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1. Medtronic /> Tucker £ TOEHIZEE
ERCE0Y:F

1.1 Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr 261" (1996)
(D =% 19874F, 5 (Lara Lohr) (4,
LR TG R D 728, WRBE C Medtronic 23 #1: %
DI R — 2 * =5 = ZRPITE L s,
199012 H, BEEFEEOKRD 7o Lafsic 52
EPHEL, HERERER2IC- 7o T
FLONR TR ESLTEE Ute, FEIIEREREE
A=A = U THED T A YRRt LU
VS BNCERR U, RS DEEIC
LB L, =22 =5 —DFACIIRIGSH B
L ks NIz, Medtronic2tti3, PREREW
1k (MDA § 360K () FHIRIJICTNTD

RGO LS5, LGH L1,

(2) AtEoFrild, EEEELEZ (MDA
§ 360K (@) &7 ~UBHIDAD, &5V
FHA v RIE bEL D), 12dH - 12 L
T, CTodEd% MDA § 360K (a) EIESS,

(3) MO © X7 4 — 7 HFEHHIR

1) Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr, 518 U. S. 470 (1996)
(hereinafter Medtronic).

2) Id. at 484. Richard C. Ausness, Preemption of

State Law by Federal Safety Statutes: Supreme
Court Preemption Jurisprudence Since
Cipollone, 92 Ky. L. J. 913, 946-947 (2004)
(hereinafter Ausness).
Jonathan V. O’Steen & Van O’Steen, The
FDA Defense: Vioxx and the Argument
Against Federal Preemption of State Claims
for Injuries Resulting from Defective Drugs,
48 Ariz. L. Rev. 67, 67 (2006) (hereinafter
O’Steen).

3)  Ausness, supra note 2, at 949-950. K F%E
Kik#:D MDA 8§ 360K (a) (flkfihd i, M
HR R Th 5.

TEOT, HIERIZ, REHTICIEMDA § 360K
(a) &, Medtronic® X— Z * — 4 —ITX}d 5
JFED 794 v RKaHE & G EIGERICE S
T5E L7, UL, MR EERIC
1B 0 SEBIEHTR ISV, 4 NOEHIE 13 2
74— 7 VHEOBRIIK Lz, £ DIRHL
{3, MDA360k (a) SIADEFICTH A » /KA
TEGHBHRETRE, LOMRTH S, +Aa—
+ —HFF—HEE ROt oE R EE W
(LvF b, 28V 7, b—<2&HEHE
Y

FEFEDaX Vb §360k (@) 1, TNILOD
LR ORTEICRES NS LT NETIRA
WP,

1.2 In Re Vioxx Products Liability
Litigation Z61” (2007)

(D HZE : Vioxx 2O, &5\ IE
PO DR 2P S BAET R Ok & LT, &
TOMITIRIAL ABZF TV, CDRERZE
AR U 7o BB IR EDREIRSHI T, s 51T, B
EREEDRWERA T L e T, &KL

. 6)
- o

Q) KEOFE AR FOFRE, Rt
Merck 73, (LR DFELEDIEIR & Babad O
FAER L T\ EITH B, Merck 3, FDA
DRDI, TR v IEHE, LR ) 27 O
BEEMAS L, EERD T ~uT [FE]

4)  Medtronic, supra note 1, at 473-514. Ausness,
supra note 2, at 948.

5) In re Vioxx Products Liability Litigation, 501
D. Supp. 2d. 789 (E. D. La. 2007).

6) James Henderson & Aaron D. Twerski,
Products Liability: Problems and Process (6"
ed.), Wolters Klumer Law & Business (2008),
at 449-454 (hereinafter Henderson).
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L 720 #PRIC, FDADSKRO 2IRE L 05
WS TMerck (32 L 7o TN, BIEES
FEIT Vioxx D 5 NVAEH A5G 5 C LT E
L OWFDADE DR TH 37, Merck 21K
PLLAHEERE LT, N v I/EHIEL S &
St REE 2 oRFAaEEEON S T
&, BRI, BERO SN v BRI X
0, FEEEICEESLE, ik, SNV
DA, FEROBERRFIMCHET 5 &
DR R B -1, EEbNBY,

