ool Heguzn SxrAGRY MY

o2
i
e

»*

g x
. Soi7}of
I S ggeialel ojoot DIAp
. EEARE sivie] 274 w2
V. ZMOIPS HERA
vV, o

. S0{7}10

3 ZPUA HZ FAERAY FYPol2eogA J1F FoF AHE AASE 9l
Ae AL o), AFHLHH AA FAARAI Y FAA R Wty F
a3 FPHA 2AE /AL AeA GF EA 2 FAERTE 4 53 189 F
A2, A Fol HlFo] HHA] g8 F F kA 71l v|Fo| @Hsioop &

oBE 7lg7t} oly ulF AXFZAUHY LY TEAASL 44 LA (principles
of fair dealing and good faith) & T8} Ro|t}.

olZ ugoz 3 WY, #F T2 TYPLY ¢HET E= %“»3 Aoz A9 HF
o3 Q3 ool Lutd ALV T ARG E YT Ao HiHEA e =
o] 1 ok Iy, o] BHE, 13 T2 vy dvF 1}1}7} ZA3A Y . A
g At ZAANE P& Ae FF ot A FARY AHE FE3] KI5
st AFPYR Jeoervg FFIJAN 1 (YL ExFFA A B2 Y, A
g, ANgE 2 ERFE. FAEH Sl viFo] ExxleA B A mtE2es Ad4d
o sl AP Q4L Ay £ FRE Ao & FYAFE FEIHy B
ofob dt} wetd ZFAIAMY 1 Qo] olo] sty EAARE & FLode FAH
Ao gEAE, 2 AFBAEe APL2EE ST Bot AP LHA F WA
AP & AP or & Aotk

40 dz rir

fo oln o

*AFdgy YAUEL WAF 2Ly
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FeUS SELAETE Ad4Z AL Alses =9 "FAYA4E ZHstn 2FEA
AFE A2staiol ok, FPSI Utk ol FEREA A 71 F(I0SC) 7 19909 A
g dAe FTAAL A VHA hed sueld o] 2e FF FFHo|#T
ZAAA 2o B g R AP WE A oM FHARE F7HA R
g3 & Atk 2ste] FEAAY AL LE ke nAo B3 AR o
Bt e Beol AEd e FRetA 2 Zlolth ol FHEYAY AFHLE ko)
stol a7t AH G grooez PP & AL O FAHA Roldz @
RTHD

ol o] =2 AAYAHN FIF v e P& vwPH PAM AmEo
EH, e2vet g e AREARF Jo) 2 9AE Yol oPA EJFHT Ue
A& AESnA ok

4 i

I, HEHAIIRIO| o|o|9} BIALRIQ

REEEETRRE

D A%4439 A4

Pl Aoix e HE A 719 AWFAYo) B SEC(Securities and Exchange
Commission) ¢ *§2 MdZa B} SRO(self-regulatory organization @ A-&FA7ITH Y &
Aol o HgE 51 Ak F AZAY AP o1FA 19099 MY NYSE(New
York Stock Exchange)9 “know thy(your) customer™ rule( 2z E)VolA 2 719 e
ZEoS o] FHE AP NYSEY S9ES AFESAH A0 RE BB 93

D HREE 772 PEGRIH T IRMEHER. TLREHFERE, F14609(1996. 9). p.74

2) HFE E CESEMCEET L OMET TEMREE, $113% 4 55%19%. 2), p.6%0

3} Lewis D. Lowenfels & Alan R. Bromberg. “Suitability in Securities Transactions”. 54 Bus. Law.
1557, 1580 (1999)

4) BlgoA od Adud T AFE A4AA7 dAME HA Fdde] diF o Fue
A5 Aol aFdd. 283ty vIZo e AFFAI%BY TA YR AA S o] T
AEAGFE FHs2 A Aotk ARt AFHNEPFA A2-302E IS aMogr
H oed 22 FEE £33 RS 8781 ot (1) 1A 14R} olg87 =4 18w 1
o F8 AT A () 249 dAY FHE uid £4FH £ (3) 2A9 239 Yo,
() A9 o)W FEx MEAY AP Holoh

5) dJerry W. Markham. “Protecting the Institutional Investor—Jungle Predator or Shorn Lamb?".
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EZoz AFHYoY, AYEAY AF olF FAA ESE A4S HE2E HHEIUGS
AutZAY A olF 19393 ZAE NASD(National Association of Securities Dealers,
Inc. : AuZALHES) = 1734’“1—1‘7“(The Rule of Fair Practice) #3738 A2xA &
A9xg FFstAR, o] 2 1 F 19963 P73 (Conduct Rules) Rule 231022
AR ok 3 8 WE&E KW 7—‘1°ﬂ & A (recommendation)’ 24 "(a) H
9 oig, vl T 28-S Mo diste AT AS HES 2 RV IANA AH¥
g Aol 2 nAegzRE JMAE Aol ATHHAES any). A 7e FHY BF 2 A
A4gn daogd #M ALE 7122 st @A 2AE 7HAo @tk (b) H]7
BEaL A dste] AR AHE 2Fsy] Aol LS gS5H 22 FEE FHsP] 4
d AU =g 7lgolr ¥od < "ok (1) 249 AFLE. (2) 29 HFAgE
(3) 29 A2 g (4) QA FFE & u AHLE T FHFolHn BGEHE
71eke] BE,g 2 38k Utk

o2 SECE ATAH LS LAAZI=d thdztel 2X Fad &S sk 1950
o] durEdYol AFPE o)Fole, SECE broker - dealer’' el tist] A 21§
gt EIE’\V} ofvz}, WA FZEA FHst= %iﬁg Uzl ok SEC dZeE=
HEAN3E ZAA WY (Exchange Act) 10(b)} 15(c) (D). 22 FEAA 2 (Rule)
10b-59} 15c1-2¢% 22 A¢3dH4Y ’\Pﬂlxlﬁ’é}f’ﬂ %‘3%}"6}5 dl 7l

234, broker - dealer®] Aol dishy e ofF - (recommendation)ell s} A
Bojgli Yuto g olsiEH Utk F "3 2310°ﬂ —45} e AHgAgdol #aAY 9

mlo 30

12 Yale J. on Reg. 345. 355-369 (1993)
6) Geoffrey B. Goldman. “Crafting a Suitability Requirement for the Sale of Over-the-Counter
Derivatives: Should Regulators Punish the Wall Street Hounds of Greed ?." 95 Colum. L.
Rev. 1112, 1129-1130 (1995)
o) 2o QlojM e ExtAfA ) i FAE FEAIZAAM FAANY MBS GGt brokerst
dealero] st FAI 249 2L 7} =], Securities Exchange Act of 1934 ‘broker & eI
o Aoz ZAAYE 9Ye2 = AHany person engaged in the business of effecting
transactions in securities for the account of others), 2. ‘dealer E "broker® &3tAY 71gt th&
Wi oz 2719 AAce ZAuu]E gYSE s=2Hany person engaged in the business of
buying and selling securities for such person’s own account through a broker or otherwise), =
22y A o$ch- Susan Rogers Finnan, “Investment Advisory Regulatory Muddy Waters
Registration and Control Issues are confused with Issues of Disclosure and Anti-fraud.” 19
Camp. L. Rev. 349. 362 (1997) : &4 - @84, "8 v 2@ H3Y (Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Act)oll tig 43" "AIHE, AR 13(3FFHFGEE83. 2002). p.159
8) George A. Schieren et al.. Suitability and Institutions. in Securities Litigation (PLI Corp. Law
& Practice Course Handbook Series No. B4-7112, 1995), at 699. 752-61 : Lowenfels &

