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incapable of rendering moot any perceived concerns; imposing net neutrality regulation is

likely to impede the development of further competition.

A. The Net Neutrality Ob.jections Are Not Merger Specific

I. Alleged Vertical Integration Into Internet Content

33. Merger critics attempt to argue that the merger will increase AT&T's ability to

dIscriminate so as to favor its own content and applications over the content and applications of

I . d .' I It m parlles.- This argument fails on severalleve s.

34. First. BellSouth and AT&T are only minimally integrated into Internet content.

AT&T's IPTV ofTering involves the delivery of content through a specific medium and f()rmat, but

does not require AT&T to own the relevant content only to acquire from the owner the right to

distribute. Thus, this transaction is qualitatively different from AOLITime Warner where a media

distribution company (Time Warner) vertically integrated into ownership of a key Internet content

and application provider (AOL).

35. Second, the November 2005 quote from AT&T's Chairman concerning charging

content and application providers f()J' access to AT&T's pipes does not state, or even imply, that

AT&T intends to favor its own content, as alleged by merger erities22 To the contrary, the quote

merely states that it may be appropriate to charge content and application providers (hereinafter

"CAPs").

The vertical integration arguments are primarily advanced by Cooper/Roycroti Dec!. at 4-5,
44-57. and by the Center for Digital Democracy at 3.

" Cooper/Roycroft Dec!. at 4-5. From this quote, Cooper/Roycroft argue that it somehow
illustrates that the prospect I(H AT&T "to favor content and services provided by AT&T the
broadband provider (or its affIliates or strategic partners) is very rea!." Jd. at 5.
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36. Third, in the section of their declaration titled "Network Neotrality Conditions Are

Ncccssary," Cooper/Roycrotl quote cxtensively from Cisco Systems White Papers purporting to

show that Cisco eqoipment would give AT&T the ability to engage in discrimination at various

levelsn This extensive dIscussion, howcver, merely shows that the ability to prioritize traffic and

provide scrvicc tiering has long existed -" one of the Cisco papcrs is dated 1999, and the most

recent one is rehruary 2005.'4 As such, thc Cisco discussion docs not raise any issues specific to

this mergcr.

37. Fourth, it is ironic that Cooper/Roycroft have seized on IPTV as a potential hann

fl'om this transaction, whcn AT&T's substantial investment in Project Lightspeed is intended to

providc cnhanced consumer choice in competition with eablc and DBS. The few incidents to date

in which I!'TV has been permitted to compete with cable demonstrate the significant benefits to

consumers from such competition. The Financial Times, for example, reported earlier this year that

the introductIon of IPTV by Verizon III Herndon, Virginia, as part of a bundled offering at

$1 09imonth resulted in the incumbent cable company, Cox, dropping its bundled offering from

$130/monlh to S90!month to persuade customers not to switch to Verizon25

2, Consolidating Customer Rase

3X. As a second claim of merger specificity, Cooper/Roycroft raise the issue of the

growing size of AT&T's customer base, but do not link the increase in the customer base to any

24

Id. at 48-55.

Id, at 49-55, nn. 92-94.

Aline van Duyn & Paul Taylor, Line ojSight: Why the Battle ojthe Bundle Is at the
J)oorslep, Financial Times (Mar. 17,2(06) at 13.
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specific alleged hann 26 It is important to note that the customer bases in question - residential

broadband subscribers .. are almost entirely in non-overlapping regions, and thus tbere is virtually

no mcrease in concentration within either company's region and, hence, no loss of competition for

broadband subscribers. To the extent the alleged ham1 is related to AT&T's IPTV plans, I have

shown above that the allegations arc not merger specitlc, and ignore the strong competitivc benefits

that lPTV compctition will bring to thc video marketplace. To the cxtent that Cooper/Roycroft arc

claiming that a 23°." share of national residcntial and broadband eycballs raises competitive

concerns from a network tipping standpoint, 1 have shown in the Internet Backbone portion of my

7-'
declaration, that such concerns are unfounded:· I

,9. In short, the broad issues raised by merger critics simply are not specific to this

merger. To the eontrary_ the arguments substantiate the position, implicit in comments by other

opponcnts, that net neotrality regulation raises complex, industry-wide, policy issues. Such issues

arc inappropriate Iilr consideration in thc context of a spccitic transaction.

B. Industry-widc Nct Ncutrality Intcrvention at Bcst Is Premature

40. 1now cxplain my conclusion that nct neutrality regulation, whether applied to this

mcrger alone or industry wide, is at best premature.

26 Cooper/Roycroft Decl. at 44-46.

See supra ~ 12.
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I. The Nature and Demands of the Internet Arc Evolving and Call for
Increased Flexibility for Network Operators

41. As David Farber succinctly put it, ''It]he Internet is getting 0Id.,,28 Internet traffic

has traditionally been delivered on a "best-ctforts" basis that treats all traffic unilarmly. This

model worked fairly well when the Tnternet waS used Il)r only a few applications. such as e-maIl

and web browsing, that were quite tolerant of packet delivery with delay or Jitter (i.e., variations in

delay). However, with the widespread digitizalion of various content and applications the Internet

is, and increasingly will be, used to deliver a much broader array of services, placing quite different

performance requirements on the network. For example. real-time, interactive services like Voll' or

on-line gaming are much less tolerant of delay and jitter than are email and web browsing.

42. Along with the new applications comes an impending surge in Intcrnd tramc.

Video streaming and IPTV (especially High Definition IPTV) will consume large amounts of

bandwidth, as do certain peer-to-peer applications such as those that distribute VIdeo Ii les. Signs of

this arc already prcscnt.29

---~. ------

David Farber, II", Internet and the Neutralitv Question, KMB Video J., Vol. 22 No.2,
available at: http://publie.resouree.org/Volume_222.mp4.

See Broadband Working Group of the MIT Communications Futures Program, The
Broadband Incentive Problem, Cambridge University Communications Research Network (Sept.
2(05). The trends identified in the MIT Report are confirmed by more recent data. E.g., Matt
Marshall, Start-ups Find New Ways to Move Huge Data Files Over Internet, available at
http://www.mereurynews.com/mld/mercurynews/business/14764812.htm ("Major League Baseball
games arc hogging about half of the bandwidth of Akamai, which works wilh content providers,
and says it delivers up to 20 percent of all Web tranie....The amount of data bytes from video
streaming across the Tnternet is doubling every three or four months, according to industry
watchers.") (posted June 8, 2006) (visited June 16, 2(06); James Enek, EuroTeleo Snapshot:
Thinking about tile Data on Data, Daiwa 1nstitute of Research (Apr. 20(6) (noting that the volume
of Internet trame has grown at a compound rate 01'7.4% per month over the past fifteen months.
"Assuming that this rate continues, daily tratTie may double again by the end ofthis year [2006],
and then again hy October 2007."). ld. at I.
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43. Addrcssing these developments in an cfficient manner is likcly to requirc

considerable network investment (to bring fiber closer to the customer and to boost capacity in both

local aggregation and backbone networks), as well as expanded service options (c.g., different

price-quality options lor end users and tailored to different applications). To support these

investments and cxpanded scrvice options, innovative pricing and contractual arrangements -~ such

as customized relationships bctween broadband providers and individual CAPs - are likely to bc

needed. While it is impossible to predict the exact form of the etlicicnt new arrangements, there is

great value in allowing experimcntation with innovative arrangements.

