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INTRODUCTION
The Schumpeter Project on Competition Policy of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation
welcomes the opportunity given by the National Telecommunications Information Administration (NTIA) to
comment on the state of competition in the mobile app ecosystem. 1 On July 9, 2021, President Biden signed
the Executive Order on Promoting Competition which, among other recommendations, requested at Section
5(r)(iii) that the Secretary of Commerce to “not later than 1 year after the date of this order, in consultation
with the Attorney General and the Chair of the Federal Trade Commission, conduct a study, including by
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conducting an open and transparent stakeholder consultation process, of the mobile application ecosystem,
and submit a report to the Chair of the White House Competition Council, regarding findings and
recommendations for improving competition, reducing barriers to entry, and maximizing user benefit with
respect to the ecosystem.”2
As a preliminary remark, the fact-finding goal of the Request for Comment (RFC) to understand the level of
competition in the mobile app market is laudable. But it raises questions about why the Biden administration
has already endorsed the S.2170 Open App Markets Act bill which is premised on the assumption that this
market lacks competition.3 Consequently, it is regrettable that the Biden administration supports a bill based
on the belief of a lack of competition, while simultaneously acknowledging through this RFC the lack of
knowledge about the level of competition in this market.
The Biden administration should withdraw its support of S.2710 at least until the NTIA provides evidence of
alleged anticompetitive conduct in a failing mobile apps market through its study. 4 Until then, support for the
S.2710 is rushed and undermines the effectiveness of the fact-finding exercise carried out by the NTIA via its
RFC.
In the following sections, we first discuss the competition which exists in the mobile app market. The dynamism
of competition contradicts the widespread belief that an app store duopoly (i.e., Apple App Store and Google
Play Store) reveals a lack of competition. Also, we discuss the potential antitrust concerns arising out of the
characteristics of the mobile app markets rather than from anticompetitive motives.
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A COMPETITIVE APP ECONOMY
One of the first questions raised by the RFC is “how should we measure whether the app ecosystem is
competitive?” Detailing the question, the RFC asks, “does the reported total of the number of apps available
at any one time in an app store have a bearing on the state of competition among apps or particular categories
of apps?” In other words, can we measure the level of competition in the app ecosystem by the number of apps
in this ecosystem?

