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ABSTRACT

This paper is intended to identify possible abusive practices of Google with regard to
specialized search market in order to assess the commitments accepted by DG Comp in
January 2014. The EU competition investigation against the web giant touches upon several
hottest topics of the competition debate and provides insight into recent developments in
competition law enforcement on technology-enabled markets. Analysis of these proceedings
will allow critical reflection on those developments.

To begin with putting analysis in the right context, the search engines market will be
described as an asymmetrical two-sided platform. Also, the market power of Google will be
assessed, revealing characteristics of super-dominance due to high barriers to entry and

extreme concentration.

The next step is to verify the hypothesis that the commitments accepted by DG Comp are
based on novel theory of harm which significantly departs from types of abuses previously
defined in decisions of the Court of Justice. To investigate this hypothesis the available
information and the concerns of the Commission with regard to potentially exclusionary

conduct on specialized search market will be confronted with Article 102 case law.

Al'l egations of Googleds abuse wild.|l be confronte

which seem prima facie applicable. This will be followed by applying the general framework
for identifying exclusionary abuse in considering the fundue diversion of trafficoto constitute

a sui generis type of favouring abuse.

I n the ' i ght of t he subst antin this papen thé gotutios
proposed by DG Comp is unsatisfactory. The measures proposed are not consistent in
addressing easily identifiable harm whilst containing measures which severely intervene in
the product design and can be only based on some novel and undocumented behavioural
theory of harm. Furthermore, by accepting such solutions the Commission does not
contribute to proper development of competition law, hence leaving space for legal
uncertainty and possibly exceeding its mandate. This leads author to the conclusion that
from systemic perspective Article 7 procedure is more suitable for cases which include novel

theories, even if they involve dynamic new technologies markets.
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INTRODUCTION

AAggressive, competitive conduct by a monopol i st
Aggressive, exclusionary conduct by a monopol i st
There is only one problem. Competitive and exclu

Frank H. Easterbrook

The dynamics of the search engine market are not easy to assess, representing a classic
mixture of pro- and possibly anti-competitive elements. Google, having established its
leading position in the search engine market, has been implementing the strategy of
substituting cwithmis evinisdrvicessThe tlansitiok ffom being a gateway to
other content-providers to becoming a one-stop shop started with acquiring YouTube in 2006

and will continue in the future.

The EU competition investigation against the web giant has all the potential of the Microsoft
saga. It touches upon several on the hottest topics of the competition debate: the standard of
intervention on new technology markets, the abuse on two-sided non-transactional markets,
and the usage of commitments procedure. Furthermore, the unique business models
involved and the Internet environment, so much different from traditional supply chain

structure, make the application of the existing case law even more challenging.

The purpose of this paper is to critically assess the commitments proposal published on
January 31%, 2014 in the light of the legal framework of Article 102 TFEU.? To that extent the
primary focus wil!/ be on the possible substant:i
conduct towards its vertical search competitors. The second objective is to look at the
proposed commitments from the systemic perspective. Due to scarce documentation of the
case the facts will be deducted from all available sources of information: Commission
document s, partiesd publ iTheaabalysisrobtheaase willprelyeons r el e
critical application of the case law of the European Courts, both with regard to specific types

and the general theory of abuse.

In the first chapter, a brief overview of the EU proceedings against Google will be followed by
assessment of market power. Due to limited scope of this paper, the market analysis will rely
on Commi ssiono6s findings which wil!/ be compl emer

Googl eds e andconduat. timehis regard we will look at the specific features of two-

! Easterbrook F., “On Identifying Exclusionary Conduct”, (1986) 61 Notre Dame Law R&w, p. 972
%> Commission press release MEMO/10/47, “Statement of Press Reports on Complaints against Google”,
24.02.2014



sided platforms and identify incentives and barriers for the competitors on search engine

markets.

Subsequently, the concerns of the Commission with regard to potentially exclusionary
conduct on specialized search market will be confronted with Article 102 case law in order to
identify potential abuse. Firstly, the facts of the case will be considered in the light of
Hilti/Microsoft case law on tying.® The full five-element test, which includes foreclosing effects
and objective justification analysis, will provide necessary input for further considerations.
Secondly, the position of Google towards specialized search engines will be considered
under refusal to supply doctrine, taking into account theories of behavioural economy. Lastly,
the general framework for identifying exclusionary abuse will be used in considering the
6undue diver si on o buidemeasftype otfdvoutingabase.nst i t ut e

In the final chapter the measures accepted by DG Comp will be compared with the
substantive analysis provided in Chapter Il. Having assessed the suitability of the proposed
obligations we will look at the Google case as a whole. In that respect the implications of
these proceedings for the enforcement of competition law on new technology markets will be
considered. Finally, the use of negotiated Article 9 procedure in this case will be
appreciated.*

It seems that in Google case the Commission was wary not to penalize the giant for winning
the game by avoiding adversarial proceedings. This research will investigate whether such

policy is always optimal for technology-enabled markets.

® Case C-53/92 P, Hilti v. Commission, [1994] ECR 1-667; Case T-201/04 Microsoft v. Commission [2007] ECR II-
3601, (hereinafter as “Microsoft”)

* Council Regulation 1/2003 of 16 December 2002, on the implementation of the rules on competition laid
down in Articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty, [2003] O.J. L1

a



Chapter I: Foundem and others vs. Google EU antitrust proceedings

In recent years (2010-2014) numerous antitrust authorities and civil courts around the globe
were approached to intervene on search engine market. Also in the EU, on February 24,
2010 the Commission announced that it would examine complaints against the most popular
search engine Google.” The first three complainants were specialized search providers:
Foundem.co.uk, Ciao.de and Ejustice.fr, but subsequently they were joined by 15 other
undertakingsi ncl udi ng publi shersdéd and consumersodé assoc
of the scope of investigation.® The allegations against Google can be categorized in 3

groups:

- discrimination of specialized search competitors in Google search engine (ether by
downgrading competitorsélinks on results page and AdWords or by introduction of
specialized search pool),

- unauthorized and non-transparent use of ¢ o mp | a i griginalt cerdent in own
services,

- exclusionary practices with regard to online advertising (exclusive dealing and

restriction of portability of advertising campaigns).

After over three years of examination, on February 5, 2014 the Commissioner for
Competition announced his acceptance of the current i third 7 version of commitments
(hereinafter as 0 Guapgstddy Gdoghe mandtthatde Had o ntention of
subjecting them to further market testing.” The proposal has been submitted to the College
for adoption as Article 9 decision of the Commission®. Though formally it still can be modified,

major changes are rather unlikely®.

> Commission press release MEMO/10/47, supra note 2; the investigation was formally initiated on November

30, 2010; Commission Press Release IP/10/1624, “Antitrust: Commission probes allegations of antitrust

violations by Google”, 30.11.2010

® Wall Street Journal, EU Examines Antitrust Complaints About Gaagle
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052748704240004575084881889667848 (22.04.2014)

’ Commissioner Joaquin Almunia: d ¢ KS NBf SGI y i 2 sijaydite ndrmatidh wé ieedpddrsn t R S NJ
them¢ are already welknown to the Commission. So | consider that at this point we do not need a new market
6Satd® ¢KSNBE A& y2 NBIdZANBYSyld G2 R2 a2 lFa (GKS adNHzOG
The concedons we extracted from Google in this case argdaching and have the clear potential to restore a

level playingF A St R Ay GKS AYLRNIFIYG YIENyJSGa 2F 2yEAyS &SI NOK
are forwardlooking and enforceable. Thayould ensure competitive conditions are guaranteed for the years to

come. | am convinced this would help avoiding that in thisdastving sector the problems we've seen in the

past are repeated in the futur&.Commission press release SPEECH/24/93, 5.02.2014

¥ council Regulation 1/2003 of 16 December 2002, on the implementation of the rules on competition laid

down in Articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty, [2003] O.J. L1

? See: Commission publication, “Minutes of the 2075 Meeting of the Commission held in Brussels on 12.02.14,

PV(2014) 2075 final, p. 19-25



http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052748704240004575084881889667848

Antitrust investigation conducted under Article 9 of Regulation 1/2003, due to limited
transparency, provides us with only basic information aboutthe Co mmi ssi onsafd f i ndi r
concerns. Some information can be extracted from press releases and call for market test

from 2013.'° Also the Commitments proposal can be of some help. Since after long internal

negotiations the Commission found them to be appropriate to address its concerns, the

design of remedies should give us some addit i on al i nsi ght findingsinth€Eo mmi s s

substantial analysis.

Notwithstanding that the final decision has not been adopted yet, the available information
about this investigation allows us to make some observations about the implementation

process and the competition policy of the Commission.

