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I.3UC®»HIC

ARk, 7a)yMicsirs~e—rv b
T 7ATEY T4 IO WT DM
RroBA%ZMAN L, ZORMEMZBE L X
IETHHDTH S, 1980 ICEE NS
2=y b 2T 74 TEY T 4 MO
HEICOR2HERZ DD, 7uy ¥y
MyFitzlic~e—=r v b7 - 7247EY
7 4 B % B L 7z Conley v. Boyle Drug
Co. PV (BUF Conley Ik L W 3) O
ZHNC, ZOEAZRHNT5HDTH S,

FTRMIC, =7y b7 - IA47

E ) 7 1 BiEG & DESFRERIC D\ Tl HLIC fil
NTELIELETR?, =Ty bvzT 7
A 7Y 5 4 My (Market Share Liability
Theory) &%, 7 XY AR ET LIRS
BT, HEOWPHITENNELZRD
E%KiUtﬁiﬁ%m%ﬁﬁ$umt
THRICX D A#EL TGS eI
ZHETH D, AL, 19804EDIEE T £
VA B »TEEY EM (PL: Product

Liability) % [ 9 {1 T, DESEFR® @
—2T®H % Sindell v. Abbott Laboratories
(BT Sindell ¥ £ W9) P 2 2% & L T
SN TELMwmTHY, ZOKBIEI£R
MTERAINO2H2HDTH S, XKIT, DES
Fran &3, KT, IR oWER I H Y
TG I N7-FEWMDES (diethylstilbesterol)

DEIZLY, BE2ZT >S4 %
NTELLEDTFHEIIHT Y BRET L LW
IEEDBLEFEEL, ZoHEICHES
DES##3#% (DES daughters) %3, DES#l%
HCTH B ALt 2 HF A > THEFIGEGE
Kz LcftbTd 3.

. ~—4 vy r>x7 947
YU T ¢ BlEGO 10458

=7 v T - 74 T7EY T 4 Mg
1%, 19804 LI, DESEFiRICE WT I £
?iﬁ%%m&%“f,%ﬁﬂ?@%%

&<®MT§1An%nT§% IVaN
%@W WBEZZESTHRDZIEET
55’.

1) Conley v. Boyle Drug Co., 570 So. 2d 275 (Fla. 1990).

2) 2=y b¥xT - 7AT7EY T4 HEIIOWTD

FIE LT, ROBMLEFEZSHL B &Rk,

EAHE—ES TS AR O BEHET—T7 2 ) AIcE 1T 2 3E (DES) FHBI o, TRFET
OBRIGE  PJIERARE AR 48 (HAUTAEEL19894F), LHMATIIT s —ER
s 2 EDMEy 4680 (FZER19894), FE=zid THLUEMETIZB 1) 2 REBI{RIZ D v T —Market
Share Liability % Hlaic — THIRERFE - tha o sk LGl shspBi K2R 20 ARGl &ty 227 H D

T (R A RIADIZERT 1986 4E) . IHURANT

MONEERHDIFAAE TRy 1I2D0WT (=) £k

1405 216 (19924F), PHEE Te—7 v by 27 « 74 7E Y 7 4 HiFwc oW, BEEIHAII
T E8E 7H (19914F), X Te—4 v bz 7« 54 7EY T 4 BiGOH 72 2 BB — Hymowitz
HPDA 287 b ) SHHRIIRADIIEHIEE 55975 21 H (19924F),

3) DESFH:ICOWTIE, B Te—r vy by x7 - 74 7Y 74 HECO Wy M8 2) SHSH,
See also, Comment, DES and A Proposed Theory of Enterprise Liability, 46 Fordham L. Rev. 963—

968 (1978).

4) Sindell v. Abbott Laboratories, 26 Cal. 3d 588, 163 Cal. Rptr. 132, 607 P. 2d 924, cert. denied.
449 U.S. 912, 101 S. Ct. 285, 66 L. Ed. 2d 140 (1980).
5) == v btvz7 AT T4 HBRmOEELEZLEDLIITE S ZDEHITIE, L OFETENE

s /5

Z13 %25, AfHl, Note, Market-share Liability after Hymowitz and Conley: Exploring the Limits
of Judical Power, 24 U. Mich. J.L. Ref. 759 at 761 (1991) O3 4HIci#ill> T 3
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A. 1980 FERFTHICH T R ERDERE

