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(as in South Carolina Board of Dentistry1)
� Unilateral conduct (as in Rambus and 
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� Unocal, by deceiving CARB and the other refiners

into adopting Unocal’s patented technology into a
binding standard, acquired monopoly power
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vertical structure of the rival station. 
� Price increase attributed to “branding” formerly “unbranded” retailers 
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controls reduce welfare
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