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Securing the Benefits of the Digital Economy for European Consumers – A Case Study 

Technology is rapidly changing markets.  Good competition policy is essential for 

European consumers to get the full benefits of this technology.  Good competition policy 

means: 

● Intervening quickly and effectively where a restrictive practice is reducing competition 

and harming consumers; and 

● Avoiding unnecessary intervention in other circumstances. 

It has been difficult for competition authorities to assess fast-moving markets and make 

high-stakes decisions on intervention when time is of the essence.  Intervening late can 

mean that consumers have already been harmed.  But acting early can result in 

unnecessary intervention that reduces innovation and competition – and slows down the 

roll-out of products or services that benefit consumers.  Since it is difficult to make these 

assessments in “real time”, we welcome the European Commission’s willingness to spend 

time now thinking about key issues in digital markets.  

The European Commission’s Call for Contributions understandably reflects some of the 

competition concerns voiced about digital markets.  A large part of the competition policy 

zeitgeist reflects a concern that some of the technologies that have brought great 

consumer benefits (e.g. digital platforms, big data) also involve inherent threats to 

competition.   

We recognise that real competition concerns can exist in digital markets and that there 

are particular features of some digital markets that can increase the risks.  We think it will 

be useful to develop this thinking and define the specific concerns.  This will help 

authorities intervene in cases of genuine competitive concern without harming innovation 

and competition in markets that are operating effectively.  In this context, it is worth making 

two simple points: 

● First, technology has had an overwhelmingly positive impact on European consumers 

and competition across marketplaces.  As consumers, we have better, cheaper and 

more plentiful products and services as a result of technology and digitalisation.   

Competition has increased as digital innovation brings in new players and allows 

existing players to improve their own offerings by using new technologies.  

● Second, there is no inherent link between digitalisation and competition concerns.  

Many markets have digitalised rapidly without any sign of abuse of market power.  

These points are uncontroversial – even obvious. But we think it is important to make 

these fundamental points so that the legitimate competition concerns in the Call for 

Comments are considered in proper perspective.  We have used a case study of the 
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audiovisual market to illustrate the two points above.1  The case study shows digitalisation 

benefiting consumers and the wider industry, resulting in growing competition.   

1. Digital platforms: beware generalisations  

1.1 Panel 2 of the Call for Comments focusses on digital platforms’ market power.  Digital 

platforms are an important and fast-growing part of the economy.  But any analysis quickly 

shows the limits of making general conclusions about the impact of platforms on 

competition: 

● First, the term “digital platforms” covers a variety of business models.  Platforms are 

different from one another and it has been acknowledged regularly that a ‘one-size-

fits-all’ approach cannot work.2  Some platforms adopt a subscription or fee-based 

model (e.g. Amazon Marketplace), others offer a basic free service but charge for the 

premium service (e.g. Spotify), or offer a free service to consumers that is funded by 

advertising revenue (e.g. Facebook). 

● Second, the market context in which platforms operate varies hugely, ranging from 

(to list just a few) search engines (e.g. Google, Bing), to social networks (e.g. 

Facebook, LinkedIn), to content distribution platforms (e.g. Spotify, Netflix), to 

collaborative economy networks (e.g. AirBnB, Uber, BlaBlaCar) and to online 

marketplaces (e.g. Zalando, eBay).  So different platforms will have different users 

and different products/services.    

1.2 These differences in business model and market context can radically alter the impact of 

digital services.  Therefore, in the discussion on Panel 2, it is really important to move 

beyond generalisation and instead focus on the specific circumstances that might result 

in competition problems.   

1.3 To demonstrate the importance of a case-by-case approach, this submission provides 

examples of markets where technology in general (and digital platforms in particular) have 

resulted in huge consumer and economic benefits, and intense competition.  We use the 

audiovisual sector as a key example of an industry where innovation and digital services 

have been overwhelmingly pro-competitive.  Sections 2 explains the positive impact of 

digitalisation for consumers, in the audiovisual sector and other markets.  Section 3 

explains why the audiovisual sector looks likely to stay highly competitive in the future.  

Section 4 concludes with some thoughts on how this story should inform good competition 

policy going forward.  

2. Drivers of change: how technology has re-defined the consumer experience 

2.1 In the past, the audiovisual sector was often concentrated in the hands of a few linear 

services providers. In the UK, as late as 2006, the BBC, ITV, Channels 4 and 5 and Sky 

                                                      
1 Unless otherwise stated, the facts in this submission relating to the audiovisual market are based on the knowledge and 

experience of a client who is an online audiovisual player.   

