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Abstract 

 
The rapid and pervasive digital transformation of the global economy has fundamentally reshaped markets, presenting 
unprecedented challenges to traditional antitrust principles and competition law. This paper examines the evolution of 
competition policy in response to the rise of dominant digital platforms and data-driven business models. It analyzes 
the inherent characteristics of digital markets, such as multi-sided platforms, strong network effects, the critical role of 
data, and algorithmic pricing, that strain conventional antitrust frameworks. The research provides a comparative 
examination of emerging regulatory responses, with a primary focus on the European Union’s Digital Markets Act 
(DMA), the United Kingdom’s Digital Markets, Competition and Consumers (DMCC) Act, and the ongoing enforcement-
led approach in the United States. Key research uncovers an international shift towards more proactive, ex-ante 
regulation to supplement traditional ex-post enforcement. However, significant jurisdictional divergences remain. The 
paper considers emerging challenges, including generative AI, killer acquisitions, and ensuring data portability and 
interoperability. It concludes by discussing the effectiveness of current strategies, the inherent balancing acts between 
supporting innovation and regulating market power, and the vital need for international coordination to ensure a 
competitive and fair digital ecosystem. This research adds to the academic and policy discourse by synthesizing the 
current state of digital antitrust. It identifies key trends and outlines a prospective perspective on the future of 
competition law in a digital world. 
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 Introduction 

 
The 21st century has been defined by a profound digital transformation, a paradigm shift that has 
reconfigured industries, altered consumer behavior, and created immense economic value. This 
revolution, driven by advancements in computing power, internet connectivity, and artificial 
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intelligence, has given rise to a digital economy dominated by a handful of large technology companies, 
often referred to as “Big Tech.” These firms operate vast digital ecosystems and multi-sided platforms 
that connect billions of users, facilitate unprecedented data flows, and serve as critical gateways to 
commerce, information, and communication (Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 
[ACCC], 2019). While the innovation and consumer benefits stemming from this transformation are 
undeniable, the concentration of market power in the hands of these few digital gatekeepers has raised 
significant concerns for competition authorities worldwide (Cennamo,2019; Crémer et al., 2019). 

The traditional tenets of antitrust law, developed in the industrial era to address monopolies in 
tangible goods and services, are increasingly ill-equipped to address the unique competitive dynamics 
of the digital age. Conventional tools for assessing market power, defining relevant markets, and 
measuring consumer harm often fall short when applied to zero-price markets, data-driven network 
effects, and rapidly evolving technological landscapes (European Commission, 2019). The speed and 
scale at which digital platforms can entrench their dominance challenge the reactive, case-by-case 
nature of traditional ex-post enforcement, which can be slow, resource-intensive, and ultimately 
ineffective in restoring competition in these fast-moving markets (European Commission, 2022; 
Robertson,2020). 

This paper seeks to address the critical question of how competition principles are evolving to 
meet the challenges of digital transformation. The primary objectives of this research are threefold. 
First, it aims to identify and examine the core characteristics of digital markets that confront 
conventional antitrust analysis. Building on this, it presents a comparative assessment of the divergent 
regulatory and enforcement strategies developed and implemented across key jurisdictions, notably 
the European Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Finally, it explores the emerging 
frontiers of digital competition, including the rise of generative AI and the ongoing debate over 
remedies such as data portability and interoperability. By synthesizing academic literature, policy 
documents, and recent enforcement actions, this study provides a comprehensive overview of the 
evolving antitrust landscape in the digital sector. 

The significance of this research lies in its contribution to a more nuanced understanding of the 
complex interplay between innovation, regulation, and competition in the digital economy. As 
policymakers grapple with designing effective, future-proof legal frameworks, a clear-eyed analysis of 
successes, failures, and ongoing experiments in digital market regulation is more critical than ever. This 
paper provides a structured examination of these developments, offering insights for academics, legal 
practitioners, and policymakers tasked with safeguarding competition and ensuring a vibrant, open, 
and fair digital future. 
 

