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I [FC®IC

ARE, REK N T A MEIZBIT S YREEDOFA, FEOFAE WD KEK N T
A NED S HTFIE (analytical framework) 2%, KEK b T A MFRIMIZHWTED & S
IZHBEL TV B D0, SAREIEDFAIZ NI 2, T4bb, —RUTHSL,»
IZMRBEEDFAI & RRINDHE, MBIV TV o/2N—=RaATHNTIVE,
AR EEISEREFE, LR EI W o 3B N— R O T AV TV & DB & B
HEC T oML LT, ZOMREEDFANE OREE, WML L RV ETVWDOD
MEEREFETIILIZULAN, 20O 0E, ITHETYREEDFEANL, 2 0
JRATE UTHSREL TV B C BRI N, FEEE. N—RIT7 WV TIAOBEHATIH, 0D
MAREIRD A OIFAERIZ, KRENZ B 2 AR TA/EE I N TS, L, 2
ITCRIEEE L2k, —R$ 5 & YREEDOFRAUMEHA I N0 Bbh b {74k
FRIZDWT, ED &S BEMEL £ > THREEDOFNSHEBL L, SHEOFAID 53 H7
WKBATT2D0, LWHERETHE, Jhud. JIEN—RIATHIVTIVZENEKZHE
T2 LT, BRBONTHD, TI T, ARlE, ZOMBEICELU T, LREKRDFH
DESHNEZEFED PO ZDEH2EE D LilAd, TITARTI, MIZBWT
SHTFEL UTOSREEDR A 2K Sk 2 EHE L, €0 LT, FERMO5H
MEZLZIMNICSWTHEET S Z & & Lz,

I 2WFEOHEICDOVWTDEMRDEE

LWAREIED R & &, BERA L. IRIFHEW R BFNIRE2ET 256, 1
2 5 OFEM AN FEIEBE RO WS FAlE LTSNS, HFAFTAZEETS
VY =Y VEIROXEN, TOOTHRNTH D ZLNE, T DM - EHIZIHIES
B ML U TWRETIR, ZOURBEOFAOBLIZE >T, KM A MK
&R R E BRI NG Z LT Y ZORAIDR A BT RFEARLTS LT,
HIND &850, D, ZOMREEOFHNL, ¥ h TFEROEEHICEY
RELTOBARHIFIRI NG Z L124820),

MU. S. v. Trenton Potteries, 273 U.S 392 (1927) , Nat’ 1 Soc’ y of Prof’ | Eng’ er v. U.S. 435 U.S>679, 692

(1978). WIIDEM, MAREEDFADOHLKRIZEI L TIE, See Thomas C. Arthur, A Workable Rule of Reason:
A Less Ambitious Antitrust Role for The Federal Courts, 68 ANTITRUST L. J. 337, 347-349 (2000).

@Gee e.g. US. v. Soccony? Vacuum Oil Co., 310 U.S. 150 (1940); U.S. v. Sealy Inc., 388 U.S. 350 (1967);
U.S. v. Topco Associates Inc., 405 U.S 596 (1972).

O Z Of%E, FRIETER DRER b5 A NRRZB1T B fEE X N7z SEOR AN BT 2 —55) IEFBIAY:
#7253 % 137 H (2002) 1,
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U U, AKE AT 2D 5 B IZ BT 2 i i DWW TIE4S H & THREIED
JFRHIAPSEH I NS Z L2 oW TERIZY, Zhid, il 7L 72 AfL#EEG Lo
=R UTHLNIKBESFNEEZONDEZNETHD, UL, RIFHEEIOFT, B
HHELOMFRTEIE LD 2L ABTLE, BRI L BRI NENGARRAET S
kb dhd,