2  See, for example, The European Commission Staff Working Document on Online Platforms (p.2), available at 
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/commission-staff-working-document-online-platforms.  
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accounted for over 75% of TV audience share. 3   The picture was similar in other 

European countries – in Italy, the top five TV channels had a combined TV audience 

share of 73% in 2008, while in Poland the equivalent figure was 76%.4   Moreover, 

because programming was mainly linear, viewers also had limited choice in how they 

watched content.   

2.2 Technology has opened the market and improved consumer experience in a very short 

space of time.  High quality internet access has allowed new players to enter the market, 

like video on demand (“VOD”) services and subscription video on demand (“SVOD”)).5  

Even if these entrants remain small, they can provoke a response from incumbents that 

can harness technology to improve their own offering.   

Technology has lowered barriers to entry and strengthened competition  

2.3 The traditional audiovisual sector used to have high barriers to entry.  The natural limits 

on broadcast spectrum and cable access mean that most European markets only had a 

few TV operators.  Even if someone had a good idea for content, it could be difficult for 

them to bring that content to viewers because of distribution bottlenecks and the very high 

financial and technical investments.   

2.4 These barriers to entry have been lowered by digital innovation - as shown by the 

explosion in digital services in the audiovisual sector globally.  Digital services like 

Amazon, Netflix, Hulu, Rakuten, NowTV, and Maxdome have been able to enter the 

market.  They reach consumers directly via internet-only distribution, to compete with 

more traditional entertainment and media providers.  There are now more than 450 

internet-only providers in Europe.  Global internet-only subscriptions have grown from 46 

million in 2012 to 401 million in 2017.  Major entry continues to occur: Facebook, for 

example, is now buying high profile content and competing for viewers in Europe, while 

Disney has announced that it will soon withdraw its content from existing VOD players 

and launch its own VOD service instead.6 

2.5 New entry has resulted in stronger competition for viewers, with intense competition both 

on price and quality.  On price, for example, new players often offer low prices to win 

viewers, and (as explained below) the quality and choice available to consumers is now 

better than ever as a result of digital innovation.7 

                                                      
3 Figure 5, https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/46145/a8.pdf. 

4  Figure 3.54, http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20160702191021tf_/http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/market-
data-research/market-data/communications-market-reports/cmr10/international/.  

5 Within the new digital services being offered, there are further distinct forms of offering - for example, user-generated 
content (e.g. YouTube) as opposed to curated content (e.g. Netflix) or catch-up TV (e.g. BBC’s Iplayer).  In this paper, 
we use digital services to refer to all of these services except where specifically flagged. 

6 The fact and effects of this new entry support the case for a reconsideration of market definition in the audiovisual sector 
– since digitalisation has opened the market to many more types of content provider and consumer. 

7 For example, VOD services have a lower average revenue per user, at €6.7 per month in Western Europe in 2017, 
compared to €18.3 for pay TV.  See https://rm.coe.int/overview-video-on-demand-in-the-eu-facts-and-figures-eurovod-
venise-4-/16808d271e.  
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Technology means more choice for consumers 

2.6 First, technology itself gives viewers more flexibility. Traditional TV content offers had a 

one-size-fits-all approach to programming.  Linear programming meant that consumers 

had no choice in the shows broadcast and either had to watch the shows being broadcast 

at a given time or not watch TV at all.  On-demand services have removed these 

limitations, allowing every viewer to watch their favourite programmes when they want, 

rather than being limited to watching a small number of choices available at fixed times.  

2.7 Second, innovation provides consumers with a choice on which device they decide to 

watch content on, increasing competition between content distributors. Traditionally, 

shows would be watched on a TV set in a home; today, content is available on smart TVs, 

game consoles, mobile phones, set-top boxes etc..8 

2.8 Third, technology has allowed more cross-border choice.  The regulation of broadcast 

spectrum meant that the traditional audiovisual sector was usually national.  Viewers in 

one European market could not easily access the services of a broadcaster in another 

European market.  Even when they did, it would often be in the main market’s language 

with limited adaption to local language.  Now digital services are able to supply content 

produced in one European country into another without needing access to the broadcast 

infrastructure in the destination country.  Indeed, one in five Europeans are interested in 

watching/listening to content from other EU countries and new technology has made that 

easier than ever.9 

2.9 Fourth, the ability of digital services to aggregate audiences cross-border also means that 

more niche content becomes economically viable, resulting in more choice.  Indeed, there 

are a range of online services that cater exclusively to niche interests, such as Shudder 