1. The nAfour concernso of the Commi ssi on

In its documents the Commission mentioned four concerns which may allegedly lead to
abuse of dominant position. The laconic statements do not refer to any known substantive
theory of abuse, they only provide description of potentially abusive practices. First two are

related to specialized search services, the other two concern advertising:

1) Specialized search. The Commi ssi on found t hat Goog
specialized results unit into its organic search results can unduly divert traffic from
specialized search (also called ndvearcht i cal S
platforms are dedicated to find specific category of products and services from
various sources and to conclude transactions at the platform or provide deep links

to the source, while fior gani c searcho (al so call ed i

"Ny

Ahori zentaho) is which a general search th
on objective criteria, using universal algorithm. Google, holding majority share of
organic search market, presented specialized search results (e.g. Google

Shopping, Google Maps, see Picture 1.) on most prominent part of the results

1% commission press release IP/10/1624: “Antitrust: Commission probes allegations of antitrust violations by
Google”, 30.11.2010; Commission press release MEMO/13/383, “Commission seeks feedback on commitments
offered by Google to address competition concerns — questions and answers”, 25.04.2013; Commitments in
case COMP/C-3/39.740 Foundem and others for market test, 3.04.2013, at:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/antitrust/cases/dec_docs/39740/39740 8608 5.pdf (22.04.2014);
Commitments in case COMP/C-3/39.740 Foundem and others, 31.10.2013, at:
http://blogs.ft.com/brusselsblog/files/2013/11/comparison-of-proposals.pdf (22.04.2014);

Commitments in case COMP/C-3/39.740 Foundem and others, 31.01.2014 at:

http://docs.dpag.de/6448-google commitments full.pdf (22.04.2014) - (hereinafter referred as “the
Commitments” or “Google Commitments”);

Commission press release 5.02.2014, SPEECH/24/93; Commission press release MEMO/14/87, “Antitrust:
Commission obtains from Google comparable display of specialized search rivals - Frequently asked questions”,
5.02.14,



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/antitrust/cases/dec_docs/39740/39740_8608_5.pdf
http://blogs.ft.com/brusselsblog/files/2013/11/comparison-of-proposals.pdf
http://docs.dpaq.de/6448-google_commitments_full.pdf

page which is usually reserved for the most relevant outcome of organic search.
Google also did not inform its users that his own specialized search results were
not picked on same algorithmic criteria. Exclusion of a potentially more relevant
specialized search results provided by competitors may reduce their incoming
traffic and incentive to innovate.™
2) Content Use. Googl e used competitorodés original C «
search services,e.g.placi ng usersé6 reviews of products
page without authorization of content owners which disincentivizes consumers to
go to source website and thus may unduly divert traffic from them and reduce
their incentive to invest in original content supply.*?
3) Exclusivity agreements with publishers for the provision of online search
advertising on their web sites. Google obliged ad publishers to make all or
majority of their online search advertisir
majority share of EU market such parallel network of vertical agreements may
reduce choice and innovation.™
4) Contractual restrictions on the portability and management of online search
advertising campaigns across Google AdWords and competing platforms which
artificially created switching costs and prohibited creation of an innovative

software for campaign management.*

Exclusionary practices with regard to search advertising through exclusive dealing and
limiting ad campaign portability (concern no. 3 and 4) fall outside of the scope of this paper.
Restrictive character of such conduct can be easily assessed in the light of existing
jurisprudence and Commission documents and was duly addressed in the Commitments.
Also, practices with regard to advertising are not directly interlinked with less clear

specialized search issue and so the latter can be assessed separately.

! Commission press release MEMO/13/383, supra note 10, p.1
2 |bidem, p.2
B Ibidem, p.2
" Ibidem, p.3
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[.2. Two-sided Search Engines Market

Focus of this research is primarily on the type of abuse found in this case. Yet, the
determinationo f Go o g | e 6 sis alpeeraquisite focamy decision based on Article 102
TFEU. Due to lack of all relevant data, Googl eds domi nant position wil
on Commi positive aoricleisions. Nevertheless, a few remarks on the relevant market
should be made to better assess case-specificity and possible general implication of the

case.

The Co mmi s s i omidas findings &re that Google is dominant in the EEA both in web
search and search advertising. This is due to very high and stable market share (over 90% in
web search), significant barriers to entry and network effects in both markets.> However,
establishing Goo gl ed s do mi ndefinicgeelewant marketeina very complex task.

According to the Notice on market definition:

Aithe relevant product market comprises al/l t
regarded as interchangeable or substitutable by the consumer, by reason of the
productsd characteristics, fheir prices and t

a

When considering basic product characteristic, Googl e d s search engine [
considered to compete with similar search engines like Bing or Yahoo. But ever since it
started do include specialized search services in its results (acquisition of YouTube in 2006)
Google has been directly competing with specialized search engines, online map services,
news publishers, content providers etc. Clear distinction of markets is difficult in the Internet
while all successful players tend to merge and link their products to provide its users with as
advanced and universal tools as possible. Often successful online-business models include
multiple functionalities offered as part of spec i f i ¢ fienvi r onwich tompeter pl at

with products off er e(.g. ®aogldve touldgm)ot her pl ayers

In fact, web search service is a business model which can be described two-sided non-
transaction market i it brings together advertisers on one side and Internet users on the
other though the parties do not conclude any transaction between each other.'” The users
are not charged for use of the service, so the whole revenue comes from the other side of
the platform. This is economically justifiable because positive indirect effect is just on

advertisesd side whiedders taadettisng in sewspapers aré neutrbli k e

> Commission press release MEMO/13/383, supra note 9, p. 1

'® Commission Notice on the definition of relevant market for the purposes of Community competition law,
9.12.1997, 0.J. C372/03, para. 7

Y L. FILLISTRUCCHI, D. GERADIN, C. VAN DAMME, “Identifying Two-sided Markets”, (2013) 36/1, World
Competition p. 41; see also I. LIANOS, E. MOTHENKOVA, “Market Dominance and Search Quality in the Search
Engine Market”, (2013) 9/2 JoCL&E, pp. 419-455

10



about the amount and quality of search advertising. This is not why they use or not use the

platform so there is no circular interdependence of the two groups of clients.*®

Also specialized search service brings together two sides: consumers and sellers (online
shops, hotels, restaurants etc.). This market is also two-sided, but in more classic way 1
positive indirect effects are present on both sides and interdependent (amount of users
effects on attractiveness of platform for sellers and vice versa). One of characteristics of
such double-sided platforms is that the company can rationally invest in innovation of its
product perpetually, even in absence of direct competition pressure. *° Also, there is no
incentive for excessive pricing because it would reduce number of actors on the overcharged

side of the platform and in effect make it less attractive to the other one.

These features are only partially valid for organic search where value for users is detached
from advertisersdpresence and some types of abusive conducts towards advertisers can be

profitable, e.g. excessive pricing, exclusive dealing, discrimination etc.

The two conclusions: that Google is operating in two-sided market and that organic search is
an asymmetric type of such market, constitute a great challenge for application of standard
market power tests and theories of harm.? Incentives for Google to provide more, cheaper
and better are different then for simple one-sided seller. Market power of two-sided platform
cannot be defined by market share of one side only, though in this case Google search
engine acquired significant majority share on both sides. Implications of those findings for the

assessment of the conduct will be considered in Chapter II.

.2.1. Market Shares

While finding dominance under current enforcement standards in EU, there is still strong

emphasis on market share> Googl e6s mar ket s h ahlagbeénrstabedoner al

last decade and is above 90% in EEA and is similar in all Member States. Only in Czech
Republic market share is below 89% - it crossed 71% in 2013 and it is rising (see Table 1).
Similar market shares can be quoted for search advertising market. Prima facie, if we applied
AKZO line of case-law, Google holds stable dominant position, maybe even super-

dominant.??

¥ R. O’'DONOGHUE, A.J. PADILLA, The Law and Economics of art 182rt, Portland, 2010, p. 105

® G. PARKER, M. VAN ALSTYNE, “Two-Sided Network Effects: A Theory of Information Product Design”, (2005)
51/10, Management Sciengcep. 1494-1504

20| FILLISTRUCCHI, D. GERADIN, C. VAN DAMME, supra note 15, p. 37

?! Case C-62/86, AKZO v. Commission, [1991] ECR 1-3359, para. 60

2 ibidem; Case C-333/94 P, Tetra Pak v. Commission, [1996] ECR I-5951, para. 31, (hereinafter as “Tetra Pak II”)

11

S



However,fol | owi ng the representatives of Chicago sch
dominance inthecase of t hese of r af the heew economyasppoténtialytveryd

damagi ng. (é¢) A Ketgpowerdsrcontegtability. 16the market is contestable a

firm with high market share does not enjoy a position of dominance because potential entry

i mposes an effective 2 desd itcar be argued tHattGoogle smad uct o
contestable monopolist since there are no switching costs for search engines consumers i

ithe competition is just one c |founder, says.d yhisdo as L
reasoning was also followed by civil court in Sao Paulo where Google with 95% market share

was not found to be a monopoly.?®

Also, the Commission decision approving Skype acquisition by Microsoft (together holding
80-90% of consumer communications market on the Internet) was recently upheld by GC,
which indicates more openness of the EU in this regard in the new technologies sector.? It

should be therefore considered, that with regard to marketdo mi nance Googl ebs mar |

is an indicative, but not conclusive factor.

I.2.2. Network Effects and other barriers of entry

Commission referred to Google dominance also in the context of strong network effects.?’
Network effect can be direct or indirect. Direct effectar i ses when user 6s util:
increases with the number of other users (the more popular the better for individual user)®®.

