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Study On Indirect Purchaser Rule: Warning and Enlightenment
WANG Lei

(Law School » Peking University » Beijing 100081, China)
Abstract: Indirect Purchaser Rule is a puzzle in the US antitrust private litigation. Although it has been much maligned, the Supreme
Court has still been using it. To interpret the indirect purchaser rule can provide the experience and the warning for the improve-
ment of our antitrust private litigation. While designing a specific system of antitrust private litigation, we need to pay attention to
the procedure efficiency, balancing the twin goals of “compensation” and “deterrence”, and trying to start from the plaintiff and the
court, both of whom play an important role in antitrust private litigation. We should focus on evidence and proof, group action, and
broaden the channels through which professional knowledge enters the court, and so forth.

Key words: Antitrust Private Litigation; Indirect Purchaser Rule; Deterrence; Compensation; Efficiency
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