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INTRODUCTION 

In 2020, digital platform businesses are everywhere. They help us park our 
cars, walk our dogs and find us places to stay when we travel. Hidden beneath the 
Vlick YeQeeU Rf WheVe SlaWfRUPV¶ XVeU iQWeUfaceV, hRZeYeU, iV a di]]\iQg aUUa\ Rf 
complicated mathematical and economics problems, ranging from auction rules to 
set prices for advertisements to recommendation engines programmed to make 
suggestions for new content. Big data, along with powerful algorithms and large user 
networks, have become critical competitive advantages, and indeed, barriers to entry 
for smaller startup firms. Along with success, however, comes litigation²digital 
platform businesses are increasingly being investigated and sued for antitrust 
offenses in the United States and around the world. 1 In October 2020, the 
Department of Justice and eleven state Attorneys General filed a civil lawsuit against 
Google alleging monopolization in the markets for digital search and search 
advertising, and less than two months later, the Federal Trade Commission and 46 
state Attorneys General filed suit against Facebook for monopolization in the 
personal social networking market.2 The critical question that this Note asks is 
whether the current assessment of procompetitive justifications within rule of reason 

 
1 The DeSaUWPeQW Rf JXVWice aQd VeYeUal VWaWeV aUe cXUUeQWl\ iQYeVWigaWiQg GRRgle¶V SUacWiceV iQ 

areas of search and digital advertising sales; the Federal Trade Commission and several states are 
cXUUeQWl\ iQYeVWigaWiQg FacebRRk¶V SUacWiceV iQ aUeaV Rf RQliQe adYeUWiViQg aQd daWa SUiYac\; aQd 
the Federal Trade Commission and several states are investigating Ama]RQ¶V WUeaWPeQW Rf WhiUd-
party sellers on its online marketplace. Cecilia Kang et al., U.S. is Said to Plan to File Antitrust 
Charges Against Google, N.Y. TIMES (May 15, 2020), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/15/technology/google-antitrust-investigation.html; Brent 
Kendall & John D. McKinnon, Justice Department, State Attorneys General Likely to Bring 
Antitrust Lawsuits Against Google, WALL ST. J. (May 15, 2020), 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/justice-department-state-attorneys-general-likely-to-bring-antitrust-
lawsuits-against-google-11589573622; Taylor Telford & Tony Romm, New York, 7 Other States 
and D.C. Launch Antitrust Investigation into Facebook, WASH. POST (Sept. 6, 2019), 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2019/09/06/new-york-announces-antitrust-
investigation-into-facebook-kicking-off-bipartisan-effort/; Tyler Sonnemaker, Amazon is 
Reportedly Facing a New Antitrust Investigation Into its Online Marketplace Led by the FTC and 
Attorneys General in New York and California, BUS. INSIDER (Aug. 3, 2020), 
https://www.businessinsider.com/amazon-antitrust-probe-ftc-new-york-california-online-
marketplace-2020-8. 

2 PUeVV ReleaVe, U.S. DeS¶W Rf JXVW., JXVWice DeSaUWPeQW SXeV MRQRSRliVW GRRgle FRU ViRlaWiQg 
Antitrust Laws (Oct. 20, 2020), https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-sues-
monopolist-google-violating-antitrust-laws; PUeVV ReleaVe, Fed. TUade CRPP¶Q, FTC SXeV 
Facebook for Illegal Monopolization (Dec. 9, 2020), https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-
releases/2020/12/ftc-sues-facebook-illegal-monopolization. 
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analysis is sufficiently broad and flexible to consider, and where appropriate, credit 
as procompetitive the range of ways that digital platform businesses enable 
efficiencies in the markets where they compete. As discussed more thoroughly in 
this Note, digital platform businesses may be responsible for a range of efficiency 
improvements, such as reducing the time and effort to find desired goods and 
services, reducing contracting costs, increasing product and services quality, 
increasing the rate of innovation, and improving allocative efficiency. To the extent 
that some of these efficiencies are enabled by or require a restraint to competition, it 
is critical for antitrust analysis to consider this balancing of effects. Otherwise, slight 
decreases or iPSediPeQWV WR cRPSeWiWiRQ ZRXld Pake a defeQdaQW¶V bXViQeVV PRdel 
susceptible to antitrust challenge even if on net the conduct ultimately benefits 
competition and consumers.  

In the twenty years since United States v. Microsoft, the first major antitrust 
case involving a digital platform defendant, the question of when to credit a 
procompetitive justification for any defendant, let alone a defendant operating in a 
highly technical and rapidly evolving industry, remains murky.3 In Federal Trade 
Commission v. Indiana Federation of Dentists (heUeiQafWeU ³Indiana Federation of 
Dentists´), Whe Supreme Court suggested looking WR Vee ZheWheU a defeQdaQW¶V 
cRQdXcW dePRQVWUaWeV a beQefiW WR cRPSeWiWiRQ, VXch aV WhURXgh a ³cUeaWiRQ Rf 
efficieQcieV.´4 Yet this vague efficiencies-focused approach gives little guidance to 
lower courts regarding what conduct constitutes an efficiency improvement and 
when it should be credited. This is the approach that the D.C. Circuit followed in 
Microsoft and is used by a majority of circuit courts.5  

DeVSiWe aPbigXiW\ iQ Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V dRcWUiQe, WhiV NRWe cRQfiUPV WhaW 
the existing approach to crediting procompetitive justifications within rule of reason 
analysis is superior to alternatives suggested in legal scholarship or taken up by a 
minority of circuit courts because it is sufficiently broad and flexible to consider the 
range of ways that digital platform businesses enable efficiencies in the markets in 
which they compete. The existing efficiencies-focused approach permits defendants, 
including digital platform defendants, to assert a wide variety of justifications for 

 
3 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
4 FTC v. Ind. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986) (deVcUibiQg a SURcRPSeWiWiYe 

justificaWiRQ aV ³VRPe cRXQWeUYailiQg SURcRPSeWiWiYe YiUWXe²such as, for example, the creation of 
efficiencies in the operation of a market or the provision of goods and services . . . .´) (ciWaWiRQV 
omitted).  

5 FTC v. Qualcomm Inc., 969 F.3d 974, 991 (9th Cir. 2020); Viamedia, Inc. v. Comcast Corp., 
951 F.3d 429, 463 (7th Cir. 2020); Mylan Pharm. Inc. v. Warner Chilcott Pub. Ltd. Co., 838 F.3d 
421, 438 (3d Cir. 2016); New York ex rel. Schneiderman v. Actavis PLC, 787 F.3d 638, 652 (2d 
Cir. 2015); United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
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their conduct, which they must then substantiate with record evidence. Further, the 
existing rule of reason analysis is well designed to reject justifications where a 
defendant does not carry its burden of proof, a plaintiff shows a less restrictive means 
to achieve the same benefit, or balancing shows that the anticompetitive harm from 
a defeQdaQW¶V cRQdXcW RXWZeighV iWV SURcRPSeWiWiYe beQefiW.  

Whereas the breadth of what falls within improving competition through 
³cUeaWiRQ Rf efficieQcieV´6 may feel too indeterminate to practically apply, this Note 
confirms that several historical and more recent cases demonstrate the contours of 
which efficiencies are likely to be cognizable. And, this Note confirms that courts 
have not struggled to apply the broad efficiencies-focused approach²or, more 
generally, rule of reason²to the conduct of digital platform defendants. Attempts to 
limit or cabin what can be credited as a procompetitive justification are worse paths 
forward and run the risk of leaving antitrust hostile to innovative technologies and 
business methods used by digital platform defendants.  

This Note argues, however, that the existing efficiencies-focused approach 
could be improved if reviewing courts were to provide greater clarity about what 
criteria they are using when assessing procompetitive justifications. Courts can do 
VR b\ aSSl\iQg Whe defiQiWiRQ fRU ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ deYelRSed iQ 
Microsoft (itself an outgrowth of Indiana Federation of Dentists) as a series of steps 
for review: (1) assess if a procompetitive justification is cognizable, i.e., if it 
implicates an efficiency improvement; (2) determine if it is substantiated in fact; and 
(3) assess whether there is a less restrictive alternative to achieving the same result, 
should the plaintiff assert that such an alternative exists.7  

 Below, this Note outlines relevant background antitrust principles, 
including how courts generally apply rule of reason analysis and when they credit 
procompetitive justifications. This Note then summarizes some distinguishing 
economic characteristics of platform businesses and the efficiencies that they bring 
to bear in markets where they compete. Next, this Note reviews whether Microsoft 
presents a sufficiently clear and flexible standard by which to judge procompetitive 
justifications asserted by digital platform defendants. Finding that it does not, this 
Note proceeds to analyze and reject suggestions in legal scholarship that would alter 
or streamline review of procompetitive justifications for failing to adequately 

 
6 IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. at 459. 
7 Microsoft, 253 F.3d aW 59 (³[A] SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ . . . [iV] a QRQSUeWe[WXal claiP 

WhaW [a defeQdaQW¶V] cRQdXcW iV iQdeed a fRUP Rf cRPSeWiWiRQ on the merits because it involves, for 
e[aPSle, gUeaWeU efficieQc\ RU eQhaQced cRQVXPeU aSSeal . . . .´).  
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account for the efficiencies enabled by digital platform businesses. Finally, this Note 
presents a way forward that largely clarifies existing doctrine and demonstrates its 
continued flexibility and adaptability to assessing digital platform conduct. While 
the result is a broad, flexible, fact-driven approach to reviewing procompetitive 
justifications, this approach continues to produce the best and most consistent 
results.  

I 
ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT AND PROCOMPETITIVE JUSTIFICATIONS 

Below, this Note outlines some background principles of antitrust review. 
Next, it summarizes when case law suggests that procompetitive justifications 
should be credited from a review of historical and modern cases.  

A.  Introduction to Antitrust Review and Principles 

1.  Overview to Antitrust Review 

Antitrust cases are typically litigated under the Sherman Antitrust Act 
(³SheUPaQ AcW´) RU Whe Cla\WRQ AQWiWUXVW AcW (³Cla\WRQ AcW´). Sherman Act Section 
1 is most commonly invoked to prevent two rivals from working together to restrict 
output and raise prices,8 while Section 2 is invoked to prevent a single firm, if shown 
to have monopoly power, from maintaining that power through anticompetitive 
means.9 The Clayton Act prevents mergers that are likely to negatively affect 

 
8 See 15 U.S.C. � 1 (³EYeU\ cRQWUacW, cRPbiQaWiRQ iQ Whe fRUP Rf WUXVW RU RWheUZiVe, RU 

conspiracy, in restraint of trades or commerce among the several States or with foreign nations, is 
declaUed WR be illegal.´); see also Procaps, S.A. v. Patheon, Inc., 845 F.3d 1072, 1079±80 (11th 
Cir. 2016) (describing the interchangeability of the terms contract, combination, and conspiracy in 
antitrust case law). 

9 15 U.S.C. § 2 (³EYeU\ SeUVRQ ZhR Vhall PRQRSRli]e, RU aWWePSW WR PRQRSRli]e, RU cRPbiQe 
or conspire with any other person or persons, to monopolize any part of the trade or commerce 
among the several States, or with foreign nations, shall be deemed guilty of a felony . . . .´). 
MRQRSRli]aWiRQ haV WZR elePeQWV: ³(1) Whe SRVVeVViRQ Rf PRQRSRl\ SRZeU iQ Whe UeleYaQW PaUkeW 
and (2) the willful acquisition or maintenance of that power as distinguished from growth or 
development as a consequence of a superior product, business acXPeQ, RU hiVWRUic accideQW.´ 
United States v. Grinnell Corp., 384 U.S. 563, 570±71 (1966). Merely possessing a monopoly 
without anticompetitive conduct to maintain it is insufficient to violate the Sherman Act. United 
SWaWeV Y. AlXPiQXP CR. Rf AP., 148 F.2d 416, 429 (2d CiU. 1945) (³IW dReV QRW fRllRZ becaXVe 
µAlcRa¶ had VXch a PRQRSRl\, WhaW iW µPRQRSRli]ed¶ Whe iQgRW PaUkeW: iW Pa\ QRW haYe achieYed 
PRQRSRl\; PRQRSRl\ Pa\ haYe beeQ WhUXVW XSRQ iW.´).  
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competition in a market.10 Federal agencies, state attorneys general and private 
plaintiffs may bring suit under the Sherman Act or Clayton Act.11 Because this Note 
is most interested in how courts have assessed alleged procompetitive justifications 
for the conduct of digital platform defendants, the Sherman Act, and in particular, 
jurisprudence addressing Section 2 claims, iV PRVW UeleYaQW WR WhiV NRWe¶V aQal\ViV.  

The first step of a Sherman Act Section 1 case is distinguishable from a 
Section 2 case. If a SlaiQWiff bUiQgV a caVe XQdeU Whe SheUPaQ AcW¶V SecWiRQ 1, Whe 
first step of the analysis requires her to show that there was an agreement between 
two parties to restrain trade.12 A mere tacit understanding is likely to fail.13 If the 
plaintiff brings a case under Section 2, the first step of the analysis requires the 
plaintiff to show that the defendant has monopoly power in a relevant antitrust 
market.14 MRQRSRl\ SRZeU iV ³Whe SRZeU WR cRQWURl SUiceV RU e[clXde cRPSeWiWiRQ.´15 
The plaintiff may show monopoly power directly, through demonstrating that the 
defendant has profitably imposed higher prices,16 or indirectly, through evaluating 

 
10 Clayton Act Section 7 prohibits any person engaged in commerce from acquiring another 

cRPSaQ\, iQ ZhRle RU iQ SaUW, diUecWl\ RU iQdiUecWl\, ³ZheUe iQ aQ\ liQe Rf cRPPeUce RU iQ aQ\ 
activity affecting commerce in any section of the country, the effect of such acquisition may be 
VXbVWaQWiall\ WR leVVeQ cRPSeWiWiRQ, RU WR WeQd WR cUeaWe a PRQRSRl\.´ 15 U.S.C. � 18.  

11 U.S. DeS¶W. Rf JXVW., Antitrust Enforcement and the Consumer 3 (2015), 
https://www.justice.gov/atr/file/800691/download.  

12 Procaps S.A., 845 F.3d aW 1080 (³[T]R eVWabliVh a SecWiRQ 1 YiRlaWiRQ, Whe SlaiQWiff PXVW fiUVW 
show that there was concerted action between two or more persons²a µcRQVciRXV cRPPiWPeQW WR 
a common scheme designed to achieYe aQ XQlaZfXl RbjecWiYe¶²iQ UeVWUaiQW Rf WUade.´) (ciWiQg 
Monsanto Co. v. Spray-Rite Serv. Corp., 465 U.S. 752, 768 (1984)).  

13 See, e.g., In re Text Messaging Antitrust Litig., 782 F.3d 867, 872±79 (7th Cir. 2015) 
(Posner, J.) (concluding plaintiffs had failed to show sufficient evidence of an agreement to set a 
restraint on prices to avoid summary judgment where they merely showed coordination or 
evidence of some tacit understanding).  

14 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 58 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (³A fiUP YiRlaWeV [Whe 
SheUPaQ AcW¶V SecWiRQ] 2 RQl\ ZheQ iW acTXiUeV RU PaiQWaiQV, RU aWWePSWV WR acTXiUe RU PaiQWaiQ, 
a PRQRSRl\ b\ eQgagiQg iQ e[clXViRQaU\ cRQdXcW µaV diVWiQgXiVhed fURP gURZWh RU deYelRSPeQW 
as a consequence of a superior product, bXViQeVV acXPeQ, RU hiVWRUic accideQW.¶´) (ciWiQg Grinnell, 
384 U.S. at 571); see also Aluminum Co. of Am., 148 F.2d aW 430 (HaQd, J.) (³The VXcceVVfXl 
cRPSeWiWRU, haYiQg beeQ XUged WR cRPSeWe, PXVW QRW be WXUQed XSRQ ZheQ he ZiQV.´). 

15 United States v. E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 351 U.S. 377, 391 (1956). 
16 See, e.g., FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 460±61 (1986); see also PHILLIP E. 

AREEDA & HERBERT HOVENKAMP, ANTITRUST LAW: AN ANALYSIS OF ANTITRUST PRINCIPLES 
AND THEIR APPLICATION ¶501 (4th ed. Cum. Supp. 2013±2020) (noting that only a firm with 
market power could profitably restrict output and raise prices to a supracompetitive level²any 
firm without market power that undertakes this conduct would expect to lose considerable market 
share).  
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Whe defeQdaQW¶V PaUkeW VhaUe aQd baUUieUV WR eQWU\ iQ Whe UeleYaQW PaUkeW iQ RUdeU WR 
proxy its ability to profitably raise prices.17 The relevant antitrust market is 
determined through defining a set of firms that offer products oU VeUYiceV ³UeaVRQabl\ 
iQWeUchaQgeable b\ cRQVXPeUV fRU Whe VaPe SXUSRVeV.´18 Barriers to entry include 
fixed costs like equipment, intellectual property protections or established 
contractual relationships.19 As a rule of thumb, a plaintiff should be able to show that 
a defendant has at least sixty percent market share to assert monopoly power.20  

The second step to a Section 1 or Section 2 case is substantially the same:21 a 
SlaiQWiff PXVW VhRZ WhaW Whe defeQdaQW¶V UeVWUaiQW iV eiWheU XQUeaVRQable per se or 
unreasonable under a rule of reason analysis.22 A restraint is per se unreasonable 
ZheUe iW ³alZa\V RU alPRVW alZa\V WeQd[V] WR UeVWUicW cRPSeWiWiRQ aQd decUeaVe 
RXWSXW.´23 Any agreement between rivals to restrict output or fix prices will fall into 

 
17 See, e.g., Grinnell, 384 U.S. at 571.  
18 IQ SUacWice, a ³SSNIP´ aQal\ViV aVkV Zhich VXbVWiWXWeV cRQVXPeUV ZRXld VZiWch WR if a 

hypothetical small but significant price increase were imposed. E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 
351 U.S. at 395.  

19 Microsoft, 253 F.3d aW 51 (³µEQWU\ baUUieUV¶ aUe facWRUV (VXch aV ceUWaiQ UegXlaWRU\ 
requirements) that prevent new rivals from timely responding to an increase in price above the 
cRPSeWiWiYe leYel.´) (ciWaWiRQ RPiWWed).  

20 United States v. Aluminum Co. of Am., 148 F.2d 416, 424 (2d Cir. 1945) (suggesting a 
market share of ninety percent would be sufficient for a finding of market power, about sixty 
SeUceQW ZRXld be ³dRXbWfXl´ aQd clRVeU WR WhiUW\ SeUceQW ZRXld ³ceUWaiQl\ . . . QRW´ be eQRXgh).  

21 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 58, 95±97 (applying the same rule of reason, three-part burden-
shifting analysis for Sherman Act Section 1 and Section 2 claims).  

22 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 457±58 (1986) (³[A] UeVWUaiQW Pa\ be adjXdged 
unreasRQable eiWheU becaXVe iW fiWV ZiWhiQ a claVV Rf UeVWUaiQWV WhaW haV beeQ held WR be µper se¶ 
XQUeaVRQable, RU becaXVe iW YiRlaWeV ZhaW haV cRPe WR be kQRZQ aV Whe µRXle Rf ReaVRQ¶ . . . .´); 
see also Ohio v. Am. Express Co., 138 S. Ct. 2274, 2284 (2018) (applying rule of reason and its 
three-step, burden-shifting analysis to Sherman Act Section 1 claims, as the restraint was not found 
to be unreasonable per se). CRXUWV Pa\ alVR UeYieZ cRQdXcW XQdeU aQ iQWeUPediaWe ³TXick lRRk´ 
approach, though when and if to apply this type of review evades a bright line rule and puts parties 
in the position of arguing their case under rule of reason at least in the alternative. See, e.g., Cal. 
DeQWal AVV¶Q Y. FTC, 526 U.S. 756, 779 (1999) (UejecWiQg Whe NiQWh CiUcXiW¶V aSSlicaWiRQ Rf ³TXick 
lRRk´ UeYieZ iQ faYRU Rf a ³PRUe e[WeQded e[aPiQaWiRQ Rf Whe SRVVible facWXal XQdeUSiQQiQgV´ WR 
the case, yet not UeTXiUiQg ³Whe fXlleVW PaUkeW aQal\ViV,´ aQd adPiWWiQg, ³[W]he WUXWh iV WhaW RXU 
categories of analysis of anticompetitive effecW aUe leVV fi[ed WhaQ WeUPV like µSeU Ve,¶ µTXick lRRk,¶ 
aQd µUXle Rf UeaVRQ¶ WeQd WR Pake WheP aSSeaU.´). 

