (] 2T ®®) KB U. S. v. Pullman Co., 50 F. supp. 123 (E. D. Pa. 1943)
VR SR E QIR QB e°

() KA =% *vRBHE HNSP nx¢ N - o ~QEEAHoRwB W D¥ -y MHOERY rule of reason

NEEBESR(BEEQREENRESV SR ham Ry - x U nRES DEOERR S ANGEHELLQ P40 n a0
rule of reason MEOWVEREWRHLD ¥ ~ ¥ M Q public policy NIH4QREE" EH LSO V0 VNNV E LYY S0
(@) A%PAN - $~-Dra~HE(] REO)L L0 Stone B © 1+

N ¥EHOHR

S AP NHOEHUB<HO0 Y % rule of reason (BHQHMB) VOR 4o~ +RBEME XA N -
SRBECHEKOEPRY NHBEKORVIRO NS

BERF A= NHOEEENE RN NP D - 2 — QEF RS LY VOEEVIVY KOEVEH( W’

EBEQmY M E<HU@HOKEVODR0REYY0 ViwE v RBHREQ KHMER &0 Hf 0 Ui
NOLRDQ MY I 105V 2% public policy QEEA 2 V7 WO I UHEL BERENCH Y FE
RN NOSORKENERE BSY EEOMELEO Y My E<QRENE )BT VR0 o T L
M QMO MM SN EHIEWS0Q W HHV Y WOKEY | SURNHNEY E<QETNER 0 HE
QNI aR AvVY BT OmELESHERD BEQT -V OR public policy ¥ i U a0 2 10 M
0 QO EE Y 00U Q HE MY 91040 HEHEN O KEMBIE Q¥ Wit M B o u i
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QP SEARCE R chy

HOMUBEL BETIEQ XSV 0N VAKHQTEY Q0N BellEQ s {0 REN ST UEE 0y
CHDENIDOUAREHMACHAVRONQONT WOV Vo SOBMBAQ KANA—% - RYR - 2N KLy
SO0 BRI O Y HHECERB QIR O YT LN K4 REBHEO N0 K IKRECEQUERN
m%ménhﬁﬁ%&m&of%ﬁénk%@fégﬁa\%cm\MAkm%wew%p\%%iﬁk#ﬁu:5a
QB I (intent and purpose) € | O # Y (prima facie presumption) REFFEP Q0" VIV HQEY
ammﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁaaq@ﬁﬁi,haxp%ﬁ@w&mgof,ﬁ@ﬁgw%b,%s&%wf%kbmagnkﬁ
EACE S EROHEET REFEEERE BFROKTUOREOBR ASOSEHEEORE &5
UEEEHEC RHTEREL 40 SHLL 40 - OROBULKO VR MK IRR
QPR U R P00 AR KR m RN AN RS £ 5 W EDNEAC TREE LR OEEy
{48 S Y EEKNE I S0°

NN N+ monopolize QI E” EUIRQMWEION THLE<VRE L OHE O MK »
040 05 CEEVIEC - VR AR 0EY K07 R0 EBY K1 (size) WER (power) 429" WO
WIS DRQEEY Q0B L D42 VORNOMH Y BEAUKOROEE L0 BERCKIVQSQ
o FEFMQ A O YA YR 0B M E G S £ 0 {BE@ G (predatory practices) A S 5o

PO — QY RAD N
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XREK 7 = FIRRET LW LI HIR

HHa BOSLEW rule of reason QEPETHELANE vVt VOXKOEEHOBEOHE VMUK
Q EEWORSSOPRAON VOSHLAOEMNMUE U AINEONY VOKOFRHY NEUIVYEVOR
L0°

() HOHURLY HOHRE BLEUY HEYOTIHUHBIHUTLO-LD Y 444 O 4 (Fainsol-Gordon, op-

cit. p. 461.)

(=3) Rostow, infra. p. 754 et seq. ' K& N —* - kv EXOHEERL S | REwsHs’ “economic mastery” 90
MOV OB RERECEEN O E&E%&%&ﬁﬁbiﬁk?%%ﬁkﬁ%@ [ MOBWNOBENOY S8 N
(RS Y OLQMH A" HOR- Kﬁ@ﬁ%i%%thfk% AR RBWREAUNS S H QL LMK QR
EELHPHUKORFHEOHEL LY 8 X <D QHD A2V | BEL BRI R0

®xyyf1rﬂ%ﬁzﬁﬁna_o@#ﬁ@eﬁm_Aaesgzveﬁﬁﬁﬁf@%o%
QEEY” IHREYQOSPORPERARDLEN»" HEQ¥ MR K « a—w hRBE(I RTINS QFKL L
SP7 0 QBER QIR IR e M I QY °

WD N—E QRN QO N R T KENE EQHHREE IV SHNR wAM N y—QEEREV D&
BT PN LRATKEQREY B HKREO Y &YQ Y’ E@ﬁﬁ%\ BRPEEL < N4 uERRAOVUR P
N Ve QEEY” FRY HEYERUAL2U L 08° YUPT VROORRY EXERVSY REQS
COAQUMEONEYEOY SR BEY N2 TK - A h REWEROE@MOEIRO L Hiey
HOFGOREIK QIR #FEEY SROENY [f oS VAUMBRANR KHoMEy &

&



B

&

WE QMM R FEYFOVENQEELENQOS 0 oMV N ¥ BROEwY BavElEg

o M BN RUSEROTRUYKORBRGORBESLS UUNRAN® VP, ﬁ%ﬁi‘tﬁéwﬁ?miﬁ
BALKL{ONE LECR 1ECEHOH | BENEOMREWS” BEmXLOREY Y 4 | & O E i S B
AR AUEQY S NN ANS O L OENEEDRUSNA S HAVECE KLY ETIER S By 0
M LELLT RO AUV OEHOFHTEMNEK OIN 00 Y VOEHENHEM Y 400 4 L°
KEQIRUY LD EROEMYH” | HOMBEEUY Y QIEREARND YU HEESVOLNRLY v
OREHOENNEE R CHRENAVOLQ P e0°

KY BFE-NKBHERIN 121D YLIVE VEWSE QO YHBMYEES Y wEREEQ TRy
SOEQ QEREEE Y GEFREEA LS HEEHHREY 200 RUEIVE S BEN IO UEO NN
£ FEEHEOC@ELEHFBEL v VOBIEHEUKEIL N 0P Q0 0P LS BEES
KREVE S H tying-clause " GHELTHEOLROBHTOLEPARVIN EIRY LSV’ ﬁgﬂﬁﬁ N
QEBEB-N K+ - EFRBECENILRY t\Eaﬁﬁ%%ﬁ@ﬁﬁc\@&ﬁk%@%w&/%@ra% v
QY B HIv QR0 - N K- QERENS CHBLMEHIKO VY HIRKE QR ENHH O v UNEILS NS
MERNEHR YRS KRS LaERE N U R0

(~) U. S. v. Terminal Railroad Ass'n of St. Louis (1912), 224 U. S. 382.