Indirect network effect is when people increasingly use the product or technology which

2 C. AHLBORN, D. EVANS, A.J. PADILLA, “Competition Policy in the New Economy: Is European Competition

Law up to the Challenge?” (2001) 22 ECLR, p. 156; See also: R. Schmalensee “Antitrust Issues in Schumpeterian
Industries”, (2000), AEA Papers and Proceeding493

* Forbes, “Google’s Larry Page: Competition Is One Click Away and Other Quotes of the Day” at
http://www.forbes.com/sites/davidwismer/2012/10/14/googles-larry-page-competition-is-one-click-away-
and-other-quotes-of-the-week/ 22.04.2014

D223t 50a fSIRSNEKALI Ay GKS AyGaSNySid asSkNOK asavySyi
activity”, Case BUSCAPE vs. Google, Summary Judgment ruling of 5.09.2012, 18th Civil Court of the State of Sao

Paulo Lawsuit n° 583.00.2012.131958-7, at http://pl.scribd.com/doc/105502055/BUSCAPE%CC%81-vs-Google-
Summary-Judgment-ruling, 22.04.2014

% “The Commaon took the view that that combination did not give rise to serious doubts as to the
compatibility of the concentration with the internal market. First, in this respect, it took the view that market
shares are not particularly indicative of competititeesgth in a fastgrowing market and that, in so far as

video communications services are offered free of charge, any attempt to increase prices would encourage
consumers to switch supplier. The same would be true if the merged entity stopped innowategossumers

attach great importance to product innovation. Second, the new entity would face competition from both new
entrants offering innovative products and from the numerous existing operators, including Google and
Cl OS 0@ TAMAL, Cisco Systems Inc. vs Commission, 11.12.2013, (not yet published), para. 55

%7 Commission MEMO/13/383, supra note 9, p. 1

2 M. LAO, “Networks, Access and Essential Facilities: form terminal Railroad to Microsoft”, (2009) 62, SMU Law

Review pp. 560-562
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makes this technology widespread and other technologies, products, even business models
are adjusted to that one, when it becomes a de facto standard.?

Google search engine is benefiting from both: direct network effect (the more users and
search queries the more exact search results) as well as indirect network effect (the more
exact matching of ads to individual users by one provider the more attractive is its search
advertising service for companies on the other side of platform). Indirect network effect is
also reinforced by other actors adjusting the design of their web pages to score high in

Google Page Rank and not in other algorithms.

Network effects in the Internet are very beneficial for the consumers, but by definition they
alsounderminecompeti t i ve structur e btyedgfdaulctéol we gse forreeeryé wi nn e r

functionality. For proper assessment it is crucial to look at a long term effect.

European Union is much less fond of network effects in its antitrust law then the Chicago
School. While the EU is open to assess its pro- and anti-competitive implications when

analysing the conduct, it is definitely an aggravating factor in the market dominance test:

AThe conduct may allow the dominant wundertak
network effects in its favour or to further entrench its position on such a market.

Likewise, if entry barriers in the upstream and/or downstream market are significant,

this means that it may be costly for competitors to overcome possible foreclosure
through verti®al integration.d

High barriers of entry resulting from network effects are further backed by IP rights 7 the
famous Google algorithm protected by trade secret (the original one was patented and it is
public, but after thousands of amendments it is again considered a trade secret®') and the

unprecedented amount of collected data.

Google is a single entity holding probably the largest collection of personal and meta-data in
the history of mankind and its distance to competitors is increasing every day. So far there
have been no examples in the EU jurisprudence of taking into account data collection aspect

in competition investigation i even though the issue was raised in context of the

» & (i K Se p¥apleldise the platform, the more there will be invested in developing products compatible with
that platform, which in turn reinforces the popularity of that platfdirvicrosoft, supra note 3, para. 1061

% Commission Communication of 24.02.2009, Guidance on the Commission’s enforcement priorities in
applying Article 102 of the TFEU to abusive exclusionary conduct by dominant undertakings, [2009], O.J. C45/7,

para. 20, (hereinafter as ,Guidance of the Commission”)

*1 D. GIFFORD, R. KURDLE, “Antitrust Approaches to Dynamically Competitive Industries in the United States

and The European Union”, (2011) 7/3 JoCL&E, p.708
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Google/Doubleclick merger. It is not mentioned inthe Co mmi ssi ono6si fdo@awanglne & s

database was considered relevant with regard to dominance assessment, though it seems
absolutely appropriate in this case. The amount of data Google holds and collects reinforces

its supremacy on organic search market and constitutes major barrier to entry.

To sum up, the Commi ssi on6és determination of Googl
organic search and search advertising seems to be in line with current state of law and
specificity of innovative Internet markets.** Extremely high and stable market shares
combined with finding of very strong network effects and other barriers to entry lead to
conclusion that Google is dominant and holds close to monopoly position.>* However, the
reference to two markets: web search and search advertising is not the full picture, as those
are inseparable elements of the same two-sided platform. For this reason, even with
extremely high market share Google still has some incentives to innovate and improve
quality of its search results, which should be beneficial for consumer welfare. It is, however,
not easy to assess how strong those incentives are in comparison with possible benefits from
capturing neighbouring markets (vertical search) of exploitative or exclusionary practices

towards advertisers, due to asymmetrical character of this platform.

Contestability of Googlebs position on the

effects, IP rights and unmatched database. | t is for these reasons

one c¢click awaybo, ni ne rmakethiocfick.t en Eur opeans

1.3. Procedural remarks

The Commission decided to investigate claims against Google in the Article 9 commitments

procedure, which is in line with general trend in recent years. The limitations of this

*2Commission Decision in Case COMP/M.4731 Google/DoubleClick of 11.03.2008, declaring a concentration
compatible with the common market and the functioning of the EEA Agreement, at
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/decisions/m4731 20080311 20682 en.pdf (22.04.2014),
PAPPAS S. A., “Intervention by Spyros A. Pappas, Attorney-at-Law, former Director General in the European
Commission — Public Hearing on Data protection on the Internet (Google-DoubleClick and other case studies)”,
15.02.2008, at

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004 2009/documents/dv/pappas intervention /Pappas Interven
tion_en.pdf (22.04.2014)

* J. Almunia: “Some claim that there is no need for antitrust intervention in high-tech markets. As you may
remember, this is what Microsoft argued in its antitrust cases here as in the EU. The argument is that it is
impossible for a company to become dominant — and to stay dominant — in sectors where new products,
platforms and services appear all the time. I’'m not convinced by this argument. In fact, owing to some specific
features of these markets, it can actually be easier for a company to hold a dominant position over time.

One such feature is network effects, which tend to reinforce the position of market leaders. These effects can
make markets become highly concentrated and can impose significant barriers to entry. Similarly, switching
costs may prevent the displacement of market leaders because customers are locked in.”, Commission press
release SPEECH/13/758, “Abuse of dominance: a view from the EU, European Commission”, 27.09.2013,

* Tetra Pak Il, supra note 22, para. 31
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procedure rise concerns weather it is appropriate for such complex and novel cases.

The prohibition decision under Article 7 is a powerful tool with significant deterring effect due
to possible high fines, yet the Commission declared openly that it intends to use Article 9
procedure in the area of new technologies.®*® The policy of pursuing commitments
investigations has twofold effects. On one hand it is beneficial for the market to address
potential market distortions as soon as possible, especially when dynamic changes on the
market would be irreversible after years-long full investigation.®*® On the other hand,
negotiated enforcement of legal rules may raise many concerns about legal certainty, lack of
transparency, | i mi t at i on of partyés rights in t he pr
application of law by the Commission without proper judicial supervision.*” As observed by
s 0 me a utommitment decdisions were originally expected to be unusual and rare, and
mostly meant to resolve recurring competition problems. (..) Howe v er , in recent 'y
the EC appears to make use of commitment decisions more and more, including in

investigation that rise novel legal questions or restuponless-e st abl i shed t Reori es

The systemic implications of using commitments proceedings in this case will be further

discussed in Chapter Il

Chapter Il: Google specialized search under Article 102 TFEU

Having established, or rather havinga s sume d Go o g | eliased ahaehminformatian e

available, it is time to | ook at its conduct. Commi s
proposal proves that Commission believes to have identified abusive conduct prohibited

under Article 102 TFEU.** I n t hi s chapter the Commissionds con

the current state of EU competition law.

The allegations against Google with regard to specialized search did not include any
exploitative abuses (e.g. pricing), but rather that its conduct at the organic search market

excludes competitors from the other markets. Use of dominance in one market as a leverage

* Council Regulation 1/2003 of 16 December 2002, on the implementation of the rules on competition laid
down in Articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty, [2003] O.J. L1; Commission press release SPEECH/13/758, supra note
33, 27.09.2013

* Case C-52/09, Konkurrensverket vs TeliaSonera Sverge Ab, [2011] ECR I-527, para. 108 (hereinafter as
“TeliaSonera”)

%7 See: P. MARSDEN, “The Emperor’s Clothes Laid Bare: Commitments Creating the Appearance of Law, While
Denying Access to Law, (2013)8/1 CPIAntitrust Chronicley. BOOTTERMAN, A. APSTA, “Towards a more
sustainable use of commitment decisions in Article 102 TFEU cases”, (2013), Journal of Antiturst Enforcement
%Y. BOOTTERMAN, A. APSTA, supra note 37, p. 23

** European Commission SPEECH/24/93, 5.02.2014
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could be classified as tying, refusal to supply or possibly some other unknown non-pricing
exclusionary practice with anti-competitive effect. All those scenarios will be examined,
taking into account existing case-law, relevant tests and general objectives of Article 102
TFUE. The second concern (use of competitorsdé c
point because it does not even remotely resemble known types of abuses. Before applying

specific tests, some general remarks on abuse of dominance will be made.