23 BURad. MXVic, IQc. Y. CRlXPbia BURad. S\V., IQc., 441 U.S. 1, 8 (1979) (³[C]eUWaiQ 
agUeePeQWV RU SUacWiceV aUe VR µSlaiQl\ aQWicRPSeWiWiYe,¶ aQd VR RfWeQ µlack . . . any redeeming 
YiUWXe,¶ WhaW Whe\ aUe cRQclXViYel\ SUeVXPed illegal ZiWhRXW fXUWheU e[aPiQaWiRQ . . . .´) (ciWaWiRQV 
omitted); see also N. Pac. Ry. Co. v. United States, 356 U.S. 1, 5 (1958).  
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this category.24 Alternatively, a restraint is unreasonable under the rule of reason if 
Whe aQWicRPSeWiWiYe effecW Rf Whe defeQdaQW¶V cRQdXcW RXWZeighV aQ\ cUediWed 
procompetitive justification.25 Conduct reviewed under the rule of reason may take 
any of the following forms: an intrabrand restraint, exclusive dealing arrangements, 
a refusal to deal, tying arrangements or volume-based discounts.26 Specific to refusal 
to deal cases, courts have sometimes reviewed anticompetitive conduct under a 
³VacUifice WeVW,´ ZheUe Whe cRXUW Zill eYalXaWe ZheWheU Whe defeQdaQW¶V cRQdXcW PakeV 
sense for some reason other than to restrict the opportunities of a rival.27 

Rule of reason is a multi-pronged, burden shifting test. At the first step, the 
plaintiff bears the iQiWial bXUdeQ WR VhRZ WhaW Whe defeQdaQW¶V cRQdXcW has an 
anticompetitive effect.28 Then, at the second step, the burden shifts to the defendant 
to show any offsetting procompetitive justification for its conduct.29 If so shown, as 
a third step, the burden shifts back to the plaintiff.30 The plaintiff gets a final 
opportunity to show that a less restrictive means to achieve the same benefit to 

 
24 Catalano, Inc. v. Target Sales, Inc., 446 U.S. 643, 647 (1980) (³IW haV lRQg beeQ VeWWled WhaW 

an agreement to fix prices is unlawful per se. It is no excuse that the prices fixed are themselves 
UeaVRQable.´).  

25 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001).  
26 See generally PHILLIP AREEDA ET AL., ANTITRUST ANALYSIS: PROBLEMS, TEXT, AND CASES 

144 (7th ed. 2013) (describing the evolution of legal doctrine to determine which restraints are 
reasonable under rule of reason analysis). See also AREEDA & HOVENKAMP, supra note 16, at 
¶700, ¶755 (describing common exclusionary practices undertaken by monopolists, especially 
vertically integrated monopolists). The Supreme Court has not explicitly held that tying 
arrangements are subject to rule of reason review. Nonetheless, the Court has allowed defendants 
to provide procompetitive justifications for tying arrangements. See Eastman Kodak Co. v. Image 
Tech. Servs., 504 U.S. 451 (1992). The D.C. Circuit required for tying arrangements in platform 
software markets to be reviewed under rule of reason in Microsoft, a holding that has been 
unchallenged for 20 years. Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 84. 

27 Under this review, instead of arguing for a procompetitive justification for their conduct, a 
defendant can offer merely a business justification with neutral implication to consumer welfare 
or competition. Some accepted business justifications include a goal to reduce free riding or 
prevent market share stealing. See Aspen Skiing Co. v. Aspen Highlands Skiing Corp., 472 U.S. 
585, 597 (1985); VeUi]RQ CRPPc¶QV IQc. Y. LaZ OffV. Rf CXUWiV V. TUiQkR, LLP, 540 U.S. 398 
(2004). 

28 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 58±59.  
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
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competition was available,31 RU WhaW Whe aQWicRPSeWiWiYe effecW Rf Whe defeQdaQW¶V 
conduct outweighed the procompetitive effect.32 The fact-finder finally weighs these 
cRQVideUaWiRQV aQd deWeUPiQeV ZheWheU Whe defeQdaQW¶V cRQdXcW iV RQ QeW 
anticompetitive.33  

Conduct is determined to have an anticompetitive effect where it reduces 
social welfare through decreasing output, raising prices, lowering quality or 
otherwise harming competition; for example, imposing barriers to entry or squeezing 
out rivals through behavior that does not reflect competition on the merits.34 Conduct 
WhaW PeUel\ iPSRVeV ³haUP WR RQe RU PRUe cRPSeWiWRUV Zill QRW VXffice´ WR VhRZ aQ 
anticompetitive effect.35 IQVWead, cRQdXcW ³PXVW haUP Whe cRPSeWiWiYe process and 
WheUeb\ haUP cRQVXPeUV.´36  

Just what constitutes a procompetitive justification is poorly defined in case 
law. The Supreme Court haV deVcUibed a SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ aV ³VRPe 
countervailing procompetitive virtue²such as, for example, the creation of 
efficiencies in the operation of a market RU Whe SURYiViRQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV.´37 

 
31 C. Scott Hemphill, Less Restrictive Alternatives in Antitrust Law, 116 COLUM. L. REV. 927, 

938 (2016) (noting two possible roles for the plaintiff when the burden flips back in rule of reason 
analysis: to show that there was a less restrictive means to achieve the same benefits, and/or to 
propose balancing).  

32 Id. (noting substantially the same review for Sherman Act Section 1 and Section 2 claims at 
step two).  

33 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 59. But see Herbert Hovenkamp, Antitrust Balancing, 12 N.Y.U. J.L. 
& BUS. 369, 370 (2016) (aUgXiQg WhaW ³balaQciQg´ iV ³QRW a gRRd deVcUiSWiRQ Rf ZhaW cRXUWV acWXall\ 
dR iQ UXle Rf UeaVRQ caVeV XQdeU Whe SheUPaQ AcW,´ aV iW iV difficXlW iQ SUacWice WR ³balaQce´ effecWV 
that cannot be cardinally measured and weighed against each other; rather, courts seem to consider 
the net effect of countervailing practices.). 

34 Ohio v. Am. Express Co., 138 S. Ct. 2274, 2284 (2018) (describing how anticompetitive 
effecWV caQ be VhRZQ diUecWl\ RU iQdiUecWl\, ZheUe diUecW eYideQce iQclXdeV ³UedXced RXWSXW, 
increased prices, or decUeaVed TXaliW\ iQ Whe UeleYaQW PaUkeW´ aQd indirect evidence requires 
³PaUkeW SRZeU SlXV VRPe eYideQce WhaW Whe challeQged UeVWUaiQW haUPV cRPSeWiWiRQ.´).  

35 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 58; see also Brooke Grp. v. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., 
509 U.S. 209, 225 (1993) (³EYeQ aQ acW Rf SXUe Palice b\ RQe bXViQeVV cRPSeWiWRU agaiQVW aQRWheU 
dReV QRW, ZiWhRXW PRUe, VWaWe a claiP XQdeU Whe fedeUal aQWiWUXVW laZV . . . .´).  

36 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 58; see also Spectrum Sports, Inc. v. McQuillan, 506 U.S. 447, 458 
(1993) (³The [SheUPaQ AcW] diUecWV iWVelf . . . agaiQVW cRQdXcW Zhich XQfaiUl\ WeQdV WR deVWUR\ 
cRPSeWiWiRQ iWVelf.´); CaVcade HealWh SRlV. Y. PeaceHealWh, 515 F.3d 883, 894 (9Wh CiU. 2008) 
(³AQWicRPSeWiWiYe cRQdXcW iV behaYiRU WhaW WeQdV WR iPSaiU Whe RSSRUWXQiWieV Rf UiYalV aQd eiWheU 
dReV QRW fXUWheU cRPSeWiWiRQ RQ Whe PeUiWV RU dReV VR iQ aQ XQQeceVVaUil\ UeVWUicWiYe Za\.´). 

37 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986).  
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What constitutes a cognizable efficiency will be more fully considered throughout 
this Note. 

Courts have also permitted a limited set of non-competition improving 
justifications to be balanced against the anticompetitive effects of a restraint within 
rule of reason analysis. In at least refusal to deal cases, the Supreme Court has 
SeUPiWWed jXVWificaWiRQV iW deVcUibed aV ³Yalid bXViQeVV UeaVRQ[V]´ fRU Whe defeQdaQW¶V 
conduct.38 In Microsoft, the D.C. Circuit perPiWWed Whe defeQdaQW¶V jXVWificaWiRQV 
where they were found to be lawful extensions of copyright protection and 
technologically required to execute certain software functions.39 Other circuit courts 
have permitted a limited set of justifications found to further social policy goals. In 
United States v. Brown University, the ThiUd CiUcXiW SeUPiWWed Whe defeQdaQW¶V 
justification that its restraint promoted access to higher education for students from 
lower income households.40  

2.  Goals of Antitrust Enforcement 

The goals of antitrust enforcement have been hotly debated since at least the 
1960s.41 Some scholars have argued that antitrust enforcement serves to further 
economic efficiency and protect consumer interests in low prices and numerous, 
varied output.42 Others have argued that it serves to protect political and social values 

 
38 EaVWPaQ KRdak CR. Y. IPage Tech. SeUYV., IQc., 504 U.S. 451, 483 (1992) (³LiabiliW\ WXUQV, 

WheQ, RQ ZheWheU µYalid bXViQeVV UeaVRQV¶ caQ e[SlaiQ KRdak¶V acWiRQV.´); AVSeQ SkiiQg CR. Y. 
Aspen Highlands Skiing Corp., 472 U.S. 585, 597 (1985) (³[A] cRPSaQ\ Zhich possesses 
monopoly power and which refuses to enter into a joint operating agreement with a competitor or 
otherwise refuses to deal with a competitor in some manner does not violate Section 2 if valid 
bXViQeVV UeaVRQV e[iVW fRU WhaW UefXVal.´). 

39 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 63±64, 67.  
40 United States v. Brown Univ., 5 F.3d 658, 675±78 (3d Cir. 1997) (permitting an agreement 

among Ivy League colleges to only award financial aid to students on the basis of financial need, 
where the defendant argued that the restraint prevented access to higher education for other 
students).  

41 See, e.g., Harry First, American Express, the Rule of Reason, and the Goals of Antitrust, 98 
NEB. L. REV. 319 (2019) (summarizing conflicting views in scholarship and case law regarding 
Whe gRalV Rf aQWiWUXVW aQd ViWXaWiQg Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V PRVW UeceQW aUWicXlaWiRQV Rf WheVe gRalV iQ 
Ohio v. Am. Express, 138 S. Ct. 2274 (2018) within that long-running dispute).  

42 Consider PhilliS AUeeda¶V cRQceSWiRQ Rf ZhaW RRbeUW BRUk iQWeQded cRQVXPer welfare to 
PeaQ: ³CRPSeWiWiYe UaWheU WhaQ PRQRSRliVWic SUice leYelV; PRUe UaWheU WhaQ leVV RXWSXW; iQQRYaWiRQ; 
minimum cost production; and the availability of free choices in the market-place for consumers 
and producers alike. All of these benefits of competition are often summed up in the shorthand 
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of dispersed control over limited economic resources.43 Still others have argued for 
equal opportunity in the marketplace, especially for smaller producers.44 Some 
courts have articulated that antitrust enforcement serves to protect competition as a 
standalone virtue.45  

Most commonly, courts have construed the goals of antitrust as serving to 
SURWecW ³cRQVXPeU ZelfaUe,´ Zhich Whe\ haYe iQWeUSUeWed WR PeaQ aQ interest in low 
prices and numerous, varied output.46 Several scholars have recently argued to 
e[SaQd RU chaQge cRXUWV¶ fRcXV RQ RXWSXW aQd SUice effecWV iQ lighW Rf digiWal 
SlaWfRUPV¶ bXViQeVV PRdelV, Zhich Whe\ aUgXe SaVV alRQg lRZ SUiceV WR cRQVXPeUV 
while monopolizing markets and harming smaller producers.47 Other scholars have 

 
WeUP 'cRQVXPeU ZelfaUe.¶´ PhilliS AUeeda, The Rule of Reason—A Catechism on Competition, 55 
ANTITRUST L.J. 571, 571±72 (1986); see also ROBERT H. BORK, THE ANTITRUST PARADOX 90 
(1978) ( ³CRQVXPeU ZelfaUe . . . iV PeUel\ aQRWheU WeUP fRU Whe ZealWh Rf Whe QaWiRQ.´); FiUVW, supra 
note 41, at 324±25 (deVcUibiQg RRbeUW BRUk¶V cRQceSWiRQ Rf ³cRQVXPeU ZelfaUe´ aV cRQflaWiQg total 
economic efficiency with outcomes that specifically make consumers, not just producers, better 
off).  

43 See, e.g., Harlan M. Blake & William K. Jones, In Defense of Antitrust, 65 COLUM. L. REV. 
377, 383 (1965) (³IQ VhRUW, aQWiWUXVW RSeUaWeV WR fRUeVWall concentrations of economic power which, 
if allowed to develop unhindered, would call for much more intrusive government supervision of 
the economy. Reliance on competitive markets accommodates our interest in material well-being 
with our distrust of concentrations of political and economic power in private or governmental 
haQdV.´). 

44 See, e.g., Milton Handler, The Brandeis Conception of the Relationship of Small Business to 
Antitrust, 1960 16 A.B.A. SEC. ANTITRUST L. 13, 13±17 (describing Justice LRXiV BUaQdeiV¶V 
conception of antitrust goals as opposing big business aggregation of labor and capital and 
promoting small business market competition, even to the extent that he would allow cooperation 
and joint bargaining agreements among small businesses).  

45 AP. Needle, IQc. Y. NaW¶l FRRWball LeagXe, 560 U.S. 183, 195 (2010) (³[T]he µceQWUal eYil 
addUeVVed b\ SheUPaQ AcW � 1¶ iV Whe µeliPiQ[aWiRQ Rf] cRPSeWiWiRQ WhaW ZRXld RWheUZiVe e[iVW.¶´) 
(quoting AREEDA & HOVENKAMP, supra note 16, at ¶1462b). 

46 First, supra note 41, aW 326 (³WhaWeYeU Whe aPbigXiWieV Rf Whe WeUP µcRQVXPeU ZelfaUe,¶ 
however, until recently it appeared that Bork had set the frame for the debate over goals and that 
PeWhRdV PRUe WhaQ gRalV ZeUe beiQg cRQWeVWed.´) (ciWiQg EleaQRU M. FR[, Against Goals, 81 
FORDHAM L. REV. 2157, 2160 (2013) (³The core debate is how to design and apply antitrust 
principles so that robust markets are likely to result or be preserved, not what are the goals of 
aQWiWUXVW.´)).  

47 See, e.g., Herbert Hovenkamp, Is Antitrust’s Consumer Welfare Principle Imperiled?, 45 J. 
CORP. L. 101 (2019); Lina M. Khan, Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox, 126 YALE L.J. 710 (2017); 
JONATHAN B. BAKER, THE ANTITRUST PARADIGM (2019). But see Jonathan Baker & Steven Salop, 
Antitrust, Competition Policy, and Inequality, 104 GEO. L.J. ONLINE 1 (2015-2016) (suggesting 
continued resilience of the consumer welfare standard); Timothy J. Muris & Jonathan E. 
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argued to more broadly consider allocative efficiency or innovation rates as part of 
antitrust analysis.48 Several federal agencies held a series of hearings on the 
continued efficac\ Rf Whe ³cRQVXPeU ZelfaUe´ VWaQdaUd iQ laWe 2018.49 

B.  When to Credit a Procompetitive Justification  

1.  Treatment of Procompetitive Justifications in Historical Cases  

Several noteworthy historical cases have considered when to credit 
procompetitive justifications within rule of reason analysis. While these cases help 
to establish some principles and guidelines around when a justification might be 
credited or should be denied, no clear standard emerges by which to assess asserted 
justifications in future cases.  

The earliest case to take up this question was Board of Trade of City of 
Chicago v. United States (heUeiQafWeU ³Chicago Board of Trade´), ZheUeiQ JXVWice 
Louis Brandeis outlined the contours of modern rule of reason analysis.50 The 
defendant, a trade organization that oversaw grain trading in Chicago, had set certain 
rules for its members that limited after-hours price-making for a limited set of grain 
exchanges.51 While acknowledging that the rule was a price restraint, the Supreme 
Court consideUed ZheWheU iW QRQeWheleVV ³helSed WR iPSURYe PaUkeW cRQdiWiRQV,´ 
finding that it did sR WhURXgh cUeaWiQg a PaUkeW fRU ³WR aUUiYe´ gUaiQ, aWWUacWiQg a 

 
Nuechterlein, Antitrust in the Internet Era: The Legacy of United States v. A&P, (Geo. Mason L. 
& Econ. Research Paper No. 18-15, 2018), 
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3186569.  

48 See, e.g., Herbert Hovenkamp, Antitrust Policy and Inequality of Wealth (Penn. Faculty 
Scholarship, Research Paper No. 10-2017, 2017) (describing current mismatch between goals of 
improving allocative efficiency and antitrust review); Tim Wu, Taking Innovation Seriously: 
Antitrust Enforcement if Innovation Mattered Most, 78 ANTITRUST L.J. 313 (2012) (suggesting a 
need for a greater sensitivity to whether conduct improves innovation in antitrust review). But see 
David A. Crane, Antitrust and Wealth Inequality, 101 CORNELL L. REV. 1170 (2016) (arguing 
allocative efficiency outcomes will not be improved with changes to the consumer welfare 
standard).  

49 PUeVV ReleaVe, Fed. TUade CRPP¶Q, FTC TeVWifieV befRUe SXbcRPPiWWee Rf SeQaWe 
Committee on the Judiciary Regarding Oversight of Antitrust Enforcement, (Oct. 3, 2018) 
(https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2018/10/ftc-testifies-subcommittee-senate-
committee-judiciary-regarding).  

50 246 U.S. 231, 238 (1918) (rejecting a per se determination that a price restraint was 
XQUeaVRQable iQ faYRU Rf aQ aSSURach WhaW ZRXld cRQVideU ZheWheU Whe ³UeVWUaiQW iPSRVed iV VXch 
as merely regulates and perhaps thereby promotes competition or whether it is such as may 
VXSSUeVV RU eYeQ deVWUR\ cRPSeWiWiRQ´).  

51 Id. at 236±38.  
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greater number of buyers and sellers to transact, and reducing information 
asymmetries about the prevailing market price.52 The Supreme Court also noted that 
Whe UeVWUaiQW helSed WR UePRYe ³UiVk´ fURP SUiYaWe deal-making, as market 
participants could be sure that they would be able to find a deal-making partner.53 
Further, the restraint helped to improve allocative efficiency, as it ensured that 
country dealers and farmers²market participants least likely to have access to 
timely market information²could nonetheless determine the market price for 
trades.54 Finally, the rule contributed to more efficient grain transportation routes.55 
In sum, the Court SeUPiWWed Whe UeVWUaiQW¶V efficieQc\-improving benefits to be 
balanced against its anticompetitive harm, and the restraint overall was found not to 
unreasonably hinder competition.56  

In the more recent Broadcast Music, Inc. v. CBS, Inc. (heUeiQafWeU ³BMI´) 
decision, the Supreme Court permitted defendants, licensing organizations for 
composers, to issue and set fees for blanket licensing agreements for copyrighted 
musical compositions.57 Since 1914, licensing organizations have served as a 
clearinghouses for composers²the exclusive owners of the copyright to perform 
their work in public for profit²in order to negotiate licenses for third parties to 
perform these works and monitor compliance.58 At the court of appeals, the 
defeQdaQW¶V blaQkeW liceQVeV ZeUe fRXQd WR be SUice fi[iQg aQd illegal per se under 
the Sherman Act.59 The Supreme Court agreed that the blank licenses involved price 
fi[iQg ³iQ Whe liWeUal VeQVe,´ bXW Whe CRXUW QRWed CRQgUeVV¶V iQWeQW fRU cRS\UighW 
owners to be able to vindicate their rights and the practical impossibility of forming 
contracts and monitoring compliance without blanket licenses.60 The Court also 
described how the blanket licenses were valuable for reducing transaction costs in 

 
52 Id. aW 240 (deVcUibiQg hRZ Whe SUice UeVWUaiQW ³cUeaWed a SXblic PaUkeW fRU gUaiQ µWR aUUiYe¶´; 

VRlYed Whe iQfRUPaWiRQ aV\PPeWUieV ZheUeiQ SUeYiRXVl\ ³[P]eQ had WR bX\ aQd Vell ZiWhRXW 
adequate knowledge of actual market conditionV´; aQd ³bURXghW bX\eUV aQd VelleUV iQWR PRUe diUecW 
UelaWiRQV,´ i.e., iQcUeaVed WUadeUV iQ Whe PaUkeW dXUiQg Whe WUadiQg ZiQdRZ).  

53 Id. 
54 Id. (³BefRUe iWV adRSWiRQ, bidV ZeUe Pade SUiYaWel\. MeQ had WR bX\ aQd Vell ZiWhRXW 

adequate knowledge of actual market conditions. This was disadvantageous to all concerned, but 
SaUWicXlaUl\ VR WR cRXQWU\ dealeUV aQd faUPeUV.´). 

55 Id. 
56 Id. 
57 441 U.S. 1, 4 (1979). 
58 Id. at 4±5 (describing how in the scheme, 22,000 participatory composer members would 

grant the licensing organization nonexclusive rights to license performances of their works and 
receive in return royalties according to a schedule that reflected the nature and amount of 
performances of their music, among other factors). 

