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ROUNDTABLE ON THE ROLE AND MEASUREMENT OF QUALITY IN COMPETITION 
ANALYSIS 

 
-- Note by the European Union -- 

1. Introduction  

1. EU competition law aims at protecting competition and consumer welfare by preventing anti-
competitive market outcomes. The benchmarks that are relied upon in that regard are parameters of 
competition such as price, output, innovation, product variety, and, product quality. 

2. Whilst price effects may be the most common benchmark, quality also plays a role in EU 
competition analysis. It does so in a number of respects in the context of various competition enforcement 
instruments. Quality is a factor both in antitrust and mergers analyses.1 It is relevant not only for the 
assessment of competitive harm and in the examination of efficiencies, but also for market definition. 

3. In the area of antitrust, Article 101 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
(‘TFEU’) foresees that agreements that have as their object or effect a restriction of competition are 
prohibited unless the restriction of competition is, inter alia, offset by efficiencies that are to a sufficient 
degree passed on to the consumers harmed by the agreement. Agreements that limit the quality of products 
or services fall within the prohibition of anti-competitive agreements. At the same time, otherwise anti-
competitive agreements may fall outside that prohibition, where they, inter alia, give rise to quality 
improvements that offset the anti-competitive effects. The burden of proof that agreements deteriorate 
product quality and therefore restrict competition is on the Commission, while the burden of proof that 
quality improvements offset any restriction of competition is on the parties. 

4. Quality can also be a relevant factor in the context of Article 102 TFEU, which prohibits abuses 
of a dominant position. Conduct may be considered abusive where it is likely to negatively affect product 
quality. Even though the wording of Article 102 TFEU does not contain an efficiency defence, the Court of 
Justice of the European has recently confirmed that dominant companies are entitled to raise efficiency 
arguments in order to justify conduct that may otherwise be regarded as abusive.2 Quality improvements 
are among those types of efficiencies that – if proven to the requisite standard by the dominant company, 
and provided all conditions of the efficiency defence are fulfilled – can be taken into account under Article 
102 TFEU. 

                                                      
1   See also speech "Competition policy for consumers' and citizens' welfare" by Director-General Alexander 

 Italianer, European Competition and Consumer Day, Dublin, 24 May 2013: "Let me first stress that 
 competition control is not only about prices. Of course, when we investigate a suspected cartel or abuse of 
 dominant position, we look at the monetary impact of the infringement with extreme care. This means that 
 we look at the higher prices that the companies involved impose on consumers and business partners. But 
 this is only part of the story. Apart from keeping down prices, healthy competition in a given market 
 generally improves quality; stimulates the search for innovative goods and services; and broadens choice." 
 Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/competition/speeches/text/sp2013_04_en.pdf. 

2  Case C-209/10 Post Danmark [2012] ECR I-not yet reported, paragraphs 41 et seq. 
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5. Quality considerations may also be part of the examination of a merger. In its competitive 
assessment of mergers, the Commission conducts an analysis whether a notified transaction would 
significantly impede effective competition. In so doing, the Commission carries out a comprehensive 
analysis in order to assess whether mergers would deprive customers of the benefits of competition on a 
market by significantly increasing the market power of firms. Increased market power describes the ability 
of one or more firms to profitably increase prices, reduce output, choice or quality of goods and services, 
diminish innovation or otherwise influence the parameters of competition. Consequently, likely negative 
effects on the quality of products or services may be a decisive factor for declaring a transaction 
incompatible with the internal market absent any remedies offered by the parties. On the other hand, 
efficiencies such as quality improvements may play a role in the assessment of transactions as well and 
may ultimately lead to the conclusion that intervention against the transaction is not required. That being 
said, the conditions for taking efficiencies into account in a merger analysis are strict and well defined in 
the Commission’s merger guidelines.  

6. The Commission takes into account quality characteristics of the products or services in 
determining the level of competition between firms, or the outer boundaries of the market itself. If the 
quality of products differs to such an extent that consumers do not regard them as substitutes, the products 
of different quality levels may be found to be in distinct product markets. Similarly, the degree to which 
products of different suppliers compete within a given product market may also be influenced by how 
closely the qualities of their products converge.     