Bromberg. op. cit.. p.1560

-1
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€ ddd g3 F/E 299 FEo daMT HgH) a2z fPos g A
glo] o] AAZ FE(initiative)ste] AE APSHEE 3 29 FEL wo} 39
of AF ©l AUA RE FLoles 2 HLo] YTHSEC Release 34-27160. Aug. 22.
1989). 2 BME. A7t FREJATT B 5 e 0L Ago] Qlemz 1 gue
583 9ol FARA K solicited). Ex FA5HA FtcHunsolicited) T st o] ¢
Adte AL oYtk 53] B9 B 12 5850 53 23L& AY A} L4 93
Bl EHIEMY ME B AAF 129 $4 5 £ St 2249 Q4 (attention)
gtoll Foli e Bede 2 Ade A48 Aotz B, 3 stATHNASDY 390
e FAA 96-60. Sept. 1996). 22}, “BR'Y Fool M= 2 HAAe EA7}F ¢
A 4o g9 9. #4922 NASDY dddl diaixE sAAAAA A3 (Bond
Market Trade Association) 258 "AZ5%, F9 vty 9 A2 A M&H
Y dY. Ex A8AZY A7ME ATshe FYs BRE FASE Aol HolN
© ¢ 8, g3 AFHI 9l7] g Fojty

Rt BaE 3 F9 nPE Be)AF] st cold callshigh-pressure telephone
calls: FaPEAsh) g Ze EFo olupx|stE2Z 100 o]&u} ‘penny stockl) HFA FH'e
broker - dealero] & AWk Fio] o) FAA ] dHME HEsof goi= 97
= AVD agA e SECe 28d 14E BojAES Yviy F1o] 23 o] AR
T 878 3o A7 ANE Aoz Hol a2 Qe AFE A dstd T 9F9
HEol A A Folstar Q)

SECe 89l broker’l ZE o) disla] ZAIRIME 245 AL dutyoz
2= £ ¢dhe ¥& d93) SHAHSEC Release 34-8135 (Aug. 9. 1967)). 22}
FFHA 2o i ZAFR LAl 249 broker - dealer25E ‘SEE RAo| F24

9) Lowenfels & Bromberg. op. cit.. p.1561

10) ol &4t "Bl § Al (boiler-room operation) 2A1, A= W& 727} Qs EA3)A}e] wa
F4g gulsty] st 17T BEE st= AL UdFEh o boiler-room operationo] ¥
B3 dolArdEC] W 1ol 100 WA 20the A E JHHT RYHE YAEHE we
AgolT &S “sucker list"2He Fool e AIRES GHOR F4L FLP UA ¥R
S}~ James D. Cox/Robert W. Hillman/Donald C. Langevoort., Securities Regulation (New
York : Aspen Law & Business, 1997). p.1094

11) “penny stock (low-priced securities: A7}F)ol@ 23] Er|HojdN: YuEXA7} wjg e
=728 Fg dgrtFo] W9 F2(588 uTh F22 dPsg ol AR HAIIA}
(&2 24 22 njvh7l 24 FH024 A ABHA $5E 1 93 ojoge AL
T AAT, WE FYgee] M AFEE v L Fao|g- AAY, MIFEPY, (N
D &EAE 1996), p.205 ¢ HAE "FEEAARS AFHLH. THAEAR, AP AlE5(F
AP E 3], 2002), p.463
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FAAI(take a careful look at the enclosed)' 8t vl2¥ ZAS FHEZ & £ Ut
Broker - dealer$} 7 7he] @A 7} "’7]°ﬂ Qﬂ N3 TMo] 1 broker - dealer®] AAIE
Ao gytie AFo] e Fe F2 2 ojd tiste. FYF 2] &
23 223 E st 580l L, broker - dealer-J A A E wopERl v go] AdUHoR
e Ao 1AL FFE AFHI] ¥k o] AR Ae] et AAHI e
7}—L- gl Fdo] F£71307t ohd }E}h AR} nprtAR2 FQ83oh Ed 2o Uie

gl disl A= broker7t AWA Aujx ] 1 BE F4EE Bt ek 2
¢t obge] #RIA (discount operatlon)E dste A2 S dAE 95§ IHHe=
AR-sta U7t ofFo #dH U1

2) A9 A

A, A RBRAAGA} A4 E
2 A EAARI AUEe 1
g AT

SAURAE ARAAAE AUALE A3 TR ATHAAA ANE oge
ERARA tete] ALY SARIYTE T 5+ ALk 2719 BAE AFPAHL
EAAEss AW GYANY GuE 2ho2 it AEVES 242 938 9%
o7l WBol HFPAHel FAH AN 2BL AT YA A2 BAE A%
NYSES) ZAZA R FHold NASDS) AR494 74 Sl 344 A4 2dg ¥
AT 2] oPTHAAN, AFHAR) FAH AH 2AL AFse o ALY o
S A3 Yokl TARAE AFHAN D DAZAGT ARA9A Aol ST 3
Eold A% AbH 28¢ AW & Aok Fohio

SECE A4ARY 24 oRE BUIE J1EO
AURA Al BEAT Y2IA 2AE e

&Hﬂ

12) Lowenfels & Bromberg. op. cit., pp.1562 ~ 1563
13) F.J. Kaufman & Co.. Securities Exchange Act Release No. 34-27535. 45 SEC Docket 97 (Dec.

13, 1989)
14) Buttrey v. Meryll Lynch. Pierce. Fenner & Smith. 410 F.2d 135 (7th Cir. 1969) cert. denied

396 U.S. 838 : Geyer v. Paine. Webber. Jackson & Curtis. 389 F.Supp. 678 (1975)

15) Jablon v. Dean Witter & Co., 614 F.2d 677 (9th Cir. 1980) : Castro v. Marine Midland Bank.
N.A. 695 F.Supp 1548 (SDNY. 1988)

16) Rolf v. Blyth, Eastman Dillon & Co.. 424 F.Supp. 1021 (SDNY. 1977)
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(2) HESAEI2 Rule 10b-5