(3) HIPROHER RIS D FiRERD,
Merck OREHRD AL A A55E L 2%
FEDARA Vb RO 25— KD
12, RROBEDIEWE, Merck (3, SIS
RN VT OEFIIR - 1212 A S, F iz,
LA OREE, MR EITS LVWH A
vievT o TIREEREL 2V, EEbNG, R
onlBAT PR, REESEORMIEFITNET
ESAVIIVSRo I

1.3 Tucker v. Smithkline Beecham Corp.
=p1

(1) HE: Paxilld’¥o+2F v, ~A Fo

7854 FELTHIONTWBHEFRITH 5,

FDAlZ, COEHS (SSRIs) % 1992412 K

AD 5 DfFieHERE LTHEA LT, HER,

ACH32002 48 HICIRA 2155 Th 5 3ilfERIC

7) David A Kessler & David C Vladeck, A
Critical Examination of the FDA’s Efforts to
Preempt Failure-to-Warn Claims, 96 Geo. L.
J. 461, 480 (2008) (hereinafter Kessler). 7 A
5 — 3 FDA QI3 13— K ORETH
%, &ighEd 5.

8) Id.

9) Henderson, supra note 6, at 454-495.

i

x

KdEHE (Vv Fvay)

R L7, = OFERIG Paxil D EIFEFHIC & 5
HETHNEZEOFRTH S L, £LT,
Paxil D fGEkgYE E B O NIT>E SR v 7
FUHTINA TOIEWT 135N v SRR
THB, EFELEY,

T L TEER OGET TS 5 GSK I,
JEESDINTRIC & 5 AL T4 R IEHEIc L 0
HbEsnz, &L TGSKARY F#FOH L
1B 2R FCHR D HATIE Y Sz, FDA
b, 7Y v TEEFRCAEROXE EIMA
5T, HIOS N v RN % C
&, T LTRSS ORLEHEFF 4 5 FDADS
NOEEEL 52, Ll_TWw5, TOMFDA
1, GSKIZPaxil® 5 <Y v 7 OEHEERKD 12
ISEHIRIE U 18 - 7217,

(2) A0S AFOFER, EERO F
N v ST HROERIEIC W TELE L Twi
Mo to T EISBIEEIER L e h E S D, T
b b, 200741, FDAl, Paxild 5~ v
BIFEBEEFE LTV, 72, FDAIRS O
e EABROBRICO X, T 2o O
HERES (PDAC) 2L TV EH, BE
DI OMIE TIE, FRAHID DB KW
SELABOERELTWEY,

(3) DGR : ~ IV b HEE, HED
PEIT & B2 NEfT AR I Paxild 5 <) v 7
FRICERRCEEM T 5, SHRL 7, o
ODFERIZOVWT S, FERORMA D 5 & L
THEL, SIS Db DR ES -

. 13)
< o

10) Tucker v. Smithkline Beecham Corp., 2007
WL 2726259, 1 (S. D. Ind. 2007).

11) Id. at 7-8.

12) Id. at 10.

13) Id. at 10-11. 15E&, - 3 b b G
i Lo RTA 1S FDA O REFR & KA L 75
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FHO A Vb EREREE O, KR
BIfROREH I3 CTH B, Lo L, PDACOR}
FHHAETEIARALGEREOX NS hTWL
%o WiEH S5O TH B, HIAE
e c PRI & AR & OIREBARIC D S5V 5E
BB NFBRD SNV B S D, KIUETR
FDA (3 [Paxil ® & 5 754715 D ANF A EE 1T
AR OS2I 2 & OfGiAd—fRd 5T &
D, ARPEEOMINICIE S | LiEmd 50 L
mL, RS FDADORMTH 5,