(horror film), Hay (reality TV), Yaddo (documentaries), Walter Presents (foreign-language 

TV), Univercine (art-house) and Spuul (Bollywood films).10 

2.10 Finally, increased competition and additional players in audiovisual distribution has also 

resulted in more investment in content.  Now that there are more players competing for 

viewers, the industry needs more high quality content for its services.  This means there 

is more finance available to convert good ideas into TV shows.  In turn, this results in 

more choice for viewers.11  In 2017, for example, Netflix and Amazon invested around 

                                                      
8 Technology has also improved the quality of the productions, as seen in the quality of shows using the most up-to-date 

technical innovations and software, as well as the ability to provide quality dubbing or subtitles using a mix of technology 
and human resources. 

9  See EC factsheet on Digital Single Market: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/files/dsm-
factsheet_en.pdf. 

10  https://www.theguardian.com/tv-and-radio/shortcuts/2017/oct/23/more-niche-than-netflix-nine-specialist-streaming-
services-you-should-try 

11  It also means that there is a ripple effect into the wider economy e.g. as more production and content creation 
opportunities are created.  
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$11 billion on acquired and original content despite being relatively new players in 

Europe.12 

Figure 1: content spend by broadcasters and platforms (2017) 

 
Source: Ampere 

 

New entry provokes a positive competitive response from existing players 

2.11 New entry from digital services has stimulated an intense competitive response from 

traditional broadcasters.  This creates a huge “multiplier effect” for consumer welfare.  

Entry therefore benefits not only viewers that subscribe to new services but also those 

that benefit from an enhanced offering developed by incumbent players.   

2.12 Most incumbent audiovisual players (whether free TV or pay TV) have responded to new 

entrants by offering their own viewers more content, more choice and more flexibility.  For 

example: 

(i) In the UK, all major broadcasters offer an on-demand online offering, such as the 

BBC’s iPlayer, ITV’s Hub and Channel 4’s All 4.  In Denmark, traditional 

broadcasters such as TV2 and DRTV have developed highly successful specialist 

Danish language streaming services.   

(ii) A number of traditional broadcasters have announced firm plans to develop 

standalone SVOD offerings in partnership with commercial players.  In Germany, 

for example, ProSieben has announced a plan to launch a TV and video content 

platform.  In France, public broadcaster France Télévisions and commercial 

broadcasters TF1 and M6 have also announced plans to develop their own 

                                                      
12 https://www.ampereanalysis.com/blog/25cc7c2b-5953-4932-b90b-9295d085a4af.  Moreover, smaller VOD providers 

also spend very significant sums on content – Ampere estimates that Apple and Facebook, for example, will spend at 
least $1bn each on content in 2018 and beyond. 
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subscription digital service.13  In both cases, these are being set up explicitly to 

challenge new entrants such as Netflix and Amazon. 

(iii) Pay TV players are also offering more flexible products, such as Sky’s Sky 

Atlantic.  

2.13 As Figure 2 below shows, new on-demand services are still a small part of the overall 

landscape, with revenues dwarfed by Pay TV, advertising-funded TV and public funding.  

Even at this limited level of market penetration, new digital services still benefit consumers 

even if they may not yet use new on-demand services from entrants like Netflix because 

of the response from traditional players.   

Figure 2: EU revenues in the audiovisual sector (2016) 

 

Source: European Audiovisual Observatory (https://rm.coe.int/overview-video-on-demand-in-the-eu-

facts-and-figures-eurovod-venise-4-/16808d271e) 

Beyond audiovisual: technology has benefited consumers in many markets 

2.14 The audiovisual sector is just one example that illustrates the benefits of technology on 

competition and for consumers.  There are many others. 

2.15 The banking sector is a good example of a market where technology has encouraged 

new entry and allowed existing players to update their offering.   

2.16 In most countries, new online banks are entering the retail market.  For example, the UK 

FCA lists five “new banks” in a recent progress report on its Strategic Review of Retail 

                                                      
13 See https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-prosieben-media-discovery-inc/prosieben-discovery-to-build-german-tv-
streaming-platform-idUKKBN1JL1S1 and https://www.digitaltveurope.com/2018/07/20/french-svod-project-salto-will-
work-says-ernotte/.  
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Banking Business Models: OakNorth, Atom, Monzo, Starling and Triodos. 14   These 

challenger banks, although relatively new to the market, have already been making a 

significant impact.  Revolut, another digital-only bank, was only founded in 2013 but 

already serves 1.7 million customers across Europe.15   Hufsy has made a significant 

impact in Denmark and Germany, as has Triodos in the Netherlands.  