7. Guidance from the Commission on the assessment of agreements, unilateral conduct or mergers 
under the EU competition rules – including the notion of quality as a factor of the competitive analysis – is 
given in various guidelines and notices. For example, the Horizontal Guidelines3 set out how various types 
of cooperation agreements between actual or potential competitors can have negative or positive effects on 
product quality; the Vertical Guidelines4 contain similar guidance with regard to distribution agreements; 
the General Guidelines5 concerning agreements contain guidance on how to assess quality improvements 
in an efficiencies analysis; the Horizontal Merger Guidelines6 include the mergers' effects on quality 
amongst the key factors in a merger analysis; and the Market Definition Notice7 provides information on 
how quality considerations may be relevant for the definition of the relevant product market. 

8. The Commission has in its decisional practice adopted a number of decisions which take quality 
into account in the competitive assessment both in the field of antitrust and mergers. Quality degradation 
has been assessed as a factor of anti-competitive harm, and the extent of possible quality improvements of 
a merger or agreement have been analysed in the context of efficiencies. Moreover, quality considerations 
played an important role in many cases to determine the boundaries within which firms compete against 
each other, and how closely they compete.    

                                                      
3   Guidelines on the applicability of Article 101 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union to 

 horizontal co-operation agreements, OJ C11, 14.1.2011, p. 1. 
4  Guidelines on Vertical Restraints, OJ C130, 19.5.2010, p. 1. 
5  Guidelines on the application of Article 81(3) of the Treaty, OJ C101, 27.4.2004, p. 97. 
6   Guidelines on the assessment of horizontal mergers under the Council Regulation on the control of 

 concentrations between undertakings, OJ C31, 5.2.2004, p. 5. 
7   Notice on the definition of relevant market for the purposes of Community competition law, OJ C372, 

 9.12.1997, p. 5. 
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2.  Challenges in defining and measuring quality   

9. Making a precise definition of quality for a given product is a complex task in competition 
investigations given the many subjective features that may contribute to a perception of quality by 
customers, the multi-dimensional nature of quality, and the absence of measurable variables.  A given 
product may display several features which contribute to the perception of its quality by customers and 
distinguish it from other products, and the features are immeasurable in objective terms. For example, 
luxury watches may have the very same technical functions as 'regular' watches, but features such as brand 
image, reputation or the level of craftsmanship make them more valuable to some customers.  

10. Moreover, even if some quality-related features are measurable, the overall perception of the 
products' quality is often based on a combination of several features. If one were to take cars as an 
example, the number of measurable variables at which customers may look when assessing the quality is 
immense and very complex, ranging from speed, acceleration, emissions, consumption to precise 
parameters of the individual components. The assessment of quality is thus often a complex and imprecise 
exercise in itself, and involves the balancing of evidence which is often of subjective nature such as 
different perception of customers.  

11. In some cases, the (perceived) quality correlates with price positioning of a given product or 
service. The more customers perceive the products as being of high quality (by way of its proper 
characteristics or by marketing), the more they are willing to pay for it and the more the observed prices of 
the given products differ. Such vertical differentiation may help to define a group of products which are 
positioned at a similar level and which compete against each other, and which customers still regard as 
substitutes. For example, price levels can be indicative of the (perceived) quality positioning of brands (in 
the watches example, luxury watches are several times more expensive than technically comparable 
'regular' watch brands). Apart from vertical differentiation, products may also be differentiated 
horizontally, meaning that they simply display different quality features without necessarily being 
considered of higher or lower quality. In those cases, the price positioning may not be a good indicator for 
quality, as products simply have different characteristics to fit different needs.   

12. As quality is often difficult to define and to measure, quality considerations are in practice often 
assessed by means of customers' and competitors' views collected during market investigations or 
documentary evidence (such as internal analysis or surveys conducted by the firms). The possibility to use 
more exact quantitative tools is – contrary to an assessment focused on prices - more limited.  