2. FDADESIZXIY 5 R

FDA O [ 358 i B 1l o JEE 511 13 1938 4F- i iE
FDCA Il 5, COFED FTIE, TNTCOE
i3 AREN TS LS 2ANICFDAIC X
BDEBEBANMEL ST, BETTHEDRE
sHodic, FDA GG EERERZHIH LT &7
s, Mikic & 2 EFRERRAOFIR T, L5
RIS @IHEFREIC K v SNk
DOYEFRE L~V ORI Lm0, RIS,
DARFETAITAT, MikoEEREREROE Y

b BEIEESBT VOT, HEOH#RIIH X
DITEN TV,

FDCAHITERE D 1939 1T 1 ERIEFEE 1T S W
TRELEENS 3, L LERESITO L
TIREEHEOBEEN ISV ST S TV
Too TAUIHEER O RFRGE (I AETAHIEED
EHTHEHs T Ieh b TH D, T
1@ E%m:%ﬁéﬁfiﬁbx%n%&®ﬁ
oIS N, EEBIGRAOH G ILER

WERPRL, PIRTOREEHIRZHGE L TW 5.
Tucker v. Smithkline Beecham Corp., 596 F.
Supp. 2d 1225 (S. D. Ind. 2008).

14) Kessler, supra note 7, at 462.

15) Id.

TS0,

DIk, WUAPRIESIC & 2 B ORI B
L COBEEFOBITTA L, RSSO
TH - 12" FDCAITIF, MBIz X
BRI IN DA T AR IC B 9 5 & OHIE
WP, L sic, RELELR, &L
RIS ES AT, EhEEETRELA
CORFHETAGES 20D 5, HIZ
Vioxx FFZA TOME D IIRICH S5 h 'Y,

FDA 1355 Ol = FDCA ® 2006 -2 T
BORA ORIk 2, 2 LTFDARH S
DAL RO S NY v 72D 554
DEEBLRB TR, T OMEIC K B NET
FrteRIGEAEIC L 0 BURIIcE s h B L3
™,

HGERpothTr 25—, 755y 2 iER
13, BEHEOMIT, FDA OBGRIC IFHIFRZE
-2 &0 S, ToZbELS LT
HRIC3, FDADGEN LI UAEEIE I X 5
TR 252 1 FoIHEEE DS, SRS AMITFIC
P4 2 BERAIRFAPIER L2 2 &icdh B,

o, A—222BLFOHAEERS
2%, WML ELLE, mg{bshTv

16) 774EDRESH & T 1S, BEEKFRR
BUEYIHTEOERTH - 1.

17) Kessler, supra note 7, at 477.

18) Henderson, supra note 6, at 451. Vioxx iff A
THER IO EREL TV 5.

19) Kessler, supra note 7, at 464.

20) Id.

21) Id. at 463. 7 2 5 —, 7 5 7 v 7 (IFDAIX
RO WA T & 289 5.

22) Richard C. Ausness, Unavoidably Unsafe
Products and Strict Products Liability: What
Liability Rule Should be Applied to the Sellers
of Pharmaceutical Products?, 78 Ky. L. J. 705,
706-707 (1990).
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5T &, [, 40070 5 D500 DFTEAELS L
TWa T &, RIEREMRD ATHEMEDSIER L 72 2
&, BREEMICBET 2% < ofENTA LTI
DHEANCBD > TWB T &, BE BRI
BT RSE VS HEDNDH S EFELATH %,

FDA 3 ERHE ST & 2 1HEH O R E I &
BIFRADHENN & W S EEITIRILA~ORIEIE 5
N, BEIC K 5 NE TR ERD T B BGA
e LT, HEEHEVSERE LIcEVA
5o P, #ova, AEEOSHCH LR
FoEFE D 2R LS 5, UL, 19804
W1 OHE iR I E THRE LTV
W

FDA (38 5 ORI Z 2006 F-SUEF TECRAN O
ATk, DINO & 2 ic %3 %, &
RO ) 27 HERE, XY v BT 5
C &3, FDAMIHIDRRAITHE 2 53 i,
WP L b BEOMHEITIIN S0, FDARH
i3, RGO 27 EEMED NS v 2 %K
WAEXDH B, L, Mkick 2245
Fald, T4 Vs vy —0EED SN EE
»L, o, HYRICK BEESOGMEDHE
iS5 &icts s, 052,

Helf, FDAREIND 5~ ) v 7 EfEIITIK
DOE/NROFEAETH D, o FIREETH
5L LT, EEERICED OMNEERIGE S
Ihs, LoEEEEHAL, Chid, 3€Y
0 — FONETAFEARES 5imfETh b,
B REAT AU R S RIS A T
55l& biF 5 &, BEOELET S L THR
FERROES &0, $72, FABHOEMIZE
AL OFHBIF OB E RS &5 &, B

23) Henderson, supra note 6, at 451. FDA I &
BREHIZT 5 2 &icm s, 09,
24) Id. at 448.