Quantity and Quality
The app economy is highly competitive and has the characteristics of a success story. Indeed, 2.1 million apps
are available for download in the Apple App Store and 3.29 million apps are available for download in the
Google Play Store. 5 Also, the dramatic increase in the number of apps available over the last few years
demonstrates both consumer satisfaction in the apps made available in the app stores and the emergence of a
new class of app entrepreneurs. The evolution of the app ecosystem is staggering. In 2021, consumers
downloaded 230 billion apps, a 63 percent increase from the 140 billion app downloads in 2016. 6
In 2022, app companies have created more apps than ever. On average, over 97,000 new Android apps are
released in the Google Play Store every month while over 32,000 new iOS apps are released in the Apple App
Store every month.7 Consumers increasingly access the Internet using apps. U.S. consumers spend more than
4 hours per day on apps, an increase of 30 percent from just two years ago.8 Most users have more than 80
apps installed on their phones, thereby creating room for competition that is just “one click away” within
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smartphones.9 For example, one in five users of peer-to-peer payment apps regularly use four or more of these
apps.10
In other words, given the dramatic increase in both the supply of apps (app creation through app
entrepreneurship) and the demand for apps (consumers’ app downloads and consumers’ time dedicated to
apps), the app economy appears to be strongly competitive. The success of the app economy is due in part to
the competition between Apple and Google through their respective app stores. A thriving app ecosystem is a
key element of competition between app stores. As one of the main booming areas of the Internet, the app
economy represents both a promising area for development for digital entrepreneurs, but it also represents an
increasingly challenging economy where aggressive price competition and fierce quality competition both
flourish to the benefit of innovation and consumer welfare. As the House Report on digital markets noted,
“Apple and Google also provide developers with software-development tools to create, test, and publish apps;
technical supports and analytics tools; and tutorials.” 11 Because the success of app ecosystems depend on the
availability of high-quality apps, Google and Apple have an incentive to promote the development of valuable
apps. The presence of valuable apps, and more apps, makes an app store more attractive to consumers and may
give an app store a competitive advantage over its rivals.
Regarding price competition, it is remarkable that the app economy mostly remains part of the free economy.
Free apps represent 96.5 percent of apps available in the Google Play Store while they represent 92.3 percent
in the Apple App Store—the overwhelming majority of apps remain free to download. 12 Additionally, many
apps are entirely free as they have ad-funded business models, thereby generating consumer benefits while
operating in a highly competitive environment. 13
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The app economy is becoming increasingly important. In 2021, app revenue for the Google Play Store and the
Apple App Store was $47.9 billion and $85.1 billion respectively.14 These revenues provide an incentive to app
entrepreneurs to develop new apps. But because app stores are freely available to users and most apps are
downloadable for free, app stores must generate revenues from other sources, such as in-app payments—i.e.,
those purchases made on the apps which are vetted by the app stores and subject to app store fees—
commissions on app purchases, fees for app store search advertising, and fees for developer accounts. 15
Regarding quality competition, it is evident that high-quality, professional software is increasingly becoming
app-based, thereby demonstrating that the growing and thriving app economy is becoming increasingly
assimilated with the digital economy more broadly. For example, there are dozens of highly rated project
management apps available on app stores. In other words, everything that is digital is subject to becoming an
app (irrespective of technological barriers).
Also, app downloads are extremely competitive. While 53 percent of website visitors will leave if a website takes
longer than 3 seconds to load16, 70 percent of mobile app users will abandon an app if it takes too long to load,
hence making competition to design high-quality apps even more fierce than competition to build high-quality
websites. 17 Efficiency in loading apps is key to accessing consumers.
Some critics of the app economy have argued that privacy is an element of product quality and that apps that
collect data, such as for targeted advertising, are poor quality and therefore a sign of insufficient competition.
But this critique ignores that most targeted advertising does not share personally-identifiable information with
the advertiser. Moreover, the varied consumer preferences for privacy, disregards the fact that consumers can
often choose and pay for more privacy protective apps, and overlooks that policymakers can address privacy
concerns with data privacy regulations. Indeed, app quality is important for mobile users, so there is no
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indication that users cannot “vote with their feet” if they dislike a particular app’s privacy practices. One survey
of app users found that a third of users would delete an app if they encounter a software bug, and half would
delete an app if it doesn’t function as expected. Similarly, a third of users say they will not download an app
with a bad app store rating. Therefore, privacy practices or data collection of apps are not appropriate proxy
for app quality.18
Therefore, should the competitiveness of the app economy be measured (as suggested by the NTIA’s RFC) by
the quantity and quality of apps available for download and actually downloaded by consumers, it is clear that
the app economy is fiercely competitive due in part to competition between app stores who have an incentive
to foster a thriving app ecosystem. The app economy epitomizes a success story for U.S. tech firms which
pioneered this technology.