(x) Handler, op. cit. p. 53. % “Bottle-neck-monopoly” -2 5e°
(=) U. 8. v. Winslow (1913), 277 U. S. 202. (criminal case); U. S. v. United. Shge Machinery Co. (1918), 247 U. S.

@
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32
(=) Hapdler, op. cit. p. 63. (note 98.); Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. p. 465.

T BHBEE-NK-QBROYY FHEBVSooHRALONR KOd— - AKX - KAY—2ERKURNIOITY LS
P BRSO G BELRVELE2VY S0USO VAR FEATREE QT LN OB
Qe

HOMER” FFEL d— - X XA T—RORBEVEMERQLR INN VHERQNR'
HHIEQ HORN M KE BN Y Hata” VOREEHEHHI LI B bH RSO S &
H OREHBYEKUSY S0 NSOy B Bee” EEYT Ry -doxED
EXOHHOHY XK IV SO UVRRQOL0EO" d— - K KKT—2 4" ByURyiz)
%Lr,ﬁ%fika,Et%ké&ﬂﬁ&ib;moTtb%\ CEULLSROEHVRR

LITUE (overt acts) WAV VO NEKE D FEMORNIEEIV SRQUL0° | UQImENRYY i~
HK - KK —R ZEEImm (price leadership) W= QW 50K P VENIE<YEE N UL LS Qi
T%Eﬁ@i?&&ﬁko

BN SEEY ROEEOEELNEEQREY LEWWNYANERECEKLER N HF 0K R0 {07
UHOREY I JRIRA S AR VHS «n K- QS IBEE U RRRe 0 BRAK O L

HOFKY KNS MBEROBMY " « N X+ QBRI EHIR<BE LMY $:0° FHOETEIKORERS
HEN B EHFROVG A EVQEEQIEHQANVELY SROHRL RS KAaNa—% « kY RFK <224 UK
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=

HOM-2QPRONT HOFKYEOY HEQC T «n K ~BEERMY o SHEENHEMONT v | &1
PHEOTNRA— - ANTHRR - { D KA—HEQCREKERSY D (HEHLAOKUNERILILS |V
EERERNUS EER OREHESTEQKENNRT price leadership MiER 0 N W EHH P E RV BN

OEN” MIEL HEOLS” &Y TELEGREHUIVY SR v VEEK | RINOELOK K 1] 20 4
PN KBRS Ko dHIREREVVILELOMO PR

(=) U.S. v. U, S. Steel Corp. (1920), 251 U. S. 417.

(N) Seager-Gulick, op. cit. p. 261,452, 2" [ K Kk ~—~ 2 REQ 25" “rule of reason” ¥ “rule of business mx@m&mnn.% ”

MBI AR R0 W See
() BORHEOEHR &dkst” E.ﬁh;ﬁ.m.@%x#@ﬁﬂs}.%mﬂhﬁbcﬁo :J° Handler, op. cit. p. 65.

S EEDhRokKyELVEVE e HOEEYEKILOUONELS VUL d— - H K XA T—FK
QR ONEPRNR KA n—% « kv RIFKRVaHE L0 | O QR #HHL40" BUYVKOREROHKEN

QB U f 0 0" JEE T BON2QALQ 0 BORTKVELEBI HTEY SEROERK

B OB 8" JO a#hiym 2N

FEBRECOERLER U SREVRRSNOY SRHkEEHE (| SOEVASPVEURONG B0y
£HSPH HBFEY" rule of readon NESH RKE-AFHTAVKFTEHOEKKENDE VA0 EEHQRHE B
HPRQUIY

Kade—e « R AFKAZRYLIE2" g1k N - LANTINBE(IRIINS NLSVY EEQ” thénd

<
S



KB+ 7 2 r RSB LRI

&Ebfwﬁxéﬁﬁﬁ@%ﬁmﬁk,Kxﬁtﬁﬁﬁﬁ$#:n55@m3m1m‘ﬁmm;5\¢%xﬁﬁﬁﬁ
QHEELN SPL-ol{Au I VROOREYY $ 220" HEDHhRNIEHLE K KEEEFLUEQR
HE VRNHOVEEONRYELSIQN KEBESMEHUHOUEY VOEQBGNTE VD LENitoy
RROOR0 {07 K B EE N 0O f°

MO RECMDR DN IRERY A0 EEREHKA VS VER o BINEHK-VOMIERRYE V2" §FE
ORBHMOIRON d— - I K- KT —AFRKOEAVEER O EY - 2 =~ ™ NN EEREHE( K11
O QEKNASYH | HEE VY QYR EE LR BERBE VIS RO P R0 BFEY {TREEES
B © T O N SN O U SRR UV QB NERE R0 RY B SHEHORRIQEY L
v RN SIE A I QR MO N2 QN A [V PEE WS LRV » Q& WE R RES 0 UK LR
AT N F e NI KRS EE P R0° [ V0N N — { SREFEBE(I RO »EEIOEXKY
RO L°