T, ASFESTS» S s &
TEREFOMEEZF ONEBVWEL FRS N
%

ks 3 3 v VINED TId, RIS
DSHEFBFIH 25T L s i3, NETAR
FaRHBESNB, 1272, FERIIEHFIC A
EHELTOED, #Ea0d 5HlEETH 5,
UL 2D &5 75 FDA R S i3 filEa 2 b
2%, T RS —, 755y I EBIROHK
XIIERET NETH B, RETIEFSEETd
%

3. FEROKRES

C T, EER, TEERIRS» oD T
254 VERB LU Y v —F —HIZOHE FEHE
WE, TRT—, TIFy 7 BIRO AR TAHE
EEoffiafifts LIHEEME = EHT 25
L ER AN %,

31 BESR
HEREIZ TR vEIRE Y v —F -
RPRENTH B, T 7254 VEIZD®HX
“The Case for Field Preemption of State Laws
in Drug Cases” (&, Z¥ T, Part I » 5 Part
VTR S N TV 5, PartlVT, ZiRIIEER
WEL SO 7 4 — IV FEEO A T
5% & LM SR ERIC P ET 5 &
&, BEEFIS T 2 oD ITZ ST _E D &

25) O’Steen, supra note 2, at 89-91.

26) Kessler, supra note 7, at 461-495. 7 2 5 —,
755y 7 &, FDAOHES]EME—R A DR
ThHb, LHHT .

27) Richard A. Epstein, The Case for Filed
Preemption of State Laws in Drug Cases, 103
N. W. U. L. Rev. Colloquy 54 (2008).
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FORETATHECEH ST 200 E S hORTEIR
WibTH v, HITEIT L BIEWVEPHTORIEAS
WETHB, £T5, BRI, RELOLLE
BT B 0IREE, BIAE, 2EORAHIT Y
MRD K75 % » MEEPUBETHD, DM
BOYRAT LD S ETAR LG ZR K
L, XETE 2 HIHIESER DL EH 25 < o
BITOBEVWFDAZA] 7 o & 2 EEERD 75 WA
HFATARIREICEMER I P T T b, BiRid
FDAGE AJHIRE & ANEATAHIEE & DA G D E
TRIEOICIIE S\ E, SR % 6
anaz®,

Yy —F —EIRIE DM H B, —D
DFX T3, RiegelHRONE I i, P
& 0 M DS T 253FwE D FHEPH A/ N & 1t
P, RERES M LS TEN T}, R~
TR DBOL DO RREED B 5 a3 b,
23, WIS T NTE DR A LRI
HAES T ENTEZL0DOME, 5, agency
reference model IZfili1, BAURAJEL LD A[FE
i< o ITBNOZRMEDS EOFPHTHA S
N25DMFESPTIEFI D,

TOHDHY TR, T4V vy —~0DIF
WOHB O ER A = X 2 QBB E TN
2%, Hi3, HhERTEIMNEEBO S L

28) Id.

29) Catherine M. Sharkey, What Riegel
Portends for FDA Preemption of State Law
Products Liability Claims, 102 N. W. U.
L. Rev. Colloquy 415 (2008) (hereinafter
Sharkey).

30) Catherine M. Sharkey, The Fraud Caveat to
Agency Preemption, 102 N. W. U. L. Rev. 841
(2008).