19804ERDHTE, 7 X VU AITEBWTHE
HFTE, =fEORLsle~—r v by
TeIAT7TEY) T4 HEREREML TE k.
ZDIE L £ D1, 19804E D Sindell )ik 12
BT, ¥ v 74— =7 MRS,
VTN RMHmREZEMALLI LICH S,
L Lads, 20l ¥rY7+—=
7 A D £ Z DM Sindell I D FEVE L 7-

it 2, 20 % OB TORMIZE T,
ERIVHBIETHRHAT L L w)EzS
ANTZDTH 5,

Sindell ¥R & UHER, 74 Ravy
N J‘I‘l % G FT 1, Collins v. Eli Lilly

0.9 (DU'F Collins P LWgT) 1I2BWT,

Sindell FIPD BRI Ad, HEEHIDY
Hicswailig ARz BE O %R
ELTHEELDD L) fERT 5 M
(Risk Contribution Theory) % B L 7-.
BT I, 7y b v MR EEH T
1%, Martin v. Abbott Laboratories” ( DA
T Martin ¥ EHET) ICBWT, v —
Ty b7 FIATEY T B WD

WHEZREDVZ Mg HER - R—&F
L85 (Market-Share Alternate Liability
Theory) ZRB L 7D TH 5. LTI,
D=2 DOHGEROMIE 2 A RD>D, ZDE
BfRr R Tnw{ZEET 3,

BUI2v—rvbrx7 - 7A47EY T4 B () 23

L ¥x Y 7x—=7Mili~=—"rv b
P17 - 74 T7EY T 1 Bl

Sindell IR 12 B 5 151, HAERTIC
DESICBRSNZffR & LT, FHEIVOT
I B L E ko ETEL,

I 5 D REDS MR A 2 IR U 7= BRI 12
DES % #lif L T\ 7z Ho D BlSE A4 % 1 T
- CHERELZ RO, 72, K,
REEDSHRA L - DESO #yE & % KrE 3 %
IENTERVERRDTH ST,

X v V) 74— =7 M EEHRT, HE
23 F0R L 7z = > OB BGm, R—EH
i (Alternative Liability Theory), F:[Ff7
FPRE (Concert of Action Theory), 13
# {1 B i (Enterprise Liability Theory)
ZHEMBL 72D DD, UEFHORILTIZ
Summers v. Tice Y D)L — )L DIEIERK
DHEHINLERETH D, LHRLAY,
R E, (DMoEZA) 2 EDRVIE
HEMRD 2 PEOMTIE, #EIEED
BHzAHTRETH D, ()
asldy) 2 8L L 22 2 S IR T 2 EED
BEHzZzAMHT 201, XD Lwivgicd
%, Q) #EEEE D, Kigz A LARR
ISP EERAHER2ZEE T 5 DIREDIL
G\ G, L) oD D BORIELS
(public policy arguments) IZ#-2%, &

IR EK (cause of action) 23 3

EHBI LD TH DY,

COMED N CHRT 51213, ST
REBISHRIH L 72 Tdh » 9 DESD “MY4 t,c
(substantial)” Wit 5 ER2H T 2 HiEH

6) Collins v. Eli Lilly Co., 116 Wis. 2d 166, 342 N.W. 2d 37, cert. denied, 469 U.S. 826 (1984).
7) Martin v. Abbott Laboratories, 102 Wash. 2d 581, 689 P. 2d 368 (1984).

8) Sindell, supra note (4), 607 P. 2d at 927

9) Summers v. Tice, 33 Cal. 2d. 80, 199 P 2d. 1 (1948). FKEHIGIEEI AR 10E (19784F).

10) Sindell, supra note (4), 607 P. 2d at 936-37
11) Id.
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ZIERICBAgEE L TEME L ORT
X oo, JHED, WUEEEY) 2 3G
THIZDOWT, FHICIEBERH 7D L

CIkHiMgEEZ B9 L AR T E 421, A
5 ZRET 5 7 DZEFEET I HE M A~K
BINns.