NEOQIRE” =—ih~ NNHEN £ SV H EBRKEHEQININNREIY SHYERE: X d—{~vHEidy
REVE VORGVERAULFY BUPRQ0UINe

A HK s KA T 2KV —h T NREKH KA Na—e - R RFTHKQ2 QN 5110 Qs Q Hiw
WRVSEEY QY b ER R CEENHSAEIN00 U000 ERNEDFEY’ Q1 S4B 0 NEKL LK
HuaNHEY BRI <OFHY BOFKYNE_BLIOLEOPRA0US LR 508 K7 vy
HROBMUQ0 40 Vo®OT AR A THAR « {—5 A KA—FKYE BON2Q P LS L O0HE0 80N
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OO {ONOE FEBHE» A4S WEELREEYNMRD N INYEOLY S HRKEESREHO™ S8
FUFFOESHETREL VOEMUFORUE SBONSORMEHEO2Q VRO N L0 VOEK ZQ i
ﬂ&bfia I%@mﬁ%fﬂéafokof,@ °L
OV HopLo=—hvan " A—KLOFENd— -« H K« KAT—AFKALQ L O BHEPL 8
#° 2O Alcoa FHAR wOoREYE BHEEHOQP R0
(~) U.S. v. Union Pacifc Railroad Co. (1912), 226 U. S. 61.
() U.S. v. Southern Pscific Co. (1922), 259, U. S. 214.
(@) U.S. v. Reading Co. (1920), 253 U. S. 26.
(=) U. 8. v. Lehigh Vallzy Railroad Co. (1920), 254 U. S. 255.
(v) Handler, op. cit. p. 70. NERXE POEEZE 1TORVMUNLR D420
(©) A=+ HK KRS~ ARKE BRI =~ MARKEKBNE80 L2°EO KFU B BOARE W A0 L1 WOK
NOBORKNME LA LI < BOHMERLMW.OHLIA BELOMI0OWHR° () £ d—+ K KAY

D

5

OREN2 1<CEBRELOY S 42801 EBRempQ 000N S QR 510° Seager-Gulick, op. cit. p. 262.
8 BMEHOER
Z XANx—% - RYRAFKOE< I rule of reason K" d— - § K - KA~ —FHKYKeILEO L
BLHEBAILON BUERAUIVORAN K - HRIERIVIQOYHONR” gﬁmOﬁ.ﬁm_A/)fﬁBmw #®
FEY BAQUEVO=0 Y Ewailv yude” MF b NENES MmN Koo mO N

.
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RER LI = FERRT A E & KB

Alcoa BE(I RIS OFKY LACTEHBEOBRIRLHO»QPR0Y HOMRP" iy’ E<mEnd
QREKEERONR 7 1 DI REORONNEH OV S KRR w i DI EHOKRENERINOP ARG TN
# S MR HERMERFTEON— N « { N=FE# (Learned Hand, J.) &7 Q=0 LM~V Q HEQHBVIL°

M= NHOEEVMO N HaY B Y UEEREOANKOVEAUSNOP LS M
HOKREL CHNOER Y BLD R HHOH 5 40 HEH 400" <% MUORFN MO FEVHE
NEQOVHET RS oMo RECRY VOERESAEGENEIRFOPREYH SYRIH ONSovE
@b@&%ﬁf@%o%\%km~cn%‘ﬂ@&@mﬂ%tamauf%bpkmm&%ﬁ~%@%%@,%ﬁﬂ
HOmE £ R O AN ANK D00

%or\ﬁmﬁn@%&@\;mbixra%mrizbkﬁﬂufmtm_@ﬁ@b\ﬁ%%%%%kﬁ%#m
BV AEENEEKNRNERRENORE UL S QB o N Q0 27 [E4 | (monopoly) 4’
T (achieve) v V2" B 0210 (be thrust upon) ¥ A-2Q om0’ WL’ [EL410 | (monopolize) Q 4
RREBUL0R Y MEFVLRMAOEERVY " BEEHEHAMENTE OISV VLHOV HEE Y b
SNBUPRRAN0E SESmMURQ0u) [ERY ERMEBYEILIONN2EoR vyl vAQ
P8 QO MO NN EOREY” Alcoa R0 AUCEQFY AN | VOL° WOV BRQRG VR
DRRN AN EEOEENERFOVAVLEBYC0 (P Qo Alcoa ¥ EEKORHMNMB OV BRVERY
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SHACTHPYHLION S BEROERRY BYVLR BERIONV2HEWILOP LS Alcoa
B BRHEENEFEINNVVERLASVHERO TSN BASEENEYNEBEZN Vo« REKoy O SEERE
4 B RDEE KQL<IEY R R AR H R S0 T | A BGORLQSNTE V07
SE ARSI VS0 RIEQ A VA0 N U IR 02 QI NS

OV SUESH KutRENEKEPR B2 BN Y 0 SR BN S Q Ll U407 A0 R
EoEEYKoLOURS” d— HK - KAT—2FXETNAAN ThR - { =D Ka—FKH BGRNEHY
FEHIVSHBRAY O SV E-NEN2Q P R10Q0" BUQ@lHivBHeRHEV DY QEENERG»Q U H &’
DAV OEEY WY KE YN S QFKN L SV R—e—""FH# (Cardozo, J.) KOV’ [H LK
IE%&w&%m%Tz@mﬂy¥17y&m%¢am%@mnmlipm kzi\ﬁm@wgkﬁofxb W
CRE@E” MHYSSVEENSNBREAL OS2 Wat WEHO0 P ELST ] UEQOL V.S 00
UV 500

SSBRRY K] V000 R" MK KOKELQ UL’ [H! EMKY A BUEY BURVEY
QEHENEYE IV SNQN ZORNMR B (“specific”) HEEN B P S50 VB 10 Q U #HK LN
DI 500 0 A SRS K S PRI EIR 08 50 MEEY KREMRMES 000 QENOYE
{attempt to monopolize) VIR 1QIRY 2 QB0 NI ST U S0 N AN K500 10 e°

BEQT WIIN® AR - R U HECEK( RENS &7 ZQFKNHETUMES” =07 ¢mOKELEQ
EEA0HT (oligopoly) QoY 0" BHIOHEKL BERVESP OEENYIEN20N SR —Nu3P 4
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REE b7 = BRSO S ME &R

RO R I W H 3R~ 0 U QO W IRE 2 monopolization QB ¥ ©7 #ekie O B i1 Q & (actual exclusion)
CAMPELST HOY AROBUYE ALORNEEF 0EQ QU BHEO BHIER S HH s HEY
WSRO VEE S 07 AL

KSp' SOBEY | RE<ERwS XEBRONQ CBE AN KBES »— ) BEERHESK
BDUNY &N~ KRHES ——OFKVEO Y MUE E002R° QNOQFKE SH2 XA n X F i
(Douglas, J) &0 VAL NEEHF0--QPR0E BE NN T KBEQOFKY RSV

