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Chairman Lee, Ranking Member Klobuchar, and members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I am Bruce Hoffman, Director of the Bureau
of Competition at the Federal Trade Commission, and I am pleased to testify on behalf of the
Commission and discuss the topic of acquisitions of nascent or potential competitors by digital
platforms.1
Many sectors of the economy have experienced significant disruption—disruption
brought about by the widespread use of technology to support new and evolving business
models. Consumers have come to expect that “there’s an app for that,” and many technologyenabled businesses, particularly digital platforms, have thrived in the new digital economy.
Digital platforms have played a large role in this change. It is easy to see that the manner in
which goods and services are marketed and sold across our economy has been altered
significantly by digital platforms. Consumers and businesses are reaping enormous benefits from
the efficiency and convenience brought about by our new way of commerce. But change of this
magnitude makes it all the more critical for the Commission to pay close attention to this space
and vigorously enforce the antitrust laws. Otherwise, our country will fail to reap the full
panoply of benefits that could be made possible by digital platforms and other technological
innovations.
The Commission is committed to examining the effectiveness of its antitrust enforcement
efforts, and welcomes robust debate on how best to use antitrust enforcement to promote
competition and protect American consumers throughout the economy. Over the past year, the
Commission held a series of hearings on competition and consumer protection topics intended to
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help refresh a bipartisan consensus on the proper scope and direction of antitrust enforcement
and policy. This project, Hearings on Competition and Consumer Protection in the 21st Century,
was modeled after a similar effort in 1995 by former FTC Chairman Bob Pitofsky, which
established the FTC as a modern center for “competition R&D.” Several panels discussed issues
relating to technology and the digital economy, including the acquisition of potential or nascent
competitors in the digital marketplace.2
The latest round of technology-driven disruption, instigated in significant part by digital
platforms, has caused some to question whether our competition laws and enforcement
approaches can continue to protect consumers from anticompetitive conduct and mergers in fastpaced markets characterized by technological change. The Commission is cognizant of these
concerns and is committed to applying our expertise, economic learning, and the flexibility of the
antitrust statutes to ensure that digital platform and other technology markets remain
competitive. In fact, the antitrust agencies have successfully applied the antitrust laws to
technology companies that engage in anticompetitive conduct so as to maintain their dominant
positions, and we are committed to continuing that tradition going forward.3
To address the potential challenges posed by digital industries, the Bureau of
Competition’s newly formed Technology Task Force (“TTF”) is marshalling resources and
expertise from across the Commission. The TTF is actively conducting investigations, and it is
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also deepening our understanding of technology markets and strengthening our ability to protect
consumers from anticompetitive conduct and harmful mergers in the digital technology space.
For nearly 130 years, the antitrust laws have been a central feature of our national
economic policy, setting standards for vigorous competition and preventing the undue
accumulation of market power that threatens consumer welfare and stymies economic growth.
Congress drafted the antitrust laws in general terms specifically to accommodate changing
markets and new products.4 The Clayton Act, in particular, with its emphasis on stopping
anticompetitive mergers and business trends in their incipiency, enables antitrust enforcement to
account for changing markets and evolving economic analysis.5
This testimony describes the basics of antitrust analysis that the Commission can employ
to prevent competitive harm in technology markets, including when reviewing acquisitions of
nascent and potential competitors by digital platforms. A salient feature of tech companies is
their dynamism, but the Commission is cognizant of the fact that digital platforms may have
unique characteristics. The Commission also understands that, while the sale to an incumbent
represents a valuable exit strategy for startups that encourages investment and innovation,
established firms may seek to acquire nascent or potential competitors poised to challenge their
market position. And as discussed below, merger analysis under the Clayton Act accounts for
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these incentives as well as any dynamic features of competition among firms already in the
market and those seeking to enter the market. In addition to the Clayton Act, the Sherman Act
bars a firm from gaining or maintaining a monopoly position through anticompetitive conduct,
including acquisitions that exclude nascent and potential threats to its dominance. As explained
below, acquisitions by monopolists of nascent competitive threats may violate Section 2 of the
Sherman Act when they are “reasonably capable of contributing significantly to the defendant’s
monopoly power,” unless outweighed by procompetitive justifications.6
A. Merger Review and Enforcement
The Commission vigorously enforces Section 7 of the Clayton Act to prevent mergers
that may substantially lessen competition or tend to create a monopoly. To determine which
mergers are likely to result in anticompetitive harm—including higher prices, reduced quality,
reduced output, or less innovation—the FTC uses a variety of tools, both qualitative and
quantitative, to assess the likely competitive effect of a proposed transaction. The FTC’s
competitive analysis is driven by facts collected from industry participants and experts, and is
mindful that merger analysis is necessarily predictive and deals with likelihoods.7 Of course, we
evaluate every merger based on the credible evidence before us, as do the courts.