2. Traffic Management Practices and Pricing Models Said to Violate Net
Neutrality Have Clear Potential Economlc Benefits for Consumers

a. Traffic Management Practices

44. Coopcr/Roycrotl contend: "Iwjhile the client-server model [which AT&T's IPTV

platf0I111 will usc to deliver its video services] gives the content provider a high degree of control

over the delivery of content, other technologies, such as the BitTorrent content-dclivery

architecture, utilizc handwidth more efficiently."JO The opinion is flawed on several grounds.

First, Cooper/Roycrotl provide no evidence that these other architectures. such as BitTorrcnl, could

not be subject to similar controls by the operator. Second, BitTorrent cannot even offer real-time

video delivery so it is meaningless to assert that it utilizes bandwidth "more efficiently." 31 Finally,

Cooper/Roycroft Decl. at 48. In n. 91 they cite their source of support for the claims about
BitTorrent as: www.msnbc.msn.com/idJI2694081.
J I "BitTorrent was originally designed for file distribution. Therefore, pieces of the distributed
tile can reach the receivers in an order that is completely un-correlated with their positions in the
Jilc. However, to apply BitTorrent to real-time media streaming, pieces of a media stream should
reach the receivers more or less sequentially so that the receivers can play the pieces hack as they
come in." See Gang Wu & Tzi-eker Chiueh, Peer to Peer File Download and Streaming,
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the asscrtcd "efficicncy" relies heavily on a fom1 of cost shifting, as BitTorrent itself eloqucntly

points out:

When a file is made available using HTTp, all upload cost is placed on the hosting
machinc. With BitTorrcnt, when multiple people are downloading thc same file at
the samc time, they upload pieces of the file to cach other. This redistributes thc
cost ofup!oad to down]oadcrs, (whcrc it is often not even metered), thus making
hosting a file with a potcntially unlimited number of downloaders alTordablc.32

Thus. thc claim that AT&T sacrificed efficicncy simply to rctain "control" is unsubstantiated.

45. The critics arc uniformly skeptical of traffic prioritization based on payment tram

the CAPs to thc nctwork operatorD They see such prioritization, ineluding through Quality of

Service (QoS) ticrs, as merely an attcmpt by network operator to extract greater revenue, especially

Irom CAPs. However, the potential bcnefits of such practices should be evident. Some

apphcations require highcr levels of QoS than others in order to perform well. For example, Mr.

(;rahaml aylor. in support of Time Warner Telecom, observes that "because of the increasing

importance of Internet tratTie in tenns of the applications, such as voice, that are now carried via the

Internet, 'best Cm)rts' arc inadequate in m,my eases.,,3' A recent OECD report on net neutrality

cautions:

The introduction of quahty of service over the Internet is something that
policy makers should encourage and promote. There is likely a wide range
of future innovations that will require better quality of service than the
current Internct can provide. Thc ability to designate priority to certain

[)epartmcnt of Computer Seicnce, Stony Brook University (J une 2005) at 25, available at
http://www.ecsl.cs.sunysb.cdultrrrR186_RPE.pdf

See Bram Cohen, Incentives Build Robustness in BitTorrent, available at
www.bittolTent.comfbitlorrentccon.pdf (I:lram Cohen is the Chief Executive Officer and Co­
Founder of BitTorrent, Inc. and thc creator of the BitTorrent peer-to-peer file distribution protoco1.)

1) See Baldwin/Boslcy Dccl. at" 219, 224, 227; Center for Digital Democracy at 3:
Coopcr!Roycrofl at 49-55.

Taylor Dec!. '128.
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applications will be a boon for consumers and providcrs as long as there is
sufficicnt compctition in thc markct.35

Nct ncutrality rcgulations sought by the merger critics would preclude network operators from

offering such benefits.

b. Adding Charges to CAPs: The "Paying Twice" Fallacy

46. Raldwin and Rosley write: "consumers are already paying for Internet access. so

forcing companics bchind thc most useful Internet applications to pay a premium for their programs

to be useliJl amounts to paying the network providcr twice for providing one service -{lelivery of

contcn!."Jh This "double recovery" is a common mispereeption, and deserves clarification.

47 Consider the case of CAP services that do not involve any payment between

consumers and the CAP, e.g., visits to a web site of a portal or search engine. The web site owner

Ithe CAP) gets revenue from advertising, but does not pay end users f()r visits nor is paid by them.

In such cases, the ability to charge the CAP opens up a new revenue pool for the network operator

advertising revenue derived by the CAP. What are the likely effects of permitting the operator

;0 charge CAPs'?

4~. To clarify, CAPs today do pay for their incremental costs of Internet access and

transport, which they can purchase from entities other than - but have interconnection with ..

consumer broadband providers. However, CAP services require access to broadband consumers

("eyeballs"). The reverse is also true ._.. the value ofbroadband to consumers rises with improved

Working Party on Telecommunication and Information Services Policies, Network
Neutrality A Policy Overview, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (Apr.
2006) at 3.

BaldwinJBoslcy Decl. ~ 227.
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supply of CAP services. The provider of a broadband access network, therefore, is like an

inlcnnediary. it offers a plat!()nn that allows beneficial interactions between consumers amI CAPs.

Economic efficiency, as well as profit-maximizing behavior by an operator, require that the

structure of prices to the two sides be set in a way that "gets both sides on board" because the value

to each side depends strongly on participation and usage by the other side (the two sides are strong

complements)."

49. The right pricing structure in such circumstances involvcs a delicate balancing act,

with prices depending on various elasticities of utilization and participation on both sides of the

market, and will be quite context-specific. Regulators are unlikely to know the right answers.

Ilowever- 1t is safe to say that the current pricing system, where the large costs of providing

enhanced broadband nc1works to mass market consumers are predominantly covered by them

alolle, cannot be presumed to be et1ieient.

