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3) LePage s v. 3M, 277 F.3d 365 (3d Cir. 2002) vacated 2-25-2002.
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Hele] 3Me 87 B AR A eiwlo]Bef ok spAd 0l HelE A8t
, A= <] Brooke Group $H272] W24 AA)E Hlol] w2} LePage s, (i) 3M<]
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Brooke Group 1td. v. Brown & William Tobacco Corp., 113 S.Ct. 2578 (1993).
P. Areeda & H. Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law, 11807¢ (Supp. 2002).

Areeda & Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law, 11758 (1996).

SmithKline Corp. v. Eli Lilly & Co., 575 F.2d 1056 (3d Cir. 1978).
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8) Areeda & Hovenkamp, supra note 6, 11758b.

9) Nobel Scientific Indus. v. Beckman Instruments, 670 F. Supp. 1313, 1324 (D. Md. 1986), aff d, 831 F.2d 537
(4th Cir. 1987), cert. denied, 487 U.S. 1226 (1988): Ways & Means v. IVAC Corp., 506 F. Supp. 697, 701
(N.D. Cal. 1979), aff 4, 638 F.2d 143 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 454 U.S. 895 (1981): Robert s Waikiki U-Drive
v. Budget Rent-a-Car, 491 F. Supp. 1199, 1208 (D. Haw. 1980), aff d, 732 F.2d 1403 (9th Cir. 1984); Data
General Corp. Antitrust Litigation, 490 F. Supp. 1089, 1010-1011 (N.D. Cal. 1980).

10) A\ ZcH, Hpahe] vlgo] 091 732l 71992719 APS <148 A2, Ways & Means, supra note 9, at 701:
Data General, supra note 9: Nobel, supra note 9, at 1325 5 2.

11) Areeda & Hovenkamp, supra note 6, 11758b.

12) Areeda & Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law, 11807b (1998).

13) Tampa Electric Co. v. Nashville Coal Co., 365 U.S. 320, 326 (1961).
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AAE A 75 ofn] MicrosoftAlll AHE-EE A5 o} B 1 AAAIE AL tiate =
TGAA ] AHEEE A Esjedo} & Flo] 7] wj ot}

() vieps! sn=Me] SmRIe] SRS TEPE )

¥ AR AASTE A (RAGIA) S M) A elulol =} ek Aele] alE e
T 13 ol thefo] M A2EE A gk WA ol E Hlekd AdlzAel o
AL S 712 thsto] AR A2EE F4.02 Bek PAIS] Asfu A} Gk

(1) BHEMS Hefiof] CHSE M X2z ME
HlERA Aol tislode AEH o2 AU A12 ZYo|B A3 2 AdAI Y
AbZ7t A-g=lo] ik, et uifers Azt AR A /\FQXM] ol&le] aid Afell=
AeH 7272 9uto] BAlE i glom, AA|E 119} o] IAE ARlEo] Ytk B R
A] ol2fgk A AwEel Y2slod Ay Al22E 283 Aot}
A wiebs Aol A daded WEAH0R AeEo] & PHA B EoEE 49
¥ AR (quantitative substantiality)” 715201 It} o]+ Standard Oil 2o <€)
d Ao 2 AZoll= T2 webd AR 13l B4 (foreclose) == 21732 ¥]E(percentage)©l|
T 24E 2T a2y o] 7152 3 Tampa B2V B3l @917 A0l vX = 4
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14) United States v. Microsoft Corp., 56 F.3d 1448 (D.C.Circuit 1995).

15) U.S. Healthcare v. Healthsource, 986, F.2d 589, 597 (1st Cir. 1993); SmithKline Corp. v. Eli Lilly & Co., 427
F.Supp. 1089, 1121 (E.D.Pa. 1976), aff d, 575 F.2d 1056 (3d Cir.), cert. denied, 439 U.S. 838 (1978).

16) Standard Oil v. U.S., 337 U.S. 293 (1949).

