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Abstract: 

This paper summarizes the peculiarities of online markets and discusses recent antitrust 

cases related to online markets. Following a brief description of the online markets’ 

characteristics and potential tendencies for concentration the paper first discusses the 

antitrust allegations and proceedings against Google, before commenting on the most 

prominent cases related to vertical restraints, including the Apple ebook case and the ECJ’s 

Pierre Fabre case. We also highlight competition issues at the infrastructure level, namely 

margin or price squeezing of incumbent operators vis-à-vis new ISPs and network neutrality. 

Finally, policy conclusions and further research questions are discussed in the paper’s 

concluding section. 
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I. Introduction 

The fast rise and ongoing growth and success of Internet markets and e-commerce platforms 

have spurred a vivid and sometimes heated debate among academics and policy makers 

alike: Do Internet markets foster competition or do they rather facilitate market 

monopolization or, at least, concentration?1 Relatedly, competition economists and lawyers 

vigorously discuss the peculiarities of these markets and whether traditional rules and 

interpretations of competition law are sufficient to deal with potentially new competition 

problems. The cases against the well-known search engine Google have received most 

public and academic attention (see, e.g., Lao, 2013; Manne and Rinehart, 2013; Haucap and 

Kehder, 2013), closely followed probably by the ebook case against Apple (see, e.g., 

Johnson, 2013, Germain and White, 2014; De los Santos and Wildenbest, 2014). In addition, 

there have recently been numerous cases before various European courts regarding vertical 

restraints for online sales (see, e.g., OECD, 2013, for an overview). These vertical restraints 

include (i) across-platforms parity agreements (APPA), which is a special form of a most-

favored customer clause, (ii) general bans of online sales or bans of particular platforms, (iii) 

dual pricing systems, and (iv) selective and exclusive distribution systems. Among 

competition lawyers, the European Court of Justice’s (ECJ) decision of 13 October 2011 in 

the Pierre Fabre case has received much attention. In that case, the ECJ ruled that an 

                                                            
1  See, e.g, Ellison and Ellison (2005), Evans and Schmalensee (2007, 2008), Evans (2013), 
Buccirossi (2013), Haucap and Heimeshoff (2014). 
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outright ban of Internet sales constituted a hardcore restriction under European competition 

law or, to be more precise, an infringement by object of Article 101 (1) of the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). Following this decision, a discussion has 

emerged on the legal treatment of vertical restraints in Internet retail markets in general (see, 

e.g., OECD, 2013; Bundeskartellamt, 2013). In the US, in contrast, vertical restraints in 

Internet commerce have played much less of a role, reflecting the more lenient approach 

towards vertical restraints when compared to Europe. Instead, net neutrality has been a 

much more prominent issue than in most European countries. Common to the US and the 

EU is the high attention paid to the antitrust proceeding against Google and Apple in the 

ebook case. 

This chapter will discuss recent antitrust cases related to online markets. However, before 

we describe and comment on these cases we will very briefly summarize the peculiarities of 

online markets in order to provide a basement for our analysis of the cases selected. Hence, 

the remainder of the chapter is organized as follows: Section II describes the peculiarities of 

online markets before section III discusses the antitrust allegations and proceedings against 

Google. Section IV discusses the most prominent cases related to vertical restraints, 

including the Apple ebook case and the ECJ’s Pierre Fabre case. Section V highlights 

competition issues at the infrastructure level, namely margin or price squeezing of incumbent 

operators vis-à-vis new ISPs and network neutrality. Policy conclusions and further research 

questions are discussed in the concluding section VI. 

 

II. Competition in Online Markets 

II.1 Key Characteristics of Online Markets 

The degree of competition in Internet markets is often (but not always) determined by direct 

and indirect network effects and switching costs (see, e.g., Evans and Schmalensee, 2007). 

In fact, many Internet markets operate as multi-sided platforms where a platform operator 

brings two different groups of customers together, for example buyers and sellers or “users” 

and advertisers. A market is typically called two-sided or even multi-sided if indirect network 

effects are of major importance (Rochet and Tirole, 2003, 2006; Wright, 2004; Armstrong, 

2006; Rysman, 2009. Indirect network effects can be distinguished from direct network 

effects, which are directly related to the size of a network. Put differently, direct network 

effects mean that the utility that a user receives from a particular service is directly affected 

by the number of other users (Rohlfs, 1974; Katz and Shapiro, 1985; Farrell and Saloner, 

1985). The classical example are telecommunications networks, as, for example, a service 

such as Skype or WhatsApp is more attractive as the possibility of users to communicate is 
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increasing with the number of Skype or WhatsApp users. Similarly, if a large customer base 

is already using a certain social network such as Facebook or LinkedIn this tends to attract 

even more users to join, as a large customer base increases the probability to find valuable 

contacts.  

In contrast, indirect network effects only arise indirectly if the number of users on one side of 

the market attracts more users on the other market side. Hence, users on one side of the 

market do not directly benefit from an increase in the number of users on their market side, 

but only indirectly, as an increase of users on their market side attracts more potential 

transaction partners on the other market side. While there is no direct benefit of an increase 

in users on the same market side (in fact there may even be negative direct effects via 

increased competition), the network effect unfolds indirectly through the opposite market 

side. Taking eBay or Amazon Marketplace as illustration, more potential buyers attract more 

sellers to offer goods on these platforms as (a) the likelihood to sell their goods increases 

with the number of potential buyers and (b) competition among buyers for the good will be 

more intense and, therefore, auction revenues are likely to be higher (Rochet and Tirole, 

2003, 2006; Ellison and Ellison, 2005; Evans and Schmalensee, 2007). A higher number of 

sellers and an increased variety of goods offered, in turn, make the trading platform more 

attractive for more potential buyers. With positive network effects, the more participants are 

on the one side of the market, the higher the participants’ utility on the other market side and 

vice versa. These indirect network effects are the key characteristic of two-sided-markets. 

While these indirect network effects have always been present in market places such as 

fairs, exchanges or also malls, capacity constraints and transport costs or travel times have 

limited the expansion of market places. In contrast, for online markets capacity constraints 

and transport costs or travel times play virtually no role so that further concentration 

processes can be expected. The so-called “death of distance” removes the natural barrier to 

expansion imposed on traditional market places through travel costs, while the virtual 

location on the Internet removes the barrier to expansion traditionally imposed on malls, fairs, 

etc. by space or capacity constraints.  

Apart from eBay and Amazon Marketplace, prominent online platforms that exhibit indirect 

network effects are Uber, Lyft and similar ride-sharing platforms, AirBnB, Expedia, Booking 

and other travel-related booking platforms, Google, Bing, and other search engines, 

Craigslist, file sharing networks and many other platforms and applications. 

From a competition policy point of view it is important to note that network effects often make 

large platform sizes indispensable in order to achieve an efficient utilization of the platform. 

Hence, high concentration levels cannot simply be interpreted in the same manner as in 

conventional markets without network effects (see, e.g., Wright, 2004; Evans and 
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Schmalensee, 2013). In fact, the existence of one large market place is often efficient, as it 

helps to reduce search costs for potential trading partners compared to a situation where a 

large number of small marketplaces existed. 

From a business perspective, two-sided markets pose the challenge that it is not sufficient for 

the platform operator to convince only users of one market side to join the platform, as there 

is an interrelationship between the user groups on both market sides. Neither the buyer side 

nor the seller side of the market can be attracted to join the platform if the other side of the 

market is not sufficiently large. This is a realization of the well-known “chicken-and-egg 

problem”, where both sides of the market affect each other and no side can emerge without 

the other (Caillaud and Jullien, 2003). As a consequence, often one side of the market is 

“subsidized” by the other (Wright, 2004; Parker and Alstyne, 2005). Products such as the 

Acrobat Reader, Microsoft’s MediaPlayer or the RealPlayer are available free of charge for 

consumers as is search with search engines or shopping on online trading platforms. These 

services are “subsidized” by the market side that is less price sensitive than the other. As a 

result, platform operators generate most of their profits on the market side with the lower 

price elasticity of demand. 

 

II.2 Concentration of Online Markets 

As a consequence of indirect network effects platform markets may be more concentrated 

than other industries. However, this does not imply that every digital platform market is 

automatically highly concentrated. Counter-examples are online real estate brokers, travel 

agents, and many online dating sites, where several competing platforms (still) co-exist. 

Hence, the presence of indirect network effects is by no means sufficient for a monopoly or 

even high levels of market concentration to emerge. Moreover, competition between several 

platforms is not necessarily welfare enhancing when compared to monopolistic market 

structures. While, generally speaking, competition between several firms is almost always 

beneficial in “traditional” markets (as long as the particular market under consideration is not 

characterized by natural monopoly conditions), this general wisdom does not always hold for 

two-sided markets. Even if multiple platforms are not associated with a duplication of fixed 

costs, the existence of multiple platforms may not be efficient due to the presence of indirect 

network effects. As Caillaud and Jullien (2003) and Jullien (2006) have shown, a monopoly 

platform can be efficient because network effects are maximized when all agents manage to 

coordinate over a single platform. Hence, strong network effects can easily lead to highly 

concentrated market structures, but strong network effects also tend to make these highly 

concentrated market structures efficient (also see Weyl, 2010; Chandra and Collard-Wexler, 

2009). In contrast, capacity constraints (and the associated risk of platform overload), 
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heterogeneous preferences (and the resulting potential for platform differentiation) and users’ 

“multi-homing” (i.e., the possibility to participate in several platforms at the same time) tend to 

drive competition in digital markets. Therefore, it is not only unclear how market 

concentration and consumer welfare are related in these platform markets, but also whether 

the market is quasi naturally converging towards a monopoly structure. As Evans and 

Schmalensee (2008) have outlined, there are five driving forces that determine the 

concentration process and level in two-sided-markets, as specified in Table 1: 

Table 1: Determinants of Concentration on Two-sided Markets 

Driving force Effect on Concentration 

Strength of indirect network effects + 

Degree of economies of scale + 

Capacity constraints – 

Scope of platform differentiation – 

Multi-homing opportunities – 

Source: Evans and Schmalensee (2008) 

It is relatively straightforward and immediately plausible that indirect network effects and 

economies of scale lead to increasing concentration. The strength of these indirect network 

effects will differ from platform to platform, and it is difficult to make general statements. 

However, with respect to the second driver of concentration, i.e., economies of scale, many 

two-sided markets are characterized by a cost structure with a relatively high proportion of 

fixed set-up and maintenance costs and relatively low variable costs (see, e.g., Jullien, 

2006). For example, for eBay, Expedia, Booking.com etc. most of the costs arise from 

managing the respective databases, while additional transactions within the capacity of the 

databases usually cause hardly any additional cost. Increasing returns to scale are, 

therefore, not at all unusual, but rather typical for two-sided markets in the online world. 

While network effects and economies of scale both have a positive effect on market 

concentration levels, there are also three countervailing forces that facilitate market 

competition. 

One important countervailing force are capacity constraints. While in physical two-sided 

markets such as shopping centers, trade fairs, and nightclubs space is physically limited,2 

this does not necessarily hold for digital two-sided markets. However, advertising space is 

often restricted since too much advertising is often perceived as a nuisance by users (see, 

e.g., Becker and Murphy, 1993; Bagwell, 2007) and, therefore, decreasing the platform’s 

value in the recipients’ eyes. In electronic two-sided market like online auction platforms or 

                                                            
2 The capacity on one side of the market may be more limited than on the other. For example, the 
number of stands may be more limited on a trade show than the space for potential visitors. 
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dating sites capacity limits can also emerge as a result of negative externalities caused by 

additional users. If additional users make the group more heterogeneous, users’ search 

costs may increase. In contrast, the more homogeneous the users are, the higher a given 

platform’s value for the demand side. If, for example, only certain people visit a particular 

platform (as some platforms are, for example, mainly visited by women, golf players, 

academics or so), targeted advertising is much easier for advertisers. Also note that many 

dating sites advertise that they only represent a certain group of clients (for example, only 

academics). This reduces the search costs for all visitors involved. Additional users would 

make the user group more heterogeneous and not necessarily add value, as increased 

heterogeneity also increases the search cost for other users.  

Directly related to the platforms’ heterogeneity is the degree of product differentiation 

between platforms. For dating sites, magazines and newspapers it is almost always evident 

that consumer preferences are heterogeneous so that some product differentiation emerges. 

Such differentiation can be vertical (e.g., for the advertising industry high-income users may 

be more interesting than a low-income audience) and horizontally (e.g. people interested in 

sailing versus people interested in golf).  

The higher the degree of heterogeneity among potential users and the easier it is for 

platforms to differentiate, the more diverse platforms will emerge and the lower will be the 

level of concentration. The finding that increasing returns to scale foster market 

concentration while product differentiation and heterogeneity of user preferences work into 

the other direction is not new, but rather well known (see, e.g., Dixit and Stiglitz 1977; 

Krugman 1980). On two-sided markets increasing concentration will be driven by indirect 

network effects, but capacity limits, product differentiation and the potential for multi-homing 

(i.e., the parallel usage of different platforms) will decrease concentration levels. How easy it 

is for consumers to multi-home depends, among other things, on (a) switching costs (if they 

exist) between platforms and (b) whether usage-based tariffs or positive flat rates are 

charged on the platform.  