Sindell IIRDIBED ¥ v ) 7 4+ — =T M
FHPTIX, ROZRIZOWTAHAETH -
TR R ONEZWH S I L, B
12, DESOBHEHHD10%D A % 50 5
B E RIS S 72720 Tk, 2%
TS SEREZBEL T2 &) B2
L T\ Z&\Ww & Murphy v. E.R. Squibb &
Sons, Inc. P2 12 B WT, R,
S, =T v b7 IATEY T4
HEmO T T, HBEOHEM O EEMLBIR
1%, fEBIEAE (several) TdH - THATE
(joint and several) Tl&7\» & Brown v.
Superior Ct., HRDIZEBWTHRL 7.
BT, ¥ 074 —=7MIcBIFE%L
DDESFHIR NS IEAFHEBIHA LG I N
FTARRIC BT, D720 DY) i
Z, iS5 HINDODES D &K1t & E

BT H2YHEOHFL LOAE, D EL
DREDRID & B35 D PeE /2 2 L
DERS L v I MFEFOAEZ, AL
LubD b LTRIFANLDOTH S,

2. 74 AT UMHDIE

Sindell'f]ik 7> 6 VUAERE, 74 Aa vy
ViR EEHT I, Collins P v v T IA
PRODESHFER EHI L 72, Lo LAd5,
T4 RayyvikE#id, Sindell kT
R’REBINLEBTOY—ry b 2T « 74
TEY T4 HERERA L o e, BT
W&, Sindellf|P o B % K D = > OB
POFHALEWZEELE Fr 74—
=7 MiEBE OB 2R L 2 wiE—0¥
KiZ, Wb AER2ERAIET 5 2 &8

ERICHEETH R ETHHo7, DL
ZHCHIPTE, TIFEMEDP DA FIITES & T

R, FREATRE RS, ERBIL T3
B, FHFTE, MALORE LD S
BEDMFRICTTIRVESIIEWLT, K
HORAELEMEREL X9 LT udpd
5 DIEEFDZ UG L Tl % DFF O
ARG T 228 Licoh EiFen
L2 EEREARLLY, X6, &N
AT, TS HEROWEITS  DIF% N
G DN/ 37l w1137 b DR N
B EHWLY L LAaDs, 7a A
a vy MBI, Sindell ¥k o
R= v T - 74 T7EY T4 HiwmD
Hic& O offifiz WL 72D TH 5,
74 Aa vy MO, B
THEFZDET 2 01 2 TR L

12) Murphy v. E.R. Squibb & Sons, Inc., 40 Cal. 3d 672, 710 P. 2d 247, 221 Cal. Rptr. 447 (1985)
13) Brown v. Superior Ct., 44 Cal. 3d 1049, 751 P. 2d 470, 245 Cal. Rptr. 412 (1988).
14) General Order No. 12, at 8, In re DES litigation, No. 830-109 (Cal. Sup. Ct., City and County of

San Francisco Aug. 16, 1985).

15) Brown#ﬂ&uﬁu 13, Sindell [k S HH EATL M M BEE2ICOWT, MADBRBAETH > 7.

Sindell ] D3 HH7

HEZL T3 E#Z % DIE, Martin v. Abbott Laboratories, 689 P. 2d 368,

380-81 (1984); Collins v. Eli Lilly Co., 342 N.W. 2d 37, 48 n.9 (1984); Note, Sindell v. Abbott
Laboratories: Is Market Share Liability the Best Remedy to the DES Controversy ?, 18 Cal. W.L. Rev.
143 at 163 (1982) ZTch h, —HEMNBELEZHL T3 &% 2 % Do3Fischer, Products Liability—An
Analysis of Market Share Liability, 34 Vand. L. Rev. 1623 at 1635-36 (1981); Robinson, Multiple
Causation in Tort Law: Reflections on the DES Cases, 68 Va. L. Rev. 713 at 725 (1982) %<TbH %,

16) Collins, supra note (6), 342 N.W. 2d at 48.
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L, Wbz EBHDE OHWERI
GELDOLDOTHS, ZLTC, V4 ARAY
> N EEIFT X, DES Ao #EY I
bZOHEEFEHEHRmEZENL L) LT2E
MZHEICLTwBDTH B,
DESERERICE T 27 4 A a v v VK
R=rv T - 7ATEY T4 BT
b B R 5 R, RO LI RboL
758 9, FEE, AL —AD
BTN L, (1) 55 O BEBIASDES 2 i1
L7, (2)L4DESHEEDHE:§| Eid
C L7, Q)HEDTAFEEIINT 2EE
MEH IR T 5, (4) I3RS O RBE
DR L7847 (th, B, H, REX, %
DA DOFHE) D DES % 8l F 72 13k L 7z,
# L CIE ZNDIEEARED GBI, s
WIIREERTIESE & U CDES 28L& S L < I3
HRU7%, LwilgzERTUL, —I0F
F) 72 4F (prima facie case) &35 Z &8
TE5, VDERUEEGD, 27V VA
DPEEELO VTN T, A RS
ETHIENTELRSIX, MAFETIZHE
HANEWEI NS, L, GHloEEO
18 (preponderance of evidence) @ T,
JREDDES IS 72D L IR ED
RESDSDES % AT L 72 i 45 o i L X I N
TYUHDES 28l - Be L sdpo 7 2 2 %
VEEES A KD, HoZHEIE ST
ETES, £95, 22T, WEIiS
HEERZ -HEL L TEOPOHEREZ HE
L T E#g#4% (comparative negligence)
EHZHWT, RETE Ao HERT
BEHOGMTZIET LI L EHRZDT
b5,

