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Chairman Cicilline and Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, thank you for the opportunity to
share the views of the Institute for Local Self-Reliance on the adequacy of our existing
antitrust laws, competition policies, and current enforcement levels.
We commend the Subcommittee on its critically important investigation into the state of
competition in digital markets. Through this investigation, the American public and
lawmakers are gaining an in-depth understanding of the risks and problems created when
a few dominant digital platforms control the infrastructure of modern commerce and
communications. This centralized control has enabled the tech giants to, in essence,
regulate parts of American life and economic activity. We hope this investigation will be a
first step toward implementing the policy changes and interventions needed to restore
competition and reassert democratic authority.
U.S. antitrust laws, as written, are strong and, in theory, provide the tools needed to protect
competition. However, decades of misguided enforcement and jurisprudence have allowed
antitrust policy to stray far from Congress’s intent. It’s not simply that enforcement has
been weak. Rather it’s that enforcement has been guided by a flawed ideological
framework that chases scale efficiencies at the expense of maintaining competitive
markets, thus directly contradicting the intent of the statutes.
ILSR believes that the FTC and DOJ can and should more aggressively enforce the antitrust
laws and that the FTC should use its rule-making authority to address unfair methods of
competition, particularly in digital markets. That said, we also believe that Congressional
action is urgently needed to reaffirm the goals of the antitrust laws, correct the course of
the enforcement agencies and the courts on crucial questions of policy, and enact new law
to address the outsized power of dominant digital platforms and the threat they pose to
competition, entrepreneurship, and democracy.
Here we highlight six policies that we see as especially critical.
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1. Bar dominant digital platforms from engaging in lines of business that compete
with companies that depend on their platforms.
As I noted in testimony before this committee last July, “[a] growing share of our commerce
now flows through a handful of digital platforms. These powerful gatekeepers not only
control market access, but also directly compete with the businesses that depend on
them.”1 As we have seen over the past several weeks, these digital platforms have become
even more dominant as the pandemic has compelled people to rely even more completely
on the big tech companies for shopping, communication, and news.
There is ample evidence that the platforms exploit their roles as gatekeepers to hobble
competitors, extract rents from suppliers and competitors, and expand into new markets
with a built-in advantage. Amazon, for example, has compelled third-party sellers to
purchase its warehousing and shipping services in order to have a shot at “winning the buy
box” — that is, being chosen as the default seller of a product, which significantly affects a
seller’s volume of sales on the site. 2 A seller that prefers a different shipper, because of
lower cost or some other factor, risks losing much of their sales on Amazon if they opt to
use that shipper over Fulfillment By Amazon (FBA). By leveraging its platform power in
this way, Amazon has impeded competition and built a package delivery service that now
rivals FedEx in scale.3
Amazon also leverages its ability to selectively police counterfeiting and other nefarious
practices on its platform to compel suppliers of its Retail division to purchase additional
services or make other concessions. Brands have reported that, in order to get Amazon to
remove counterfeit versions of their products from its Marketplace, they must agree to
Amazon’s contract terms. The CEO of PopSockets, for example, testified to this Committee
that his company had to agree to spend $2 million on Amazon’s marketing services before
Amazon would take action against counterfeiters.4 Book publishers have similarly reported
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having to surrender their distribution more completely to Amazon — thus harming
competing distributors and retailers — in order to get relief from counterfeits.5
Companies that sell products on Amazon also must contend with Amazon using their sales,
cost, and pricing data to create products that compete directly with theirs. As the Wall
Street Journal recently reported, executives in Amazon’s private label division “had access
to data containing proprietary information that they used to research bestselling items
they might want to compete against, including on individual sellers on Amazon’s website.” 6
America’s entrepreneurs used to focus their time and resources on developing new ideas
and better ways of operating. Now many are consumed with trying to stay in Amazon’s
good graces. They’re turning over a growing share of their revenue to Amazon. Amazon’s
cut of the sales made by third-party sellers on its site is now 32 percent, up from 19 percent
five years ago.7 Suppliers have likewise reported increasing demands for discounts and
payments.8 As these companies cede more revenue to Amazon, they lose the capacity to
develop new products and invest in growing their businesses. America’s workers and
consumers ultimately pay the price for this lost innovation and growth.
