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QUESTION PRESENTED

This Court has held that antitrust “per se rules are ap-
propriate only for conduct that ... would always or almost
always tend to restrict competition.” Modern economic
analysis establishes that vertical minimum resale price main-
tenance does not meet this condition because the practice of-
ten has substantial competition-enhancing effects. The ques-
tion presented is whether vertical minimum resale price
maintenance agreements should be deemed per se illegal un-
der Section 1 of the Sherman Act, or whether they should
instead be evaluated under the rule of reason.
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING
AND RULE 29.6 STATEMENT

In addition to the parties named in the caption, Toni
Cochran L.L.C., doing business as Toni’s, was a plaintiff be-
low.

Pursuant to this Court’s Rule 29.6, undersigned counsel
state that Leegin Creative Leather Products, Inc. is a wholly
owned division of Brighton Collectibles, Inc. No publicly
held company owns 10% or more of its stock.
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