For mergers involving two direct competitors already in the market, the antitrust analysis
is usually straightforward: will the elimination of one independent competitor create, enhance, or
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entrench market power, or facilitate the exercise of market power? A merger enhances market
power if, by eliminating an important competitive constraint, it increases the ability and
incentive for one or more firms to raise price, reduce quality, reduce output, diminish innovation,
or otherwise harm customers.
The FTC routinely challenges mergers that eliminate direct competition between the
merging parties and, therefore, likely would lead to higher prices.8 The FTC also investigates
non-price effects,9 including a reduction in innovative activity.10 To analyze a merger between
two longstanding competitors, we typically start by examining market shares in past years,
whether the companies previously have marketed or bid against each other, and what factors
influenced their competitive behavior, including their decisions on price, output, quality, and
innovation. In a market where competitive conditions are relatively stable, those historical facts
may help predict the likely path of future competition.
In dynamic technology markets and digital platforms in particular, however, we must
consider the possibility that past evidence may not tell the whole story of future competition.
Where recent or ongoing changes in market conditions indicate that current market shares may
overstate or understate a firm’s future competitive significance in the relevant market, the
8
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Commission will rely on the best available indicators.11 The Commission is particularly mindful
of situations where a technology firm, such as a digital platform, may possess durable market
power due to network effects over other would-be competitors. Occasionally, imminent changes
in a market may alleviate competitive concerns. But sometimes, to protect the interests of
consumers, the Commission will act to preserve short-to-intermediate term competition even
when markets are expected to change in the future.12
When evaluating mergers in dynamic markets, the Commission pays particularly close
attention when an industry leader seeks to acquire an up-and-coming competitor that is changing
customer expectations and gaining sales. Last year, the FTC challenged the merger of market
leader CDK Global, and far-smaller competitor, Auto/Mate.13 According to the complaint, the
transaction would have reduced competition in the already-concentrated market for specialized
platform business software used by U.S. franchise automotive dealers, known as dealer
management systems. Auto/Mate competed with CDK and other larger franchise dealer
management system providers and won business by offering lower prices, flexible contract
terms, low fees for third-party apps participating on the platform, free software upgrades and
training, and high quality customer service. Auto/Mate’s outsized impact on existing platforms
indicated that the merger would dampen competition from a key emerging rival.
The Commission also is mindful that this kind of dynamic analysis may be required when
the relevant products involve data. For example, in 2014 the Commission moved to block Verisk

11

HMG § 5.2.
For example, in the waning days of brick-and-mortar video rentals, the Commission successfully brought an
enforcement action to prevent Blockbuster from proceeding with its acquisition of Hollywood Entertainment
Corporation until 30 days after it had complied with the requirements of the Hart-Scott-Rodino Act. FTC v.
Blockbuster, Inc., 1:05-cv-00463 (D.D.C.) (Mar. 4, 2005), https://www.ftc.gov/enforcement/casesproceedings/blockbuster-inc-et-al.
13
In re CDK Global, Dkt. 9382 (complaint filed Mar. 20, 2018). Shortly after the FTC issued its complaint, the
parties abandoned their proposed transaction.
12

Analytics, Inc.’s proposed acquisition of EagleView, alleging that the proposed transaction
would result in a virtual monopoly in the U.S. market for rooftop aerial measurement products
used by insurers to estimate repair costs for property damage claims.14 Before the merger,
EagleView was the leading provider of rooftop aerial measurement products that relied on its
proprietary software to analyze aerial images. Verisk provided the leading software platform
used by insurers to process roof damage claims, and had recently entered into direct competition
with EagleView by developing its own library of high-resolution aerial images. Other firms were
only distant competitors. The Commission alleged that the elimination of the firms’ ever-closer
competition would likely lead to higher prices and reduced incentives to innovate. After the
Commission voted to challenge the acquisition, the companies abandoned their deal.