Congress should prohibit dominant digital platforms from engaging in other lines of
business when doing so creates inherent competitive harms. In the case of Amazon,
adopting this policy would compel Amazon to spin off its Retail, Private Label, and Logistics
divisions each as separate, stand-alone companies divorced from its online marketplace.
Structural separation was once “a standard regulatory tool and key antitrust remedy in
network industries,” applied in industries including railroads, bank holding companies,
television networks, and telecommunication carriers.9 Today, the inherently anticompetitive dynamics of dominant digital platforms, including their ability to appropriate
data and manipulate platform outcomes to entrench their market power and advantage
their other lines of business, call for picking up this tool once again.
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2. Impose standards of nondiscrimination and common carriage on dominant
digital platforms.
Dominant e-commerce platforms should be subject to oversight similar to that governing
other common carriers. Congress should instruct an agency such as the FTC to establish
rules for dominant platforms to ensure these infrastructure companies provide fair and
reasonable terms and pricing for producers and do not use their gatekeeper power to favor
some firms over others or to impose onerous costs on market participants. This oversight
would need to include auditing of algorithms and rules about data collection and use.
In our view, the FTC already has the authority to establish this kind of regulatory regime
under the mandate given to it by the FTC Act. Yet, even though the platforms clearly
function as core network infrastructure for commerce and communications, the agency has
yet to act to address the obvious problem of allowing unchecked private control of these
critical pipelines. We encourage Congress to remedy this by mandating such action in the
case of the platforms and, more broadly, reaffirming the FTC’s obligation to use its
rulemaking authority to prevent unfair methods of competition.10
It’s important to note here that applying this kind of regulatory oversight to the big tech
firms will not be effective unless it’s done in conjunction with breakups. In the case of
Amazon, it’s my view that several factors make it virtually impossible to establish a system
of oversight and adjudication that would be robust enough to protect competition and fair
market access, absent spinning off its shopping platform from its other divisions. These
factors include the enormous number of sellers and transactions, the low dollar value of
most transactions, and the many subtle and hard-to-detect ways that Amazon can skew
outcomes to favor its own interests. Therefore, oversight must be combined with structural
separation, which would do much of the work by removing the underlying conflicts of
interest, thus allowing for an effective and less bureaucratic system of oversight.
3. Reaffirm that the intent of the antitrust laws is to safeguard the competitive
process and disperse economic power.
In the 1980s, enforcers and the courts turned antitrust policy on its head. They adopted a
new ideological framework for antitrust that discounted the harms arising from market
concentration on the grounds that bigger companies deliver greater efficiencies. In other
words, this new approach prioritized chasing the idea of scale efficiencies over protecting
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competition. This was a radical departure from the goals and orientation of the antitrust
laws as passed by Congress.11 Among many other consequences, this shift paved the way
for a few tech companies to seize control of our digital markets. As long as their behavior
did not appear to be harming consumers, they faced no antitrust scrutiny.12
This “consumer welfare” framework has failed in at least two key ways. First, it ignores the
fact that the exercise of market power can harm people not only as consumers, but also as
producers of value — as entrepreneurs and workers. There is now ample evidence of this
harm. It’s become much harder, for example, to start and sustain a business. The number of
new firms launched each year has fallen by nearly two-thirds since 1980, while small
businesses in many sectors have seen a sharp decline in their numbers and market share.13
Market concentration has also suppressed wage growth, widened geographic disparities,
and contributed to growing inequality.14
Second, the consumer welfare standard relies heavily on complex economic models to
predict future price impacts. This is problematic for several reasons. One is that it means
that antitrust decisions are based on questionable predictions about the future, rather than
observable information about the present. Indeed, evidence indicates that these models are
not reliable. John Kwoka, an economics professor at Northeastern University, studied the
outcomes of major mergers and found that, in most cases, they led to price increases.15
Congress should reaffirm the goals of antitrust laws and clarify that they exist to protect
the competitive process and disperse economic power. Given how far enforcers and the
courts have strayed, this is urgently needed. By turning the focus of antitrust enforcement
back to questions of market structure, competitive process, and power, Congress can
ensure that these laws once again work to promote their intended values and goals.
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4. Prohibit mergers and acquisitions by firms with significant scale and market
power, including dominant digital platforms.