2309E, FAEFAY ARG FANS AIEY 4 §& 78T SEC Rule 10b-5
Aute s & £ gevk A9 Tl HAFHLAYNE 19348 FAAHLY ANE
()& 2 SEC Rule 10b-5 1wt Fgo3 Folgth oo #3 Hxo #22 Clark v.
John Lamula Investors. Inc. AFZ1D o]t} 714 Grupe2 2F T o WAIRIH FHI} o|&
AA AR E e £& FAsiY g 1,000€39 258 V& Fged F A
8] 2702 ¢A ¥ Lamulag F59 AEAAE wiF8idth. Lamulas ol3§ Fa7}
Grupeol Al et goie AFA 2U7t A4l e A2EY 99 22 T2 fvs A
S 23 AAUSAE T FFANA, 27t wiFd ABAA Y A (risk), 23 ALH ol v
Fo| & A FAFDol A=A AR Fol B3 ofFHU FRE A FZshA gt
A2AL TP LS o] BHrh A Ao wido] A AMABA o5t Lamulad
A= A7 B B QStER Rule 10b-58 $uts Aol ‘el4)(scienter)18)’ 8
AE 389 o fE AFLEANNE AR E Y A 94 Eddn A7 &
~F 71454

O'Connor v. R.F.Lafferty & Co.. Inc. AHA196A A& ALY AL 2178 9ol
71¢ FHgd st M2 At 352 7| E(three-part test)’ S PP =0, 2 71&E
< FAEAS BN 71E T AFolE 5 vk FARA T B 1§ 2AFA
vl 48T+ broker - dealerd Fxb&bol] it Alwh(control) 87L& L7F8tA ge HA
AZIE 9 719 el E e g ole Zo] BRG] thF FARAIG BAA
712 A9 71&F o2 vk, 712 A1 979 Ul & (scienter) S ¥F 71E
o 2Aolr

FAREA] T B 7@ BAHYY Sl F T DA & 584E RAA, o
& Fdol A9 dgge FAFshor & A, A, I i(broker)7t 2 FHo] 179
849 FAReth: A S EdAY gR1FoR 92U A AA, Hast ARFHoR
AAF 388 A& S5t ARSAY dFRE A WA, I35} A4 (scienter) & 7t

4r g 4>

17) 583 F.2d 594 (2nd Cir. 1978)

18) Ernst & Ernst v. Hochfelder. 425 U.S. 185, 193 (1976)ol M= ZAWY A9 A7 2A] 73 7]
T A2 EE Hazt A 2% 7198 dEetn FosH e J42 AT Uee FRs ok
bl PAJEEIL QITH(---scienter. defined as an intent to defraud. manipulate. or deceive.). :
#allo]l Jebd ‘scienterd) ool thslAE Allan Horwich. The Neglected Relationship of
Materiality and Recklessness in Actions under Rule 10b-5, 55 Bus. Law. 1023. 1024 (2000)

19) 965 F.2d 893 (10th Cir. 1992)

20) Id. at 898

21) Clark v. John Lamula Investors. Inc., 583 F.2d 594, 600 (2d Cir. 1978)
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A3, ZAY APl Boko] FUP PUAE AU 528 IR ANGA de
A oA, 1A EaE And 719H 492 Fge Afdd AAAaE Aoz &
98 + e A Sl

E% FAAE FRAA A9 AJuE gz Edbde BTD Miey v.

Oppenheimer #7223 Al HFHAAFH Rule 10b-59 FAE tF1 Ut} o FZEdA
Hde AH# e "iﬂr”"@ 5E ddsles 712024 SHIAL Y DA ZARE 33 ®
= A & 25 13 5 A #AEH

) A9 @A

EARRAE ZREA ZWol BA 42 FAL FAAPo) £ FAAYES
L ZAAE AYHYTE LISl 53 SR RG] ARE ALY
= £ ol ANY ExSEAT WYt 1 ¥ F

52
r[o
oft o
2 o
R

e
UU
tlo
34
2
QL
2!
r9~
ox!

N
2,
B
Jn
o
a2

ASEE D717 dol ANE Fdsths Aoz WES FRo FAARARME 170)
ggsts 2 F713 AdE A7 & AdeA 77 BAdrhy

Mundheim 2= o8 ZF-E "ddFsta &3¢ vEQ (sweet trusting widow) 22

B S22 AL S "EEAYE Y (greedy old lady) 2 #3 T @2 v]{slE A
FAAFAE 2A1Ak & AAE ohE % ol AAIFTED) Broker - dealer= WA FAz7}
HEE FASR e FAHPE oty A gRlsteior stx. o2 Fapx
o] A EArge] TA A —,—x} e A9 F Aol Aok Broker - dealerst F2429
dodl w2t A 7t 97 A& 7 el AR FA FHY FAEAER Soptd

718 AdE DPHA ¢g RolL A FANF FASES AR 2 FAY
FASE A} ol G2 S4988 478 50l A9 BBY 39 FAARA
43¢ F719 382 ARY + Ao AW FAA SARES wRAGE FeA
% FAARAZAE BRI SAADE B5T 5o Yrin BUF A9 FALKH
E ERReA £714 3Ee A grhe AEE Felok shn. adelE RFEL
SAt €718 AdE gt A9ols SAANA £ FAL 2ASAY FA%

22) Brown v. E.F.Hutton Group Inc.. 991 F.2d 1020 (?nd Cir. 1993) . Burke v. Jacoby. 981 F.2d
1372 (2d Cir. 1992) : National Union Fire Insurance Co. v. Woodhead. 917 F.2d 752 (2d Cir.

1990)
23) 637 F.2d 318 (5th Cir. 1981)
24) A, "ERFAE Y Aol B A7 AR =F (AL 2002 2. p 1T

25) Robert H. Mundheim. "Professional Responsibilities of Broker-Dealers: The Suitability Doctrine”.
1965 Duke L.J. 445. 449. 459 (1965)
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7 A8sks £714 388 ¥ & Aoy FAERAIE Bold 229 59wl
713 349 g fFESANE ¢ 0 Holg.

MESAY B Atetol gk Mundheim 249 A& wWE #F2E AP FYolF Fa
Hol M1 Twomey v. Mitchum, Jones & Templeton Inc. ¥Z.26) Duffy v. Cavalier
B2 Fol Aok Twomey BA AMABAE UL 2tk Twomeys mgRlezA o
A A olFlle FAFEA Aol AL IE brokerEL £t FEAHE ¢ HAE
AR, Iz FAYALY HAAA ol BRaT e FAY FAE /HAGN 29
qAg ettt FAUSA A2 Twomey’t BHat <
AA ZAFH 2Wrt U FEANE 4L &S BFely A 258
UEE AFAGE Tt 2 F Twomeys 2 AL 5 % g
SR c9glo]l 2 HPo] B U2 FAAAES slyed. 2 Ado) FH3 £2
2 HWRE FU1EQA Aol 29 22 FAAUE Twomey2l AF o] B30 &
o Sgufofel slFste HolAh o] AtdelA AalTUolF: FAWLe Twomey’t A
T2 Aol JARAdAY £ FAIA Aol FHAAE AZste FHANN AgE 3
ATAY axtel] FEAH Wdg TESFHUTT s Twomeydt SHZAL AP Apo)
of EMste AATFA vFo & o o2 AP ZHIYAEZY HFHLY 597
o JuF FFE AU & £ QT FEIAEME Mundheim Y 9] 39A A
& mtojof i #AEH

Duffy #2 HA AL FxA ) Al brokerd 95FE oh#3 Uth Duffys 37|
ko) o]Abs] ooz It A olARujyIF FeAe A9 YAt
Duffy F&43 F2. AA Fol FANEE Hol e 9 odBu7|F9 3PS &
A AE S FAY & JEE AFF O3 SAYA FA42E FAh o] A
ZoX Hhd FA3AL} ol Bul 7139 A FAE(financial advisor)2] A $1o) 317] o
ol FAAFE FEst, gEA FHIANZME 9 7129 ARLEH F£2 5o v
Fo A/ FAARE stodof dH, ExAAL £7)14 AAE Fysts A= 29
& AT FAZHA v Fo] AFEA Fie AL LA B} FAFHoE e
© 2% o= 2 A A (risk threshold) & HE F£714 AGE FqdAE g8 92
7 Atk gFskg.