WVISHEIRFRE 0 O, FRICEEIES, PREHE &
W ERNERLE I BRI BETH B, L
3, 2 OB ATTBUTKRS B, &5,
BeHFr oW IR T 2 Th 5, LIHICE
¥, —MLTEXZHMAPBETH D T DD
11, HRERAOMED 20, Hhly)
EAEEARE T OO IFER RS> © OB
BTHBEaND”Y, HROHIENT 70—
F &, NGO BN EHEFROHEH R K S 2
P, EFTBUCHENEMOEW 52 5, b
L C OEFROITECHMTIc B b T, wES
AN T AR S TH %o (THREH]
FEOREEERD BRIETH A 50

3.2 BEHR
BHOELHITNCH L EZZD VIS L
LT, R5=, 757 7 WHdORT [
ERHGERICHE 59 2 72 D FDA DS ot
7SI 256 %%,

RS =, 755y JmERRE, R
13, LIND3ATFDA O EHERICKGRT 5,
OZEMAFR T, FDADTEA L 7oHidE
DN v T OFIMEESS DTV, FDA
DFRA[{TAE, FDA BB ORETH 5,
CTINATEHDTIRIE L,
QGBI , BEDWE - 1@ E I
O ERFOIEFREEEEESTRD 10T &
B, WHWBITHIFATIREWE, b L, &
HEERIC K O AN TR E S ET 2D Th
13, BEERIET 2 BRI oL R U
LREIH B, Lo

QRFFNOBEL, B, s~ v

31) Id. at 855-859.
32) Id. at 865.
33) Kessler, supra note 7, at 461-495.
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7 D IkEfEN: & RERR DL A S E B 1 v
VT4 UERGZ, o, TOFRE, BEES
s S EE SRS | X 22 & 72 8,

@Wm®$kw%%ﬁ6t%%ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ@

SR AR S &, (RIS ANE TRy
&@ﬁﬁf@éovxa—,fa?vﬁﬁﬁﬁ

3, HEEREORNTH B,

=2 F vEIZBE U 6, EEOEE
BRERAZEIET 50 7805, NREEL,
HEEOBEA ST 5700, REROEIENG
@Bi@ﬁ%%@ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%immw&
HThn, ZoE L, EERORIERIIC
%kﬁ&%éiit%ﬁﬂﬁﬁwﬁékbéi
EYIETEO A —5%d % &, kN3, Hig
W8, INREA O O R T B HE ORI A
A TVWAEIRIEHS N B,

h— < 2EHZI1E, [FDA DMEHIMER & SLEY)
FHEGRBROZIE P & WS 3o, EHES
DLEe LN RARGES 5 7oz, BEEAH B!
EYIETAET 5 2 &SRR E 725
T, LT, 2Ev s F AEEMET 0SS A
DOHEFIIEZT D EF B, 19884EIC}, 77
FUBERELOFTIIIOT 05 A1tk D,
70 F v OEEMEIES S T &1 L kgD
Lt ENTAET 5o BRAESHREE G L ~ LT
WU 2 5 0SRRSHIC 3EERcH B b L
B, L LIEEEEORIZRE ST 201255
o

FEDar v b, 2EFHY 7 F kTR
REFSIEE & R & 72 EBR 250,000 K v

34) Id. at 476

35) O’Steen, supra note 2, at 93-95.

36) Tomas J. Phillipson, Eric C. Sun & Dana
Goldman, The Effects of Product Liability
Exemption in the Presence of the FDA, NBER
Working Paper No. 15603.

DSBS 5 X s h 3™, T ofEEIC A
IREEIES 1L, 727 F BRSO DR
Tz, HEKFEOWSEHHE LTS 2
HETH 3, ﬁmmiféxﬁ%ﬂ:omf
13, BEYIEMERREEET 5. J7KAE A
%%fw&TéE%m$mﬁ%%§®%iéﬁ
EERE

4. Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc.

