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8) Brief for the United States and the Federal Trade Commission as Amicus Curiae Supporting Petitioner, Verizon
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12) Gregory G. Wrobel, New Clothes for the Emperor? Tailoring Section 2 Standards for Predatory and
Exclusionary Conduct, 18 Antitrust 26 at 29 (2003).

13) Brooke Group Ltd. v. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., 509 U.S. 209 (1993).

14) Robert A. Skitol, Correct Answers to Large Questions about Verizon v. Trinko, Antitrust Source at 3 (May,
2004), available at http://www.abanet.org/antitrust/source/may04/skitol pdf. 14019715 £l dste
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113 S.Ct. 490 (1992).
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24) Dean Ringel, Monopolies and Joint Venture, 1426 PLI/Corp 129 at 164 (2004).

25) 97310, Berkey Photo Co. v. Eastman Kodak Co., 603 F.2d 263 (2d Cir. 1979).

26) Ringel, supra note 24, at 170-71.

27) Goldwasser v. Ameritech Corp., 222 F.3d 390 (7th Cir. 2000). %8 Sun Microsystems, Inc. v. Microsoft Corp.,
333 F.3d 517 (4th Cir. 2003) 3.

28) Covad Communications Co. v. Bellsouth Corp., 299 F.3d 1272 (11th Cir. 2002), vacated by 124 S.Ct. 1143
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