23y Mundheim 29 A3g AL A XolF: FaPYA9 w2
U FAAFANA FEAE7 e Aol B AYE FAY B ¢

]
o

o= Aol

i
rlo

iy

26) 262 Cal. App. 2d 690, 69 Cal. Rptr. 222 (1968)
27) 215 Cal. App. 3d 1517, 264 Cal. Rptr. 740 (1989)
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2. $eutete) Ay A

) A4 £9

HgHRAol MFANE AZEAURY 59 AgFAFELE B o va. Sl
Yl e vlRelq $AF HBo|E B ZAIRo|2E sl FEUEAATFE
o2 olg Fax vk

22uel FAYREFE A15Z AL FANAPL EHF #7128 i A Y
ERF oA - 7Y T SR ANe8NE A 1Ee AUIEE 2AdA
195t A9olE I ARUIR] A B FE - o]E EE =AY B4 . FE Y
A% 5 APsn FAA 2AE AANT Qojob I FASL A2FE "EANA}
BuAg dde EAAGE sk A9le B FAULe 1A £A2H Aoy

$7153 $AUY 2 Adol U@ HE Sol ¥Rl g nAA Hgsigm =
9% GANA 2AS AAR gdolol BF 2 FAHL ek okge AFANE ")
A5 EAARAY ARAAR B RS FREA @12 Fus) FoF 2
olg strjets, - 2a shal, ¢ Aol TARHLN, UL YeiT Aok

E3 AgFAEA VYV AGAY dQAe B FE ALZ AL
"FANAE dvnAe A AHA T DAY FARH, £A4ZY A3Y 52 AW
8§91 wol 7% - n@Idct gH, ol I AR TAUF o FAAEE dhajob
FY°I ARG QAL AeFAAE “FAHAE DA FAAKE ol o) 27
L AZFEE AZHE 39 Ba But 28 T A2gRes ALe Felof dn,
1 EA(EE ARAZAHE $Y 5 Yojok FYT Atz 9

é‘é.nL‘Z

3

2) APAAAH AL E A7) 4B

gaE APHLAY £4 A¥E BYAE AFLA. AR FARSATL 249 §
Adgel vFol FUid AEYe seas ARE APz VsoE AL WY A=
2 3893 G4 2AS AHHEA 9%, 54 FAURT FUE 249 S48
AWFE. 4B, A9H 38 AE 5). FAZH, A AWE Fol vFol HFEA
A% 52 ANBTGH

8) W@ 1994, 1. 11. 93426205 (CHYJE A963%. 6879) : th 1996. 8. 23. 94Th38199 (@Al Z &
A95. 2800%) : ¥ 1999. 6. 11. 97058477 (HalF R AL, 1352¢) © ¥ 1999. 12. 24,
99vH4588 (walZ R A|99%5, 303%) : ¥ 2001. 10. 12. 2000c} 28537, 28544 (B FZE A143
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SRR AFYAAS AVHAL 3 FARE ATYAAAD AAE ol%z
FAARA dato] WA SAMYETE T + Ak LA ARYRA) g2 o
2ove] WA ARt BAE AR A AT

A1 2000, 2. 1 9PHERI2E AFHARY olBE PHozw BuY Az B2
ot #Ael WgS olAF ARBAS Ay, duse)
o B AT At YUY HBAE 52 FFHo T
o AR AnSe] TALF] vZo] g AL Fosts AdE Ao

i

AL AEY BS54RS AMY F9 9§ oI 535 FANREEA nATIH
€ Adste FEUTE fAvtstd O Uyl A =dezy T BEPAE F
Ao £ Ao (2&2 A7t 748

Hd2 o] AN HFYAH AN FFE w9 H #D AJ 9@
i 2 2397w Adoz fRa it #29) W& AP AA B g reut
°of AFEoldolyt BFFA 7% AP TEL AP FAT A AH Y
AZ1@ 9 destd SAAN G FARA WA 71FH 9ol 28 YTold RIARF
FAZA WAL ES ALDE AP ITE FAA.

= W
3.

3) AP VALY

WEY 1994 1 11 93 T 26205 BAW S FASAIY Qo]
2ol AFE 7S FF3Y YPAAYol YY 5 ALE AP 2

2% ZUAYRE BRSO o 284 aid 9 ARHE ENE Fudl Y= A
c2H FAAZAE T W9 WAL ANY AT Qa BAYA e ede
22z Rgslol ol YA Mol vlFo] FASAe] U Ao] ZBFHo) 9w
oz TAE ARAGOU T4 AR 2422 ¥ A9l FAAd @ wEa ol

A% 5). AdY AYE D ol B 4 AE 5& F¥Hoz 1A & el AR
A7t %ol $EF AW SALeA ARALde] BAHow suss A0l Bet &
M2 J4RHH S WelsAY - aAY S uFo] g APNE Fyels A

3. 24529)
29) MdZ8 A963=. 687H
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2 AgH e Walsts 9. 24 1A FAGE vFo] HdT A¥e vete
Adg A5Ho2 dfste 9 S AMstae Ao

Aze BR3A fdo] AZe g4 P&, &AFF WA olJRF St o A« 3
9ol EA e eAE ANA st Al 9 Af T FEANYY PSdFIA
FAE 2 WgeR st 2N 4 ARG AVEAC B3t FAARLY F

AEA WA ARE 2999 FAE FPAT Aok

&4
27 R4E getatol AFHANAYl AHY AW Aoz Wi 2
gol vjzo) AUd AN e ARG AFYoz ARY F9d AT

e R LESEILED

g A%l FA. ARG WA olguFER @ Ase) FA. sde) BA EE 2

A2 474 e BAGl 9% A% FA 5 FAR 39 A4¢ Yyshe o P
S= AL AP JRCFYAFB). Q) TARY FASH. ANY L $A2F Sl

ox
oft

| =}

= T
H o] Huls) AEY AFL Futsle ANE AFHoR Ffche F22 A
e AdP 93 PPog Fa Ade FAE IHstE AG A AFCHBLAR)
g3 el = A FUsthi) o9} ofge, YE T F AF vobrt (3) FAR
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s} e 2 LS9 Sabael dhstel &
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i
o
i
X,
X
Jm
4 &
ox.
tlo
o
s
o
8
n
2
pi
)
Lok,
>

