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Abstract

(Purpose) This study aims to examine the regulatory foundations for addressing the
abuse of market dominance by large digital platform operators wielding significant power
in the digital economy.
(Design/methodology/approach) To achieve this objective, the study analyzes the
regulatory framework and legal principles governing digital platforms. Specifically, it
reviews the evolution of the essential facilities doctrine, explores the concept of
quasi—essential facilities, and examines regulatory jurisprudence under individual
industry —specific regulatory laws.
(Findings) The essential facilities doctrine, which has been discussed in both theoretical
and case law contexts for over a century, aims to prevent dominant firms controlling
bottleneck facilities from abusing their market power to the detriment of competition.
However, the stringent or ambiguous requirements under existing case law have posed
challenges for its application. In response, the quasi—essential facilities theory has
emerged as a viable alternative, easing the regulatory authorities' evidentiary burdens.
Additionally, the proposal to regulate digital platforms as key telecommunication
operators has gained traction. In Korea, the adoption of the quasi—essential facilities
theory appears to be a practical and effective solution.
(Research applications or Originality) Legal research on the essential facilities doctrine
as a regulatory mechanism for digital platforms remains limited in Korea. However, given
the global regulatory trends, such research is both timely and necessary. This study
synthesizes and analyzes three key international perspectives on the issue and offers
policy recommendations tailored to the Korean regulatory landscape.
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Fo"sta, Aol Feld du 34 B Aok
9 TUAY Bl mHAbEe] MRS WA=, 53] A4 % 24 vt
Ao B &ulA} ol | Qs AR FEHEA d AT BANS 2T
Aolth. opvhE, doln¥, T2, YEYL RN 5 @S UAY ZAT YR
ERFNE B AA AER Aul, BAb AFo] Aol Ak oA AS BFMNE
e gAY F9E A HAAE A0E Sa AeAE B4 S dE w9
el ol g A48 EAFE LA A LA WA
el UAY EE AU AEUAR SIAAA7] AR AR 2
B anse BEdor Bo, £9 o W A8a AAAE QAN Ba
S el @k AFAME Fola Agold GREE A Baw Ao

(Hecht v. Pro—Football, 1977). 228 End A% &3] (Terminal Railroad

Assn) Al SREEE, o7 BAZE B Aus v T AﬂolEEOl*J
A gelg AAolgl o] HEld Ao ed £d 547 nANNGe o

A% s BHoz sl FAAL SAANGRS Huld AH3 FA) %%H
Az HAuE AMSHE e BrEATHE HelA BEMEEe] 485l th(United

States v. Terminal Railroad, 1912).

T WYL UAY BAF AFIAE vehinh F, ge snast 54 FUF
2 gugtozd olsh HEd Eit WA 2uAEe agel WielEd FF
ol glov], 7gEe] 2HAEAA k] AL oul 2ulAE] AES &
HMEa gl 54 OAY EREAA AES Fusel @k Z At Jde &
NES UZ(needs) & BAHOE G437 e 549 UAd FRES ol g0}
7 ek golth olstel M WEMuY SAES UAY HRF 48T 0 BAD
S Qe 45 J1E ReAES wgor ARUT.
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53 As Wt 23 Egstar k. ofwbEo] ufjate] ik AR fFE A
< F3 HAmjAte] dig SAAES FHSta ks njolt) o= ZHE AMYAIEC]
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EE JdAENE B3 o9} §A}s AAS A Psta Ul

daAn 5 A8 i SHAIGATE sk Al A S AR 5 9
E 52 o] g9lojoF dti(Alaska Airlines v. United Airlines, 1991). o]2]3t 7 A A3t
q9= UF-E dsHA ded 7 Ak oAE B9, oeF MU AE FAEH FF o
& Aol FEFs vAH, = Huld AAS SAEtH sHE 2 Al 43S v

Zt}(United States v. Terminal Railroad, 1912).
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2) AN A¥AE 8T AR