3. 9T v FrHDIBE

T4 RayyyMOHEHRLSEb L,
7y v b RGBT, Martin ]k
ZBWT, = v r>xz7 - 747EY
TAMmAEE OB ENLEHKE I,
Martinfil 1%, BAENIC SOl 6
Y74 —=7MR~—7v b =7 -
FATEY T4 MR L 22 £
—IZ, ZOMHEIX, HIRZFObORERT
% MM WS AEEZER LY L
Tk, Fug, FHEIWLTRE2E S
g % & 72 & 3 7 O ICECHFT D39 15 D i85
HAEREFEEY LIS £ 72856, 20
Bl g, “BEEMIC OV TOESRN LW
DA ZErl Liths, ZOREMIC
T3%& AL LT, Martin'flpkix, Tis5 5
A N-BLHmz2zRALDTH 5.
oM, V4 ZAav s Mo L HE
Rz, £9, —AD#gHICHL TOHRT
boTHBTZZLE2RDE. 2L,
FxY7r—=T7MET 4 R UMD
PiGm & HRRIC, iSO IFHSZMET S
EVTELLETHHDTHHD, 74 A2
vy v Mo B &I, RETER
o) OB S IFE L Ll ERE
RibHEICEETZ A, L) KGEE
FIHEZITIDOTH S, D%, KIT,
W EIFHLOEROEHIC LY, 50
T EEIAFL TH 100% K5 TH %
CEERVEEL 53, G I EERES
HRBEEZZOIWMB L3 TERVET S
DTHo7z,

gy v Mo, George v. Parke-
Davis® (BUF George ik EHES) 1B WT

17) Id. at 49.
18) Id. at 50.
19) Martin, supra note (7), 689 P. 2d at 381.

20) George v. Parke-Davis, 107 Wash. 2d 584, 733 P. 2d 507 (1987).
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FEICEERIIC TR S R S ke, Geroge
HIRIZBWT, 7>y b v NS PT
&, TR E ORER, Hg, M,
ZEOT =Y ZRHAT 20 EI D EVoT
Mz &0 T, HIEBORROHPHNTDH
%5, EYIRLZ, 2L T, BEBEITIZ

KRB FEETH DB EETIE RV LW
9 Martinf| ik O HURFHIH 2 HEZR L 72D

THB,

B. 1980 FREEICHIIZ2ERDERE

19804ER DB AT, 19894 =2 — -
a—7M, 199047 0 ) M & > D
DB, 2= vbrrz7 - IFAT7EY T4 M
mERHTs L E R, Za— - 3 —
gME7BRY FMNOMEZEI~—7 v b
T IAT7TEY T HEmAE AL LI
X0, bREPIOHEwmBIF YV 74 —=7
M550 > T & it T OB IS &
nklx, BB RL LoD THD, Z
Dz e ki, ZoZMoEMHIZ, 2z
NICBWTHEELE®RZRD, =2 —-
a—7MoMHIE, hEFTHRHASINTE
EDHERE D bIEINTHY, —T5, 7

n)yHIE, 7y brvMloe—ry b
PIT7 cIATEY T HimeRATS 2

L L, FEMTIEEAERICDESSEA:DL
SHCHBHAI NS LI Fi- R B %2 A
BT lElol-DTH B,

1. =a2— - 3—7HoEE

Zoa— -+ 3 — 7 M BCAFTHY 1989 4
2B 3 Hymowitz v. Eli Lilly & Co.®® (L
T Hymowiz Ik & 3) HIRICE W T2 —
Ty b 2T e IATEY T4 HimE AL
7o E, EREE LT, BHCHEEL Tk
=Moe—r v b7 s IA4ATEY T4 B
DN 2R 2%, 19844EIC 2
A v MBI D378 2 S & 72 DESHi - R