 Materials and Methods 
 
This study employed a qualitative, descriptive research design, grounded in a comprehensive review of 
the existing literature and a comparative analysis of legal and regulatory documents. The research 
process consisted of three main phases: a systematic literature review, a multi-jurisdictional 
comparative analysis, and a synthesis of emerging trends and challenges. 
 
2.1 Literature Review 
 
A systematic literature review was conducted to build a foundational understanding of the evolution of 
competition policy in the digital age. The search for relevant literature was performed using academic 
databases, including Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar, as well as legal and policy repositories 
such as SSRN and the websites of major competition authorities. Search terms included combinations 
of “antitrust,” “competition law,” “digital markets,” “platform economy,” “network effects,” “big data,” 
and “algorithmic collusion.” The review focused on foundational theories such as the two-sided 
markets, critiques of traditional antitrust frameworks, and scholarly analysis of new regulatory 
paradigms. The selected literature was synthesized to construct the narrative for the Literature Review 
section and to inform the analysis throughout the paper. 
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2.2 Comparative Analysis of Regulatory Frameworks 
 
The core of the research involved a comparative analysis of the regulatory and enforcement 
approaches in three key jurisdictions: the European Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. 
This analysis was based on primary legal and policy documents, including the full text of the EU’s 
Digital Markets Act (DMA) and the UK’s Digital Markets, Competition and Consumers (DMCC) Act, along 
with associated legislative proposals, impact assessments, and official guidance. For the United States, 
the study reviewed major antitrust complaints filed by the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Federal 
Trade Commission (FTC) against large technology companies, as well as congressional reports and 
proposed legislation. The findings were systematically organized to compare the jurisdictions across 
several dimensions, including the overall regulatory philosophy (ex-ante vs. ex-post), the process for 
designating dominant firms, the nature of the obligations imposed, and the approach to merger control. 
This comparative work forms the basis of the Results section. 
 
2.3 Synthesis and Analysis 
 
The final phase of the research involved synthesizing the findings from the literature review and the 
comparative analysis to identify emerging challenges and propose potential solutions. This included an 
examination of recent policy discussions and enforcement actions related to generative AI, “killer 
acquisitions,” and data interoperability. The analysis of these emerging issues was based on reports 
from international bodies such as the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) and joint statements from competition authorities. The Discussion section is the primary 
output of this synthesis, where the effectiveness of different models is debated, and a forward-looking 
perspective is developed. The data visualizations and tables presented in the manuscript were created 
to visually summarize the complex information gathered during this research process. 
 

 Results 
 
This section presents the study's primary findings, beginning with an analysis of the core economic and 
technological characteristics that define digital markets, followed by a comparative analysis of the 
regulatory frameworks adopted by the European Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. 
 
3.1 Defining Characteristics of Digital Markets 
 
The literature analysis reveals a consensus on several key characteristics of digital markets that 
challenge traditional competition law(Lundqvist,2015; Hylton,2003). These features, summarized in 
Table 1 and visualized in Figure 1, create a unique environment where market power can be rapidly 
acquired and entrenched. 
 
Table 1. Comparison of Regulatory Frameworks by Jurisdiction 
 

Jurisdiction 
Primary 
Legislation 

Entry Force 
Date 

Regulatory 
Approach 

Gatekeeper 
Designation 

Merger Control 
Reform 

European 
Union 

Digital Markets 
Act (DMA) 

November 1, 
2022 

Ex-ante 
regulation 

Yes (7 
gatekeepers) 

Yes 

United 
Kingdom 

DMCC Act 2024 January 1, 2025 
Ex-ante + ex-
post 

Yes (SMS status) Yes 

United States 
Sherman Act / 
FTC Act 

Ongoing 
enforcement 

Ex-post 
enforcement 

No formal 
designation 

Proposed 

Germany GWB (amended) 
2021 
(amendments) 

Ex-post + ex-
ante 

Partial (large 
digital) 

Yes 

India 
Competition Act 
2002 

2023 
(amendments) 

Ex-post 
enforcement 

No Yes (thresholds) 
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3.1.1 Multi-Sided Platforms and Network Effects 
 
The digital economy is dominated by multi-sided platforms that connect distinct user groups, such as 
users and advertisers or buyers and sellers. The core economic driver of these platforms is strong 
indirect network effects, in which the platform’s value to one group of users increases with the number 
of users in another group (Ezrachi & Stucke, 2016). This creates powerful feedback loops that can lead 
to “tippy” markets, where a single platform quickly achieves dominance, making it difficult for new 
entrants to establish a competing network. 
 