2.17 Other, non-traditional players are also looking to enter the banking industry.  Facebook, 

for example, acquired an e-money and payment services license in Ireland in 2016, and 

now allows users to perform peer-to-peer payments via its existing Facebook Messenger 

function.16  Digital innovation is broadening the pool of providers that can offer banking 

services, enhancing competition. 

2.18 Banking has also seen roll-out of technology by traditional retail banks, as the influx of 

competitive online banks has prompted heavy investment in technology to improve 

customer experience.  This investment can be seen in the move away from bricks-and-

mortar branches towards options like mobile banking apps, where consumers can 

manage their money in a more convenient and efficient way.  Figure 3 below shows the 

significant change in the number of branch and mobile interactions for consumers over 

the past decade.   

Figure 3: Change in number of branch and mobile interactions (2011-2017) 

Source: FCA’s Strategic Review of Retail Banking Business Models Progress Report: 

2.19 The same kind of dynamic can also be seen in the music industry.  Here, digital innovation 

has provided new routes to consumers for music content.  Traditionally, artists were 

largely reliant on radio, A&R and labels to discover, publish and market their material.  

Now, access to music for customers is no longer determined by set radio playlists and 

the availability of physical albums.  Listeners can gain access to huge music collections 

                                                      
14 FCA’s Strategic Review of Retail Banking Business Models Progress Report, June 2018 page 50. 

15 https://news.sky.com/story/revolut-is-uks-first-digital-bank-unicorn-11347255 

16 http://uk.businessinsider.com/facebook-quietly-secures-an-e-money-license-in-ireland-2016-12, 
https://www.crowdfundinsider.com/2015/03/64747-facebook-releases-new-p2p-payment-feature-whats-next/   
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through online music catalogues like Apple Music, streaming services like French 

company Deezer – which currently hosts 53 million songs17 – and channels like YouTube. 

2.20 With the recent influx of online entrants, including Spotify and SoundCloud, it has become 

easier for musicians to self-release, release through a distributor or remain independent, 

by-passing traditional “gate-keepers” and reaching consumers directly.18  Indeed, Spotify 

has reportedly started to licence songs directly from artists, rather than via an incumbent 

music label.19   Similarly, rap artist Jay-Z launched an artist-owned streaming service, 

Tidal, in 2015, which offered subscribers exclusive music releases by Kanye West, 

Beyonce and Deadmau5.  

2.21 The influx of new entrants and business models has been credited with improving market 

conditions for the wider music industry.  BPI, the trade body for record labels, released 

figures in 2018 showing an increase of 10.6% in revenue for UK-based music companies, 

the fastest rate of growth for the industry since 1995.  Notably, those companies saw a 

45% year on year increase in subscription streaming revenue, showing how digital 

innovation is benefitting the industry as a whole.20 

2.22 As for TV, incumbents still retain the majority of consumers’ listening time for audio.  A 

2018 study in the US found that only 20% of respondents had listened to Spotify in the 

past month, 9% to Amazon Music and another 9% to SoundCloud; in contrast, 82% of 

respondents had used AM/FM Radio as an audio source in their car in the past month 

(compared to 45% for owned digital music).21  Nonetheless, digital services are having a 

big impact by new offering new services and changing how incumbents compete.  

3. Looking to the future: technology will continue to stimulate competition  

3.1 It is clear from the story so far that new technology and new entry by digital services have 

been good for consumers in the audiovisual sector and other markets.  

3.2 Looking to the future, there is no evidence so far that digitalisation is creating a risk of 

anti-competitive exclusion in the audiovisual sector.  There are some key features of the 

sector that make it less vulnerable to the competitive harms mentioned in the Call for 

Comments.  These examples highlight the need to investigate the specific features of any 

digital market before reaching conclusions on the impact of technology on competition.  

                                                      
17 https://support.deezer.com/hc/en-gb/articles/115002436069-Deezer-Premium  

18 For example: the US rapper Lil Uzi Vert first self-released top 10 single “XO Tour Llif3” on a SoundCloud playlist, while 
the singer-songwriter Dennis Lloyd achieved success with “Nevermind” when it accumulated over 200 million streams 
on Spotify. 