59 Id. at 6. 
60 Id. at 18±19, 20. 
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contract formation and monitoring, contributing to lower costs for buyers and sellers 
of composition performance rights.61 The Supreme Court determined that rule of 
reason analysis should apply in order to permit a reviewing court to consider these 
offsetting efficiencies from reduced transaction costs as procompetitive 
justifications for the blanket licenses, and the Court reversed and remanded the case 
to proceed below.62  

In National Society of Professional Engineers v. United States (hereinafter 
³Professional Engineers´), Whe SXSUePe CRXUW affiUPed Whe diVWUicW cRXUW¶V 
determination that a professional engineeriQg VRcieW\¶V cRde Rf eWhicV SURhibiWiQg iWV 
members from bidding competitively for projects violated antitrust law even where 
the restraint was adopted to reduce the risk of low-quality engineering work from 
excessive price competition.63 Justice John Paul SWeYeQV ZURWe WhaW Whe defeQdaQW¶V 
conduct, a refusal to compete on price, had the same effect as price-fixing in terms 
Rf iPSediQg ³Whe RUdiQaU\ giYe aQd Wake Rf Whe PaUkeW Slace [sic]´ WR VeW SUiceV aQd 
further deprived consumers of the ability to compare prices.64 BecaXVe ³[W]he 
Sherman Act reflects a legislative judgment that ultimately competition will produce 
QRW RQl\ lRZeU SUiceV, bXW alVR beWWeU gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV,´ Whe aVVeUWed jXVWificaWiRQ 
of a quality improvement from a direct price restraint could not be credited.65  

2.  Treatment of Procompetitive Justifications in Recent Cases 

In the over 100 years since Chicago Board of Trade and 40 years since BMI, 
antitrust doctrine has not yet coalesced around a clear standard for when to credit a 
procompetitive justification within rule of reason analysis. In National Collegiate 
Athletic Association v. Board of Regents of University of Oklahoma (hereinafter 
³NCAA´), Whe SXSUePe CRXUW VXggeVWed cUediWiQg cRQdXcW WhaW ³iQcUeaVe[V] RXWSXW 
aQd UedXce[V] . . . SUice,´ ³Pak[eV] SRVVible a QeZ SURdXcW,´ ³ZideQ[V] cRQVXPeU 

 
61 Id. aW 21 (³ThiV VXbVWaQWial lRZeUiQg Rf cRVWV, Zhich iV Rf cRXUVe SRWeQWiall\ beQeficial WR bRWh 

sellers and buyers, differentiates the blanket license froP iQdiYidXal XVe liceQVeV.´).  
62 Id. at 24±25.  
63 435 U.S. 679, 681 (1978). 
64 Id. at 692±93. 
65 Id. aW 695 (³The aVVXPSWiRQ WhaW cRPSeWiWiRQ iV Whe beVW PeWhRd Rf allRcaWiQg UeVRXUceV iQ a 

free market recognizes that all elements of a bargain²quality, service, safety, and durability²and 
not just the immediate cost, are favorably affected by the free opportunity to select among 
alWeUQaWiYe RffeUV.´). 
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chRice,´ RU ³eQhaQce[V] SXblic iQWeUeVW [iQ Whe UeleYaQW SURdXcW].´66 The deciViRQ¶V 
reasoning, however, mostly focused on whether application of the per se rule was 
appropriate for the case, not when to credit a procompetitive justification.67 The 
Supreme Court referenced these efficiencies sporadically throughout the opinion²
it did not refer to them as a defined list by which to judge future asserted 
justifications.68 In Indiana Federation of Dentists, the Supreme Court used a broad, 
efficiencies-focused approach to assess whether to credit a defeQdaQW¶V aVVeUWed 
procompetitive justification, citing BMI, Chicago Board of Trade, NCAA, and 
Professional Engineers in doing so.69 Yet, lower courts lack clear guidelines for 
which efficiencies to credit and when. In Indiana Federation of Dentists, the 
Supreme Court provided no further guidance than that lower courts should look for 
³some countervailing procompetitive virtue²such as, for example, the creation of 
efficieQcieV iQ Whe RSeUaWiRQ Rf a PaUkeW RU Whe SURYiViRQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV.´70 
The Supreme Court did not specifically reference the justifications discussed two 
years earlier in NCAA, nor did it state whether and which of these justifications might 
be credited within the efficiencies-focused approach it set out. Presumably, most of 
the categories discussed in NCAA would improve market competition through 
creation of efficiencies and be permitted, as they refer to conduct with the net effect 
to reduce price, increase output, or improve product quality and variety.71 And, the 
Supreme Court, by citing to BMI, Chicago Board of Trade, NCAA, and Professional 
Engineers, appeared to intend to encapsulate and carry forward the reasoning in 
those cases in the approach that it set out, suggesting the continued salience of those 
earlier cases for asserting procompetitive justifications. 

 
66 AffiUPiQg Whe lRZeU cRXUW¶V UeYieZ Rf Whe UeVWUaiQW, Whe SXSUePe CRXUW deVcUibed, ³[i]f Whe 

NCAA's television plan produced procompetitive efficiencies, the plan would increase output and 
UedXce Whe SUice Rf WeleYiVed gaPeV.´ In summarizing the holding of BMI, the Supreme Court noted 
WhaW a UeVWUaiQW WhaW ³Pak[eV] SRVVible a QeZ SURdXcW b\ UeaSiQg RWheUZiVe XQaWtainable 
efficieQcieV´ ZRXld be SURcRPSeWiWiYe, aV ZRXld ³a jRiQW VelliQg aUUaQgePeQW . . . VR efficieQW WhaW 
iW Zill iQcUeaVe VelleUV¶ aggUegaWe RXWSXW.´ FXUWheU, Whe SXSUePe CRXUW QRWed WhaW ³[A]cWiRQV [WR] 
widen consumer choice²not only the choices available to sports fans but also those available to 
aWhleWeV . . . caQ be YieZed aV SURcRPSeWiWiYe.´ The CRXUW alVR QRWed, ³IW iV UeaVRQable WR aVVXPe 
that most of the regulatory controls of the NCAA are justifiable means of fostering competition 
among amateur athletic teams and therefore procompetitive because they enhance public interest 
iQ iQWeUcRllegiaWe aWhleWicV.´ 468 U.S. 85, 102±03, 113±14, 117 (1984). 

67 Id. at 86. 
68 Id. at 102±03, 113±14, 117. 
69 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986).  
70 Id. 
71 468 U.S. 85, 102±03, 113±14, 117 (1984). 
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As far as other categories of justifications that might be credited, in California 
Dental Association v. FTC, the Supreme Court suggested openness to crediting 
conduct shown to remove false or misleading claims from the market, although it 
did not do so to decide the case.72 In the vertical restraint context, the Supreme Court 
permits conduct that stimulates interbrand competition among manufacturers selling 
different brands of the same product by reducing competition among retailers selling 
the same brand.73 The Supreme Court has suggested openness to crediting conduct 
to stimulate interbrand competition in monopolization cases as well.74  

The majority of circuit courts follow the broad, efficiencies-focused approach 
outlined in Indiana Federation of Dentists. The D.C. Circuit appeared to follow this 
approach in Microsoft, ZheUe iW defiQed ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ aV ³a fRUP Rf 
competition on the merits because it involves, for example, greater efficiency or 
enhanced consumer appeal,´ alWhRXgh iW did QRW VSecificall\ ciWe to Indiana 
Federation of Dentists in doing so.75 The Second, Third, Seventh, and Ninth Circuits 
have followed this efficiencies-focused approach as well, citing to the definition for 
³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ RXWliQed iQ Microsoft.76 Yet, some circuit courts have 
also credited conduct with no direct effect on competition, such as conduct designed 
to execute a technical command, protect an intellectual property right, or increase 
diversity in higher education.77 A minority of circuit courts have experimented with 
a ³caWegRUical´ aSSURach WhaW RQl\ SeUPiWV jXVWifications that fall into predetermined 
categories. The Eleventh Circuit will credit a procompetitive justification if the 
defendant shows that iWV cRQdXcW haV Whe effecW WR ³UedXce cost, increase output or 

 
72 526 U.S. 756, 778 (1999). 
73 See LeegiQ CUeaWiYe LeaWheU PURdV., IQc. Y. PSKS, IQc., 551 U.S. 877, 878 (2007) (³The 

justifications for vertical price restraints are similar to those for other vertical restraints. Minimum 
resale price maintenance can stimulate interbrand competition among manufacturers selling 
different brands of the same type of product by reducing intrabrand competition among retailers 
VelliQg Whe VaPe bUaQd.´).  

74 In Ohio v. American Express Co., the Supreme Court suggested willingness to crediting 
cRQdXcW deVigQed WR cXUb ³QegaWiYe e[WeUQaliWieV . . . aQd SURPRWe iQWeUbUaQd cRPSeWiWiRQ.´ 138 S. 
Ct. 2274, 2289 (2018). 

75 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
76 FTC v. Qualcomm Inc., 969 F.3d 974, 991 (9th Cir. 2020); Viamedia, Inc. v. Comcast Corp., 

951 F.3d 429, 463 (7th Cir. 2020); Mylan Pharm. Inc. v. Warner Chilcott Pub. Ltd. Co., 838 F.3d 
421, 438 (3d Cir. 2016); New York ex rel. Schneiderman v. Actavis PLC, 787 F.3d 638, 652 (2d 
Cir. 2015). 

77 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 63±64, 67; United States v. Brown Univ., 5 F.3d 658 (3d Cir. 1997) 
(permitting an agreement among Ivy League colleges to only award financial aid to students on 
the basis of need, where the defendant argued the restraint facilitated access to higher education 
for students from impoverished backgrounds).  
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iPSURYe SURdXcW TXaliW\, VeUYice, RU iQQRYaWiRQ.´78 The Tenth Circuit will allow a 
jXVWificaWiRQ if Whe defeQdaQW caQ SRiQW WR ³iQcUeaViQg RXWSXW, cUeaWiQg RSeUaWiQg 
efficiencies, making a new product available, enhancing product or service quality, 
aQd ZideQiQg cRQVXPeU chRice.´79 

II 
ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DIGITAL PLATFORM BUSINESSES 

The following section summarizes some useful definitions and economic 
principles applicable to platform businesses. The section then describes market 
efficiencies that platform businesses often enable in the markets where they 
compete. 

A.  Platform Businesses  

A platform brings together at least one group of users and facilitates the 
provision of products or services.80 A platform might help an organization develop 
and innovate its internal business processes, or may be an external services offering 
for customers.81 Platforms allow users to innovate and interact more easily, or in 
ways practically not possible outside the platform, with the potential for increased 
utility and value creation.82 In a given market, participants may use a single or 
multiple platforms to purchase goods and services, the latter referred to as 
³PXlWihRPiQg.´83 Whether users will seek out multiple platforms is a function of 
switching costs²where switching costs are high, users are likely to use one 
platform.84  

A digital platform is a technology-enabled platform that is built using software 
and may be offered over the internet.85 Early digital platform providers made 
VRfWZaUe aQd VeUYiceV fRU Whe SeUVRQal cRPSXWeU, VXch aV MicURVRfW¶V WiQdRZV 

 
78 McWane, Inc. v. FTC, 783 F.3d 814, 841 (11th Cir. 2015).  
79 Law v. NCAA, 134 F.3d 1010, 1023 (10th Cir. 1998). 
80 See Jacques Bughin et al., The Right Digital-Platform Strategy, MCKINSEY QUARTERLY 

(May 7, 2019), at 1, https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/mckinsey-digital/our-
insights/the-right-digital-platform-strategy; see also MICHAEL A. CUSUMANO ET AL., THE 
BUSINESS OF PLATFORMS 12±13 (1VW ed. 2019) (³PlaWfRUPV, iQ geQeUal, cRQQecW iQdiYidXalV aQd 
RUgaQi]aWiRQV fRU a cRPPRQ SXUSRVe RU WR VhaUe a cRPPRQ UeVRXUce.´) (ebRRk). 

81 Cusumano et al., supra note 80, at 12±13.  
82 Id.  
83 Thomas Eisenmann et al., Strategies for Two-Sided Markets, HARV. BUS. REV., October 

2006, at 96. 
84 Id. at 99. 
85 Cusumano et al., supra note 80, at 11. 
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RSeUaWiQg V\VWeP aQd NeWVcaSe¶V iQWeUQeW bURZVeU.86 More recent digital platform 
providers make software and services for smartphones, such aV UbeU¶V UideVhaUiQg 
aSSlicaWiRQ (³aSS´) aQd AiUbQb¶V hRPe UeQWal aSS.87 

PlaWfRUPV aUe deVcUibed aV ³WZR-Vided´ ZheUe chaQgeV iQ SUiciQg fRU RQe 
group of users on the platform affects the participation rate of another group of 
users.88 Two-sided platforms present unique pricing challenges, as the platform 
operator must choose not just the right price level but also the right price structure 
to maximize platform participation and returns.89 Examples of platforms that connect 
two groups of users include credit card providers (merchants / cardholders) and 
newspapers (advertisers / readers).90 Examples of digital platforms that connect two 
groups of users include computer operating systems (app developers / users) and 
ridesharing applications (drivers / users).91 Digital platform businesses are an 
increasingly popular way to transact goods and services.92 

While there are several ways to classify platforms, one helpful distinction is 
between innovation and transaction platforms. An innovation platform enables a 
range of products and services to be built on top of it through providing tools to 
third-SaUW\ deYelRSeUV like aSSlicaWiRQ SURgUaPPiQg iQWeUfaceV (³APIV´) aQd 
VRfWZaUe deYelRSPeQW kiWV (³SDKV´).93 A transaction platform helps match two 
groups of users together to enable a transaction, such as Airbnb matching renters and 
travelers or Uber matching drivers and riders.94 Some economists have theorized a 

 
86 Id. 
87 Id. 
88 Jean-Charles Rochet & Jean Tirole, Two-Sided Markets: A Progress Report, 37 RAND J. 

ECON. 645, 664±65 (2006) (³[A] PaUkeW iV WZR-sided if the platform can affect the volume of 
transactions by charging more to one side of the market and reducing the price paid by the other 
side by an equal amount; in other words, the price structure matters, and platforms must design it 
VR aV WR bUiQg bRWh VideV RQ bRaUd.´).  

89 Id. at 648. 
90 Jean-Charles Rochet & Jean Tirole, Platform Competition in Two-Sided Markets, 1 J. EUR. 

ECON. ASS¶N. 990, 992 (2003).   
91 See Eisenmann, supra note 83, at 95. 
92 See Patrick Barwise & Leo Watkins, The Evolution of Digital Dominance: How and Why 

We Got to GAFA, in DIGITAL DOMINANCE: THE POWER OF GOOGLE, AMAZON, FACEBOOK, AND 
APPLE 21, 22 (Martin Moore & Damian Tambini ed., 2018); see also Martin Kenney & John 
Zysman, The Rise of the Platform Economy, ISSUES SCI. & TECH, 61, 61 (2016). 

93 Martha Lagace, How to Be a Digital Platform Leader, HARV. BUS. SCH. WORKING 
KNOWLEDGE (Jul. 22, 2019), https://hbswk.hbs.edu/item/how-to-be-a-business-platform-leader; 
CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 82, at 3±7.  

94 Lagace, supra note 93; CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, at 3±7. 
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third group of platforms, audience makers, which aggregate large groups of users 
together in order to sell advertisements to them.95  

B.  Economic Characteristics Specific to Platform Businesses 

Platform businesses are distinguishable from other businesses due to the 
significance of network effects, increasing returns to scale, and upstart and ongoing 
pricing challenges. These effects persist whether a platform is digital or not but may 
be magnified on digital platforms.96  

Network effects refers to a positive feedback loop whereby having more users 
on a platform increases the value of participating in that platform.97 With more users 
on a platform, there are more participants to interact or transact with, and the value 
that a user will assign to transacting through the platform grows.98 Network effects 
may be direct or indirect. Network effects are direct where an increase in the number 
of participants from a single group of users increases the value of participating in the 
platform for all users.99 A classic example of direct network effects is the landline 
telephone: as the number of households with connected telephones increases, the 
product is more valuable to all users, as they can all communicate with more friends 
and family members.100 Network effects are indirect where the increase in the 
number of participants in one group of users on the platform increases the value to 
participating on the platform for some second group of users.101 A classic example 
Rf iQdiUecW QeWZRUk effecWV iV a lRcal faUPeU¶V PaUkeW: haYiQg PRUe faUPeUV Wake SaUW 
iQ a lRcal faUPeU¶V PaUkeW PakeV aWWeQdiQg Whe PaUkeW PRUe YalXable fRU VhRSSeUV.102 

 
95 These platforms typically offer a complementary service to users to attract and sustain their 

aWWeQWiRQ, VXch aV GRRgle SURYidiQg VeaUch UeVXlWV RU FacebRRk SURYidiQg iQfRUPaWiRQ abRXW XVeUV¶ 
³fUieQdV.´ See Eisenmann, supra note 83, at 94±96. 

96 David S. Evans, The Antitrust Analysis of Rules and Standards for Software Platforms 2 
(Univ. Chi. Coase-Sandor Inst. L. & Econ. Research, Working Paper No. 708, 2014). 

97 David S. Evans, Some Empirical Aspects of Multi-sided Platform Industries, 2 REV. 
NETWORK ECON. 191, 192 (2003); CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, at 13. 

98 CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, aW 13 (³[T]he XVefXlQeVV Rf an industry platform can grow 
with the power of the network: Each additional user, at least theoretically, can benefit from access 
WR all Whe RWheU XVeUV aQd iQQRYaWiRQV alUead\ aYailable WhURXgh Whe SlaWfRUP.´). 

99 Diane Coyle, Practical Competition Policy Implications of Digital Platforms, 82 ANTITRUST 
L.J. 835, 840 (2019); see also Eisenmann, supra note 83, at 96. 

100 Coyle, supra note 99 (³DiUecW QeWZRUk effecWV UefeU WR Whe SRViWiYe e[WeUQaliW\ RU VSillRYeU 
one user derives from other members of a network; for instance, a telephone is more valuable the 
more other people have WeleShRQeV.´). 

101 Id.; see also Eisenmann, supra note 83, at 96 (noting indirect network effects are also called 
³cURVV-Vide´ QeWZRUk effecWV). 

102 See Yuqing Zheng & Harry M. Kaiser, Optimal Quality Threshold of Admission in a Two-
Sided Farmers’ Market, 45 APPLIED ECON. 3360, 3360±61 (2013). 
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The same effect is true in the corollary: having more shoppers take part in a local 
faUPeU¶V PaUkeW PakeV aWWeQdiQg Whe PaUkeW PRUe YalXable fRU faUPeUV.103 Indirect 
network effects are common in digital platform businesses that bring together two 
groups of users.104  

Network effects are important for several reasons, including causing platform 
businesses to experience increasing returns to scale.105 Whereas traditional 
businesses experience diminishing demand for their product at higher levels of 
output, the opposite is true for platform businesses.106 With network effects, the value 
to transacting through the platform grows as the number of users on the platform 
increases, thereby driving up user demand to participate in the platform and 
willingness to pay for access.107 Thus, as platforms increase in size and users 
increasingly demand to participate, platforms can charge a higher price for platform 
access.108 Because network effects make platforms more valuable as they scale, 
platform providers are incentivized to try to cultivate network effects through 
growing user participation with strategic decisions about pricing, design, and 
marketing.109  

Network effects also contribute to two pricing challenges that prevail in two-
sided platform markets: getting users to join the platform in the first place and 
maintaining an optimal price level and structure to maximize ongoing platform use. 
First, before users find value to transacting through the platform, there must already 
be existing users on the platform. An e-commerce buyer, for example, will only use 
a platform if there are already participating sellers, and a seller will only offer 

 
103 Id. 
104 See Eisenmann, supra note 83.  
105 Id. aW 94 (³BecaXVe Rf QeWZRUk effecWV, VXcceVVfXl SlaWfRUPV eQjR\ iQcUeaViQg Ueturns to 

scale. . . . This sets network platforms apart from most traditional manufacturing and services 
bXViQeVVeV.´).  

106 Id. (³IQ WUadiWiRQal bXViQeVVeV, gURZWh be\RQd VRPe SRiQW XVXall\ leadV WR diPiQiVhiQg 
returns: Acquiring new customers becomes hardeU aV feZeU SeRSle, QRW PRUe, fiQd Whe fiUP¶V YalXe 
SURSRViWiRQ aSSealiQg.´); see also Marco Iansiti & Karim R. Lakhani, Managing Our Hub 
Economy, HARV. BUS. REV., Sept.-Oct. 2017, at 84, 90 (describing how for a traditional product 
and service business, gaining additional customers does not continue to add value after a certain 
point but platform businesses become increasingly valuable with greater levels of participation).  

