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Intel’s Breach of Antitrust Law and Incentive Conflict
	The case of the Intel Corporation paying $1.2 billion of loyalty to a rival Advance Micro Devices (A.M.D) manifests the influence of antitrust laws, which safeguard competition incentives. 
Incentive Conflict Evidence in the Intel-A.M.D Loyalty Payment 
	The decision to among the microchip processor companies to bury a hatchet using the payment of the royalty payment aimed to sustain four incentive conflicts. First, the loyalty payment aimed to facilitate compliance with several business provisions that include the stipulation inherent in the antitrust laws (Lohr & Kanter, 2009). The private settlement of $1.2 billion paid to the A.M.D allowed the latter corporation to withdraw the entire litigations it filed against Intel in the United Nation and across the globe (ibid). Besides, the Federal Trade Commission and the European Commission launched an independent investigation against the Intel’ business practices in their respective jurisdiction. 
Secondly, the loyalty payment aimed to control the relationship among the rival entities. The entities agreed to reset the cadre of relationship by creating a healthy and cooperative relation (Lohr & Kanter, 2009). The deal merits because it hedged against price war and other cutthroat competition practices, which have had adverse ramification to the microchip processing industry. Thirdly, the loyalty payment sought to achieve pragmatic business solutions to hedge against further penalties and financial loses (ibid). The truce provided practical solutions that include provision for cross licensing with the A.M.D and quarterly meetings, which further accord the rivals reliable compromise. 
Profound Advice Neglected
The practices that manifest Intel’s breaches of antitrust law regulations include systematic use of large rebate and the ‘Intel Inside’ co-marketing programs with the computer manufacturers (Lohr & Kanter, 2009). The tactics used had adverse ramifications for the competitors and consumers because of the surge in prices. The corporation failed to adhere to the interoperability standard that facilitates multiple technological advancements to function seamlessly (Delrahim, 2017). Interoperability is a vital input toward sustainable innovation and product development that benefits consumers and industry (ibid). Therefore, Intel failed to harness interoperability by punishing consumers purchasing microchips from the rival firm leading to unfair competition practice, which is contrary to the Federal Trade Commission Act.  
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