To address the extreme levels of concentration across the economy, Congress should
prohibit mergers involving corporations that already have significant scale and market
power, including acquisitions that are currently too small to trigger notice and review
under the Hart-Scott-Rodino Act. If Congress chooses not to impose an outright ban, at the
very least mergers involving firms with significant market power should be subject to
heightened scrutiny and a more stringent standard for approval by the FTC and DOJ.
Banning acquisitions of any size is particularly crucial to restoring competition in digital
markets. Dominant digital platforms have acquired hundreds of small firms over the last
decade.16 There is substantial evidence that these acquisitions have allowed the four big
tech firms to deepen their market power, including by absorbing potential competitors,
moving into new markets with a significant head-start, and taking key technologies off the
market, thus rendering these innovations out of reach of their rivals.
Amazon, for example, has made a number of acquisitions that have helped to entrench and
extend its market power.17 Many innovations that we credit to the company are in fact
technologies that it bought through mergers. The sophisticated robots that move through
its warehouses were developed by Kiva, which Amazon bought in 2012 and then promptly
canceled the firm’s contracts with rival e-commerce retailers.18 The next-generation chips
that have helped Amazon dominate the cloud computing market originated with a team at
Annapurna Labs, a 2015 acquisition.19 The core functionality behind Amazon’s voice
interface, Alexa, came from a UK startup that Amazon acquired in 2012.20
These acquisitions all fell below the threshold for notification and thus were not subject to
review by antitrust enforcers. Yet each of these acquisitions has contributed to Amazon’s
market dominance in crucial ways.
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Even when an acquisition does trigger notice, the enforcement agencies’ current approach
to evaluating these deals is deeply flawed and lacks an understanding of platform business
models. Amazon’s 2017 acquisition of Whole Food, for example, won quick approval from
the FTC, which chose not to issue a second request.21 Presumably, the FTC viewed the deal
as a merger between two small players in the retail grocery market. But this way of looking
at the merger misses the fact that acquiring Whole Foods allowed Amazon to fortify its
monopoly power in the online shopping market in several crucial ways. The deal enabled
Amazon to integrate an extensive line of private label grocery products into its online
offerings, gaining a foothold in a pivotal product category for dominating online shopping.
It also gave Amazon more than 400 well-placed properties for staging last-mile deliveries.
And not least, it supplied the company with a rich source of new data about the offline
behavior of a core online shopping demographic.
For these reasons, we believe an outright ban of acquisitions by firms with significant scale
and market power, including the dominant platforms, is appropriate and warranted.
5. Establish “bright-line” rules that ban anti-competitive conduct by firms with
significant scale and market power, including dominant digital platforms.
Congress should establish bright-line rules prohibiting particular kinds of conduct for
companies that meet a certain threshold of scale and market power. For these firms,
specific behaviors should be considered per se violations of the law.
In particular, we’d like to highlight two types of conduct that should be barred for firms
with significant market power, including dominant digital platforms. The first is tying.
Amazon, for example, has made the success of sellers on its platform largely contingent on
using its warehousing and shipping service. As noted above, under the parameters of
Amazon’s “buy box” algorithm, sellers that use Fulfillment By Amazon (FBA) are much
more likely to be selected as the default seller of a product, while sellers that choose
competing logistics companies are more likely to be placed under the “see other sellers”
link, resulting in significantly lower sales.22 By tying success on its platform to sellers’
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choosing FBA, Amazon has blocked competition from rival shippers and rapidly grown its
share of the package delivery market.
The second is predatory pricing. Dominant companies can use revenue from other lines of
business or investors’ backing to sell products below cost, driving rivals out of business not
on the merits, but simply through their superior financial resources and ability to sustain
losses. Amazon has long used sustained below-cost selling to grow its market share and
eliminate competition. During its first six years, Amazon lost more than $3 billion selling
books below cost, driving rivals out of business; it now sells half of all print and digital
books in America.23 When the popular upstart online retailer Zappos refused Amazon’s
takeover offer in 2007, Amazon began selling shoes at a loss, reportedly losing about $150
million on the strategy. It worked: Zappos agreed to a takeover.24 Amazon continues to use
this tactic. According to Morgan Stanley, the average order placed under Amazon’s new
Prime one-day shipping service comes to about $8, but costs the company nearly $11 just
to fulfill and ship.25 By incurring sustained losses on these orders, Amazon impedes nascent
delivery competitors and undermines competing neighborhood grocers, pharmacies, and
convenience stores that lack the financial resources to match its below-cost pricing.