107 See Eisenmann, supra note 83, at 94; see also Iansiti & Lakhani, supra note 106.  
108 See Eisenmann, supra note 83, aW 94 (³UVeUV Zill Sa\ PRUe fRU acceVV WR a biggeU QeWZRUk, 

so margiQV iPSURYe aV XVeU baVeV gURZ.´). 
109 David S. Evans & Richard Schmalensee, The Antitrust Analysis of Multi-Sided Platform 

Businesses 9 (NaW¶l BXUeaX Rf EcRQ. RVch., WRUkiQg PaSeU NR. 18783, 2013), 
http://www.nber.org/papers/w18783.  
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merchandise if there are participating buyers.110 To solve this conundrum²what is 
UefeUUed WR aV Whe ³chickeQ-and-egg´ SURbleP²a platform provider typically has to 
induce at least one set of users to join the platform through offering a subsidy.111 
Failure to adequately attract both sets of users at this initial stage will doom a 
platform.112 Second, in the ongoing operation of a two-sided platform, a platform 
owner must consider not just the appropriate price level for the service overall, but 
also how to distribute that price across two groups of platform users.113 Often, two 
groups of platform users will have differentiated demand for platform services.114 
This difference will determine which group of users will pay less or be subsidized 
during ongoing operation of the platform, whereas the other group will pay more or 
even bear the whole cost of receiving platform services.115 Overcharging one group 
of platform users comes at a significant cost²potentially causing the entire platform 
to unravel.116  

 
110 Bernard Caillaud & Bruno Jullien, Chicken & Egg: Competition Among Intermediation 

Service Providers, 34 RAND J. ECON. 309, 310 (2003) (³IQdiUecW QeWZRUk e[WeUQaliWieV giYe UiVe 
WR a µchickeQ & egg¶ SURbleP: WR aWWUacW bX\eUs, an intermediary should have a large base of 
registered sellers, but these will be willing to register only if they expect many buyers to show 
XS.´); see also Evans & Schmalensee, supra note 109, at 21.  

111 See Caillaud & Jullien, supra note 110, at 310. 
112 See David S. Evans & Richard Schmalensee, Failure to Launch: Critical Mass in Platform 

Businesses, 9 REV. NETWORK ECON. 1, 22 (2010) (³[W]e haYe VhRZQ heUe Zh\ eYeQ ZiWhRXW fi[ed 
costs or economies of scale, platform businesses typically need to attain critical mass when they 
aUe laXQched iQ RUdeU eYeQ WR VXUYiYe.´); see also Evans, supra note 97, at 195. 

113 See Rochet & Tirole, supra note 88, at 648; see also Marc Rysman, The Economics of Two-
Sided Markets, 23 J. ECON. PERSP. 125, 129 (2009) (³IQ a RQe-sided market, we can characterize 
the price-cost mark-up in terms of elasticity of demand and the marginal cost. But in a two-sided 
market, pricing decisions will also include the elasticity of the response on the other side and the 
mark-up charged to the RWheU Vide.´). 

114 See Rochet & Tirole, supra note 90, at 991±92; see also Rysman, supra note 113, at 129 
(³[P]UiciQg WR RQe Vide Rf Whe PaUkeW deSeQdV QRt only on the demand and costs that those 
consumers bring but also on how their participation affects participation on the other side and the 
SURfiW WhaW iV e[WUacWed fURP WhaW SaUWiciSaWiRQ.´). 

115 See Rochet & Tirole, supra note 90, at 1012±13; see also Evans, supra note 97, at 193; 
Evans & Schmalensee, supra note 109, aW 7 (³BecaXVe Rf iQdiUecW QeWZRUk e[WeUQaliWieV WheUe iV 
interdependence between the demands of the two sides, and the price structure is used to balance 
membership and usage WR Pa[iPi]e SlaWfRUP YalXe.´).  

116 See Evans, supra note 97, at 197. 
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C.  Market Efficiencies Specific to Platform Businesses  

 Platforms improve market efficiencies where they bring together two 
groups of users more efficiently than if the two groups transacted directly.117 
Platforms do so in several discrete ways, including reduced time and effort to find 
desired goods and services, reduced contracting costs, increased product and 
services quality, increased rate of innovation, and improved allocative efficiency. 
While these efficiencies are not necessarily specific to digital platforms, digital 
SlaWfRUPV¶ abiliW\ WR aggUegaWe aQd aQal\]e laUge daWa VeWV, SURYide UecRPPeQdaWiRQV 
using machine learning, and dynamically push out updates to users in real-time helps 
to capitalize on these efficiencies.   

A topic not adequately addressed in the present Note is when platform 
efficiencies should be characterized as not merely improving market competition but 
also furthering consumer welfare. The former, for example, might be distinguishable 
from the latter where improvements to market competition merely increase upstream 
producer surplus without passing along benefits to consumers in terms of greater 
output and variety or lower prices.118 The former might also be distinguishable where 
only a discrete group of consumers is made better off, not consumers generally.119 
Yet, many scholars would view an improvement to market competition as 
necessarily improving consumer welfare without these further showings²so 
perhaps this is merely distinction without difference.120 For most purposes of this 
NRWe, ³efficieQcieV´ PeUel\ UefeUV WR iPSURYePeQWV WR market competition, not 
necessarily specific benefits flowing through to consumers. Where applicable, this 
Note considers what effects an efficiency might have on ³cRQVXPeU ZelfaUe´ 
iPSURYePeQWV RU chaQgeV WR ³cRQVXPer VXUSlXV´ through postulating what changes 
to product and services output, variety, and pricing are likely to result from certain 
platform efficiencies.  

While not the focus of the present Note, many scholars have devoted 
considerable effort to cataloguing digital platform conduct likely to result in 

 
117 Id. at 192 (summarizing scholarship published by Jean-Charles Rochet, Jean Tirole, Mark 

Armstrong, Geoffrey Parker and Marshall W. Van Alstyne; and stating that platforms can improve 
PaUkeW efficieQcieV ZheUe: ³(1) WheUe aUe diVWiQcW gURXSV Rf cXVWRPeUV; (2) a member of one group 
benefits from having his demand coordinated with one or more members of another group; and (3) 
an intermediary can facilitate that coordination more efficiently than bi-lateral relationships 
beWZeeQ Whe PePbeUV Rf Whe gURXS.´).  

118 See discussion supra 2.  Goals of Antitrust Enforcement. 
119 See discussion supra 2.  Goals of Antitrust Enforcement 
120 See supra note 44 and accompanying text.  
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anticompetitive harm.121 Some of the most invidious conduct includes: creating 
closed standards and walled gardens;122 limiting data portability;123 erecting barriers 
to consumer switching;124 imposing algorithmic price discrimination;125 and 
acquiring nascent rivals.126 Some of the previously discussed economic 
characteristics of platform businesses may also have the effect of limiting expansion 
by rivals or entry by new competitors.127 Network effects and increasing returns to 
Vcale, fRU e[aPSle, Pa\ Pake a VPalleU fiUP¶V RffeUiQg iQheUeQWl\ diVadYaQWaged 
against a larger rival.128 A laUgeU UiYal¶V VWUaWeg\ WR PaiQWaiQ a clRVed ecRV\VWeP Rf 
services and prevent data portability may also ingrain existing leadership where 
network effects are strong.129 As such, while there are many market efficiencies that 
platforms enable, a fact-based, holistic consideration of the net effect of platform 
activity (as rule of reason generally endeavors to undertake) is especially important. 

1.  Reduced Search Costs 

Platforms, and especially transaction platforms, improve market efficiencies 
through reducing search costs to find a viable deal-making partner and improving 
the quality of matches between buyers and sellers, among other groups of users. In 
bUick aQd PRUWaU VWRUeV, VeaUch cRVWV ZiWhiQ a ViQgle lRcaWiRQ aUe liPiWed, aV a VWRUe¶V 

 
121 See, e.g., David J. Teece & Mary Coleman, The Meaning of Monopoly: Antitrust Analysis 

in High-Technology Industries, 43 ANTITRUST BULL. 801 (1998); Richard Schmalensee, Antitrust 
Issues in Schumpeterian Industries, 99 AM. ECON. REV. 192 (2000); Dennis W. Carlton & Michael 
Waldman, The Strategic Use of Tying to Preserve and Create Market Power in Evolving 
Industries, 33 RAND J. ECON. 194 (2002); John E. Lopatka & William H. Page, Antitrust on 
Internet Time: Microsoft and the Law and Economics of Exclusion, 7 SUP. CT. ECON. REV. 157 
(1999); Daniel E. Lazaroff, Entry Barriers and Contemporary Antitrust Litigation, 7 U.C. DAVIS 
BUS. L.J. 1 (2001); Nicholas Economides, Antitrust Issues in Network Industries, in THE REFORM 
OF EC COMPETITION LAW: NEW CHALLENGES 343 (Ioannis Lianos & Ioannis Kokkoris eds., 2010). 

122 Coyle, supra note 99, at 857±59 (³OSeQ aQd iQWeURSeUable VWaQdaUdV caQ be iPSRUWaQW 
eQableUV Rf cRPSeWiWiRQ . . . .´).  

123 Id. aW 858 (³EaVe Rf VZiWchiQg cRXld UedXce eQWU\ baUUieUV, Pake multihoming easier, and 
SRWeQWiall\ iQcUeaVe cRPSeWiWiYe SUeVVXUe PRUe diUecWl\.´). 

124 Id. (³[F]UeTXeQW cRPSle[iW\ aQd leQgWh Rf Whe WeUPV aQd cRQdiWiRQV Rf XVe SRVWed b\ digiWal 
[two-Vided SlaWfRUPV] iV a challeQge . . . .´).  

125 Id.  
126 Id. aW 854 (³The acTXiViWiRQ Rf VPall iQQRYaWRUV iV PRUe likel\ WhaQ QRW WR ZeakeQ Whe 

cRPSeWiWiYe d\QaPic.´). 
127 See supra B.  Economic Characteristics Specific to Platform Businesses. 
128 See Iansiti & Lakhani, supra note 106. 
129 See id.; see also Coyle, supra note 99.  
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physical size and layout limit the number of products that can be displayed.130 
However, comparison shopping across store locations and vendors can be 
challenging, requiring research of stores that sell a certain product or service and 
trips to several locations to assess that item.131 Without a platform intermediary, 
search costs can result in retailer markups for nearly identical goods, resulting in 
higher prices for consumers without any benefit to product quality.132  

Digital platforms like Amazon and eBay aid shoppers with tools like search 
functions and filters, which allow consumers to view a broad range of products,133 
and to quickly narrow their results by product attributes like price.134 In doing so, 
platforms may reveal differing prices for comparable goods, enabling consumers to 
benefit from lower prices.135 Platforms also offer algorithmic matching capabilities 
that help to promote search results that match a uVeU¶V SUefeUeQceV.136 Further, 
network effects encourage the development of thicker markets, that is, the 
accumulation of large groups of users on both sides of a platform, which may help 
users discover products that they are interested in.137 In sum, platforms can reduce a 
cRQVXPeU¶V VeaUch WiPe aQd iPSURYe Whe TXaliW\ Rf WheiU UeVXlWV, aV Zell aV SaVV alRQg 
lower prices.138 To the extent that reducing search costs passes on lower prices to 

 
130 Michael Dinerstein et al., Consumer Price Search and Platform Design in Internet 

Commerce, 108 AM. ECON. REV. 1820, 1820±23 (2018) (describing how in traditional markets 
³Whe QXPbeU Rf SURducts is limited and consumers are likely to be reasonably familiar with most 
Rf Whe SURdXcWV.´). 

131 Id.  
132 Id.  
133 Id. at 1820±21 (³[C]RQVXPeUV VhRSSiQg RQliQe caQ XVe eiWheU SUice VeaUch eQgiQeV RU (PRUe 

often) compare prices at e-commerce marketplaces, or internet platforms, such as eBay or 
APa]RQ.´).  

134 Id. aW 1823 (³BXW iQ RQliQe PaUkeWV, ZheUe WheUe aUe hXQdUedV RU VRPeWiPeV WhRXVaQdV Rf 
different competing products available for sale at a given time, and product churn is high, 
consumers cannot be expected to consider, or even be aware of, all these products. This is the 
context in which the platform has an important role in deciding which products to make visible to 
a giYeQ cRQVXPeU.´).  

135 Id. 
136 Id.  
137 Gregory Lewis & Albert Wang, Who Benefits from Improved Search in Platform Markets? 

1±2 (April 8, 2013) (unpublished manuscript), https://ssrn.com/abstract=2249816 (³PlaWfRUPV helS 
to overcome several key frictions: (1) they provide market thickness; (2) they reduce transaction 
cRVWV; aQd (3) Whe\ UedXce VeaUch cRVWV.´). 

138 In the airline industry, for example, online travel booking platforms like Kayak allow 
cRQVXPeUV WR VeaUch fRU flighWV acURVV VeYeUal aiUliQeV ZiWhRXW XViQg a WUaYel ageQW¶V VeUYiceV RU 
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consumers and improving matches passes on better quality products and services, 
this market efficiency improvement also increases consumer surplus. 

2.  Reduced Contract Formation Costs  

Digital platforms improve market efficiencies through reducing the costs of 
forming a contract.139 Whereas Ronald Coase famously theorized that bargaining 
parties will be able to achieve an economically efficient outcome regardless of the 
original endowment of property rights between them,140 in practice, transaction costs 
and information asymmetries hold up mutually beneficial deals.141 Platforms may 
reduce contract formation costs in several ways. First, platforms may lower contract 
formation costs through standardizing deal terms.142 A platform provider might 
require that all participants use certain default contracts or may set certain rules 
limiting negotiation, such as requiring price caps and imposing rules against 
surcharges.143 Second, platform providers may take on tasks that reduce the risk of 
forming a deal on the platform. A platform provider may take on contract monitoring 
and oversight costs, or it may require that all users provide identity verification and 
RQl\ WUaQVacW WhURXgh Whe SlaWfRUP¶V Sa\PeQW SURceVViQg WRRlV.144 Third, platforms 
may guarantee deals by standing ready to accept returns or provide refunds.145 On 
net, these activities may make contract formation easier and less risky than 

 
contact multiple airlines for ticketing information, thereby reducing search costs. They also 
provide search tools and filters for routes, flight legs, and relative pricing with different 
combinations of departure and return dates, allowing consumers to maximize cost savings or 
quality. The net effect of the prevalence of online travel booking platforms in the airline industry 
has been greater price competition among airlines and reduced costs to consumers. Airlines may 
benefit from greater insight into customer demand preferences but also face downward pricing 
pressure due to greater price transparency. Dennis W. Carlton & Alan S. Frankel, Transaction 
Costs, Externalities, and “Two-Sided” Payment Markets, 2005 COLUM. BUS. L. REV. 617, 621±
22 (2005).  

139 Contracting costs are theorized as a subset of transactional costs²the costs necessary to 
affect the transfer of goods from seller to buyer. Id. at 618±19. 

140 Ronald Coase, The Problem of Social Cost, 3 J. LAW & ECON. 1, 2±15 (1960). 
141 See Carlton & Frankel, supra note 138, at 622±24. 
142 See Rochet & Tirole, supra note 88, at 650 (discussing how a platform might impose a 

uniform rule like no surcharges or a price cap of ninety-nine cents for songs). 
143 Id. 
144 FeQg ZhX & MaUcR IaQViWi, Wh\ SRPe PlaWfRUPV ThUiYe aQd OWheUV DRQ¶W, HARV. BUS. 

REV., Jan.-Feb. 2019, at 119. See also Andrei Hagiu, Multi-Sided Platforms: From 
Microfoundations to Design and Expansion Strategies 6±7 (Harvard Bus. Sch., Working Paper No. 
09-115, 2008), https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=955584. 

145 Zhu & Iansiti, supra note 144. 
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transacting outside the platform, allowing a greater number of deals to be realized.146 
To the extent that these market efficiencies are passed on to consumers in the form 
of lower prices and greater output, they also improve consumer surplus.  

Some platforms also improve market efficiencies through facilitating 
auctions, which help buyers and sellers to arrive at a market clearing price in real-
time.147 While auctions have existed for centuries,148 digital platform auctions are 
distinguishable because of the amount of data that they can aggregate about potential 
trading partners and the speed with which they can process matches.149 Digital 
platforms can also facilitate a series of complex auction rules and conditional 
bidding schemes.150 Further, digital platforms can integrate third party data about 

 
146 ASSle¶V ASS SWRUe digiWal SlaWfRUP, Zhich bUiQgV WRgeWheU aSS deYelRSers and smartphone 

users, helps to reduce transaction costs between platform participants by standardizing contracts 
for app purchases and screening new applications for malware. The net effect is that users trust 
applications available in the App Store and are more willing to purchase applications from a 
developer that they do not know. These contract standardization and oversight and monitoring 
activities help to reduce contracting friction and allow more transactions between application 
developers and smartphone users to take place. See Laura Barnes, Apple’s App Store Strategy: 
Quality over Quantity, HARV. BUS. SCH. DIGIT. INITIATIVE BLOG (Mar. 8, 2018), 
https://digital.hbs.edu/platform-digit/submission/apples-app-store-strategy-quality-over-
quantity/; see also App Store Principles and Practices, APPLE, https://www.apple.com/ios/app-
store/principles-practices/ (last visited Aug. 29, 2020).  

147 See, e.g., Robert Wilson, A Bidding Model of Perfect Competition, 44 REV. ECON. STUD. 
511 (1977) (describing market efficiencies in blind bidding auctions); Roger B. Myerson & Mark 
A. Satterthwaite, Efficient Mechanisms for Bilateral Trading, 29 J. ECON. THEORY 265 (1983).  

148 Sweden claims to have opened the earliest auction house for arts, crafts, and antiques in 
1674. About Us, STOCKHOLMS AUKTIONSVERK, http://auktionsverket.com/about-us/about-
stockholms-auktionsverk/ (last visited Aug. 29, 2020). SRWheb\¶V AXcWiRQ hRXVe RSeQed WR aXcWiRQ 
fine arts, rare books and other relics in 1744. The History of Sotheby’s Auction House, SOTHEBY¶S, 
https://www.sothebys.com/en/about/our-history (last visited Aug. 29, 2020).  

149 Aaron L. Bodoh-Creed et al., How Efficient Are Decentralized Auction Platforms? 1 
(Becker Friedman Inst. for Rsch. in Econ., Working Paper No. 2016-23, 2016) (³OQ a SlaWfRUP, a 
large number of buyers and sellers participate in essentially simultaneous auctions each period, 
and agents know that if they are unsuccessful in consummating a trade today, they can return to 
Whe PaUkeW iQ fXWXUe SeUiRdV WR WU\ agaiQ.´). 

150 Patrick Bajari & Ali Hortacsu, The Winner's Curse, Reserve Prices, and Endogenous Entry: 
Empirical Insights from eBay Auctions, 34 RAND J. ECON. 329, 329±30 (2003) (deVcUibiQg eBa\¶V 
allRZaQce fRU cRQdiWiRQal bidV aQd UXleV WR liPiW Whe effecW Rf Whe ³ZiQQeU¶V cXUVe,´ i.e., SUeYeQWiQg 
overpayment by the auction winner by setting the market clearing price to be the second highest 
bid price).  
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inventory characteristics to improve buyer knowledge of inventory quality.151 On 
net, auctions facilitated by digital platforms help buyers and sellers to quickly 
resolve ambiguities about inventory quality and pricing as well as execute a deal, 
thereby reducing transaction costs.152 To the extent that these market efficiencies are 
passed on to consumers in the form of lower prices, greater output and high quality 
goods, they also improve consumer surplus.  

3.  Self-Regulation and Improved Information Sharing  

Platforms improve market efficiencies through acting as regulators for 
platform transactions. As discussed above, standard setting can reduce contract 
formation costs.153 Standard setting on transaction and innovation platforms can 
further improve the quality of products and services available through the platform. 
Many platforms self-regulate through setting rules for who may join the platform 
and what types of conduct can take place on the platform.154 These rules prevent 
fraud, distribution of malicious software, sale of counterfeit goods and other 
undesirable activities.155 Many platforms also provide information back to users 
about other platform participants in the form of reviews or quality rankings.156 This 
information sharing helps to protect users from less trustworthy deal-making 
partners and incentivizes good behavior on the platform.157 Ultimately, users may be 

 
151 Dipayan Ghosh, Facebook Is Changing How Marketers Can Target Ads. What Does That 

Mean for Data Brokers?, HARV. BUS. REV. (Apr. 9, 2018), https://hbr.org/2018/04/facebook-is-
changing-how-marketers-can-target-ads-what-does-that-mean-for-data-brokers (describing how 
Facebook typically allowed advertisers to integrate data from three sources on its platform: first-
party advertiser data about their customers, such as names, emails and recent purchasing 
iQfRUPaWiRQ; FacebRRk daWa abRXW XVeUV¶ Zeb bURZViQg aQd SURfile iQfRUPaWiRQ; aQd WhiUd-party 
information from data brokers like Acxiom, Oracle, Epsilon and Experian, which pool information 
from credit card purchases, website cookies and other sources).  

152 Empirical studies of buyer and seller surplus on eBay support a finding that both parties are 
made better off through coordinating transactions through the platform. Ravi Bapna et al., 
Consumer Surplus in Online Auctions, 19 INFO. SYS. RSCH. 400, 400 (2008).  

153 See supra 2.  Reduced Contract Formation Costs. 
154 Kevin J. Boudreau & Andrei Hagiu, Platform Rules: Multi-sided Platforms as Regulators, 

in PLATFORMS, MARKETS AND INNOVATION 163, 172 (Annabelle Gawer ed., 2009).  
155 Id. 
156 Meng Liu et al., Do Digital Platforms Reduce Moral Hazard? 1 (NaW¶l BXUeaX Rf EcRQ. 

Research, Working Paper No. 25015, 2018). 
157 Id. (describing more direct routes for Uber drivers than taxi drivers when driving passengers 

to airports and postulating that Uber drivers were incentivized to stick to direct routes to ensure 
that they received high ratings from riders, which affect their ability to pick up future riders).  
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flagged and removed from the platform for conduct that violates platform rules.158  
On net, market efficiencies are improved because users can spend less time 
evaluating deal-making partners, more transactions can take place, and the 
transactions that take place will be for higher quality goods and services.159 To the 
extent that users value higher quality products and services, albeit at somewhat 
higher prices, this efficiency improvement improves consumer welfare.  