To illustrate this thought consider online travel agencies such as Expedia. Switching from 

one online travel agency to another is usually associated with relatively low switching costs. 

Multi-homing is also easy, as travelers can easily search for flights, hotels, etc. over more 

than one platform before actually booking, and airlines, hotels, etc. can easily be listed on 

more than one platform. With respect to search engines users can also easily, without major 

costs, switch away from Google to another general search engine such as Bing or even to 

specialized searches over Amazon, TripAdvisor, social networks (for people), library 

catalogues, travel sites, restaurant guides and so on if a switch appears to be attractive. In 

contrast, switching costs between social networks such as Facebook are generally much 
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higher because of strong direct network effects and the effort needed to coordinate user 

groups. While for Google no significant direct network effects exist, i.e., it does not directly 

matter how many other people use Google, this is not true for social networks such as 

Facebook where the number of users is a very important factor for users’ utility. Still entry 

into the search engine business is not easy due to the indirect network effects above 

described and the economies of scale that are (a) at least partly based on learning effects, 

which depend on the cumulative number of searches made over the network in the past, and 

(b) on decreasing average costs, which are caused by substantial fixed costs of the technical 

infrastructure. 

Another form of switching cost exists on auction platforms such as eBay where, apart from 

indirect network effects, the user’s reputation is also highly relevant (see, e.g., Melnik and 

Alm, 2002; Bajari and Hortaçsu, 2004). As a user’s reputation is a function of the number of 

transactions already conducted over the platform, the reputation is typically platform-specific 

(e.g., for eBay), so that changing platforms involves high switching costs, as it is difficult, if 

not impossible, to transfer one’s reputation from one platform to another. 

 

II.3 Market Definition for Platform Markets 

Having discussed the determinants of concentration in two-sided markets, let us now discuss 

the peculiarities of antitrust market definition for platform services, as the definition of the 

relevant product market is typically the first step in any antitrust proceeding. Market definition 

concepts are based on actual and potential substitution patterns in order to determine the 

products and firms that actually or potentially compete with each other. The market definition 

process aims at revealing the products and firms which are likely to be affected by, e.g., a 

merger or an abuse of dominance. In the academic literature, a popular approach is the so-

called SSNIP3 test. If a firm was (hypothetically) in the position to profitably raise its price not 

only temporarily by 5 to 10 % above the competitive price level, the firm is considered not to 

be effectively constrained by forces of competition. If in contrast such a price increase is 

unprofitable, for example because consumers switch to alternative products, which they 

consider to be sufficiently good substitutes, these alternative products are considered to 

belong to the same product market. Hence, if a 5-10% price increase is estimated to be 

unprofitable there must be other products or firms in the relevant product market. 

In online markets this market definition process becomes much more complicated for two 

reasons. First, in many online markets consumers do not pay a positive price, at least not in 

monetary terms. Instead, consumers pay an implicit price in form of personal data and/or 

                                                            
3 Small but Significant Non-transitory Increase in Price. 
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attention (see Evans 2013). Platforms compete for consumers’ data and their attention in 

order to sell this consumer attention to advertisers (tailor-made based on personal data). 

Clearly, the SSNIP test scenario of a 5-10 % price increase cannot be computed as long as 

the starting price (in money) is zero. Even if one would want to consider a 5-10 % increase of 

the implicit price that consumers pay, namely their disclosure of personal data and/or their 

exposure to advertising, it is practically rather unclear what such a 5-10 % increase of 

advertising exposure or data disclosure would mean. This highly practical problem of defining 

two-sided markets has been largely ignored in the literature so far. 

More attention has been paid to a second problem in defining two-sided markets, namely 

that the profitability of a price increase on one market side also depends on user reactions on 

the other market side and the induced feedback effects (as a consequence of the indirect 

network effects). As Evans (2003, p. 325) has pointed out in two-sided markets “market 

definition and market power analyses that focus on a single side will lead to analytical 

errors”. A price increase on one side of the market may not be analyzed in isolation of the 

other side, as an isolated analysis of a price increase on one side may define markets too 

narrowly. A price increase which may be profitable on one side of the market – if looked upon 

in isolation – may not be profitable anymore once user reactions on the other market side are 

accounted for. To provide a simple example: It may appear profitable for an online shopping 

platform to increase the commission charged to the sellers listed if the additional revenues 

generated from the price increase exceed the loss in revenues that results from some sellers 

leaving the platform. However, the fewer sellers are listed the lower is the platform’s value for 

buyers and they may switch to a different online platform, making the platform, in turn, less 

valuable for sellers. Thus, in total, the price increase may be unprofitable once feedback 

effects are accounted for so that the market needs to be defined more broadly in this 

example. 

The two-sided market structure causes another problem for competition authorities. Since a 

platform sets prices (explicit or implicit) to at least two customer groups (e.g., advertisers and 

users) it is not clear which price(s) should hypothetically be increased in a market definition 

exercise. Should only the price on one market side be increased or all prices 

simultaneously? This problem is especially severe in situations with asymmetric substitution 

patterns. Advertisers may regard platforms as closer substitutes than users and may respond 

more quickly to a price increase for advertising than users might do on their market side. An 

alternative approach to market definition may be to predict how a price increase on either 

market side will impact on the platform’s transaction volume.  
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Both Argentesi and Filistrucchi (2007) and Filistrucchi et al. (2013) discuss the applicability of 

the SSNIP-test in two-sided markets and propose to modify the test accordingly.4 In order to 

measure market power, it is necessary to compute price-cost margins while taking into 

account the two-sided nature. For instance, on online news pages the publisher’s optimal 

behavior would depend on four different elasticities: the elasticity of readers’ demand with 

respect to the price to access an article, the elasticity of readers’ demand with respect to the 

quantity of advertising; the elasticity of advertising demand with respect to advertising prices 

(which are typically charged on a pay-per-click basis); and the elasticity of advertising 

demand with respect to the click conversion rate. In order to compute the price structure an 

empirical model has to encompass demand estimations on all sides of the markets taking 

account for interactions between the sides. Clearly, this puts high requirements on both data 

and estimation techniques. 

While the interrelatedness of the markets may, in theory, be resolved via more complex 

versions of the SSNIP test, data needs put practical limits on its use. Even more challenging 

is the fact that many Internet platforms are (seemingly) free for users so that a 5-10% price 

increase can often not be calculated, as users do not pay with money, but with their data and 

their attention to the advertising shown. However, a 5-10% increase of data disclosure 

requirements is hardly possible to operationalize in practice, even though one may resolve 

the issue in theory, as long as one assumes that users are homogeneous and hold the same 

valuation for privacy. However, the value of personal data or privacy varies heavily in terms 

of monetary equivalents between users (see, e.g., Bendorf, Kübler and Normann, 2015). 

Moreover, even a theoretical solution is unlikely to work in practice for antitrust agencies, 

given the enormous data requirements. Some relief may come from surveys about 

hypothetical consumer reactions and conjoint analysis techniques. Their major drawback is, 

however, that they use stated rather than revealed preferences and are, therefore, less 

reliable than data on observed consumer behavior. 

 

III. Competition among Search Engines and the Antitrust Case 

against Google 

Search engines such as Google or Bing are multi-billion dollar businesses. At the same time, 

the market for online search is highly concentrated around the globe. While Google is the 

clear market leader in virtually all Western countries, Baidu in China, Yandex in Russia and 

to a lesser degree Yahoo in Japan have dominant positions in these countries. In all of these 

markets, we observe a highly concentrated structure with a monopoly or at best a duopoly (in 

                                                            
4 See also Evans and Noel (2008). 
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Japan) emerging. The reasons for these high concentration levels are economies of scale as 

well as network effects that characterize search engines.  

However, while it appears to be relatively easy to understand that large customer bases may 

be more attractive for advertising companies, this becomes less clear at second sight. As 

online advertising is charged on a pay-per-click basis, an online site that induces 10,000 

clicks may be as attractive as ten smaller sites that induce 1,000 clicks each (see Manne and 

Wright 2011). Nevertheless, large search engines may still be more attractive than smaller 

ones, as (a) there can be a fixed cost per webpage associated with monitoring advertising 

campaigns and (b) larger search engines may be better able to place targeted advertising, as 

they have access to a larger base of historical search data and past “clicking behavior”. 

These two features can make larger search engines more attractive than smaller ones. In 

addition, Google has traditionally created (by means of contract) some artificial 

incompatibility between advertising campaigns on Google and other search engines, but this 

incompatibility issue has been largely resolved following investigations by the Federal Trade 

Commission (see Federal Trade Commission 2013). Furthermore, since space is limited on 

webpages a given webpage that induces 10,000 clicks for a given ad generates more 

revenue per page than a page that only indices 1,000 clicks. Given the largely fixed-cost 

nature of online content provision, the resulting economies of scale can induce market 

concentration. 

It is much less clear though how important a search engine’s size is for search engine users. 

While it is plausible that access to a large set of (historical) search data and consumer 

clicking behavior is beneficial to improve an engine’s search results, there is some debate 

about how much data is needed to further refine the search mechanism before the marginal 

benefit of additional data exceeds the additional cost of processing it (see Manne and Wright 

2011). In fact, the literature is divided about whether it is Google’s sheer size that allows it to 

maintain its market position (see, e.g., Pollock, 2010; Crane, 2012) or whether it is its 

superior innovativeness (see Bork and Sidak, 2012, Manne and Wright, 2011). Overall, it 

appears that Google’s superior ability to place advertising, based on its analysis of large data 

sets of customer clicking behavior, and the fixed cost of placing and monitoring advertising 

give rise to indirect network effects from users to advertisers, which make Google a two-

sided market in the end.5 

In any case, switching costs between search engines are very modest for consumers, as the 

past has shown. When Google entered the market in 1998, Altavista was the leading search 

engine with Yahoo! closely following on the second place in the Western world. Still Google 

managed not only to enter the market, but also to offer superior quality so that Google even 

                                                            
5 For a different conclusion see Luchetta (2014). 
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leapfrogged its competitors. Similarly, Rambler has been the leading Russian search engine 

in the late 1990s before it was surpassed by Yandex. Therefore, many commentators 

suggest that Google’s success is also a result of its superior quality (see, e.g., Evans, 2008; 

Argenton and Prüfer, 2012). 

Overall, the quality of search engines can be approximated by “expected time a user needs 

to obtain a satisfactory result”. The time needed to find a satisfactory result in turn depends 

on several factors (Argenton and Prüfer, 2012), including search algorithm quality, hardware 

quality, and data quality, where data quality refers to both data freely available on the 

Internet and search engine specific data that has been collected during previous search 

processes. In principle, the availability of hardware and Internet data should not differ 

between competitors, especially given the substantial financial resources are available to 

firms such as Microsoft, Google and also Facebook for whom the access to sufficient 

financial resources should be taken as given. The main competition problem for those firms 

is argued to be rather the limited availability of high-quality search data, which is firm specific 

(see Argenton and Prüfer, 2012). Due to its significant market share Google also has the 

best access to (also historical) search data and consumer clicking behavior. This is an 

important aspect for success in search engine markets, as search data is needed to refine 

the engines’ search algorithms. The more search data an operator has, the better are the 

refinements of its search algorithm. This process results, in principle, in superior search 

engine quality and provides a competitive advantage for the market leader, i.e., Google. It is 

unclear, however, at which point or data quantity the marginal benefit or utilizing additional 

data exceeds the marginal cost of additional processing capacity. As some authors such as 

Manne and Wright (2011) argue, this point where the marginal cost exceeds the marginal 

benefit has not only been passed by Google, but also by other large search engines such as 

Yahoo! and Bing. In fact, it appears that most search engines only use subsets of their 

search data to further improve the search algorithm and not all their data available. 

While the existence of a superior search engine is, of course, not a policy concern for 

competition authorities in itself, there have also been numerous complaints that Google is 

abusing its dominant position, especially to favor its own subsidiaries (such as Google Map, 

YouTube or Google Shopping) over competing platforms. More precisely, the allegation is 

that Google biases its search results so that links to its own subsidiaries appear ahead of 

links to rival sites even though a rival’s site may be a better fit for what the user is searching 

for. This search bias allegation (see, e.g., Goldman, 2006; Ammori and Pelican, 2012; 

Edelman, 2011; Crane, 2011) has – by and large – been the key of the antitrust 

investigations against Google (see FTC 2013, European Commission, 2015). 
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In addition, other allegations have concerned Google’s (unlicensed) use of content generated 

by other specialized search engines (so-called vertical search engines) as well as the 

strategic incompatibility that Google introduced for third parties between advertising 

campaigns on Google platforms and other webpages. Both issues have largely been 

resolved through commitments accepted by the Federal Trade Commission (2013) in 

January 2013. A fourth antitrust investigation concerns the exclusive or default contracts 

Google has used to incentivize mobile handset manufacturers (through exclusive contracts, 

rebates or potentially predatory prices) to use Google’s Android operating system and 

Google as the default search engine (see, e.g., Manne and Wirght, 2011; Bork and Sidak, 

2012). Whether these contracts give rise to market foreclosure is currently still investigated 

by the European Commission and other competition agencies.  