B. Accounting for Firms Not in the Market: Market Participants and Likely Entrants
Because Section 7 of the Clayton Act evaluates what is likely to occur if the merger goes
forward, the Commission considers whether firms not currently selling products or services in a
particular market—including the merging parties themselves, as well as other potential
entrants—might nevertheless influence competition in the future. For instance, as the joint FTC
and DOJ Horizontal Merger Guidelines note, firms that are committed to entering the market in
the near future can be considered market participants even if not currently deriving revenues
from the market.15 A firm not currently making sales may already have an effect on the behavior
of firms currently making sales, and the acquisition of that entrant by a firm already in the

14

FTC Press Release, “FTC Challenges Verisk Analytic, Inc.’s Proposed Acquisition of EagleView Technology
Corporation,” (Dec. 16, 2014), https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2014/12/ftc-challengesveriskanalytics-incs-proposed-acquisition.
15
HMG § 5.1.

market may violate Section 7.16 For example, the Commission blocked the merger of two casino
chains where one firm was building a new facility that would compete within a year with the
other firm’s existing casino.17 When the acquired firm had nearly completed the process of
entering the market, it was not difficult to predict that the acquisition would eliminate imminent
head-to-head competition.
Some firms are not as close to entering the relevant market. They might need to expend
more effort, either in terms of time or sunk costs, to begin making sales. Although these firms
likely would not be viewed as current competitors, we would consider whether their entry would
be timely, likely, and sufficient to counteract or deter any anticompetitive effects of a merger.18
The competitive significance of such firms will depend on how far along they are in the variety
of concrete steps needed to begin actual sales, and the likelihood such entry will occur.19
C. Mergers that Eliminate a Potential Competitor
A merger may substantially lessen competition in violation of Section 7 if the acquired
firm is in the process of entering the market and the merger would eliminate a future competitor
whose entry, once complete, would provide competition. In United States v. Falstaff Brewing
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Corp., the Supreme Court stressed that Section 7 extends to “certain acquisitions of a market
competitor by a noncompetitor,” such as a merger involving a new entrant “who threatens to . . .
upset market conditions,” to the detriment of competition.20 The Horizontal Merger Guidelines
explain that a merger between an incumbent and a potential entrant can raise significant
competitive concerns: “The lessening of competition resulting from such a merger is more likely
to be substantial, the larger is the market share of the incumbent, the greater is the competitive
significance of the potential entrant, and the greater is the competitive threat posed by this
potential entrant relative to others.”21 Concerns about eliminating future market participants can
arise where the evidence shows that independent entry would have procompetitive effects that
would be lost with the merger. As in any merger investigation, the type and extent of evidence
needed to determine whether a firm is a potential competitor will vary with the circumstances.
The Commission has relied on a theory of potential competition to require relief in
numerous pharmaceutical markets where one firm had a product on the market while the other
merging firm had a product in development that would likely provide important competition in
the near future.22 The Food and Drug Administration must approve pharmaceutical products in
specific stages, which provides a degree of transparency and predictability as to the timing of
potential entry of a new drug. Moreover, the Commission’s experience in pharmaceuticals
markets allows us to project the likely procompetitive effect of a new drug.23
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Of course, there are always challenges to predicting future entry and convincing a court
that entry is likely. In a recent proceeding that relied on a theory of potential competition, the
court held that the Commission had failed to carry its burden when challenging a merger
between two firms providing contract sterilization services to health care product manufacturers.