4.  Increased Rate of Innovation 

Innovation platforms improve market efficiencies by making it easier for 
third-party developers to reach the market with a product offering.160 They do so by 
reducing the costs to create a viable product and enabling these products to launch 
at scale.161 Innovation platforms provide the ecosystem, infrastructure, or set of 
standards that enable third-party developers to interact with users in a common 
system.162 MicURVRfW¶V WiQdRZV RSeUating system, for example, allowed Netscape 
to offer its browser product to users without also having to create an operating 
system.163 Innovation platforms may also provide tools to third-party developers that 
enable innovation, like software developer kitV (³SDKV´).164 SDKs reduce the costs 
for third-party innovation through providing a start-up bundle of code to build 
upon.165 Innovation platforms may also provide open interface APIs, thereby 
facilitating compatibility between third-party applications and the platform.166 
Developers no longer have to write software to enable platform compatibility and 
can instead focus on developing their unique application offerings.167 This 
compatibility with the platform also reduces costs that the developer would have had 
to absorb to market and distribute its application to consumers.168 On net, innovation 

 
158 David Evans, Governing Bad Behavior by Users of Multisided Platforms, 27 BERKELEY 

TECH. L.J. 1201, 1201 (2012) (describing the right of removal for existing platform participants 
WhaW YiRlaWe Whe SlaWfRUP¶V gRYeUQiQg UXleV aV a ³BRXQceU¶V RighW´).  

159 See Barnes, supra note 146 (deVcUibiQg ASSle¶V YeWWiQg fRU WhiUd-party applications sold 
through its App Store, which both reduces contract formation costs and results in higher quality 
applications being available on the store).  

160 Tim Wu, Taking Innovation Seriously: Antitrust Enforcement If Innovation Mattered Most, 
78 ANTITRUST L.J. 313, 321 (2012). 

161 Id. 
162 Id. 
163 Id. 
164 CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, at 3±7; Lagace, supra note 93.  
165 CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, at 3±7.  
166 Id.; Lagace, supra note 93. 
167 CUSUMANO ET AL., supra note 80, at 3±7. 
168 Wu, supra note 160. 
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platforms improve market efficiencies by creating an ecosystem that brings together 
developers and users while reducing the cost for developers to create, market and 
distribute their applications. Because consumers benefit from a greater range of 
compatible product and service offerings, this market efficiency also improves 
consumer welfare. 

5.  Improved Allocative Efficiency  

Platforms improve market efficiencies by dynamically adjusting the supply of 
platform services and pricing during periods of high demand. Platform providers 
create rules for the provision of platform goods or services that may increase 
availability in the face of increased consumer demand.169 Ridesharing applications 
like Uber group together riders in shared cars when there is sufficient local demand, 
iPSURYiQg Whe efficieQc\ Rf WhaW dUiYeU¶V VeUYice RffeUiQg.170 Platform providers may 
also create rules that dynamically adjust pricing with demand.171 Ridesharing 
aSSlicaWiRQV iPSRVe ³VXUge´ SUiciQg dXUiQg SeUiRdV Rf heaY\ demand, which likely 
reflects the real-time marginal cost of receiving a desired service when so many other 
users are simultaneously demanding the same service.172 A platform policy to 
dynamically update prices with demand may also improve allocative efficiency in 
future interactions by encouraging more price sensitive users to seek out services 
during periods of lower demand.173 Thus, dynamic adjustment helps consumers to 
receive goods and services that they desire, but they may have to pay a higher price. 
Where this market efficiency improvement results in a net increase in the supply of 
a good or service, it represents a benefit to consumer surplus. To the extent 
consumers face price discrimination, it is not clear whether consumer welfare is 
improved.   

III 
CREDITING PROCOMPETITIVE JUSTIFICATIONS FOR PLATFORM BUSINESSES 

DEFENDANTS 

Below, this Note reviews the standard for crediting procompetitive 
justifications applied in the Microsoft case to determine if the decision provides a 
clear and consistent standard that may be used in other cases to assess the conduct 
of digital platform defendants. Finding it does not quite meet the mark, this Note 

 
169 Benjamin G. Edelman & Damien Geradin, Efficiencies and Regulatory Shortcuts: How 

Should We Regulate Companies Like Airbnb and Uber, 19 STAN. TECH. L. REV. 293, 298 (2016). 
170 Id. 
171 Id. at 301. 
172 Id. 
173 Id. 
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assesses whether other approaches advanced in legal scholarship and some circuit 
courts provide a better way forward. Finally, this Note argues that the existing rule 
of reason analysis and the standard to credit a procompetitive justification where 
conduct is shown to improve market efficiencies remains the best approach. This 
Note substantiates this view through review of several recent cases addressing the 
conduct of platform business defendants where courts were found to appropriately 
apply rule of reason analysis and the broad efficiencies-focused standard with good 
results.  

A.  The Microsoft Case 

The Microsoft decision is notable as the first court of appeals decision to apply 
rule of reason analysis to the conduct of a digital platform business exhibiting 
network effects.174 As the D.C. Circuit described, before its decision, scholars were 
split as to whether platform businesses should be treated more harshly under antitrust 
review on a theory that network effects posed a barrier to entry for rivals or more 
leniently on a theory that incumbent companies operating in dynamic, high-
technology markets were likely to see their market share eclipsed with technological 
change.175 MRVW UeleYaQW WR WhiV NRWe, Whe D.C. CiUcXiW¶V deciViRQ e[SeQded 
significant time and effort to review several procompetitive justifications Microsoft 
asserted for its conduct. In its analysis, the D.C. Circuit provides a helpful working 
defiQiWiRQ Rf ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ WhaW haV beeQ adRSWed iQ VeYeUal RWheU 
circuit courts.176 However, the Microsoft decision does not ultimately provide a very 
instructive standard by which to judge asserted procompetitive justifications in other 
cases.  

In Microsoft, the United States Department of Justice and 20 states sued 
Microsoft alleging monopolization of the operating system market and attempted 
monopolization of the browser market.177 In a significant victory for the plaintiffs, 
the district court found liability on the monopolization and attempted 

 
174 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 46 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
175 Whereas the D.C. Circuit required rule of reason analysis, not per se illegality, to apply 

when evaluating a tying arrangement imposed by a digital platform defendant, suggesting more 
leQieQW UeYieZ, Whe cRXUW UejecWed MicURVRfW¶V UeTXeVW fRU PaUkeW SRZeU WR be WUeaWed PRUe leQieQWl\ 
as well, pushing back on a theory of specialized treatment. Id. at 49±50, 52±54.  

176 FTC v. Qualcomm Inc., 969 F.3d 974, 991 (9th Cir. 2020); Viamedia, Inc. v. Comcast 
Corp., 951 F.3d 429, 463 (7th Cir. 2020); Mylan Pharm. Inc. v. Warner Chilcott Pub. Ltd. Co., 
838 F.3d 421, 438 (3d Cir. 2016); New York ex rel. Schneiderman v. Actavis PLC, 787 F.3d 638, 
652 (2d Cir. 2015). 

177 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 45. 
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monopolization claims and granted a structural remedy to separate major lines of 
MicURVRfW¶V bXViQeVV.178 The D.C. Circuit largely upheld the diVWUicW cRXUW¶V finding 
of monopolization in the operating system market.179 However, it reversed the 
diVWUicW cRXUW¶V finding of attempted monopolization, remanded for further review of 
SlaiQWiff¶V W\iQg claiPV XQdeU Whe rule of reason, and remanded for further fact 
finding related to the remedy.180 No structural separation ever took place, but 
Microsoft agreed to conduct remedies in a subsequent settlement with the 
Department of Justice and several states.181  

PlaiQWiffV¶ theory of the case in Microsoft was that the defendant undertook 
cRQdXcW WR SUeYeQW Whe UiVe Rf NeWVcaSe¶V NaYigaWRU, aQ iQWeUQeW bURZVeU, aQd SXQ 
MicURV\VWeP¶V JaYa, a PiddleZaUe VRfWZaUe SURdXcW, iQ RUdeU WR SURWecW iWV PaUkeW 
share for Windows, a personal computer operating system.182 Specifically, Plaintiffs 
argued that Microsoft was concerned that the rise of these products in adjacent 
markets would encourage the development of cross-operating system compatible 
applications, thereby reducing the value to operating systems like Windows.183 As 
opposed to creating innovative updates and proprietary applications that might 
induce consumers to buy its operating system, Plaintiffs alleged that Windows 
endeavored to get original equipment PaQXfacWXUeUV (³OEMV´) like IQWel WR UefXVe 
to provide Navigator pre-iQVWalled RQ XVeUV¶ PachiQeV, Whe PRVW SRSXlaU ValeV 
channel for distributing browsers.184 Microsoft also formed contracts with internet 
access providers to refuse to distribute or limit their distribution of Navigator.185 To 
prevent the dissemination of cross-platform Java to application developers, 
Microsoft represented to developers that they could write applications using 
MicURVRfW¶V cXVWRP YeUViRQ Rf JaYa WhaW ZRXld be cURVV-platform compatible.186 
However, Microsoft only ever designed its Java version to be compatible with 
Windows.187 

 
178 Id. at 46. 
179 Id.  
180 Id.  
181 After the case was appealed and remanded in part, Microsoft and the Department of Justice 

settled, with Microsoft agreeing to curtail certain conduct and provide easier access to its software 
for third-SaUW\ deYelRSeUV. PUeVV ReleaVe, U.S. DeS¶W Rf JXVW., Department of Justice and Microsoft 
Corporation Reach Effective Settlement on Antitrust Lawsuit (Nov. 2, 2011), 
https://www.justice.gov/archive/atr/public/press_releases/2001/9463.htm.  

182 Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 78±79.  
183 Id. at 47, 59±60, 78±79.  
184 Id. at 59±60.  
185 Id. at 59±60, 71. 
186 Id. at 74±75.  
187 Id.  
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Reviewing the diVWUicW cRXUW¶V finding that Microsoft had monopolized the 
operating system market, the D.C. Circuit affirmed at the first step of rule of reason 
analysis that Microsoft had market power in the operating system market.188 At step 
two, the D.C. Circuit reviewed six categories of Microsoft conduct alleged to be 
aQWicRPSeWiWiYe aQd laUgel\ affiUPed Whe lRZeU cRXUW¶V fiQdiQgV Rf aQWicRPSeWiWiYe 
effect.189 At steps thUee aQd fRXU, Whe D.C. CiUcXiW UeYieZed MicURVRfW¶V 
procompetitive justifications for its conduct as well as any proposed less restrictive 
alternatives or balancing from Plaintiffs in light of these claimed justifications.190 On 
net, the D.C. Circuit largel\ XSheld Whe fiQdiQgV Rf Whe lRZeU cRXUW WhaW MicURVRfW¶V 
conduct was anticompetitive.191  

MicURVRfW¶V alleged aQWicRPSeWiWiYe cRQdXcW iQclXded: (1) cRQWUacW SURYiViRQV 
in licensing agreements with OEMs that prevented OEMs from removing any 
desktop icons and folders, altering the startup boot sequence, or otherwise altering 
the Windows desktop appearance;192 (2) technologically binding Internet Explorer 
to Windows by commingling code, making Internet Explorer software irremovable 
iQ Whe ³Add/RePRYe PURgUaPV´ XWiliW\, aQd RYeUUidiQg a XVeU¶V chRice Rf a QRQ-
Internet Explorer browser;193 (3) licensing Internet Explorer to internet access 
SURYideUV (³IAPV´) fRU fUee RQ Whe cRQdiWiRQ WhaW IAPV cRPPiW WR SURPRWiQg aQd 
distributing Internet Explorer as their exclusive, compatible browser;194 (4) licensing 
IQWeUQeW E[SlRUeU WR iQWeUQeW VRfWZaUe YeQdRUV (³ISVV´) fRU SUefeUUed VXSSRUW, eaUl\ 
integration with new Windows versions and other technical information in exchange 
for ISVs making Internet Explorer their default browsing software;195 (5) promoting 
a Java middleware version that would be compatible with Windows and third-party 
operating systems and inducing developers to use this middleware in designing 
applications while never adding cross-platform compatibility;196 and (6) other course 
of conduct claims.197 MicURVRfW¶V SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV fRU iWV conduct were, 
respectively, WhaW: (1) iW ZaV PeUel\ ³e[eUciViQg iWV UighWV aV Whe hRldeU Rf Yalid 
cRS\UighW[V]´;198 (2) gUeaWeU WechQical iQWegUaWiRQ ³iV highl\ efficient and provides 

 
188 Id. at 50±51.  
189 Id. at 58, 62, 65, 77. 
190 Id. at 61±78.  
191 Id. 
192 Id. at 61. 
193 Id. at 64±65. 
194 Id. at 67. 
195 Id. at 72. 
196 Id. at 74±75. 
197 Id. at 78.  
198 Id. at 62. 
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VXbVWaQWial beQefiWV WR cXVWRPeUV aQd deYelRSeUV´;199 (3) it was merely aWWePSWiQg ³WR 
keeS deYelRSeUV fRcXVed XSRQ iWV APIV´;200 and (4) licensing and distribution 
agUeePeQWV ZeUe ³SaUW Rf a PXlWifaceWed VeW Rf agUeePeQWV´ beWZeeQ SaUWies.201 

The D.C. CiUcXiW¶V WUeaWPeQW Rf MicURVRfW¶V aVVeUWed SURcRPSeWiWiYe 
justifications is notable for several reasons. First, the D.C. Circuit helpfully defined 
a ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ aV ³a QRQSUeWe[WXal claiP WhaW [Whe defeQdaQW¶V] 
conduct is indeed a form of competition on the merits because it involves, for 
example, greater efficienc\ RU eQhaQced cRQVXPeU aSSeal.´202 This definition 
cRPSRUWV ZiWh Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V UeaVRQiQg iQ Indiana Federation of Dentists, 
which advised crediting a justificaWiRQ ZheUe iW led WR ³cUeaWiRQ Rf efficieQcieV iQ Whe 
operation of a market or the provisioQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV.´203 It also aligns with 
BMI, Zhich VXggeVWed cUediWiQg a jXVWificaWiRQ if iWV effecW ZaV WR ³iQcUeaVe ecRQRPic 
efficiency and render markeWV PRUe, UaWheU WhaQ leVV, cRPSeWiWiYe.´204 Yet, this 
definition does not quite amount to an applicable standard, as it provides no guidance 
as to which efficiencies to credit and when.  

The D.C. CiUcXiW¶V aQal\ViV Rf MicURVRfW¶V aVVeUWed jXVWificaWiRQV provides 
some more guidance on how to apply this definition to the facts of a given case. 
ReYieZiQg MicURVRfW¶V jXVWificaWiRQV, Whe D.C. CiUcXiW VeePed WR be lRRkiQg fRU WZR 
criteria: whether Microsoft had asserted a cognizable justification²i.e., a 
justification that demonstrated some improvement in market efficiency or consumer 
appeal, and whether Microsoft had substantiated this justification with record 
evidence. In application of the first criteria, the D.C. Circuit swiftly rebutted 
MicURVRfW¶V aVVerted jXVWificaWiRQV Rf aWWePSWiQg ³WR keeS deYelRSeUV fRcXVed XSRQ 

 
199 Id. at 66. 
200 Id. at 71. 
201 Id. at 74. The Java integration claim was not rebutted with a procompetitive justification. 

The D.C. Circuit rejected the course of conduct claims against Microsoft for failing to show an 
independent basis for liability, thus no procompetitive justification applies. Id. at 77±78. 

202 Id. at 59. Where this definition derives from is a bit of a mystery. The D.C. Circuit cited a 
Second Circuit case, Capital Imaging Associates, P.C. v. Mohawk Valley Medical Associates, Inc. 
that merely described the burden-shifting framework of rule of reason analysis more generally. 
996 F.2d 537, 543 (2d Cir. 1993). The Second Circuit also cited Phillip Areeda and Herbert 
HRYeQkaPS¶V ANTITRUST LAW: AN ANALYSIS OF ANTITRUST PRINCIPLES AND THEIR 
APPLICATION, which in the relevant provision also merely describes the burden shifting in rule of 
reason analysis. 7 PHILLIP AREEDA & PHERBERT HOVENKAMP, ANTITRUST LAW: AN ANALYSIS OF 
ANTITRUST PRINCIPLES AND THEIR APPLICATION ¶ 1502, at 371 (1986). Capital Imaging itself 
cited a Ninth Circuit case, Bhan v. NME Hospitals, Inc., which also merely described the burden-
shifting framework of rule of reason analysis. 929 F.2d 1404, 1413 (9th Cir. 1991). 

203 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986). 
204 441 U.S. 1, 20 (1979). 
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iWV APIV´ aQd fRUPiQg liceQViQg aQd diVWUibXWiRQ agUeePeQWV WhaW ZeUe PeUel\ ³SaUW 
Rf a PXlWifaceWed VeW Rf agUeePeQWV´ beWZeeQ SaUWieV becaXVe QeiWheU claiP 
demonstrated an improvement to competition like advancing an efficiency. The D.C. 
CiUcXiW QRWed WhaW Whe fiUVW claiP ZaV ³QRW aQ XQlaZfXl eQd, bXW QeiWheU iV iW a 
SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ fRU Whe VSecific PeaQV iQ TXeVWiRQ heUe´205 and the 
VecRQd claiP ZaV ZhRll\ ³iUUeleYaQW´ WR Whe inquiry.206 Yet, the D.C. Circuit 
provided no affirmative statement regarding what conduct might be credited as 
efficiency enhancing, just that these two claims clearly missed the mark. In 
application of the second criteria, the D.C. Circuit rejected MicrosofW¶V claiP WhaW 
gUeaWeU WechQical iQWegUaWiRQ ³iV highl\ efficieQW aQd SURYideV VXbVWaQWial beQefiWV WR 
cXVWRPeUV aQd deYelRSeUV´ becaXVe iW QeiWheU ³VSecifie[d] QRU VXbVWaQWiaWe[d]´ WheVe 
claims with record evidence.207 Again, the D.C. Circuit did not elaborate on what 
types of evidence might be necessary or helpful in making out a claim. Finally, the 
D.C. Circuit permitted some limited justifications where Microsoft had narrowly 
asserted that its conduct was a valid exercise of its intellectual property rights,208 and 
where integration of Internet Explorer and Windows code was shown to be 
functionally necessary.209 

In sum, it is possible for courts deciding subsequent antitrust cases to try to 
aSSl\ MicURVRfW¶V defiQiWiRn of procompetitive justifications as a standard by which 
to assess asserted justifications. A court could do so by looking for two criteria: (1) 
whether the defendant had asserted a cognizable justification²i.e., a justification 
that demonstrated some improvement in market efficiency or consumer appeal; and 
(2) whether the defendant had substantiated this justification with record evidence. 

 
205 ³SigQificaQWl\, MicURVRfW¶V RQl\ e[SlaQaWiRQ fRU iWV e[clXViYe dealiQg iV WhaW iW ZaQWV WR keeS 

developers focused upon its APIs²which is to say, it wants to preserve its power in the operating 
system market. . . . That is not an unlawful end, but neither is it a procompetitive justification for 
Whe VSecific PeaQV heUe iQ TXeVWiRQ, QaPel\ e[clXViYe dealiQg cRQWUacWV ZiWh IAPV.´ Microsoft, 
253 F.3d at 71. 

206 ³MicURVRfW RffeUV QR SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ fRU Whe e[clusive dealing arrangement. It 
makes only the irrelevant claim that the [provision at issue in the] deal is part of a multifaceted set 
of agreements between itself and Apple . . . . [T]hat does not mean it has any procompetitive 
jXVWificaWiRQ.´ Id. at 74. 

207 ³AlWhRXgh MicURVRfW dReV Pake VRPe geQeUal claiPV UegaUdiQg Whe beQefiWV Rf iQWegUaWiQg 
the browser and the operating system . . . it neither specifies nor substantiates those claims. Nor 
does it argue that either excluding IE from the Add/Remove Programs utility or commingling code 
achieves any integrative benefit. . . . Microsoft failed to meet its burden of showing that its conduct 
VeUYeV a SXUSRVe RWheU WhaQ SURWecWiQg iWV RSeUaWiQg V\VWeP PRQRSRl\.´ Id. at 66±67. 

208 Id. at 63±64.  
209 Id. at 67. 
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A plaintiff would then be permitted to argue that a less restrictive means to achieve 
the same benefit was available aQd WhaW RQ QeW, Whe defeQdaQW¶V cRnduct resulted in a 
greater anticompetitive effect than procompetitive benefit. More helpful to courts 
reviewing future cases, however, would have been a clearer statement from the D.C. 
Circuit that it meant for its definition to be applied in this way. It would also have 
been helpful for the D.C. Circuit to specifically list and demonstrate use of the 
criteria that seemed to be animating its reasoning. Further, subsequent cases would 
have been improved with more guidance regarding which categories of efficiencies 
might be cognizable and what types of evidence might be helpful to substantiate a 
claim. Finally, future cases would have benefited from greater consideration of less 
restrictive alternatives in the Microsoft decision. However, because the Plaintiff did 
not offer any such rebuttals to the Microsoft claims found to be cognizable, there 
was nothing for the appellate court to review.210  

Ultimately, the reasoning of Microsoft, while helpful for setting out a 
defiQiWiRQ fRU ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ,´ failV WR RffeU a YeU\ iQVWUXcWiYe 
framework or standard to use when determining whether to credit asserted 
procompetitive justifications arising out of the operation of digital platform 
businesses.  