Regarding the most prominent allegation of search bias, the Federal Trade Commission 

(2013) has, in January 2013, decided not to initiate formal proceedings though. In contrast, 

the European Commission has, after more than five years of investigation and analysis 

(which started in early 2010) and following a lengthy discussion of various commitments that 

Google had offered to undertake in order to mitigate the alleged search bias problem, issued 

a formal statement of objections (SO) against Google in April 2015. The SO outlines the 

European Commission's preliminary view that Google is “abusing a dominant position, in 

breach of EU antitrust rules, by systematically favouring its own comparison shopping 

product in its general search results pages in the European Economic Area (EEA). The 

Commission is concerned that users do not necessarily see the most relevant results in 

response to queries – to the detriment of consumers and rival comparison shopping services, 

as well as stifling innovation” (European Commission, 2015). More specifically, the 

Commission’s preliminary main conclusions are that (i) “Google systematically positions and 

prominently displays its comparison shopping service in its general search results pages, 

irrespective of its merits”, (ii) “Google does not apply to its own comparison shopping service 

the system of penalties, which it applies to other comparison shopping services on the basis 

of defined parameters, and which can lead to the lowering of the rank in which they appear in 

Google's general search results pages” and that (iii) “Google's conduct has a negative impact 

on consumers and innovation. It means that users do not necessarily see the most relevant 

comparison shopping results in response to their queries, and that incentives to innovate 

from rivals are lowered as they know that however good their product, they will not benefit 

from the same prominence as Google's product.” The SO suggests that “Google should treat 

its own comparison shopping service and those of rivals in the same way. This would not 

interfere with either the algorithms Google applies or how it designs its search results pages. 

It would, however, mean that when Google shows comparison shopping services in 

response to a user's query, the most relevant service or services would be selected to 
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appear in Google's search results pages” (European Commission, 2015). In addition, further 

proceedings are underway at the US state level as well as in India, Argentina and South 

Korea.  

Whether Google has in fact biased its search results in favor of its own subsidiaries is difficult 

to determine from the outside, as Google’s search algorithm is naturally a business secret. 

Moreover, personalized search results (based on one’s own search history and one’s 

cookies) imply that different persons may obtain different search results for the same search 

keywords. Bork and Sidak (2012) furthermore argue that Google’s incentives to bias search 

results are limited as users could easily switch to another search engine that may provide 

better (and less biased results), given that switching costs are low and multi-homing easy in 

case of search engines. As Bracha and Pasquale (2008) correctly point out though this 

implies that consumers notice that they are shown biased results – something not very likely 

given that consumers are searching for something they do not know where to find. Given that 

search becomes more and more personalized and that Google’s estimate of what results 

consumers may want to see in which order may only be an (informed) opinion (see 

Grimmelmann, 2011), it is by no means easy to establish a search bias (see, e.g., Edelman 

and Lockwood, 2011) or to design appropriate remedies. 

The European Commission’s statement of objection also reveals how difficult it is to 

delineate the relevant product market. While the European Commission defines a distinct 

product market for general search, it is far from clear how consumers would substitute if 

Google were to charge for search requests. While some users may switch to other general 

search engines, other users may use Wikipedia, amazon, IMDb, LinkedIn, twitter and other 

websites with search functions for their searches for general information, books, movies, 

people etc. In fact, the Commission appears to hold the view that users search for specific 

web pages, while one may also argue that users rather search for information. In its market 

delineation the Commission, therefore, exclusively focuses on technical aspects (how and 

which websites are crawled and listed), but does not analyze consumer behavior. Hence, it is 

completely unclear whether the Commission’s market delineation is appropriate or not. 

Similarly, the Commission argues that comparison shopping services constitute a different 

product market than specialized search services, online retailers, and merchant 

platforms/marketplaces. Again, the Commission bases its view entirely on technical and 

functional aspects, arguing that comparison shopping services constitute a market in their 

own, since consumers cannot directly purchase the product from these sites. This means, of 

course, that Google shopping would belong to a different and more competitive market, were 

Google to include one-click-purchase options in its ads. From an economic perspective, this 

is not immediately plausible, as a further vertical integration would imply that Google is no 
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longer dominant vis-à-vis eBay and Amazon. Again, user behavior has not been analyzed to 

delineate the market, which is somewhat troublesome.  

In addition, the European Commission’s statement of objections appears to suggest that 

discrimination and favoring one’s own services is abusive by its very nature for dominant 

firms, absent an objective justification. Alternatively, the Commission may hold the view that 

Google Shopping is an essential facility or bottleneck for online retailers, even though the 

Commission does not use the term. In any case, given the presence of numerous market 

places such as eBay and Amazon, the view may be difficult to sustain.  

Finally, the Commission argues that the success and growth of Google’s services do not 

reflect its relative quality and attractiveness for users. The statement of objections rather 

suggests that Google’s success is not the outcome of competition on the merits. Again, little 

evidence is provided to substantiate this claim. Given these shortcomings an interesting 

question, also from a political economy of antitrust perspective, is why the Commission 

chose Google Shopping as its showcase and not any of the other services for which market 

definition may be much less contentious. For now, it is interesting to see how the case will 

evolve.  

Even ignoring the practical problems of proving a potential abuse, the next question 

concerns potential remedies to prevent any anticompetitive search biases in the future. A 

number of scholars have suggested to mandate search neutrality (see, e.g, Pollock, 2010; 

Edelman, 2011; Ammori and Pelican, 2012; Crane 2012; Manne and Wright, 2012). As has 

been pointed out though, search neutrality is, first of all, difficult to operationalize and, 

secondly, may inhibit further innovation, thereby harming consumers in the end (see 

Grimmelmann, 2011; Crane, 2012; Bork and Sidak, 2012). As a consequence some policy 

makers have proposed to unbundle or to separate Google’s search business from its content 

business. However, consequences for innovation and consumers may be even more 

adverse than with search neutrality requirements, as unbundling would imply that search 

engines would not be allowed to answer questions themselves any longer, but only provide 

links to answers. Another suggestion has been to require Google to reveal its search 

algorithm, but such a measure would appear disproportionate, as has been argued in the 

literature, as it concerns the heart of Google’s business and the main element of competitive 

rivalry (see, e.g. Bork and Sidak, 2012; Argenton and Prüfer, 2012).  

Others have proposed to regulate Google’s search algorithm and changes thereof. However, 

practically, this is not without problems either. First, Google changed its algorithm 516 times 

in 2010 only.6 Hence, any regulation will either fall behind or, alternatively, retard innovation.  

                                                            
6 http://www.google.com/competition/howgooglesearchworks.html (last visited 24.10.2012). 
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Instead Argenton and Prüfer (2012) have recently suggested that Google should be required 

to share its specific search engine data to foster competition in search engine markets. This 

suggestion is based on the assumption that for competing search engines catching up or 

even overtaking Google is very difficult due to missing online search data to develop better 

search engine algorithms. Hence, access to (historical) search data may help enabling 

Google’s competitors in developing better search algorithms, thereby increasing competitive 

pressures in the market for search engines.  

Another option, which is more light-handed, would be to mandate that Google colors the 

background of links to its own subsidiaries in a similar manner as sponsored links. Once 

consumers realize that some search results point towards Google websites, they can better 

evaluate the quality of the results and, in case they are not satisfied, switch to some other 

search engine. Increased transparency should resolve most of the problems associated with 

any potential discriminatory search bias in vertical search.7 

The European Commission has been in discussions with Google since 2011 how the 

concerns can be alleviated through binding commitments. In 2014 8 Google proposed a 

threefold remedy for its current and future specialized services. First, users would be 

informed by a label indicating Google’s own services. Second, Google services would be 

graphically separated from general search results and, third, Google would display prominent 

three links to three rival specialized search services in a format, which is visually comparable 

to that of links to its own services. Joaquín Almunia, then European Commissioner for 

Competition stated that the objective of the Commission is not to interfere in Google’s search 

algorithm but to ensure that rivals can compete fairly with Google. The Commission, at that 

time, stated that the concessions “are far-reaching and have the clear potential to restore a 

level playing-field in the important markets of online search and advertising”.9 However, with 

the change of Commissioners, following the appointment of the new Commission in 2014, 

the Commission has changed its view and issued the statement of objections, mentioned 

above. 

 

IV. Vertical Restraints in Internet Commerce 

Apart from the highly visible and hotly debated Google cases, there have been numerous 

cases in Europe regarding the use of vertical restraints in online markets. The development 

of the Internet as a powerful channel for the distribution of goods and services has created 
                                                            
7 A much more detailed analysis of a potential antitrust case against Google and the costs and 
benefits of various remedies can be found in Pollock (2010), Manne and Wright (2011) and Bork and 
Sidak (2012). 
8 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-14-87_en.htm?locale=en (last visited 27.02.2014). 
9 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-14-93_en.htm. 
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new platforms and sellers such as eBay, Amazon, Expedia, Booking.com etc. The most 

common vertical restraints in online commerce are the following: 

i. general bans of online sales by manufacturers, 

ii. agreements limiting the absolute quantity or percentage of online sales, 

iii. dual pricing strategies with higher wholesale prices for online sales and lower 

wholesale prices for offline sales 

iv. selective distribution schemes, and 

v. across-platforms parity agreements (APPA). 

The most common restraint is probably the complete or partial restriction of online sales. One 

of the earliest cases has been Yves Saint Laurent Perfume, where the European 

Commission approved in 2001 that online sales were only allowed for retailers that were 

already operating a brick-and-mortar store. 10  The Commission recognised that certain 

products cannot be properly supplied without specialized distributors, especially if the 

product’s quality needs to be preserved or its proper use ensured.  

A very similar conclusion was reached in 2006 and 2007 by the French competition authority 

and also the appeals court when a pure online retailer (Bijourama) wanted to enter the 

Festina France selective distribution system in the market for (expensive) watches. The 

authority and the court stressed that a manufacturer with a market share below 30% can limit 

online sales as long as the criteria are used consistently and transparent. Hence, the 

exclusion of a pure online dealer was ruled to be legal. A similar decision was reached in 

another decision in 2007 regarding several selective distribution systems of high-end 

cosmetics and hygiene products (Bioderma). 

In 2002, a Belgian court ruled that even a complete ban of online sales, which Makro 

imposed on its selective distribution networks of luxury perfumes and cosmetics, were legal 

because of the products’ nature required personal expert guidance and the sale methods 

could not be replicated over the Internet. 

The most prominent case has been the Pierre Fabre ruling where the European Court of 

Justice ruled in 2009 that a de facto ban of online sales (through the requirement to assist 

the sales by a qualified pharmacist) is to be regarded as an infringement “by object” of Article 

101 (1) TFEU. Put differently, the ban of Internet sales is regarded a hardcore restriction, 

even though the Paris court to which the case was referred noted Pierre Fabre’s 20 percent 

market share and the lively inter-brand competition. 

There are several other cases dealing with selective distribution systems, some of which are 

summarised in Buccirossi (2013), Dolmans and Leyden (2012) and Dolmans and Mostyn 

                                                            
10 European Commission press release IP/01(713 of 17 May 2001. 
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(2015). In principle, European competition authorities tend to take a rather strict view, 

focusing on the protection of intra-brand competition without much analysis of the degree of 

inter-brand competition and the economic effects on consumers and the competitive process 

as such. 

This is also reflected in proceedings against various firms for engaging in dual pricing. Dual 

pricing means that a retailer is granted different wholesale prices, depending on whether the 

retailer intends to sell the product online or over the counter. While wholesale price 

discrimination between different retailers and different retail channels is perfectly in line with 

naïve profit maximization in all but perfectly competitive industries, European competition 

authorities have – in contrast to the US- viewed this pricing practice with high scepticism 

when applied to Internet commerce. For example, Bosch Siemens Home Appliances (BSH) 

introduced a new rebate system in 2013 with lower performance rebates for online sales. 

BSH argued that different rebate levels aimed at compensating brick-and-mortar dealers and 

sales for their high quality sales services vis-à-vis online dealers. The German Cartel Office 

took the view though that lower rebates for online sales create incentives for hybrid dealers 

to sell less online, which reduces competition through online sales and is, therefore, without 

further analysis anticompetitive. The German Cartel Office also suggested that BSH should 

compensate brick-and-mortar sales through fixed payments, thereby largely ignoring the lack 

of incentive effects that fixed lump-sum payments have. 