3.1.2 Data as a Core Competitive Asset 
 
Data functions as a crucial competitive asset in the digital economy. Platforms collect vast amounts of 
user data to refine algorithms, improve service quality, and deliver targeted advertising. This creates a 
self-reinforcing cycle: more data leads to better services, which attract more users, who in turn 
generate more data (Furman et al., 2019). This data-driven advantage establishes significant barriers to 
entry, as new competitors lack the data assets to match the incumbent’s service quality and 
monetization capabilities. 
 
3.1.3 Algorithmic Pricing and Tacit Collusion 
 
The use of algorithms to set prices introduces new risks of anti-competitive coordination. Pricing 
algorithms used by competing firms can tacitly collude by reacting to each other’s price adjustments in 
real time, leading to supra-competitive prices without any explicit agreement (Parker et al., 2016). This 
form of “algorithmic collusion” is difficult to prosecute under traditional antitrust laws, which typically 
require evidence of a direct agreement. 
 
3.1.4 Zero-Price Markets and Non-Price Harm 
 
Many digital services are offered to consumers at no cost, with revenue generated from advertising. 
This model challenges the conventional consumer welfare standard, which often focuses on price 
effects as the primary measure of consumer harm (Global Competition Review, 2025). In these 
markets, harm can manifest in non-price dimensions, such as reduced quality, diminished innovation, 
compromised privacy, or an excessive advertising load, all of which are more difficult to quantify than 
price increases. 
 
3.1.5 High Barriers to Entry and Switching Costs 
 
Beyond network effects and data advantages, digital markets are characterized by other high barriers 
to entry. Consumers often face significant switching costs, both explicit (i.e., transferring data) and 
implicit (e.g., losing access to a network of contacts or complementary services). This “lock-in” effect 
further insulates dominant platforms from competitive pressure (European Commission, 2022). The 
following Figure 1 shows a visual timeline of the regulatory milestones in Digital Competition. 
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Figure 1. Timeline of Major Regulatory Milestones in Digital Competition (2019-2025). 
 
3.2 A Comparative Analysis of Regulatory Frameworks 
 
Jurisdictions have responded to these challenges with distinct regulatory models. Table 2 provides a 
high-level comparison of the approaches in the EU, UK, and US.  
 
Table 2. DMA Gatekeeper Designations and Core Platform Services. 
 

Gatekeeper 
Designation 
Date 

Core Platform 
Services 

Number 
of 

Services 

Compliance 
Deadline 

Enforcement 
Actions 

Alphabet Inc. 
September 6, 
2023 

Google Search, 
YouTube, Google 
Maps, Google Play, 
Google Ads, Gmail 

6 March 2024 Ongoing 

Amazon.com 
Inc. 

September 6, 
2023 

Amazon Marketplace, 
Amazon Advertising 

2 March 2024 Under review 

Apple Inc. 
September 6, 
2023 

iOS, iPadOS, App 
Store, Safari, Siri 

5 March 2024 
Multiple 
(€500M fine) 

ByteDance 
Ltd. 

September 6, 
2023 

TikTok 1 March 2024 Under review 

Meta 
Platforms Inc. 

September 6, 
2023 

Facebook, Instagram, 
WhatsApp 

3 March 2024 Multiple 

Microsoft 
Corporation 

September 6, 
2023 

Windows, LinkedIn, 
Bing, Xbox 

4 March 2024 Under review 

Booking May 13, 2024 Booking.com 1 May 2024 
Compliance 
monitoring 

 
3.2.1 The European Union: The Digital Markets Act (DMA) 
 
The EU has adopted a proactive, ex-ante regulatory model with the DMA, which came into force in 
November 2022. The DMA imposes a set of upfront obligations on large digital platforms designated as 
“gatekeepers” to ensure market fairness and contestability (Chiarella,2022; Rochet & Tirole, 2003). A 
firm is designated as a gatekeeper if it operates a “core platform service” and meets specific criteria 
related to market impact and an entrenched position. As of early 2026, seven companies have been 
designated as gatekeepers, as shown in Table 3 and Figure 2. The obligations include prohibitions on 
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self-preferencing and requirements for data access and interoperability. Non-compliance can result in 
significant fines of up to 10% of global annual turnover.  
 