50. "'loreover, if a broadband provider chooses to charge CAPs. the likely outcome

would be thaI prices to consumers will fall. This is because broader consumer adoption and greater

usc ofbroadband drives higher revenues to CAPs, notably (but not exclusively) from advertising

and, thereJ()re, increases their willingness to pay for access to that consumer broadband network. If

tlie broadband op<:rator can share in CAPs' revenue, it will therefore have a stronger incentive to

stimulate consumer adoption and usage by reducing prices, improving quality, or otherwise

enhancing its broadband offering. Nor is it correct to fear that "the sky is the limit" on CAP

charges, because if the broadband operator charged excessively on that side, it would stifle CAP

participation -- which ultimately would also discourage consumer participation.

Sec generally Jean-Charlcs Roehet & Jean Tirole, Two-Sided Markets: A Progress Report,
Institut IYEconomie Industrielle (2005), available at

22
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3. Traditional Monopoly Style Regulation Is Inappropriate Given the
Substantial and Growing Competition in Broadband Access

5I. A recurring assertion made by merger cTitics is that broadband access is a "cozy"

and durable "duopoly" and thus eligible for common carrier-like regulation. This position is faulty

for several reasons.

a. Even Duopoly Is Qualitatively Different From Monopoly

52. Baldwin and Bosley assert that "duopoly ... is only one step away from a

monopoly.")' While this is true arithmetically, in an economic sense duopoly is fundamentally

diffcrcnt from monopoly. Economic theory shows that the behavior of two competitors can range

from replicating monopoly (if the firms collude perfectly) to fiercely competitive (in winner-take-

all type settings). Moreover, the possibility of strong competition under duopoly is not merely

theoretical but is observed in various industries. It is therefore a dangerous and unwarranted leap to

extend the monopoly regulation paradigm to situations where monopoly is not deemed inevitable or

desirable. In such settings, thcre arc compelling reasons for relying on competition backed by

antitmst rules as the primary check on finns' misconduct.

b. The Claims of "Cozy Duopoly" Claims Mischaracterize the
Actual State of Broadband Competition

53. Merger critics assert that therc is lack ofbroadband competition, but csscntially

provide no cvidcIlccw By various indicators broadband competition in the U.S. is substantial and

.... nnportantly for guiding futurc policy
. .
IS growmg.

1')

http://idei.fr/doc/wp/2005/2sided..markets.pdf.
'IX

Sec Baldwin/Bosley Oed. ~ 146.

Sec Coopcr!Roycroii Dec!. at 7-8.; Baldwin/Bosley Dec!. ~'1219, 225.

-.,._ _--- _--" -_.
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54. While only a few years ago, broadband access was heavily skewed in favor of cable

modem, DSL has emerged as an increasingly strong competitor. According to the FCC's

broadband deployment data, the share of all rcsidential high-spced lines accounted for by cable

modcms has declined from 70% in June 2000 to 61 % in June 2005, while ADSL rose from 24.4%

to 37.2%.41) Another source shows a still larger growth ofOSL share at the expense ofcable41

Moreover, the growth in DS!.'s share has acccicrated in recent ycars: the FCC data show that

DSL's sharc hovcred around 31% between Junc 2001 and June 2003, but rose to 35.8% by June

2004 and to 37.2% a year later.42

55. Both platforms continue to add subscribers rapidly. According to the FCC data,

between June 2000 and June 2005. rcsidential AOSL subscribers increased from undcr a million to

ovcr 14 million while residential cable subscribers increased from approximately 2 million to over

n million 43 Moreover, according to the Pew Broadband Report, the rate of groWtJl of residential

See FCC Broadband Report at Table 3.

The Pew Internet and American Life Project found that OSL subscribcr lines accounted for
half of home broadband usc as of the end of March 2006, with cable broadband at 41 pcrcent and
wireless access at eight percent. John Horrigan, Home Broadband Adoplion 2006, Pew Internet and
American Life Projcet (May 2006), available al:
http://www.pewinternet.orglpdfsiPIP_Broadband. trends2006.pdf ("Pew Broadband Report").

·12 A knowledgeable observer attrihutcs this development to the D.C. Circuit's 2002 decision in
USIA 1 (United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415 (D.C. Cir. 2002)), and the FCC's
ending of mandatory line sharing requirements in 2003 (sec In re Review ofthe Section 251
Unbundling Obligations o/Incumhent Local Exchange Carriers, Report and Order and Order on
Rcmand and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Rcd. 16978 (Aug. 21, 2003)
(" Tricnnial Review Order' '), both of which eased the regulatory obligations that had applied to
telephone companies but not cable, and increased the telcos' incentives to invest in deploying DSL
Thomas W. Hazlett, Rivalrous Telecommunications Networks With and Withoul Mandatory
Sharing. AE1~Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies (working paper) (2005). Hazlett notes
that once the line sharing regulations wcrc liftcd, the number of DSL subscribers began to grow
more quickly.

See FCC Broadband Reporl at Table 3.
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broadband subscribers has increased in the past year, primarily driven by DS,,44 The intensifying

competition In hroadband is also shown by the increase in the percentage of zip codes reported to

havc two or more providers. This percentage rose from 33.7% in December 1999 to 82.9% in

December 2004 and 88.8% by June 2005 45

56. Broadhand pricing has been decreasing. According to the Pew Broadband Report,

the average price of residential DSL service has decreased from $38 per month in February 2004 to

$32 per month in December 2005.'6 There is also ample direct evidence ofhead-to-hcad rivalry

between cable and DSL providers, in the form of advertising targeted at the other's product'? and

pricing promotions targeted at the other's customers."

According to the Report, the number of Americans who have broadband at home increased
by 40 percent from March 2005 to March 2006, compared to the 20 percent increase from March
2U04 to March 2005. Pew Broadhand Report at I. The higher growth in DSL versus cable for the
past year is shown on page 6.
45 See FCC Broadband Report at Table 15 (showing the following trend: December 1999:
3:1.7%, June 2000: 41.1 %, December 20UO: 50.7%, June 2001: 57.4%, December 2001: 59.9%,
June 2002: 65.4%, December 2002: 70.6%" June 2003: 74.6%, December 2003: 78.3%, June 2004:
80.4%, December 2U04: 82.9'10, hme 2005: 88.8%). While the zip code data overstates somewhat
the percentage of households in that locality that are actually accessed by both DSL and cable, the
trends in this percentage should be less vulnerable to this bias.