OAY ZAE AR EPES AL 2H=E wE7] d8 AEar, ezl ALk
Aol e]E=ght). o] 5ol Milstes FHl=7E glow HAY ZHFE AR BRE 24
=5 A AR of gk gAY FAE AFGAZE BARN A A EHE AFES
AMA oz 7Nt Zlo] A7) g Holeks A4S oy gk off wito|tt. o9} ¥
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EHE JAE 259 AMH2E s2"sta AlEele dHeol w2 H&o] Eve A
S AR EUA o] EAES FHF HA wiAlS e AS Ad sl v o
qdu gAYd FHES 54 339 AgkS v Zev a8 BER olggk o fE
gAg E2FF Y A2e Agstes Aes A5 dojxith, gAd FHFl A
v exeloA e & F gl Ao o]&xte] ol B HAEs G ¢ A
& Aol7] wZoltt,

4) Avl¢ A &7}

Adn 29 Ao waw, AAAIAE SHAgAY] AulE BAE = v
O AR 5AAEARS] Arle] s Agke] wAEA] EthH(MCI v,
AT&T, 1983). 9Ald oz wH, g3, g4 A o] AAEFo|~ EHudy 7o
AR E HAg = A w5 TH(United States v. Terminal Railroad, 1912). 221}

gAY ERE 35 om A FRE A TS g ants A4 A
Aol AHgA Auo d] UAY EAEe] BAlE F gvks dol § Fas)
o}

= AH AtEeR ii%%giw oA EAF0] HAHE AL WA F
o Aotk ghek ofm| FElFe] Aol gl TRy Any SIwe A
= W, ek Adule] BAlE Bk 2ol th(Nelson, 2021)
A, de}*ﬁm BE—E 2~EZY vYes 95k
& Aol A A4 XH o s
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A Ik, Aagely 7ie 9ile] SUHE S8l Al S ddAew AT
7Fedol fl= &, 7= 7M1§ darolr = ¢ "n @ oY S BF TF
s wol= HT Ad I A= A /el ofyn AR A EHo] glow ¥

A(FHAAAAD = FAEY. © Yae] =s wetsy] s E dare Al g
oo Jiws Hﬁxﬂf" AE7F AR=AE FJHoF Foh @ WS H5AE ¢
gAY &2 Adsta Hom #A5d F gle A odF= Faelde o Ao
(Areeda, 1989). Ed= 3&@ T ‘EAAGA A AELZ delHd Agolnt fH

=t

oz pojo} Gk e Hiel ojge] AFMuEY Aol £FHo|UY Areeda
o As7t dgHel Atk oed HAL T aFA BANE FFL Fol B

g Eol A9 ‘ﬂ"éﬂxl 27 = A

2) =4 23
ojof Rk Pltofsky Patterson Hooks(ZOOZ)E A wA 9 o vl wAS
N S ol gdlM v A AL vy A2z §vte] 54

o
Salop(2010)2, A A4S 9IHCRE & 53¢ oF RHEA 2% 7}
SO #e $-H7F ERE fAdA yERa dukal ghoh e AAl Al w
29, o)yst dde g Zolgta FEsth ae A AY TAld gis] AAe
ol o] olE HPor & JhsAdel o A7) "ol A A-LS f4A ¥
=2 ﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁb oF Hvh= Areedan Jgel whjst, AAZE SHARIARS] @97}
'

Waller(2008)“ /\’“H]%O] 7o m Ak dQle] dF-E2 Areedad %
of 7Ilgvar vk =3 B2 WA StAE0] Areedad] e oj=g trEA 19
gt wdge. 22 = FEAH R atgd 2l VIS e F

=9, JEYE o] 37k 3 ﬂzﬂ‘rﬂ 5%013}3_ 'cﬂﬁk J%L E‘r ol&& HA
g SHF ARl A8k Aol dis) A7) vkl A ?iiOl o8l o
I REA, OAY SRE AR Ao R Hal gfAl gl stAslop g
A e A8 7hesitta o

Lao(2009)= F2&8A43 HoAde 259 449 dHS ojF= UEA 1]
o F& olsreta WA H, AFAvESs SHAIATE ARl A Hos ALE
oM a8 Assta o Ay 1y Al e B Adlshs g w4
& ole WA TAS AAde sldste b Aad yeEa FrhEt

Abrahamson(2014)& QUE|M AAlelA 54 A= dlolg A#ES Adgo=H
BAMNE A Thsdel ler, 2 Aels HAE A 7hedel Ada §
oA ZREAA HolE 3o Bads AFetalh o= AEM BACAM El
ofelE FAQl ANE B o9 gE o8-S T Ao osd 4 gtk
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<Table 1> A Positive Opinion on the Application of Essential Facilities Doctrine

Opinion Key Contents

An analysis of Supreme Court decisions and other relevant case law
demonstrates that the essential facilities doctrine clarifies the
Pitofsky(2002) possibility of holding a unilateral refusal to deal as monopolistic
conduct in violation of Section 2 of the Sherman Act, thereby
establishing grounds for liability.

