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An Analysis on Tying Through Antitrust Laws:
A Challenge on the Leverage Theory and a

New Understanding on Price Discrimination
Cai Jingmeng

Abstract: The leverage theory is a traditional theory of analyzing tying arrangements through
antitrust laws, and it claims that the tie-in enables business operators to extend its market power
from the tying goods market to the tied goods market. However, the conduction effect proposed by
the leverage theory can hardly be achieved in practice In fact, producing price discrimination against
buyers may be the main purpose for business operators to make tying arrangements This essay
analyzes the leverage theory and price discrimination comprehensively, discusses the relationship
and difference between tying and price discrimination, analyzes the circumstances in which tying
may harm competition, and concludes with suggestions for the applicable analyzing method for
tying through antitrust law.

Keywords: tying; antitrust laws; leverage theory; price discrimination
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