—HEHEE 28T 55, b LS IFLE
HiD19824FIcEB T 5 =2 — - I—7 MDD
i & LD Bichler v. Eli Lilly & Co0.* (LA
T Bichler ¥l L W9) HPDER > 7 LT
A EET 50, BHoITTH B,

LaLl, =a2—-3—27HEE#HT
Hymowitz iz BT, BHFEDax®v
0 — FOBEFEHECIRESIC2dBFEEZ R L
Ao LWL 7 BT, IR—EEE, 2t
M T A Z AL 7229, 9, R—-HIT

HEmZ U ToME2»HRT 5, (1) #E
L B ARMED B B WIEHBRLETH %
Zk, QEEEIBEELET L O L

21) Id. 733 P. 2d at 512. MartinflrOBERIZ, 7o v b UMEEBZTHO RSN, 7o b UM
NO=ZMOEAFDZD~—ry b 27 « A T7EV T4 HwmERM L2, vV F 2 —+k v Vg
#HPF (McCormack v. Abbott Laboratories, 617 F. Supp. 1521, 1526-27 (D. Mass. 1985)), AV /
A MNHEEFREAIPT (Smith v. Eli Lilly & Co., 527 N.E. 2d 333, 344 (1988), rev’d, 137 1ll. 2d 222, 560 N.E.
2d 324 (1990)), =L <, 70V ¥MEEEHPT (Conley v. Boyle Drug Co., 570 So. 2d 275, 283 (Fla.

1990)) TH3. LLAHs, £V A MxE

BHFTIZ~>—7 v b xT - 94 T7EY T 4 OB

ZAEML, PERBCHPTHIRZ L 220 TH 5 (Smith, 560 N.E. 2d at 377).
22) See Ray v. Cutter Laboratories, Div. of Miles, Inc., 754 F. Supp. 193, 194 (M.D. Fla. 1991).
23) Hymowitz v. Eli Lilly & Co., 73 N.Y. 2d 487, 539 N.E. 2d 1069, 541 N.Y.S. 2d 941, cert. denied,

493 U.S. 944 (1989).

24) Abel v. Eli Lilly & Co., 418 Mich. 311, 336-39, 343 N.W. 2d 164, 175-76, cert. denied, 469 U.S.

833 (1984).

25) Bichler v. Eli Lilly & Co., 55 N.Y. 2d 571, 584-85, 436 N.E. 2d 182, 188-89, 450 N.Y.S. 2d 776,

782-83 (1982).

26) Hymowitz, supra note (23), 539 N.E. 2d at 1074.
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Gl E T DIFBIFENIC AR DN Z &
DEZAINERETRAELZRET 2D
WSS DIEGE LD S KD Kwgcyio
ZERERVEVIHAAR, THD, RIT,
DES %[l - il % & Lic oW ilsEs
fEETHB D L 3 S DRENH - 7-
&V )RS, BlERICIFEEFN TV
7o) Ml o, TR Z A L
72, 5 WP, Bichler Iz B \»
THwe s LT A2 bERE L 7
P, INz=a—--3—7MDMPELE LT
T2 2 &2l 7227,

fe v TEHFT I, BEICHEET 52 =20
=y rT A TEY T4 Mimr
EEL, ZnooRMzEMmL 72, 2o
blz=a— - I — 7 M, il
MEREZD, toBEYBEEOHE %
FIER I LTwaw» e n) R DNFENT
El LTy, EHEEICELZzADY
0 EEEOT =y b 2T
FATEY T4 HEwmERH L 72D TH 5.
ik, =a—-3—=7MF ~-—
by zT7 - 74 T7EY T4 BiROHIC
ZAF BT 2T 2 B TH 5 2 LD
Lto@EznggicL, v~ =7 v =7 .
ZAT7EY T4 HEROALD T ICHk bIREN
EHEHEREEMCEA2EA N LOTH
%28).

BUI2v—rvbrx7 - 7A47EY T4 B () 27

Za— - 3= MO =D 5.
ZOH—D, HEICAHLZMET %
ROTVBEVWIETHY, INDBRKDRE
R Thsb, REZRDLI LI, flio—=
Ho~e—ry b7 - 947 T4 ML
HDWTIUCDHED SN TV b DTH-
7ol Za— - 3a—7MFRDBnI L L
L7, B0, Wb aReMeTsL &
DODEST % 1& & E B o 1185 (national
market) 9232 TH%. THEFSHWN
THLEIRTE X 1172 DES D 4 [H i85 12 B \»
T, W2 ADBEEI O 208 E
3, WEEZEFFTHEE & L CTTid7z Mk
2, &I 2 HEEO B & E
T2, FHol, Mo EMERE, A
BT ACMENEME T2 THEY,

