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In response to the increasing popularity and economic impact of companies in the Internet
ecosystem, the Federal Trade Commission is being implored with vocal but factually vacant calls
to revisit its approach to antitrust, and in particular market power, barriers to entry and anticompetitive practices including exclusionary and predatory conduct.
The Commission has wisely ignored the invitation to radically alter its approach, and should
continue to do so.
The vague hypothesis of what former FTC Commissioner Joshua Wright has called “hipster
antitrust”2 is that traditional economic analysis fails to account for the market power of platform
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companies, who rely on two-sided markets to offer consumers their products and services at
highly-subsidized prices, if not for free.
On the hipster view, modern antitrust analysis fails to account for other, undefined harms to
competitors and the market generally. The source of those harms, somehow, are the network
effects that benefit platform companies—which host the content of, or facilitate transactions
among, their users. Big is bad, even if it can’t be shown to be.
The hipsters have it backwards. For the last forty years, antitrust analysis has sensibly focused
on measurable consumer harm, and in particular evidence of price increases, as a pre-condition
for enforcement. It is highly flexible, and its appointed enforcers have proven fully capable of
evaluating market power and anticompetitive conduct in all kinds of industries.
The long-stranding approach of traditional enforcement, applied throughout the Internet
ecosystem, has and will continue to provide balanced protection in the event of market abuses
that generate demonstrable consumer harm.
In particular, two features of platform businesses, discussed below, underscore both the value
and dynamism of traditional antitrust enforcement:
1. In two-sided markets, the more users a platform can deliver—and the more engaged
those users are—the more revenue it can derive from facilitating interactions with other
users and with third-party affiliates. The larger the platform, the more consumers
benefit.3
2. Even in situations where network effects generate market leverage for the platform
operator, potentially devastating competition is just a generation or two of new
technology away--—and arriving faster all the time.
I have been studying the distinct economic properties of the commercial Internet for over twenty
years, and first identified the combination of forces that drive these features in 1998: Moore’s
Law, Metcalfe’s Law, and the realization of economist Ronald Coase’s work on transaction costs
and their relationship to the size and complexity of firms.4
Moore’s Law, Gordon Moore’s prediction that the physics of semiconductor production
translated to core computing components continuing to get faster, cheaper, and smaller, has
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been in force since the 1960’s.5 Metcalfe’s Law, Robert Metcalfe’s observation that network
adoption followed an exponential rather than incremental value curve, is in essence a digital
application of the general theory of network effects.
And Coase’s observations on the nature of the firm, finally, suggest that as markets driven by
Moore’s Law and Metcalfe’s Law become more efficient, the size and complexity of traditional
business enterprises would naturally shrink.6
Putting these three principles together explains much of how the digital economy has worked.
Because software-based products and services can be marketed, distributed and updated at
minimal marginal cost, transaction costs in digital markets are dramatically reduced overall. This
means developers can create, launch, and support new platform products and services much
more cheaply than for traditional networked goods.
That reduced cost makes it possible for developers to offer digital goods at very low costs.
Consumers, moreover, can be highly-informed about product availability and quality, also at
dramatically lower costs.
Together, these factors encourage rapid uptake for the most useful innovations, creating positive
returns to scale. The more users who adopt the platform, and the more time and attention they
devote to it, the more it attracts other consumers, both because of the capacity to interact with
a larger group of other users and because a fast-growing platform signals value and further
reduces search and other transaction costs.
As digital technology has become ubiquitous with the deployment of high-speed broadband
networks, mobile devices, and cloud-based services, the historical adoption curve for disruptive
innovations, first described by sociologist Everett Rogers, has been accordingly reshaped. Instead
of a bell curve, the new adoption paradigm more closely resembles a shark fin, emphasizing rapid
consumer adoption across market segments and, almost as quickly, consumer abandonment in
anticipation of the next technology-fueled disruptor.7 (See Figure 1)
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Figure 1
The shark fin pattern strongly encourages producers to give away as much of their content and
services as possible to quickly establish high market penetration and consumer acceptance,
making the platform that much more attractive for users. To support platform development and
operations, revenue is often derived from third-party advertising or transaction fees levied on
other affiliates who value access to the platform’s user base. The more consumers who adopt
the platform, the faster the platform grows, increasing its value both to other consumers and to
affiliates.8
Network effects may create temporary market leverage for a platform company at the top of the
new adoption curve, but the period during which they can exploit it gets shorter all the time.
Even wildly successful technology start-ups have fallen victim to a surprising drop-off in user
attention and a failure to prepare in time with a next-generation innovation.9
So while it is true that the combined effect of these engineering and economic principles often
translates to significant if not dominant market leverage for platforms that first achieve a critical
mass of consumers, it does not follow that such leverage requires intervention based on
principles of antitrust.
First, as noted, the continued reliance on two-sided markets means that platform owners have
little incentive or ability to raise prices for consumers. A robust platform, in everything from
social networks to auctions to sharing economy applications, means more opportunities to
interact, more liquid markets, and more reliable user reviews. Platform operators thus have
8
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every incentive both to improve the quality of the platform and to keep prices and transaction
costs as low as possible for users.
Indeed, as platform growth inevitably slows, the owner’s incentive is to provide even more free
or subsidized services and user features, updated interfaces, and better content, essential for a
business reliant on network effects for both growth and revenue.
The result: prices do not rise. Indeed, for most of today’s most valuable platforms, they remain
stubbornly at zero. In many examples, consumers benefit rather than being harmed by even the
dominant market share of a single platform.10 As former FTC Chairwoman Edith Ramirez
correctly observed during the Commission’s 2015 workshop on the sharing economy—a type of
platform ecosystem—“[I]ncreased concentration does not always harm consumers; sometimes
it benefits them, particularly where network externalities are substantial.”11
Second, market leverage is always fleeting. So long as core computing components continue to
get faster, cheaper, and smaller, digital markets are constantly being roiled from the entrance of
new and even more disruptive technologies—what my co-author Paul Nunes and I have termed
“Big Bang Disruptions.”12
We note four distinct economic properties of these disruptors that signal a short life for even the
most powerful digital “monopolies:”