[I.1. Article 102 and the technology-enabled markets

The consumer sbé6 wel f aAsicleil@2 THRU&,tbut mcearding to bothd thie n
Commission and the Court of Justice 1 it is the primary objective of EU Competition law and

4041 1n this context

it is best achieved by protection of effective competitive process.
Aprotection of competitive pmoépsebeshibohdobecdi
of which Europeans have been often accused by their American colleagues, usually with
reference to the dr ea ddlough theraarefsdfardoprobfdteat thel i s mo .
European Court of Justice would be willing to accept any balancing test of pro- and anti-
competitive effects of a conduct (there is no a
there is however a visible shift from formalistic form-based approach towards effect-based

one.®® While some types of behaviour are still qualified as abusive with only the assumption

that they restrict competition (form-based tests, i.e. predatory pricing), for some more
sophisticated types of behaviours where pro- and anti-competitive effects often coexist i

such restrictive effect has to be proven by the Commission (effect-based tests, i.e.

technological integration, selective above-price cuts).**

Article 102 TFEU which prohibits the abuse of dominant position does not provide any
definition thereof, only enumerates some examples. The basic definition of exclusionary
abuse was provided by case law, and so in Hoffman-La Roche the Court of Justice explains:

fAn objective concept relating to the behaviour of an undertaking in a dominant
position which is such as to influence the structure of a market where, as a result of

very presence of the undertaking in question the degree of competition is weakened

0 Ccase 6/72, Continental Can vs Commission, [1973] ECR 215, para. 25;also: G ¢ KS / 2YYAaaArAz2y gAff
enforcement to ensuring that markets function properly and that consumers benefit from the efficihcy a
productivity which result fim effective competition between undertalgisé Euidance of the Commission,

supra note 30, para. 5

*' E. @STERUD, Identifying Exclusionary Abuses by Dominant Undertakings under EU Competitjctiubaw

Law International, London, 2010, p. 42

> See e.g. D. GIFFORD, R. KURDLE, supra note 31, p. 717

* Case C-280/08 P, Deutsche Telekom v Commission, [2010] ECR 1-09555, cf. TeliaSonera, supra note 36; See:

R.WISH, D. BAILEY, Competition Law7th ed., Oxford University Press, New York, 2012, p. 201

* E. @STERUD, supra note 41, pp. 49-52
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and which, through recourse to methods different from those which condition normal

competition in products or services on the basis of the transaction of commercial

operators, has the effect of hindering the maintenance of the degree of the

competition still existing in the market or the growth of that competition.&”

The general definition mentions two factors: the form of conduct and the effect on market

structur e. The vague fdabnor mal met hods o wer e

u

come within . t he scope of c o ffpNeottiitoino no fo nfi cnoenmpiettsiot.i o n

exemplified in vast case law and summarized by Commission as offering lower prices, better

quality and a wider choice of new and improved goods and services.*’

The catalogue of types of abuses prohibited by Art. 102 TFEU is not exhaustive and every
now and then new types are identified.*® Only recently, in AstraZeneca judgment CoJ found
that making misleading representations before patent office and undue extension of patent
protection period on pharmaceuticals amounted to an abuse of dominance.* Therefore, a
proper analysis of Google case cannot concentrate only on already defined types of abuse

and should consider also a possible new type.

Possible undue interventionism is partially reducedby so cal |l ed fias ef
which precludes the use of EU Competition law against dominant firm by its less efficient
competitors.® Yet, the question of unduly interventionist approach (false positives) is
especially sensitive with regard to dynamic industries where competition is often won not by
superior allocative or productive efficiency but through dynamic efficiency. The dynamic
efficiency i s achieved through SO call ed

destruction, introduction of new technology that changes the whole market.**

There is an ongoing discussion on to what extent antitrust system should intervene in those

f

Ci

en

6dr a

dynamic markets described as -efinnacow ealc omabrikyedt sar.

argued that in those markets there is usually one winner, a leader holding de facto

monopolistic position, but this position is often temporary and can be challenged by another

* Case 85/76, Hoffmann-La Roche vs Commission, [1979] ECR 461, para. 91 (emphasis added)

% Case C-280/08P Deutsche Telekom vs Commission, supra note 42, para. 177; Microsoft, supra note 3,
para.1070

7 Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 5

8 Tetra Pak I, supra note 22, para. 37

* Case C-457/10P, AstraZeneca vs Commission, 6.12.2012, not yet published ; R. WISH, D. BAILEY, supra note
43, p. 193

>0 Case C-280/08 P, Deutsche Telekom, supra note 43, para. 177

L E, @STERUD, supra note 41, p.28, also: M. RATO, N. PETIT, “Abuse of Dominance in Technology-Enabled
Markets: Established Standards Reconsidered?”, (2013) 4 ECJ, p. 3

2 M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, pp. 1-2; GIFFORD, R. KURDLE, supra note 31
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Afdrastic innovatoro. The perspective of overtaki

innovate for the leader and its rivals.>?

The position of CoJ on this matter was clarified in TeliaSonera decision: it favours a non-
differential application of competition rules towards new technologies market, but at the same
time recognizes that in case of abuse the intervention should be as quick as possible. >* It
seems t hat the Commi ssionds pol Calythoighnotviery s r ega
consistent in general. On one hand it recognizes that ex-ante sector specific regulation is not
a suitable tool for newly emerging markets.>® On the other hand the Commission sometimes
pursues this strategy on the field of competition policy with regard to technology-enabled
markets, through negotiation of commitments which shape obligations of market players

without redress to any known theory of harm.*®

This approach is the opposite to the one proposed by Rato and Petit, who argue for same
standards as to selection of procedure (no ex-ante regulation, no commitments overuse) but

double caution with regard to finding of abuse in those markets.>’

Rato and Petit provide three reasons why antitrust authorities should rather err on the side of
false negatives than false positives: (1) these markets are often ic o mb i n &t] theyi al , [
draw on distinct technologies whose reach set of components can be combined and
recombined to cr eaaduadusiewentian gath becdetsnmiental not only for
relevant market but for more related and interdependent components, (2) limiting rewards of
market leaders will reduce incentives to innovate for both the infringer and the potential

i nnovative p r megatve censeguenceg 8f) overenforcement will be more

D, GIFFORD, R. KURDLE, supra note 31, p. 705

Y4a2NB20SNE Gl 1Ay3 Ayidz2z F002dzyi GKS 2028S00GA0S 2F (K
judgment, their application cannot depend on whether the market concerned has already reached a certain

level of maturity. Particularly in a rapidly aywing market, Article 102 TFEU requires action as quickly as
possible, to prevent the formation and consolidation in that market of a competitive structure distorted by the
abusive strategy of an undertaking which has a dominant position on that markeh a closely linked
neighbouring market, in other words it requires action before the-emtipetitive effects of that strategy are

NEB I f XeliaSoRefd,&upra note 36, para. 108

*>abSsfé& SYSNAAY3I YINJLSGE aK2dzZ R n/éénifth& isiadastandvori (2 A
advantage. K] The purpose of not subjecting newly emerging markets to inappropriate obligations is to
LINEY20S A gohadigibnRac@ryhéndation of 17 December 2007 on relevant product and service

markets within the electronic communication sector susceptible to ex ante regulation in accordance with

Directive 2002/21/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on a common regulatory framework for

electronic communications networks and services, 2007, O.J. L3334/65, para. 7

*® Commission press release MEMO/13/189, “Antitrust: commitment decisions — frequently asked questions—
Commitments”, 8.03.2013, p.2; Commission press release SPEECH/13/758, supra note 33

>’ See M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51,
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pronounced in technobecagsgtheyaramd eedmendriket s ®

of modern, knowledge-b ased ec®® nomyod

[I.2. The old and the new tying

An undertaking engages in tying when it makes a purchase of one service or good
conditional on purchase of another. The rationale of prohibition of abusive tying is
traditionally based on economic doctrine
monopoly power in the tying market engages in tying practices in order to further monopolize
complementary markets.”® However, tying is often an economically justifiable conduct with
possible pro-competitive effects therefore it is only abusive under certain conditions listed

below.

Tying can have different forms depending on which way customer is coerced to accept tying:
contractually (when he cannot purchase one product without another), economically (also
called mixed bundling, when products bought separately are significantly more expensive
then bought together) or technologically (product is technically integrated into another
product and sold as one).?° The third category is represented by Microsoft judgment of the
General Court with regard to Windows Media Player integrated into Windows OS. Prima
facie the third type seems the most relevant to Google vertical search integrated into search

engine.

The classification of tying is relevant, as some commentators distinguish different approach
of Court of Justice between the first two categories and the third one. According to @sterud
contractual and economical tying remain form-based abuses as applied in Hilti and Tetra Pak
[, while in Microsoftt he Gener al Court endorsed Commi
effect of technological tying and implicitly sanctioned the new effect-based test.®’ Other
authors, however, consider Microsoft to be consolidation of all tying case-law and that

foreclosing effect is one of prerequisites of abusive tying.®? Either way, five conditions of tying

*% ibidem, pp. 9-10

*%See: J. CHOI, C. STEFANADIS, “Tying, Investment and the Dynamic Leverage Theory”, (2001) 32 The RAND

Journal of Economigcgs.54-55

%0 R. O’DONOGHUE, A.J. PADILLA, supra note 18, p. 206

1 E. @STERUD, supra note 41, p. 90

62 R. O’DONOGHUE, A.J. PADILLA, supra note 18; M. DOLMANS, T. GRAF, “Analysis of Tying under Article 82
EC: The European Commission’s Microsoft Decision in Perspective” (2004) 27, World Competitioppp. 225-244
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deducted from Hilti/Microsoft case law seem relevant to the Google case and will be

analysed below. ®

[1.2.1. Five-step test for tying

1) Undertaking is dominant in tying market® - this is a general precondition of any
abuse. As concluded in Chapter I, Google is dominant in organic search market

which it presumably uses to tie specialized search service.