B.  Rejecting Proposals for Reforming Review of Procompetitive Justifications 
Advanced in Legal Scholarship and Minority Circuit Courts 

Several scholars have noted that when to credit a procompetitive justification 
within rule of reason remains poorly defined in case law.211 Whereas these scholars 
agree that a more uniform approach could improve the predictability of antitrust 
outcomes and reduce error risks, they diverge on what approach to adopt.212 Three 
proposed approaches for when to credit a procompetitive justification include: (1) 
where the conduct solves a market failure; (2) where the conduct improves the 
competitive process; or (3) where the conduct falls within some predetermined set 
of categories for permitted justifications.213 None of these approaches, however, 

 
210 PlaiQWiff did QRW UebXW MicURVRfW¶V iQWegUaWiRQ claiP fRU cRde WhaW ZaV VWUicWl\ QeceVVaU\. Id. 

at 67. IW iV QRW cleaU ZheWheU Whe SlaiQWiff UebXWWed MicURVRfW¶V claiP WhaW a liPiWed VXbVeW Rf cRQWUacW 
restrictions would be necessary to protect its copyrighted work, as the decision does not reference 
any rebuttal in permitting this claim. Id. at 64. 

211 John M. Newman, Procompetitive Justifications in Antitrust Law, 94 IND. L.J. 501, 503 
(2019) (citing Lawrence A. Sullivan et al., THE LAW OF ANTITRUST: AN INTEGRATED HANDBOOK 
� 5.3f, aW 223 (3d ed. 2016) (³[W]haW cRQVWiWXWeV aQ RffVeWWiQg beQefiW WR cRPSeWiWiRQ´ UePaiQV a 
³TXeVWiRQ lefW RSeQ´)).  

212 Newman, supra note 211, at 502±05.  
213 Id. at 504±05.  
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adequately considers the broad range of ways that digital platform defendants enable 
efficiencies in the markets where they compete. Thus, these approaches do not offer 
an improvement over the existing efficiencies-focused approach used in most circuit 
courts.  

1.  Market Failure Approach 

One approach that antitrust scholars like John M. Newman have proposed is 
WR cUediW a defeQdaQW¶V jXVWificaWiRQ ZheUe iW alleYiaWeV a PaUkeW failXUe, i.e., iPSURYeV 
some previously inefficient allocation of market resources.214 A market failure might 
be the result of hold-ups to deal-making like high transaction costs, coordination 
challenges and information asymmetries.215 It may also be the result of costs being 
borne by only a few market participants, as with free-riding.216  

NeZPaQ¶V PaUkeW failXUe aSSURach aligns best with Supreme Court decisions 
that have focused their analysis of procompetitive justifications on economic effects. 
JXVWice BUaQdeiV¶s reasoning in Chicago Board of Trade, which permitted balancing 
a UeVWUaiQW¶V anticompetitive effect against evidence showing that the same restraint 
³helSed WR iPSURYe PaUkeW cRQdiWiRQV´ WhURXgh iQcUeaViQg Whe QXPbeU Rf WUadiQg 
partners, reducing transaction costs, and lessening risk from failed transactions, 
could be considered as aligned with this approach.217 In the vertical restraint context, 
the Supreme Court credits conduct designed to limit free-riding among retailers, a 
market failure, as procompetitive.218 More recently, in Ohio v. American Express, 
the Supreme Court suggested openness to crediting justifications shown to reduce 
negative externalities like free-riding outside the vertical restraint context.219 No 
Supreme Court decision has ever required a defendant, however, to go further than 
showing that an alleged procompetitive justification improved market conditions 
and show that it actually alleviated a market failure.  

 
214 Id. at 504, 509. See also Thomas L. Greaney, Quality of Care and Market Failure Defenses 

in Antitrust Health Care Litigation, 21 CONN. L. REV. 605 (1989) (arguing correcting market 
failures may justify some restraints in healthcare markets); Peter J. Hammer, Antitrust Beyond 
Competition: Market Failures, Total Welfare, and the Challenge of Intramarket Second-Best 
Tradeoffs, 98 MICH. L. REV. 849 (2000) (arguing that restraints may sometimes be justified where 
a market is not functioning optimally).  

215 Newman, supra note 211, at 510±12. 
216 Id.  
217 246 U.S. 231, 240±41 (1918).  
218 Leegin Creative Leather Prod., Inc. v. PSKS, Inc., 551 U.S. 877, 878 (2007). 
219 Ohio v. Am. Express Co., 138 S. Ct. 2274, 2289±90 (2018). 
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NeZPaQ¶V aSSURach iV deficieQW fRU VeYeUal UeaVRQV aQd ZRXld QRW ZRUk Zell 
to assess the conduct of digital platform defendants. FiUVW, NeZPaQ¶V defiQiWiRn of 
³PaUkeW failXUe´² ³Whe UeleYaQW PaUkeW SURdXceV RXWcRPeV WhaW aUe leVV efficieQW 
WhaQ Whe\ PighW be´²is broad and indeterminate, making application of the 
approach difficult in practice.220 The definition seems to encompass any market that 
falls short of perfect competition. In doing so, the approach provides no benefit or 
guide to practitioners regarding when a procompetitive justification should be 
credited. SecRQd, NeZPaQ¶V aSSURach dReV QRW fiW Zell to a circumstance where a 
platform owner develops an entirely new way to match buyers and sellers or offer a 
product or service. Platform providers like Uber and Airbnb, which conceptualized 
novel ways to deliver traditional services like taxi and limousine rides and short-
term apartment rentals, would be barred from seeking procompetitive justifications 
for restraints that flow out from making these platforms operational, like setting rules 
limiting direct negotiations between users on the platform over ride price (Uber) or 
limiting direct communication for booking and billing (Airbnb).221 Failure to credit 
justifications from creating a new product or significantly improving how an existing 
service is offered would seem in derogation of the Supreme CourW¶V hRldiQg iQ 
BMI.222 FXUWheU, NeZPaQ¶V aSSURach PighW not credit efficiencies from defendant 
conduct that merely improves competitive conditions without demonstrating a 
market failure, such as platform conduct to reduce search and contract formation 
costs or to set rules for online auctions.223 This is despite similar cost reduction and 
regulatory-type behavior being credited for improving efficiencies in Chicago Board 
of Trade.224 NeZPaQ¶V aSSURach alVR dReV QRW aSSeaU WR caSWXUe SlaWfRUP 
efficiencies from increased innovation and improved allocative efficiency, which 
platform businesses help to promote.225 This position stands in opposition to that of 
several circuit courts, which specifically require recognition of innovation 
improvements as a cognizable efficiency,226 or others that have suggested openness 

 
220 Suggesting some market conditions that fall short of perfect competition, Newman identifies 

conditions likely to persist in most markets: imperfect information, lack of market power, 
transaction costs, externalities, irrational behavior by market participants. Newman, supra note 
211, at 509, 512. 

221 See supra 3.  Self-Regulation and Improved Information Sharing, (5); see also Benjamin G. 
Edelman & Damien Geradin, Efficiencies and Regulatory Shortcuts: How Should We Regulate 
Companies Like Airbnb and Uber, 19 STAN. TECH. L. REV. 293, 298 (2016). 

222 441 U.S. 1 (1979). 
223 See supra 1.  Reduced Search Costs. 
224 246 U.S. 231 (1918).  
225 See supra 4.  Increased Rate of Innovation. 
226 McWane, Inc. v. FTC, 783 F.3d 814, 841 (11th Cir. 2015) (permitting justifications that 

haYe Whe effecW WR ³UedXce cRVW, iQcUeaVe RXWSXW RU iPSURYe SURdXcW TXaliW\, VeUYice, RU 
iQQRYaWiRQ´). 
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to recognizing innovation improvements.227 In sum, in attempting to streamline 
cRXUWV¶ aSSURach WR aVVeVViQg SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV, NeZPaQ UePRYeV WRR 
many categories of efficiencies that should be credited, especially for digital 
platform defendants.  

2.  Competitive Process Approach 

A second approach that some antitrust scholars including Gregory J. Werden 
haYe aUgXed fRU iV a ³cRPSeWiWiYe SURceVV´ aSSURach, ZheUeb\ SURcRPSeWiWiYe 
justifications would be assessed holistically in conjunction with anticompetitive 
effects to determine whether conduct on net helps or harms competition.228 Werden 
cites to the decision of Professional Engineers to support his view, where Justice 
Stevens wroWe abRXW UXle Rf UeaVRQ aQal\ViV: ³[T]he SXUSRVe Rf Whe aQal\ViV iV WR fRUP 
a jXdgPeQW abRXW Whe cRPSeWiWiYe VigQificaQce Rf Whe UeVWUaiQW.´229  

Some Supreme Court cases have suggested that procompetitive justifications 
should be analyzed broadly in terms of their effects to competition. In Chicago 
Board of Trade, JXVWice BUaQdeiV ZURWe WhaW ³[W]he WUXe WeVW Rf legaliW\ iV ZheWheU Whe 
restraint imposed is such as merely regulates and perhaps thereby promotes 
cRPSeWiWiRQ RU ZheWheU iW iV VXch aV Pa\ VXSSUeVV RU eYeQ deVWUR\ cRPSeWiWiRQ.´230 
In NCAA, JXVWice SWeYeQV ZURWe WhaW Whe ³XlWiPaWe fRcXV Rf Whe iQTXiU\,´ UefeUUiQg WR 
UXle Rf UeaVRQ aQal\ViV, ³iV ZheWheU RU Qot the challenged restraints enhance 
cRPSeWiWiRQ.´231 Further, the CRXUW ZURWe WhaW ³Whe cUiWeUiRQ WR be XVed iQ jXdgiQg Whe 
YalidiW\ Rf a UeVWUaiQW RQ WUade iV iWV iPSacW RQ cRPSeWiWiRQ.´232  

 
227 UQiWed SWaWeV Y. ASSle, IQc., 791 F.3d 290, 334 (2d CiU. 2015) (UejecWiQg ASSle¶V aVVeUWed 

procompetitive justification of improving innovation through collaboration with publishers only 
ZheUe iW failed ³WR eVWabliVh a cRQQecWiRQ beWZeeQ WheVe beQefiWV and the conspiracy among Apple 
aQd Whe PXbliVheU DefeQdaQWV´).  

228 Gregory J. Werden, Antitrust's Rule of Reason: Only Competition Matters, 79 ANTITRUST 
L.J. 713, 732±36 (2014); see also Barak Orbach, How Antitrust Lost Its Goal, 81 FORDHAM L. 
REV. 2253, 2256 (2013). 

229 Notably, Professional Engineers ZaV UeVRlYed XQdeU a ³TXick lRRk´ aSSURach WhaW did QRW 
look very far past the plain anticompetitive effects of the restraint at issue, thus was not a rule of 
reason analysis that actually considered procompetitive justifications in its analysis. 435 U.S. 679, 
692±93 (1978) (³While WhiV iV QRW SUice fi[iQg aV VXch, QR elabRUaWe iQdXVWU\ aQal\ViV iV UeTXiUed 
WR dePRQVWUaWe Whe aQWicRPSeWiWiYe chaUacWeU Rf VXch aQ agUeePeQW,´ aQd ³[R]Q iWV face, WhiV 
agreement resWUaiQV WUade ZiWhiQ Whe PeaQiQg Rf � 1 Rf Whe SheUPaQ AcW.´). 

230 246 U.S. 231, 238 (1918). 
231 468 U.S. 85, 86 (1984).  
232 Id. at 104. 
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 However, the competitive process approach is deficient in several ways 
and would not work well to assess the conduct of digital platform defendants. First, 
the competitive process approach does not clearly delineate what conduct tends to 
help as opposed to harm competition. It speaks generally about harms to competition 
and the ³cRPSeWiWiYe SURceVV,´ bXW dReV QRW cleaUl\ deliQeaWe ZhaW cRQdXcW ZRXld be 
permissible.233 Were this approach adopted, digital platform defendants would have 
no greater clarity about whether their conduct conforms with the law and instead 
may be even more befuddled about what is required of them. Second, it is not 
obvious that the competitive process approach would permit platform owners that 
develop an entirely new way to match buyers and sellers or offer a product or service, 
as in the examples of Uber and Airbnb above, to claim a precompetitive 
justification.234 Scholars supporting this approach have not specified whether the 
improvement to competition must take place in an existing antitrust market or if 
creating a new market altogether, as in markets for app-based delivery of ride-
sharing services or short-term rentals, could be credited. YeW, Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V 
holding in BMI strongly suggests that offering a new product or service to market or 
significantly reducing transaction costs should be credited as a procompetitive 
justification.235 RelaWedl\, iW iV QRW cleaU ZheWheU a ViQgle fiUP¶V iPSURYePeQW Rf 
product and services delivery on its own platform through regulatory behavior could 
be credited if there is no showing that competition improved in the market more 
broadly.236 Third, it is not clear how this approach would view platform efficiencies 
like improving innovation and resource allocation.237 On one hand, these efficiencies 
reduce the costs of market entry and ensure that resources flow to their highest 
valued use. And yet, because these efficiencies pose a more indirect improvement to 
competition than effects to prices and output, it is not clear that the competitive 
process approach would permit crediting these efficiencies. Finally, the approach 
PXddleV UXle Rf UeaVRQ¶V multi-pronged, burden-shifting framework. Instead of first 
asking whether a plaintiff met the requisite showing of anticompetitive harm and 
then determining if a defendant can show an offsetting procompetitive justification, 
the approach considers all the evidence together. In addition to being contrary to 
accepted antitrust practice, the approach would obscure whether a case is more 

 
233 See, e.g., Werden, supra note 228, at 713±44 (describing restraints as anticompetitive for 

³VXSSUeVViRQ Rf cRPSeWiWiRQ´ RU cRUUXSWiRQ Rf Whe ³cRPSeWiWiYe SURceVV´).  
234 See supra note 221 and accompanying text. 
235 441 U.S. 1 (1979). 
236 See supra 3.  Self-Regulation and Improved Information Sharing. Regulatory-type behavior 

was credited for improving efficiencies in Chicago Board of Trade, but in that case, the defendant 
VeW UXleV fRU WUaQVacWiQg ³WR aUUiYe´ gUaiQ afWeU hRXUV fRU Whe eQWiUe PaUkeW, QRW jXVW RQ RQe SlaWfRUP. 
246 U.S. 231 (1918). 

237 See supra 4.  Increased Rate of Innovation. 
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properly resolved under a per se analysis, forestalling consideration of 
procompetitive justifications altogether.  

3.  Categorical Approach 

Some scholars have argued for a categorical approach, where justifications 
would only be credited if they fall into certain predetermined categories.238 The 
Tenth and Eleventh Circuits have adopted this approach, permitting justifications 
that haYe led WR ³iQcUeaViQg RXWSXW, cUeaWiQg RSeUaWiQg efficieQcieV, PakiQg a QeZ 
product available, enhancing product or service quality, and widening consumer 
chRice´239 RU WhaW ³UedXce cRVW, iQcUeaVe RXtput or improve product quality, service, 
RU iQQRYaWiRQ,´240 respectively.  

The categorical approach has several positive attributes. Practically, it is the 
easiest approach to apply and might help reduce the time and expense to litigate 
antitrust cases under rule of reason, which courts have noted to be considerable.241 
Further, the included categories are fairly broad, spanning economic effects like 
reduced cost and increased output as well as more abstract considerations like 
improvements to innovation and widening consumer choice.242 The Supreme Court 

 
238 Newman, supra note 211, at 516. 
239 IQ VR dRiQg, Whe TeQWh CiUcXiW ciWed Whe APeUicaQ BaU AVVRciaWiRQ¶V APeUicaQ LaZ 

Developments publication, which suggested that a justification could be credited where it reflected 
³a legitimate business goal²e.g., maximizing short-run profits, preventing free riding, or aligning 
Whe iQceQWiYeV Rf diVWUibXWRUV.´ LaZ Y. NCAA, 134 F.3d 1010, 1023 (10Wh CiU. 1998). 

240 The EleYeQWh CiUcXiW adRSWed Whe lRZeU cRXUW¶V aSSURach, which had constructed categories 
from reasoning in Indiana Federation of Dentists, BMI, and a First Circuit decision. The Eleventh 
CiUcXiW alVR faYRUabl\ ciWed WR laQgXage iQ PhilliS AUeeda aQd HeUbeUW HRYeQkaPS¶V aQWiWUXVW 
treatise. McWane, Inc. v. FTC., 783 F.3d 814, 841 (11th Cir. 2015) (citing Data Gen. Corp. v. 
Grumman Sys. Support Corp., 36 F.3d 1147, 1183 (1st Cir. 1994), abrogated by Reed Elsevier, 
Inc. v. Muchnick, 559 U.S. 154 (2010)). 

241 Leegin Creative Leather Prod., Inc. v. PSKS, Inc., 551 U.S. 877, 917 (2007) (³[L]iWigaWiQg 
a UXle Rf UeaVRQ caVe iV µRQe Rf Whe PRVW cRVWl\ SURcedXUeV iQ aQWiWUXVW SUacWice.¶´) (BUe\eU, J., 
dissenting) (quoting HERBERT HOVENKAMP, THE ANTITRUST ENTERPRISE 105 (2005)); see also 
AUi]RQa Y. MaUicRSa CW\. Med. SRc¶\, 457 U.S. 332, 343 (1982) (³The elabRUaWe iQTXiU\ iQWR Whe 
reasonableness of a challenged business practice entails significant costs. Litigation of the effect 
or purpose of a practice often is extensive aQd cRPSle[.´).  

242 McWane, 783 F.3d at 841 (permitting a procompetitive justification where the conduct had 
Whe effecW WR ³UedXce cRVW, iQcUeaVe RXWSXW RU iPSURYe SURdXcW TXaliW\, VeUYice, RU iQQRYaWiRQ´); 
Law, 134 F.3d 1010, 1023 (10th Cir. 1998) (permittiQg ³iQcUeaViQg RXWSXW, cUeaWiQg RSeUaWiQg 
efficiencies, making a new product available, enhancing product or service quality, and widening 
cRQVXPeU chRice´ aV jXVWificaWiRQV). 
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has not yet ruled on whether a categorical approach to assessing procompetitive 
justifications would be permitted or useful. 

The categorical approach should, however, be rejected for several reasons. 
First, it is overly formulaic and likely to lead to errors where categories are construed 
too narrowly or too broadly.243 This is worrisome for digital platform defendants 
experimenting with new ways to transact and offer services to customers, as they 
may unexpectedly find themselves unable to assert a justification. Whereas some 
platform efficiencies like reduced search and contract formation costs are likely to 
be credited, it is not clear that self-regulatory conduct fits into a category used by the 
Tenth or Eleventh Circuit.244 This is despite a long history of similar cost reduction 
and regulatory-type behavior being credited for improving efficiencies dating back 
to Chicago Board of Trade.245 Further, the categories of justifications adopted in 
jurisdictions that apply this approach are not uniform and are likely to lead to 
confusion. Both the Tenth and Eleventh Circuit permit increasing output and 
improving product or services quality to be credited, but only the Tenth Circuit 
permits creating operating efficiencies and making a new product available, and only 
the Eleventh Circuit credits reducing cost and improving innovation.246 These types 
of incongruities are problematic for digital platform defendants that often serve a 
national market and thus face potentially conflicting legal treatment. Digital 
platform defendants would also be better served by an approach that consistently 
recognized improvements to innovation and allocative efficiency as cognizable 
procompetitive justifications.247 Finally, it is not clear that the Supreme Court would 
ever adopt a categorical approach for crediting procompetitive justifications. The 
Supreme Court has consistently used very broad language to describe what conduct 
can be recognized as a procompetitive justification.248 

 
243 Newman, supra note 211, at 534±35 (noting that greater output of goods that consumers do 

not value, like low quality products or pollution, would be permitted under the categorical 
approach but not under the market failure approach).  

244 See supra 1.  Reduced Search Costs. 
245 246 U.S. 231 (1918).  
246 McWane, 783 F.3d at 84; Law, 134 F.3d at 1023. 
247 See supra 4.  Increased Rate of Innovation. 
248 In Indiana Federation of Dentists, Whe SXSUePe CRXUW adYiVed cUediWiQg Whe ³cUeaWiRQ Rf 

efficiencies in the operation of a market or the provision of goods aQd VeUYiceV.´ 476 U.S. 447, 
459 (1986) (citations omitted). In BMI, iW VXggeVWed cUediWiQg UeVWUaiQWV WhaW ³iQcUeaVe ecRQRPic 
efficieQc\ aQd UeQdeU PaUkeWV PRUe, UaWheU WhaQ leVV, cRPSeWiWiYe.´ 441 U.S. 1, 20 (1979).  
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C.  PROPOSAL: Broad consideration for the ways that platforms improve market 
efficiencies with some clarification but no explicit change to how procompetitive 

justifications are assessed within rule of reason 

No radical departure from the existing efficiencies-focused approach for 
assessing procompetitive justifications within rule of reason analysis is necessary or 
helpful for antitrust cases involving digital platform defendants. The existing 
efficiencies-focused approach to review asserted procompetitive justifications is 
sufficiently broad and flexible to consider the range of ways that digital platform 
defendants enable efficiencies in the markets where they compete. As demonstrated 
below in recent cases implicating digital platforms, courts already consider a broad 
UaQge Rf defeQdaQWV¶ aVVeUWed efficieQcieV aQd aSSURSUiaWel\ cRQVideU ZheWheU Whe 
defendant has carried its burden to substantiate these efficiencies with record 
evidence. Further, existing rule of reason analysis is well-calibrated to permit only 
restraints well-tailored to achieving efficiencies by requiring that no less restrictive 
alternative to achieving that benefit exist. Finally, existing rule of reason analysis 
already contemplates net effects to competition by weighing the anticompetitive 
effects of a restraint against the procompetitive benefits in its final balancing 
requirement. 