Dot Ao 9142 AMse Wl Wahshe
23 e 9 SAAY 5ol vl Wusl Aed WS Futse AR A3"ew
Agde 5oz Asd dude Fold sost wyoz vosyl gu Ade $AARE
sg e%sl Qo & Aol FRAA T I AHG] ol Aurd welE Bl Aol <
WHQ) ggde AE ¥ %R0 YA AE SAAY AYH QY. ALY L FALY
el e Ads) o RolW SRS FAN 4% ol pAME ApYoRE WY Ao
03 sofob & Rol7l WFl ZAMA EE 1 AGAL olg 2L AYY FAVRL B
AsAtst ol AdE shol £a2 S FAAC ool ATRoY EE BULAR A
sl dAde Haha ZRTR A4%0] APeth [RES WAk F7HE) T 193
5. 12. (PUANEER 14663, 1050 : 22 HA 9 BZAZ = KPR 1994 3. 30. (R v 720 %
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o AR 28 Fo Adel Fusts 4ol Balol AT VA2 YY)
FE5)E PUE AFselol @ AT(HYAT) o] 2E WHAAGD

NELEELERE

e ARHLAe] B2 e RAAGAY AYo] B BB B AR
B 29 4480l vFo HU@ AP Fuse ANE AFHoz Aes A
g 9% 472N 2ARERY WES ORI YUTEM 22y BalE AUBAE £
#Hoz Tsld RIRe N ofRE BUt: HEE Ao F7] Wl AAE
FHLA te dRvel 9Py %t EAY ARE A9 g,
S’%’ﬂ A3 2000. 2. 1. 997HE521260 e HE2E ALY AHE Huog
Gotel olE WA ATk ols ALEH 2000, 5. 19, WUPETIN AL 259
i AxelA Az
golol AAHoE sy UMl diF utE ANANL Wi FUARI 2
Aol g FANE WA BT AGYAG R Hutalel’ AR ool TR
e Fgdiey $EIt B (2EL BAT 7D T shol. 9 ALl 2000. 2
1 997h9t5212 2] AP AS Yt rAnSe) RAdgd vl3o] By 9
4e Fuste AdE H390z AR FS.2E Bl ol SaUA gy oy
3 FEYT You 2o,

Tl Zetd, feive Balt YRYAHA BE gTeve wA9 Faagd] v
of FUF AP W ARE AFHog ARE A2 Beten, TARAA A
Aol BAHo sz AP B 02 ANAH S Pelots 2IAS 9]
52 AYNL ek ol )T A9 vLANN ARYANE e FA BT ¢

8509k, 220W), WAF 1995. 8. 30. (FUH 5 4 2 X 9118, 163i). Fxiid 1995. 10. 26. (2fF
¥4 24 X 915%, 223, KBRieF) 1995. 11. 9. (HfH % 4 4 X %09%. 197i@)

32) RBR:FY 1994. 2. 10. (FU] 5 4 2. X 8415k, 271M), ABRIt3) 1994. 3. 30. ($UH 5 41 4 X 8558,
2201)

33) tH# 1996. 8. 23. 94vk38199 (WA TR A19Z, 28009) : oh¥ 1999. 6. 11. 97t}58477 (@A =R
ABEZ. 1352) © i 1999. 12. 24. 99TH4588 (a2 H 419935, 303W) : o 2001. 10. 12.
2000ck 28537, 28544 (@3l F X A1435, 24529)

M) T2 F3AF. AZAN) BHY BE FAES TBolY FPHLE0Z &R Qo)

@ suitability actions based on a misrepresentation claim-a misrepresentation about the suitability
of a security

@ suitability actions based on an omission claim-fail to disclose material information about
the unsuitability of the security
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e

. HerdEal fiee] 2AH gel

L A4y futst A7y

FUQATL A9 NS o] gk FFaA £ £+4EE wAY gAY 2A
Q& A EE GBI d238E AZdd FAVGE ohe F9o) o8 FAE A
1ee) =AZ 237llE ol 23} 2l R0 B AR,

1) FHikol E(shingle theory)

dAo] 19609t 7AA] SECe F2 H@ol 28 ZAHE broker - dealerd] 4985 <& Al
d #x APHLHE FAFELEA A9 FEG ¥ Zad FIAALE 10b) %
T3 10b-5 778l broker - dealerell Wiste] @Y 24L& B&d g2 247 ofyet ¥
A gFaA FHstAs AG 19609 = B2 SEC AHdAA Uelith SECE AE4
93 9Nk 7hEo]lE(shingle theory)oll 713 3 10b-59vte g FA3c)

Zho] E(shingle theory)oll WZW, broker - dealer’t WY S st 7@ WHASHY, 1
v 54% 38 o4 279 ZA g sty 2ed g g2d 7127 ojok
B AR Aol RS FAIHCZ HA(implied representation) st thar Zo] g} 30

o] o] 22 1943d A2y FAg Yol M Charles Hughes & Co. v. SEC3 @@ oA
Agoz AU F Charles Hughes ZA3IALY] AAELS ZFPA ] Palo] Wz
4ol e FA9Gold nYIES Uiz Age FAFEAE A1FFEd, 2 3o
M AAEREH AYE @A HA FAZ FA49 ZAE ARSAT 25 TS
FHY AME dElA G A ZArFAM A7tRY 161% WA 409% L 7HHoR
FAS W F2 2 A4 82 JZA=d(mark-up). SECE ol F9= 54
Bde AN ek olFZ 9 ALY broker - dealer §2& HAsg) ol

3 suitability actions based on fraud by conduct
@ suitability actions based on breach of fiduciary duty
& suitability actions based on common law(fraud. negligence)
35) James D. Cox/Robert W. Hillman C. Langevoort. Securities Regulation (New York '@ Aspen Law
& Business. 1997), p.1094
36) 139 F.2d 434 (2d Cir. 1943). cert. denied. 321 U.S. 786 (1944)
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[¢)

S WAe ZUIA Aot 2 ARE ¥ £ AN 2L WA NS AW BE
: e

Z@3 A AAA w2 F4EE B9M FAE UM T AME €A @
'Fo3 AP BAAI B AR e gt #AsT

19629 In re Alexander Reid & Co. AFZ3D A broker - dealer7t SA71A 9 &5 5ol
#gatd 2A glo] g7, dF e NsA4e FEe AL FEEY A sgena
B3t} Broker - dealers 271 $33ste F4o] #sto oY AFE ste B¢ °le
AR FA7 Fo A& zEld 7t AAQUA olFoix FHolgtes AE IH|
‘BAlF o FAI'G Rol7] mEol broker - dealer’t 2A glo] F&HAHRL oy A& S
ste AL FARA dFeche Aol