The decline in the functional application of the essential facilities
doctrine is largely attributed to Areeda's arguments. However, many
courts and scholars have been criticized for misinterpreting his
Waller(2008) assertions, diverging from his original intent. It is further argued that
if digital platform businesses are viewed as public utilities and subject
to regulatory oversight, the application of the essential facilities
doctrine could remain viable.

Interoperability and accessibility are foundational issues in network
industries, which form the backbone of today’s economy. Against this
backdrop, the essential facilities doctrine is regarded as a necessary
Lao(2009) legal principle to address anticompetitive concerns arising when a
dominant firm denies access to information, thereby hindering
interoperability and subsequently restricting competition in adjacent
markets.

While the =*Trinko* decision expressed concerns about deeming
refusals to deal as unlawful, economic analysis suggests that such
concerns are overstated. Critics have opposed Areeda's stance, which

Salop(2010) cautioned against readily classifying refusals to deal as unlawful,
arguing instead that the greater risk lies in treating conduct that is
not actually unlawful as a violation.

In the internet economy, certain businesses may exclude competitors

Abrahamson by refusing to share data, a practice that has the potential to stifle

(2014) innovation. This underscores the necessity of data sharing in the

context of digital platforms.

3) H=<f As

2020 o]|3d] =As HZ2o ZAsEE Nikolas Guggenberger(2021)9} Erik
Hovenkamp(2022)7} tl. WA Guggenbergers IEFAB|2S UxE A F oA 9
A FAS gHEy] 9g 2BAR] o R HUtsA, olF thE Al A W

q9l FRRe, FARY(ERED Avze] Be)), FEEEH FA, AR 75, 0
L=
o

ofe Fhet JuF 2 webshs Zlow Bl 3 ALANES dA
Zol ol ngER wetat)

b EG 048 BRFAAY AL s 29 Fx ZAd9aE AAse,
UA" Az PEAFE AYS] Ad 294 ATus Ada ol mam,
ALRAE Agol FeHoz HuE FHE 5 gl AdAdA SRS O FE
AFSHA e A%, U4 BAE AL AEE A A7) SO FAt
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A3AE 91 HEAL BAs= otk 1000 do AR #EPe AlDAS 9
g Vx2S Awsta Jon, gAd ZUFe dede odd dHe] vEdA
dxzeps} mizeittal du A2dA= FAE T ¢ e A4d4d A4 VIkE ¢
i AR e FEesd % sAd A0S gAY ERFEd efess,
HEAA @l A 53 ol& 59 7Feid< slof= Aot

g Hovenkampi= ‘224 A Ad'oleh= /ids AlAIskaL siepA <l 2304 A
AAE Hidets AL ARsital 2o S, A Add= 7 A SR e, 1
A4 A AEI 224 A Ado] 9l o5l AR vE Y Ve HEsAa
gk dApe] Ag-ols AFATAY ol ANEAG AN BAAAAE A
d7h gtk gAEA 2 SHEANE A s & @ dn. $Ae
Agols Ajt Aol Aot Zol, tAd ZRF ARAAE 22k AR (TE AP S B
33| w3 (foreclosure) @ = U= AF-olwt 2oA S =& & vk soh 1
i OAE EFAF AP AW AL 234 A A AbElE ok gk

<Table 2> A Recent View on the Application of Essential Facilities Doctrine

Opinion Key Contents

The essential facilities doctrine is evaluated as a comprehensive tool
for ensuring competition and innovation in digital markets. It is
considered complementary to other regulatory approaches, such as
Guggenberger horizontal and vertical separation (e.g., separating platforms from
(2021) commerce), interoperability regulations, non—discrimination rules,
data—sharing requirements, and obligations for information disclosure.
In this sense, the essential facilities doctrine is viewed not as a
substitute but as a supplement to these regulatory measures.