AlWhRXgh Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V VWaWePeQW in Indiana Federation of Dentists 
regarding when courts should credit a procompetitive justification²when it is 
VhRZQ WR beQefiW cRPSeWiWiRQ WhURXgh ³cUeaWiRQ Rf efficieQcieV´²is vague, this 
remains the best approach to guide lower courts, because it is sufficiently broad and 
flexible to consider the range of efficiencies that a defendant may assert and support 
with record evidence.249 This approach also incorporates preexisting jurisprudence 
from Chicago Board of Trade, BMI, NCAA, and Professional Engineers, all of which 
lend further specification to which justifications might be credited. Conduct that 
³helS[V] WR iPSURYe PaUkeW cRQdiWiRQV´ b\ iQcUeaViQg Whe QXPbeU Rf WUadiQg SaUWQeUV 
and deals, reducing information asymmetries, removing risk, and improving 
allocation of resources may be permitted by analogizing to the facts of Chicago 
Board of Trade.250 Conduct that is necessary to overcome extreme transactional costs 
and to vindicate an intellectual property right may be permitted under BMI.251 And, 
conducW WhaW ³iQcUeaVe[V] RXWSXW aQd UedXce[V] . . . SUice,´ ³Pak[eV] SRVVible a QeZ 

 
249 Indiana Fed’n of Dentists, 476 U.S. at 459 (describing a procompetitive justification as 

³VRPe cRXQWeUYailiQg SURcRPSeWiWiYe YiUWXe²such as, for example, the creation of efficiencies in 
Whe RSeUaWiRQ Rf a PaUkeW RU Whe SURYiViRQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV. . . .´) (ciWaWiRQV RPiWWed).  

250 246 U.S. 231, 240 (1918). 
251 441 U.S. 1, 20 (1979). 
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SURdXcW,´ ³ZideQ[V] cRQVXPeU chRice,´ RU ³eQhaQce[V] SXblic iQWeUeVW [iQ Whe UeleYaQW 
SURdXcW]´ Pa\ be cRPSaUed WR Whe caWegRUieV Rf efficieQcieV WhaW Whe SXSUePe CRXUW 
considered in NCAA.252 Conduct that represents a refusal to compete on price or that 
VR diVUXSWV ³Whe RUdiQaU\ giYe aQd Wake Rf Whe PaUkeW Slace´ WR VeW SUiceV caQQRW be 
considered procompetitive in the application of Professional Engineers.253 The 
majority of circuit courts are right to follow the approach of Indiana Federation of 
Dentists and apply a broad standard that considers a wide range of cognizable 
efficiencies instead of limiting review to a pre-set category of efficiencies, as the 
minority of circuit courts have tried to do.254  

One improvement that reviewing courts can adopt is to take the definition for 
assessing procompetitive justifications provided in Microsoft (itself an outgrowth of 
Indiana Federation of Dentists) and try to operationalize it as a series of steps for 
review: (1) assess if a procompetitive justification is cognizable, i.e., if it implicates 
an efficiency improvement; (2) determine if it is substantiated in fact; and (3) assess 
whether there is a less restrictive alternative to achieving the same result, should the 
plaintiff so assert that there is one.255 As demonstrated in the cases below, most courts 
consider these three elements in some manner, but like the D.C. Circuit in Microsoft, 
they do not tend to clearly describe their process.256 More strictly following a series 
of steps like those outlined above would help businesses and legal practitioners to 
understand if an asserted justification failed for not being cognizable, not being 
supported by record evidence, or not being sought out through the least restrictive 
means to do so. Thus, cases could be more instructive to those in the field regarding 
what type of conduct will be recognized as efficiency improving and what evidence 
is helpful to substantiate a claim. Cases might also be more instructive for reflecting 
what types of alternatives a party may need to undertake before imposing a restraint 
with certain deleterious effects to competition. Finally, this approach might 
streamline review on appeal to the extent that parties can stipulate that only one 
aVSecW Rf Whe lRZeU cRXUW¶V deciViRQ iV beiQg cRQWeVWed.  

One additional improvement in cases involving digital platform defendants is 
for practitioners, not courts, to more specifically enunciate the efficiency being 
asserted and to try to substantiate that efficiency with more fulsome record evidence. 

 
252 468 U.S. 85, 102±03, 113±14, 117 (1984). 
253 435 U.S. 679, 692±93 (1978). 
254 See supra 2.  Treatment of Procompetitive Justifications in Recent Cases. 
255 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (defining 

³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ²a nonpretextual claim that its conduct is indeed a form of 
competition on the merits because it involves, for example, greater efficiency or enhanced 
cRQVXPeU aSSeal´).  

256 See infra D.  Application to recent cases involving digital platform defendants. 
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As described above, the range of potential efficiencies that a platform defendant may 
assert is broad: improving market efficiencies through reducing costs, improving 
quality, facilitating information sharing, speeding innovation and improving 
allocative efficiency, among others.257 Yet, the defendant must show that a given 
restraint actually furthers an asserted efficiency²it is not sufficient to be granted a 
procompetitive justificatiRQ WhaW a SlaWfRUP¶V RUdiQaU\ bXViQeVV RSeUaWiRQV achieYe 
this result without the restraint. The cases involving Apple and Sabre below 
contemplate this circumstance: in both cases, the court was right to reject outright or 
XShRld Whe jXU\¶V deWermination rejecWiQg Whe defeQdaQW¶V aVVeUWed jXVWificaWiRQ fRU 
not providing record evidence that showed that the restraint itself furthered an 
efficiency.258 Otherwise, the restraint is merely anticompetitive conduct undertaken 
by an entity that would otherwise produce efficiencies in the market where it 
competes. The latter circumstances should not be afforded any special deference or 
consideration in antitrust review.  

D.  Application to recent cases involving digital platform defendants 

From a review of recent antitrust cases involving digital platform businesses 
as defendants,259 courts have so far stepped up to the challenge of broadly 
considering possible efficiencies associated with the operation of these businesses, 
while also ensuring that a justification is only credited where it is supported by 
adequate evidence and no less restrictive alternative to achieving this benefit exists. 
This result supports thiV NRWe¶V cRQclXViRQ WhaW QR Uadical chaQge WR the existing 
approach for assessing procompetitive justifications is necessary but that some 
greater uniformity and precision in how the approach is applied would be helpful. 

 
257 See supra C.  Market Efficiencies Specific to Platform Businesses 
258 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., No. 11 Civ. 2725 (LGS), slip op. at *1±2 

(S.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2017), vacated and remanded, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019); United States v. 
Apple, Inc., 791 F.3d 290, 296±98 (2d Cir. 2015). 

259 Based on a combination of keyword, headnote, and citing reference searches conducted on 
the dominant legal search platform, there have only been a handful of antitrust cases involving 
these defendants that reached a final determination on the merits in the 20 years since the Microsoft 
decision. Searches were conducted in the timeframe July 2020 to October 2020. Representative 
BRRleaQ VeaUcheV iQclXded VeaUcheV fRU ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ aQd aQWiWUXVW aQd ³QeWZRUk 
effecW,´ iQ Whe WiPefUaPe JaQXaU\ 1, 2002 WR SUeVeQW, WR VcUeeQ fRU caVeV decided afWeU Microsoft. 
Headnote and citing reference searches originating from the Microsoft decision well overlapped 
with keyword and Boolean searches. In total, some 60 cases were reviewed with varying depth to 
determine whether a digital platform business was implicated in the case and if the reviewing court 
reached a final decision on the merits. Fewer than half a dozen cases were found to meet this 
description.  
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1.  Realcomp II, Ltd. v. FTC 

Realcomp, an association of approximately 14,000 real estate agents and 
brokers, provides two critical services to its members: access to its MLS database 
and advertising services.260 Realcomp maintains the largest MLS database in 
Michigan, with detailed information about available property listings and contact 
information for brokers representing home sellers.261 The Realcomp database is only 
available to Realcomp association members.262 Realcomp also provides an 
advertising service for members that allows them to share information about active 
listings on the MLS database to certain pre-approved public-facing websites.263 All 
brokers, whether full-service or limited service, pay the same fee to become 
Realcomp members and access its services.264 

The FTC accused Realcomp of violating the FTC Act for two practices.265 
FiUVW, Whe FTC challeQged RealcRPS¶V SRlic\ Rf UefXViQg WR VhaUe iQfRUPaWiRQ abRXW 
certain exclusive agency listings and other nontraditional listings in its MLS 
database to public-facing websites as part of advertising services that it offered to 
association members.266 SecRQd, Whe FTC challeQged RealcRPS¶V SUacWice Rf 
preventing exclusive agency and other non-traditional listings from being included 
in the default search settings for its MLS database.267 The FTC alleged that these 
practices were designed to insulate traditional, higher fee brokers from competition 
with new low-cost, limited-service brokers and individual buyers and sellers.268  

Realcomp claimed two procompetitive justifications for its conduct. 
Realcomp claiPed WhaW iWV cRQdXcW UedXced ³fUee-UidiQg´ b\ QRQ-traditional brokers 
and individuals, who allegedly did not pay full fare for the benefits of property 

 
260 Realcomp II, Ltd. v. FTC, 635 F.3d 815, 819±20 (6th Cir. 2011). 
261 Id. at 820, 830 (noting that the factfinder determined that the Realcomp MLS reached about 

80 percent of home buyers in the relevant antitrust market of real estate brokerage services in 
Southeastern Michigan, and that through re-postings on public-facing websites, brokers could 
reach about 90 percent of home buyers).  

262 Id.  
263 Id. 
264 Id. at 820. 
265 Id. aW 824 (³BecaXVe µ[W]he FTC AcW'V SURhibiWiRQ Rf XQfaiU cRPSeWiWiRQ aQd deceSWiYe acWV 

or practices . . . overlaps the scope of § 1 of the Sherman Act . . . aimed at prohibiting restraint of 
WUade,¶ Ze Uely upon Sherman Act jurisprudence in determining whether the challenged policies 
YiRlaWed SecWiRQ 5 Rf Whe FTC AcW.´) (quoting Cal. DeQWal AVV¶Q Y. FTC, 526 U.S. 756, 762 Q. 3 
(1999)). 

266 Id. at 822. 
267 Id. 
268 Id. at 820±22.  
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advertising, listing, and search services that they received from Realcomp.269 The 
defendant also claimed that its conduct helped to reduce a ³biddiQg diVadYaQWage´ 
that buyers using traditional brokers faced when bidding against buyers with low-
cost brokers.270 

In the initial FTC Commission decision, the Commission succinctly but 
comprehensively reviewed and rejected both of Whe SlaWfRUP defeQdaQW¶V 
procompetitive justifications and applied the right law to do so. Citing Indiana 
Federation of Dentists, Whe CRPPiVViRQ VWaWed WhaW iWV UeYieZ ZRXld lRRk fRU ³VRPe 
countervailing procompetitive virtue - such as, for example, the creation of 
efficieQcieV iQ Whe RSeUaWiRQ Rf a PaUkeW RU Whe SURYiViRQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV.´271 
OXWliQiQg iWV aSSURach, Whe CRPPiVViRQ ZURWe WhaW iW ZRXld aVVeVV: ³ZheWheU WhRVe 
purported justifications are legitimate (i.e. µcRgQi]able¶ aQd µSlaXVible¶); ZheWheU 
they are supported by evidence in the record; and whether the restraints they impose 
aUe a UeaVRQabl\ QeceVVaU\ PeaQV WR achieYe a legiWiPaWe, SURcRPSeWiWiYe eQd.´272 As 
VXch, Whe CRPPiVViRQ¶V aSSURach ZaV WighWly aligned with the process for evaluating 
procompetitive justifications outlined in Microsoft and proposed by the Note as a 
best practice.273 Analyzing RealcRPS¶V fiUVW SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ Rf UedXciQg 
free-riding, the Commission had no trouble analogizing to the vertical restraint 
context and determining that such an efficiency could be cognizable.274 The 
Commission then promptly rejected this claim on a finding that no record evidence 
showed that the restraint in fact improved market outcomes; instead, all users, 
traditional and low-cost brokers, had to pay the same access fees to use the Realcomp 
platform, VR ³WheUe ZaV QR µfUee Uide.¶´275 The Commission also did not struggle to 

 
269 Id. at 835. 
270 Id. (claiPiQg aQ iQWeQW WR UedXce ³fUee Uid[iQg] RQ Whe RealcRPS PePbeUV ZhR iQYeVW aQd 

participate in the MLS through the payment of dues and who otherwise undertake to support the 
cRRSeUaWiYe eQdeaYRU Rf Whe MLS´). 

271 In the Matter of Realcomp II Ltd., A Corp., 2009-2 Trade Cas. *16 (CCH) ¶ 76784 (MSNET 
Oct. 30, 2009).  

272 Id. at *28. 
273 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 58 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
274 In the Matter of Realcomp II Ltd., A Corp., 2009-2 Trade Cas. *30 (CCH) ¶ 76784 (MSNET 

Oct. 30, 2009).  
275 Id. at *30±31 (finding that because all brokers and sellers on the Realcomp platform had to 

Sa\ diUecWl\ fRU ZebViWe acceVV RU gaiQ acceVV WhURXgh aVViVWaQce Rf a cRRSeUaWiQg bURkeU, ³WheUe 
ZaV QR µfUee Uide¶ aW all heUe´ aQd ³[W]he cRXUWV aUe TXiWe faPiliar with - and have consistently 
rejected - effRUWV WR dUeVV XS aV a ³fUee-UidiQg jXVWificaWiRQ´ ZhaW iV iQ facW aQ effRUW WR SURWecW a 
less-demanded, higher-priced product from competition by a lower-priced product that consumers 
Pa\ SUefeU PRUe VWURQgl\.´). 
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determine that RealcomS¶V VecRQd claiP fRU VRlYiQg a ³biddiQg diVadYaQWage´ 
among types of brokers merely masked an attempt by traditional brokers to prevent 
low-cost brokers from passing on cost-savings to customers.276 Thus, this claim 
failed to demonstrate a cognizable efficiency improvement.277 The Sixth Circuit 
XlWiPaWel\ cRQfiUPed Whe CRPPiVViRQ¶V UeaVRQiQg aQd UeVXlW.278 

In sum, both the Commission and the Sixth Circuit demonstrated no difficulty 
in assessing procompetitive justifications asserted by a digital platform defendant 
under the broad efficiencies-focused approach outlined in Indiana Federation of 
Dentists and Microsoft. The Commission considered both whether the alleged 
justifications were cognizable efficiency improvements and if they were supported 
by record evidence. It also clearly outlined its reasoning to do so. The Sixth Circuit 
was right to confirm this reasoning and result.  

2.  US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp. 

In Sabre, an airline brought suit against the owner of a global distribution 
V\VWeP (³GDS´), a cRPSXWeU UeVeUYaWiRQ VeUYice WhaW PaWcheV aiUliQeV aQd RWheU 
travel providers with travel agents looking to book travel plans for mostly corporate 
clients.279 In its 2011 contract with Sabre, US Airways paid Sabre a booking fee of 
at least $3.41 per US Airways flight segment booked on the Sabre platform.280 In the 
period 2006 to 2012, Sabre paid more than $1.2 billion in incentive fees to travel 
agents to encourage them to use its platform.281  

US Airways claimed that Sabre had violated the Sherman Act through several 
contract provisions in the agreement between the companies.282 The provisions 

 
276 See id. at *32±34.  
277 Id. aW *33 (hRldiQg WhaW aV RSSRVed WR a SRlic\ deVigQed WR ³iQcUeaVe RXWSXW, RU iPSURYe 

SURdXcW TXaliW\, VeUYice RU iQQRYaWiRQ,´ RealcRPS¶V biddiQg SRlic\ Pade iW eaVieU fRU aQ iQcXPbeQW 
class of brokers to avoid price competition for fees) (quoting Polygram Holding, Inc., 136 F.T.C. 
310 (2003), aff’d, Polygram Holding, Inc. v. FTC, 416 F.3d 29 (D.C. Cir. 2005)). 

278 The Si[Wh CiUcXiW cRQfiUPed Whe CRPPiVViRQ¶V deWeUPiQaWiRQ WhaW fUee-riding could be a 
cognizable justification but was not supported by case evideQce, ZheUeaV Whe ³biddiQg 
diVadYaQWage´ claiP ZaV QRW a cRgQi]able jXVWificaWiRQ. Realcomp II, Ltd. v. FTC, 635 F.3d 815, 
834±36 (6th Cir. 2011). 

279 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., No. 11 Civ. 2725 (LGS), slip op. at *1±2 
(S.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2017) (UeYieZiQg SabUe¶V PRWiRQ fRU a jXdgPeQW aV a PaWWeU Rf laZ XQdeU 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 50(b) or, in the alternative, a new trial under Rules 50 and 59), 
vacated and remanded, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 

280 US Airways estimated that about 40% of its revenues were booked through Sabre and 
another 25% were booked through rival GDS services. Id. at *4±5.  

281 Id. at *5. 
282 Id. at *2. 
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prevented the plaintiff from offering discounts or better benefits on tickets booked 
through non-Sabre sales channels or imposing surcharges on any tickets booked 
WhURXgh SabUe¶V SlaWfRUP.283 The provisions also prevented US Airways from 
inducing travel agents or customers to directly purchase tickets from the airline, i.e., 
to circumvent the Sabre system.284  

DefeQdaQW¶V claiPed SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV fRU iWV cRQdXcW ZeUe 
twofold. First, Sabre claimed that certain contract provisions enabled customers to 
see the lowest-priced fares across all GDS networks.285 Thus, consumers could more 
easily comparison shop for flights across airlines using the Sabre platform.286 Sabre 
claimed that these contract provisions also encouraged efficient booking practices 
by travel agents, as they reduced the time to make and change reservations.287 
Second, Sabre claimed that its contract provisions were necessary to prevent US 
Airways from undermining the agreement between the parties and offering a better 
deal to rivals, as well as to prevent travel agent customers from being induced to use 
another platform to book lower cost flights after having researched those flights on 
SabUe¶V SlaWfRUP.288 That is, certain provision were necessary to deter free-riding on 
the platform services.289 

At the district court, a jury heard evidence from Sabre supporting its alleged 
procompetitive justifications as well as from the plaintiff regarding less restricting 
alternatives Sabre could have pursued.290 Sabre presented evidence that its contract 
provisions led to increased competition among airlines by enabling travel agents to 
shop more efficiently among multiple airlines and compare prices for fares.291 US 
Airways presented evidence that Sabre could have separately charged for searching 
and booking flights, as well as permitted airlines to pass on a surcharge to customers 
booking through Sabre where other platforms charged lower fees to the airline.292 

 
283 Id. at *5. 
284 Id. 
285 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., 105 F. Supp. 3d 265, 283 (S.D.N.Y. 2015) 

(UeYieZiQg SabUe¶s motion for summary judgment), aff’d, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 
286 Id. 
287 Id.  
288 Id.  
289 Id. 
290 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., No. 11 Civ. 2725 (LGS), slip op. at *15±16 

(S.D.N.Y. MaU. 21, 2017) (UeYieZiQg SabUe¶V PRWiRQ fRU a jXdgPeQW aV a PaWWeU Rf laZ XQdeU 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 50(b) or, in the alternative, a new trial under Rules 50 and 59), 
vacated and remanded, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 

291 Id. 
292 Id. 
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US Airways argued that these alternatives would haYe adeTXaWel\ UePedied SabUe¶V 
free-riding concerns arising from travel agent booking practices while also 
permitting greater competition among airlines by allowing them to pass along 
savings from lower booking fees to customers.293 The jury ultimately determined that 
Sabre unreasonably restrained trade through its contract provisions, demonstrating 
that the jury eiWheU ZaV QRW cRQYiQced b\ SabUe¶V SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV RU 
ZaV VZa\ed b\ US AiUZa\V¶ SUeVeQWaWiRQ Rf leVV UeVWUicWiYe alWeUQaWiYeV.294 