SECE 7h#o]&(shingle theory) 2 =3 A} YA G Hstg Zo] AHE ditale
t}429] AA(boiler room cases)ol HEFATER) EF SECE ol¢h £ LA & M
o] AAE gutsts’ Z&o| vEA] s g A7 - £U1FE A X 2F
B gES e A FHEE AHoE JEHAT ojg g2 2 A AMEY B
d, 24, F53 71AQA A1F SAY Aol B3 H9 £ FABAE ¥ ©
g 73 10b-59 fuhAldEE E8 AU
HZ So]. SECE AFAMNI e @AWY (Exchange Act) 10(b) & 15(c)(1). 22
72 (Rule) 10b-5%F 15c1-201 =g1aAA, 7H#o] Z(shingle theory)® LHI #HS R
HAE o= AE FHo|x WA F2S 53 Utk F broker - dealere T et AF
o HAFJNS HIFHog /A RS Hoste AEH A FHARA Ee ol #
AVe @A (fiduciary or similar relationship) & 2A® Wgosxn 1 IAAFA HPe
daH g PAstAY AuistA Fda B3 QQohid) skl 3ol & broker - dealer
of thated AubdA FAARE FHste A FUS AF Hokn B3 lohab

==

»ore
rlo

02 Ho ro mju

2) ZAe E(duty of inquiry) o] &

PO F AL Yoprl AR o|Ro g wAAT, SECA ¢J3HH, broker - dealer
ZAH R} 91, Hol: ‘A9 HIAHE #d&] st 1Y & FHY BF

rlr

37) 40 SEC 986 (1962)

38) See. e.g.. Berko v. SEC. 316 F.2d 137 (2d Cir. 1963)

39) Lowenfels & Bromberg. op. cit.. p.1581

40 In re Olde Discount Corp.. Exchange Act Release No. 40. 423, 67 SEC Docket 2045 (Sept. 10.
1998)

41) Richard W. Jennings/Harold Marsh. Jr./dohn C. Coffee. Jr./Joel Seligman. Securities Regulation
(New York : Foundation Press. 1998), p.694
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1 AP E el Bagded B9 BEE dede AR Qo] 3RS ERE F Qg

-’F—’é}i‘l‘:}”’ WYX broker - dealer= RAMF7F 9lon] XA RQube 1934d Zd
aoA N (willfu) IRt Llol sfFetrta st ALY Fo|2E A€ FIH T

ol% 2 A2y do) 19699 g Hanly v. SEC® ARt & Richard
J. Buck & Co.9 HYEL IAEANA “Sonics F7H7F 6¥ WA 19 oo 2uj2
E Aojtt"gt= 59 JuAHI AYS UM FAE AFH Sonicse AAIALR
A A9E & FAAE 9] g5 ARz Aded. g2 JAEH M2 Aud
AEY Fold2AGSE FXs8trt AdsA 23 ditst 2ot SECE broker -
dealer’} LA A FAHAFAE BRSFHA Ao €3 AAY e gYgdog g
T Ae BT F8 BEE HolA 2 A GBHA FFE s RS 5
A1 A S LR g Aol o2 FAMES U HLL -‘-’4 e
Al broker - dealere 7o dig @AM FEF ZAE 7L AL
€ FAIFHOE BAI'G Aoy W Fo FEIL FAHA 2A7} glol 5 FR EH
ifl @A FAARE HAe ¢ Fohn #AsAh o8 broker - dealer’t A3

#F& o= Woll= broker - dealer7t e &1 2ALE A= AT 28t ZALE uig
o2 FRdte ARG FAHLE FAste Aolx, WY £F FdA U Fad B
BE Adsta J& woles 28 A 9 o2 A 3 (risk) & W ok dcka #
At

3 SECE a3 FAl: A@Foln ZAAQ] £48 EUE o]FofxE Folm
2 ZULYIAY AR FFHoE gEHAE ¢ b B3 In re Merill Lynch,
Pierce. Fenner & Smith A4l Merill LynchAte] oldelAERA HFEAZIA}
Q) Scientifice B335t AW Pierces ¢ ALA G0l A7 A5 FHAHA AGg
S AR SAHoE FES U BAS shA G2 A 9 A FAE dFFAE
Zo XFAIFTE o] & 7|22 Merill LynchA &2 LA SANA 9 A F7171 @712
el 58 7401?4‘:7} Fe A3 FEAAA A Z2E AolgGErt §9 4#HAY
AEE sliA & AR RE ZAYFE fintg Yol gty 235 SECe
71 AL F 01%8 broker - dealer®# %t ofz} ojdej2EqA R AHEHE= Aolgtn
&4t

rLE}-JNE

lo

42) 40 S.E.C. 138 (1960)
43) 415 F.2d 589 (2d Cir. 1969)
44) 1977 SEC LEXIS 412
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2. $Euete] AL

1) 934 Bge) Agd % A%

CFEidEel oM E BEH 2A7 Qe gde 2F BEA gdol:s 288 o
Atk ole FEAAYAZZAM 71589 ool 71t A Bdstoq QA &
#715389 7149 45 £ ol distd SEHNAY FeHA ZAV e B¥Ie
Agste oivf 7igt ARE FRae FARABEY 3 A1) sk AR, ALt
2000. 2. 1. 9971915212 & ¥Eol "du S i 9E &4 Aol A gle AA
H 233U #ds ATste 59 WY vge S AFsiAE v st dl
A 2 Egdn.

4dd vd9 AFS olFE LMY Y VA== ASP 2000 2. 11
9971 282600] ATt ©] ApziolA WYL FAIAL HYo] TACIRH AJRAHE A
S 7182 AQAA “AF dFFAHY FHE wFsE 100% 7HH0l 4o Aol
st "afe] @7ty W8S ¥l £ YA EAT 243 de FS A A
0" "AF 98 FASA goW AZIE FAWG L TEA dIEFAH FAE UFez
e Ae FREATI FrrstHer &48 B Zed FEIA HAH AEAR] F
AIAte] B PSS sk Uk

v A3 2000. 7. 19. 997HR10177690 A = ol 2l FEHA ZALE EWZ AR
€ AEFdE H 52 ofE 2dFH BLY AId I AFYE FI5%2 A% F
o] AN WAL FAAL Fdo] AHEANA "2 At AVl BEEQ HHBY
AE Rgst] FF B2 ool & Ao AYHN, Fo2 FIU Sutd F=7 € A
o'zt dgste g FRALY I F wiRIAzr B£x7t ¢ Fed. AL
Yo 2Me v2artay FAMA, FAAALY THIAANE 9 BHFEA 2
ALY AFAG A S8 FESE A IAE HESY ATIEAEAEE A7 F o]
T 9YY 78 FR=2 ¥dstd 1 F49 Age] Fox HPSAS BT ok
27 AFTEE v LA 7191y 19979 st] ol ¥ FEH7IZ Ty
dol FEE YA & A S vFo SAIA ARV #FHH A B 94
StA o2 A & ¢ e olfE BHYAY d¥e s Uk

o o K

2) &A% w5 A%
AR RARAA 53 FHo| FAF)L AAGeNA AAZFE T gem
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2 & g7 gy I U AAAelE 48 ¢ AT AT £xE ARse
INe 23F B2 AFd JF F/9 @ FELR & £ Ak ol = FAAY
MelM @ote AMZFFEYYA 3t F "FTEA fSEAE T 93590
AlgoA e s AR E FAE FH2 Zal F715A A7 A7 Ee BRI AF
Z2e] Ysta] WEHGE BE ¥ P8 AT AHZBANY A8z ¢
A2 A2%).