Refusals to deal can be categorized into two types: primary and
secondary refusals to deal, with proposals to apply distinct liability
standards to each. For primary refusals, it is suggested that antitrust
law should not apply wunless intellectual property law or
Erik Hovenkamp sgctor—specific regulatory laws explicitly deny the dominant firm the

(2022) right t_o exc@ude cpmpehtors. 1n contrast,.secon(_iary. refusals, such as
those involving tying or bundling, should incur liability only when the
digital platform operator substantially forecloses competition in a
secondary market. Furthermore, it is observed that refusals to deal
by digital platform operators predominantly fall under the category of
secondary refusals to deal.

. &d54duE
1. A

2021 119 10¥ EUYTHHEYLS 72343 BdoA 72 AMAAE #5440
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|

e AT UAE Al ol el @ A FHM(OFCL) AzFe AAH O
2 AESUC EULadae T2 A3duch A $uss A4 Aol

2]
o
‘WG gL AF Y=, 1 FAE FF AR 27 AEs AdFEeE AA
we= vkl 7] W Fo|th(Google Shopping, 2021). W3k AR Ao A o] &2}
o AldALEO] Al HYPstozM, 15> 1 o]F ko] A Bl FZ9

AgAWE e o) gHmelA Ak Agelre] Awsel GBo|A ol
T2 WSl AuA AdAAe] SHE A0S e Ao BrhH,

olxd EUAY3] = 729 AHE WARHL FA= A5 A vlsl, e
a8 Aol g AdE m=eell ol Aujzel] Wi o] AAl = A<
HAZo] gl AlgelA AHdS Fdste o ZgErtAasior dvs BEY AAdA
AR AN VIl A geva WY ol 7= 2 3 A
A RA FFAFE FAE] fsiAE T Al A8y dFdn Y BE 7
== 5ok = AddE wE FACIUYY. 7=l ASAe] AyEu il A
HE o F9s FES U AN 5o “AAHow Hd s o
Al gkl vk AelM ddnel fAstt R Al Zhs itk 28y A Tk
g o dicte] 7] "l 93V deerbad VIes A5 o sliARL
T A Ay HolA = A ol& Thed vhe EdE axRe dAd 5 8l
<" AL EY vEs Ao dAR 3= dut A4 Aujs e 53
A Ee AdAHeR Q& e It A quAaRRE Edes dEet] &
i F7t8 7beA % Ath(insignificant and unlikely to increase)’#}il A gttt

(Google Shopping, 2021).

o] Al ol E RHYG EHAA TIES SFA K AbEEC] Ak v=
ol M= Efs Aol Qlal(Verizon v. Trinko, 2004), EUCI A& mlo]a R 4AZE A}
o] Qlth(Case COMP/C—3/37.792 Microsoft, 2004). E& 5 AbA-S olaalr] ¢35t
AARA v=e] B4 2gle] WdE olafd a7t vk 198219 AT&T w&e
A, FAY A A5V AT&T, A9 Aste= 7719 A9 @ ds) 3|A7F &

Al =o] A Adstel AT Sl Atolo] Ao Y-S JAAEHA gt A A3t
23S AT AL, Y Aol HF9 7|E AstdE 755k Aol AAHoR
Eselshr] wEoldthk. L % 19961 A7) SAIHe A= AA A Astabd Ak ¢
g Ao Asp Ao rEE FXe] flal, 19961 29 8 Aol A EAfsta
AR 71E A A Atel Al o 7}11 o5 FFTh gl Ao H3st A
o Algol o A7l FAAN 7+ g4 disiA THEH #A'E A FAHsAL
Gl Aol HAPEA])] 2O R Xé%% Alssts 4o AL o5 #eids 49
o] el HuHA v A5 tHlal], F Gl o3 24-TA 5o old =4
oy & el o)k Q17F AR A=A o] Z]§ Astel] sl F I=
o] QIZFE W2 F&Eo] e A HEHAS Adsta Aol 71& A9 dshg]
A7F AT sl AT wf AFAL Y3 (o]3F FCC; Federal Communications