Table 3. Key Antitrust Cases in Digital Markets (2022-2025). 
 
Case Jurisdiction Allegation Status Outcome/Fine 
Apple App Store 
Practices 

EU/US 
Anti-steering, self-
preferencing 

Ongoing €500M (DMA) 

Google Search 
Advertising 

EU 
Preferential treatment of 
Google Ads 

Ongoing Under investigation 

Meta Marketplace 
Practices 

EU 
Unfair marketplace 
practices 

Settled/Ongoing Compliance orders 

Amazon Marketplace 
Practices 

EU 
Preferential treatment of 
own products 

Ongoing Under investigation 

Microsoft Activision 
Blizzard Merger 

UK/US 
Vertical integration 
concerns 

Approved (2023) 
Approved with 
conditions 

Algorithmic Pricing (US 
States) 

US (Multi-
state) 

Algorithmic price 
coordination 

Active 
investigation 

State legislation 

TikTok Data Practices US 
Data collection and 
privacy 

Under review Under investigation 

Google Android 
Ecosystem 

EU 
Interoperability 
restrictions 

Ongoing Under investigation 

 

 
 
Figure 2. Key Characteristics of Digital Markets and Their Impact on Competition Analysis. 
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3.2.2 The United Kingdom: The Digital Markets, Competition and Consumers (DMCC) Act 
 
The UK has implemented a hybrid model with the DMCC Act, which became law in January 2025. This 
act empowers a new Digital Markets Unit (DMU) to designate firms with “Strategic Market Status” 
(SMS) (U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, 2025). Unlike the DMA’s fixed obligations, the 
DMU can impose tailored “conduct requirements” on SMS firms to address specific harms. The DMU 
can also order “pro-competitive interventions” to open markets. The act also strengthens merger 
control by requiring mandatory notification for significant acquisitions by SMS firms, thereby enabling 
more thorough scrutiny of potential “killer acquisitions.” 
 
3.2.3 The United States: An Enforcement-Led Approach 
 
The US has maintained its traditional ex post enforcement-led approach, relying on existing antitrust 
laws such as the Sherman and FTC Acts. This has been marked by a recent increase in high-profile 
lawsuits brought by the DOJ and FTC against major technology companies, targeting conduct ranging 
from monopolization to anti-competitive practices in app stores (UK Government, 2024). While 
numerous legislative proposals for digital market regulation have been introduced in Congress, none 
have been enacted. This approach offers flexibility but is criticized for being slower and more uncertain 
than the regulatory models adopted in Europe. Table 4 and Figure 3 present a comprehensive view of 
the regulatory frameworks by jurisdiction.  

Beyond legislative frameworks, enforcement outcomes differ significantly in practice. In the EU, 
the DMA's ex-ante approach has led to immediate, structural changes in how gatekeepers operate, such 
as Apple allowing third-party app stores, albeit under strict compliance monitoring. In contrast, the US 
enforcement-led approach has resulted in protracted legal battles where outcomes are highly 
dependent on judicial interpretation of consumer harm, often leading to behavioral remedies rather 
than structural breakups. The UK's approach aims for a middle ground, utilizing participatory 
regulatory processes to negotiate conduct requirements, which practically results in more 
collaborative but potentially less immediate enforcement outcomes compared to the EU. 
 