3.  Quality as a feature of product differentiation helps to determine relevant markets, 
 closeness of competition between firms and entry barriers  

13. Quality can be one of the factors delimitating the outer boundaries of a relevant market. If 
products of too different qualities are not an alternative for customers and are not substitutable with each 
other, those products are positioned outside of the relevant market. To name a few examples from 
Commission's decisions – Unilever/Sara Lee8 (deodorants for male users vs. non-male), UPS/TNT9 
(express vs. standard parcel services) or Ahlstrom/Munskjö10 (heavy weight vs. light weight abrasive paper 
backings) all concerned products with different qualities which lead to conclusion of a separate market. 
Quality requirements can also play an important role for the suppliers' ability to switch their production to 
a product with different quality features, hence representing a barrier to entry or expansion. For example, 

                                                      
8  Commission Decision of 17 November 2010 in Case No COMP/M.5658 – Unilever/Sara Lee Body Care. 
9  Commission Decision of 30 January 2013 in Case No COMP/M.6570 – UPS / TNT Express. 
10  Commission Decision of 24 May 2013 in Case No COMP/M.6576-Munksjö / Ahlstrom.  
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in the Commission's merger case Amcor/Alcan11, the flexible packaging products had different quality 
requirements for different types of uses , whereas for pharmaceutical applications it had to meet more 
stringent quality requirements requiring a high level of hygiene and corresponding lengthy regulatory and 
clients' approvals. Given the limited supply-side substitution and high barriers to entry created by strict 
quality requirements, the markets were defined more narrowly for such high-quality pharmaceutical 
packaging. 

14. Quality considerations also play a role in assessing the level of competitive interaction between 
different firms or products within a given market - there quality characteristics of the firms' products or 
services may be indicative of how closely these products compete.  To take the Unilever/Sara Lee case as 
example – within the non-male deodorants market, the merging parties' brands Dove and Sanex were found 
to be particularly close competitors as they both proposed similarly positioned skin-caring quality features.    

15. Although quality considerations play an important role in the definition of relevant markets or 
closeness of competition, the difficulties with a precise definition and quantification of quality do not 
speak in favour of using quality parameters instead of price in economic-driven tools such as the SSNIP 
test. A SSNIP test essentially answers the question whether it would be profitable for firms to increase 
prices of certain products, taking into account the loss of sales resulting from customers' substitution to 
other sets of products. It would be difficult to replace hypothetical price increases in the test by 
hypothetical reductions of quality and that for two reasons. First, the absence of a precise measurement of 
quality would make it very challenging to come close to an equivalent to a 5-10% price increase. Second, 
even if this were possible, the other challenge would be to quantify the effects of the quality degradation on 
the firm's revenues in order to determine whether such degradation would be profitable. Price increases can 
immediately be translated into the evaluation of profits, while a very complex assessment would be needed 
for profits derived from quality degradation (such as calculations of cost savings). It is submitted that this 
approach would not be practicable.                     

4. Effects of competition on quality 

16. In the context of analysing the effects of a merger or an agreement on competition, the exact 
boundaries between the product quality, product variety and innovation are not always entirely clear. 
Indeed, innovation is a process inherently linked to enhancing product quality. Similarly, product variety 
may mean that several products of different qualities are present on the market, and consumers can choose 
from these varieties. The harmful effect of an anti-competitive agreement or a merger may comprise the 
reduction of choice or the reduction of innovation or both, which can inherently be translated into a 
reduction of quality.    

17. However, irrespective of how the exact boundaries between product quality, product variety and 
innovation are defined, all three form part of a wider category of dynamic effects on competition – effects 
that are recognised as relevant for the analysis of competitive effects under EU competition law. It is 
therefore of lesser importance to exactly delineate those potential subcategories of dynamic effects, bearing 
in mind that the subcategories of product quality, product variety and innovation are all recognised as 
relevant for the application of the EU competition rules.   

18. Despite these challenges in defining and measuring quality as well as in the exact delineation of 
the subcategories of dynamic effects, the applicable tests to assess those effects are well defined in the 
Commission's policy documents and decisional practice. For example, whether a cooperation agreement is 
likely to lead to negative effects on the quality of products or services will depend on the nature and 
content of the agreement at issue and on whether the parties have market power. Only in the presence of 

                                                      
11  Commission Decision of 14 December 2009 in Case No COMP/M.5599 – Amcor/ Alcan. 
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market power will the parties have the ability to profitably lower the quality of their products or services 
without being constrained by actual or potential competitors or customers. In addition, the nature and 
content of the parties’ agreement must be liable to affect quality, that is to say support a theory of harm 
alleging quality deterioration. Similarly, the negative effects on quality resulting from a merger must be 
result of an increased market power of firms.     

