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(i)

QUESTION PRESENTED

Whether the court of appeals correctly ruled, on the only
issue before it, that respondents’ distribution of the current
versions of their file-sharing software does not render re-
spondents secondarily liable for every direct infringement of
petitioners’ copyrights committed by users of the software.



ii

PARTIES TO THE CASE
AND RULE 29.6 STATEMENT

The parties to the proceeding are fully listed in the MGM
petitioners’ brief (at ii).  The parent corporation of respondent 
StreamCast Networks, Inc., is Stirling Bridge, Inc., which is
not a publicly traded company. Respondent Grokster Ltd. has
no parent company, and no publicly traded company owns
10% or more of its stock.

The named defendants in the underlying district court
cases—but not parties to the particular district court ruling at
issue or in the court of appeals cases on certiorari review
here—include Kazaa B.V., Niklas Zennstrom, LaGaliote BV,
Janus Friis Degnbol, Indigo Investment BV, Sharman Net-
works Ltd., and LEF Interactive Pty Ld.



(iii)
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