Table 4. Characteristics of Digital vs. Traditional Markets 
 

Characteristic 
Traditional 
Markets 

Digital Markets Antitrust Implications 

Market Structure Single or bilateral Multi-sided platforms Different market definition needed 
Network Effects Limited or none Strong indirect effects Affects competitive analysis 

Data Role Minimal role 
Critical competitive 
asset 

Data portability/interoperability 
key 

Pricing Model Price-based Zero-price or freemium 
Consumer welfare harder to 
measure 

Consumer Welfare Price and quality 
Complex (non-price 
factors) 

Traditional metrics insufficient 

Barriers to Entry Moderate 
High (data, scale, 
switching) 

Merger control more important 

Market 
Concentration 

Variable 
Often highly 
concentrated 

Dominance easier to establish 

Innovation 
Dynamics 

Incremental Rapid, disruptive 
Innovation concerns in 
enforcement 

Geographic Scope Often local/regional Global Cross-border enforcement needed 
Switching Costs Low to moderate Very high (lock-in) Remedies focus on portability 

 
Figure 3. DMA Gatekeeper Designations and Core Platform Services. 
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 Discussion 
 
This section provides an analysis and interpretation of the study’s results, contextualizing them within 
the broader academic and policy debate. It addresses the effectiveness of the new regulatory models, 
the persistent and emerging challenges facing competition authorities, and the viability of proposed 
solutions. 
 
4.1 Emerging Challenges in Digital Competition 
 
As regulators implement new frameworks, the technological landscape continues to evolve, presenting 
novel challenges. The rise of generative AI, the persistent issue of killer acquisitions, the practical 
difficulties of interoperability, and transatlantic regulatory divergence are among the most pressing 
concerns. 
 
4.1.1 Generative AI and Foundation Models 
 
The rapid development of generative AI and the underlying foundation models introduces a new 
competitive dynamic. The immense resources required to build these models raise concerns that the 
market could become dominated by the same incumbent technology giants, who can leverage their 
existing market power in cloud computing, data, and distribution channels to gain an unfair advantage 
(Vestager, 2020). Competition authorities are now closely monitoring this sector for potential anti-
competitive partnerships and foreclosure of smaller AI startups (Wu, 2018). 
 
4.1.2 Killer Acquisitions and Merger Control 
 
Despite reforms, “killer acquisitions”, where a dominant firm acquires a nascent competitor to 
neutralize a future threat, remain a significant challenge. These transactions often fall below traditional 
merger notification thresholds. While jurisdictions like the UK have introduced new transaction-value-
based thresholds, the substantive assessment remains difficult, as it requires a speculative, forward-
looking analysis of how the market might have developed in the absence of the merger (U.S. 
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Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, 2025). This suggests that further reforms, such as shifting the 
burden of proof to the acquirer, may be necessary. 
 
4.1.3 Data Portability and Interoperability 
 
Mandates for data portability and interoperability are key remedies for reducing platform lock-in, but their 
implementation is technically and legally complex. Effective portability requires standardized data formats, 
which are difficult to achieve, while interoperability mandates can create security risks and may 
disincentivize innovation by the incumbent platform (Rochet & Tirole, 2003). Striking the right balance 
between promoting competition and preserving service integrity is a delicate task for regulators. 
 
4.1.4 Transatlantic Regulatory Divergence 
 
The divergent paths of the EU (proactive regulation) and the US (enforcement-led) have created a 
complex and fragmented global regulatory landscape. This divergence imposes significant compliance 
costs on global technology firms and risks creating friction between jurisdictions. While cooperation is 
increasing, fundamental philosophical differences remain, potentially undermining the global 
effectiveness of digital market regulation. 
 
4.2 The Efficacy of New Regulatory Models 
 
The shift towards ex-ante regulation, exemplified by the EU’s DMA, marks a significant development in 
antitrust policy. Early evidence suggests this model can effectively address certain long-standing anti-
competitive practices, such as self-preferencing, more quickly than traditional litigation (Petit, 2021; 
Stucke & Grunes, 2016). However, the DMA’s rigidity is a potential weakness, as a fixed list of 
obligations may not keep pace with technology. Its success will depend on the regulator’s ability to 
adapt and interpret the rules dynamically. 

Recent empirical studies have begun to evaluate the early impacts of these new regulatory 
models. For instance, preliminary data on the DMA's implementation indicates a mixed effect: while 
some smaller app developers report increased market access and reduced commission fees, early 
metrics also suggest potential short-term compliance costs for gatekeepers that could temporarily slow 
feature rollouts. Regarding the UK's DMCC Act, early economic modeling suggests that targeted pro-
competitive interventions could increase consumer surplus by fostering competition in digital 
advertising and mobile ecosystems, though robust post-implementation empirical data is still emerging 
(Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, 2025). 