While the district court played a more limited role in assessing the record 
evidence in Sabre than in Realcomp because there was a jury sitting as factfinder, 
where relevant, the court nonetheless demonstrated acuity in evaluating the platform 
defeQdaQW¶V aVserted procompetitive justifications. ReYieZiQg SabUe¶V PRWiRQ fRU 
summary judgment, the district court found WhaW SabUe¶V cRQWUacW SURYiViRQV cRXld 
demonstrate benefits to competition from comparison shopping and more efficient 
booking methods, i.e., they were cognizable, and thus would be assessed by the 
jury.295 Analogizing to vertical restraint cases, the district court described that 
³[c]RQWUacW SURYiViRQV WhaW UeVXlW iQ a beWWeU RU PRUe efficieQW SURdXcW WR PeeW 
cRQVXPeU dePaQd aUe SURcRPSeWiWiYe.´296 The cRXUW alVR fRXQd SabUe¶V fUee-riding 
claims to be cognizable.297 Although the district court did not give a clear statement 
as to what standard it was using to evaluate procompetitive justifications offered by 
the defendant, its reasoning reflected that it was looking for justifications that 
advanced a market efficiency and that were supported by record evidence, an 
approach aligned with Indiana Federation of Dentists and Microsoft.298  

Later, when UeYieZiQg SabUe¶V PRWiRQ fRU a jXdgPeQW aV a PaWWeU Rf laZ XQdeU 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure Rule 50(b), the diVWUicW cRXUW XSheld Whe jXU\¶V 
deWeUPiQaWiRQ WhaW Whe defeQdaQW¶V jXVWificaWiRQV, Zhile cRgQi]able RQ WheiU face, Pa\ 
not have been convincingly substantiated, failed on a showing of less restrictive 
alWeUQaWiYeV, RU elVe failed WR balaQce VWURQg aQWicRPSeWiWiYe effecWV fURP SabUe¶V 
conduct.299 The court described the process for evaluating procompetitive 
justifications as one that asks: ³[W]hether µthere [is] strong evidence that the 

 
293 Id. 
294 Id. 
295 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., 105 F. Supp. 3d 265, 283 (S.D.N.Y. 2015), aff’d, 

938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 
296 Id. (ciWiQg CRQW¶l T.V., IQc. Y. GTE S\lvania Inc., 433 U.S. 36, 54±55 (1977)).  
297 Id. 
298 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986); UQiWed SWaWeV Y. MicURVRfW CRUS., 

253 F.3d 34, 46 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
299 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., No. 11 Civ. 2725 (LGS), slip op. at *15±16 

(S.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2017), vacated and remanded, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 
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challenged practice creates substantial efficiencies by reducing participants¶ costs or 
iPSURYiQg SURdXcW RU VeUYice TXaliW\.¶´300 Although the court cited Phillip Areeda 
and Herbert HovenkaPS¶V aQWiWUXVW WUeaWiVe for this standard instead of Indiana 
Federation of Dentists or Microsoft, this approach largely aligns with the broad 
efficiencies-focused approach promoted in those cases.301 One distinguishable aspect 
is that neither Indiana Federation of Dentists nor Microsoft required a showing of 
³VWURQg eYideQce´ WhaW a challeQged SUacWice cUeaWeV ³VXbVWaQWial´ efficiencies, 
PeUel\ a VhRZiQg Rf ³VRPe cRXQWeUYailiQg SURcRPSeWiWiYe YiUWXe²such as, for 
example, the creation of efficiencies in the operation of a market or the provision of 
gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV´ RU ³a nonpretextual claim that its conduct is indeed a form of 
competition on the merits because it involves, for example, greater efficiency or 
eQhaQced cRQVXPeU aSSeal.´302 That said, the Sabre court did not appear to apply a 
heightened standard of review to assess the procompetitive justifications asserted by 
the defendant.303 Rather, it found that Sabre presented evidence sufficient for the 
defendant to carry its burden, but that the jury as factfinder was within its discretion 
QRW WR cUediW SabUe¶V ZiWQeVVeV RU aUgXPeQWV, WR fiQd WhaW WheUe ZeUe leaVW UeVWUicWiYe 
means to achieve the same efficiencies, or WR deWeUPiQe WhaW RQ balaQciQg, SabUe¶V 
conduct was anticompetitive.304 The district cRXUW¶V evaluation of procompetitive 
justifications was not challenged on appeal to the Second Circuit.305  

In sum, the district court adequately assessed procompetitive justifications 
asserted by a digital platform defendant under a broad efficiencies-focused 
approach. The district court, where appropriate, considered whether the alleged 
justifications were cognizable efficiency improvements and if they were supported 
by record evidence. Although the clarity and precision of its reasoning could be 
improved, the district cRXUW¶V XlWiPaWe cRQclXViRQV ZeUe aSSURSUiaWe. 

 
300 Id. at *15 (citing 7 Phillip E. Areeda and Herbert Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law ¶ 1507a, at 

426 (3rd ed. 2010) for the standard for what constitutes a procompetitive justification). 
301 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986); United States v. Microsoft Corp., 

253 F.3d 34, 58 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
302 Ind. Fed’n of Dentists, 476 U.S. at 459; Microsoft, 253 F.3d at 58. 
303 US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., No. 11 Civ. 2725 (LGS), slip op. at *15±16 

(S.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2017), vacated and remanded, 938 F.3d 43 (2d Cir. 2019). 
304 Id. 
305 On appeal to the Second Circuit, Sabre challeQged Whe UeliabiliW\ Rf Whe diVWUicW cRXUW¶V 

alternative verdict and urged a new determination of market definition in light of the Supreme 
CRXUW¶V deciViRQ iQ Ohio v. American Express. The case was reversed and remanded for a new trial 
in light of the American Express decision. US Airways, Inc. v. Sabre Holdings Corp., 938 F.3d 43, 
60 (2d Cir. 2019). 
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3.  Other relevant recent cases 

As noted above, the courts have yet to fully resolve many cases involving 
digital platform businesses as defendants.306 Two further recent cases suggest, 
however, that existing rule of reason analysis and its efficiencies-focused standard 
for assessing procompetitive justifications is sufficient to meet the challenge of 
reviewing conduct undertaken by digital platform defendants.  

In United States v. Apple, Inc., the Second Circuit correctly determined that 
no procompetitive justifications applied to the conduct of a digital platform for e-
book sales because the defendant, Apple, had participated in a horizontal price-
fixing conspiracy with book publishers to try to gain market share in the e-books 
market.307 In dicta that briefly cRQVideUed Whe PeUiWV Rf ASSle¶V SURcRPSeWiWiYe 
justifications²WR eQcRXUage PaUkeW eQWU\ b\ SXbliVheUV WR challeQge APa]RQ¶V 
market dominance and innovation benefits from collaboration with publishers to 
iPSURYe ASSle¶V WableW SURdXcWV²the Second Circuit correctly recognized which of 
ASSle¶V SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV ZeUe QRW cRgQi]able, aQd Zhich were 
cognizable but not substantiated with record evidence. The Second Circuit did not 
give a clear statement as to what standard it was using to reject ASSle¶V 
procompetitive justifications but it appeared to be looking for justifications that 
advanced a market efficiency and that were supported by record evidence, an 
approach aligned with Indiana Federation of Dentists and Microsoft.308  

Regarding ASSle¶V first justification, the use of anticompetitive conduct to 
disrupt an existing market cartel, the Second Circuit properly determined that the 
claim was not cognizable, as such conduct is never a permitted justification.309 The 
Second Circuit also correctly determined that ASSle¶V second justification, 
improving innovation in tablet products, was cognizable but not supported by record 
evidence.310 Apple did not provide any evidence to establish a connection between 
the conduct at issue and the benefit that it alleged²it could point to no new 

 
306 See supra note 259. 
307 791 F.3d 290, 296±98, 325 (2d Cir. 2015). 
308 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986); United States v. Microsoft Corp., 

253 F.3d 34, 58 (D.C. Cir. 2001). 
309 Apple, 791 F.3d 330±34 (³[T]he diVVeQW iQYiWeV cRQdXcW WhaW iV VWUicWl\ SURhibiWed b\ Whe 

Sherman Act²horizontal collusion to fix prices²to cure a perceived abuse of market power. 
Whatever its merit in the abstract, that preference for collusion over dominance is wholly foreign 
WR aQWiWUXVW laZ . . . . IQdeed, Whe aWWePSW WR jXVWif\ a cRQVSiUac\ WR UaiVe SUiceV µRQ Whe baViV of the 
potential threat that competition poses . . . is nothing less than a frontal assault on the basic policy 
Rf Whe SheUPaQ AcW.¶´ (ciWiQg NaW¶l SRc. Rf PURf¶l EQgiQeeUV Y. UQiWed SWaWeV, 435 U.S. 679, 680 
(1978))). 

310 Id. at 334±35.  
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innovation that it had undertaken with book publishers nor an explanation for why a 
price-fixing arrangement would be necessary to further this result.311 Thus, the court 
came to a sensible conclusion using a broad, efficiencies-focused approach for 
aVVeVViQg Whe defeQdaQW¶V aVVeUWed SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQV that required 
justifications to be both cognizable and supported by record evidence. Whereas the 
clarity and precision for what standard was being applied and what steps were being 
taken to reach this result could be improved, the ultimate conclusion was 
appropriate.  

In Viamedia, Inc. v. Comcast Corp., the Seventh Circuit declined to resolve 
the merits of an antitrust case implicating the conduct of a high technology platform, 
Comcast, on a motion for summary judgment and reserved rule of reason analysis to 
be undertaken by the factfinder.312 In dicta WhaW cRQVideUed Whe PeUiWV Rf CRPcaVW¶V 
procompetitive justifications for tying and refusing to deal with a rival in the market 
for spot cable television advertising placement, the Seventh Circuit cited to the 
Microsoft deciViRQ¶V defiQiWiRQ fRU ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ WR gXide aQal\ViV 
upon remand to the court below.313 Thus, the Seventh Circuit intended for review of 
procompetitive justifications to consider both whether a justification was cognizable 
and if it was supported with record evidence. The court further expounded on what 
justifications might be cognizable by citing to Phillip Areeda and Herbert 
HRYeQkaPS¶V aQWiWUXVW WUeaWiVe, Zhich adYiVeV cUediWiQg SURcRPSeWiWiYe 
justifications where conduct results in ³higheU RXWSXW, iPSURYed SURdXcW TXality, 
energetic market penetration, successful research and development, cost-reducing 
innovations, and the like.´314 This approach aligns well with the categories of 
justifications discussed in NCAA, and is also not intended to be exhaustive, in accord 
with the broad, efficiencies-focused approach of Indiana Federation of Dentists.315 
While not deciding the issue, the Seventh Circuit expressed skepticism that Comcast 
would be able to substantiate its alleged procompetitive justifications for tying and 

 
311 Id.  
312 951 F.3d 429, 461, 478, 485 (7Wh CiU. 2020) (³ViaPedia haV alleged²and offered evidence 

of²enough harm to competition from Comcast's refusal-to-deal and tying conduct for its claim to 
go forward. Consideration of procompetitive justifications must wait for a comprehensive rule of 
UeaVRQ aQal\ViV.´). 

313 Id. at 463±64 (citing United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001)). 
314 Id. at 478 (citing Phillip E. Areeda & Herbert Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law: An Analysis of 

Antitrust Principles and Their Application ¶ 651d, at 119 (4th ed. 2015)). 
315 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986); NaW¶l CRllegiaWe AWhleWic AVV¶Q Y. 

Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Oklahoma, 468 U.S. 85, 102±03, 113±14, 117 (1984). 
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refusing to deal with a rival with record evidence.316 As such, the Seventh Circuit 
adopted a broad, efficiency-focused apprRach fRU UeYieZiQg Whe defeQdaQW¶V alleged 
procompetitive justifications that well encapsulated the leading cases for what 
justifications are cognizable as well as required that any justifications be 
substantiated in fact. Its analysis was clear and easy to follow upon remand to the 
court below.  

Two other recent decisions at the Supreme Court and courts of appeals 
challenge whether courts are properly evaluating digital platform defeQdaQWV¶ 
procompetitive justifications. These cases are, however, distinguishable for 
involving mixed cases of antitrust and intellectual property licensing or for not 
reaching the merits of a full rule of reason analysis.317  

In Federal Trade Commission v. Qualcomm, Inc., the Ninth Circuit afforded 
significant and VXUSUiViQg ZeighW WR QXalcRPP¶V e[SlaQaWiRQ fRU W\iQg iQWellecWXal 
property licensing agreements to chip supply agreements to reduce transaction costs 
from multi-level licensing agreements.318 The Ninth CiUcXiW¶V UeaVRQiQg VXggeVWed a 
ViQgle fiUP¶V cost reduction alone might be sufficient to rebut an allegation of 
anticompetitive harm or that it might be recognized as a procompetitive efficiency 
despite no improvement to market competition.319 Yet, Whe NiQWh CiUcXiW¶V UeaVRQiQg 
reflected special deference to QXalcRPP¶V liceQViQg SUefeUeQceV giYeQ Whe SaUWicXlaU 
facts of the case²a mixed case of antitrust and intellectual property rights.320 The 
cRXUW ZURWe WhaW ³Whe UXleV Rf cRQWUacW aQd SaWeQW laZ are better equipped to handle 
cRPPeUcial diVSXWeV´ beWZeeQ Wechnologically advanced companies party to these 

 
316 Viamedia, 951 F.3d at 479±80 (³If CRPcast has evidence of truly procompetitive benefits, 

it should submit that evidence to the trier of fact. But the hypotheses it has offered thus far do not 
eQWiWle iW WR VXPPaU\ jXdgPeQW.´). 

317 Neither of the two cases that follow specifically addresses a digital platform defendant. Yet, 
the defendants in these cases either offered products for distribution in a highly technologically 
advanced market (Qualcomm) or the reviewing court considered the relevance and impact of 
network effects to its inquiry (American Express).  

318 The NiQWh CiUcXiW¶V deWeUPiQaWiRQ RYeUWXUQed Whe diVWUicW cRXUW¶V fiQdiQgV WhaW WheVe cRVW 
VaYiQgV ZeUe QRW VXSSRUWed b\ UecRUd eYideQce: ³QXalcRPP'V RZQ UecRUded VWaWePeQWV . . . VhRZ 
that Qualcomm used to license rival modem chip suppliers, and that Qualcomm stopped licensing 
rivals because it is more lucrative to license only OEMs. Nowhere . . . [did Qualcomm] 
executive[s] raise concerns about multi-leYel liceQViQg.´ FTC v. Qualcomm Inc., 411 F. Supp. 3d 
658, 756 (N.D. Cal. 2019), rev'd and vacated, 969 F.3d 974 (9th Cir. 2020). 

319 Qualcomm Inc., 969 F.3d at 996±97. 
320 Id.  
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licensing agreements, suggesting that the latter concern, not antitrust reasoning, was 
motivating its result.321  

In Ohio v. American Express, the Supreme Court suggested openness to 
cUediWiQg APeUicaQ E[SUeVV¶V asserted procompetitive justifications for preventing 
merchants from steering customers toward lower cost payment options at the 
cXVWRPeU¶V SRiQW Rf SXUchaVe: iPSURYiQg iQWeUbUaQd cRPSeWiWiRQ among credit card 
providers and reducing free-riding among merchants that hold themselves out as 
accepting American Express.322 ThiV ZaV deVSiWe Whe facW WhaW APeUicaQ E[SUeVV¶V 
anti-steering provisions reflected a direct restraint to negotiations over price, 
presumably foreclosed by Professional Engineers, and evidence presented in the 
district court and not reversed on appeal that American Express had raised prices to 
merchants 20 times during the relevant five-year period.323 The Supreme Court did 
not reach the merits of this determination, finding instead that the plaiQWiff¶V failXUe 
to show harm in a single market containing merchants and cardholders resolved the 
case.324 FRXU jXVWiceV jRiQed JXVWice BUe\eU¶V diVVeQWiQg RSiQiRQ, Zhich faYRUed 
finding anticompetitive harm at the first step of rule of reason analysis and 
remanding the case to the Second Circuit for a determination of offsetting 
procompetitive benefits.325 The dissent also expressed strong resistance to crediting 
APeUicaQ E[SUeVV¶V aVVeUWed procompetitive justifications.326 

CONCLUSION 

IQ VXP, Whe SXSUePe CRXUW¶V VWaWePeQW in Indiana Federation of Dentists as 
to ZheQ WR cUediW a defeQdaQW¶V aVVeUWed SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ²where it is 
VhRZQ WR beQefiW cRPSeWiWiRQ WhURXgh ³cUeaWiRQ Rf efficieQcieV´²remains the best 

 
321 Id. (TXRWiQg aV Zell fRUPeU FTC CRPPiVViRQeU JRVhXa D. WUighW, ³Whe aQWiWUXVW laZV aUe 

not well suited to govern contract disputes between private parties in light of remedies available 
XQdeU cRQWUacW RU SaWeQW laZ´ aQd ³iPSRViQg aQWiWUXVW UePedieV iQ SXUe cRQWUacW diVSXWeV caQ haYe 
harmful effects in terms of dampening incentives to participate in standard-setting bodies and to 
cRPPeUciali]e iQQRYaWiRQ.´ SSOs, FRAND, and Antitrust: Lessons from the Economics of 
Incomplete Contracts, 21 GEO. MASON L. REV. 791, 808-09 (2014)). 

322 Ohio v. Am. Express Co., 138 S. Ct. 2274, 2289±90 (2018). 
323 Id. at 2293±94 (J. BUe\eU, diVVeQWiQg) (³APRQg RWheU WhiQgV, Whe diVWUicW cRXUW fRXQd WhaW 

beginning in 2005 and during the next five years, American Express raised the prices it charged 
merchants on 20 separate occasions . . . . The court of appeals did not reject any fact found by the 
diVWUicW cRXUW aV µcleaUl\ eUURQeRXV.¶´). 

324 Id. at 2287±89.  
325 Id. at 2302±04 (J. Breyer, dissenting). 
326 Id. 
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path forward for lower courts.327 This approach permits defendants, including digital 
platform defendants, to assert a wide variety of justifications for their conduct, which 
they must then substantiate with evidence demonstrating that an improvement to 
market efficiencies has actually taken place. While somewhat vague, this approach 
means that platform defendants have a chance to assert efficiency improvements 
from reduced time and effort to find desired goods and services, reduced contracting 
costs, increased product and services quality, increased rate of innovation, and 
improved allocative efficiency as procompetitive justifications. In addition, earlier 
Supreme Court decisions including Chicago Board of Trade, BMI, NCAA, and 
Professional Engineers have helped to delineate what types of justifications may be 
credited, including conduct that: increases output, reduces price, makes possible a 
new product, expands consumer choice, or enhances consumer interest in the 
relevant product.328  

Further, existing rule of reason analysis is well designed to permit only 
justifications well-tailored to achieving an asserted benefit to competition to 
meaningfully affect the outcome of a case. The factfinder is within its discretion to 
reject a justification where a defendant does not carry its burden of proof, a plaintiff 
shows a less restrictive means to achieve the same benefit, or balancing shows that 
Whe haUP fURP Whe cRQdXcW¶V aQWicRPSeWiWiYe effecW RXWZeighV its procompetitive 
effect. Thus, whereas the body of efficiencies that might be credited as a 
procompetitive justification is broad, very few will be determinative of an antirust 
claim.  

Finally, the existing approach appears to be working well as it is applied to 
cases involving digital platform defendants. A review of recent cases implicating 
these defendants confirms that lower courts have sufficient guidance for how to 
apply the broad, efficiency-focused standard for assessing procompetitive 
justifications from Indiana Federation of Dentists and Microsoft as well as how to 
integrate these results into fuller rule of reason analysis. And, the current approach 
is superior to other ways forward suggested in legal scholarship and experimented 
with in a minority of circuit courts, which are poorly calibrated to considering the 
range of ways that platforms enable efficiencies in the markets where they compete. 

 
327 FTC Y. IQd. Fed¶Q Rf DeQWiVWV, 476 U.S. 447, 459 (1986) (deVcUibiQg a SURcRPSeWiWiYe 

jXVWificaWiRQ aV ³VRPe cRXQWeUYailing procompetitive virtue²such as, for example, the creation of 
efficieQcieV iQ Whe RSeUaWiRQ Rf a PaUkeW RU Whe SURYiViRQ Rf gRRdV aQd VeUYiceV. . . .´) (ciWaWiRQV 
omitted).  

328 NaW¶l CRllegiaWe AWhleWic AVV¶Q v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Oklahoma, 468 U.S. 85, 102±
03, 113±14, 117 (1984). 
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One improvement suggested by this Note is for courts to provide greater 
clarity when assessing procompetitive justifications regarding what criteria they are 
using to determine whether to credit a given efficiency. Courts can do so through 
aSSl\iQg Whe defiQiWiRQ fRU ³SURcRPSeWiWiYe jXVWificaWiRQ´ deYelRSed iQ Microsoft as 
a series of steps for review: (1) assess if a procompetitive justification is cognizable, 
i.e., if it implicates an efficiency improvement; (2) determine if it is substantiated in 
fact; and (3) assess whether there is a less restrictive alternative to achieving the 
same result, should the plaintiff assert that there is one.329 Courts that more strictly 
follow a series of steps like those above would help businesses and legal 
practitioners to understand if an asserted justification failed for not being cognizable, 
not being supported by record evidence, or not being sought out through the least 
restrictive means. Thus, cases could be more instructive to those in the field 
regarding what type of conduct will be recognized as efficiency improving and what 
evidence is helpful to substantiate a claim. Cases might also be more instructive for 
reflecting what types of alternatives a party might need to undertake before imposing 
a restraint with certain deleterious effects to competition.  

 

 
329 United States v. Microsoft Corp., 253 F.3d 34, 59 (D.C. Cir. 2001).  