17) Tampa, supra note 13.
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A ARIAE =7 Salirde °] Hoh 85 28 APFAREol 8757 wloloh AAE M
A A2% $WkE B g abA] AR 42 sl wiAld BeS 9o 2 sla S B
oloA], wietd Agie] UwkA P 8ol 3 As aslA] Feth & ARIA = MY
A 272 Wt of Hol] 27o] Yol -},

(2) Moi M2 fiute2A{o] BIEFS Hejjo| QutA A EED|E

AR A2z H‘?l?_ =3 IR e dird oz (1) 357} HAA Rl AR
< 2t 9o, (i) 1efgt ’\]XJZ]HHEEH A=A} g5 T A7 Jojof gt} Agt
ule} Zo] B gAHdAME TR AR ] oed AP EA ] wiAH B
(exclusionary practices)©] -v*xﬂﬂ At wiA1 A Fejole} 3 B QskA| AR A
S EPNAU Al gsle A9 2A A3 AR ol 71 gl P9 E 2RI

HA 3Me] A o] E7} LePage 59 G &4 78l 152 Wit
LePage s& FHEIY & 7Fhe Bl w2l 1 ol = vhefet Al F-2 37l AitshaAd
o|E AFT AA sl 2| ER Ak 3Me] T2 WA viek IIPA S
AAehe Ao] B7Fsap] wiitoltt. &, o] 7% LePage 9] E8]3-e 3METE HIE-E42]
FRE e WAtk A A7) o] ofdel, 3MAE thekst AlFE ALkl e gict
= HA TAske Aol whabd At 3Me] @A elelE 2 aule B Fut 714E
o] H]-&-& 233l Ao} shti 2t LePage sl that 42 Q% 4 3itt.

3k 3Me] A 2Hlo]Eofl dlslede FRe A ol IEY] oJFtia Hedzl
o} 3Me] 7140 543 2199 BRE 98] W74 £4-8 7higk Ao] oplel W]z ez
T Ardo] e 22 AASKITAY, 478 (nvoice) 2 A4 2] B3 B3 AL &
&9 SHE FTIThe ARt 2 99} 2 A 448 sl olfuia oA%]
7] wiZelct.

18) H. Hovenkamp, Federal Antitrust Policy: The Law of Competition and Its Practice at 302f (1999).
19) Areeda & Hovenkamp, supra note 5, 11807c.
20) Aspen Skimg co. v. Aspen Highlands Skiing Corp., 472 U.S. 585 (1985).
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AAERI0] A wiEld AR I3 7] Yslole vt 2B HAE o 4
(all or nothing)” o] A& A& 4= = 9ol Qlojok T} ™ oA, MicrosoftA 7+ IBM
33 AFE SFAA A2 0%E FH38laL Qo] 28RS 0% S8 thet 1]
2] Microsofte] SHAAES ME3he whl, Joia] 1029 AHAS-E Solg Ag B
o= <) IBM2] 0829} 22 H] Microsoft, $GA|A S A zgicta 7pgskA} o] A%
B AZGAERA = Ao Azshe AFES] 90%ele Microsofte] SJAAE AA)slar
Wz] 10%00= H] Microsoft SGAAIE X130 24 2H]R1E2] Aolgh M Tl Zheh 3
8tazt & zloloh. T2t o] Al A%dk Microsoft AFA 9 -8 &1 o] A
b AFE AZJA SN Aol Alzsh= 2= BM 38 A5 o Microsofte] &3
AE BAFoZA IAHHE DAAR), olgd 239 A8 AFS ] 94
Microsofte] FFAAIE LA AR5 FANE) k= Aeo] ¥t} iyt Microsofte]
APBAA A9 2 Q) FRle] Aee Aibdo] e Ao e n, A= AFE AZUA)
& AR A3 2 Aol
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21) Areeda & Hovenkamp, supra note 12, 1807b.
22) Toid.
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23) A. L. Gavil, W. E. Kovacic & J. B. Baker, Antitrust Law in Perspective: Cases, Concepts and Problems in
Competition Policy at 665f (2002).