Current case law considers predatory pricing largely irrational, extremely rare, and
unlikely to succeed as a strategy for monopolization.26 Based on these assumptions, the
courts have established a standard of proof that renders predatory pricing claims virtually
impossible to bring. The current “recoupment” standard wrongly assumes that the only
route for recouping losses is through charging inflated consumer prices in the future. But a
growing body of scholarship shows that a firm that uses predatory pricing to expand its
market share can reap rewards in other ways, including through an increase in its stock
price and greater monopsony power to squeeze workers and suppliers.27
ILSR believes that sustained below-cost selling, tying, and other forms of conduct should be
considered per se violations of the law when undertaken by firms with significant market
power and scale, including Amazon and other dominant digital platforms. This would
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promote competition by preventing these companies from using their outsized financial
resources and gatekeeper power to monopolize other markets.
6. Mandate that the FTC and DOJ operate with greater public engagement,
transparency, and accountability.
In response to your question about whether the institutional structure of antitrust
enforcement is adequate, ILSR believes that there are many problems with how these
agencies function. Here I’d like to highlight in particular their lack of transparency and
engagement with the public, and the negative impact of this closed approach.
In recent decades, antitrust policy-making and enforcement has been allowed to slip into
the bureaucratic shadows, becoming the domain of a small cadre of technocrats and
economists. As a consequence, antitrust now suffers from what the scholars Harry First and
Spencer Weber Waller have described as a debilitating “democracy deficit.”28 They write
that “the imbalance between democratic control and technocratic control has put antitrust
on a thin diet of efficiency, one that has weakened antitrust’s ability to control corporate
power… We need to move the needle back.”
Part of the solution, as I note above, is for Congress to restate the goals of the antitrust
statutes and establish more “bright line” rules so that policy-making is less in the hands of
economists and judges.
Another part of the solution is opening the doors of the FTC and DOJ to allow the public to
provide more input into and scrutiny of the agencies’ major enforcement decisions and
actions. Doing so would improve enforcement and accountability. It would also help to
equip Americans with the knowledge they need to discuss the direction of anti-monopoly
policy and debate the best ways to resolve critical competition issues affecting their lives.
At present, the DOJ and FTC regularly close investigations and approve mergers without
offering any explanation to the public about their decisions. In 2012, for example, the DOJ
closed a three-year antitrust investigation of Monsanto without issuing a statement, even
though the case had significant implications for farmers and rural communities.29 In 2013,
the DOJ abruptly reversed course on the merger of US Airways and American Airlines; it
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had initially sued to block the merger, but then, a few months later, approved it.30 Yet, the
agency provided no information to Americans about why it changed its mind.
Similarly, it’s only because of an inadvertent disclosure of documents to The Wall Street
Journal that we know that career officials at the FTC concluded in 2012 that Google was
abusing its monopoly power in ways that had resulted “in real harm to consumers and to
innovation in the online search and advertising markets.”31 Staff had recommended that
the FTC file suit against the company, but commissioners voted not to do so. They did not
disclose to the public the fact that staff had recommended action and thus did not have to
account for how they reached a different conclusion.
Congress should open the actions of the FTC and DOJ to greater public input and scrutiny.
In particular, Congress should require the agencies to solicit public comment for all merger
reviews. Currently, under the Antitrust Procedures and Penalties Act, they solicit public
comment only when they’re proposing a consent decree with the merging parties. Among
other benefits, requiring a comment period for mergers would allow the public (including
other firms, workers, and consumers in the affected industry) to provide relevant
information, which would improve enforcement decisions.
Secondly, the agencies should be required to issue written explanations for all of their
significant enforcement decisions, including opening and closing investigations and the
outcome of merger reviews. These explanations should summarize and respond to the
broad themes of any public comments received in the matter.
Conclusion
I thank the Committee for the opportunity to submit these comments and welcome any
questions you may have. ILSR strongly believes that Congress must step in to resuscitate
our antitrust laws. We believe doing so is essential to restoring entrepreneurship to its
previous levels, freeing Americans who participate in our markets from bullying and
exploitation by monopolistic corporations, and protecting democracy from concentrated
power.
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