2) Separate product test - if the case against Google is based on tying the Commission
would have to meet the burden of proof that there are two distinct products involved

and not merely parts of the same one. *

First, we should check if there is substantial customer demand for tying product
without the tied one.®® Maybe there is a portion of users that would like to go back to
it wel ve bl ue l i nkso without specialized
Asubstanti al 0 e n oalogesearcbhengine?likain the Mictosoft chse

there are no conclusive evidence for that since all major search engines include

specialized search feature. But | etds | ook

Second, but not sufficient indicator is to establish existence of demand for the tied

product outside of the bundle.®’ In this case there is indeed demand for specialized

search services offered separately from organic search-e x ampl es are compl a

product s. One problem is that the specializ

results page does not have same characteristics as specialized search platforms. To

quote recent decision of Brazilian civil cour

a shopping comparison site |ike Buscap® and

more among the thematic sear c@GoogeBhoppingis of
not a fAsited to compare prices, but just
search made avail abl % Whatis Goompardtee int8 erganic h . 0
search is only a display of some excerpts of those specialized services without their

key functions, more like an advertisement of other product then a product itself. It is

% p. CRAIG, G. DE BURCA, EU Law. Text Cases and MateyialSed., Oxford University Press, New York, 2011,
p. 691; M. DOLMANS, T. GRAF, supra note 62, p. 226,

* Case C-53/92 P, Hilti v. Commission, [1994] ECR |-667, para. 74

% R. O’'DONOGHUE, A.J. PADILLA, supra note 18, p.617

% Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 51

& Ibidem; Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 917, 921 and 922

%8 Case BUSCAPE vs. Google, supra note 24
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therefore questionable weather existence of demand for specialized search websites
proves existence of demand for Os@effeielal i zed

anywhere outside of the 6ébundl ed.

Finally, considering nature and technical features of the product, it is difficult to draw
the line between tying and tied service here.®® Unlike computer OS and media players
or Hiltiés c ar tfunctidng & spgcializedaearth unitacanhos be clearly
distinguished from organic search. In recent years search engines evolved from being
only HfAaddr es s -ptowderlofdinformattom whielnnday take various forms
(images, videos, maps, prices etc.). In big part specialized search units among

organic results fulfil the same user need i they provide information relevant to search

query.

3) Coercion i in Microsoft decision the General Court concluded that technical

integration of two products constitutes coercion.” |

nterestingly, Wi ndows
to use other media players was not limited by any technical or contractual constraints,
but the pre-installed and non-removable Windows Media Player was found to affect
their choices in tied market. Analogically, Google does not preclude use of
specialized search engines, but its organic
specialized search unit if they type search query that triggers its display. It can be
argued that on the Internet every secondof user 6s attenti on, a gl
the currency companies compete for. Still, it would be a stretch to say that a mere
display of product images or a small map among organic search results can be

equated with purchasing two products by user.

Moreo v er , coercion in this form can be only ¢
search uni to which, as discussed in previous
Googlebdbs specialized search service <can be

search icons. In fact, at the organic results page level Google gives users choice to

ignore specialized search unit or to voluntarily access its service.

4) Foreclosure effectii s achieved through restriction of
product market.”* Unlike in Hilti, where clients were precluded from using

competitionds nail s, Micrbsiofs where tisera equigped withe s e mb | e

6 Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 926
70 Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 961
M. DOLMANS, T. GRAF, supra note 60, p.230; M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 62, p. 46
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Windows Media Player integrated into OS had less incentive to look for other media
software.” According to behavioural economics the dominant undertaking can
| everage its market power to other ma r
default bias, endowment effects and consumer inertia.”> Mi cr osoft 6s
tying of WMP did not restrict consumer choice directly, it was possible for customers
to multi-home, to download other players free of charge.” Similarly, in Microsoft
Internet browsers case the Commission relied on empirical evidence of foreclosure,
showing that majority of Windows users had not downloaded browsers alternative to
the bundled Internet Explorer.”> I n bot h cases the advant
effectively lead to restriction of choice by affecting competitive structure of tied
market.

This may also be the case with Google i there is no limitation in using other search
engines, switching costs are minimal and many users actually use multiple vertical
search engines to obtain best results. There is, however, certain group of clients that
will not look further and will be happy with first results obtained. This effect of inertia is

further strengthened by conduct addressed in the second concern: presentation of

ket s b

t echnc

age of

competitordéds original content within the fra

more prone to spend their time and attention (whichcan be &édmoneti zedd) on

platf or m t hen on c clioks ean bettwnedir@o. moeyg an ithe other side
of the platform, thus such practice eventually leads to reduction of specialized search

websitesd revenue and ability to expand

The behavioural approach to tying of new technology products was likely applied in
Googlebdbs case by the Commission. Li ke

funparalleled advantage with respect to the distribution of its productd’® due to its
market power and speci al function of T @st

demonstrated above 1 absent of key elements of tying theory.

5) Objective justification T the dominant undertaking can still prove that conduct is not

abusive due to efficiency gains off-setting its anti-competitive effects. This element is

72 Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 1041

73

M. Bennet and others, “What Does Behavioral Economics Mean for Competition Policy?”, (2010) 6

Competition Policinternational,p. 121
“aLy GSOKy2fz23é& Syl of SR ragartldo $iornationygsodsisych dslisdftitiateGuddt | NJ &
internetbased services, however, the exploitative or exclusionary consequences of coercion will often not occur.

That is because many of those products are not rivalrous in consumption (because theyphee $rge of
OK I NH.8ATG, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p. 47

7> Commission Decision in case COMP/39.530 Microsoft (tying) of 16.12.2009, summary published in 0.J. C36/7
(hereinafter “Microsoft I1”)

76 Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 1054
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common to all types of exclusionary abuses.”” Such efficiency should (1) benefit the
consumer, (2) the conduct should be indispensable to achieve the benefit, (3) the
benefits overweight the negative effects on competition (4) and the conduct does not

eliminate effective competition.”®

The benefit of specialized search unit for the consumer (1) is the possibility to get
maps, commercial offers, images etc. on the first results page of organic search,
without need for further referrals to other websites. As we know, every click on the
internet costs time and effort of decision-making, therefore integration of specialized
search unit responding to user need for one-click search may be considered
indispensable to achieve this benefit (2). Just a short thought about forcing Google to
6unbundl e 6d speciglized $earch aanvices is enough to tell that it is not an
artificial bundle but rather effect of evolution of search engine services and such

intervention would work against innovation and consumer welfare.

This would not, however, justify thatiti s al ways Googl ebds service
prominent spot. The shape of the Commitments, which allow Google to keep
specialized search bar at the results page w
indicate that Commission accepted Google arguments on product innovation but
exclusion of competitorso6 I|inks fronthethe sp
second condition.”” The same differential assessment applies also to the last two

conditions (3, 4).

[1.2.2. New tying after all?

While there might be foreclosing effects similar to one in Microsoft case, the conduct of
Google cannot be called o6tyingd as we know it
separate product test in the Internet environment, even the lenient conditions of Microsoft
decision were not present here. If we looked at the specialized search unit alone i there
is no separate product and if we looked at full specialized search service i there is no

coercion.

What Google actually does is it coerces its users to look at its specialized search unit

including own specialized results, which may negatively affect traffic flow to its

7 Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 28-31
7® Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 28
” TeliaSonera, supra note 36, para. 76
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competitors. Since users can access other specialized search websites directly, the

foreclosing effect can only be attributed to the special role search engines have on the

Internet, being a gateway to find and access other services. Leaving those considerations

for the next points, it is suffice to say that
even more radical departure from established case law then the Microsoft decision ever

was . However, t he identi fied forecl osure ef fe
constitutes some other type of abuse. The tying analysis shows that foreclosure effects

do not stem from the integration of specialized search unit into general search, but rather

from exclusion of competitorsdé results in tha

criteria of objective justification.

11.3. Refusal to supply

Search engine in the Internet has a special role because of the way it influences the flow of
traffic and effective access to other services offered on the Internet. This special function has
some characteristics of an essential facility ne
Googl e it does not e X i s td, pecause it tnapdfets tha tsaffiowhicha n i n p L
i s bldo#dd & or ot h® The firg toscierh af the Commission refers to how Google,
with over 90% market share, conducts this special function.®* The freedom to choose trading
partners is one of basic economic freedoms and can be only limited by EU Competition law if
strict conditions of refusal to supply doctrine are met.®* The general cumulative conditions are
(1) refusal of objectively necessary product (2) likelihood of the elimination of effective

completion on downstream market and (3) likelihood of consumer harm.®

First we should ask if there is an actual refusal. If we considered traffic directed from search
engine as an input product to internet service
prominent display of specialized search unit with own services or by downgrading

competitorsé Ilinks in the results page (or both

% |n the words of the Director General of Axel Springer AG: “Google is for the Internet what Deutsche Post is
for delivery of letters or what Deutsche Telekom was for calling on a phone. Then we had national state
monopolists. Today we have a global Internet monopolist.” M. DUMPFER “Why we fear Google?”, 17.04.2014,
p. 1, at http://www.faz.net/aktuell/feuilleton/debatten/mathias-doepfner-s-open-letter-to-eric-schmidt-
12900860.html,

81 Commission press release MEMO/13/383, supra note 10, p.2

82 Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 75

8 Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 81
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input.® In fact, empirical studies show that the first three links get 80% of the traffic which is
consistent with the eye-tracking tests (see Picture 2).%°

. 9
m 0.7s /result*

O
70

1 ™
019% Oaey v p——

28%
0.165s /result

21%
1s /result

T 100% ———
erTremeameee 14.7<* C

Heatmaps showing the aggregate gaze time of all 24 participants on Geogle (left) and Bing (nght) for
one of the transactional tasks. The red color indicates areas that received the most total gaze time
(4.5 seconds and above). Each callout includes the percentage of participants who locked at the area
and the time (in seconds) they spent looking there. The numerical data are an average across all four
tasks. Asterisks indicate values that were significantly different between Google and Bing at alpha = .1

Picture 2. Eye-tracking test of two most popular search engines.®

Classical refusal to supply theory of abuse assumes, that provider of essential input
sacrifices potential incomes from sale to competitors in order to foreclose them from
downstream market. If we tried to translate it into web environment, Google would have
taken the strategy of giving up on search quality in order to foreclose specialized search
engines. Deterioration of search quality can be translated into reduction of income of the
search engine in long term, since both sides of two-sided platform: users and i indirectly -
advertisers who pay for the running of the engine are interested in keeping high quality of
results. The essential facility doctrine could be, however, only applied with regard to the
specialized search wunit, in which Google refused
organic search (outside of the unit) depends on Page Rank and is not an indispensable

tradable good so there is no refusal to any potential transaction. Should we assume

A popular joke says that second page of Google results is the best place to hide corps after a murder because
no one ever looks there.