10

•

Price Deflation—The continuing and predictable decline in the price of core technologies,
not only in computing, and the decline in related costs that that drives;

•

Platform Exploitation—The increasing ability to use spare capacity on existing
infrastructures like smartphones, security cameras, cloud-based software services, etc.;

•

Cross-Subsidization— Increasing opportunities to supplement revenue through other
sources, such as advertising and the sale of business insights from so-called “big data,”
allowing producers to offer platform services very cheap or even for free; and
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Marginal-Cost Elimination – The growing number of products and surfaces susceptible to
the power of zero digital production costs, making it possible to offer products and
services with very low marginal costs at very low prices.13

Market realities provide ample evidence of these principles exerting a potent, external form of
discipline. Even in its short history, for example, the Internet landscape has been littered with
the corpses of supposedly-unbeatable digital powerhouses who were undone not by incumbents
or competitors but by new entrants--often venture-backed entrepreneurs.14
In search alone, the “dominance” of Yahoo, Lycos, Alta Vista, MSN and others all fell to the
current platform leader, Google. Ditto for Internet browsers—and despite, not because of, the
government’s antitrust case against Microsoft.15 Early Internet policy advocates once bemoaned
the gatekeeping potential of America On-Line.16 At one time the social network market was
“monopolized” by something called MySpace, which was backed by powerful media mogul
Rupert Murdoch.17
In fact, the short life of digital products and services that, at their peak, seemed irresistible to
consumers, is actually getting shorter. As Paul Nunes and I have observed in our on-going
research on digital market behavior, the disruptive power of new technologies continues to
accelerate, upsetting the business plans not only but of start-ups but even the most established
enterprises:
Even the most respected and successful companies in the world today rarely
survive their first crisis, whenever it arrives. The average life span of companies
on the Standard & Poor’s 500 has fallen from 67 years in the 1920s to just 15 years
today. According to Richard Foster, an executive in residence at the Yale
Entrepreneurial Institute, in 2020 as many as three-quarters of companies in the
index will be companies that were unheard of in 2010.
This shortened life cycle is primarily the result of rapidly spreading digital
disruption in industries largely untouched by the first wave of internet
13
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transformation—including manufacturing (disrupted by 3-D printing and the
internet of things), agriculture (drones and sensors), transportation (autonomous
vehicles), and professional services (artificial intelligence). Even if second-act
crises are most acute among start-ups, incumbents would do well to understand
why they occur and how to avoid them.18
In situations where antitrust intervention may be justifiable, as the Microsoft case amply
demonstrates, the relatively slow speed of litigation creates a dangerous mismatch with dynamic,
fast-changing digital markets. The periodicity of the shark fin varies by technology and market,
but in most cases it is already much shorter than the time needed to pursue public or private
lawsuits. Efforts to “break up” or otherwise punish market dominance in the Internet ecosystem
both in the U.S. and abroad have largely failed, and often result in more damage to consumer
welfare from severe unintended side-effects.19
So rather than expand antitrust along vague, platform-specific criteria, consumer protection is
best served by continuing to enforce the law only in situations where there is not only
demonstrable consumer harm, but also strong evidence suggesting the absence of imminent
disruptions that will likely address it more quickly and efficiently than engaging traditional
enforcement mechanisms.
I have written several articles that explore these arguments in more detail, and in particular the
impact of technological disruption on the need for and nature of enforcing antitrust and
consumer protection law in dynamic industries. In two articles for Democracy Journal, for