4.1 Commission's policy and practice in antitrust  

19. In its Horizontal Guidelines the Commission recognises that cooperation agreements can have 
negative effects on quality in a number of ways. For instance, even though most R&D agreements are pro-
competitive and do not give rise to restrictive effects on competition, a joint R&D agreement between the 
only two companies engaged in the development of a new product can give rise to negative effects on 
quality where the companies start cooperating at a very late stage where they are independently rather near 
the launch of their products. This could in particular be the case where the parties agreed to only launch 
one product instead of two and they choose the (arguably) technically inferior one.12 Joint production 
agreements may lead to a direct limitation of competition between the parties by directly aligning quality 
levels below a level they would have produced individually. They may also result in the coordination of 
the parties’ competitive conduct as suppliers leading to reduced product quality.13 Last, standardisation 
agreements – even though they usually produce significant positive economic effects – may under certain 
circumstances lead to a reduction of product quality, notably where standards set detailed technical 
specifications which certain, arguably technologically superior, products do not fulfil and whose access to 
the market is thereby made more difficult or excluded.14 

20. With regard to distribution agreements, the Commission considers in its Vertical Guidelines that 
vertical restraints can have negative effects on the quality of the distributed products or on distribution 
services, for example by anti-competitively foreclosing other suppliers or other buyers by raising barriers 
to entry or expansion, or by softening of competition and/or facilitation of collusion between suppliers or 
buyers and their competitors.15  

21. However, an agreements’ positive impact on the quality of products or services can offset its 
otherwise negative effects on competition with the consequence that the agreement does not infringe EU 
competition law. The Commission recognises that agreements may generate various efficiencies of a 
qualitative nature. In some instances the main efficiency enhancing potential of an agreement is not cost 
reduction but rather quality improvements or other efficiencies of a qualitative nature. Such efficiencies 
constitute an important source of economic benefits that are relevant in the Commission’s competition 
analysis. They are often generated where the parties to an agreement contribute complimentary skills, 
assets or activities, thereby creating synergies.16  

22. The balancing of competitive harm in terms of increased prices and quality improvements 
necessarily requires a value judgment. Where quality improvements are claimed by the parties to offset 
higher prices, the Commission will make an overall assessment of the impact of the agreement on the 
market and will, inter alia, analyse whether the claimed efficiencies create real value for consumers so as 

                                                      
12  Horizontal Guidelines, para. 138. 
13  Horizontal Guidelines, paras. 157 et seq. 
14  Horizontal Guidelines, para. 266. 
15  Vertical Guidelines, paras. 100 et seq. 
16  General Guidelines, paras. 69 et seq. 
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to compensate them for any adverse effects of the restriction of competition that the agreement also 
entails.17 

23. In its guidelines, the Commission acknowledges various types of quality improvements that 
agreements may bring about. For example, R&D agreements may lead to new or improved products and/or 
a quicker launch on the market.18 Joint production agreements can lead to better production technologies. 
They can also help companies to improve product quality if they put together their complementary skills 
and know-how.19 Standardisation agreements frequently give rise to efficiency gains. For instance, 
standards on the quality aspects of a product can lead to increased product quality.20  

24. Vertical restraints may also improve the quality of distribution services to an extent that eventual 
concerns of restrictions of price competition are set aside. For example, purely qualitative selective 
distribution systems are not considered to restrict competition at all where the nature of the product in 
question necessitates a selective distribution system in order to preserve its quality and ensure its proper 
use; resellers are chosen on the basis of objective criteria of a qualitative nature which are laid down 
uniformly for all and made available to all potential resellers and are applied in a non-discriminatory 
manner; and the criteria do not go beyond what is necessary.21  

25. That said, the Commission will not simply accept quality improvement claims without further 
assessment. Parties that successfully want to rely on such claims must substantiate them in a way that 
allows the Commission to verify, inter alia, the causal link between the agreement and the quality 
improvements; their likelihood and magnitude; how and when the quality improvements would be 
achieved. To this end, the parties must bring forward convincing arguments and evidence. This was, for 
example done in Star Alliance, where the Commission accepted the link between the joint venture 
agreement and the generated quality improvements in the form of increased frequencies of flights, although 
ultimately the efficiencies were found to be insufficient to outweigh the competitive harm on one route.22 