BB EZRBOLEVE VI HEAD—
Ty b7 e 74 TEY T 4 Bk FE
X8 2dT, HymowitzHPelx, Z O
23, RHlcH 2 koA ERRIC X DB
EEEDRIRBIR R4 19T 52 TH A
I EVIEZIIHL T DTIERwE
5. COMEm, B EZOWED
FFEDFEHIIRH L TELE LDV AT ED
MOABN KNS EZ2 76T HDTIE
v, EHFISBRT WS, BT, Z
DRI E R D X 5 12HH T 3 30,

B~ A~ At L TEE L
DIEERED) A7 OBREIC LD EFo N
%, #EEA Db oW 5 IEHEERTREE IR

27) Id. at 1076.

28) Id. at 1078. =—% v F¥xz7 - 7AT7EY 7 4 HERRAICEER L 2HETTS, Zoleiz TR
AT RIED RN 2 B30 & Dty ERBLTw5, HRDZ <‘:<‘:L“C Hymowitzflik1Z, 3

CIEHEARDADE A oFEHZED LI Lot REAR

Za—3—7 %14 LRI

I@WMﬂﬂ%%f?XUﬁ@ﬁﬂ%ﬁ:nifﬁﬁtk%%ﬁk(MW%mmg&ﬂ%%ﬁﬁk@w—
ND—2) ERBL TWw3 (Greenhouse, Product-Liability Ruling Untouched, N.Y. Times, Oct. 31,

1989, at 11, col. 4 (nat’l ed.).).

29) Hymowitz, supra note (23), 539 N.E. 2d at 1078.

30) Id.
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T, BHEEFREIHT S L %iE
R 2., HHICHRELZZDOBVDIE, HHE
HLRBELZHORZ Y R 7ICHILDHD
ThD, HFNLFEFORFEIRMETIX
BODSTHD, HBHEESL Y By
TR VEERIZEE L 72 & REORET
WreI iz LI BHPEDART, RES
NZDEHEMATHS. ZomAME
&, ZZTEMEOBRME %> T 85
BEY 2 IR L 72 2 &2 T DIEEE ] RE
WERBRLTET2HDTIERY, £T35,
Z D Hymowitz [Pt ic kB =a— « 3 —
sMDe—rry b7 s SATEY T4
BRI, MDD K E B % o
ZEEBDBEDTH S,

2. 7aY yMHoEE

19854F, 7wV ¥ MEEHAT X, 7
A RR F#HMET H 5 Celotex Corp. v.
Copeland®’ (LA'F Celotex P L WEF) 12
EFWT, v—7 v b>¥z7 - 74T7EY
T4 MEEEA TS L RERmL 2. R
¥, BODBINTELT AR %2 4tHG
L7EZRADPRETEDOTH 00,
=y hxT - F7A4AT7EY T4 Mgz
70 YHTEHHT 2050 % W 54
HidZw, LlRZDTH 3,

Lo Lands, TiEtg, #efrix, DES
T D—>TH % Conley Pl % 75 L 721,
Vb vMNDY—=ry b7 e FAT

YT MEmERH T L E L, 7

0 ) FHDIT AR P FFRICIGERA ¢
DESHfficB W=7y by z7 - 74

7TEV T MimE AL 8, HET
RETHZ., o709 yHicsiT s EH
BHIZHELIATWLZ EET S,

M 7ayXZp<—4 vy r>z7 -
FAT7EY T ¢ BEGERH O

A. Conley¥)iR

1. 4%

Conley 1Pt & DESFFRiL D —D>TH 1,
iz FB 1 2 Z 3 & HEBRIZHERIL Tue
2DTHBHH,

19774, 7n ) ¥y HOERTH 25,
Terry Lynn Conley i&, & 301 Bbx &
BLUORIA VIREZ B> TW 3 LB IR,
THBEROKE D & ZDMOHTA v B XN
AvEEEZRET 5 FilizZ e, K
Conley iz, BfE#EME (FDA: the Food
and Drug Administration) 23DES @il
B2 T o7 1941 EED S FRRICES T
DM DES % 8l 5e L 72 11 D g5 2 tHF
WoCiREREL 72, A571%, #7UP v
A, Bk EAE (strict liability), HEEEF
# [ (breach of warranty), FEHk (fraud)
IO LWTREI N D TH o7,
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