example, I explain how markets undergoing Big Bang Disruption largely resolve anti-competitive
and anti-consumer behaviors organically--if not perfectly than at least more efficiently and more
quickly than antitrust intervention. 20
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This reality validates Commissioner Ohlhausen’s frequent call for “regulatory humility” in
markets driven by digital innovation.21 But it is not to suggest, that there is no role for antitrust
and, in particular, the consumer protection authority of the FTC.
In both articles, I describe features of a pro-innovation policy agenda, and note the importance
of targeted interventions by the Commission, particularly in applying consumer protection law
to the data collection and use practices of digital entrepreneurs (the subject of another topic in
this proceeding).
To summarize these articles briefly, I believe that regulation of digital markets should be guided
by eight principles that reflect the economic properties of platform businesses:
1. Resist the temptation to intervene in response to a perceived crisis or “technopanic” driven by public unfamiliarity or anxiety with new applications.22
2. Work with innovators to build true public/private partnerships that avoid the
need for regulatory interventions in the first place.23
3. Beware of incumbents in “consumer” clothing calling for intervention only to
buy them more time to respond to disruption, especially in industries that
have long been regulated, such as local transportation and accommodations.24
4. Encourage experimentation in safe sandboxes, particularly for technology,
such as drones and ingestible technologies, with significant consumer safety
and security implications.25
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5. Intervene only when the public interest is truly at stake, based on a return to
first principles of the purpose and continuing need for consumer protection in
the particular industry.26
6. Narrowly focus remedies to target demonstrable and measurable consumer
harms.27
7. Let technological innovation substitute for regulation where possible and
likely more efficient and effective.28
8. When regulation is necessary, ensure at the time of enactment that it sunsets
quickly.29
Happily, that’s the approach that has largely characterized U.S. Internet policy for the last twenty
years, following Congress’s bi-partisan guidance in 1996 to leave the digital economy “unfettered
by Federal or State regulation.”30 More specifically, it aligns closely with long-standing FTC staff
advocacies, as reflected, for example, in the Commission’s analysis of and approach to the sharing
economy.31
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Overall, the federal government’s prescient wisdom has worked spectacularly, not only in
protecting consumers but providing them a profound choice of new products and services that
generate immeasurable consumer surplus. As I have repeatedly observed:
The best regulator of technology, it seems, is simply more technology. And
despite fears that channels are blocked, markets are locked up, and gatekeepers
have closed networks that the next generation of entrepreneurs need to reach
their audience, somehow they do it anyway — often embarrassingly fast,
whether the presumed tyrant being deposed is a long-time incumbent or last
year’s startup darling.
That, in any case, is the theory on which U.S. policymakers across the political
spectrum have nurtured technology-based innovation since the founding of the
Republic. Taking the long view, it’s clearly been a winning strategy, especially
when compared to the more invasive, command-and-control approach taken by
the European Union, which continues to lag on every measure of the Internet
economy.32
In markets characterized by network effects and platform businesses, in short, the FTC should
continue to build on the solid foundation of nearly half a century of proven economic principles.
If markets do not display traditional signs of monopolization, and no measurable consumer harm
is occurring, do not intervene.
When intervention is justifiable, moreover, the Commission should pause, at least in the shortterm, to consider the potential for current or near-term future technology-driven disruptors to
resolve the harm more quickly than traditional forms of enforcement, and do so with fewer
unintended negative side-effects.
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