In contrast, the US enforcement-led approach offers greater flexibility to address novel theories of 
harm on a case-by-case basis (UK Government, 2024). Its primary drawback is the time and 
uncertainty involved in complex litigation, during which a market may have already irreversibly tipped. 
This raises questions about whether the model can be more than a reactive tool for punishing past 
conduct, and whether it can proactively shape a competitive market structure. 

The debate highlights a core tension between regulation and innovation. Critics argue that 
prescriptive rules can stifle innovation, while proponents counter that the lack of competition is the 
true impediment to innovation. From this latter perspective, regulation that opens closed ecosystems is 
fundamentally pro-innovative. 

A central unresolved debate in academic circles concerns the optimal balance between ex-ante 
and ex-post regulation. Proponents of ex-ante rules argue they are essential for preventing market 
tipping and ensuring immediate contestability in fast-moving digital markets. Conversely, critics 
caution that rigid ex-ante frameworks risk over-regulation, potentially chilling innovation and 
imposing disproportionate compliance burdens (Cremer et al.,2019; Ayres & Braithwaite,1995). Some 
scholars advocate for an 'agile regulation' model that continuously adapts ex-ante rules based on real-
time market data, though the practical mechanics of such a system remain heavily debated (Khan,2017; 
Stucke &Grunes,2016). Table 5 and Figure 4 introduce these data. 
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Table 5. Enforcement Actions Timeline (2023-2025). 
 

Date Authority Action Target/Subject Outcome 

September 
2023 

EC 
DMA Gatekeeper 
Designations (6 
companies) 

Alphabet, Amazon, Apple, 
ByteDance, Meta, Microsoft 

Formal 
designation 

November 
2023 

EC 
DMA Formal 
Proceedings Opened 

Alphabet, Apple, Meta 
Investigation 
opened 

March 2024 EC 
DMA Compliance 
Deadline 

All designated gatekeepers 
Compliance 
required 

April 2024 EC 
Apple iPadOS 
Gatekeeper 
Designation 

Apple 
Added to DMA 
scope 

May 2024 EC 
Booking Gatekeeper 
Designation 

Booking 
Added to DMA 
scope 

July 2024 
G7 
Authorities 

Joint Statement on 
Generative AI 

AI foundation models 
Regulatory 
guidance 

September 
2024 

CMA 
DMCC Act 
Enforcement Powers 

Google, Apple (SMS 
designation) 

Regulatory 
powers granted 

January 
2025 

CMA 
UK DMCC Act Entry 
into Force 

Digital platforms 
Regulatory 
framework active 

April 2025 EC 
Apple DMA Breach 
Finding (€500M fine) 

Apple Fine imposed 

May 2025 EC 
Meta DMA Compliance 
Issues 

Meta 
Compliance 
orders 

 

 
 
Figure 4. Regulatory Approaches to Digital Competition by Jurisdiction. 
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4.3 Proposed Solutions and Best Practices 
 
Addressing these challenges requires a hybrid approach that integrates the strengths of both ex-ante 
and ex-post tools. The UK’s DMCC Act, which combines upfront conduct requirements with traditional 
investigative powers, offers a promising model (U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, 2025). 
This integrated approach allows the clarity of ex-ante rules to be complemented by the flexibility of ex-
post enforcement. 

Reforming merger control is also critical. Shifting the burden of proof to the acquiring dominant 
firm and adopting a more dynamic assessment of competitive harm could prevent more killer 
acquisitions. Furthermore, remedies should go beyond fines to actively restore contestability in 
markets. This includes mandating effective data portability and interoperability through open 
standards and APIs. Finally, greater international cooperation is essential to harmonize principles and 
coordinate enforcement actions, preventing regulatory arbitrage and ensuring a consistent approach to 
global digital markets. For policymakers, balancing innovation incentives with regulatory intervention 
requires a nuanced, sector-specific approach. Interventions should be carefully targeted to address 
specific market failures without stifling the dynamic competition that drives technological progress. 
Policymakers must establish safe harbors for nascent technologies and ensure that regulatory burdens 
do not disproportionately impact smaller entrants. Furthermore, continuous monitoring and post-
implementation reviews are vital to assess whether interventions are achieving their intended goals 
without causing unintended consequences in rapidly evolving digital sectors. Table 6 below reveals 
these proposals. 
 