e
N
5
BN
)
S
_O|L
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Verizon Communications Inc.(¢]3} Heto]Z)= Fa&FolA o] 7]E A FHstatg
Aolm AT&TE e 22 FoM o AA AGHASAAAETHE] Aol ”iﬁﬁ:
AAS Adstal 7w8F FAAg D3] (o]st PSC)e A7FE FASdT Atk
FERYH SAlE= FA Akl tiEiA s FCCo QI7Fe Wttt 1 %, AA ]—l
Azt JA=FE wgelEo] 45 HE oFE oldekA] Fal ol BA AY Hst
AAE Are A9 3 e97F AH YA gt Aok fle] PSC FCCrt
A ZAbel]l vilth Z=AF A, Bgto] 9] 19961 A7 SAIAE Y fidto] Q1A F o
Hepol Zol Al AT F3, AA A dspArgAre] g wia, A xA Fol o] Fo
Aok, FCC7F ald A& TxE 3 tha 2, B AY dsArgAR]l AT&TE] A9
ﬂﬁ} ol Efsye MUY A2z fvks FAen, vgto]lSs JalE gt 34|
ot FAAQD AT W& ALY A
of A% Eaiuld A, =S 2%
of W& Eafud H v

olelgh Aol diste], Yare] IARA A F=F A 7E Bk Aol ofdA] S
A Hdar, A1 19961 A7 EA fu TRt s AU A2z mE
A FF AAE FEsivta st dare] AE 714 Yy gAML T)e
St AN 23 &0, ofHl A Ao HHHE g2 Aol Ao Mg g o]

Q3= FYs A A2xdA FASHIZ 3

ol £l met Ay xﬂz 28 o83 3T/ HAT AFsHe A A1Iw

QAT FaA B el W3 mekelEe gu ] AFL Ak AgTEAL

o] N QAT ao}oq L e AEE VAR, F AL ARG
QA4

of e BASAY AT A Aol AAT, BEe] AT AT BA AW
AL oful, HE o BolBom A% AF AuAe Eduy 37 BA A
ot thak o1 Wi el s FAS AN e WEHNE o] o€l miAT $AA)
gleh. olo] disl A71EA Gl Be ALA Ao FEAhL T 5 gl WAL A
% o 9wkt Ble Bee sk ol AFHeldrks WhE wa Ak,

S vl ARAEE AR FF AT ¥ b fabdel il thE AR
A Anel B HTe H8E ded] THAAY AuE A AFS TAY A
otk AT old e AAEANAE BT bW vjote] £A wE L BFERAAY )
Fol el A A=A gRoletn & ot

d 24

w
r

(¢

EUSI93](2009)2] ARFYAcAANME 5 AZ'S & Ao A &4 oA “A

il
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AR ohE BE A A g Adsta 44 AFEA ALY AYE
HAoE gekieba BAstn gdvk ol AFEAA] AHE AW Aolgtw HNT
S otk 2 BuelA A8 AAAAA Ao we] o H34E AL o
Asel, Z1gde] TSI HAG Folo i F FHATY d9YE w9At T
o A FelAE] Tt HA wHoERE uS WA R sl Az
Soll Mg E 4 vk webd A9} TR ALS B4 GE WEG wel”
b Besi Han F4E nEs] A A uee 284S BE AR
A9 Salelth, 1 EU ZAMeIM £5E HEY AW o AR u 9
E Ao U@ g s A b 20 4A F, i Ade] A9
£ 342 AAZ sbsdel Am, 1 Ade] ARHor Yshd F glom, FUE
(gu)e] BERAAT o St

ol &1 T ‘B/HA 7IEel drty dErtAsor steAel e =L e
&3 AT AR FARE %%—s—}% s2utrlol deF Az BEsAE el 3
Th(Rivas, 2021). AAZ A AAgAE AAAGAAA dHolg S FAc. 2
Sk AR ocal Toop)®l BE 2852 A e UEADL Auel g
5 AR AFE O Al AlEskAl Skt = lolElol] tigk Aol AEE Ao oYz} ¢
439 20099 AFUAIAANA AFE A (constructive) &5 AL on]o
A AR Rolth o] AN EULWEAS FF Ad olele] e g glelx
= AFE7MAA 730 2AHo| A= g
5 J