BMISHE® (&, Afiik& e HiIs 4 < Bt & R I b v E PR E 2> 725
HThd, ZOFMTIE, TLERY NT—IDCBSH, FHREEHETHNAKATH D
BMI (Broadcast Music Inc.) 5125 U T, BMI 5242 U T\ - E R E D TR S
- £ > A (blanket license) Z il ETH S & LT ¥ — ViK1 5058 H I NS 0 G
POMEE R o/, TOFFIZFL, ERREERIE, Ao 2d GEHLO
B4 IR (naked restraints) (23529 2 & D TR R K O, [RFEHREIOM G, EEHEDE
BEAAMAICE T2 BRI EZE LD 2N TE, ZNME % OE/EEE?TS
ZEIXNRELREDTHD LT, if:BMI@fﬁ:k V. ZEEHENREE. B2 0FE
TEHEBE L DB VO HEIEHZEIR L., EPODELRFETEE IV A %52
320D ISR H DO LML 7, \_ODBMIE#’C“ . WS A2 VAR, Wb
SIEHBZ A2 ALIZRRDH - Amm e UTRBI N, Hx DEEHEFIZLD IV
TN T EDEEZZSNEN I EIEAMEE o /-, T OYM ML AV
R, HFRHEDREICE ) 21l - EHERICHET2AROEMLORMMPEL D Z

12485, UL, NCAAFEMND TR, KREAR—Y B Z2EHT 5 NCAA WK E
U R%ET7 Y NR—IV DT L ERIHE TS > DR T, D IR, Hieko
MEADOPREIZDOWT, BUWVHEIB 2R U7z, 22T, k&Rt AR—YVidrY

@ Broadcast Music Inc., v. Columbia Broadcasting System Inc., 441 U.S. 1 (1979). Z D, # D@L
N7 EIER U Tl Y AT LSRR OB BRI BT M I2 2 72 2 20 &5 A L 22 o 72 Arizona
v. Maricopa County Medical Society, 457 U.S. 332 (1982) {25\ Tld, (#2215 LEERIC & 2 BREED
JFRRIDSRA S 7z, ADBOEFRIREFEROBIE R L2 oW T O & Y G AT % %3 L § 5 SHO IO
MzEERLU,

©)See White Motor Co. v. United States, 372 U. S. 253, 372 U. S. 263 (Citing BMI at 20)

OTd. at 16-24.

")National Collegiate Athletic Assn. v. Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla., 468 U.S. 85 (1984). See example
Elbert L. Robertson, Antitrust as Anti-Civil Rights? Reflections on Judge Higginbotham's Perspective on the
“Strange” Case of United States v. Brown University, 20 Yale L. & Pol’y Rev. 399, 415 (2002). HAGEf#H & U
T, WY TNCAA FHIZ RS KER ~ T A MEDHIRL I Nz GO BRERIAARL TR [1E
FGRI TR & REFTOHARMIE] BERER AR EESEM T (1990 ) 153 HS K,
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M, BIEMRZLEE T2, FHIIRFET Y FAR—IZE T 5 NCAA DEEZ &
<ML 2286, THEREEIZS O THMOFETITER UEROVEIEREZEF LTS
M LVOHHEZTENL U ETINEEL SHIRLE. NCAAIZ &2 7 L ]
Rk, ERFISHUTNCAAD T Z v Lidhlic, Eilicxy N —2RexiEdd
CERIIEUTWAZZEREYBMILIZRARZ Z L 2RO, ThE Yy —v Uikl
BT DD 2, ZONRFEIE. SR I AEOFE E IFENESET D
iz R B0, Uinl, Tk, SERHE 2O R & HIR A AL X vz S o
THIWr X 2 R ENE DD L & 2 > 7z California Dental Associations F4: (LA
CDA) FHEODTIE, TEHROIENFME R EERIE M OBHEY — E ADRIREE» 5 R
FEhfigx & UTMERRIE UTIAEHR 2170, BAXISTERN AR E 2 8iHd 2 &
ZDOWTEHEMER D~ E T2, BRI, YRS HENL. g0 LRy —
EADRMDE N &\ o 72 BRI R KA IIRIC DWW TR IIFHET OHENH D
EUTHEBFICELVRLD, ZOB, TSR RN ERE A 8272 5 THE T
IHHGI L &V FEHARIY T %2 BT S8 & ORICHTAY R EEEE 5] < Z & IdHsk
B LT, AEOFZ L TEBLINZEHOFANE, B2 To—F&
UTHAET 2D TIEEL, ©UAHROWEITE U 22D Tsliding-scale 727 7
O—F & U TMHEDTLENDZEDTHZ LT, HimoEmid, 2ok, GHOK

®)See also ULS. v. Brown University, 5 F 3d. 658 (3d. Cir. 1993)
O)National Collegiate Athletic Assn. 468 U.S. 113.