From an economic perspective the high attention paid to intra-brand competition is 

misguided, as long as there is active inter-brand competition. Moreover, it is unclear why 

excluding the Internet as a distribution channel should be considered a hardcore restriction. 

Many cases concern status products such as watches, perfumes, cosmetics and similarly 

expensive products. In these instances, consumers may actually purchase the product 

because of its (expensive) brand image. If online sales destroy the expensive image of the 

product, this may obviously harm the manufacturer, but also many consumers themselves 

who buy status products exactly because they are expensive. To prove such a case appears 

to be extremely onerous though given the current approach in Europe. 

Dual pricing schemes are nothing but a form of price differentiation, which is common in 

almost all wholesale markets that are less than perfectly competitive. Prohibiting dual pricing 

and prohibition a ban of online sales makes it much more difficult for firms to incentivize 

offline sales and presence which manufacturers may value due to the window-shopping 

effects, the additional service that can be provided offline and the easier provision of after-

sales services by brick-and-mortar stores, which may all contribute to marinating a brand’s 

vale, thereby intensifying inter-brand competition.  
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Furthermore, preventing dual pricing can make manufacturers more reluctant to hand out 

special discounts for offline sales in regions, where a presence may be valued (e.g, to have 

nationwide presence), but retailer profits lower (e.g., due to lower demand). As a combination 

of a dual pricing ban and online sales basically ensures that all retailers pay the same 

wholesale price for offline sales, input price differentiation becomes much more difficult, even 

though the welfare effects are at best unclear (see Dertwinkel-Kalt et al., 2015a). In fact, dual 

pricing with higher rebates offered for offline sales may actually even be procompetitive if the 

potential market exit of brick-and-mortar stores can be prevented through specific wholesale 

discounts for offline sales (see Dertwinkel-Kalt et al., 2015b). 

Hence, European competition agencies should revisit their overly strict approach to vertical 

restraints in the Internet and take a more lenient approach such as the US. 

A final vertical restriction that has received much attention are across-platforms parity 

agreements (APPA) as illustrated in Figure 1: 

 

Source: Buccirossi (2013, p. 22) 

 

APPA have most famously applied in the Apple ebook case and for travel and hotel booking 

platforms. With APPAs a booking platform mandates from its content providers (e.g., ebook 

publishers or hotels) that they do not offer their products at lower prices on any other 

platform. The standard theories of harm are either that this may lead to collusion among the 

content providers (e.g., publishers) or a foreclosure of the platform market, as no new 
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platform can enter with lower prices. Other cases involve Amazon (in Germany and the UK) 

and motor insurance providers (in the UK). 

Regarding the ebook case, when Apple entered the electronic books industry in 2010, it 

convinced book publishers (a) to adopt agency agreements, under which final ebook prices 

are set by publishers, while retailers only receive a commission on every copy sold (in the 

case of Apple itself 30 percent), and (b) to adopt an APPA for their ebooks, which allowed 

Apple to sell ebooks at its competitors’ lowest price. The agency agreements replaced the 

previous wholesale agreements that left the retail pricing decision with retailers. Around this 

time, the retail price of ebooks sold by Amazon, the dominant retailer with a 90 percent 

market share in 2010, rose by about 18.6 percent on average, and the price of New York 

Times bestsellers rose by about 42.7 percent (Cote, 2013, p. 94).  

In April 2012, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) brought a case against Apple and a 

group of five major publishers for illegally conspiring to raise ebook prices, claiming that 

agency agreements played an instrumental role. The DOJ reached a settlement with the 

publishers and won the case against Apple. Both the court’s order and the settlement 

prohibited further use of agency agreements.  

Similar proceedings against Apple and the five publishers were opened in the EU in 

December 2011. The European Commission had doubts concerning the companies’ joint 

switch from the wholesale model, where the ebook retail price is set by the retailer, to agency 

contracts that all contained the same key terms for retail prices - including an APPA, 

maximum retail price grids and the same 30% commission payable to Apple. The European 

Commission was particularly concerned “that the joint switch to the agency contracts may 

have been coordinated between the publishers and Apple, as part of a common strategy 

aimed at raising retail prices for ebooks or preventing the introduction of lower retail prices 

for e-books on a global scale. This would violate Article 101 of the Treaty on the Functioning 

of the European Union (TFEU) that prohibits cartels and restrictive business practices” 

(European Commission, 2013). In December 2012 the Commission accepted the 

commitments offered by Apple and four of the publishers, while the fifth publisher settled on 

the same conditions in July 2013. The publishers and Apple offered commitments which 

contained the following three key provisions: 

 Apple and the publishers terminate their then valid agency agreements; 

 For a period of two years, the publishers cannot prevent ebook retailers from setting 

their own prices for ebooks or, from offering discounts and promotions; 

 For a period of five years neither the publishers nor Apple can conclude agreements 

for ebooks with retail-price APPAs (see European Commission, 2012).  
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In its defense, Apple had claimed that its introduction of the iPad represented a major 

innovation that should be taken into account. In fact, around the time Apple entered the 

ebook market it also introduced the iPad, thereby increasing competition in the market for 

ebook reading devices. In response, Amazon lowered the price of its reading device, the 

Kindle, from $299 to $139 (and later even further) and also developed free software allowing 

its ebooks to be read on the iPad and other devices.  

In fact, the evidence on the ebook case is mixed. While de los Santos and Wildenbest (2014) 

show that ebook prices have increased following the APPA introduced by Apple, Germain 

and White (2014) also show that the ebook reader prices (the complementary asset) have 

fallen at the same time, making the overall effect less clear.  

With respect to hotel booking platforms and online travel agencies (OTA), several European 

authorities have investigated the OTA’s APPA. Parallel investigations took place in several 

countries, including France, Germany, Italy, Sweden and the UK. In Germany, the Federal 

Cartel Office concluded that the APPA foreclosed the market and softened competition in the 

distinct market for searching, comparing and booking hotels online, as new entrant platforms 

would not be able to undercut existing platforms’ hotel rates. While the OTA platforms argued 

that an APPA was needed to safeguard its platforms investment, as hotels could otherwise 

free-ride on the platform’s investment by charging lower prices in own channels, the German 

Federal Cartel Office did not accept this argument and ruled that APPA were anticompetitive 

and a violation of competition law. In contrast, the joint investigation started, under the 

coordination of the European Commission, in Italy, France and Sweden, concluded in April 

2015 with a commitment by booking.com not to implement a general APPA any longer, but to 

impose a so-called narrow APPA (or NAPPA), Under a NAPPA price parity clauses will only 

apply to prices and other conditions publicly offered by the hotels through their own online 

sales channels (such as their own website), in order to prevent the most obvious possibility 

for free-riding. However, hotels are free to set prices and conditions to other OTAs and to 

offline channels. This decision appears to be more balanced than the rather strict prohibition 

by the German Cartel Office, especially since the Office’s theory of harm – namely that 

competition between platforms is not possible between OTAs in the presence of an APPA – 

must be put into question, once it is noticed that the leading OTA, called HRS, had its market 

share reduced from more than 40 percent to almost exactly 30 percent over a period of two 

years. Even with APPAs, competition between platforms could occur through general rebates 

provided by the platform itself to users. In general though, APPAs are an interesting new 

form of most-favoured-customer clause where more analysis is needed before robust results 

can be used. 
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V. Competition Issues at the Infrastructure Level 

At the infrastructure level two competition issues have received most attention: (1) Price- or 

margin-squeeze cases where incumbent network providers charge retail prices for Internet 

access that make it unsustainable for competitors to operate in the market, given the 

incumbent’s retail prices, and (2) the debate surrounding net neutrality and the risk that 

network operators or Internet service providers engage in price and/or quality discrimination 

with respect to different content providers or types of content. We will discuss the two issues 

in this section. 

 

V.1 Price- and Margin-Squeezes in Internet Access Markets 

One of the most common allegations in Internet access markets is that vertically integrated 

incumbent network operators abuse their dominant position by engaging in so-called price or 

margin squeezing, i.e. by strategically lowering retail prices or raising access prices at the 

wholesale level in order to constrain reasonably or even equally efficient downstream 

competitors. In the academic literature, one of the debates has been about the incentives of 

regulated firms to engage in price or margin squeezing at all (see e.g., Bouckaert and 

Verboven, 2004). This debate is quite similar to well-known discussions about the rationality 

of predatory pricing in unregulated markets. In principle, the regulated access price at the 

wholesale level reflects the incumbent’s opportunity cost of serving a particular customer. 

Hence, the economic logic of a margin squeeze largely resembles that of a predatory pricing 

strategy or, alternatively, refusal to deal. Nevertheless, there is a vivid legal debate whether 

price and margin squeezes should be treated as a competition policy concern in its own or 

rather be subsumed as a particular case of predatory pricing or refusal to deal (see, e.g., 

Sidak, 2008). 

Further policy debates concern the proper efficiency standard that an incumbent has to 

adhere to when setting its retails prices: Which competitors need to be able to survive in the 

retail market, reasonably efficient operators or only equally efficient operators? While most 

economists argue for the equally efficient operator test (see, e.g., Bouckaert and Verboven, 

2004; Gaudin and Saavedra, 2014), Clerckx and De Muyter (2009) defend the reasonably-

efficient competitor standard and emphasize that incumbent network operators tend to have 

inherited their positions from a Government enterprise or other forms of protection. 

Moreover, even though the reasonably-efficient competitor test may lead to productive 

inefficiency, as it allows for the entry of inefficient competitors, the reasonably-efficient 

competitor standard may alleviate allocative inefficiencies in imperfectly competitive markets. 

There is, however, another rather practical objection, namely that a reasonably-efficient 
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competitor standard would require the access provider to know or correctly guess the retail 

costs of its competitor to avoid violating competition law, while the equally efficient operator 

rule only requires that the access provider knows the costs of its own retail unit (also see 

Martin and Vandekerckhove, 2013). 

The legal analysis of margin squeeze furthermore diverges between two different 

philosophies: one considering margin squeezes as a form of the classical refusal to deal-

abuse or predatory pricing and another one, which considers a margin squeeze as a peculiar 

form of abuse in itself, an abuse on its own. 

In Europe, the four most prominent cases of the numerous price-squeeze case have been 

Deutsche Telekom (2003/2010), Wanadoo (2003), Telefonica (2007) and Telia Sonera 

(2011), but there are several other cases in almost all EU member states. For detailed 

discussions, see Motta and de Streel (2006), Polo (2007), Clerckx and De Muyter (2009), 

Heimler (2010), Hay and McMahon (2012) as well as Gaudin and Saavedra (2013).  

The general approach in the EU, following the Deutsche Telekom case, is that the European 

Commission as well as national competition or regulatory authorities tend to consider a price 

squeeze abusive per se and liable under Article 102 TFEU, regardless of the economic 

effects on competition and consumers. When the European Union’s Court of First Instance 

(CFI) endorsed the Commission’s decision in the Deutsche Telekom case, it also clarified 

that an abusive margin squeeze can be discovered through the so-called imputation test: A 

price squeeze occurs whenever the retail arm of a vertically integrated operator cannot 

operate profitably if it had to pay the same wholesale access prices as its retail competitors. 

Hence, the “equally efficient” or “just as efficient” standard is used in the cases mentioned 

above, even though the Commission has also shown sympathy to the reasonably efficient-

standard in other cases (EL/2010/1113 & IT/2010/1103).  

The formalistic approach of the imputation test contrasts heavily with the more economic or 

effects based approach, to which the European Commission has moved in other areas. 

Interestingly enough, all four cases were decided on grounds of predatory (retail) pricing, not 

on grounds of excessive (wholesale) pricing. The alleged margin squeeze came not from an 

excessive wholesale/access price for an essential input (access to the fixed local loop), but 

from a too low retail access price. 

The US follows a rather different approach since Trinko and linkLine. The linkLine decision 

concerns four California Internet service providers (ISPs) of retail digital subscriber line (DSL) 

Internet access, who purchased wholesale transmission services from the vertically-

integrated Pacific Bell, which itself supplied DSL Internet access to the retail market. In July 

2003, the ISPs brought a private antitrust suit against AT&T alleging that it had monopolized 

and attempted to monopolize the regional DSL market in violation of Section 2 of the 
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Sherman Act, in among other ways by creating a price squeeze. While the four ISPs 

prevailed in the District Court and the Circuit Court of Appeals, the Supreme Court saw no 

need to view price squeeze as a distinct exclusionary strategy for antitrust purposes. It 

decomposed vertical price squeeze into two parts: First, the high wholesale price is an 

exercise of monopoly power, and the exercise of lawfully obtained market power does not 

violate the Sherman Act Section 2 prohibition of monopolization. And, secondly, the low retail 

price only violate the Sherman Act Section 2 prohibition of monopolization if the price is 

predatory, but otherwise not (see Martin and Vandekerckhove, 2013. Similarly, the Trinko 

case has made clear that in the US price or margin squeezes are, in contrast to Europe, 

dealt with under the refusal-to-deal standard and not seen as an antitrust violation in their 

own right. As a consequence, Sidak (2008) has proposed to abolish price or margin squeeze 

as a distinct theory of antitrust liability under section 2 of the Sherman Act. 

