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@  Peter Lantka, The Use of Alternative Dispute Resolution in the Federal M agis-
trate Judges Office; A Glimmering Light Amidst the Haze of Federal Litigation in U.
West. L.A. L. Rev, Vol.36 No.71, 2005.

@  Albert P. Melone &Allan Karnes, The American Legal System, Foundation
Processes, and Norms, Roxbury Publishing Company, 2003 p. 343.

@ 1 ] X », NG . -

», 1998 ., 420~427

@  See the Rule 651(a) of ADR Act: For purposes of this chapter; an alternative
dispute resolution process includes any process or procedure, other than an adjudication
by a presiding judge, in which a neutral third party participates to assist in the resolution
of issues in controversy, through processes such as early neutral evaluation, mediation

minitrial and, arbitration, as provided in sections 654 through 658.
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® Christopher M. Fairman, The Collision of Two Ideals: Legal Ethics and the
world of Alternative Dispute the Resolution: Article: A Proposed Model Rule for Collab-
orative Law, Ohio St. J, on Disp. Resok V.ol. 21, No.. 73, 20085.
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©®  Albert P. Melone &Allan Karnes, The American Legal System, Foundation
Processes, and Norms, Roxbury Publishing Company, 2003 p. 346.

@  Elena Nosyreva, Alternative Dispute Resolution in the United States and Rus-
sia; A Comptive Evaluation, in Amn. Surv. Int 1 & Comp. L Vol. 7, No.2001.
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@ { » “ ” (negotiation): A consensual bargaining
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puted matter.
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@® TLewicki RoyJ, Negotiation, R.R.Donnelley &Sons company, 1994, p. 142.

@ Russell Korobkin Negotiation Theory and S trategy, 2003
s 14
@3 Russell Korobkin Negotiation Theory and Strategy, 2003
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@ Robert E. Well Alternative dispute resolution— what is it ? Where is it now ? in
S. JI..U. L. J, Vol.28 No.651, 2004.
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; . Sarah Williams, Confidentiality in Mediation: Is

it encouraging good mediation or bad conduct? in J. Disp. Resol, Vol 2005 No. 209
2005.

@  See the rule 408 of federal rules of evidence 2005; Evidence of conduct or
statements made in compromise negotiations is likewise not admissible. This rule does
not require the exclusion of any evidence otherwise discoverable merely because it is
presented in the course of compromise negotiations.

@  Ellen E.Deason Civil Procedure and ADR: Procedural Rules for Complemen-
tary Systems of Litigation and Mediation— Worldwide, in Notre Dame L. Rew Vol. 80,
No. 553, 2005.

@ Monica Rausch, The Uniform M ediation Act, in Ohio St. J. on Disp. Resol
Vol, 18, Ne, 603, 2003.
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Albert P. M elone &Allan Karnes The American Legal System, Foun-
dations . Processes .and Norms, Roxbury Publishing Cempany,. 2003, p.358.
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@ Albert P. Melone &Allan Karnes, The American Legal System, Foundation,

Processes, and. Norms, Roxbury Publishing Company, 2003 p.,354.
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@ Suzanne J. Schmitz, A Critique of the Illinois Circuit Rules Concerning Court
— Ordered Mediation in,Loy. U.. Chi. L.J, Vol.36, No.783,.2005.
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