(91ndiana Federation of Dentists, 476 U.S. 447, Chicago Professional Sports Ltd. Partnership v. NBA,
961 F 2d. 667 (7th Cir. 1992), Law v. NCAA, 134 F 3d. 1010 (10th Cir. 1998), American Ad Management,
Inc. v. GTE Corp., 5 F.3d 658 (3d Cir. 1993)

(N California Dental Ass'n, v. F. T. C, 526 U.S. 756 (1999). 22 B{ilEES MERIEAIRIZ & B IK & HIFR & g
LINAGBDFER — 7)) 7 3 V=7 NERE MR F R m B & ol ) TIEEWEA Sl 58k e 5
BUROM R & R =A% (1999 4F) 253 HS M,

U214 at 771-772.

(9California Dental Ass'n v. FTC, 224 F.3d 942 (9th Cir. 2000). See In The Matter of California Dental
Association. FT.C Doc. No. 9259 (Feb. 15 2001)

(49 California Dental Ass'n, 526 U.S. 781.

(15 California Dental Ass'n, 526 U.S. 781.780 n.15. 72 & & RO 5 Al DKL IZ DWW TIE, AR %34T
RS 2 SR M FEDREBLIZ D T See Thomas A. Piraino, Jr., A Proposed Antitrust Approach to
Collaborations Among Competitors, 86 Iowa L. Rev. 1137 (2001); Willard K. Tom & Chil Pak, Toward a Flexible
Rule of Reason, 68 ANTITRUST L.J. 391 (2000). See also William E. Cohen & Gary P. Zanfagna, Inside the
Competitor Collaboration Guidelines: The Forest Among the Tree, 2000 U Chi Legal F 191 (2000).
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HI & AL X N7z SERO IO REBULD AN FIAWEREIRE N 1 R 51 200 33
INBILIIRBD, LIAT, ZOHT, BREZXEOFAOWEIZX, TTIZHHDE
DL UTHRIND Z LFDRY, UL, YREEDFEE £/2, AHOFAIPH
WAL I NGB FA & [k, KBFNSIREBESTZ20OD07 TOU—FThH 5,
> T, CDAYIIRDAE, 77 O—F DY T & FEHNDHEDOFT, YIREEDFH
AL, L&D IZH) FDONT WD DOMMEGEET 2 BENH D, T I TIHHIENTHA
BIEDOFAIDOS HINERIZ DWW THRET L 20,

Il HREEZOFRAMOSHMER

WAREIEDFANL, RENZB T %A, iV TV no2N—=RaT7 V7
20 B FEARAY A RS - BINCEE A E B2 L Tvd, HEEOHENIEE U <
W, VoDV V=& VHEINE ZLIZE 2T, Yy —VUVEIKERIZTEZ N
TEDZOYREFEOFNE, FReflh S TUEIERICEifichd 07, LirL, 4R
BEORAMBHNOND GG, D%, HEMINES 2 LIZRLENELIZERTDH
5Zrnh, ZONRE {ﬁ@)}ﬁﬂu IBWTC, @ ZEANEINRNT &Ik R
Emofﬁ\vmﬁcowf BEDEHTIZEDE D> BT T0—F BRI T3

. BEL 2D,

i? HEREEAT A R V32 TiE BREEDOFEHIZ DOV T B ELRROMRE S
WEHIRT 2, 9. ik - BEHERRZ2E~Z5TEDTH> T, HLHD SMiERTHE,
FEHERIR, ¥z 7HERPHELEEL. YREEOFRHINEHAINDG LT, L
MU, FEREORITHE O TRIFIEEINSIRELZ W EIE2METH>T, 20
BENEN YA L > TE 2L INDFPEMEN R FSICEENIZBER L TS
LOTHIUE, SHOFANCESOTHE§5 2 LTW\»508),

(16)See United States Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission, Antitrust Guidelines For
Collaborations Among Competitors, 64 Fed Reg 54483 (1999), HAGERE LT, 15 - (AHFHEENR (554
FDFEICET IR N T AN - A RT A V] HEFEZE75% 11 5 (2002 4F) 33 HS I,

