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No. 04-1329 (U.S.).
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2) International Salt Co. v. U.S., 332 U.S. 392 (1947).
3)U.S. v. Loew s Inc., 371 U.S. 38 (1962).
4) Jefferson Parish Hospital District No. 2 v. Hyde, 466 U.S. 2 (1984).
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5) Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae Supporting Petitioners (2005); Motion to File Brief
Amicus Curiae and Brief of the American Bar Association as Amicus Curiae in Support of
Petitioners (2005): Motion for Leave to File Brief and Brief of Amicus Curiae American
Intellectual Property Law Association in Support of Petitioners (2005); Motion for Leave to File
Brief for Amicus Curiae and Brief of Amicus Curiae of Intellectual Property Owners Association in
Support of Certiorari (2005): Brief of the Washington Legal Foundation as Amicus Curiae in
Support of Petitioners (2005).
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6) Brief of AARP, the Public Patent Foundation and Consumers Union as Amicus Curiae in Support
of Respondent (2005).

7) U.S. Dep't of Justice & Federal Trade Commission, Antitrust Guidelines for the Licensing of
Intellectual Property, §2.2, at 4 (1995).
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8) o7, Minda R. Schechter, The Federal Circuit "Ties” the Hands of Patent Holders: Antitrust
Liability for Tying May Be Easier to Prove, 17 NO. 6 Intell. Prop. & Tech. L.J. 1, 2-3 (2005).
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9) <I7A, Filmtech Corp. v. Hydranautics, 67 F.3d 931 (Fed. Cir. 1995); Hydranautics v. Filmtech
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10) 466 U.S. 2, 38 n.7 (1984).
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12) <)7Adl, U.S. Steel Corp. v. Fortner Entrs., Inc., 429 U.S. 610, 620 (1977).

13) 466 U.S. at 37-38, n. 7.

14) Peter R. Afrasiabi, Patent Tying and the Necessity of Showing Market Power, 47-AUG Orange
County Law. 40 at 43 (2005).

15) Richard Posner, Antitrust Law at 197-98 (2d ed. 2001). =3+ A.1. Root Co. v. Computer
Dynamics Inc., 806 F.2d 673 (6th Cir. 1986): USM Corp. v. SPS Technologies Inc., 694 F.2d 505
(Tth Cir. 1982); Klo-zik Co. v. General Motors Corp., 677 F.Supp. 499 (E.D. Tex. 1987):
Rockbit Indus. U.S.A. v. Baker Hughes Inc., 802 F.Supp. 1544 (8.D. Tex. 1991) & 3=
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