4(, See Pew Broadhand Report at 6-7.
47 Corneas! explicitly targets DSL customers to switch to cable through its "Slowskys"
advertisements featuring turtles that prefer DSL because it is supposedly slower than cable. See,
e.g., http://www.!heslowskys.eom/

See nole 25, supra. Despite this evidence of competition, Cooper/Roycroft (at 8) claim that
lack of competition explains the decline in broadband penetration in the U.S. relative to other
countries Irom 3'd in 2000 to 16th in 2005, hased on In) data. Such international comparisons
must be handled with great care. For example, the rankings are sensitive to the measure of
perf(lrmance being lIsed. More importantly, even for a given and consistent measure, differences
between countries depend on factors that affect deployment costs, such as differences in population
density, and on the price of alternatives to broadband (e.g., the availability ofunlimited dial-up
calling in the U.S. but not in many other countries makes U.S. consumers more willing to retain dial
up Internet access). Cooper/Roycroft do not control for these factors and provide no evidence
regarding differences in the level of competition internationally
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57. Finally, it is important to stress that broadband access is not a blockaded duopoly.

While it is true that DSL and cable today are the predominant platforms, there arc no legal barriers

to further entry. Furthermore, alternative technologies and providers already exist. Their share is

rclatively small today but their Impurtanee seems to be growing. FCC data show that between

December 2004 through Junc 2005 the number of satellite and wireless broadband lines almost

doubled, trom 550,000 to almost 1 million49 While virtually all of this increase has been for

business customers, the FCC and others believe that wireless technologies have wider potential for

hreadband provision. III In conclusion, broadband access cannot be characterized as a duopoly, let

alone a durable duopoly.11

c. Net Ncutrality Regulation Is Likely To Impede
Broadband Competition

5~. To the extent that additional broadband competition would be desirable, imposing

Intrusive net neulrality regulation is likely to retard the development of such competition.

ThIS includes all high-speed lioes, not jllst those f()f residcntial end-users. Sf'<' FCC
liro(/dband Report at Table 1.

See FCC Report: Connected & On the Go: Broadband (Toes Wireless (Feb. 2005), available
01 http://hraunj(lSs.fcc.gov/cdocs pllblie/atlachmateh/DOC-257247AI.pdf; see also Working Party
on Telecommunication and lnf()rmation Services Policies, 1he Implications <JfWiMAXfor
Competition and Regulation, Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (Mar.
2(06), available at http://www.oecd.orgidataoecd/3217/36218739.pdf.

SI As the fCC stated: "[tlhe competing analyses fail to recognize the dynamic nature of the
marketplace forces. We fully recognize that not all American households can choose between cable
modem and DSL-bascd Internet access service today. But a wide variety of competitive and
potentially competitive providers and offerings are emerging in this marketplace. Cahle modem
and DSL providers are currently the market leaders [or hroadband Internet access service and have
established rapidly expanding platf()rms. There are, however, other existing and developing
platforms, such as satellite and wireless, and even broadband over power line in certain locations,
indicating that hroadband Internet access services in the future will not be limited to cable modem
and DSL service." See In the Mauers ofAppropriate Frameworkfor Broadband Access to the
In/erne! over Wireline Facilities, Repol1 and Order and Notice of Proposed Rulcmaking, 20 FCC
Red. 14853. 14R80-81 ~ 50 (Sept. 23,2(05) (footnotes omitted).
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59. Diminished Investment Incentives. Most obviously, regulatory restrictions can be

expected to reduce inccntives for new investment in network infrastructure. Merger critics dismiss

this issue, contending that the "duopoly" should not be allowed to "extract rents," especially from

content or npplication providers." This position ignores the fact that the deployment of cnhanced

brondband networks requires massive and recurring new investments. 51 Merger critics seem

eomf()rtablc arguing that allowing broadband providers to charge CAPs will stifle investmcnt and

innovation at that end - but curiously resist acknowledging that depressing returns to broadband

investment can be cxpccted to discourage investment and entry there.54

60. Reduced Scope for Differemiation. Baldwin and Bosley, citing the critique by

Roycmfi. reject the argument by Ford ct al. that net neutrality regulations may makc it morc

difficult to support additional broadband competitors by impcding the ability of competitors to

di l1ercntiate thcir oHerings. 55 While thc empirical magnitude of this efkct is uncertain, the

theoretical point made by Ford et al. is correct. Impeding through regulation competitors' ability to

differentiate their offerings can reduce the prospects for entry. The fact that net neutrality

See BaldwinlBoslcy Ded. ~ 225.

See Broadband Working Group of the MIT Communications Futures Program, The
Broadband Incentive Problem, Cambridge University Communications Research Network (Sept.
2(05)

See Lctter from Albert Cinelli, President, QComm Corp., In the Maller ofConsumer
Protection In the Broadband Era, WC Docket No. 05-271 (Mar. 16,2006).

" Baldwin/Bosley Decl. ~ 230 (commenting on George Ford, et al., Phoenix Center Policy
Paper No. 24 - Net Neutrality and Industry Structure, Phoenix Center for Advanced Legal &
economic Public Policy Studies (April 20(6». Their work was cTiticized by Trevor Roycroft,
Network Nelltrality. Produet Differentia/ion. and Social Welfare: A Response to Phoenix Center
f'oli(y Paper No. 24, Roycroft Consulting (May 3, 20(6). Ford et al., refuted Roycroft's mam
points in Network Neutrality and Scale Economies: A Response /0 Dr. Roycrofi, Phoenix Center for
Advanced Legal & Economic Public Policy Studies (May 2006).
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obligations would not entirely clnninate the ability to differcntiate, as argued by Roycroft, docs not

negale thc basic point.

C. Conclllsions

61. The evolution of Internet applications, content, and usage patterns can be expected

to phlCC increascd strain on the traditional Internet business models of infrastructure providers.

Expanded price/service options and large increased investments in enhanced mass market

broadband networks are likely to be needed in ordcr to address the evolving demands. As I have

shown, imposing net neutrality regulation runs the serious risk of stitling the emergence of etlicient

new options and reducing the incentives tor broadband investment. Merger critics seem to greatly

downplay this issuc- as wcll as the substantial and growing broadband competition that undercuts

the need f()]' regulation. There are sound economic rcasons to continue to allow competition to

evolve, rathcr than to overlay the Internet with intrusive regulation at this stage.

I declare. under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature: lsi Marius SchwaI1Z
Marius Schwartz

Date: June 19,2006
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organization matters. Work included: Telecommunications Act of 1996: competition in
international satellite services; competition in the electric utility industry: reforming the patent and
trademark office; intellectual property rights; international trade disputes; health care.