26. However, there are occasions where the Commission had to reject the parties’ claims that their 
agreements or unilateral practices would not fall foul of the EU competition rules as they would increase 
the quality of their products or services. For example, in Trans-Atlantic Conference Agreement, a case 
concerning a cooperation agreement in the maritime sector including elements of price-fixing, the 
Commission considered that “there was no evidence that the charging of a collectively agreed price for the 
provision of the carrier haulage services contributes to improving the quality of inland transport 
services.”23 In OneWorld, the Commission rejected the parties’ claims that their joint venture agreement 
would allow them to offer higher quality services in terms of improved flight schedules. It did so, however, 
not because the claimed efficiencies, including quality improvements were as such implausible but rather 

                                                      
17  General Guidelines, paras. 100 et seq. 
18  Horizontal Guidelines, para. 141. 
19  Horizontal Guidelines, para. 183. 
20  Horizontal Guidelines, para. 308. 
21  Vertical Guidelines, para. 175. 
22   Commission Decision of 23 May 2013 in Case No AT.39595, Star Alliance, not yet published; see press 

 release IP/13/456 of 23 May 2013, available at: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-13-456_en.htm.  
23   Commission Decision of 16 September 1998 in Case No IV/35.134, Trans-Atlantic Conference Agreement, 

 OJ L95, 9.4.1999, p. 1., para. 410. 
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because the parties had not provided sufficient evidence that would have put the Commission in a position 
to verify those claims.24  

4.2  Commission's policy and practice in mergers 

27. The Commission's substantive test for assessing merges as embedded in the Merger Regulation25 
is based on significant impediment of effective competition (SIEC). The SIEC test is covering all aspects 
of a loss of competition such as an increase in price, reduction of output, reduction of innovation or choice, 
including harm to competition resulting from reduction of quality. The test also enables to take into 
account efficiencies which bring positive effects on quality. The role of quality is expressly recognised in 
both the Horizontal and the Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines26.  

28. The Horizontal Merger Guidelines expressly state that one of the effects to be analysed in merger 
control is the effect on quality, putting the competitive harm caused by a reduction of quality on an equal 
footing with an increase of prices, or a reduction of output, choice of goods and services. According to 
these guidelines, the aim of the Commission's merger control is to prevent mergers that would be likely to 
deprive customers of these benefits.  

29. The Commission has analysed possible quality reduction effects in a number of horizontal 
merger cases. For example, in the prohibition decision relating to the proposed takeover of Aer Lingus by 
the Irish low-cost carrier Ryanair in 200727, a reduction of service quality was one of the elements in the 
theory of harm. The Commission found that post-merger, Ryanair would not only have the ability to 
increase price, but that it could keep the current price levels and degrade quality of Aer Lingus' services, 
meaning that the price/quality ratio would be worsened for consumers. The two parameters – quality and 
price - were inherently linked.  

30. Another example is the Microsoft/Yahoo! search business case28, where the Commission 
examined whether the merger would lead to reduction of the quality of searches. The investigation resulted 
in a finding that the search quality will likely not be reduced post-merger, notably as Google, by far the 
largest competitor in the field of internet search with market shares over 80%, would exert significant 
competitive pressure on quality The Commission concluded that the merger could even bring more quality 
in searches via the larger scale of Microsoft's and Yahoo!'s combined operations.   

31. The mergers' effects on innovation, as an inherent aspect of improving product quality, was also 
analysed in a number of cases. For example, the Syngenta/Monsanto transaction29 brought together two 
companies active in the development of sunflower seeds, resulting in a combination of two leading rivals 
on the same innovation market. The loss of competition in innovation between merging parties was at the 
heart of the theory of harm, as there were very high entry barriers due to the lengthy period needed for the 
                                                      
24   Commission Decision of 14 July 2010 in Case No 39.596, OneWorld, OJ C278, 15.10.2010, p. 14, paras. 

 77 et seq. 
25   Council Regulation (EC) No 139/2004 of 20 January 2004 on the control of concentrations between 

 undertakings, OJ L24, 29.1.2004, p. 1. 
26   Guidelines on the assessment of non-horizontal mergers under the Council Regulation on the control of 

 concentrations between undertakings, OJ C265, 18.10.2008, p. 6. 
27  Commission decision of 27 June 2007 in Case No COMP/M.4439 – Ryanair / Aer Lingus I. 
28  Commission decision of 18 February 2010 in Case No COMP/M.5727 – Microsoft/ Yahoo! Search 

Business. 
29   Commission decision of 17 November 2010 in Case No COMP/M. 5675 – Syngenta/Monsanto's Seed 

 Business. 
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development of sunflower hybrids. The outcome of the case was a clearance subject to a remedy involving 
in particular the partial divestiture of the parties' R & D activities, ensuring that innovation-driven 
competition could be continued by the purchaser. This would ensure a continuation of the products' quality 
improvements in the future.  