Dynamic Competition: Evolution and Innovation
The House report on digital markets erroneously argues that “The [Apple] App Store and the [Google] Play
Store do not compete against one another.”19 Such a claim ignores the fact that the two app stores do compete
for consumers who can switch between smartphones using different mobile operating systems. For a significant
portion of smartphone users, the switching costs between iPhones and Android-run smartphones do not
represent significant obstacles.20
Consequently, the Apple App Store and the Google Play Store do compete, primarily on the differences in their
business models. 21 The House report misrepresents the reality of the level of competition in app stores,
distorting the fact that competition in the app stores is dynamic. While the app store market has evolved into
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a duopoly due the innovative efforts of both Apple and Google (and the failures of other cell phone makers),
there are reasons to believe, as discussed further below, that this duopoly is unlikely to be durable and we should
expect further evolution of the app store market. A dynamic approach to competition that looks beyond
quantity and quality demonstrates that the high level of competition in the app economy results from strong
competitive forces propelling innovation for the benefit of consumers.
Ignoring the dynamism of the app economy will inevitably lead to policy errors to force competition at the
expense of innovation, harming consumers and the dynamic competition that characterizes the app market.
Not only is the current duopoly the result of innovation and competition efforts, but new challengers threaten
to disrupt this quasi-duopoly, thereby demonstrating that the app economy remains competitive and subject to
the perennial gales of creative destruction.
The Emergence of a Quasi-Duopoly
The rise of the app economy came to the fore when Apple decided in 2007 to introduce an iPhone software
development kit for app development companies. Prior to the introduction of native apps available through
the App Store in 2008, third-party applications used the Safari Internet browser to operate as web-based apps.
With 800 applications available in the Apple App Store (200 of them being freely downloadable), the Apple
App Store pioneered the app economy by incentivizing innovators to create apps. In 2012, Google rebranded
the Android market to “Google Play” to offer an alternative to the Apple App Store. This emerging duopoly
came out of the competitive and innovative efforts of both companies who successfully disrupted Microsoft,
Nokia, and Blackberry—the previous mobile phone incumbents, and before that, the weak app stores of the
major cellular carriers.
After the first mobile phone call was made on April 3, 1973 between Martin Cooper of Motorola and Dr. Joel
S. Engle of Bell Labs, it took two decades of research to create the first mobile application for smartphones
with the IBM Simon. 22 Operating systems such as Palm OS, Psien EPOC, Symbian, and Blackberry OS were
leading operating systems in the 1990s and 2000s. The Blackberry smartphone released in 2002 was
outcompeted by the iPhone in 2007 given consumer preferences for a more integrated and nimble device.
Equally, the fierce competition exerted by Apple’s iPhone led Microsoft to lose a third of its smartphone market
share from 2008 to 2009.23 Despite attempts to resurrect the Microsoft mobile OS (Windows Phone, which
succeeded Windows Mobile), the eventual decline of the Microsoft mobile OS and corresponding smartphones
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were not due to lack of size or lack of experience by Microsoft but rather to the lack of robust innovations in
light of the two emerging players–mainly, the Apple App Store and the Google Play Store. While Nokia’s
Symbian OS represented 63 percent of the global smartphone market in 2007, Nokia also fell—largely due to
the lack of innovation compared to the iPhone’s disruption. Given the importance of the number of apps and
the inevitable network effects, the trend irremediably led to consolidation in the sector for the benefit of
consumers who had interoperable devices and for the benefit of app developers who had to create only a few
versions of their apps.24 Therefore, “fierce competition” has led to the emergence of the current duopoly. 25
The Emergence of Disrupters
While the Apple App Store and the Google Play Store are the dominant app stores for mobile devices, a
competitive fringe of alternative app stores exists and has the potential to develop into a competitive challenge
to Apple and Google. 26 Additionally, web-based apps constitute a significant source of competitive constraints
since alternative channels allow developers to reach end-users by circumventing the app stores’ rules. In other
words, competition is multi-dimensional resulting in competition across app stores but also across distribution
channels for apps (e.g., app stores from OS, app stores from device manufacturers, web-based apps, website
app downloads, etc.). Consequently, the Apple App Store and Google Play Store duopoly is, in fact, a quasiduopoly—a joint dominant position which neither captures all app stores nor represents the relevant market
when assessing the multiple ways developers can reach end-users.
Both Amazon and Microsoft represent real threats to this quasi-duopoly. While the Amazon and Microsoft app
stores do not retail apps for smartphones, they do provide a competitive constraint to Apple and Google as
consumers can access the same app across multiple types of devices (e.g., game consoles, PCs, etc.). At least
for some apps, if app developers view Apple’s and Google’s fees to be excessive, they can choose to offer their
apps on these alternative devices instead. The Amazon App Store offers more than 460,000 apps worldwide
and competes with Apple and Google for developers by offering lower app store fees. 27 Amazon’s App Store

Knowledge at Wharton Staff, “As Smartphones Proliferate, Will One Company Emerge as the Clear Market Winner?”
Knowledge at Wharton, May 27, 2009, https://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article/as-smartphones-proliferate-willone-company-emerge-as-the-clear-market-winner/.
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represents the third fastest growing app store in 2020.28 With more than 650,000 apps, the Windows Store can
leverage the market power of Microsoft on hardware to offer web-based apps. Indeed, the Microsoft Windows
store has opened to third-party app stores, thereby creating a considerable venue for app stores to compete
with the Apple App Store and the Google Play Store to attract app developers.29 Additionally, powerful players
such as Epic Games opened their own app stores, circumventing the rules of the Apple App Store that the
company unsuccessfully challenged in court.30
Besides American tech companies challenging the quasi-duopoly, Chinese app stores represent an important
challenge to Apple’s and Google’s app stores. It is widely accepted that “China’s app stores are growing fast,
hosting more apps, and capturing a larger share of new app creation.” 31 New entrants capture considerable
value in the app economy at a rapid pace. Indeed, the “top three app stores on the planet by new apps last year
are probably ones you’ve never heard of: Apkgk, Apkpureco, and Androidappsapk.” Also, app stores such as
the Tencent App Store, the Alibaba App Store, and others are thriving and have millions of users. While these
app stores primarily serve the Chinese market currently, app stores operated by Chinese OEMs (e.g., Xiaomi)