U.s. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division

Acting Deputy Assistant Attorney Cenefal fOf Economics. January 1999 -..June 1999

Economics Director or Enfofcement. September 1998-Dccembcr 1998. July 1999-Apri12000

In the~ positions, I was responsible for overseeing economic analysis at rh~ Antitrust Division of
numerous mergers and non-merger mailers in various industries, induding:

Mergers &- Joint Ventures -Am~ritech/SBC,Bell Atlantic/GTE, AT&T/BT, Cargill/Continental.
Aetna/Prudential, CBS/Viacom.
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Mrmopo!iZ/Ilivn-sllit against American Airlines for predatory pricing (pending).

ReMU1(l/or~v-Bt:1J enlry into long-distance telecommunications services.

U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division (continued)

Outside E~pert

UPM-R{~f7ar(1c/Bemis·MACtacmerger, 2003-te"lified at trial.

News Cor!, Virec7V partial acquisition, 20(H.

General ElectriclHont'lIyell merger, 2000-01-prepared to serve a~ the teslifying economic expert.

WorldComlSprill/ merger, 2000 --prepared to serve as the testifying econumic expert on Internet
backbone i.'>sucs.

Bell entry, 1996--997 - scrveti as DOl's outside eC(H\omic expert on Bell entry into lang.-distance
telecom scrvices long-distance telecnmmun;calions. services, under section 271 of the Telecom Act,
and <.,ubmitted two affid;l\lits nn behalf of t)OJ £0 the Federal Communications Commission.

Economist, January 19R3-May 191)5 (pan time), OelObcr 1980·Dccember 1982 (full time)

F.xpert "festinum.v

PrC>ii..'nteo written and oral court testimony in successful challenges of merger and of consent del:ree.

Mergns

lnvc<.,tiguled meq;;er~ in several industries and hl,.'lpeu to design appropriate rdid.

Business J'ulI'lic('s

Worked on Vt:'nical-re~tlaints C:lses (tying, exclusive dealing, resale price mClill!cnancc, exclusive
territorial arrungenwnts) and horizontal-conduct cases (collusion and predation).

legislation, COflxress;onal Multer.I·, [kliisiofl Rcporfl-

Provided input to Antitrust Division's Merger Guidelines (1992) nnd Vertical Restraints Guideline"
(1984). Hdpcd t1wfl Division wllunenls on various Congressional legislation ilnd responses 10

inquiries in several arcns including price discrimination and dealer IClminatioll.

Coopnatir!f/ Wilh Poreign Competition AlIlhoriric,\'

Intl'raded with competition officials from several counlries and agencies, and commented on various
documents covering subjects sueh as predatory pricing. price discrimination. distrihution "ystem~, sole
import distributorships. joint R&D, and the intcraclion hetween trade and competition policies.

Other Professional Experience

New Zealand Commerce COlJJmi')sion. Consultant (2005-2006)

Consultant in private antitrust and regulatory ma1ter~ - details and references av:..ilable on request.
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OEeD: Lecturer in Seminar on Vertical Restraints for competition officials from Czech Repuhlic,
lIun/;"ary. Poland, and Slovakia in Cracow, Poland, November 20-22.1995.

ILADES: Participated in Jesigning and leaching a shorl course in industrial OIgalli/,atinn to polley
makers and executives in Santiago, Chile. June 1994.

Pe\',' freedom Fellows Program; Taught short course in microeconomics to twenty Fellows from
transition economies, annually, January 1993-1999. (Fellows hold middle-level or upper-level positions
in government and private business.)

Center for Econornic Development Slovakia: Academic Advisory Roard_

World Bank: Cnnsultant.

Abt Associates/llSAID: Advised Government of Zimbabwe in Harare on formulating antitrust law,
summer 1993 (consultant to Abt. work funded by l.lSAID's Implementing Policy Change Project).

LANGUAG:ES

French, IIcbre\v. Romanian (spcnk rind read Hehrew tluently; proficient in French imd Rornanian),

1I0NORS

U.s. Dcpal1menl of Justice, Antitrust Division: Spcci~11 Achievement Awards
Brookings Institution: Research Fellow, 1979-80
University of California, Los Angeles: Earhart f-eliowshlP, J977~7B

University of California, Los Angeles: Regents Fellowship, IY76-77
London School of Economics: Premchand Prize in Monetary Economics. 1976.

PUBLICATIONS

Refereed Journals

"Cumpatibility Incentives of a Large Network Facing Multiple Rivals," .loumal of IndlHlrial
F('(!n(lfni('s, forlhcorning (\\'ilh David Malueg) <http://ssrn.com/abSlracl::::R760R4>

"The No Surcharg~Rule ,HlJ Card User Rebates: Vertical Conlrol hy a Payment Nelwmk" (with
Daniel Vincent). Revicw ofNerwork Economin. vol. 5, issue I (March 2(06): 72-102.
<http://www.rncjournal.com>

"OpPOl1unisllI in Multilateral Vertical Contracting: Nondiscrimination, Exclusivity, and Uniformity:
Reply:' A/1/Priran Fr(momic Review. vol. 94 (June 2004): 802--803 (with R. Preston McAfee).

"International Telecom Settlements: Gaming lnce.ntives, Canier Alliances, and Pareto-Superior
Reform," JOl/rnal oflndusrrial Economin, voL 49 (September 2001): 335·377 (with David
Molueg).

"The Economic Logic for Conditioning Bell Enlfy into I.ong Distance 011 the Prior Opening of Local
Markets," Journal of Re!(ulatory £n)fwmin (Pructitiuners· Seclion). vol. 18, no. 3 (2000): 247­
288.

"A Quality-Signaling Rationale for Afterm<Jrket Tying:' Amitrust Law Journol. vol. 64- (Winter 1996):
387 404 (with Gregory J. Werden).
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·'The Non-Existence of Pairwise-Proof Equilibrium:' Economics utters, vol. 49 (1995): 251-259 (with
R. Preston McAfee I,

"Equity as a Call Option on Assets: Some Test.'> for Failed Banks." Economics l.c/lers, vol. 48 (1995):
~X9-397 (with Bchzad Diba and Chia-Hsiang Guo).

"Parallcllmpons, Demand Dispersion, and lnternational Price Discrimination" Journal oj
lnlafwlional Economics, vol. 37 (November 1994): 167-195 <with David Malueg).

"Opportunism in Multilateral Vertical Contracting: Nondiscrimination, Exclusivity, and Uniformity,"
American FU}fl(l1nic Review, vol. 84 (March 1994): 210-230 (with R. Preston McAfee).

"Preemptive Investmenl, Toehold Entry, and the Mimicking Principle," RAND Journal of Economics,
vol. 22 (Spring 1(91): 1-13 (with David Malueg).

"Patent Protection through Discriminatory Exclusion of Imports," Review oj Industrial OrRolTi:Wlion.
vol. 6, no. ~1 (199]): 231--246.