 

V.2 Net Neutrality 

Traditionally, the Internet has developed within a non-discriminatory architecture. All data 

packages are treated equally (with so-called “best effort”), independent of their content and 

origin. Recent technologies, however, enable network providers to distinguish and to 

differentiate and discriminate between different packages. In the advent of the new traffic 

management technologies a debate has emerged in policy circles and in academia – 

originally only in the US (see Wu, 2003; Lessig, 1999), but later spreading to Europe – on 

whether the traditional principle of “net neutrality” would need to be secured by means of 

regulation. 

The term net(work) neutrality is not clearly defined and used in several meanings. As Krämer 

et al. (2013) point out, the meaning “is often ambiguous and can mean anything from 

blocking certain types of undesired or unaffiliated traffic (Wu, 2007), to termination fees (Lee 

and Wu, 2009), to offering differentiated services and taking measures of network 

management (Hahn and Wallsten, 2006).” 

One of the core elements of net neutrality is in any case the best-effort principle. As long as 

network operators do not identify the origins of the various packages, all packages are 

obviously treated equally (best-effort rule). In addition, network operators cannot charge the 

data sender as long as they do not identify them. This in turn implies zero prices for sending 

traffic (zero-pricing rule). Consequently, similar to the “receiving-party-pays”-principle in 

many telecommunications networks, data receivers (the typical Internet user) are charged for 

receiving and accessing online content, while content providers do not pay network operators 

for transmission services. As long as network operators cannot prioritize certain traffic, this 
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implies non-discriminatory pricing of packages (non-discriminatory pricing rule). Any 

departure from one or more of these rules may be considered a violation of net-neutrality. 

Focusing on these three distinct rules, Schuett (2010) surveys the net-neutrality discussion in 

the economic literature.11 Moreover, van Schewick (2012) offers an extensive report and 

framework on net neutrality with a special emphasis on non-discrimination rules adopted by 

the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). 

From an antitrust policy perspective, the concept of net neutrality as a non-discrimination rule 

is of particular interest. Strict net neutrality then prevents ISPs from prioritizing any traffic 

from any origin. Advocates of strict net neutrality fear that any departure from this rule would 

induce vertically integrated ISPs to behave in anticompetitive fashions by entirely blocking or 

discriminating rivals’ content in terms of prices and quality of service. Thus, ISPs should be 

subject to a prophylactic regulation to prevent any such behavior right from the start.  

We want to shed some light on both the incentives of ISPs to engage in such behavior and to 

the consequences on competition and welfare now.  

 

V.2.1 Blocking and Degradation 

Vertically integrated ISPs that own the network infrastructure and act, at the same time, as 

content providers may have an incentive to degrade the quality of rivals’ content on their 

network or to entirely block services in order to reduce competition in the content market and 

enhance the demand for their own content. The concern is that ISPs will use their control 

over the last mile to favor their own proprietary content over content provided by competitors 

(see see Krämer, Wiewiorra and Weinhardt, 2013). 

These practices are common examples of so-called vertical foreclosure practices. According 

to Rey and Tirole (2007) a case of foreclosure is a dominant firm’s denial of access to an 

essential facility with the intent of extending market power from one segment of the market 

(the bottleneck segment) to an adjacent segment (the competitive segment). By treating 

some group of customers preferentially and offer less attractive terms to others firms can 

achieve the same results as a vertically integrated firm even without vertically integrating.  

The theoretical findings on vertically integrated firms’ incentives to foreclose rivals 

downstream are mixed. Bowman (1957) famously made the argument that there is only one 

monopoly rent in any vertical chain of production and, thus, a monopolist in the upstream 

market would have no incentive to monopolize the downstream market (and vice versa). 

According to the Chicago School’s “single-monopoly-rent hypothesis” a vertically integrated 

firm can only earn a monopoly profit in one of the markets, either upstream or downstream, 

                                                            
11 Further surveys are provided by Faulhaber (2012) and Krämer, Wiewiorra and Weinhardt (2013). 
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but not two separate monopoly rents in both markets. As a result, a monopolist either has no 

incentive to vertically integrate in order to leverage its dominant position from the upstream to 

its downstream market or, in case of imperfect downstream competition, vertical integration 

would actually benefit consumers and increase welfare as it removes the inefficiencies from 

double marginalization, according to the Chicago School.12 Post-Chicago economists have 

shown, though, that the validity of the hypothesis depends, among others, on the assumption 

that market participants have perfect information.13 The modern economic literature identifies 

various circumstances where vertical foreclosure can be profitable (for an overview see Rey 

and Tirole, 2007).  

In telecommunications markets, there is at least some evidence that ISPs may sometimes 

foreclose rival services in practice. In the US, the net neutrality debate evolved in several 

steps: First, in 2005, the FCC took action against the Madison River Telephone Company14. 

Madison River, a regional ISP offering both telephone and Internet services has manipulated 

its customers’ Internet access in a way they could not use Voice-over-IP services. The FCC 

regarded this action as an infringement against net neutrality, which should generally enable 

customers to access any legal content.15 In this context, the FCC adopted Open Internet 

Principles in 2005, establishing four consumer rights. However, these principles did not have 

the legal status of a binding low, but were only a declaration by the FCC. When, in 2008, the 

cable net operator Comcast slowed transfers of the BitTorrent peer-to-peer network in 

response of heavy usage by private customers,16 the FCC required Comcast to disclose the 

details of its discriminatory network management practices to the Commission within 30 days 

of release. In addressing the BitTorrent case, the 2005 Open Internet Principles were 

applied, but the decision was overturned by an appeals court. In response, the FCC adopted 

its 2010 Open Internet Order. This order was then challenged by Verizon and remanded by 

an appeals court back to the FCC. That Court argued that the FCC had the authority to 

classify and reclassify broadband access services as information or telecommunication 

services (the two major US legal categories), that the FCC had the authority to promulgate 

rules assuring non-discrimination in the Internet, and that there was concern that broadband 

access providers might abuse their market power. After a lengthy process and many 

changes in direction, the FCC has now adopted a new Order in February 2015, which 

established the following: 

a) Bright line standards (no blocking, no traffic degradation, no paid prioritization) 

                                                            
12 See, e.g., Director and Levi (1956), Posner (1979), and Bork (1993). 
13 See, e.g, Whinston (1990). Ahlborn et al. (2004) and Rey and Tirole (2007) provide overviews of 
Post-Chicago models challenging the one-monopoly-rent hypothesis. 
14 FCC File No. EB-05-ICH-0110, 2005. 
15 The investigation was finally dropped under terms of a consent decree. 
16 FCC File No. EB-08-ICH-1518, 2008. 
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b) Broadband access services, both fixed and mobile, were reclassified as common carrier 
services according to Title II of the Communications Act 

c) Additional safeguards for edge providers and customers (along the lines of the 2005 
declaratory order) were adopted 

In Europe, broadband markets are less concentrated than in the US (see Krämer, Wiewiorra 

and Weinhardt, 2013). This may explain the European Commission’s cautious view on any 

ex ante regulation of ISPs. In a less concentrated market there might be less potential for 

unlawful behavior of ISPs as long as consumers are able to figure out that certain services 

are blocked or degraded and can switch in a reasonable time. Moreover, European 

competition and telecommunications law already widely provide sufficient tools for dealing 

with many of the problems of net neutrality. The risk of discrimination through (potentially) 

vertically integrated content and network providers can be addressed my means of sector 

specific regulation, as an ISP with significant market power can already be obliged to provide 

access to its facilities. In this case, a regulation of access fees already prevents 

discrimination of (vertical integrated) ISPs.17 Moreover, discrimination can be addressed by 

means of competition law. Article 102 TFEU, which prohibits the abuse by one or more 

undertakings of a dominant position within the internal market or in a substantial part of it. 

Hence, the European Commission’s Universal Service Directive18 acknowledges the positive 

effect of prioritization traffic and product differentiation, as long as consumers have a free 

choice among services and the conditions of these services are transparent to consumers. 

 

V.2.2 Quality of Service and Price Discrimination 
Strict net neutrality prevents ISPs to prioritize and discriminate certain traffic. However, one 

of the main arguments against this best-effort principle is that services differ in their 

sensitivity to delay. Streaming services and voice-over-IP telephony are more sensitive to 

delay than say Web browsing and emails. Moreover, services like E-Health are highly 

sensitive to delay and require guaranties of prioritization. Hence, proponents against net 

neutrality state that it makes sense to manage traffic by i) offering different categories of 

quality of services and ii) discriminate in prices according to the sensitivity of delay. Contrary, 

                                                            
17 Similarly, according to Section 2 of the Sherman Act dominant firms can be obliged to provide 
access to essential facilities. However, different from Europe, the FCC characterizes broadband 
services as information services and thus, cable net operators in the US are not part of the Common 
Carrier obligation. 
18 Directive 2009/136/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2009 
amending Directive 2002/22/EC on universal service and users’ rights relating to electronic 
communications networks and services, Directive 2002/58/EC concerning the processing of personal 
data and the protection of privacy in the electronic communications sector and Regulation (EC) No 
2006/2004 on cooperation between national authorities responsible for the enforcement of consumer 
protection laws  (Universal Service Directive). 
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advocates of strict net neutrality fear that this kind of traffic management may result in 

competition and welfare distorting behavior by ISPs.  

In the theoretical literature, there are both arguments in favor and against discrimination. 

Hermalin and Katz (2007) and Litan and Singer (2007) widely acknowledge positive effect of 

a discrimination in service quality. In their model ISPs only offer a single medium quality 

under net neutrality, whereas discrimination allows offering an efficient high quality to high 

valuation providers. Moreover, due to the structure of the Internet one has to consider 

another effect of strict net neutrality. All services use the network as a common resource. As 

stated above, services differ in their sensitivity to delay. Too much traffic by less sensitive 

service, say file sharing, can cause capacity overload and delay or loss of data packages. 

This capacity overload, however, mainly affects the high-sensitive services like IP television. 

Finally, if this happens quite often, the high-sensitive services may be crowded out by low-

sensitive services, which is a well-known phenomenon of the “tragedy of the commons.” To 

avoid crowding out ISPs have to manage traffic according to the sensitivity of delay and 

provide different quality class contract (Quality of Service). 

On the other hand, Economides (2008) points that in such cases an ISP may abuse its 

market power and force also low valuation providers to accept priority pricing. Choi and Kim 

(2010) find ambiguous effects of prioritization of welfare. They state that for a large set of 

parameters a discriminatory regime may lead to lower short-run welfare. Bauer (2007) 

furthermore points towards potential dynamic inefficiencies. Summarizing, the theoretical 

literature Schuett (2010) concludes that while welfare effects are not entirely clear, in many 

scenarios there are likely to be positive effects of non-neutrality. 

Clearly on the other hand, service and price discrimination may provide potential for ISPs to 

behave in an unlawful manner and distort competition and welfare. ISPs with significant 

market power, however, are subject to dominance control in Europe as well as in the US. 

Article 102 TFEU prohibits discriminatory behavior by firms enjoying a dominant position. In 

the US, section 2 of the Clayton act prohibits price discrimination if such discrimination 

substantially lessens competition or tends to create a monopoly. In a competitive 

environment, ISPs are free, as is any other firm, to offer differentiated services. The parties 

will monitor whether the respective qualities promised are really maintained, and otherwise 

they are free to switch. Hence, the European Commission puts a special emphasis on 

transparency of providers’ terms and condition. The EU Commission’s Universal Service 

Directive forces national regulatory authorities to put transparency obligations into national 

law. According to the directive, providers with significant market have to announce the 

regulatory authority the terms and conditions for access to and usage within their network. 

Moreover, all providers shall disclose information to consumers about their net neutrality 
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policy. This should enable consumers to make their choice among providers. Practically, it 

may be questioned whether consumers are able to evaluate and compare the net neutrality 

policy or whether this mandates high expertise. Finally, the EU Commission’s Universal 

Service Directive shall entitle the national regulators to secure a minimum quality level if 

necessary. 

A case for strict net neutrality regulation is not compelling, many violations are already a 

case for antitrust and competition law (also see Yoo, 2005, 2007; Sidak, 2007). Strict net 

neutrality, where all services are treated equally, is economically inefficient since services 

differ in their sensitivity to delay and users differ in their willingness to pay for these services. 

Although network management can provide incentives for discriminating, we state that 

competition policy already provides sufficient tools to deal with many of the concerns and any 

further ex ante regulation of net neutrality is not compelling. Finally, a departure from strict 

net neutrality may allow ISP to deviate from the zero-pricing rule for content providers and 

split the charges among content providers and users. Economically, this seems to be more 

efficient than the current “receiving-party-pays”-principle since both parties share a benefit 

from the content. 