The FTC sought a preliminary injunction to prevent the merger (pending an administrative trial)
of Steris Corporation, one of only two companies providing sterilization services to medical
device firms in the United States, and Synergy Health plc, a British company with plans to
expand into the United States with a new, possibly superior, sterilization technology. Synergy
had advanced plans to enter, such as securing physical locations for its plant and contracting for
the required equipment. But Synergy officials testified at trial that they likely would not have
followed through with those entry plans, and the court found the testimony sufficient to conclude
that the entry was not “probable.”24 This case is a reminder that future competition cases pose
challenges in weighing and assessing evidence, since predictions about entry can often be called
into question.25
D. Taking Account of Effects on Innovation
Competition drives firms to innovate, and a merger that eliminates competition may, in
addition to cutting off price competition, reduce or eliminate innovative activity that would result
in higher quality products or greater product variety. In some cases, a company may acquire an
Billions 8 (2010), http://www.ftc.gov/sites/default/files/documents/reports/pay-delay-how-drug-company-pay-offscost-consumers-billions-federal-trade-commission-staff-study/100112payfordelayrpt.pdf (subsequent generic entry
creates greater price competition, with discounts of 85 percent or more off the price of the brand name drug).
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arises from the elimination of the possibility of direct competition that does not currently exist, and will not be
realized if the merger proceeds.

innovative upstart rival in an effort to snuff out future innovative competition. The Commission
will consider whether a merger would incentivize the merged firm to slow or curtail its
innovative efforts below the level that would prevail but for the merger.26 Specifically, the
Commission may consider whether a merger would be likely to diminish innovation competition
by reducing the incentive for the merged firm to (1) continue with an existing product
development effort or (2) initiate development of new products.
For example, in 2009, the Commission authorized litigation to block Thoratec
Corporation’s proposed $282 million acquisition of rival medical device maker HeartWare
International, Inc. The Commission charged that the transaction would substantially reduce
competition in the U.S. market for left ventricular assist devices (“LVADs”), a life-sustaining
treatment for patients with advanced heart failure. HeartWare was engaged in clinical trials for
what many considered to be a superior device. Although the path to regulatory approval of these
devices is challenging, there was ample evidence that HeartWare’s device was the most likely
future competitor to Thoratec’s device. The few other companies developing LVADs were
significantly behind HeartWare in their clinical trials and were unlikely to reach the market as
soon as, or be as competitive as, HeartWare’s device.27 The Commission filed a complaint to
block the transaction, alleging that no other firm could replace the current and future competition
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eliminated by the merger.28 The parties abandoned the transaction in the face of the Commission
challenge.
E. A Merger of Two Potential Competitors in Emerging Markets
The Commission also has experience analyzing mergers involving two firms both with
innovative products in development, either one of which would be the first product of its kind.29
Where a merger of potential competitors in a future market may delay competition by bringing
separate development efforts under common control, the Commission may require a divestiture
of one product under development. In some cases, however, the Commission may determine that
the merger is beneficial on balance because neither of the merging parties’ products is likely to
come to market without the merger, and the combined development effort is more likely to yield
a successful product.30
In markets beyond the pharmaceutical arena, the Commission has applied a similar
analysis where neither of the merging firms has a commercially available product, but both are
among only a few likely entrants into a future market. For example, in the 2013 merger involving
Nielsen and Arbitron, both companies were developing cross-platform measurement services to
measure viewership across TV, the Internet, and other platforms. Both firms had developed
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plans, invested money, and reached out to customers to begin marketing beta versions of those
products. Customers believed that Nielsen and Arbitron would compete—and that the two
companies were best positioned to develop a new cross-platform measurement product. Based on
these independent efforts, customers believed that Nielsen and Arbitron eventually would
compete directly to provide national syndicated cross-platform measurement services. The
Commission concluded that each company could be considered a likely future entrant, and that
the elimination of the future offering of one would likely result in a lessening of competition.31
Although investigations involving future markets present challenges to developing an
evidentiary record of likely future competition, the Commission will look to the same sources of
evidence that inform the contours of competition in existing markets.
