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94. Spectrum Sportsv. Mcquillan

506 U.S. 447 (1993)

(On certiorari, the United States Court reversed and remanded. In an
opinion by WHITE,J.,expressing the unanimous view of the court, it
was held that 1  persons may not properly be held liable for
attempted monopolization under § 2 absent proof of a adangerous
probability that such persons would monopolize a particular market,
and b specific intent to monopolize;(2) although predatory or unfair
conduct might be sufficient to prove the necessary intent to
monopolize, demonstrating the dangerous probability  of
monopolization in an attempt case requires inquiry into the relevant
product and geographic market and the alleged offender's economic
power in that market; and (3) the District Court and Court of Appeals
had misconstrued § 2 in permitting the defendants to be held liable for
attempted monopolization without any proof of relevant market or of a
realistic probability that the defendants could achieve monopoly power
in that market.)
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(I1) 251

(1)

(anticompetitive)

(2)

(3)

(dangerous probability)

Lessing v. Tidewater Oil Co.

Lessing

(Swift)

Swift

(attempt)
(proximity and degree)
Lessing

(Market Power)




