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An Initial Study on Compensation for Damages and its
Calculation under Anti-monopoly Law
Huang Yong

Abstract: Article 50 of anti-monopoly law says: where any loss was caused by a business operator s mo-
nopolistic conducts to others, the business operator shall assume cavil Liability. This article is a funda-
mental provision concerning the compensation for damages under anti-monopoly law. Accordingly, the
monopolistic conducts causing damages to others constitutes a tort stipulated by General Principles of the
Civil Law, and should assume civil liability. Among them, the most important form of accountability is
compensation liability for damages. Research should be conducted from three aspects as follows: dama-
ges and compensation for damages, scope of compensation and the levels of measurement, as well as cal-
culation method of damages, thus provides a basic framework for damages calculation in the process of
anti-monopoly law application

Key words: compensation for damages under anti-monopoly law; before-and-after method; yardstick
method; cost-based method
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