M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p.58

% Source: http://blog.gfk.com/2011/01/eye-tracking-bing-vs-google-a-second-look/ (20.04.2014)
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otherwise, Google would face competition claims from all companies which are not highly

ranked.®’

Even if we assumed that there is some kind of refusal on Go o g | e Oitsshosld ke eeferring
to an indispensable product, according to the test defined in Bronner/IMS Health/Microsoft

line of case law:®®

) Are there products or services which constitute alternative solutions, even if less
advantageous?®’
Yes. Though high ranking in Google engine gives competitive advantage, specialized search

engines can be accessed directly. In fact most of their traffic comes from other sources then

Google search engine. There is open question whether it is possible to remain ivi abl e

competitord in specialized search engine market in a long run without traffic direction from

Google®® The scope of the o6érefusalodé is, however

specialized search unit.**

(2) Are there technical, legal or economic obstacles capable of making it impossible or at
least unreasonably difficult for any undertaking seeking to operate in the market to create,
possibly in cooperation with other operators, the alternative products or services?

Yes. Considering amount of necessary investments, high barriers to entry due to network
effects etc. there are significant economi
However, as for the existence of economic obstacles it must be established, at the very least,
that the creation of those products or services is not economically viable for production on a
scale comparable to that of the undertaking which controls the existing product or service.*®
In this regard it is rather possible to create a second search platform with traffic comparable

to Google.

Both Bronner conditions of indispensability are clearly not met, even considering broader
criteria used by the General Court in Microsoft decision.®* Furthermore, should we consider

prominent display in Google specialized results to be indispensable for websites i then

87 . LIANOS, E. MOTHENKOVA, supra note 17, p. 436

8 Case C-7/97, Bronner v. Mediaprint, [1998] ECR |-7791, para. 42-45 (hereinafter as “Bronner”); Case C-
418/01, IMS Health v. NDC Health, [2004] ECR 5039, para. 28, Microsoft, supra note 3, para 369-422

8 Bronner, supra note 88, para. 43

%0 Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 421

°! Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 81

% Bronner, supra note 88, para. 44

* |bidem, para 28

% On criteria in Microsoft E. STERUD, supra note 41, p. 239
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absolutely every online service would be able to demand it from Google (and the spots are
limited!).

Lastly, the obligation to supply in exceptional circumstances provided in Magill/IMS Health

case law cannot be applied in this case, since there is no new product involved.®
Competitorso6 ser vi cieathe naarket and theveaigdnb nnoyatioe whiemcan

be blocked by this refusal of prominent display. Also, looking at the Microsoft decision on

i nteroperability, if companies were | ooking for
claims in this case) they would not be able to provide new product based on this input. Its

di sclosure could only be engiseeodto maniputhte the seareht e GO0 0 |
results by those requesting access. Finthel vy, Go
algorithm 7 is a trade secret, its disclosure would definitely undermine the essence of this

IPR, which is the borderline of competition law intervention in the EU.%®

[I.4. Sui generis favouring abuse

The fdiversion of trafficq as the Commission called it, is a descriptive name of conduct which
can be categorized as favouring own services.®” Favouring is in general a legitimate way to
compete and so far only few forms of abusive favouring have been identified (tying, exclusive
dealing, margin squeezing, refusal to supply). The legitimacy of favouring was recently
recalled by Landesgericht in Hamburg.?® It its decision the court rejected request of weather
forecaster to be displayed on Googl eaiast.Intbesul t s p
statement of reasons the Court reminded that and in some instances limiting this legitimate
favouring would reduce freedom of undertaking to innovate and improve its product or lead to

defactoc o mp et i t-raings WhicH ig neten line with t h eompetition on meritsd g.o0 a |

Since the facts of the case do not fit into strict and clearly defined conditions of these forms
we are stepping into a very dangerous zone where risk of legal uncertainty and undue
interventionism hide behind every stone. Google, being one of its kind, might have been
investigated under sui generis type of abuse which had not been seen in the existing case

law.

First we should locate the abuse. Under Article 102 a behaviour can be found abusive if it

takes place in the dominated market, in vertically related markets or through coercive tying in

% Joined cases C-241/91P and C-242/91P, RTE vs Commission, [1995] ECR I-743; Case C-418/01, IMS Health v.
NDC Health, supra note 87

% Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 691

%7 Commission press release MEMO/13/383, supra note 10, p. 1

% Decision of Landesgericht Hamburg of 4.04.2013 in case Verband Deutscher Wetterdienstleister v. Google,
reference AZ 408 HKO 36/13, available at : http://www.taylorwessing.com/fileadmin/files/docs/pdf-
german/Google Wetter-InBox - Beschluss LG Hamburg 2013-04-04.pdf (20.04.2014)
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any other market. The first was not claimed and we excluded the latter. We also know that
search engine is not exactly an essential facility or in a input/end-product relationship
towards other online services. The last possibility is to consider the organic search and the
vertical search markets to be closely associated, like in Tetra Pak 11.°° However, the link
between the dominance and the abusive effects in ancillary market can only be found in

special circumstances.*®

What makes this case exceptional is that there are no transactions involved between Google
and the websites presented in the results. Yet, the special role search engines play in
relation to other online services is obvious. In the Internet all markets are somehow
connected to search engines. It is the first source of information about online services and a
major source of traffic inflow to those websites, so it definitely influences the functioning of
those markets.

The associative links are even stronger with regard to specialized search platforms.
Apparently, majority of potential specialized search users conduct so called meta-search in
an organic search engine (e.g. googling itinerary or product name) before accessing specific

websites. %!

It is for this reason the specialised search engines are not able to eliminate
Googlebds influence on their business. Further m
are also potential customers in the other.’®* The role of Google in the net is so strong, that
some describe it as full dependency.'® And though organic search engine is not
indispensable for vertical search engines in Bronner terms, according to CoJ this condition is

required only with respect to refusal to supply and not to other types of abuses.***

Secondly, we should look at the character of the allegedly abusive foreclosure. A consistent
theory of harm assumes undertakingés (1) abilit)

(3) existence of anti-competitive effects (4) without objective justification for such conduct.
(1) Ability to foreclose

The special role which search engine plays towards specialized search market is in the EU in
over 90% of cases played by Googl e. Googltseds dor
and IPR was analysed in Chapter II. It is important to note that foreclosing ability is neither
counterbalanced by customers i individual consumers, nor by the competitors i Google has

over ten times bigger market share then closest competitor which allows it to act

% Tetra Pak I, supra note 22, para. 25-27
100 Tetra Pak I, supra note 22, para. 25

M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p. 58
Tetra Pak Il, supra note 22, para. 29
E.g. M. DUMPFER , supra note 80, p. 1
TeliaSonera, supra note 36, para. 58
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independently and focus its efforts in ancillary markets. 1% Again, situation is very similar to
the one in Tetra Pak Il, where CoJ considered super-dominance on distinct yet closely
associated to put Tetra Pak in a position ftomparable to dominance on the markets in

question as a whole6'®®

What <can Google do with all/l t hat power ? Organic
6gateway to the I nternet 6 (6addr ess bookd) and
information for consumers. Its results page is based on simple rule T the higher display, the

more relevant outcome. In 2007 Google integrated in the result page its own specialized

search results without any visually distinctive features and presented them usually on a

prominent spot, suggesting that they are the most relevant. This was further backed by

di splaying original competitorsdé content '

(e. g. L
(concern no. 2) and alleged discriminatory demoting t|
instead of redirecting users to most relevant services (e.g. most successful price comparison
website), Google could have been able to keep

platform.

Traffic to search engines is like fuel to cars. Without sufficient inflow of traffic specialized
search engines lose calibration. Less visitors means lower quality of results, less
transactions (if applicable) and less viewers for advertisements, while the costs of operation
stay the same. The competitors therefore would be forced off the market in two ways i by

limited inflow of necessary traffic and by reduction of revenue.

Unlike in case of vertically related markets, Google is able to manipulate its results without
immediate harm to its incomes. Since the revenue is generated by the advertisers on the
other side of the platform who have only indirect interest in quality of results, the sole
constraint is a risk of losing users in a long-term. This risk is, however, reduced by

consumersd inertia and vulnerability to misleadi

However, assuming that the aim of every website offering services for free is to acquire as

much traffic as possible i how i s Googl eds ¢&rom the petspeativefof er ent ?
6compet imdroint sdn abflity tcogforexlose is based on (1) misleading of the

consumers and (2) exploitation of consumer bias and inertia through technical integration of

own product and use of competitorsodé content. It
c | as s i fnorreatl corapstition in products and servicesbased on tradersoé perfo

because it is not the best product on specialized search market that wins but rather the one

195 Tetra Pak I, supra note 22, para. 29; Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para. 20

Tetra Pak Il, supra note 22, para. 31
M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p. 57-58
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affiliated with organic search engine.'® The same could prima facie apply to behavioural

theories, though the foreclosing effects should be substantiated by sound empirical evidence.

