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A Study on the FTC's Opinion of the Three Tenors CDs

Koki Arai, Yohe |bata

This paper analyzes the Opinion of the Federa Trade Commission for distribution agreement of the
Three Tenors CDs.  From an economics point of view, we show that a mechanism of the reason why an
agreement of price and sales marketing such as advertising between competitive entities collapse.
From a legal perspective, we point out that the signification of this decision as the first important
precedent and application of criteria for horizontal agreement after the Case of the California Dental
Association and the Collaboration Guidelines.
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