 

V. Conclusion 

In principle, online markets are prone to similar competition concerns as offline markets and 

competition policy can address many of the concerns by well-established competition policy 

tools. Some of the tools need to be adjusted to account for special characteristics of Internet 

markets such as their two-sidedness. 

In addition, Internet markets are typically more dynamic than long established good markets. 

Any intervention has to balance establishing a fair level playing-field against maintaining 

incentives for innovative players in the markets. We conjecture that competition concerns at 

the service level can be widely solved by competition policy whereas there is some scope for 

regulation at the infrastructure level. The degree of regulation and competition policy 

intervention certainly depends on competitive conditions which differ in Europe and in the 

US. 

Areas for future research include the precise effects of APPAs which are less well 

understood than traditional best price clauses. In addition, major research efforts are 

necessary to better understand the value of data for competitive processes and the 

conditions under which databases may become essential for competition. Under what 

circumstances does data become an essential facility? If data is a bottleneck under which 

conditions should access be granted and how should the original data collector be 



30 
 

compensated? These questions lead to the further field of privacy and competition. While 

data sharing may be helpful to foster competition, if data is used as a resource, privacy 

concerns may arise, as subjects granting one firm access to personal data may not be willing 

to do the same for another firm. These questions again lead to more mundane and practical 

questions, such as how markets can be delineated and market shares calculated if 

consumers to dot generate sales, but “pay” with their data and/or attention. Hence, many 

open questions remain and the design for and application of competition rules to Internet 

markets will remain an interesting area for further research. 

 

Literature 

Ahlborn, C., D.S. Evans and A.J. Padilla (2004), The Antitrust Economics of Tying: A 
Farewell to Per Se Illegality, Antitrust Bulletin, 49, 287-341. 

Alexandrov, A., G. Deltas and D. F. Spulber (2011), Competition and Antitrust in Two-Sided 
Markets, Journal of Competition Law and Economics, 7, 775-812. 

Ammori, M. and L. Pelican (2012), Competitors` Proposed Remedies for Search Bias: 
Search “Neutrality” and Other Proposals, Journal of Internet Law, 15 (11), 8-31. 

Argentesi, E. and L. Filistrucchi (2007), Estimating Market Power in a Two-Sided Market: The 
Case of Newspapers, Journal of Applied Econometrics 7, 1247-1266. 

Argenton, C. and J. Prüfer (2012), Search Engine Competition with Network Externalities, 
Journal of Competition Law and Economics, 8, 73-105. 

Armstrong, M. (2006), Competition in Two‐Sided Markets, Rand Journal of Economics, 37, 
668-691. 

Bagwell, K. (2007), The Economic Analysis of Advertising, in: M. Armstrong and R. Porter 
(Eds.), Handbook of Industrial Organization Vol. 3, Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1701-1844. 

Bajari, P. and A. Hortaçsu (2004), Economic Insights from Internet Auctions, Journal of 
Economic Literature, 42, 457-486. 

Bauer, J. M. (2007), Dynamic Effects of Network Neutrality, Journal of Communication, 1, 
531-547. 

Becker, G.S. and K.M. Murphy. (1993), A Simple Theory of Advertising as a Good, Quarterly 
Journal of Economics, 108, 941-964. 

Bendorf, V., D. Kübler and H.-T. Normann (2015), Privacy Concerns, Voluntary Disclosure of 
Information, and Unraveling: An Experiment, European Economic Review, 75, 43-59. 

Bork, R.H. (1993), The Antitrust Paradox: A Policy at War with Itself, Basic Books. 

Bork, R.H. and J.G. Sidak (2012), What does the Chicago School Teach about Internet 
Search and Antitrust Treatment of Google?, Journal of Competition Law and Economics 8, 
663-700. 

Bouckaert, J. and F. Verboven (2004), Price Squeezes in a Regulatory Environment, Journal 
of Regulatory Economics, 26, 321-351. 

Bravo, L. F. and P. Siciliani (2007), Exclusionary Pricing and Consumers Harm: The 
European Commission’s Practice in the DSL Market, Journal of Competition Law and 
Economics, 3, 243-279.  



31 
 

Bowman, W. (1957), Tying Arrangements and the Leverage Problem, Yale Law Journal, 67, 
19-36. 

Bracha, O. and F. Pasquale (2008), Federal Search Commission? Access, Fairness, and 
Accountability in the Law of Search, Cornell Law Review 93, 1149-1209. 

Buccirossi, P. (2013), Background Note, in: Vertical Restraints for Online Sales, OECD 
Policy Roundtable, Document DAF/COMP(2013)13, OECD: Paris, 9-44. 

Bundeskartellamt (2013), Vertical Restraints in the Internet Economy, Bonn.  

Caillaud, B. and B. Jullien (2003), Chicken and Egg: Competition among Intermediation 
Service Providers, RAND Journal of Economics 34, 309-328. 

Chandra, A. and A. Collard-Wexler (2009), Mergers in Two-Sided Markets: An Application to 
the Canadian Newspaper Industry, Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 18, 
1045-1070.  

Choi, J.P. and B.C. Kim (2010), Net Neutrality and Investment Incentives, Rand Journal of 
Economics, 41, 446-471. 

Clerckx, S. and L. De Muyter (2009), Price squeeze abuse in the EU Telecommunications 
Sector: A Reasonably or Equally Efficient Test, Global Competition Policy, April 2009. 

Crane, D.A. (2012), Search Neutrality and Referral Dominance, Journal of Competition Law 
and Economics, 8, 459-468. 

Crocioni, P. and C. Veljanovski (2003), Price Squeeze, Foreclosure and Competition Law, 
Principles and Guidelines, Journal of Network Industries, 4, 28-60. 

De los Santos, B. and M. R. Wildenbeest (2014), E-Book Pricing and Vertical Restraints, 
Working Paper. 

Dertwinkel-Kalt, M., J. Haucap and C. Wey (2015a), Raising Rivals’ Costs through Buyer 
Power, Economics Letters, 126, 181-184. 

Dertwinkel-Kalt, M., J. Haucap and C. Wey (2015b), Procompetitive Dual Pricing, 
forthcoming in: European Journal of Law and Economics. 

Devine, K.L. (2008), Preserving Competition in Multi-Sided Innovative Markets: How Do You 
Solve a Problem Like Google?, North Carolina of Law and Technology, 10(1), 59-117.  

Director, A. and H.E. Levi (1956), Law and the Future: Trade Regulation, Northwestern 
University Law Review, 51, 256-281. 

Dixit, A. and J. Stiglitz (1977), Monopolistic Competition and Optimum Product Diversity, 
American Economic Review, 67, 297-308. 

Dolmans, M. and A. Leyden (2012), Internet & Antitrust: An Overview of EU and National 
Case Law, e-Competitions: Competition Laws Bulletin, No 45647. 

Dolmans, M. and Mostyn (2015), Internet & Antitrust: An Overview of EU and National Case 
Law, e-Competitions: Competition Laws Bulletin,  

Economides, N. (2008), Net Neutrality, Non-Discrimination and Digital Distribution of Content 
through the Internet,  

Edelman, B. (2011), Bias in Search Results?: Diagnosis and Response, Indian Journal of 
Law and Technology, 7, 16-32. 

Edelman, B. and B. Lockwood (2011), Measuring Bias in “Organic” Search, online available 
at: http://www.benedelman.org/searchbias/. 

Ellison, G. and S. F. Ellison (2005), Lessons from the Internet, Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 19 (2), 139-158. 



32 
 

European Commission (2012), Statement on Commitments from Apple and Four Publishing 
Groups for Sale of E-Books, Speech by Joaquin Almunia, Vice President of the European 
Commission responsible for Competition Policy, 13 December 2012, SPEECH/12/955. 

European Commission (2013), Press Release: Antitrust: Commission Accepts Legally 
Binding Commitments from Penguin in E-Books Market, 25 July 2013. 

European Commission (2015), Fact Sheet: Antitrust: Commission Sends Statement of 
Objections to Google on Comparison Shopping Service, 15 April 2015. 

Evans, D.S. (2003), The Antitrust Economics of Multi-Sided Platform Markets, Yale Journal 
on Regulation, 20, 325-381. 

Evans, D.S. (2008), The Economics of the Online Advertising Industry, Review of Network 
Economics, 7, 359-391. 

Evans, D.S. (2009), Two Sided Market Definition, in: ABA Section of Antitrust Law (Ed.), 
Market Definition in Antitrust: Theory and Case Studies, Chapter XII. 

Evans, D.S. (2013), Economics of Vertical Restraints for Multi-Sided Platforms, Working 
Paper available at: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2195778. 

Evans, D.S. and R. Schmalensee (2007), The Industrial Organization of Markets with Two-
sided Platforms, Competition Policy International, 3 (1), 151-179. 

Evans, D.S. and R. Schmalensee (2008), Markets with Two-Sided Platforms, Issues in 
Competition Law and Policy, 667. 

Evans, D.S. and M.D. Noel (2008), The Analysis of Mergers that Involve Multi-Sided Platform 
Businesses, Journal of Competition Law and Economics 4, 663-695. 

Farrell, J. and G. Saloner (1985), Standardization, Compatibility, and Innovation, RAND 
Journal of Economics 16, 70-83. 

Faulhaber, G.R. (2011), Economics of Net Neutrality: A Review, Communications & 
Convergence Review, 3 (1), 53-64. 

Federal Trade Commission (2013), Google Agrees to Change Its Business Practices to 
Resolve FTC Competition Concerns in the Markets for Devices Like Smart Phones, Games 
and Tablets, and in Online Search, online at: http://ftc.gov/opa/2013/01/google.shtm.  

Federal Trade Commission (2015), FCC adopts strong, sustainable rules to protect the open 
Internet, FCC News Release, 26 February 2015. 

Fernández Álvarez-Labrador, M. (2006), Margin Squeeze in the Telecommunications Sector: 
An Economic Overview, World Competition, 29, 247-267. 

Filistrucchi, L., D. Geradin, E. van Damme and P. Affeldt (2014), Market Definition in Two-
Sided Markets: Theory and Practice, Journal of Competition Law and Economics, 10, 293-
339. 

Gaudin, G. and C. Saavedra (2014), Ex Ante Margin Squeeze Tests in the Telecommuni-
cations Industry: What is a Reasonably Efficient Operator?, Telecommunications Policy 

Gaudin, G. and A. White (2014), On the Antitrust Economics of the Electronic Books 
Industry, DICE Discussion Paper No. 147. 

Goldman, E. (2006), Search Engine Bias and the Demise of Search Engine Utopianism, Yale 
Journal of Law and Technology 8, 188-200. 

Grimmelmann, J. (2011), Some Skepticism about Search Neutrality, in: B. Szoka and 
A. Marcus (Eds.), The Next Digital Decade: Essays on the Future of the Internet, 
Washington, D.C.: TechFreedom, 435-459. 

Hahn, R.W. and S. Wallsten (2006), The Economics of Net Neutrality, Discussion Paper, 
AEI-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies. 



33 
 

Haucap, J. and U. Heimeshoff (2014), Google, Facebook, Amazon, eBay: Is the Internet 
Driving Competition or Market Monopolization?, International Economics and Economic 
Policy, 11, 49-61. 

Haucap, J. and C. Kehder (2013), Suchmaschinen zwischen Wettbewerb und Monopol: Der 
Fall Google, in: R. Dewenter, J. Haucap and C. Kehder (Eds.), Wettbewerb und Regulierung 
in Medien, Politik und Märkten, Nomos: Baden-Baden, 115-154. 

Hay, G. A. and K. McMahon (2012), The Diverging Approach to Price Squeezes in the 
United States and Europe, Cornell Law Faculty Working Papers No. 91. 

Hovenkamp, E. N. and H. Hovenkamp (2009), The Viability of Antitrust Price Squeeze 
Claims, Arizona Law Review, 51, 273-303. 

Heimler, A. (2010), Is a Margin Squeeze an Antitrust or a Regulatory Violation?, Journal of 
Competition Law and Economics, 6, 879-890.  

Hermalin, B.E. and M.L. Katz (2007), The Economics of Product-line Restrictions with an 
Application to the Network Neutrality Debate, Information Economics and Policy, 19, 184-
215. 

Johnson, J. P. (2013), The Agency and Wholesale Models in Electronic Content Markets, 
Working Paper, available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=2126808. 

Jullien, B. (2006) Two-Sided Markets and Electronic Intermediaries. In: G. Illing and M. Peitz 
(Eds.) Industrial Organization and the Digital Economy, MIT-Press: Cambridge, 272-303. 

Katz, M. and C. Shapiro (1985), Network Externalities, Competition, and Compatibility, 
American Economic Review, 75, 424-440. 

Kaiser, U. and M. Song (2009), Do Media Consumers Really Dislike Advertising? An 
Empirical Assessment of the Role of Advertising in Print Media Markets, International Journal 
of Industrial Organization, 27, 292-301. 

Kaiser, U. and J. Wright (2006), Price Structures from the Magazine Industry, International 
Journal of Industrial Organization, 24, 1-28. 