= =
Y F TF AWl FAste] BLEEAAY /1FL AesPE EURAYS IRE
1

3 e i S wmER] S FlolBE, AH|A
of ek +=¢] OFCL dAgfe ZAATRS =+ ZW = *”éﬂ% T 7}—5** o] At}
(Vezzoso, 2018). °|& 39 AE=E HEuw IFAu9 87 53] LAFE7HAA 9]
871s dAs 7L°] AAsHA sfAlsto]oF s}7] WHE"O]‘:} lﬂiur 54 234 XV\}
FH7F avAE FAS Y Adves JE agetd, A4 “I‘EHBEH/] Lt e
el A g3 He] HE HAoR oW Ao A7 et Servizio
Elettrico Nazionale A}z1e] o|H] Ao thdt 3 H A (reference)ol| 4] Advocate

General(©]3l AG) Rantos®] A& AAAIGAE #E PARE v Ao Al= T4 4
l ®mE BT ThsAol e Al e AHE AT e AATERY
A7b v FAolgte HAS FdstA tiAlEH A= Zv=vkar gtk AG Rantosv
“Fra2 7 A (effective competition structure)®] FX = EZAH o7 FFX EZF =
A2 HEeh Ads o] vt e da, HYE & Feln. aeug 54 A%
T2 B3 ofyEt auAl FA HET) FA HATolgs AGY A&l uhe
a8 AYAME 7R A or EdE 7]do] st AL 7 EU A AW
AAE B2 S T AeS 94T 5 At (Servizio Elettrico Nazionale and

Others, 2021).

ru]o _I
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A AlelA WS Ad Al sl BLANES A8 A e
g AVISE Bk QelA B ERm AL A ARGl B MF 0 SHT
AN Y AR FL dolth. of Ae BEW AV e TAl S A

A5 g Aaske wAel B3 Aol

B0 719 h(Petit, 2004) = olv A&

o 32 e
=

SRR ISE EREEE EREREERY a
F A9e 2 5 e A ZAANA} EAGE A9 WAL SRFAY A
o Zrm olg ARE 5 Sk Aelt Set EUAQSS dode deg, @
T Pl o) FA Se] AAEe A4 wASA 2t B WE

o]t} (Deutsche Telekom AG, 2003).

gAY ZPE AL x4 AA A3 (structural competition failures)oll At
Ao Wol wEHo] Uk A=A =7 AEHe 540l e AlFdA vl
A ol 717k AFE FaAl AGEH(Zs] v 2 dgE B ooyt AL A3Al
H= OFS dolE o] &9 EAlet #H Us)s TFHEH A A5 G537 AL
Al A =dshr gt AR vl o Hh o= AMAp Al AFE WstAI7I ALY
3|8 g Qe A 2 ostE utste JA9 Ao A54 284S AN
Aoltt, oyt A= thaH 22 F 7HA A o] AAE L Qo

o

Je Robd Al Fue el AclErlw AA4L 2E AgAelA MU o
S AR, A 9ol 5 AAA 0 A ARE NATeZA AAWE

Bt Wyjolth EU9 fxd Al (¢]3F DMA; Digital Market Act), TJAd A
] A~ (DSA; Digital Srvice Act) % P2B772(P2B Regulation)E©°] ©]#]3F oot}
o] 52 Folx AEjANA BR e o & HIA, HeolHo ol B, 4
g5 78, A4 gk Al ol #af AlolE7|HolA A3 ofFE FHETh
g vl e 54 gAY FAEC s 7IFE AN A A 91E ol st A
°lE TEAE wol rAstH L Tk S 5o], 20219 649 8% Ldto]eF FHN
AR TS FAUAAGAE Holof sitt= A4S A7 AT (Common pleas court of

Delaware County, 2021). H& o g FZF& AKX HH3 1AE &= 7| HEAAY
AHEE FAAMYA 2 tFolof dthe Folth oo WEW HXxd EHEF 1A
o gaste] gelagiclat AYH B ABBANAAE Telslor Bk ol
Ad EhF AW [ el 2 5re] & ARl A8E 5 A= HE AAE

ol HW wAle] Auzh WEMUIAE Rk AR ALY 5 rk Ax
9E B4HY Row 5YST Ba glol, FANYA T AGEAALAGE J