K31 2001 10. 12. 20000428537, 2854449 BH & FA3|AE A EANARE MEsede 2
Ao dHolz dddA "gF 22U F4o] FHFRIGL" "FHI} vl 100% G5
o "AEAZTA FolA Zutg FAFSY Aol gld et wate] g AR Y=
GEA B AF AT AR AFatd BPPAAY ) YHIThT BT Yok

oj¢t wiiE, FAAF At da LA Ae FEdXe 2 AR S dEsA ol
Y dio stox R3ddqe & 5 Qivke #de] Atk AE&A 2000 6. 23 991458640
ARAA, HEE SAYA HLolA LdguielE £ o] I HPCZRE 5F F2
g ANHMZEFES 5t ol g A= AYE W3 o|F sYsld 7 4 JEAHE &
st FHEAA Yt £4& & ZAfol. 4F vixd FAA LY FAFo
HE AHMZFTIARAY Aol BT BE7t FAIZ 5t nA o] A FFEo HF
o] & o AAF B AAZFPENN AFYolU ERYE oln F ¢3 U
BH7] 2ol FAIA HYo] AMEFZ A Bad A5 FAE AL FHEHEA
3 848 583 435 ofyatAtt st Ao dig R3FE Avd Ao
E B & gz 850,

—_—

e

N. SA|T9} MBI

L vlua e 7A@ 38979 AGHAH

D) #A3AHL 732wl

o o] FHdAe vl AH T (churning®) claim)s AZ18 9o 71§ AHA u AT+

45) BAZH A143%5. 24529

46) ‘churning'©l & broker - dealer’} FA}Ae] FAZA] wiste] 1 AFAM REF A & A
€ X339ttt Lyle Roberts, “Suitability Claims Under Rule 10b-5 : Are Public Entities
Sophisticated Enough to Use Derivatives?.” 63 U. Chicago L. Rev. 801. 804-815 (1996)
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o fFARRE Aoz HFstn Aok weA FFgAGC wE HFH 44 broker -
dealerd] FAFF FdY ARNA fHstes AVIFAE #ES AFSEY 10(b)< 7#F
10b-5&) 7]5td 27|18 F U4

O'Connor v. R.F. Lafferty & Co.AF49 ¢4, Ms. O'Connor= F4 54t ZAEol 8l ©l
EURA olF FA Atz W ARG FAIA} brokerol Al 2A A Yolivl (discretionary
account) & SIES Fed. FAIA AL 219 FAERY vlFo] R FHES
et} & & JAh O'Connores SEIA ALY PVt FARA] B A &
gty FFeA g, A71gdl Jiste FARY &AMAATE Avsden Hd
o & wolgo Ao AMAY. e AZIded 71d AYE T AgAAY u
AATFE WESI o], 2 BFEE HAE ENsted oeigo] g0

H2AN e 4B FHE wiFd FEY FF FAEHD Us W FHFY L it
389 A FFH AL AZAN &l FETE FEE] AsME e A 7t
A 8728 $38ok dth. & AR, FF At FARAY BFo vFo] Axsn, A,
broker7t 3 AHefol st Al (control) st AL, AR, brokere= FARY o] &
A AY n9F oz BAE gEE AHRche Folths2 7M., fFAH A 4
Aol 29 FARG Ab7lol 71 FARA e ol 88 F A=ve =89 97
b AT, FAARAY 10(b) 2 F3F 10b-5= $Iuke] AF#A (transaction causation)
T A (reliance) 27E& FFA717] M & E7Fdsicha £oh53)

A1l 719 A widETE 9 4 Avi(control) 279 F7lol 9t RAR
Al B B 19 o FEETSY EAR = broker - dealer7t 2 3ol Y
Yol AeE 7M. ZEF 2N broker - dealer’t TFol Wate Aui@EE FAATG
£ A& F4E & AESS HIF broker - dealer’t FAH o2 AYvjuAIES 2R 4t
t} steete, £ 27} broker - dealerd] A d4H oz wiites AE FHFL
EM, broker - dealer’t AMAE FAIgttn FFE & AUt}sH)

47) O'Connor v. R.F. Lafferty & Co.. 965 F.2d 893, 898 (10th Cir. 1992)

48) Ibid., at 897 (10th Cir. 1992)

49) 965 F.2d 893 (10th Cir. 1992)

50) Mark C. Jensen, “Abuse of Discretion Claims Under Rule 10b-5: Churning, Unsuitability and
Unauthorized Transactions”™. 18 Sec. Keg. J. 374, 387 (1991)

51) Lowenfels & Bromberg. op. cit.. p.1587

52) O'Connor v. R.F.Lafferty & Co., 965 F.2d 893, 898 (10th Cir. 1992)

53) Lowenfels & Bromberg, op. cit., p.1588

54) O'Connor v. R.F.Lafferty & Co.. 965 F.2d 893, 898

55) Mihara v. Dean Witter & Co., 619 F.2d 814, 821 (9th Cir. 1980)

56) Follansbee v. Davis Skaggs & Co.. 681 F.2d 673. 676-77 (9th Cir. 1982) : Mihara v. Dean
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a2y Y-S AF34 Ade FAAH(sophisticated investor)S EL 2E0] ©x YA
L2 broker - dealer®] 29& Wthe ojfteg 259 FFo] Ui AwE ¥ P}
I HIlE gt @AStT AT ouk ARAA Qls 5247 broker - dealerol A
ALY THE Sl ANEEY AW 18T Aol dFatod, AL AFAL Q=
FAAZE 2 A E G Aeg BHa QIohsy

2) AABAS 3%

AW o2 WAL broker - dealerst 2 z}e] BAlo] A0A, broker - dealer’t A 2
F& Auistar JA Fe 7 EZBA(fiduciary relationship) & FA 84 QY=tin BT
AT @l = A2 @A (confidential relation) 9 A1 A (fiduciary) = BHoz U3}
9, broker - dealer’t 22 HE 583 A} AY(trust and confidence) & Wi A
o & wWols RAE Adte] UG YU TS +YY 9 (the duty of acting in
the highest good faith)E H-@Jdth6) Z broker - dealer= Aol thate] 19k9] Ao
A oldg HATAY ol olgstdAME ¢ He FAYR(fiduciary duty)E e
e st Yok a8y 2 Fo)82 BEY sFstr] W Eol broker - dealer
b ol Aol 2ATE Basten 7 2 AL Mot Aojsh

B 5ol e broker - dealer”t U< vhull (discretionary account) S S AwjE slm g

Witter & Co.. 619 F.2d 814, 821 (9th Cir. 1980) : Leib v. Merrill Lynch. Pierce. Fenner &
Smith, 461 F. Supp. 951. 954 (E.D. Mich. 1978). affd 647 F.2d 165 (6th Cir. 1981)