Krämer, J., Wiewiorra, L. and C. Weinhardt (2013), Net Neutrality: A Progress Report, 
Telecommunications Policy, 37, 794-813. 

Krugman, P. (1980), Scale Economies, Product Differentiation, and the Pattern of Trade, 
American Economic Review, 70, 950-959. 

Lao, M. (2013), "Neutral" Search as a Basis for Antitrust Action?, Harvard Journal of Law and 
Technology (Online Paper Series), 26 (2). 

Lee, R., and T. Wu (2009), Subsidizing creativity through network design: Zero-pricing and 
net neutrality, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 23, 61-76. 

Lessig, L. (1999), Code and Other Laws from Cyberspace, Basic Books: New York. 

Litan, R. and H. Singer (2007), Unintended Consequences of Net Neutrality, Journal on 
Telecommunications & High Technology Law, 5, 3-33. 

Luchetta, G. (2014), Is the Google Platform a Two-Sided Market?, Journal of Competition 
Law and Economics, 10, 185-207. 

Manne, G.A. and W. Rinehart (2013), The Market Realities that Undermined the FTC’s 
Antitrust Case against Google, Harvard Journal of Law and Technology (Online Paper 
Series), 26 (2). 

Manne, G.A. and J.D. Wright (2011), Google and the Limits of Antitrust: The Case against 
the Antitrust Case against Google, Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy 34 (1), 171-244. 

Manne, G.A. and J.D. Wright (2012), If Search Neutrality is the Answer, What`s the 
Question?, Columbia Business Law Review 2, 151-239. 



34 
 

Martin, S. and J. Vandekerckhove (2013), Market Performance Implications of the Transfer 
Price Rule, Southern Economic Journal, 80, 466-487. 

Melnik M.I. and J. Alm (2002), Does a Seller’s Ecommerce Reputation Matter? Evidence 
from ebay Auctions, Journal of Industrial Economics, 50, 337-349. 

Motta, M and A. de Streel (2006), Excessive Pricing and Price Squeeze under EU Law, in: 
C.-D Ehlermann and I. Atanasiu (Eds.), European Competition Law Annual: 2003 What Is an 
Abuse of a Dominant Position?, Hart Publishing Oxford and Portland, 92-125. 

OECD (2009), Margin Squeeze, OECD Policy Roundtable, Document DAF/COMP(2009)36, 
OECD: Paris. 

OECD (2013), Vertical Restraints for Online Sales, OECD Policy Roundtable, Document 
DAF/COMP(2013)13, OECD: Paris. 

Parker, G.W. and M. van Alstyne (2005), Two-Sided Network Effects: A Theory of 
Information Product Design, Management Science, 51, 1494-1504. 

Pollock, R (2010), Is Google the Next Microsoft? Competition, Regulation in Internet Search, 
Review of Network Economics 9 (4). 

Polo, M. (2007), Price Squeeze: Lessons from the Telecom Italia Case, Journal of 
Competition Law and Economics, 3, 453-470. 

Rey, P. and J. Tirole (2007), A Primer on Foreclosure, in M. Armstrong and R. Porter (Eds.), 
Handbook on Industrial Organization Vol. 3, Elsevier: North Holland, 2145-2220. 

Rochet, J.-C. and J. Tirole (2003), Platform Competition in Two-Sided Markets, Journal of 
the European Economics Association 1, 990-1029. 

Rochet, J.-C. and J. Tirole (2006), Two-Sided Markets: A Progress Report, RAND Journal of 
Economics, 37, 645-667. 

Rohlfs, J. (1974), A Theory of Interdependent Demand for a Communications Service, Bell 
Journal of Economics and Management Science, 5, 16-37. 

Rysman, M (2009), The Economics of Two-Sided Markets, Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 23 (3), 125-143. 

Schuett, F. (2010), Network Neutrality: A Survey of the Economic Literature, Review of 
Network Economics, 9, Article 1. 

Sidak, G. (2007): A Consumer-Welfare Approach to Network Neutrality Regulation of the 
Internet, Journal of Competition Law and Economics. 

Sidak, G. (2008), Abolishing the Price Squeeze as a Theory of Antitrust Liability under 
Section 2 of the Sherman Act, Journal of Competition Law and Economics, 4, 279-309. 

van Schewick, B. (2012), Network Neutrality and Quality of Service: What a Non-
Discrimination Rule Should Look Like, Center for Internet and Society, Stanford. 

Vogel, L. (2012), EU Competition Law Applicable to Distribution Agreements: Review of 2011 
and Outlook for 2012, Journal of European Competition Law & Practice,  

Whinston, M.D. (1990), Tying, Foreclosure and Exclusion, American Economic Review, 80, 
837-859. 

Whinston, M.D. (2006), Lectures on Antitrust Economics, MIT Press: Cambridge, MA. 

Weyl, E.G. (2010), A Price Theory of Multi-Sided Platforms, American Economic Review, 
100, 1642-1672. 

Wright, J. (2004), One-Sided Logic in Two-Sided Markets, Review of Network Economics, 3, 
42-63. 



35 
 

Wu, T. (2003), Network Neutrality, Broadband Discrimination, Journal on 
Telecommunications and High Technology Law, 2, 141-179. 

Wu, T. (2007), Wireless Carterfone, International Journal of Communication, 1, 389-426. 

Yoo, C. (2005): Beyond Network Neutrality, Harvard Journal of Law and Technology 1, 2-77. 

Yoo, C. (2007), What can Antitrust Contribute to the Network Neutrality Debate?, Institute for 
Law & Economics University of Pennsylvania Law School Research Paper No. 07-11. 

 



PREVIOUS DISCUSSION PAPERS 

 

199 Haucap, Justus and Stühmeier, Torben, Competition and Antitrust in Internet Markets, 
October 2015.                                                                                                
Forthcoming in: Bauer, J. and M. Latzer (Eds.), Handbook on the Economics of the Internet, 
Edward Elgar: Cheltenham 2016. 

198 Alipranti, Maria, Milliou, Chrysovalantou and Petrakis, Emmanuel, On Vertical 
Relations and the Timing of Technology, October 2015. 

197 Kellner, Christian, Reinstein, David and Riener, Gerhard, Stochastic Income and 
Conditional Generosity, October 2015. 

196 Chlaß, Nadine and Riener, Gerhard, Lying, Spying, Sabotaging: Procedures and 
Consequences, September 2015. 

195 Gaudin, Germain, Vertical Bargaining and Retail Competition: What Drives 
Countervailing Power?, September 2015. 

194 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Learning-by-Doing in Torts: Liability and 
Information About Accident Technology, September 2015. 

193 Defever, Fabrice, Fischer, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Relational Contracts and 
Supplier Turnover in the Global Economy, August 2015. 

192 Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Putting on a Tight Leash and Levelling Playing Field: 
An Experiment in Strategic Obfuscation and Consumer Protection, July 2015. 
Published in: International Journal of Industrial Organization, 42 (2015), pp. 120-128. 

 
191 Ciani, Andrea and Bartoli, Francesca, Export Quality Upgrading under Credit 

Constraints, July 2015. 
 
190 Hasnas, Irina and Wey, Christian, Full Versus Partial Collusion among Brands and 

Private Label Producers, July 2015. 

189 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Köster, Mats, Violations of First-Order Stochastic 
Dominance as Salience Effects, June 2015.                                                      
Forthcoming in. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics. 

188 Kholodilin, Konstantin, Kolmer, Christian, Thomas, Tobias and Ulbricht, Dirk, 
Asymmetric Perceptions of the Economy: Media, Firms, Consumers, and Experts, 
June 2015. 

187 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Wey, Christian, Merger Remedies in Oligopoly under a 
Consumer Welfare Standard, June 2015 
Forthcoming in: Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization. 

186 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Salience and Health Campaigns, May 2015 
Forthcoming in: Forum for Health Economics & Policy  

185  Wrona, Jens, Border Effects without Borders: What Divides Japan’s Internal Trade?, 
May 2015. 

184 Amess, Kevin, Stiebale, Joel and Wright, Mike, The Impact of Private Equity on Firms’ 
Innovation Activity, April 2015.                                                                                 
Forthcoming in: European Economic Review. 



183 Ibañez, Marcela, Rai, Ashok and Riener, Gerhard, Sorting Through Affirmative Action: 
Three Field Experiments in Colombia, April 2015. 

182 Baumann, Florian, Friehe, Tim and Rasch, Alexander, The Influence of Product 
Liability on Vertical Product Differentiation, April 2015. 

181 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Proof beyond a Reasonable Doubt: Laboratory 
Evidence, March 2015. 

180 Rasch, Alexander and Waibel, Christian, What Drives Fraud in a Credence Goods 
Market? – Evidence from a Field Study, March 2015. 

179 Jeitschko, Thomas D., Incongruities of Real and Intellectual Property: Economic 
Concerns in Patent Policy and Practice, February 2015 
Forthcoming in: Michigan State Law Review. 

178 Buchwald, Achim and Hottenrott, Hanna, Women on the Board and Executive 
Duration – Evidence for European Listed Firms, February 2015. 

177 Heblich, Stephan, Lameli, Alfred and Riener, Gerhard, Regional Accents on Individual 
Economic Behavior: A Lab Experiment on Linguistic Performance, Cognitive Ratings 
and Economic Decisions, February 2015 
Published in: PLoS ONE, 10 (2015), e0113475. 

176 Herr, Annika, Nguyen, Thu-Van and Schmitz, Hendrik, Does Quality Disclosure 
Improve Quality? Responses to the Introduction of Nursing Home Report Cards in 
Germany, February 2015. 

175 Herr, Annika and Normann, Hans-Theo, Organ Donation in the Lab: Preferences and 
Votes on the Priority Rule, February 2015.                                                    
Forthcoming in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization. 

174 Buchwald, Achim, Competition, Outside Directors and Executive Turnover: 
Implications for Corporate Governance in the EU, February 2015. 

173 Buchwald, Achim and Thorwarth, Susanne, Outside Directors on the Board, 
Competition and Innovation, February 2015. 

172 Dewenter, Ralf and Giessing, Leonie, The Effects of Elite Sports Participation on 
Later Job Success, February 2015. 

171 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Siekmann, Manuel, Price Dispersion and 
Station Heterogeneity on German Retail Gasoline Markets, January 2015. 

170 Schweinberger, Albert G. and Suedekum, Jens, De-Industrialisation and 
Entrepreneurship under Monopolistic Competition, January 2015 
Published in: Oxford Economic Papers, 67 (2015), pp. 1174-1185. 

169 Nowak, Verena, Organizational Decisions in Multistage Production Processes, 
December 2014. 

168 Benndorf, Volker, Kübler, Dorothea and Normann, Hans-Theo, Privacy Concerns, 
Voluntary Disclosure of Information, and Unraveling: An Experiment, November 2014. 
Published in: European Economic Review, 75 (2015), pp. 43-59.  

167 Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, The Impact of Piracy on Prominent and Non-
prominent Software Developers, November 2014. 
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 39 (2015), pp. 735-744. 



166  Jeitschko, Thomas D. and Tremblay, Mark J., Homogeneous Platform Competition 
with Endogenous Homing, November 2014. 

165 Gu, Yiquan, Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, Price-sensitive Demand and 
Market Entry, November 2014 
Forthcoming in: Papers in Regional Science. 

164 Caprice, Stéphane, von Schlippenbach, Vanessa and Wey, Christian, Supplier Fixed 
Costs and Retail Market Monopolization, October 2014. 

163 Klein, Gordon J. and Wendel, Julia, The Impact of Local Loop and Retail Unbundling 
Revisited, October 2014. 

162 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Haucap, Justus and Wey, Christian, Raising Rivals’ Costs 
through Buyer Power, October 2014. 
Published in: Economics Letters, 126 (2015), pp.181-184. 

161 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Köhler, Katrin, Exchange Asymmetries for Bads? 
Experimental Evidence, October 2014. 

160 Behrens, Kristian, Mion, Giordano, Murata, Yasusada and Suedekum, Jens, Spatial 
Frictions, September 2014. 

159 Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Endogenous Cartel Formation: 
Experimental Evidence, August 2014. 
Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 223-225. 

158 Stiebale, Joel, Cross-Border M&As and Innovative Activity of Acquiring and Target 
Firms, August 2014. 

157 Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, The Happiness of Economists: Estimating the 
Causal Effect of Studying Economics on Subjective Well-Being, August 2014. 
Published in: International Review of Economics Education, 17 (2014), pp. 85-97. 

156 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Lange, Mirjam R. J., The Impact of Tariff 
Diversity on Broadband Diffusion – An Empirical Analysis, August 2014.             
Forthcoming in: Telecommunications Policy. 

155 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, On Discovery, Restricting Lawyers, and the 
Settlement Rate, August 2014. 

154 Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, R&D Partnerships and Innovation 
Performance: Can There be too Much of a Good Thing?, July 2014. 