EnERRUENY S410 @R S BHER O KA O P Hh 28 He’ RIHHE E Sk 2P EL45°
...... Bt i SHKORTERVE0 VBN NESE0D EXo20mdy’ R EHKO monopoli
zation K0 QREEY 0D R L HENHEEUERS M’ B WU NGE R0 U AR
DY 50 AT BURL BHUSTNL -0 PR00 ULALOO Y DB SKBY A S Ve B
HHK VB0 DR KR Y BE CRAESNEOBEN YK ARE Y 510 A0 £0° O
POT 4o VB R HRENEE SE0 | ROEHELE VORVOEF O EREHENEQY 4 <8 VS DER
M0 R0° - S AVHT VBTN NS0 P800 s BIRY EHVEED B HeTLDHY
MO S HRGRVEE W 0EQURE SO U REMHP Q10°

AT X UN Y D N e BK Y & S P “specific intent” 4 “purpose or intent” QRN O 57
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EUNRERC [MEMEHE | SR e@EN g7 [RILSEE | ¥R EL8v” QU0 MmEXNLY

| T AT SN O N0 IR P oI Y Y ORS00 R0

ARYCYSRANSR HOEFEEQORANEIY S02QQEVvIRR®

()

U. S. v. Aluminium Co. of America, 148 F. 2d 416 (C. C."A. 2d) SO EHKY BMEXRREN 0N L IOWVE

2420 (CE. Toulmin, op. cit. p 32) W2 MBI VREN Y ORER-20 V00" KIINR=RN - x B

(] REFDORKY SEZ LRI L OB M OL°

()
(=)
(=)
()
()

—_

U. S. v. Swift & Co. (1932), 286 U. S. 106.

American Tobacco Co. et al. v. U. 8, 328 U. S. 781.

uU. mw v. Griffith et al, 334 U. S. 100.

Schine Chain Theatres, Inc. et al. v. U. S, 334 U. S. 110.

U. S. v. Paramount Pictures, 334 U. S. 131.

S P FUQENEHIFEQCEEL” |y W S« MEE | XD MLE] %o Rl OEE vsSo

NAR Q00

KA N - RYQEXK QB MEERWIE (intent or purpose) VA" #dkied” HEE VEONYED"
K1 QR NTE 40 44105y monopolize QEIINIRESN-Q b7 W IR BALA 0 17 E <80 KO0
FFLOBBLEAVRER»Q VOO N A0 ERHEORM YT oREROKI R YL HFBERFIVY’
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KEE b2 2 rERCRGT AEE L WYHIR

ERENLREHOPROL VOHE | R OF LAY Y AT O KEIHROERLOEEP A ONR WO IEH
4 OBER Y YRASHEY SOKSEHOREYMY L SV Bain SHAOIBRNTEK IR Hou
FUHOY Y EBY ¢EIHEOYOEIROBHYQ0 Y HEESE<ENQSEY EoRYELS VY
U0 Y A DOFEHO HEY Moy’ RACKENEBF0L0P vy WKOEEMEAOOKIS
REGRE0°

o CHOEEHEY MiPEc” EURQEHNVO»QN2Q0V A F—b MM | EOM! 1Y HIKM0

2QAT OP SeQUANNE° | HOEkS Bulwipi oy BURQEHEY VESREEY JVET UL AN

Qb VaNEERAEEREO Y AL THELES” 249" VOEEY BUERELEENOY BSHT E
URYQLQUAMHEY SR-2Q U BOCSSHMa0Y YAV S0%E” VRUHY 20E%S ¥ ¢udy
FEHEL LSV BUROKHARENELEM UYL 0QFILEES monopolization ©EHkL €100+ &
P ST

HONOQRES ¢ ¢muLSVE BHOSHELVERORFOEHN SOl BURROEMHS VKO
PEONS02Q0 0 WY ZEY Y BRR BEOFPHOENEEKVEEROS QUHST kg VR UEREKEM
02 UER2QPANS OV FREEOERVOVL BB SoUESR # waKHyHEY 550
PQERRQE AN Y HIE LMD LU0 S0

PR BUROEHNRE D NEHNBROREY" Alcoa RERON=N T XEKQOKREPR0R KE
BRREESP S02 oy’ KoV BUROEHAREBHTEHVO2QNHHu IV S0Q WL Alcoa XK
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Y485 V8" monopoly N monopolization QERQ LN Alcoa &’ HEBEQEMNKOVHEEUIKONEK
BASYT VORENBE 0@ EEE YL@ RV ANEHNS UL RASN Y KEEN RSP HT v
NERSEEREERE SO AVERQOSHAORDeN»" [ ﬁﬁmmxmfﬂﬁﬁsa%émﬂﬁ REVE TN
WOERLTEIREIVY” HENOQNEOREY LS VR BB~ o e QO ENRN RERYH0E
HOEMAVIVES UL R0 ] VOV HERROUMEE HEHRUOEYVOR I — N NEERONTYR Y

452 P AR O R IED WRNKQ VT SDEUREN ST 0RRE UKBIET oo v v 8 TEO

EENE KON QUEBIRWES KON | Vs NQ P e

SOLQHAY " WRIEBLROBEVQ 20 HEHENONQ PR’ %@mmziﬁk@ﬁ&ﬁ#ménrm
RQNIEN " BB R QM VORE - NEHER ACHF 0 FEOIMREHH VNS S0QUHLS
NABERAEPRQ0E K By’ LORNMY 7xé_waifaat%;ﬁog%a.%@ﬁmkureﬁﬁ
ROLEQEY” WOHOMLIQER00 K" | PBEQ QO FHSEKRA0Z° %Of‘ﬁ%ﬁﬁ;\sfsﬁamam
LR AR AUHE AR UAUBEISY OV VOKKRE oV 0 predatory practices ,cié(ﬁ,%ioo LR N
RVASE o IR P Yok P P

Ky EOEEOHY QS v EBERY DEUY PR 0RENE05Q VEH0S0 407 BIR
QDR Y A0 OEEREQ B 2 W O LRIV S V7 BN H0 QAN Q 1 S 1000 VEES 08 Y
PROUHS HEERY BURARGROES HETDE KEKMLHEKPE VKO VT2 ABEY VO
SPR/VLEN» CHEYTORLNEIROH SOEHYMESEEROVVEEEN VIV S0QLPE HOsk



RBIE + 7 2 VEECES AW & REHHIR

YOSVORHLE [RIATLE ] RORHYEE N0 HwLS”®

A V0 B0 UK KALKIER QI Y’ W B monopolization AHER 104 S0 LA
Y b @ MBI R Q [0# S monopolization ¥ fHEH0IRdIN £ B L QKN £ SV ROBEEIK RGO
SRV SO U WE YD WK (attempt to monopolize) QWY FHAILRO VA USOQR" ¢m
CEEHEQRFEP QOO NB-RN0°

(=)
()
(=)
(=)
(1)

Rostow, Monopoly under the Sherman Act, Power or Purpose ? (1948) 43 IIl, L. Rev. p. 745.

ibid,, p. 776, 984.