19 https://www.recode.net/2018/6/8/17441544/spotify-daniel-ek-direct-deal-music-labels  

20 https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/apr/11/uk-record-labels-revenue-grows-at-fastest-rate-since-1995     

21 https://www.slideshare.net/webby2001/infinite-dial-2018  
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Network effects are limited – viewers enjoy content on their own terms 

3.3 The Call for Comments assumes that network externalities resulting from platforms are a 

source of user “lock-in” that can result in consumer exploitation.    

3.4 Some digital services offered on platforms involve a high degree of network externality, 

resulting in either direct or indirect network effects.  But not all digital markets (or even all 

digital platforms) involve a lot of network effects, and it would also be wrong to assume 

that networks effects always result in consumer lock-in. 22   It is important for good 

competition policy to recognise these nuances.   

3.5 The audiovisual sector is a good example of digital competition without the presence of 

large network effects.  Most TV viewers just want to see content they enjoy.  It is irrelevant 

to them how many other viewers are sourcing content from the same supplier.  Many 

VOD players are subscription based – earning revenue from their viewers rather than 

from advertising.  This means that they are purely one-sided platforms that don’t even 

have an indirect network effect between advertisers and viewers.23 

3.6 The absence of strong network effects is clear from the number of new players that have 

been able to enter the audiovisual market over the past ten years, gathering new 

audiences.  It is also clear from the variety of these entrants, such as Disney’s upcoming 

new SVOD offer, or the very successful niche players that focus on a particular 

geography, language or genre (e.g. Shudder, Hay, Yaddo, Walter Presents, Spuul etc.).  

Consumers are mobile and drive constant change 

3.7 The Call for Comments mentions high switching costs as a potential source of user “lock-

in” that can result in consumer exploitation.  Again, this is a relevant factor in some but 

clearly not in all digital markets.  The audiovisual sector is a good example of where the 

consumer is highly mobile and switching costs are low.  

3.8 A typical viewer will multi-home and switch consumption regularly between different 

providers.  In Europe many consumers will (i) watch free TV; (ii) watch Pay TV; and (iii) 

use more than one VOD or SVOD service (in the UK and Germany the average VOD 

household now subscribes to two VOD services), including by renting out content via so-

called ‘transactional VOD’.   Each of these services will be competing for the viewer’s 

attention (which also means competing for the most attractive content to attract the 

viewer).  Consumer lock-in is clearly not an issue where consumers multi-home to this 

degree.   

3.9 The nature of the new audiovisual sector means that switching costs are very low.  A 

consumer can usually join a new VOD service simply by signing up online – there is no 

                                                      
22 For example, where there is evidence that consumers multi-home or are willing to move between platforms, consumer 

lock-in is often unlikely.   

23 Even where these effects do exist, it is important to recognise that they are not always a problem.  In fact, the indirect 
relationship between advertisers and viewers has long been a feature of traditional TV markets rather than being a new 
feature or a special threat to competition. 
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need for any special equipment or significant upfront costs.  Similarly – a consumer can 

usually leave a VOD service simply by cancelling their monthly subscription.   

3.10 As well as customers being mobile, the nature of audiovisual content actually creates 

incentives for consumers to multi-home and switch between suppliers.  Since it is fashion-

driven and event-driven, a single hit show can create an incentive for consumers to try a 

new supplier.  For example, the first season of Amazon Prime’s The Man in the High 

Castle resulted in an estimated 1.15 million new subscribers to the service.24   Since 

consumers are not locked-in to a provider, these changes in fashion mean constant churn 

and ongoing competition.  

“Big data” can’t create a hit TV show  

3.11 The Call for Comments mentions the concern that if a good service is based on access 

to data, it can be hard for consumers to switch to new suppliers with less data.  This has 

the potential to be a relevant issue in some markets where there is evidence that large, 

non-replicable data sets are essential to provide a good service.  But, again, it is important 

to recognise that there are likely to be many more markets were data is not a lock-in 

factor.  

3.12 In the audiovisual sector, the nature of the product means that there are inherent 

limitations in the advantages of having a big data set.  The factors that drive the success 

of a TV show are complex, subjective and difficult to predict.  Script quality, direction, 

casting are all important but so is resonance with wider cultural trends and pick-up on 

social media (right place, right time).  As a result, the success or failure of TV shows is 

notoriously unpredictable.  For example, the BBC’s “Sherlock” was a surprise global hit, 

becoming its biggest selling programme worldwide; and one of Netflix’s German shows, 

Dark, unexpectedly had 90% of its viewing outside Germany.  