1996 4F- D 545 D Medtronic, Inc. v. Lohr @
=PI, BIFRREE TH 203, BL VWHATE
& (premarket approval I FPMA & Frd) %
BTOBWEETH - 1o, FEROERO 70
12, N=RA—=H—=ZHLOLEA T 5
b L7248, Medtronic #i& o R H D /KT
RRONRFMELEE L™, FERES
EIX O, BhE LoKK, TYA R
H 1< Medtronic PE## % B 24k % F sk L 72
Medtronic Zffl i3, 21U.S. C. § 360k (%, X
o794 v &b 5 VIEESKIZ>LTE, Mo
NETBFRIRCE LT 20 E0DPFHHTDH -
Too Lin LHRIZZHUCE S I RIR O £ $
STV, £ L TMedtronic LIt%, THEH]
AT RERSS P TV, Medtronic 5

37) James A. Henderson & Aaron D. Twerski,
Products Liability: Problems and Process,
Wolters Klumer Law & Business (1987), at
487 (hereinafter Twerski). PR3 L FHECH (B
[EDMELMATHETHD 5. T ANZ MEEK
FEFELEMETH 5.

38) Medtronic, supra note 1, at 503.

39) Id. at 481.

40) David A. Fischer, Michael Green, William
Powers, Jr., & Joseph Sanders, Products
Liability: Cases and Materials (3" ed.), A
Thompson Companty (2002), at 507.
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A0 Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc. (& FDA D
L WEEEZRE TV 5 AU Medtronic Flt & 072
Hind b, LINTIE, AREREECHFTHTR
Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc.*”” DNZ & AL 724K
MENDFBZTRD o AR, REEEICEES
LR IPEIP E L CTHEETH 5, ANETAHE
BINTHESNEIDIEA I Vv —F—H
BOREEMINT 5,

4.1 Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc. EfDEE -
e

AR, CIEOAEIFR O, 77 —T v
(KB oXRfadzdic, BEOBIRIIEZLS
5 EWHEENLE U, B 7 — 7 VIZEIEERY
OERIBEEEIEETH 2005, THELATC, i
LWEEEXITTWVS, Riegelld, HEITIZT
AV, T, Bl EORKEB B DI Ll
too ZOMHILE LT= 2 —3 — 7 INEITER L
toEFiR U, EHOE L, Riegel DRk
B EFEE 74 v OKE R
HRGER LE SN 5, L7, F2K
MX & PERAZ T L 2%, LR TREERD
AL E RS A S,

R, REGT A v b 50 IBERE
oW CTOFHEICLaMDa € o — LD
RKi#FFEIc L vEHESNSE &, -1 THRL
7%, zoMME LT, PMAZ O£ 2 3L
WZ &, FDA ZEEANIC 41,200 R 2 &0 L

41) Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc., 128 S. Ct. 999
(2008).

42) Riegel v. Medtronic, Inc., 451 F. 3d 104
(2006).

43) Henderson, supra note 6, at 466.

TWBZE, FHA vHBWIE, TXN) V7D
i 5 DZALIFFDAIC L DA S hAIR S
¥a, T&, 21U.S.C. §360k (a) ODXF I,
MUl 75 2554 % ST T L 2Z L LTV 5
T EEBFTV B, HEE, MNoONETAE R
OFEFE, EIOBEHFICEEENTVE, F
o L Ie S HER S Mo, EFRARUE & BR75 2 FLiE
OEN, BIEGEHEEIC S 5 & OFHTH
W, 24 ) THESZHERE LT, &K
iz, &K, § 360k (3, ZiHELK, 7
A VIRBICED <IN RN TATRREICE ST 5
EHPRL %y =2 — 3 — 7 Wik, @Ik
LRI B EME, EREEEMAKICRL TV 5,
TN § 360k (a) DEXEFIRE NI,

4.2 RETHFENDORE

Riegel AEREIR AR, PREHEEICBIL
T, §360k ZARflic, BEOEELRLK, T
A VRBTES K, IND 3 € v o — EoiFiER
HESNB LHRLI, oMU kb LI,
IR R T 2 BRRRE Bt 2 BhEkaR
MIEWL, T RMEGERAR, AR
2B T EIT B, BT, REREICEYT
BINORNE T AT L E R IcE s 30 5
Z OWFHEPHI3 125, T, XTONE
TATFERGESN DA S, 43 LA
TV, BEOREMFILE S50, T
DEICOE, ¥ —F —iFE 4> ORERTE
EER STV 5, M OBR L, fREosD
FHMTEHDTEH <,