153 Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Flying the Nest: How the Home Department 
Shapes Researchers’ Career Paths, July 2015 (First Version July 2014).    
Forthcoming in: Studies in Higher Education. 

152 Hottenrott, Hanna, Lopes-Bento, Cindy and Veugelers, Reinhilde, Direct and Cross-
Scheme Effects in a Research and Development Subsidy Program, July 2014. 

151 Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Do Expert Reviews Really Drive Demand? 
Evidence from a German Car Magazine, July 2014. 
Published in: Applied Economics Letters, 22 (2015), pp. 1150-1153. 

150 Bataille, Marc, Steinmetz, Alexander and Thorwarth, Susanne, Screening Instruments 
for Monitoring Market Power in Wholesale Electricity Markets – Lessons from 
Applications in Germany, July 2014.  



149 Kholodilin, Konstantin A., Thomas, Tobias and Ulbricht, Dirk, Do Media Data Help to 
Predict German Industrial Production?, July 2014. 

148 Hogrefe, Jan and Wrona, Jens, Trade, Tasks, and Trading: The Effect of Offshoring 
on Individual Skill Upgrading, June 2014. 
Forthcoming in: Canadian Journal of Economics. 

147 Gaudin, Germain and White, Alexander, On the Antitrust Economics of the Electronic 
Books Industry, September 2014 (Previous Version May 2014). 

146 Alipranti, Maria, Milliou, Chrysovalantou and Petrakis, Emmanuel, Price vs. Quantity 
Competition in a Vertically Related Market, May 2014. 
Published in: Economics Letters, 124 (2014), pp. 122-126. 

145 Blanco, Mariana, Engelmann, Dirk, Koch, Alexander K. and Normann, Hans-Theo, 
Preferences and Beliefs in a Sequential Social Dilemma: A Within-Subjects Analysis, 
May 2014.  
Published in: Games and Economic Behavior, 87 (2014), pp. 122-135. 

144 Jeitschko, Thomas D., Jung, Yeonjei and Kim, Jaesoo, Bundling and Joint Marketing 
by Rival Firms, May 2014. 

143 Benndorf, Volker and Normann, Hans-Theo, The Willingness to Sell Personal Data,   
April 2014. 

142 Dauth, Wolfgang and Suedekum, Jens, Globalization and Local Profiles of Economic 
Growth and Industrial Change, April 2014. 

141 Nowak, Verena, Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Asymmetric Spiders: 
Supplier Heterogeneity and the Organization of Firms, April 2014. 

140 Hasnas, Irina, A Note on Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Collusion, April 2014. 

139 Baye, Irina and Hasnas, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Location 
Choice, April 2014. 

138  Aghadadashli, Hamid and Wey, Christian, Multi-Union Bargaining: Tariff Plurality and 
Tariff Competition, April 2014. 
Published in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics (JITE), 171 (2015),              
pp. 666-695. 

137 Duso, Tomaso, Herr, Annika and Suppliet, Moritz, The Welfare Impact of Parallel 
Imports: A Structural Approach Applied to the German Market for Oral Anti-diabetics, 
April 2014. 
Published in: Health Economics, 23 (2014), pp. 1036-1057. 

136 Haucap, Justus and Müller, Andrea, Why are Economists so Different? Nature, 
Nurture and Gender Effects in a Simple Trust Game, March 2014. 

135 Normann, Hans-Theo and Rau, Holger A., Simultaneous and Sequential Contri-
butions to Step-Level Public Goods: One vs. Two Provision Levels, March 2014. 
Published in: Journal of Conflict Resolution, 59 (2015), pp.1273-1300. 

134 Bucher, Monika, Hauck, Achim and Neyer, Ulrike, Frictions in the Interbank Market 
and Uncertain Liquidity Needs: Implications for Monetary Policy Implementation, 
July 2014 (First Version March 2014). 

133 Czarnitzki, Dirk, Hall, Bronwyn, H. and Hottenrott, Hanna, Patents as Quality Signals? 
The Implications for Financing Constraints on R&D?, February 2014. 



132 Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Media Bias and Advertising: Evidence from a 
German Car Magazine, February 2014. 
Published in: Review of Economics, 65 (2014), pp. 77-94. 

131 Baye, Irina and Sapi, Geza, Targeted Pricing, Consumer Myopia and Investment in 
Customer-Tracking Technology, February 2014. 

130 Clemens, Georg and Rau, Holger A., Do Leniency Policies Facilitate Collusion? 
Experimental Evidence, January 2014. 

129 Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Fishing for Complementarities: Competitive 
Research Funding and Research Productivity, December 2013. 

128 Hottenrott, Hanna and Rexhäuser, Sascha, Policy-Induced Environmental 
Technology and Inventive Efforts: Is There a Crowding Out?, December 2013. 
Published in: Industry and Innovation, 22 (2015), pp.375-401. 

127 Dauth, Wolfgang, Findeisen, Sebastian and Suedekum, Jens, The Rise of the East 
and the Far East: German Labor Markets and Trade Integration, December 2013. 
Published in: Journal of the European Economic Association, 12 (2014), pp. 1643-1675. 

126 Wenzel, Tobias, Consumer Myopia, Competition and the Incentives to Unshroud Add-
on Information, December 2013. 
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 89-96. 

125 Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Global Sourcing of Complex Production 
Processes, December 2013. 
Published in: Journal of International Economics, 93 (2014), pp. 123-139. 

124 Defever, Fabrice and Suedekum, Jens, Financial Liberalization and the Relationship-
Specificity of Exports, December 2013. 
Published in: Economics Letters, 122 (2014), pp. 375-379. 

123 Bauernschuster, Stefan, Falck, Oliver, Heblich, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens,  
Why are Educated and Risk-Loving Persons More Mobile Across Regions?, 
December 2013. 
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 56-69. 

122 Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, Quantity or Quality? Knowledge Alliances 
and their Effects on Patenting, December 2013. 
Published in: Industrial and Corporate Change, 24 (2015), pp. 981-1011. 

121 Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, (International) R&D Collaboration and 
SMEs: The Effectiveness of Targeted Public R&D Support Schemes, December 2013. 
Published in: Research Policy, 43 (2014), pp.1055-1066. 

120 Giesen, Kristian and Suedekum, Jens, City Age and City Size, November 2013. 
Published in: European Economic Review, 71 (2014), pp. 193-208. 

119 Trax, Michaela, Brunow, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens, Cultural Diversity and Plant-
Level Productivity, November 2013. 

118 Manasakis, Constantine and Vlassis, Minas, Downstream Mode of Competition with 
Upstream Market Power, November 2013. 
Published in: Research in Economics, 68 (2014), pp. 84-93. 

117 Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Targeted 
Pricing, November 2013. 



116 Hinloopen, Jeroen, Müller, Wieland and Normann, Hans-Theo, Output Commitment 
through Product Bundling: Experimental Evidence, November 2013. 
Published in: European Economic Review, 65 (2014), pp. 164-180. 

115 Baumann, Florian, Denter, Philipp and Friehe Tim, Hide or Show? Endogenous 
Observability of Private Precautions against Crime When Property Value is Private 
Information, November 2013. 

114 Fan, Ying, Kühn, Kai-Uwe and Lafontaine, Francine, Financial Constraints and Moral 
Hazard: The Case of Franchising, November 2013. 

113 Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Buccirossi, Paolo, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso, 
Tognoni, Massimo and Vitale, Cristiana, They Played the Merger Game: A Retro-
spective Analysis in the UK Videogames Market, October 2013. 
Published under the title: “A Retrospective Merger Analysis in the UK Videogame Market” in: 
Journal of Competition Law and Economics, 10 (2014), pp. 933-958. 

112 Myrseth, Kristian Ove R., Riener, Gerhard and Wollbrant, Conny, Tangible 
Temptation in the Social Dilemma: Cash, Cooperation, and Self-Control, 
October 2013. 

111 Hasnas, Irina, Lambertini, Luca and Palestini, Arsen, Open Innovation in a Dynamic 
Cournot Duopoly, October 2013. 
Published in: Economic Modelling, 36 (2014), pp. 79-87. 

110 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Competitive Pressure and Corporate Crime, 
September 2013. 

109 Böckers, Veit, Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Benefits of an Integrated 
European Electricity Market, September 2013. 

108 Normann, Hans-Theo and Tan, Elaine S., Effects of Different Cartel Policies: 
Evidence from the German Power-Cable Industry, September 2013. 
Published in: Industrial and Corporate Change, 23 (2014), pp. 1037-1057. 

107 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey, 
Christian, Bargaining Power in Manufacturer-Retailer Relationships, September 2013. 

106 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Design Standards and Technology Adoption: 
Welfare Effects of Increasing Environmental Fines when the Number of Firms is 
Endogenous, September 2013. 

105 Jeitschko, Thomas D., NYSE Changing Hands: Antitrust and Attempted Acquisitions 
of an Erstwhile Monopoly, August 2013. 
Published in: Journal of Stock and Forex Trading, 2 (2) (2013), pp. 1-6. 

104 Böckers, Veit, Giessing, Leonie and Rösch, Jürgen, The Green Game Changer: An 
Empirical Assessment of the Effects of Wind and Solar Power on the Merit Order, 
August 2013. 

103 Haucap, Justus and Muck, Johannes, What Drives the Relevance and Reputation of 
Economics Journals? An Update from a Survey among Economists, August 2013. 
Published in: Scientometrics, 103 (2015), pp. 849-877. 

102 Jovanovic, Dragan and Wey, Christian, Passive Partial Ownership, Sneaky 
Takeovers, and Merger Control, August 2013. 
Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 32-35. 



101 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey, 
Christian, Inter-Format Competition among Retailers – The Role of Private Label 
Products in Market Delineation, August 2013. 

100 Normann, Hans-Theo, Requate, Till and Waichman, Israel, Do Short-Term Laboratory 
Experiments Provide Valid Descriptions of Long-Term Economic Interactions? A 
Study of Cournot Markets, July 2013. 
Published in: Experimental Economics, 17 (2014), pp. 371-390. 

99 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Haucap, Justus and Wey, Christian, Input Price 
Discrimination (Bans), Entry and Welfare, June 2013. 
Forthcoming under the title “Procompetitive Dual Pricing” in: European Journal of Law and 
Economics. 

98 Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso and Tognoni, 
Massimo, Ex-post Merger Evaluation in the UK Retail Market for Books, June 2013. 
Forthcoming in: Journal of Industrial Economics. 

97 Caprice, Stéphane and von Schlippenbach, Vanessa, One-Stop Shopping as a 
Cause of Slotting Fees: A Rent-Shifting Mechanism, May 2012. 
Published in: Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 22 (2013), pp. 468-487. 

96 Wenzel, Tobias, Independent Service Operators in ATM Markets, June 2013. 
Published in: Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 61 (2014), pp. 26-47. 

95 Coublucq, Daniel, Econometric Analysis of Productivity with Measurement Error: 
Empirical Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013. 

94 Coublucq, Daniel, Demand Estimation with Selection Bias: A Dynamic Game 
Approach with an Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013. 

93 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Status Concerns as a Motive for Crime?, 
April 2013.  
Published in: International Review of Law and Economics, 43 (2015), pp. 46-55. 

92 Jeitschko, Thomas D. and Zhang, Nanyun, Adverse Effects of Patent Pooling on 
Product Development and Commercialization, April 2013. 
Published in: The B. E. Journal of Theoretical Economics, 14 (1) (2014), Art. No. 2013-0038. 

91 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Private Protection Against Crime when Property 
Value is Private Information, April 2013. 
Published in: International Review of Law and Economics, 35 (2013), pp. 73-79. 

90 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Cheap Talk About the Detection Probability, 
April 2013. 
Published in: International Game Theory Review, 15 (2013), Art. No. 1350003. 

89 Pagel, Beatrice and Wey, Christian, How to Counter Union Power? Equilibrium 
Mergers in International Oligopoly, April 2013. 

88 Jovanovic, Dragan, Mergers, Managerial Incentives, and Efficiencies, April 2014   
(First Version April 2013).  

87 Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Klein, Gordon J., Bargaining Power and Local Heroes, 
March 2013. 

86 Bertschek, Irene, Cerquera, Daniel and Klein, Gordon J., More Bits – More Bucks? 
Measuring the Impact of Broadband Internet on Firm Performance, February 2013. 
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 25 (2013), pp. 190-203. 



85 Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, Piracy in a Two-Sided Software Market, 
February 2013. 
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 88 (2013), pp. 78-89. 

84 Bataille, Marc and Steinmetz, Alexander, Intermodal Competition on Some Routes in 
Transportation Networks: The Case of Inter Urban Buses and Railways,  
January 2013. 

83 Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Google, Facebook, Amazon, eBay: Is the 
Internet Driving Competition or Market Monopolization?, January 2013. 
Published in: International Economics and Economic Policy, 11 (2014), pp. 49-61. 

 

Older discussion papers can be found online at: 
http://ideas.repec.org/s/zbw/dicedp.html 



 

 

ISSN 2190-9938 (online) 
ISBN 978-3-86304-198-4 