·'Third Degree Price Di:;crimination and Output: Ciencrali/.ing a Welfare Result," American Economic
Kel'it'lt'. vol. gO (December 1990): 1259,1262.
Reprinted in ReudillRs in Microewnom;r Theory, Manfredi La Manna hI., Dryden Press, 1997.

"Investments in Oligopoly: Welfare Effects and Tests for Predation." Oxford t:cOfwmic Papen. vol. 41
(ktober 1989): 698-719.

··F.ntr)' Deterrence Externalities and Relative Firm Size," Inferno/iollalJournal oj lndusrril1{
()rXll"i~(i'ion, vol. 6 (June 1988): 181-197 (with Michael Baumann).

"'-;·hc Competitive Effects of Vertical Agreements: Comment," American Economic Review, vol 77
(Decemhn 1987): I063-1O()8.

···!he Nature and Scope of ('onlcstability Theory.. Oxford I.-.,'conomic Papers, vol. 3H Supplement
(November 19R6): 17-57_
Thi" issue of the journal was publi.'>hed in parallel as STrafegic BehQl'ior and Industrial
('ompt'firi(JfI, Morris el al. Eds .. Oxford University Press, 1986_

"The Perverse Effects of the Rohinson-Palman Act," Anrilrwl BulleTin. vol. 31 (Fall 1986): 733-757_

·'I)ivisionaliZ<l1 ion and Entry Deterrence," Quart!'rly Jow'nul of t:cvnomics, vol. 10 J {May 1(86):
':;07-321 (with Earl Thornr~ol1).

·'l!iin(li,~ Brick and the Deterrence of Antitrust Violations," Haslings Law Jmtrlwl, vol. 35 (March
llJ84): 629-668 (wilh Gregory Werden).

··C'ontesl<:lhle Marhls: An Uprising in the Theory of Industry Structure: Commenl," Amaiwn
!"."conofflic Review. vo!. 73 (June 1(83): 4R8-490(with Robert Reynolds),

Monographs, Book Chapters, and Other Puhlications

··Monopsony Concerns in Merger Review," (with Susan M. Davies), American Bar Association
Antitrust Section, Clayton Act Committee Newsletter, vol. H. no. 1, Winter 2002

<http://ww w .aba net.orglant i trusl1comminee slcompute ricIayton/w inter02. pdf>
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"Conditioning the Bell')' Entry Into Long Distance: Anticompetitive Regulation or Promoting
Competition'):· in (liulinno Amato and Laraine 1.. Laudati, Eds., The Anticompctitive Impa('/ of
Rexu/o/ion, Edw<lrd Elgar, 2001.

"Competitor CooperatIon and Exclusion in Communications Industries," in H. Davis and R. Dick.
Eds .. E-C(J/TIlnt'r(f' Amitrust & Trod£' Practias: Practical StrategiesJor Doing Business on the
\Veh, Practising Law Institute, New York, 2001.

Discllssnnt Comments on papers by Andrew .1oskow, by Daniel Rubinfeld, and by Janusz Ordover and
1\1argaret Uuerin-Calvcrt. Review ojlndtotria/ Organization, Vol. 16 (March 2000): 219~22:t

"Buyer Power Concerns and the Aetna-Prudential Merger:' Address presented at 5'h Annual Health
Care Antitrust Forum, Northwestern University School of Law, October 20, 1999, posted on web
site of Antitrust Division, Department of Justice:
http://www.usdoj.gov/atr/publiclspecchcs/3924.hlm

Discussant Comments nn papers by Patrick Rey and Ralph Winter and by Robert Anderson et al., in
Robert D. Anderson and Nancy T. Gallini, Eds .. C(Jmpetition Polky and Imellecmal Proper~v
Rixhts in/hI' Knoh'/edge-Hased Econolll}'. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, 1998.

'"Telecommunications Reform in the United St.ales: Prnmi:o.cs and Pitfalls," in Paul 1.1. Wclfens and
Clcorge Yarrow, his .. Telecommunications and £nerxy in System;t· Tram/ormalion, Heidelberg
:md Nc\v York: Springer, 1997

··Protecling Intellectual Propel1y by Excluding Infringing Imports: An Economist's View of Section
n7 of The !J.S_ Tariff Act," Palen! fVorld, Issue 25 (September 1990): 29-35_

Rcvlt:w Essay of: Jean Tirole. The Theory of Industrial Organization, MIT Press, 1988. Managerial
urnl Decisioll Economics, Vol. 11 (M"y 1990): 131-139.

Ho<\k Review 01: J. Stiglil; and F Mathewson cd~., New Developments in the Analysis of Markel
Structure. MIT Press, 1988. Journal ufEconomic Literature, VoL 36 (March 1988): 133~ 135.

"Vertical Restraints," published in German by FOr.l"chungsinstitutfur Wirtschafisverfassung und
Wf'lfbnl'('I" by LV, KniTl. Heft), 198,1.

REGULATORY FILINGS, DISCUSSION PAPERS AND WORK IN PROGRESS

Reply Declaration of MartUS Schw(lrtz for SHClAT&T in FCC, we Docket U5-65, May 2005
<hllp: IIg uIIfoss2. fcc. gov/prod/ecfs/rclricve.cgi?nativc_ocpdfo;,:pdf&id_document;::651760 1199>

Declaration of Marius Schwartz for SBC/AT&T in FCC, we Docket 05~65, February 2005,
<hll p:l/gull l'oss2. fcc .gov/prod/ccfs.lrctricvc.cgi?nativc_or_pdf::::pdf&id._documcnt=65 I7309 J 04>

"Shou ld Antitrust Assess Buyer Market Power Differently than Seller Market Power?" presented at
DOJIJ-TC Worhhop on Merger Enforcement, Washington DC, February 2004
<http://wW\\i.frc.govJhc/mergerenforcc/prcscnlations/index.html>

"Interconnection In..:entives of a Large Network Facing Multiple Rivals," (with David Malueg),
Georgetown University, Department of Economics Working Paper 03~Ol, January 2003
<h11 p:/h~con .georg t':!own.edu/workingpa pers/>
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"The N;ltinnaJ Televi:.;ion (hvnership Cap and Localism," paper submitted with Comments oCNAE
,md NASA 10 FCC in 2002 Biennial NeXt/furory Review - Re~'i('w of /he Commission's Broadcast
Ownnship Rules and Orher Rules. FCC 02-249, Notice of ProposeJ Rulemaking (reI. Sep, 23,
20(2), January 2, 2003 (with Daniel R. Vincent).