Johnston-Stevens, Monopoly or Monopolization—A Reply to Prof. Rostow (1949) 44 Ill. L. Rev. p. 269.

ibid., p. 274.

BRECRHME »N-s” FHOHEORALEMOLL Q1 COWMBEMERD KiIINX RN - x (1 QRKNEN

BAG-2Q 7 8 X 4% circumstantial evidence QEE AL WUB2V HOQREUR LY BEA BEEBEGR
LRV LLSBENE PROAEO B NENQ parallel action & combination Q& WEM4-"¢ D0 (Rostow, op.
cit. p. 79L) D " » K = N 2 Y I §R40e (Johnston-Stevens, op. cit. p. 291.)° B Qg £ ¥ ¥-Q interdependence
QB A OHIRQIAL HEUNOIINEQOEENED VP BMELLE O (Mason, op. cit. p. 1280.) U 0mEQ
RE ERQEAND S 500

()

RN NQRRBEMIHEIH A,,H NETCEBUIQEEY kRSB (effective competition or workable competition)

QEENS AN OV AUQNICRMG° WOV HOEMNORR T —~h QHiRs | 0%/ ERBHOKNALAL BehHE
OMOER RECER PROEHHOERIPE{MORYLs 21 EYQUKBEROREQE QA NN IV .L’



PR AN K -HOEEYY L IV RIER m&u%%féo%LT\%om%o%emxwf\ﬁﬁ@ﬁmﬂm%
BHOERANIVAHL N FON 0 Q PP RBLOL S Uie® BOFALMICN s K+ AQHKY £REYCE
BUESSENL LY ERABGATESHE YWY BEERNRERC D A0 L 08-S LI HBN0-2Q0 PR Alcoa B
ENEDON~ N2 e INEFEHOHBYDSNOL UKNESD DU AR« M2 BEREREY O SWH Adelman QRE{E
HUYEONOY 50Q Fa0RT R hR ¥ A KSR T LW~ BEE V00 VIR0 8 K = b QRNE

ERABHY GHOKIGEEROEHFHVEELBENLOLOPHEL L VoY wEEHELYOBNLLY 50 (op.

cit. p. 1303.)° fE@@&2 4 %ﬁ%@%@ib&x ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ@@%ﬂkﬁ%%%hfvv@.r?zf,&éo

() mRengd TR HNERVvREECREKSAREFEEIRYRRSERIOE e v S X BOMKELMEHNER
#O 1 BN (ibid, p. 790.) V5O 500 KO REEHMORKIVE OGN S0QWH LS (ibid, p. 792)

() Johnston-Stevens, op. cit. p. 272. () ibid., p. 286.

(8) =N~k EXKY TRE KRBEMLEEUEESOVE L5 VLY mihERY EEVOR0HESTEVR
SO0 FOVRHEQLAYE L ORIV BLOL S C W40 ] WY 507

() % ~xhr-o Alcoa RENO 5V T80 L S BENERFEN VoI (Alcoa BXK) N 5B B
LR VERRP ORI Y E R v ERUEEY | VBN 50° (op. cit. p. 275.) WO RURUEMHEO
HE N ORI 500% (p. 1281) W HER SHESEEEEOEE L Binte’

(2) Rostow, op. cit. p. 780. (%3) Johnston-Stevens, op. cit. 286.

—

B HQHON $mY f:510 monopolize Q HfEH BURMEOUIRNROLSY SRQPARE BURVQ=Q
B SANOVRENSNA BURVE fPE -0 BHRRERVSOUE IV VLY 2IYERO
BEMRN RS PR
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REE b7 2 PSS E A LIGHHR

WUET RE TRR ] SOBHURAREAE vad M —r MHOREYLSYY [FTHETSO S AMOER]
(any part of interstate commerce) N SOV ELUSVY Lo VRV E [EHESO | ENBERQT okE
QS AKRERS K EOHEQ S LAUORRAIIEINC | (KA Ma—i - kv @i | 81 1) VE0s KL
REEU &S VHT v BEY0 S0 L0 SV KIRYBEGE D VR0 EEY £:05°

Y HMEROEEELL0 VSN 0SYH Alcoa ORKR [ROVVHELRERNE KORMKEREHE
SOV NN Y BB TVER KRS | ARV S0 EVEE YD Y BENETH &Y PEERE Q00
O NNRYLEOUAE BHEROERFRERRNORPY SRAUSOUARROYTY yuy” BE VIV [0

SE] VEOESEXOREVOHERUOEMEAMOR0Q R0 BEHN £ 5Y NOEMNY Qo ymEN

PROH B e NMAN KAT—2BEQOFEK(I RIDPR/QOY” SOHELHE d— - KK - KRT—IES00 N
A=i—h A% - KK T =2 (Consolidated Steel Co) QIEROMEOBHUHL EOEXXDENQYEOEHE
SYEaHLOgNQURNR RERY HiiV KoBHQEERLR 0 YN VWREINUY” BRVEEL X
NEEHO00 HEFECOERAVIYY S0 HESEEHEEYMHY e uQHEWEIS 1 ANaTK—
ANEQue— R - KRNT— R QEERY BRQUIRYEER WRERd—- X - KATROCEEHECHE
MERQOEZEROVAVSZOHMNOBRGFOEGRKEY EX WA VAN HLHOLST Y IN°

K REERCOHRY QO SVY BEEOHKERTORESEYORGRER 00 VE IFEQHMEYwE
SVSERRO!EN NEM S A0 ERRY 400 HEHAKQ B0 SE X OBEVEC) CEdETER
A0S IR |
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E

Y SQmEHEN %ﬁf_ BRHVENQUERDOKTEEOEB AV OVHE S X #TEY oy R
SEHEQKRKELELH L EFL ADVRGECHEEERINS 0N v NV HRVEQHIHE LI 00V D507 2R
HECEMRLLENRKATOEFOLHOER $OES a0 LU NoRR0 Y VY 810 5384
QHEVQE C o INEHITY 500 WRZR 10 VAR H02°

KO HOFKEFoVE nanN KEBLABEREVESY AvVOEwE RELSEBUREKO L0 unreason-
able SIZEYR0UMHE2" X" | RIHOE | MO A I v~ NHIBVEOHHY ¥ o7 RBirdrE QO XL "
FRETVERY HLQETY LD0RGMEEEVEQY 29" MEEIN#F0 8 Ihe ¢ widumivwa e
NAAKONQPR0R HHHEOE KECEvBEEHHYUHKOHIVHE,e2Q U0 PR

(=) Rostow, op. cit. 777.