32. In Universal/EMI 30, the Commission has concluded that the proposed merger of two major 
recording companies would harm consumers by increasing Universal's bargaining power and ability to 
impose onerous licensing terms on digital platforms, in particular small and emerging innovative music 
platforms. This would likely result not only in retail price increases for consumers, but also in a reduction 
in innovation and consumer choice. The Commission was concerned that new digital platforms could be 
hampered in their ability to launch or expand their services, which would reduce consumer choice for 
music and innovation. 

33. In the context of vertical or conglomerate mergers, the Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines 
provide a similar framework for the assessment of innovation, acknowledging that one of the effects to be 
analysed in merger control is the effect on quality. Loss of innovation is thus embedded in the analysis of 
potential anti-competitive effects.    

34. An example of a vertical/conglomerate is Intel/McAfee31 involving a combination of anti-virus 
software with Intel chips. A key competition concern was the possible foreclosure of rival providers of 
anti-virus software by Intel embedding the acquired McAfee security solutions into its chips. If competing 
anti-virus software would not be able to fully operate on Intel chips, this would have a negative effect in 
this market, reducing the choice, innovation and quality of anti-virus software.  The case was cleared 
subject to a remedy which was designed to preserve the beneficial effects of the merger (allowing for a 
combination of chips with security software), while ensuring that Intel cannot block other security software 
providers from being fully operational on its chips and from bringing competing solutions to the market.  

35. Both the Horizontal and Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines also specifically acknowledge that a 
merger may bring positive effects to quality. These can generally be assessed in the context of efficiencies 
put forward by the parties. The guidelines specify that consumers may benefit from new or improved 
products or services, for instance resulting from efficiency gains in the sphere of R & D and innovation. 
The parties have to demonstrate that (i) the efficiencies indeed bringing positive effects which will be 
passed-on to consumers, (ii) these efficiencies are verifiable, and (iii) they are merger-specific, i.e. they can 
only be attained through the merger (and for example not via a cooperation  agreement). The guidelines 
acknowledge that such efficiencies may outweigh the possible anti-competitive effects of a merger.32   

36. The TomTom/TeleAtlas case33 was a vertical merger concerning a combination of a digital maps 
developer and a main producer of navigation systems. Innovation/quality efficiencies were claimed to be 
the main deal rationale: information obtained from TomTom’s large installed base of devices could be used 
to improve Tele Atlas maps. The efficiency claims were examined and it was found that the alleged 
removal of double marginalisation was plausible and merger-specific. As regards the quality efficiencies 
which would allow the merged entity to make better maps in less time, the Commission acknowledged that 
these innovation efficiencies would at least partly be merger–specific and bring consumer benefits.  

                                                      
30  Commission decision of 21 September 2012 in Case No COMP/M.6458 - Universal Music Group / EMI 

Music. 
31   Commission decision of 26 January 2011 in Case No COMP/M.5984 – Intel/McAfee. 
32   For guidance relating to efficiencies see paragraphs 76-88 of the Horizontal Merger Guidelines and 

 paragraphs 13, 52-57, 77 and 115-118 of the Non-horizontal Merger Guidelines.  
33   Commission decision of 14 May 2008 in Case No COMP/M.4854 - TomTom/TeleAtlas. 
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5. Conclusion 

37. Under EU competition law, quality considerations are an inherent part of the competition analysis 
both in antitrust and in mergers.  While it is not easy to precisely define and measure product quality in 
many markets, an assessment of product quality is often helpful to determine the degree of competitive 
interaction between different products, and can help delineating the markets' boundaries. While the 
assessment of anti-competitive effects and positive efficiency benefits is often focused on price, effects on 
quality can be of similar relevance and have been analysed in a number of the Commission's merger and 
antitrust cases.   