N Z AU U T, HADIMEEEILETIE, 256 HIZBWT, RYAREEIHIRIZBWTE —EDHE s
132 DOIEMFIRIZOWT, AT 2 HBENDH D, £bHA. IHETIOMENBIELT DRARFHIIZ
ULino/zZetdl), 1FLALMBICRD Z LiFAaho7z 830 A, i (AIZ SRR 43 411
H29 HEPN15 %135 H) D & 5 I1HiGY = TAVNI WIEEITIE, B & FZEMIZHRIRL 2 50, L5 5%
RETDEZENAHETHD I LITITERTIHENDH D,

(8 FIHAE S C D characterization DFETH 2D, ZOBBIZDWTIE, FIIGR KERHEICS T 2 48
DRI & Pt | 1R 5w 155 % 4 5 (2004) 65-66 HZ: i,
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e T, ZhEME A EXEDMEITHEMITERL TOIUL, il IZBET 2 1HE T
HoTHHRBEDOFAITIFFEINARNE WD EIRTIE, BMIEM: 2 ZIZRBRDH]
WETDZLERTEDLEVRDEAS, L, MK MR- TaiRMEL2 M E
X EEME LB INDDONEDN, LWSMENEINSG, ZORITDOWT, KEK
FS A MEFEANAHHFEHEZESIHLTHZEVZZ20NE S, ZO/MIZDON
TZ£9., Dagher HE19 HHATNI S,

A, B4 BRI S > 72 Shell & Texaco NATHDRE N S IRFEBHE £ TEME L
72 PR (Joint Venture) # Ml L 72X 25, TDOIVOU L DTH Y FalEFE SO 4L
£ S Equilon A Shell & Texaco i 50D 7' > R Offfik % [ — 123 E L T
WE U 77280, ZADMIRE 7V T IS § 2 M EPDHE L R0 L ETH B,

AU LT, BB KEHERBLHIAR Y 1, AEOBEE LG L. BHBERICH o2
MED, TNENHR T T Y RTHFEL TODEEIZDOWT, VSRS —fliks (2 3%
ELZEWORGEERL., BHFETHDI2ENIVICE > UIEHEZ T o2\ D
XHRCFHIM U 7z T, Texaco & Shell DB G itk % T A 25 Z &id, #hFEMZm EX
BRI AHMCBEBLTONE T Y REVZBROC ML, SE%MiE O — I,
TV OHZEEBN AR (ancillary) £ D TRV EHERU 2@, Ziuzxt LT, @
B, Texaco & Shelllk, FFERLL UTIiX D RETIEAL, LUAJV
T® 3 Equilon 23 Hi—D (R (a single entity) & U TZDffif§ &2 kD TNBEDE L
THHMliT R E LR Uz, ZOREHR, B—DFEEEN, JlRTI7 2V ReLTHRLNT
W2 B E it TG 2 Z L IZBBDOHANTH D L LD AT, ZOKRET
MFERHIBROERIX, B—OHEFONMOBERPREITITHEH IR VE LT, A4
TRIFK DT A MEIGEK LRV E WU 72,

(9Texaco Inc. v. Dagher, 126 S. Ct. 1276 (2006). FEOFEIL, FBHIER] [HEREITT 2 547k EORE
lilzDWT) KER—L ¥ a— (KEERKYRAY) H35 62 H (2007) AT & 2,

O ZDIVIE LA NRTRITHEDOTEEI N, S ARDRLARINTN S, BETOBRAEORRING
TEEEEIET B 5MIIMT SN TR, FTC Press Release, Shell, Texaco To Divest Assets To Settle FTC Charges
(Dec. 19, 1997), available at http://www.ftc.gov/opa/1997/12/shell.htm. See W. Stephen Smith, Can A
Fully Integrated Joint Venture be Per Se Uulawful? The Ninth Circuit’s Desicion in Dagher, 19 Antitrust ABA
52,53.(2005).