(=) Handler, op. cit. p. 75; Rostow, op. cit. 778. 4" Mason, op. cit. p. 1274. %" Alcoa F#'&H# i Ni0E U K 24
ADHOBESWR0D X ARRVERNBRUENART ERY LLCEBOERAERE YNV 510°

(@) FOHUOIVE NDEFLOFHASERBRBELANO PR Z 04N 5 ad0°

(=) vertical integration ‘% illegal per se W44 N SN XN Y D N EK U Q2 50° £ Ry 8he R,
B « ™ K <~ HKERICWHERQ | 047 vertical integration QEBW4He )M O 5\ Adelman, Integration and
Antitrust Policy, 67 Harv. L. Rev. p. N,N., (1949) ; Hale, Vertical Integration, impact of the Antitrust Laws upon
Combinations of Successive Stage of Production and Distribution, 49. Col. L. Rev. p. 921. (1949) %Wm

(©) HOm@S reasonablenees Q#-L” “calculated to meet legitimate business needs” M R A 2H{ v HEKRS

RBYSEE NS00 LD W H BN 5 Y 50° B’ The Sherman Act and Close-knit Combinations : Efficiency Test ?~
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.43 1. L. Rev. p. 523. (1948); Callmann, The Essence of Antitrust. 49 Col. L. Rev. p. 1109 (1949) etc.
(«©) 46 Harv. L. Rev. p. 1212 (1951) ,

Bl X X = B QHE

HEoBEEROEIY QO SV MUY M40 SERHOBIEQ YN 47 S -4 N i »o KEREHH K © & #
AT VSN KK GRS N K~ BEQEEIR R0 ¢ VU VR NER ROV REQEEPHLSDRNS
| EOEEWEAY AV vuY ZYQEANVEE Y EEECHSHOBBNVE oY AELEN AP R00

| RRO=E
REBOA N K LHEY 0 K- WHEHE L VENEER oV N Ry S | KKOHEOKEOK
Y EREGOHEYE OV <R<VEEVIVEOERVEEOTNEY RAY KL EORIEHO KRS
QRENEL KIKMOENSKSY SHT wOHOMEIOWIEEIIP dr—r N - KN XK=HOENSR
s BREECERTY A0 ZEMEKOTHETY L4007 VY KoBRROEN RIS U 0NHO
L° HMPQUEHBIMLY MERGUEY SOTIEHEHOLRS” «n K- YKOEIE MHERGVEE
FURLONAYEO Y HRVENVO U0 E< QY L8085 0 490
OV ¢V (“Every”) EoBEEXORUAMHUnSNOY KEre a0 L0res” REOFERY
2" Q0B VOBKR<KSN2Q UL oL ION°
2 NOHOHETEOERR Kann—% - RYAFKMP TG -2RuBL S0 gl N r -y

mu“
~



B NHOERWOHEMEPAOL® M+ —py NHEMEFON/EE N O0HREY HOp-nN K LHHYKO Y EH®L O
SO KMHKYME NS S LB RS KL K- HOMYL HREROE LM O LUL0ELQHEY
Wi f O RS B < Koo’ BBEOREEAONT VR2AHMQEOBEL QO NAC Bay
ENEHO LK PEE LY Ko VOBRUKFOURSY HRESREN2LLE 0L VIV hx
U RIS YRSV EXEHYRN OB OBEENE M ETHATL LSS VO HEVHEOREY
POV QOE” ML A v —r MHUY [HWAKS | VIRV RN F#EaEY 40« N K - REELRED ¢ Q
A WRH | ROHE Y NREEEEHEYLS Y 00V FREHOMNFLROONE QL0
& HREEVRPCEETKY 1R 0N Ho [ERKPRMK NoHoH HAHS M —1 ML
PRONREUN SLH HPEVAVRUSUBE L SV RESQEEFPFIBEINQ UL’

() KE k-t kv BXNRE0 N VS (Hatlan, J) Q4EER0 | 8°

() Hamilton-Till, Antitcust in Action, TNEC Monograph no. 16 (1940), p. 6.

&

() Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. p. 450. (=) Seager-Gulick, op. cit. p. 373.

(#) H-nNX=QER R BEY V0 HEREVACH 3+ -y MEQEQUBEAR N LEEY +HELOY
LOVGRIERYHS L ERO+EFFH VORLOEAORRO X AN EPNORLR O (

() | ROKEHVOIHEE HEOHHEALERY REZEUBF L HENE LY +REUPILLOL°
Hamilton-Till, op. cit. p. 135; Jones, E. op. cit. pp. 441—443.