OfbEEfE ORISR 751 v /RifeH &
DRI EXBIE N D05, NETAFRAD

44) Id. at 477.
45) Id.
46) Sharkey, supra note 29, at 453.
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Riegel DZHE G, @O B HITHIHIH %
BiNds2Ekn, LA, EEEEOZREE
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47) Joseph W. Glannon, The Law of Torts (4™
ed.), Wolters Kluwer Law & Business (2010),
at 147. Henderson, supra note 6, at 466

(hereinafter Glannon).
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5.1 Buckman Company v. Plaintiffs Legal
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5.2 Garcia v. Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories
(2004)*

ARUEDIFER, B EBORWRAOIRED 7
WIZ7 ZE ) v (Duract) &AWL &t s,
PR D EINEH ThEIBIFS A 2 RS < S i,
AKEDH AR, 2 VA VINEOTERICBEY %
PISAIHTE S, FDA DHERRICHKAL L 752, T
Hb, FHOKEIXIZ, I ¥H VINEOFISEE
(Z, FDA OHERICHEfil L TV 5 &, Hffuc/ Ny
7= AR U, = L CREOARNETA
FeREBRICHELEENS, LoEobiffE
XL

AKEcld, Y vAvMEoERIcRIL T3
OiEBEfE N TV 5, FH1omAaR, JHE
S, NEEESCL I Th B EFRLT
LI LT, HeKInIXEERECHFTE i
HExnBuns, Bk, AThs ] SR
L7ciTh b, Thd, PIZEE DS % 1)
LT LTV B,

F2 O, SRR ER oL
DFEERNNZZ T BHENZR LTV &, Tk
L7crico &, S mIXPZERECHIETI, Nk
Fa ey o — EONETADBOLEME LTD
WRENFEL T, BRSO ANE TAREERM
W BHETH 205, BEOHFZRELT
WisWE, HRLAETH B, HI0HM
3, FEEPMEER, Fr—7oe @K LT
W3, EFELL ST, HEeknX
PERECEIFTG, ¥ v h vMikick B, SIS

53) Garcia v. Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories, 385 F.
3d. 961 (6™ Cir. 2004).

54) Id. at 967

55) Id. at 967.

56) Id. at 967
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57) Desiano v. Warner-Lambert Co., 467 F. 3d.
85 (2d. Cir. 2007).

58) O’Steen, supra note 2, at 11-25.

59) Fischer, supra note 40, at 192.
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60) Wyeth v. Levine, 129 S. Ct. 1187 (2009).



LT RFER AT

e L 2 HEATE L, HIREAICEY
xha",

BF—m & LT, WyethBlZESH 1L, Levine
DO & Batiskid, MDD 5 ~vFi &
DT NNVEHEDOVHDOFIFIHES T EAERKD S
DT, THIFAAREESGH LIchs, ARER
R Ihaz@h 0w, BRSO L~ VEE
W, BN, FDANOZH, BN
FEICKOARETH 5, bHAA, WyethBlk
&3, HEHH (CBE) 12Xk 0 BINEHE X
AlRETH 5%,

T4 V4 vy — BRI OLLEMT B
i, BEPLELSHWTL, XY v
DiEMd 2 VINEOH(LERD 5 Z LT
x5, Wyeth?' [IVig# ] I22 W T X i@/
RS2 —HINTEM L7223, FDARZ D5
N Y IEEEBEAR &I ISV, Fi
P, BEESMERERD TN v 7 R
FDADEH T RE EDFIRICH L, B
13, WIZINY) Y ITONFITOVWTOETAH
9%, THIFFDCA & FDAKRH| O FANHR
EThb, Liki~i,

B E LT, WyethBEESHE, XDsgo
TR MEDOFBICRT 5 2 &1, S
DEDIA V4 Ty v—It5 R v IRESE
FHEL TV HIITTEET 2 L0508, HRiE
Wyeth 25 GES O H IR 2 il 2 I
HELTWiEWEWLS, Fh, TAYV 4TV
V= (GEHENEE R T A E WS, Th
FARE - iERFEThRHATERY, SHR
425,

APE SRR & L CORFRIED & 2

61) Id. at 557-581.
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