"Same Price, Cash or Card: Vertical ('onlrol in Payment Networks" (wiTh Drmie1 Vincent).
(Jcnrgetown University, Department of Economics Working Paper 02-01, February 2002,
<http://ccon.get lrge I{}Wn. cdulwork ing papers!>

"Interconnection lnccnlivc~or a Large Nctv·.:ork,'· (with David Malueg), Georgetown University.
Depal1mcnt of Economics Working Paper 01-05, revised January 2002
<http:1/ccon,gcorget0 \V n.cdulwork ingpapers/>

"Exclusive Dealing. Product Differentiation. and Rent Extraction," in progress (with Serge Morcsi and
Francis O·Toole).

··Arc Spectrum I.imits Needed to Preserve Compelition?" paper submitted on behalf of CTIA to FCC
in 2000 Bit'nnial Regulatory R('vil'w Spec/rum Aggregatiun LimitsJor Commercial Mobife Radio
Sen'ices, WT Docket No. 01-14, Notice ofProposcd Rulcmaking (reI. Jan. 23, 2001), April 13,
200I (with John Gale),

"The Appropriateness of Nondiscriminatory J\ccc~s Regulation for Interactive Television," paper
whlllittcd on behalf of NCTA to I"CC in Nondiscrimination in the Distribution ofb,teracrive
Tr/f'vision ServiN.\' Over Coble. CS Docket No. 01-7, Notice. of Inquiry (reI. Jan. 18,20(1).
March 19,2001 (with John (laic).

·'ll11d.;al Re~tlUc1Uring and ('omsat's Non-Dominunce: Reply to Dr. Owen and Professor Wavennan,"
paper filed 011 behalf of Corns,H Corporation "\i'ith the FCC, I" the Matter oj Comsal Corporation
PetitiON jor Fmbeamn('c jrom Dominam Currier Regulation and for Reclassification As a NOT/­
[)ominant Carria, ("Comsat'$ Forbeanmce Pel ilion") File No. 6O-SAT-ISP-97, Mar<:h 1998.

··Competition ill Inlemational SJlellile Services: Wither INTELSAT Restructuring?" paper filed on
beh:JIf of COn1:;'.;l\ with the FCC in Comsat's Forbearance Petition, November 1997.

"Cornpctl1i\c Concerns with Gaming of the lnternalional Selllcmcnts Process under Asymmetric
I.ibl'ralinlion of International Telecommunications and Above-Cost Settlement Rates:' Affidavit
.;ubmiti('o on behalf of AT&T 10 FCC, in proceedings on Rules and Policies on Foreign
Participation In rhe U.S. TekcommUllim/iOllS Markel.IB 97-142. November 18, 1997.

"The 'Open Local Market Stand,ml' for AUlhoril,ing BOC InterLATA Entry: Reply to BOC
Criticisms," Supplemental Affidavit submitted on behalf or U.s. DOJ to PCC, along with oo1's
evaluation of follmving BOC application(s): BeliSouth in South Carolina, November 4, 1997 and
in Louisiana. Decemher 10,1997. <\\lww.usdoj.gov/atrlstalementslI28I.hlm>

"Competitive Implications of Bell Operating Company Entry into Long-Distance Telecommunications
Serv ICes," Affiuav it submitted 011 behalf of U.S. Depar1ment of Justice (DOJ) to FCC. along with
DOl's evaluation~of follOWing BOC applic.ltions: SHe in Oklahoma, May 16, J1)97; Ameritech in
Michigan, June 25, 1997; and HcllSoulh in South Carolina, November 4, ]997 and in Louisiana,
December 10, 1997. <www.usdoj.gov/atT/sl.atements/Affiwp60.htm>

"Towards Competition in International Satellite Services: Rethinking the Role ofINTELSAT," paper
distributed at OECD Au lIoe Meeling of Expelts on Competition in Satellite Services. Paris.
June 19Y.') (With Jos.eph E. Slig1it:t and Eric WolfO
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"COTtlpetilive Market~ in Generation: ECOIlomic Theory and Public Policy," paper presented at
conference on "Electric Utility Restructuring: Whither Competition?" organized by International
Association for Energy Economics 1,0'\ Angeles Chapter, and Micronomics lnc., I_os Angeles.
May 1995.

"Optlon Values of Deposit Insurance and Market Values of Net Worth: Some Evidence for U.S.
Banb." mimeo, December, 1992 (with Bchwd Diha and Chia-Hsiang Guo).

"Do Sunk Costs Discourage or Encourage Collusion?" U.S. Department of Justice, Alltitru~t Division.
Ern Discussion Paper 85-10 (September 1985).

"Signalling Equilihria Based on Sensible Helicf.',;: Limit Pricing Under lncomplete lnformation," US
Department of Justice, Antitrust Division. EPO Discussion Paper 84-4 (May 1984) (with Maxim Engel'S).

OTHER SCHOLARLY ACTIVITIES

,"}'eminars Pre.wmted

Belkore
Bureau of Competition Policy, Industry Canada
California State University. Hayward
Center for Strategic and International StudIes
Columbia Univer:o.ily

ENSAE, Paris
Federal Reserve Hank of Philadelphia
Georgetown UnIversity
George Wa~hington I1niversity
U.S. lnternational Trade Commission
Johns 1Jopkins University
New York llnivcrsity - Economic~ Department
NC\\t York University - Stern S<"hool of Dusiness
Pennsy]v;mi,1 Slate University

Simon Fraser University
Td Aviv University Law School
Tulane University
University of Alberta
University of Hritish Columbia
University of Calgary
Uni vcrsity of ('alifornia. Davis
University of California, Los Angeles
University of Colorado, Houltler
University of Illinois
Uni\'ersity of Maryhmd
lJniversity of Montreal
University of Pennsylvania
University of Toronto
University of Virginia
U.S. Department of Justice
U.S. Federal COlll1lluJl1c<lliuns Cummission
U.S. Federal Trade Commission



Conferences: Speaker, Discussant or Panelist

Federal Reserve Bank of New York, "Antitrust Activity in Card-Based Payment Systems: Causes and
ConSC411CIKCS," Nc\v York_ September 2005
Instiwl d'Economlc Jndu~triellc,"The Economics of Electronic Communication Markets," Toulouse,
Octohcr 2004
DOJ/FTC Merger Enforcement Workshop, Washington DC. February 2004
Cosmos' Club, 125'" Anniversary Symposium, "The Changing Nature of BusillCss lln8~2003),