(~) U.S.v. E.C. Knight, 156 U. S. 1. $& ZR8+n X - OEBEHUV L0

(0) FOEEHEN (x k- w2 RK(] K] IUED PO RN

Hamilton-Till, p. 23.)°
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() Ripley, op. cit. int. pp. xi—xii, Seager-Gulick, op. cit. pp. 60—57. ¥ % | K2 V0E QWERBAO | L0
FOXBYHCNOREY WREPHERKCEFEN LD 4°

H +ROBE

onaﬁ,ﬁg@fﬁxb@%@mﬁﬁuf I N X - B0 O O L

2% YR~ - 2—KX'# 2« (Theodor Roosevelt) Q KEEHEH(I RO |1 —1 ROV JHE" a N+ (Taft)
BYRNN (Wilson) QLY OV & | KKEOREHY VRN -V IR Y N X~ ROV EEE O N
Effy” +NK-QREN20M BEEY" 50 X% (Robber barons) Q EfAVMR LM EHniKa” A — K
R0 | ROVEOEMY RSP HE S <N KBS <N K-QEROUHNRS L VIV Eygy
HENAACERNOOE0 HREROHEVEK ONO U0 HEY AV O nEKERY | LHERY
BROUVEPLS VIR R THOKA M=% - RYAFTKYE VORNASY HERRVORENK
QR VAN ILQ P R0°

Kadaeie s R RQFKE BEOBONEDHE Y ERHEONHKAROCLOUHONRS | R | TEOH
RESHEEHRON S v« ) HOENY EFSTEOBZHVERMOPOPELAOL oD Hp#on -
(R BN K=(1R110) KOMED N K« (] 211N VRS T LN 0 20 U IO L°
B RKKEEY A0 kEREOHEK Y BIIRFEOTHMN RPrE4RFUKEY Q" <xQBION =0 X
+ B RO Q L

KO NOEEBIOBEUARSY Kh K- EHUIY QHBVEN N o KEELLN K - EH
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SRR MR M HO LR ([OFEE S0 R-NK-EHOoEY | OFZoEd-Eug v KovE
DIV HSHEONE rule of reason QiF<H" [0 SEQ | VHEFORTEOHMNELENE 02 v M

AON° AV HOBERYLSY  HHMER (trade associations) QEEENE LR QO RHHHOKELECE
HHAREHOL” BrO>—h ¥ 3o - A —XEHRN® KYHBEHFRHEOMEQNBH 0 HREn M@ (Federal
Trade Commission) QHZITH MU Ls” KN K+ HOEREHEE KRYBLXuaS NS

e K QERY” L VREIN robber barons SN INQ YT HS 0N zur&wwwk.;/ K <95
PRASONAE BOVOLQNERY IR VSO VUL ERFMe Ken K- HOBLY MEHEREOHNER
E VO MHKES Q HEE SIENREROREY DD OR R0 MO NS KO ﬁ@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁ " mEE
GERECORLULADY SOFUASY HEUIY WEE Ko K- HEEOHTREL SO L°

(m) WENS 2-Khr 2 -QERHE | ROMESLEBY L0 L° KOVEEQEBFETE KQaN~QUREEE

HERLE KOax2 ORI RUSNE£OBMARBNL L Jones, E, op. cit. p. 444—445.
(=) Jonbes, E, p. 328. (o) Seager-Gulick, p. 413.
(=) Watkins, Trust, Encyclopedia of Social Science, vol. 15. p. 118.
(w) HOFLOBERMEE | KOEN Y’ ImB:ﬂos...H_.:. op. cit. pp. 139—141.
() Rostow, op. cit. p. 749. (~) Miller, op. cit. p. 31.
N EROERE
[ RINRENED 400 KBEY Hon X~ HEBOWENRENHY QX | KIN &Y Ko n K- ERiK
EONS BFR2" RUNERDN - 1= RN HEVReg 0o KERRELQEQOHEERY Y EEd i
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TRIT LB A L IRBHIB

KRB 5 =g

NELLZOLS NN NA =N - 2K D 2« (Franklin Roosevett) -0 | £11111#9Q N. R. A. (National Indus-
trial Recovery Act) Q B{{t” HEEGBE (Codes of Fair Competition) QI QK e QM BR VR L
NUYT BN K-HRd” [0 S8d] ¥ O SV Rixyvmv SO LANmMRY®

fo8” I RIHES N. R A QHEFTKS V' VORPEEFOUET Y R—Kd 1 2 - QKRN KEKNEK
Ayuh” T | RIKEERQ KEURHS vBoN” XL n K~ HBORNLBMIELEM0Q LA VoK
HIN A S Y BERQEKEN2 OV E<HEVERQLS MEROIIE 4RQIEM | 807 WK
REOVNKOERPR0UI0 Q0 YRNREAeUAY KEZROKHCENERL NADNAK S QENE
VvRQPROAIN VIV BERCEKEY BEHOEEN-» {007 EEKYT (rigid price) O BEMHP 2910
407 PEEQERENKLD MEXKBORLAULOY 500" BERORKENED BEHvilida 000 EaE
EAEEOREN S OOEMHCHOMKOEY” @ua B L OgHP Qo4 IN°

AAOER( QERELART = —h ORHFL KN K- HOERPARE & EXOKEIRLNQT KEL
0EEYEROS VR VRER OV VE PG EHOHEY ERLAREQI-NEEINEEHNEQOREN
ROEBOMENKQ Efy BEHLEBROBRYKOEEERVR O X+ N K -#0 HHEI vol= 4
B 40 0 0 680 O B O AT WY 5 0 4°

AR A QEOBIKY MEOE20E VL0 K n K- HECROEISY S dEREEYE (Te-
mporary National Economic Committee—abr. T. N. E. C.) QRENIEL° QB X+ N K L& 0 Q R
FOFARRHEVEKIY +Zm0»" Hr OREFHV OB v@agREay | 22 | $Vaun

s

~



BOEONS WOV HOoBRY B IKKSEQ | £HELENEY. $oEHoNOT 5P S0

&

HOHBY L S VEELSEHY KN X ~EBOHRE BOEICEBURE NV KD BHEHNOE Y
QU PR S et BIERTEQMEAEYS SENEY S0UAPR0S BE Alca FERDRE [N
RN AL N QOFKYE BUNQSVOFRSENERIYEEY O VOHBOUNHO Y HEY RN
ERNBE DY S 020

(07 BQMOMKAN K ~HROBIESR Y NOHOMKHYLLN SOIVHERLZR0° FEQLRE
BRYIE Y Kn K < EFORETREV L KHOKE PaTSkilnko K HElrho ¥Ry i
BEOK | i BHOMY KOKE MELVSNRY HoKKEUY SEHHEEQRMNTY HORM»
OPEY 240 U0 K< K~ FROT ROKEQEER 002 KO BENSHUY KKND REmMQ | &
ERHHVBLSAN Y —r MHRT $mYRSVE S SRS VORI NGV TG SHEELOREALO
VSR AE @SS BED Q00T

(=) TR TEHE MTENE NNEPE H-FE Hamilton-Till, op. cit. p. 141.