It seems that diversion of traffic can be considered as a strong tool in hands of Google,

allowing it to foreclose its competitors on

(2) Incentives to foreclose

Since Google introduced own online services it has been facing obvious conflict of interests i

to promote own products at the cost of organic search quality or to show most relevant

results, even when they come from comprigytfromt or s .

popularity of its search engine and was achieved through provision of the best quality of
search, it has therefore strong interest in keeping its superior quality. However, according to
economic model of Lianos and Mothenkova, progressing monopolization of the search
engine market unambiguously results in reduction of incentives to invest in search quality,
compared to social optimum.'® This is due to the asymmetric character of this double-sided
platform (see point I1.2). The competitive structure may have been already weakened to such
extent that Google could o6affordd to give
its own services in highly competitive markets.

asso

up

on

The potenti al foreclosing conductenmiyv eb el eav esroa gpi

theorem. Google has incentive to protect its dominance in organic search market through

disabling potential entrants from neighbouring markets.**°

(3) Anti-competitive effects

Practice of an undertaking in a dominant position cannot be characterized as abusive in the
absence of any anti-competitive effect on the market. Article 102 is aimed both at practices
which may cause damage to consumers directly and at those which are detrimental to them

through their impact on an effective competition structure.***

With regard to direct harm to the consumers, misleading practices negatively affect their
decisions by referring them sup-optimal services.'*? They receive lower quality of service

and, t hompghi thi on i s | u,shey wouldenot tuin itocckmpetingaosganic

108 case C-322/81 Michelin vs Commission, [1983] ECR 3461, para. 70
1‘1’2 . LIANOS, E. MOTHENKOVA, supra note 17, p.450

Paperp. 13

M case C-322/81 Michelin vs Commission, supra note 107, para. 70; Case C-457/10P, AstraZeneca vs
Commission, supra note 48, para. 353

"WECAGS 2dzi 2F AAE AGSY&A Ay G(GKS LI ySt

times, “Google’s showcased shopping found to come at a premiumé 24.11.2013
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search engines if they are not aware of the manipulation. On the other hand, display of
specialized search unit among 6blue |linksd is to
discussed in the next point.

As to the harm to the effective competitive structure, according to CoJ it is sufficient to
demonstrate a potential anti-competitive effect which may exclude as efficient competitors™*®.
Nonetheless, possible evidence of such effect is considered relevant to identify abusive

foreclosure.*

The official documents contain no information on evidence analysis, but the Commission was

provided with vast documentation in this regard (Google did not publish any rebuttal),

including objective sources (ComScore). If we relied on data presented by Foundem, we

could observe that introduction of specialized search unit in October 2007 instantly boosted

number of wunique visitors on GUdhswas@scompgiedci al i ze
by significant drop of competitor s 6 pr oduct s Piptureg3d).|Akh Gaodleyser(icese e

(Maps, YouTube, Product Search/Shopping etc.) which were integrated into organic search

results page have been benefitting from massive traffic inflow. The fact that some of

Googl eds ddaen quitearssuctessful before their integration additionally illustrates

the advantages of this o6favouringd strategy (e.
only 2% of Google users in the US before it was integrated into search engine in 2007, only

to become a leading price comparison engine in 2010).''® On the other hand, sudden

success of a failing product, which had been broadly criticized for its poor functionality, may

suggest that this competition was not won édon me

13 TeliaSonera, supra note 36, para.64

Guidance of the Commission, supra note 30, para 20.
A. RAFF, S. RAFF, “How Google’s Universal Search Mechanism Threatens Competition and Innovation on the

114
115

Internet”, p. 5-9 at http://www.foundem.co.uk/Foundem_Preferencing_Data_and_Arguments.pdf
(20.04.2014) (hereinafter as “Foundem submission”)
116 ...

ibidem, p. 8-9
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Picture 3. Per cent age change of uni que mont hly Vi si
comparison websites, including Google Product Search, from October 2007 to October 2009

(source: ComScore)™’

The favouring strategy i agai n, relying on - was mgonpaniechibyt sd da
reduction of Compet i tnicrseaéch, which cobld bei attripputed to () he or g
introduction of specialized search unit on a prominent spot, which automatically demotes
other results and (b) alleged discriminatory manipulation of Page Rank (see Picture 4). In
both cases the abusiveness of the conduct would rely on intentional misleading of
consumers and had the same potentially foreclosing effect, however claims relying on the
allegation of intentional changes of Page Rank algorithm were not at all addressed in the

Commitments.

7 Eoundem submission, supra note 114, p. 7
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Picture 4. Google Search Rank of leading UK price comparison websites across a broad
sample of product-price-comparison-related search queries, as of January 29, 2010. Google
Product Search results are presented in red, competitorsd are pres

green.''®
Candét touch this algorithm

AwWhen Google changed an algorithm, one of our S
within a few days. The fact that t hicatainywmbsi di art

coincit@ence. o

Situation like the one described by the director of Axel Springer have been happening for
some time in the EU. The usual explanation is that the websites were abusing Page Rank,
yet it cannot be verified due to lack of any transparency of this penalizing procedure. The
resolution is usually agreed in bilateral negotiations, which also shows how efficient
leveraging tool has Google over other websites. Examples of punitive demotion in organic
search prove that Google is able to single out specific websites and deprive them from part
of traffic inflow. The demotion does not always have to be so spectacular, yet even placing
compet it or s3b6spots daow ltheis relé¥ance rank would amount to misleading.
Bearing in mind findings of Lianos and Mothenkova model, Google has the ability and

incentives to foreclose and such potentially abusive situations should be addressed.*?°

The practical problemist hat G d@agg Ramkdisprotected by trade secret. Proving such

claim without disclosure of the algorithm would require some empirical evidence, some kind

8 Eoundem submission, supra note 114, p. 6

M. DUMPFER, supra note 80, p.2
I. LIANOS, E. MOTHENKOVA, supra note 17, p. 450
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of surveillance mechanism which would monitor 6 ¢ 0 mp erteutrdlitybod Googl ebds r es

Construction of an effective monitoring tool would be difficult, yet conceivable.
4) Efficiency justification?

No conduct based on misleading of consumer can be justified because it directly harms
them. With regard to the integration of specialized search unit, the benefit for the consumers
is clear, yet the means cannot go beyond what is necessary to achieve this benefit.’** As
mentioned before (point 11.2.1.5) the least foreclosing option would be inclusion of
competitors in the specialized unit. Therefore, only if exclusion of competitors from
specialized search unit were found to be abusive, it could not be absolved by efficiency

justification.

Chapter Ill: Assessment of Google Commitments

I'n this final chapter the content of Googledbs C
proceedings as a whole. In the first two points the design of the measures will be shortly
presented and confronted with the 6diversion of
the implications of the proceedings for the enforcement of competition law on technology-

enabled markets in the EU. Finally, the appropriateness of use of Article 9 of Regulation

1/2003 in this case will be discussed.

[ll.1. Content of the Commitments proposal

The proposal of the Commitments published on January 31, 2013 and submitted to the
College for adoption responds to all four concerns of the Commission. The most
sophisticated measures, and at the same time the most criticised, are intended to eliminate

fundue diversion of trafficofrom specialized search competitors.

The measures are mainly focused on the specialized search unit, treating it as a legitimate

element of search engine design:

a) Google will label the specialized search unit in a way that would distinguish it from

organic search results in order to avoid confusion of the two. The specialized search

1t TeliaSonera, supra note 36, para. 76
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unit will be graphically separated, not mixed with organic results, though it can be

placed above organic results in the same column (see Picture 5).'%

b) In every category of specialized search service concerned, Google will also be
obliged to include its competitors in the sp
results (i.e. Rival Links) will be presented in similar visual format in an immediate
visi ble area next t Rictu®®) The exéeptionrievehenlseasch ( s e e
query triggers map display. Then the three Rival Links to competing map providers
will be dispplianyddrwiftoh onatPiétorectp'fdi ti on (see

c) Selection of competitors included in specialized search unit will depend on weather
and what type of monetization model Google applies for the particular category of
search. And so, in case of specialized search results provided by Google free of
charge the competitors will be selected to Free Rival Links based on algorithm
ranking. More often, however, if Google charges for being displayed in specialized
search unit, there will be special auction mechanism to select vertical search engines
included in Paid Rival Links. In both cases Rival Links will be available only to those
vertical search engines that meet strict admission criteria of quality and relevance

described in Annex 1 to the Commitments.'?*
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Google Commitments, supra note 10, pp. 2-5
Ibidem, Annex 1, pp. 2-6
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Google

As to diversion of traffic through unauthorised use of content (concern no.2), Google will

provide opt-out possibility for website owners. They will be able to determine domains or

subdomains the content of which will not be displayed directly by Google. There is also

special option for product, local and travel search sites to be able to block up to 10% of its

content (e.g.

125

2% ibidem, p.7

reviews) without opting-out the whole domain.

Commission press release MEMO/14/87, supra note 10, p. 4

Additionally, Google will
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guarantee that by using the opt-out mechanism the website will not be demoted in the
organic search or AdWords.”’ Thi s cl ause is interesting t
ability to demote competitors in search results.

The concerns no. 3 and 4, which were not analysed here, have been addressed
appropriately and raise no controversies. In this regard Google proposed it will no longer
impose written or unwritten exclusivity obligations and will allow development of tools

facilitating multi-homing of search advertising campaigns.