Table 6. Proposed Remedies and Solutions for Digital Markets. 
 

Problem 
Traditional 
Remedy 

Digital-Specific Remedy 
Jurisdiction 
Implementing 

Platform lock-in 
Structural 
separation 

Data portability, interoperability EU (DMA), UK (DMCC) 

Data monopolies 
Data sharing 
orders 

Data access rights, GDPR EU (GDPR, DMA) 

Anti-competitive 
mergers 

Merger prohibition 
Lower merger thresholds, killer 
acquisition review 

EU, UK, Germany, 
India 

Algorithmic 
coordination 

Price fixing 
prosecution 

Algorithmic transparency, audit 
rights 

US (state level), EU 

Self-preferencing Conduct remedies 
Most Favored Nation clauses, non-
discrimination 

EU (DMA) 

Interoperability 
barriers 

Licensing 
requirements 

API access, open standards EU (DMA) 

Predatory pricing Pricing regulation Margin squeeze analysis EU, US 

Killer acquisitions Merger review 
Strategic acquisition review, ex-
ante notification 

EU, UK, Germany 

 
 Conclusions 

 
The digital transformation has concentrated unprecedented economic power in the hands of a few 
gatekeeper platforms, creating a defining challenge for competition law. This paper has traced the 
evolution of antitrust principles in response to this challenge, highlighting a clear shift from a purely 
reactive, enforcement-based model to a more proactive, regulatory approach. The traditional antitrust 
toolkit has proven insufficient to address the unique dynamics of digital markets, such as powerful 
network effects and the strategic use of data. 

Our comparative analysis of regulatory frameworks reveals a global laboratory of policy 
experimentation. The European Union, with its landmark Digital Markets Act, has established a bold 
new paradigm of ex-ante regulation. The United Kingdom is pursuing a more flexible, hybrid model, 
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while the United States continues to rely on its formidable, albeit slower, litigation-based enforcement 
powers. While their methods differ, these jurisdictions share a common goal: restoring fairness and 
contestability to digital markets. The early days of these new regimes suggest that a hybrid approach, 
combining the speed and clarity of ex-ante rules with the adaptability of ex-post enforcement, holds the 
most promise. 

However, the task is far from complete. New challenges are constantly emerging, from the 
competitive implications of generative AI to the persistent problem of killer acquisitions. The practical 
implementation of remedies such as data portability and interoperability remains a complex 
undertaking, and the growing divergence among major jurisdictions threatens to create a fragmented 
global regulatory landscape. The path forward requires a commitment to international cooperation, a 
willingness to design and enforce remedies that actively promote competition, and a continuous 
adaptation of legal and economic tools to the realities of a digital world. 

The implications for policymakers are clear. First, there is no one-size-fits-all solution; a multi-
faceted approach is essential. Second, regulation must be dynamic and evidence-based, with built-in 
mechanisms for review and adaptation. Third, fostering competition in digital markets is a means to 
promote innovation, protect consumer choice, and ensure a more equitable distribution of the gains 
from the digital economy. Future research should empirically analyze these new regulatory 
frameworks and assess their real-world impact on market entry, innovation, and consumer welfare. As 
the digital age continues to evolve, so must the principles that govern it.  Future research must 
prioritize empirical studies that quantify the real-world impact of digital antitrust reforms on 
consumer prices, innovation rates, and market entry dynamics. Longitudinal studies assessing the 
effectiveness of behavioral versus structural remedies in digital markets are urgently needed. 
Additionally, research should explore the intersection of competition policy and data privacy, 
particularly how data portability mandates affect both market contestability and consumer data 
security. 
 

 AI Use Statement 
 
This manuscript is original and was produced without the use of AI generative tools. Any editorial 
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