@) Dagher v. Saudi Ref,, Inc., 369 F.3d 1108, at 1110 (9th Cir. Cal. 2004)

O BPEREHE, FESEBGEL Y, MEERAG LE—0D T T Y RIZU 2B Ok EDE a1
VY —IVEIRITERK UARVWE ULTEY, F£7z, Texaco & Shell Wl H DOWEDFER, k& A3FE—I1278 > 7285
HEARMLFAUFRICR DI TERNE LTS, Idat 1124,
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AMED &S ICE—DFERITHFUT, Yy =V VEIZBEAINDINE SN, L
SHEIMIEMNOT, VI —T ot FREELOBEIIHUTK b T A MESEH I N
M VA XIRTHERINT X /2D, T EEE L, ST UC#EmX
NEHLDLEFINTWM, ZDDagherFffe A2 L, ZOFRANE, HIERENH
—HERLERARLU D 2HEITE. Yy = VIELIROBEAIZR N WD XARIZE T,
HEESRE TN AN E 2 5@, 2D, Dagher E:Tlk, EIZEHE—0D
HERE U TR LTWAEZ L2 TR LU TWS, & /- 3R B B C S 4 %)
BRIZDOWTO+H R REEZ B TR 2 EHEEROEINT DLG BN ADEZ LN
BRELNZD, UL, #EEEA. Dagher FIZHEWTTOHKDEHM: %52
DB, BMIFFZ B SEWVIC L TZEDREZRATLZL ZAIZDWT, BMID
FOAFET AL VAL VI FHUVEGREEYHLZZ LIZ2DEEE RW/ZL T
WHDIZR LT, AHREHEEDHETIERTD LS 2H UWEFOAIHBIIAFEL TV
BNZENE, BERNAEERETHNE #IZ, MREZROFERUOHT I =25
HAIXNZDONENSRIEDRD D LS HEHE H D),

Frm, BoOHERE UTHEHEL TR TE, FEEEL2 D720 E B —DFHERK
THEIMORIZABZUD DM, LW RMEMNRIZEET D, 20, ZHETK D
I A NETIE, g HEGIRE GO HERIE IO U T L VWESE —E L THRA
LT3, Maricopa H:C0 (&, (RIELEBEDRG LD 728, BT RN 0D x5
ERETIHESEE R o7z, ZAUZEST, RV AT OERERFEE 2 KBHITT
22 emn, EEIAANOHINE HIEL TV @), UL, mE&lx. ZoWEIcD
WTE YREEDFRIAEH X 15 LWL 2@, 22Tl mdflifga ez kY.,
SR T 2 ER OB AR X b kit 2 BEHL TWE®), 2ok 51Tkt

@ Copperweld Corp. v. Independence Tube Corp. 467 U.S. 752, 768 (1984).

(@9 5ee ABA, JOINT VENTURES: ANTITRUST AALYSIS OF COLLABORATION AMONG COMPETI-
TORS (2006), at 54.

(9 See Mark A. Lemley & Chirstopher R. Leslie, Categorical Analysis in Antitrust Jurisprudence, 93 Iowa
L.Rev. 1207 at 1227 (2008).

9 Arizona v. Maricopa County Medical Soc., 457 U.S. 332 (1982).

@N1d at 342.

9 See Kiefer-Stewart Co. v. Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc., 340 U.S. 211, Albrecht v. Herald Co., 390 U.S. 145.

@) Maricopa 457 U.S. 351 (citing Northern Pacific R. Co. v. United States, 356 U.S.5.). #HIAri, Mitsimeid
AREANZEED UL, EYEHHREZRODRMANEL A LHFEL BV LW S HHETHRE LT3, 1d at 351 (citng
United States v. Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., 310 U.S. 150, 226, n. 59 (1940)f&pr &tk & ) L ERID /A5, & V2%
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TlE, iR 2 MAREIED RN & > THW§ 2 L\ WO Ml Z MERE U, Tlis ) 12
BT 2@ =SREEL VWO BEAREET Z LIFFERICH LW,

NCAA FAC0) $[EBkIZ, Bk L UTNCAADFEMIE % BdD>2E, LY
D BIRAS, EHEERE LTy vy —Y VIEIGERK B L WD iR R o7,
NCAA HH4TIE, MOFBETIRERUELRORIRIEZMES Z & THAEGHZEALL S
ZODAEEME E TR L TR DA, TN THEBORE OB KO BT 2
REE, 2y NI REEF — ADOEBILHETITOND Z L, BMIEAO AT
FAXVALIFRBLDZ ZLIZEHLTWE®), ZOB, &RRZFMMEIZFY v T—2
BERBTEIENEULNTNEG) Z 2 Z0YIERZYL L TEAINTWS,

