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Predicting future Supreme Court actions in any area of the law is, at best, an uncertain exercise.
Antitrust law, given its breadth and scope, is even less certain. Doctrine in one area may move lit-
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http://www.ftc.gov/os/2005/08/050829scheringploughpet.pdf
http://www.ftc.gov/os/2005/08/050829scheringploughpet.pdf
http://www.ftc.gov/speeches/leibowitz/060424PharmaSpeechACI.pdf
http://www.ftc.gov/speeches/leibowitz/060424PharmaSpeechACI.pdf
http://www.ftc.gov/speeches/harbour/070226verticalminimumpricefixing.pdf
http://www.ftc.gov/speeches/harbour/070731test.pdf
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