F. Application of Sherman Act Standards to Prevent Acquisitions and other
Anticompetitive Conduct by Monopolists
Because the FTC Act prohibits conduct that also violates the Sherman Act,32 the
Commission may use existing standards under the Sherman Act to prevent a large incumbent
from impeding nascent threats to its market position. As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Circuit stated in the Microsoft case, “it would be inimical to the purpose of the Sherman Act to
allow monopolists free reign to squash nascent, albeit unproven, competitors at will . . . .”33
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A claim of monopolization under Section 2 of the Sherman Act requires “(1) the
possession of monopoly power in the relevant market and (2) the willful acquisition or
maintenance of that power as distinguished from growth or development as a consequence of a
superior product, business acumen, or historic accident.”34 As the Supreme Court underscored in
Spectrum Sports, Inc. v. McQuillan, “[t]he law directs itself not against conduct which is
competitive, even severely so, but against conduct which unfairly tends to destroy competition
itself.”35 This imposes a stringent requirement—the existence of monopoly power or the
dangerous probability of its acquisition—along with a somewhat relaxed causation requirement
(as compared to the causation requirements imposed under Section 1 of the Sherman Act or
Section 7 of the Clayton Act).36
Note that Sherman Act liability does not turn on proof that the potential entrant would
have improved competitive conditions in the market or that the entry would have actually
occurred. Rather, as the Microsoft court pointed out, the question is “whether as a general matter
the exclusion of nascent threats is the type of conduct that is reasonably capable of contributing
significantly to a defendant’s continued market power” (and that the effect of eliminating such
entry is not outweighed by procompetitive justifications).37 The court further commented that “it
would be inimical to the purpose of the Sherman Act to allow monopolists free reign to squash
nascent, albeit unproven, competitors, at will—particularly in industries marked by rapid
technological advance and frequent paradigm shifts.”38
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Under certain circumstances, the acquisition of an emerging or nascent competitor may
constitute anticompetitive conduct that illegally maintains a monopoly position. In 2017, the
FTC charged that Questcor illegally maintained its monopoly in the United States for a drug
called Acthar that treated infantile spasms and other conditions. Outside of the United States,
another drug, Synacthen, was sold in direct competition with Acthar. Questcor (later acquired by
Mallinckrodt) bought the U.S. rights to Synacthen, outbidding several other companies for those
development rights. The anticompetitive effects of this conduct were substantial because it
deprived consumers of the chance that a competitor to an extraordinarily expensive lifesaving
drug would emerge but for the acquisition, and, according to the complaint, Questcor had no
legitimate business purpose for buying Synacthen other than eliminating a nascent competitor
that threatened its Acthar monopoly. The Commission ordered Mallinckrodt to pay $100 million
in monetary equitable relief in addition to requiring the divestiture of the Synacthen assets.39
In 2008, the Commission charged Inverness Medical Innovations, Inc., the leading maker
of popular consumer pregnancy tests, with seeking to maintain its 70 percent market share by
acquiring the assets (including IP rights) of a smaller competitor that was developing a new
consumer pregnancy test.40 The Commission alleged that Inverness’ 2006 acquisition of certain
assets of ACON Laboratories, Inc. protected its monopoly power in digital consumer pregnancy
tests by weakening future competition and stalling the development of tests using a different
technology. Inverness agreed to settle the charges by divesting assets related to ACON’s water-
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soluble dye products, and not interfering with ACON’s joint venture to develop competing
digital consumer pregnancy test products.
The Commission’s latest monopolization case, FTC v. Surescripts LLC41, alleges that
Surescripts employed both vertical and horizontal restraints to maintain at least a 95 percent
market share in two electronic prescription markets: routing and eligibility. Doctors and other
prescribers usually access e-prescribing using their electronic health records software (“EHRs”).
According to the complaint, Surescripts set out to keep customers on both sides of the market for
e-prescription routing (EHRs and pharmacies) and eligibility (EHRs and pharmacy benefits
managers) from using additional e-prescribing platforms (a practice known as multihoming) via
anticompetitive exclusivity agreements, threats, and other exclusionary tactics. The litigation is
still in its early phase, but the case is nonetheless indicative of the FTC’s willingness to rely on
Sherman Act standards to challenge anticompetitive conduct of technology firms.
G. Conclusion
As demonstrated by FTC actions in technology and other dynamic markets, current law
provides the Commission with several potential avenues to counter anticompetitive conduct by
large technology firms to thwart nascent and potential threats by acquisition or other means.
Given the importance of these markets to consumers and to the economy, the Commission is
committed to vigorous enforcement of the antitrust laws to promote current and future
competition in critical technology markets.
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