() Schechter Poultry Corp. v. U. S. (1935), 295 U. S. 495.

() EELRY HHEORINIIIKLD HWEEZKOBLALO LU L0Q e’ LoBEIOOREN O S5V
Fainsod-Gordon, op. cit. p. 587 et seq. (=) Cf. TNEC, Final Report, 1941, pp. 11—20.

(0} REE< [AXx>REGHAFORE] (1D VEKE UQ MEEZR RS RAIIVHULBRELLO W R10° | uD>
500
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RER b 7 = PR BT HESG & KGR

(©) EEOHN O SV omE | RONFURHER N K «RAVMY HidRHIERERKOR BE | 20KEHs

NHENOEL & | OMB~o [+ HRQE" NKFHNK OOOR’ N2EEK00 000K O 1’ 100" O
OOo®" FHEI” MW OOOKR” EXE 1" YOO OOOR HOEXDH I Eil" YHO OO0O®R® <my oy
BOM kBN KD RS QFLU Y FHEDHE MY | <8 1HEL1HE NIKERON NRE ]
QO (Hamilton-Tilly, op. cit. p. 23; Antitrust Law Enforcement by the F. T. C. and the Antitrust Div., Dept. of
Justice—A Preliminary Report of the Selected Committee on Small Business, House of Representatives 1951, p. 57.
() I RTTEEE B | EEass BEE ] E0RE BHIEEQEERI 140840 4 (Edwards, op.
cit. pp. 296—297.)° | RUIKEN" $~¥ N« h~~ 2% (Thurman Arnold) REHEER + " ¢ - FHY RV IRER | R
E:E.KEE?%.@@A_A#M.@@%E#XH\ T KROESKANMGENOBEROTTINNMOL NS REN A 1Q
QOBOWL U HE NER MR (Beard, Government and _wo_:am. 10th ed, 1949, p. 430.)° | REREF O EHEK ~
$ AN —A (Tom Clark) QREMNERY | KR0— | 21120+ ECHEFTVREURD | 2T0—T 2 -

HWOLEENHOKEN AV e v 500 (W R S e R EHoEAl KT IR - ||« RERER
1R ~4e°)

() TNEC, Final Report, (1941). 48" REE< (x> RELHBORE) (1D L 1wl nHd TROVETER]
(FRV IR Qg (@) HBDHE

(8) MRMZE A-KDH2QHEN AL “New Deal Judges” &7 | RINVEY SLOVREERRENKEST .0

1@ “Roosevelt Court” 4oy 542 042~ (ef. Prichett, The Roosevelt Court (1948)) ‘A8 OV R & 48:0° QO ¥

Pavad REEEUD ¥~ ¥ NENEE D e DL B BENE SO S S S08A 0 UEOEABNEOKREY

204 5 42° (Prichett, ibid. p. 208. et seq.)
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() The Report of the Selected Committee, Supra, p. 51 et seq. Q) ibid., pp. 75—79.

() Watkins, op. cit. p. H8. £ ¥« N K <« X Anomalism (v Arachronism 2« 5 OV 510° (F) Rostow, op. cit.

p- 750.

H £ B—FEBUfS U 0o iK

o2 O W7 KB N K- Y e R Q EER Y QHENE R - N X - BE QBB O SV QT
%%ﬁﬁ@k%zkﬁﬁwmm%fm\uhéﬁ*%au\%@%ﬁvﬁmf BRIV EEETHIHY LD
R E RO KA 4 DR O BRENE 0B U RO L BUSEN Vel FEEHES G M
OO A HEBUH-IHL L0004 N K- HOREOERSR” BN S 464020 PLONAN QO SP7 &
HIREY QFRIE MRS RESEDVINS

" REBUHH QRN KB Q K4 ™ X - BIRXD R 4N K~ HOBMEEY S Q4020 P R0

KEOXK-NK EEYY KuvRbPI0QEFRRON & OFBY «n K« RIEINE< QB
POV QEEN HIE O MY OB Y BEHHORENELAY VOB A HIS 4N K-NEES L
K-NBERA YO NEY BEOERY mEEGEEEMORERVSoERYHO Y EUmEN TR 48
HANEHRREQOF LTS Y AO N0 U MY e
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KRB b Z 2 VR R DB S L RIHIR

AReKhH R - QIXEUEHY #oy RINCHBOEROY AWAONE HEBUHIHR | $ORNY u
IXEEAIRHIQ IEN vV QEIKIES Y 502Q L R0° #O V. HERUHUHQEFLBEY BivL0V E
<EM RS Lm0 BNV QKA CR BOR N X «BEL 88 BH CREREZRVIVO
MERGHEEQ SV A RINBO K+ N K~ BIEWEE Y S 00 QN E L0 5T

FoLRo HOHNER FEHECHY fELuRB L0000 | REOHEON NI~ -bhid—9gF
KEKP R KETYVOTENRERLHOLOH FXQ | REKHYEQ Alcoa BK MEORI Ihx=R )
A N EKFKO NP R0 Koy EERUHKYHY | REVEFEMUEN0L VO HRERY wuREy
REOL2QUEO20ACY VOBNOTKY KOSERHEORBARDY S10-0Q V0 yUH Wi S°
R0 EREEVOVERIE #4400 rule of reason RRBELQONELORHEVHN Ve &
TENOCHAETERVIVERERIR20%" KER MR ERIEFRORTE Q WRRE P 80 V30«
0 WINT VOEKHONRNBOR AN K ~BBEVQERY KEABKEROENOEEY O SYORSEOR
MY HUOY CZR0QREENVIE NRIECRE UK O VEQOLY S10°

WOV EEEUNORMLSETEXQMEY 040y MEREAN» 0 VEMBEHRY 4o KEOR-
N K- HOBEEHEQ o N EBER VMR 0 U PAULSS fv Y $mOKEORRHEL RIEOK-N
K+ BEQHEIU O VHIRULORER S Do n»" EERUHIHY Ao TEUNOSELRTERQERE
A EOMSHRRVHEOY S0° WElo Ly KEMN Y~ MY AOREBURKORETEZKOBHE 1
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K- S BB (unreasonable restraint of trade) &7 A+ — ) MUY LDONVSUVKNTUBOHRLE (€05
E4-giEd | VEOEMQANERVI Y S0P uSH [k 2OEHHVKE S Eisiy vQ
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