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In March 2017, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce released a report and recommendations on
International Competition Policy (Expert Report), written by a bipartisan group of highly regarded
experts in competition and trade policy.1 On May 19, 2017, the United States House of
Representatives Committee on the Judiciary Subcommittee on Regulatory Reform, Commercial and
Antitrust Law will hold a hearing to discuss the report and its recommendations.2
As the Expert Report notes, “[a]lmost all nations today have some form of competition law
regulating the commercial activities of firms operating in their markets.”3 Indeed, in the last 25 years,
there has been a remarkable proliferation of foreign competition laws and agencies, expanding from
23 jurisdictions with competition laws in 1990 to approximately 130 jurisdictions to date. The
problem as framed by the Expert Report is that these laws “are not always applied in a sound,
transparent, and non-discriminatory manner and, as a result, they can have significant adverse
impact on international trade and investment in domestic and global markets.”4 Instead, “[c]ertain
major trading partners are, in some cases, denying foreign companies fundamental due process and,
in other cases, applying their competition laws to protect their home markets from foreign
competition, promote national champions, and/or force technology transfers.”5
To address these concerns, the Expert Report offers twelve recommendations. As explained
in the opening letter to the report from the co-chairs of the drafting group, recommendations one
through six “urge the Trump Administration to prioritize the coordination of international competition
policy through a new, cabinet-level White House working group (the Working Group) to be chaired by
an Assistant to the President.”6 Among other things, the Working Group would set a government-wide
strategy for articulating and promoting policies to address the misuse of competition law by other
nations, and review existing and potential new trade policy tools available to address such misuse.
Recommendations seven through twelve “focus on steps that should be taken within international
organizations and bilateral initiatives,” such as possibly expanding the World Trade Organization’s
assessment of member governments to include a review of competition policies and encouraging
multilateral organizations such as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development “to
adopt a code enumerating transparent, accurate, and impartial procedures.”7
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As I explain in my written testimony for the May 19 congressional hearing, I agree with the
Expert Report that certain foreign governments appear to be using their competition laws (as well as
their unfair trade practices acts) in ways that unfairly harm U.S. companies and inappropriately
reduce incentives to innovate.8 These acts include denying U.S. companies fundamental due
process, protecting their own markets from competition, and, in the case of intellectual property
rights (IPRs) in particular, using competition law to reduce royalty payments to U.S. companies to
unduly favor their domestic manufacturers.
Based on my experience, it is my belief that public exposure, including expressions of concern
at the highest level of the U.S. government, is one effective way to achieve the desired change.9 To
that end, I favor the Expert Report’s recommendation to consider creating a listing mechanism for
competition enforcement akin to the U.S. Trade Representative’s annual Special 301 listing of foreign
nations that have inadequate intellectual property protections.10
The good news is that many, if not most, foreign competition agencies want to be considered
part of the international mainstream, and respond to public statements of concern. For example, the
allegedly egregious violations of due process by China’s National Development and Reform
Commission (NDRC) against U.S. companies, including reportedly locking executives in rooms and
ordering them to “confess their sins” under threat of refusing to return their passports, 11 were in
large part remedied through a multi-pronged approach, which included a letter from the thenSecretary of the Treasury Department,12 followed by statements from President Obama to China’s
President Xi.13
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Following these statements, China’s NDRC reportedly provided better process. It also
abandoned its previously-stated intention to impose extra-jurisdictional remedies, namely global,
portfolio-wide remedies, including on foreign conduct involving foreign patents. Extra-jurisdictional
remedies have the potential to produce significant negative effects on competition and welfare,
particularly if conduct that is widely considered to be generally procompetitive is the object of onecountry’s worldwide prohibition.14 Extra-jurisdictional remedies are also easier to identify than other
problematic forms of “inappropriate” application of competition law such as discriminatory
enforcement or industrial policy.
Lastly, I wholeheartedly agree with the Expert Report on the need for economically-sound
effects-based competition analysis, particularly analysis that takes into consideration the social cost
created by errors in assessing competition law liability. There are two types of errors possible: Type I
(or false positives) in which procompetitive conduct is mistakenly condemned, and Type II (or false
negatives) in which we fail to condemn conduct that is actually anticompetitive. The U.S. Supreme
Court has recognized the limitations courts face in distinguishing between pro- and anticompetitive
conduct in antitrust cases and emphasized the high rate of Type I error in monopolization cases in
particular.15 The U.S. Supreme Court has also expressed concerns, originally explained in Judge Frank
Easterbrook’s seminal analysis, that the cost to consumers arising from Type I errors might be greater
than those attributable to Type II errors because “the economic system corrects monopoly more
readily than it corrects judicial errors.”16
I recognize, however, that the United States may not be able to achieve convergence on these
principles in the short term given that many foreign competition laws explicitly provide for the
consideration of non-competition factors such as “fairness” or the economic development of the
country.17 For example, China’s Anti-Monopoly Law provides for “promoting the healthy development
of the socialist market economy,”18 and states that “[t]he state constitutes and carriers out
competition rules that accord with the socialist market economy, perfects macro-control, and
advances a unified, open, competitive and orderly market system.”19 Similarly, Japan’s Antimonopoly
Act states that purpose of the Act is “to promote fair and free competition, . . . to heighten the level
of employment and actual national income, and thereby to promote the democratic and wholesome
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development of the national economy as well as to assure the interests of general consumers.”20
The Introduction to India’s Competition Act states that, in interpreting the Act, the Competition
Commission should “keep[] in view . . . the economic development of the country.”21
Nevertheless, I strongly agree with the Expert Report about the dangers of using vague and
subjective standards such as “fairness” or other non-competition goals in competition analysis, and
I believe the United States should continue to advocate for an economic welfare standard. I also think
an effective interim measure is to require transparency as to what factors are consider in competition
analysis and how those factors are weighed and balanced. In training foreign competition judges and
enforcers, I have also strongly urged them to analyze the competitive effects of a particular course of
conduct before considering any non-competition goals so they will at least understand any welfare
gains or losses associated with their decision. Indeed, it is important for such jurisdictions to carefully
consider the tradeoffs of attempting to serve multiple goals. For example, difficulties with weighing
and balancing competition and non-competition factors and efficiencies against equity concerns, the
latter of which may undermine consumer welfare considerations.22
I have often found myself reading certain foreign competition agency decisions and feel as if
there were missing pages. The analysis starts off sounding like mainstream competition analysis, for
example, beginning with an analysis of market power or dominant position and then articulating a
theory of harm, but that analysis is often ignored in the rest of the decision. Conclusions often lacks
evidentiary support and leave me puzzling as to what non-competition factors or industrial policy
concerns actually motivated (or dictated) the outcome. Requiring transparency in decision making
would go a long way towards creating accountability for foreign competition agencies and courts and
providing some measure of predictability for stakeholders with global operations who are attempting
to comply with foreign competition laws.
In conclusion, I agree with the Expert Report that certain foreign governments appear to be
using their competition laws (as well as their unfair trade practices acts) in ways that unfairly harm
U.S. companies and inappropriately reduce incentives to innovate. I also agree that the U.S.
government should develop a systematic strategy for combating such actions and forcefully advocate
for economically-sound effects-based competition law analysis. As a starting point, I would focus on
fundamental due process issues such as requiring transparency in decision making and continue to
use public exposure, including concerns expressed by those at the highest levels of the U.S.
government.
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