The execution of the provisions of the Commitments will be supervised by Monitoring
Trustee, an independent contractor which will be remunerated and nominated by Google and

approved by the Commission.?®

I11.2. Elimination of harm

The logic of the Commitments is that the function of specialized search unit is different than
the one of organic search results and its design should reflect this distinctiveness. This
stands in accordance with the findings in chapter lll that the foreclosing effect does not stem
directly from inclusion of the specialized search unit but rather from the way it is offered. In
the end it is up to Google to decide how much of its results page it wants to leave for the list
of O6bl ue | i odchwildbe anandtizeld threugmvarious types of commercial display.
The proposed labelling and separation measures are delicate but correctly address problem
of misleading users and seem to be a legitimate and proportional intervention in product
design. They are fit to eliminate direct harm to the consumers and the foreclosing effects of
the misleading conduct to the extent that conscious users will look for objectively best results

in the organic search results area.

On top of that there is obligation to include Rival Links in the specialized search unit which
cannot be attributed to the misleading rationale and suggests that the Commission found
also other sources of foreclosure. Inclusion and presentation of competitors in graphically
similar way refers to the logic of essential facility doctrine and can only be motivated by

behavioural theories relating to consumer inertia and default bias.**

The prominence of display of Rival Links constitutes the main difference between the

previous and the last version of the Commitments, which shows how crucial was this element

7 ibidem, pp. 6-7

Google Commitments, supra note 10, pp. 15-21
M. BENNET and others, “What Does Behavioral Economics Mean for Competition Policy?”, (2010) 6
Competition Policy Internationad. 121
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in the proceedings.’® Though there are historical examples where the Commission made
recourse to behavioural theories to identify abuse, e.g. in both Microsoft tying cases (WMP
and Internet Explorer), yet they were accompanied by sound empirical evidence of

131 In this case there is no information weather the Commission

foreclosing effects.
investigated those effects. Another difference is that in those cases behavioural theories
were used to prove an element of known substantive theory (e.g. coercion), while this case
does not fit to any of them. At this stage, without empirical evidence which would
substantiate to sufficient degree the probability of the foreclosing effect of the non-inclusion,

it is impossible to assess the legitimacy of this obligation.

As to the content use opt-out mechanism, it seems that this is to address part of the
described o6diversion of t-aload type ofabusehThe poygsible
foreclosing effects of this conduct seem to be dealt with correctly.

Finally, while the Commission took strong stand on the specialized search unit design, many

complainants <criticize it for not address
downgrading rivals in the organic search.™® Like it was presented before (see section I11.4),
the discriminatory practices with regard to Page Rank are perfectly possible and Google has
incentives to use them to foreclose its competitors. Furthermore, if we considered allegations
of the competitors to be true and assumed

years 2007-2010 could qualify for imposition of massive fines since it drastically changed

market structure and allowed Google to monetize billions of unduly diverted clicks.

Yet the Commission did not pursue those allegations, even though they are based on the
same theory of harm as the proposed Commitments: misleading and exploitation of
behaviour al consumer bi as. E v e nrationdle aleree, whichl
raises no doubts as to the abusiveness of such conduct, lack of any solution or at least
thorough investigation of the matter is clearly inconsistent and disappointing. What was the
reason? It might be simply the burden of proof. To prove an intended bias of the Page Rank
would require ether disclosure of Googl eds
The first goes beyond the reach of EU competition authorities; the second is costly, time

consuming and raises many doubts as to reliability of such evidence.™® The least intrusive

130 Google Commitments, supra note 10

Microsoft, supra note 3, para. 870; and Microsoft Il, supra note 74

I-Comp, “Analytical Framework for the Assessment of Innovation Efficiencies in case 39.740 — Google”,
14.03.2014, p. 16 at

http://www.i-comp.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/140313 icomp innovation final.pdf (22.04.2014);
BEUC, “Fair Internet Search. Remedies in Google case”, 8.03.2013, p. 5 at
http://www.beuc.eu/publications/2013-00211-01-e.pdf (22.04.2014)

133 M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p. 49
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solution could be to oblige Google to establish transparent procedure for punitive demotion.
Lack of any commitments in this regard is the weakest point of the agreed solution and
raises doubts as to its consistency.

[11.3. Implications for technology-enabled markets

The Google case is another prominent example of use Article 9 procedure on technology-
enabled markets without redress to any known theory of harm. In the context of the three
arguments of Rato and Petit against over-enforcement of competition law on technology-
enabled markets (see section 11.2), this case has all the potential to illustrate their

concerns.'®

First, the products concerned are indeed combinatorial and it is impossible to foresee how
the described intervention in product design will affect the innovation on the Internet services
markets. Second, this intervention could have only been based on an undocumented
behavioural theory of harm which resembles, yet in crucial elements clearly departs from
known substantive theories of tying and refusal to supply. Such resolution, combined with
limited transparency of the case can only increase legal uncertainty for this sector. The
detrimental effects from the perspective of innovative pretenders are to some extent reduced
by the unique circumstances of the case 1 in particular the unprecedented market power of

Google and its special role in the Internet.

On the other hand, those concerns do not prevail with regard to obligations based on the
6mi sl eadingd rational e. Diversion of traffic th
search-engine-specific theory of harm. Yet, since it clearly collides with basic function of
search engine it may be easily identified by reference to the general framework of abuse.
Such open-minded approach of the Commission should be assessed positively. New
technology markets and new business models provide also new opportunities for abuse and
the competition law should provide same standard of protection.'* The elastic construction

of Article 102 is intended exactly for such cases.

[11.4. Was use of Article 9 procedure appropriate?

The Commission used novel and undocumented substantive theory to settle potentially

abusive practice, setting precedents that result in legal uncertainty in this area.**® The critic

3% M. RATO, N. PETIT, supra note 51, p. 9-10

TeliaSonera, supra note 36, para. 108
P. MARSDEN, supra note 37, pp. 5-7
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that followed the SEP injunction settlement can be repeated in this case.™®

First, looking at the merits of the case, to the extent the behavioural theory of harm may not
meet the standards of Article 102 the Commission is de facto regulating new technology
markets via ex-ante o bl i gat i ons. I n this way it i s

democratic legitimacy. On the other hand, by giving up on investigating claims relating to
misleading manipulation of the Page Rank, the Commission might have given Google a
6licence to killoé its competi t oft®n thishwaydhe gdks
of over- and under-enforcement resulting directly from limited evidentiary requirements of

Article 9 procedure are both exemplified in this case.

Secondly, the use of Article 9 procedure does not seem optimal also from the perspective of
rights of the parties. The judicial review of the commitments is effectively limited to being
proportionate and not onerous, while the substance of the commitments and the theory of

harm behind them will not be verified.**®

Finally, if we considered systemic implications of using commitments procedure, the Google
case confirms the tendency of total switch to negotiated resolution, including novel and
complex abuses. It also continues the trend in the competition law to rely more on
behavioural economics, yet provides no instruction on methodology or evidentiary
requirements to use such theories. This is particularly harmful for development of competition
law. Since the introduction of Regulation 1/2003 no case including new technologies was
addressed by Article 7 prohibition decision and thus none was reviewed by the European
Court of justice. At the same time the commitments become soft law that can influence
interpretation of Article 102 in future cases. Thus the use of unverified theories of harm can

be potentially seminal.**°

In the light of the above concerns it seems that the shortcomings of the Article 9 procedure in
Google case prevail over the advantages of quick and effective intervention and economy of

process.

57 Ibidem, p. 4

Bglra I 02YYAGYSyld RSOA&AAZ2YET AF LINRPBLISNI & AYLXS
may serve as a quasi Article 101 (3) TFEU exendp#nbUGARD, M. MOLLMANN, “The European
Commission’s Practice Under Article 9 Regulation 1/2003: A Commitment A Day Keeps the Court Away”,
(2013)7/3 CPI Atitrust Chronicle, p. 14

3% p. MARSDEN, supra note 37, p. 4; see e.g. Case C-441/07 Alrosa vs Commission, [2010] ECR-1-05949; Case T-
148/10 Hynix v Commission (Rambus), 5.07.2013, not yet published
0 p MARSDEN, supra note 37, pp. 5-7
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CONCLUSIONS

This paper was intended to identify possible abusive practices of Google with regard to
specialized search market in order to assess the commitments accepted by DG Comp in
January 2014.

Firstly, to put the analysis in the right context, the search engine business model was
described as an asymmetrical two-sided platform. Also, the market power of Google was
assessed, revealing characteristics of super-dominance due to high barriers to entry and

extreme concentration.

Following that, the conduct of Google has been considered under Article 102 jurisprudence.
The conditions of tying were not met in this case, because the possible coercion did not
involve a separate product. The doctrine of refusal to supply has also been found
inapplicable due to the fact, that Goo gl e d s search engine was not
specialized search engines in Bronner terms. Lastly, using the general framework for
identifying foreclosure, Google has been found to abuse its dominance by using abnormal
methods which relied on misleading of users. In the current business model Google has
prima facie ability and incentives to foreclose its competitors, which in part is attributable to

possibility of anti-competitive manipulation of algorithm.

Eventually, the content of the Commitments was assessed. The measures proposed
correctly address the theory of harm based on misleading of consumers, yet only in part.
Lack of any obligations precluding discrimination in Page Rank makes this proposal
inconsistent. At the same time the Commitments proposal contains measures which severely
intervene in the product design and can be only based on some novel and undocumented

behavioural theory of harm.

It seems that use of commitments procedure opens doors for solutions that reflect the
negotiating power of the parties rather than the substance of law. While it might best address
the interests of the two negotiating parties, it does not necessarily lead to the elimination of
direct and indirect consumer harm. Furthermore, by accepting such solutions, the
Commission does not contribute to the proper development of competition law, leaving space
for legal uncertainty and possibly exceeding its mandate. The negative implications from
systemic perspective show that Article 7 procedure is more suitable for cases including novel

theories, even if they involve dynamic technology-enabled markets.
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