Z D& S iZDagher {4 Tld, Equilon Z H—DHEKRE U TADZI LD, TD
IO HIBRITH —DHEKR L UTOREREL LTHBIIND L WH —RT D LY~
DRTOFERIZE>T WD, 727U, e b & Texaco & ShellldisHETchd &, T
U TCEquilonid, 47 - BGEDMEIZ L 22REAEZ5FT L UDD, TOIRKEHME
Kol LT THoI B ERRDL &, FEREDN. HATINE2DDHEER LD
ELRABRULAZDIITHD, 72720, B—0DFHHEKE UToOREEREIE. HLET4A%H]
TV YT UVIEIRERK TR 280, UL, BERBIIBIT28—0DHE
ERPIEBDEIBRIZ DN TR, KEEBEH 1 RS > OHIEEEL FVTOY | X0 3R
. THROLLEEOFEANIE DV o275 L WO RIROWEEEE B I TR

MR AL Tl il & BE L 5 2 &S BRI R . RIRT T VIClS 2342 ET 2RV H 2 ik
WARWEHIR U2, Id at 353-354. ZOHROFHMZOWTIE, BEHER THEREIC S S B Rbii 471
W BT A Bk EDFMZ DT — Polygram FEDHCHIERGT | IKZEBUARF 2L 645 (2005) 35 H% &
W, Idat 360. 3. I OREMEZEIC DO TR S KO- 72 2 8 b Z Ok EflifgHae 1 B4 2 EY
fbFih & &V EEICRETTRETTIR A S 20 e WS BM» %S, Idat 361.

GO National Collegiate Athletic Assn. v. Board of Regents of Univ. of Okla., 468 U.S. 85 (1984). See example
Elbert L. Robertson, Antitrust as Anti-Civil Rights? Reflections on Judge Higginbotham's Perspective on the
“Strange” Case of United States v. Brown University, 20 Yale L. & Pol’y Rev. 399, 415 (2002). See also William
K.Tom, Chul Pak, Toward a flexible rule of reason, 68 ANTITRUST L.J. 391, 414 (2000).

GUNCAA 468 U.S. 113 (citing Maricopa 457 U.S. 365.).

GD1d at 113.

C31d at 114.

(9 See supra note 16 Appendix Example 1 (Competitor Collaboration/Merger) U.S. Department of Justice
and Federal Trade Commission, Horizontal Merger Guidelines (1992, revised 1997), reprinted in 4 Trade
Reg. Rep. (CCH) 13,104 (1997), available at http://www.ftc.gov/bc/docs/horizmer.htm.
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VDT RV EEDbNDS,

ZDZ b, JVOEELRFEZEEE (core activities or venture activities) 12 A EEH
VB B IR % (B (ancillary) A& IR & LT, 2 0¥l & SELOFHNICEE D WTH
Wid B &\ D (BERTEIRR ORI % TEF 3 Z L L ABETH B, T OFIRERTHIFRO R,
JEVO—IZB TP BEMLEZEBZ2SEL®), 2K NT A MNRSHAL, Y
EN [EIERRERO R ERHMICHIIMNET 55D TH > T, YHEFEHNEZHNDO KR
ZERT D LTHERFIRTHY ., MAYHEFIZE > TEWDOBRE AL IZRHHI N
ZERMEZIRL 2 72O ETH BIHEITIE. HFHFRIXE Y LI NE 160 2 L
DTH5, ZOFEANL, FEBEOSMICBOTHEIZHWLNT X, LML,
DOFHIE, 77— A EAENH Y BARREANZINT O ZE TR 80,
X 51T, FHERENE—DHERITN U TIINFERHIBROERIZ—VEH S hane
WS Dagher IR IZ &Y, BIEIZIHIZEMIZHLAZL VRS, L0H5DE, B—0
HEENEN L VDI, B o ZIFEHHEREDTRAVISTH D, FHE.
HEPEN A RS V32T, RE LY aA Y MRYFy—egTo7-8 UTEAMIK
e E EAET R EE L I3RS B0NE LTS, /2L, Dagher LTI,
HEREEAN A RT A VOLEBAYEIZ, B—DHEAKL UTEquilonZ2RE L2, L
L. KEX M ANFERTIE, ZHIZE-oT, FHEMIZEHOFER %2 % 2 5 721D
WERHU TRV EWBEETHE NSO, HBRIIFHEEL, WENOBFE RS,
#>T. DagherFFDBEIE. B—DHERL UMW I NABEIET, ARG EN
B RHCEEERE D B U 22 BEEREE N OB AL OB AR iR DFE— D NE 2 K
T2 IENTELZHREOFEHNIE DOV TONDERETH o2 HNZ 5,
UMNUBRSREIR, MREEOFKA DM % B Uikahigie 3 2 541013 GHO
JFHNZED WA TR - SiE2 T 2ROV D T, EBIZIE, MREED N T
TV —DHHEGEIND L EENICHRRIFZT I TRT LRY, +aRNEDRHEN
oy, Tk, ZOATFT)—DYTUID LHEADORDEHA L VWRZE7Z5D,