276 KOREAN COMPARATIVE GOVERNMENT REVIEW Vol. 28, No. 4

AL o] &3t TAFT 22 AAFTATE A3AE WA = e ATS Aol 4
AtH(Kirat and Marty, 2022). "l=re] HAA A a2 71344 A2 wijAld
FALS A 4= dtH(Candeub, 2020). Foi7 Fw Ao X ujz el 2]
@ da% glth volrt o] d A2 UES A Aol w&s#] &
Aol W9 E HoAe ¥HeE 22T 5 Aok s dAo et
TR AgkE ¢ dokehe vle Ao el o
3t} (German Alliance v. Lewis, 1914).

oM YAY ZHEFE TUAIY SR Hol qiAshE A2 HIAPEA QL 7oA A}
3|7|9kA Al digk s

O

R EE I NP P E
Hom AA4% Relsty RE AR Aulze] hE A2 E gl AT
= FAE FET 5 Qe Aol Folth o] e =AE WA AFH T o
oAl B eatole FUS AL AGAAE Rl & Ark 2stols
Fol mEw gFeAAe] Aot et Pk Agael #9 4o e
Aol s ol g7l Aol FapEAeln] GelHon thFolA ATHE A% 1 AR
A FUAAR 54 Aol 4 Atk YA 9 PES T #AAL B
53} Bstel 3o AY PR ANAE AFE W 2@ Auss oA E
=AM A S
NAY UAY EFAE AGAT NGENAAAFIAGDE B HIWe B
ol AAE HolH AW AU olelE F8F A4 B o#E HAF
S Qe swow Fown Yok EUS DMAR mhazidelth 2 BHe A4 (H
Wszer Al1022)d E&4shs Fde] frh DMAE 20204 69 NCT(New

& =
Competition Too)9te B8 HAAWS Bste YA FHHUL. o] HS AIF
A (AR 714 di=rsEA] & AR 23 (F44) TA4AE HFUA, (A
A ) AES st A (A ) Al FelAe] AR BFE A8t A st

2. dWMEF

UENA g At A Ad=HAY AWM ED (unbundling) S 53 a4
AE AT ol F 7HA MHo R yHt shvbe 7S E EEolth ol =
HEe ofya, AR v& 7]s Atoldd AW EAE AT ¢ ds AR
dEgk e A= 2 7Y AW 7 xE FHS T8 ol Fo 3
A fAd, = FAACRE SdH 7199 A olth(Khan, 2019). ©]

w Aol glom HxpA H]“l 2 84 Ast 7 SHAA A =42
ARk, vl g Aate] e E Fal dnh o]#d x4 s A S 1982
W OAT&T Abdel A8% vF Atk (United States v. American Tel. And Tel.,
1983).

EUS DMACA % HAA] w2l Ha] Al F+x7%<Ql 4 =
W AT A = U3 AClEZ|HIL o] gt HAE T F s e H U}
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oz2x o] Ao A4S HAAA F gleF FUHH
zZ4 A 3 (structural remedies)o] FFIIAS Z
AA37F 8 ool AlClEZIHE FE HA 339
-2, o] Aol WAE vFe A EHEF AAuls 2 g
W, ACIEZ|H 7 W A, vl =Y AR B FHS ARRA
= = AllE7IH ] A EAWF Au) e g FFES 7A,
23kek Agoltt. Aol E7IH 7 fd3]e] HJl Ao = &tskal H]
=g $ gl BEORAM ACEIH FaA
A, A e Ase AoRE k5 wHoof dirh o] A9 9193 = vE ¢
2 NS Basl Pato] QT .. »

o] s asty] fsiA e 1A A G2 RS el
o] F=ro| A2 Al ZAM(market investigations) A|%=7}F ©]
toh ol = AFY A RSIQMHE, olE g A ARE T ol AFS] B
A=A FAT, O U2 A dP o Hdtsty] s A e Zask A
o2 Eu(Fletcher, 2021).
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= 93 EUSidslE oF 1dEe 97k o e wes Ao 4a glow,

AnlE AYAA A

Q) e AHAA ARsE A

Aehaeh, 9 AR He ol
A5 W AuA Aol @ A BaAol
ofele BAZL WAR ol AMH gl BAT T A
ol mhE A4 SUAE wel Austan BEd AdE g,
gAY EFAFE 19124 vy By el GA Beau
S Az BEAdn A% Helo] otk oY UXY &
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