Washington DC. December 2004
DOJlFrC Hearings on lJealth Carc and Competition Law and Policy, Washington DC, April 2003
Illternntiooallndustrial Organization Conference, Boston, April 2003
'"Integration, Jnv(~stment and Innovation: future Directions for the Telecommunications Industry,"
CieorgetO\vn University McDonough School of Hu»iness, Fehruary 2003
"The Regulation of Infonnittion Platforms," University of Colorado School of Law, Boulder. January
2002
Phoenix Center for Advanced Legal & Economic Public Policy Studies. U.S. Telecoms Symposium,
Washington nc. July 2001
Practising Law lnstitulc, "Antitmst ami Trade Practices Issues in Cyberspace" New York, March 2001
lHth Annual Telecommunications Policy Research Conference_ Washington DC, September 2000
Schwab Capital Markets LP. Washington Research Group, "Telecom, lntcrnet and Ecommerce
Conference:' Washington DC, September 2000
'"Experience... with Telecommunications Deregulation," semi-annual meetings organized by AEI­
Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies and Centre for European Policy Studies_ Washington
DC, April 2000

"Tekt'ommunicalioTls After Bell Entry," Coofen'nee at University of Colorado School ofl.aw,
Boulder. April 2000
4.s~1 Annual Antitrust Spring Meeting. f\merican Bar Association Section of Antitru ... l Law.
Wa:-.hington DC. April 2000
Telecom-IT f\ mcricas '99 Conferencc. Institutc of the Americas, La Jollu. November 1999
5th Annual Ilcillth Care Antitrust Forum, Northwestern University School of Law, Chicago, Octoher
!l.}9lJ

"RcgulalOry Rcf()rm in Japan, MeXICO. the Netherlands ~nd the United Slates," OECD, Paris, March
1999

PederaJ COlTllllunications Har Assocwtiun Competition Committee, Symposium, Washington DC.
J;mllary 1999
Conference on CUll"cnt Topics in Merger and Alltitrust Enforcement. Charles River Associ<ltes,
Washington DC, DC(f,.~Tllber J9l.j8

Conference on Anticolllpctitivc Rcgulation, Robcr1 Schuman Centre of the European University
Institute. Florcl1ce, September 1999
4Th Annual Antitru~1 Spring Mecling, American Hnr Ass(x:ialioll Section of Anlitrust Law.
Washinglon DC, April 1999
25th Annual Telecommunications Policy Re-.earch Conference_ WaShington DC, September 1997
TelecolOlHunicatiolls seminar series. Canadian Bureau of Competition, Ottawa. September 1997
Competition Policy Workshop, The World Hank, June 1997
Economics of lnterconncction Forum, f'ederal Communicalion~Commission, Washington DC, May
1996
Authors' Symposium on Competition Policy and Intellectual Property Rights, Canadian Bureau of
Competition, Aylmer. Quebec. May 1996
Electric Generation Association. Annual Meetings. West Palm Beach, April 1996
"Wheeling /<:. Dealing: Op~,nllnitiesand Challenges in the New Electric Industry," conference
sponsored by thc Center for Regulatory Studies, Illinois State University and the lnstitute of
Government and Public Affairs, University of Illinois-Urbana. Chicago, April 1996
"New Social and Economic Approal:hes to a Multimedia World," OECD Symposium. Tokyo, March 1996
"Tclecommunil:ations and Energy Regulation in Transition Economies:' Center for Economic
DeVelopment. Bratislava, Octoher 1995

·'El;.:ctric Uiilily ResIflIcturing: Whither Competition?" organized by International Association for
Energy EWTlomics Los Angeles Chapter. and Micronornics lnc., Los Angeles, May 1995.
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"New Learning nn Barrit:r!i to Entry in Competition Policy." Canadian Bureau of Competition. Ottawa,
March 1l)9S

Southeastern EconOlllic Theory Meetings, Charlottesville, ()Cloocr 1994
EARlE CO/lfcrc-nce, Tel Aviv, September J993
Mid\vest Intcmational Economi(:s Meetings, Pittsburgh, OClober 1992
I,alill i\mClic.ln Ewnomelric Society. Mexico City, September 1992
Confert:llcc on lndnstrial Organization, Carleton University, Ottawa, July 1991
Worbhop on Stratl'gic and Dynamic A~pcctsof International Trade, SUNY at Stony Brook, July 1991
1\1-'.1 Conference on "Innovation, Intellectual Property and World Competition," Washington DC
September 1990
EAR IE Confcrcnr.:c, I.i~hon, September 1990
Conference on "Intt;rnational Trade and Technology," Brussels and London, November 1989
FARIE Conkrcnl.:t', Budapest, August 1989
Conference on Strategy nod Market Structure, Dundee University, Dundee. August 1988
Conferemx on "FirtH Ownership .Hld Compctitioll," Graduate School of Business, Slnnford University,
June 1987
b\RJE Conferem:(", Ikrlin. August 1986
AEA Annual Meetings, Dallas, December 1984

Referee for Professional Journals

;1nwriuw l~('(momic Revie~\l

C(/naJian JOllrtlal of £conumics
E(()fIomic(l

EcoNomic Jourl/al

rcollomio Ll'ffl'rs
1:'urol)('Ufl Ecrmomh Review
!:'uropl'wl Journal of Political FCOfuJln:v
Inlenwtiflnal Economic Rl:'l'iew
IrlIl'rnuli(lllal Journal of Industrial Organi;:mion
journal of RI/,Iim'ss

JlJurnat of Business Economics
Journal oj FCn/lmie J)ynv.min ond Conrro!
Jour/lnl (~l EU'flom;c Ft!ucariO/l

JOUr/wI of Fnmomic Theon'
Journal uf t,'conomicJ llntl ,\-fanagemc!lf StTeHt'XY
Journal of Indus/rlrll F.,conomics
Jot/mal of Illfl'rl/urional Economics
Journal of I.mv & Lumomirs
Journal of Poli/iUlI Econom}'
Mano.!?erial amI Deci,\ion l:'conomin
Quarterly Journal of tcunumiC5
Qlj{{rlf'rly Rel'inv (!f Economic,\' and Business
RAND Jmmw] oj Economics
!?Pl'iew of Indus/rial Organh,(J1io/1
RCI'{('\I' of {1l(nnational Eco'l(Imic~

Scandin(/\'ian Journal of Economics
Sou/hem F('of/omir }ollnwl

Outside Evaluator-Research Proposals and Tenure & Promotion Cases

National Science Foundation
Small Business Administr<ltion
Dukt> lJnivcrsit),
INSEAD
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Norl!lwl",lern l ;nivC'r!'ity Schon] nf I ,(lW

Ttx<ts A&fvl Univcrsity
University (If Calgary
UnivnsilY of Califomi<l ;ll Los Angeles
Uniw'rsity of Colorado, Boulder
UniverslIy 01 Michigan
University of Virgini<l
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