57) A, 71#F A (institutional investor) & ABEd], Fx27t 2 £ 44 (sophistication) &
MR YeA dFEe FAEA 8P0ME B9 A 2132 (justifiable reliance)’ o %
g A8 2o e FARAFAY 24 AFo] @ RAul(control)’ RS puats o
8% 7IEo Y. AT G =30] HA Yt AL A 7 @FEAAE dAY T
H4-123 8,8 2% FAA Aget=1) s Holvh- A4, ¥ =2 pIY

58) Tiernan v. Blyth, Eastman, Dillion & Co. 719 F.2d 1. 3 (Ist Cir. 1983) : Follansbee v.
Davis Skaggs & Co.. 681 F.2d 673. 677 (9th Cir. 1982)

59) Follansbee v. Davis Skaggs & Co.. 681 F.2d 673. 677 (9th Cir. 1982) : Carras v. Burns. 516
F.2d 251, 258 (4th Cir. 1975)

60) Associated Randall Bank v. Griffin, Kubik. Stephens & Thompson. Inc.. 3 F.3d 208. 212 (7th
Cir. 1993) @ Vucinich v. Paine, Webber. Jackson & Curtis. Inc.. 803 F.2d 454. 460-61 (9th
Cir. 1986) : Lefkowitz v. Smith Barney, Harris Upham & Co.. 804 F.2d 154. 155 (Ist Cir.
1986) : Shamsi v. Dean Witter Reynolds. Inc.. 743 F. Supp. 87. 92 (D. Mass 1989) : Rush
v. Oppenheimer & Co., 681 F. Supp. 1045, 1055 (S.D.N.Y. 1988)

61) Litwin(Rosemarin) v. Allen 25 N. Y. S. 2d. 667. 667-678 (Sup. Ct. 1940)

62) Twomey v. Mitchum. Jones & Templeton Inc. 262 Cal. App. 2d 690. 69 Cal. Rptr. 222
(1968) : Duffy v. Cavalier, 215 Cal. App. 3d 1517. 264 Cal. Rptr. 740 (1989)
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A 9= & broker - dealerst AFA4 A= FAA(sophisticated investor) 28] AI1#A]
£ zAsed 9T QNS o8 PLe AFFAUNE JBFAAL 2 dealer
(Bankers Trust)= T2 84 (derivatives)5) A 2] Feolgtn wal= &, G
© AQl@A E2AEA Gtz BARGS o] AAdA WA #E2 FAFEEF
(derivatives) dealers 7|@EAANAL Z2AJRE Faain gt Wi, H4ITEEF 7
Fo} gAE JFo] PP 2% ARE ANE JRE 2P F AT AAEE 2
a9 e 293 AME ANSA Q= RS 2 APIE FHE F ATH FLd2 A
Procter & GambleAtdo] a2 £A5A AT, F2d FEE AT J4FE AW
& Ao 71elsts MEWAS A}7]. oj2ul WAAZ(A A constructive fraud) ¥
P72 HL8S Aol maty Exats 2@ AR AAIE broker - dealerol Al £
23tukgt AlQIEHA (fiduciary relationship) @) EAE F@ o A8

Mee A Exat Bl £R8EA, 2ol wet broker - dealer’t FF FAHEA
o] ADaA A3 (justifiable reliance) & & AQEA % Bodtedl BEF 248 3
ata QoY o] YTt BALAE Y AA, FAAY 3§ L FALAA @
& A=A (sophistication) ¥ A E 2] (expertise), T, FAHxk} broker - dealer?te] 271
7+ 2" g == QA A A £ARY Fd #F FE R IS

63) Bull v. Chandler. No. C-86-5710 MHP. 1992 WL 103686. at *7 (N.D. Cal. 1992). agu, &
W3l A=) @4 (fiduciary relationship)7h obd, $xa7 4% A8 Aoz Q3] broker -
dealeret 7AQ A BAE AW oA JEsE AL FA I F(fiduciary duty)E ol Zoj
A ¢}=t}- MidAmerica Fed. Sav. & Loan v. Shearson/American Express. Inc. 886 F.2d
1249, 1257-58 (10th Cir. 1989) : Lefkowitz v. Smith Barney. Harris Upham & Co.. 804 F.2d
154, 155

64) o= “derivatives instrument B LE 30, K(SHF FES viahe Y@ A At B
A2 Aoz u4 = fESFINZ F FF). 2% (swap: VA ofd 7 A . S
7F Qb AAS AFo|} FHFAKEAE A Ly FF EE ZgA a@se A
). &M (option: ©l2l AR stHez B 71T Bl 5B FEE g T vikde
A7t 2od 27) 5 g GEo] 2 FYFELFLIAM, 2 JHATL 7] 2} A (underlying
bond). E3F AE = ExF A9 ol o& AFHAY fAsHe FEE @it} - Bryan
A. Garner, Black’s Law Dictionary. (St. Paul. Minn. : West Group. 7th ed. 20000, p.360

65) Procter & Gamble Co. v. Bankers Trust Co.. 925 F. Supp. 1270, 1286 1289 (S.D. Ohio 1996)
- State v. Morgan Stanley & Co., 459 S.E.2d 906. 913 (W. Va. 1995)

66) O'Connor v. R.F. Lafferty & Co.. 965 F.2d 893, 897 (10th Cir. 1992)

67) Willa E. Gibson. “Investors. Look before You Leap : The Suitability Doctrine is not Suitable
for OTC Derivatives Dealers™. 29 Loy. U.ChiL.J. 527. 555 (1998)

68) Dirks v. SEC. 463 U.S. 646, 653-54 (1982)M = FEAAIAF = ARFAZRYH AR
Chiarella v. United States, 445 U.S. 222, 227-35 (1980)& Q1&3t8A #A|5t3 ch

69) Royal Am. Managers. Inc. v. IRC Holding Corp.. 885 F.2d 1011. 1016 (2d Cir. 1989)
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(access). WA, T2k} broker - dealer7te] A1 ¥4 (fiduciary relationship) &) &4, oA
A AZ1E 5 713, AR FABAIY dUHY B E4Y Foldi0 Exixte AR
41 (sophistication) #F& FAF2F9) broker - dealer( A EA]) ol W3t A7t FZa=r}

& Z24sk=d JoiA Wdo] s FAF 24007 YA AEHA Qs B
AAFEo] broker - dealer’t g B FZA AP AokE AL AF s

g

Hirsch v. duPont AZlelX A2QWFALHAL "ZAYELS AT As IYAE 28
o AR RH B35y f& AP Aol opyEtn #AST Uk 22T £23
T2 G 718 FAE dates FRole FE g 3% Ha2g 2gsls A EE
25EH JdEHe FASG AFUHEE) S 712 FRAAAA o] § M5 FRE FAsfof

grhs Rolnm

. $Fae) A

1) Balge] dduioish $497

Y,
o

(E do pv =

ZHBIALe] A

958 deia

tHE 1996. 8. 23. 94381994 & "EEA AdujuiFFE o] Ae
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