/5. PolyGram H:CY Tk, 1ZIEA—~NAD=ZKTF—Ic&kda ¥ —HCDD

9 Addyston Pipe & Steel Co., 85 F. 271, at 281.
GOJd at 282.

(7 See supra note 25 at note 183 (772 L Copperweld HEHDMA & Z 1), URAHEL L TUEIND Z LIl
BBHELTWVD).

©® polyGram Holding, Inc., FTC Docket N0.9298 (July 24, 2003) available at http://www.ftc.gov/os/
2003/07/polygramopinion.pdf. PolyGram Holdings, Inc. v. FTC, 416 F.3d 29 (D.C.Cir.2005).
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W72 U T, PolyGram & Warner Communications Inc. BWgi#gD~—7 7 ¢ ~
TD7=, TNTNHIGTEL TV B EDCD DI EEZ Bl L L5 & Lz Z LA
BeBol, ZORBEMET M) T ALKE)IZOWT, EVR A LOGERMED S Hlr$
UL I FEFRANEDOCDDY =7 71 Y 7DD, #EIZ 24258 L 72 CD % [H
AR CTIRGE ST 2 Z & 1d, MFILE > TEIDLOTREEL NS I L IZR D, HE
B, WEIZZOENRRE FOMFHICL > TEDLNAZIDET bV 7 ALKHEM, i
Wi e RRU D 0BG mE R o7z, ZOR, SIHIEIZRE ST U TERIUEFRNR
IZEWTEHEHFTE, PolyGram IO EER RIS, ZOET MV T AREIFAERNIZ
BOUVWRHETH 20N OHMAHESIEIATETH D Z b, F2 88 A (B M
CHRAHRESIRONZEN B EL 85 Z L EROTND), TDET, AMEF NI T
AGRIAIE, FEREE L BROBRNELDOITFT TS CDICETHEDTHY . TIXFHE
PRHE L AR RBMRIE IR R <. ABERTHIBRCTH B & HINT L T 250,

X 512, PolyGram 5 HMEE U 72 BHGHAFAACY © &7, HIBHEIZELORIE
SR U, JVOINBTITbNZAGEHIRIE, @, BN THY, SREEDOFAN
HOWTHEEL IND LHWILTWEE, FRHIZ, 7Y —F 1 4 —[EIZOWTE,
HIHBIEE A LR, € M) 7 ALKHEIZDWT, TOHIEISHEREDN, T4
B3T3 Tld% < Polygram & Warner 23 #1 1V7E % #kife L TV /2 3T1 & 3T2024
THEDTHDIed, FREHEORRIEICHEHMIZEEL 20 KM L TW2,
Z 275 Dagher 44 & PolyGram FEDME MU, FIEREENIRTORIRTIEZ <,
FHERISIMNIRATODHIRTHENED. LD RUIZHD L NZD, UL, KIZ,
PolyGram 5 24£5%, 3O CDLTA2EHTBIVEHR LU, TOIVIZBWTHAED
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