No obvious levers for foreclosure: no-one can monopolise content or distribution 

3.13 Beyond the specific issues mentioned in the Call for Comments, it is worth considering 

for any market whether there are obvious opportunities for a firm to exclude competitors.  

Most often, anti-competitive exclusion will require that a dominant firm can either deny 

competitors access to key inputs or can deny competitors a route to market.  If neither of 

these is possible, it is usually not obvious how competition is harmed.  

3.14 In the audiovisual sector, digitalisation has had a big impact but currently there are no 

obvious levers for a larger player to exclude competitors or stifle new entry – because 

both inputs and distribution are difficult to monopolise and because the market is far 

broader it used to be.   

3.15 On the input side: good content is not a finite resource that is exclusively controlled by 

large suppliers.  Content can be made or bought.  Making content clearly requires upfront 

investment – but for someone willing to make that investment there are few limitations in 

                                                      
24 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-amazon-com-ratings-exclusive/exclusive-amazons-internal-numbers-on-prime-

video-revealed-idUSKCN1GR0FX  
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terms of access to writers, scripts, actors or production companies.  So it is difficult for 

incumbents to monopolise all the good ideas or all the good new shows.   

3.16 Likewise, buying content requires investment – but competition for the content is almost 

always open as the seller wants to attract as many bids as possible.  This means that 

even very high profile content is accessible by new entrants.  For example, Amazon 

recently bought the rights to broadcast the US Open tennis tournament in the UK, and is 

in talks to stream English Premier League football from 2019 to 2022. 25   Similarly, 

Facebook (a very new entrant) has recently reached a broadcast agreement by which 

viewers will be able to stream Italian Serie A football matches via Eleven Sports’ Facebook 
page.26 

3.17 On the distribution side: there is no obvious way for one firm to prevent a competitor 

getting its product to market.  Internet distribution means that effectively anyone with a 

high quality website can get their product to market without going through traditional 

bottleneck networks.  Clearly, successful distribution requires investment in a high quality 

product and in marketing.  But for someone willing to make those investments, there is 

no obvious additional hurdle that can be put in their way by the existing players.  Disney’s 

decision to withdraw its content from existing VODs like Amazon and distribute direct to 

consumers shows new players can quickly develop their own route to market and are not 

reliant on existing players. 

4. Key takeaways: implications for competition policy  

4.1 This submission takes the audiovisual market as a case study where technology has 

been good for consumers and good for competition.  But we do not extrapolate from that 

story an overly-optimistic conclusion that no competition concerns could possibly arise in 

digital markets, or that the potential issues mentioned in the Call for Comments are 

irrelevant.  Instead, we offer some more limited implications from the audiovisual story.  

4.2 First, it is important to keep reminding ourselves of the benefits of technology whenever 

we talk about the competition risks.  In enforcement work, competition authorities will tend 

to focus on the situations where enforcement is requested – which inevitably means a lot 

of discussion of problems or potential problems.  This is natural and inevitable.  But when 

thinking about policy, we also need to talk about the benefits of technology.  If digitalisation 

benefits 90% of markets but policy is developed thinking only about 10% of markets 

where there is a problem – that policy is likely to be skewed.  We should consistently ask 

ourselves whether policy proposals risk chilling or slowing down digital innovation and 

consumer benefits.  

4.3 Second, it is crucial to have a clear understanding of the market context in which platforms 

operate.  This can include the market-widening effects of new technology (in the 

audiovisual sector, for example, digital services have opened up competition to many new 

                                                      
25 https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2018/apr/19/amazon-prime-100-m-subscribers-video-music-streaming-

netflix  

26 https://www.independent.co.uk/sport/football/european/facebook-free-stream-real-madrid-barcelona-juventus-
cristiano-ronaldo-eleven-sports-a8479326.html     
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suppliers and consumers).  These effects mean that accepted market definitions might 

need to be revisited.   

4.4 Third, it is important to be specific when framing concerns.  If there are markets where 

digital platforms abuse market power and other markets where digital platforms compete 

intensely with several rivals – that suggests there are few conclusions we can draw about 

digital platforms per se.  A further level of analysis is needed to provide useful guidance 

on when competition concerns might arise.  Drilling down to focus on the specific 

circumstances where concerns are most likely to arise has two benefits for competition 

policy: 

● It makes it more likely that competition authorities can quickly recognise real 

problems and respond with quick intervention; and  

● It reduces the risk of broad intervention measures that make competitive markets less 

dynamic and reduce the benefits of technology for European consumers.  

 

 