James Anthony, “Number of Apps in Leading App Stores in 2022/2022: Demographics, Facts, and Predictions,”
FinancesOnline, https://financesonline.com/number-of-apps-in-leading-appstores/#:~:text=As%20of%20the%20last%20quarter,Appstore%20with%20459%2C167%20mobile%20applications
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have the potentially to become a competitive threat to Apple and Google as the Chinese OEMs expand outside
of China.32
While U.S. consumers do not use Chinese app stores or Amazon and Microsoft app stores to download apps
to their smartphones, these alternative app stores provide a competitive constraint on Apple and Google
through their impact on app developers. The Apple App Store and the Google Play Store are two-sided markets.
This means that consumers get more value from an app store when there are more apps and app developers
get more value from an app store when there are more consumers using it. If Apple and Google offer app
developers terms that are less attractive than those offered by Chinese app stores or by Amazon and Microsoft,
they may attract fewer app developers and the quality and quantity of apps available in their apps stores may
suffer. Because an app store with fewer apps or with lower quality apps is less attractive to consumers, these
alternative app stores constrain the terms Apple and Google offer developers.
Despite these competitive constraints, Apple and Google have outcompeted incumbents through innovative
efforts and continue to compete with both American tech firms and foreign rivals. Consequently, given these
competitive constraints, their incentives to engage in anticompetitive conduct remain limited. Be that as it may,
several antitrust concerns have emerged regarding app stores’ rules and practices.

LAW & ECONOMICS OF ANTITRUST CLAIMS ABOUT APP STORES’ PRACTICES
Despite the reality that the app economy is competitive and generates considerable innovations for consumers
and benefits for developers, many antitrust concerns have recently emerged. They materialized through
lawsuits, antitrust bills, and anticipated regulations. The main antitrust concerns revolve around two sets of
criticisms against the Apple App Store and the Google Play Store. First, app store commission fees are deemed
to be excessive and discriminatory. Second, app store rules are viewed as exclusionary and allegedly undermine
competition. These two claims are discussed successively.

Excessive Pricing and Price Discrimination
The alleged lack of competition in the app economy leads critics to articulate a claim that app stores excessively
charge developers, thereby harming innovation and consumers. This claim of excessive pricing hardly
represents a convincing claim of antitrust liability, but most importantly, this claim has failed to materialize.
The current pricing strategies of app stores reflect different priorities and business models and cannot be
considered evidence of anticompetitive practices.

32
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Excessive Pricing Is Not an Antitrust Violation
Antitrust jurisprudence often rejects claims of excessive prices on the basis that excessiveness can hardly be
convincingly demonstrated, and that price regulation by regulators or judges has repeatedly proven worse than
price regulation through market forces. The reluctance of U.S. courts to prohibit excessive prices remains one
of the main features which distinguishes American antitrust enforcement from European competition
enforcement. 33 This distinctive feature is fortunate and should be preserved.
Indeed, in the famous Kodak case, the judge considered that a “pristine monopolist…may charge as high a rate
as the market will bear.”34 Perhaps the most untarnished defense of market prices over price regulation by
dominant firms who competed on the merits came from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit
which stated, in the Blue Cross case, that,
[a] natural monopolist that acquired and maintained its monopoly without excluding
competitors by improper means is not guilty of “monopolizing” in violation of the Sherman
Act…and can therefore charge any price that it wants… for the antitrust laws are not a pricecontrol statute or a public utility or common-carrier rate-regulation statute.35
The Supreme Court reiterated this reluctance to strike down excessive prices in the Trinko case stating,
The mere possession of monopoly power, and the concomitant charging of monopoly prices,
is not only not unlawful; it is an important element of the free market system. The opportunity
to charge monopoly prices—at least for a short period—is what attracts “business acumen”
in the first place; it induces risk taking that produces innovation and economic growth. To

33

Article 102 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union prohibits a dominant firm from “directly or

indirectly imposing unfair purchase or selling prices.” See, e.g., Case 26/75, General Motors Continental v. Commission [1975]
ECR 1367, at para. 12 (considering that “that a dominant firm’s price is unfair if it is “excessive in relation to the
economic value of the service provided.”); Case 27/76, United Brands v. Commission [1978] ECR 207, at para. 249–250
(considering that “charging a price which is excessive because it has no reasonable relation to the economic value of the
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34
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Reporting Co. v. Alderson Reporting Co., 763 F.2d 1020, 1023-24 (8th Cir. 1985); U.S. v. Aluminum Co. of America, 148 F.2d
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safeguard the incentive to innovate, the possession of monopoly power will not be found
unlawful unless it is accompanied by an element of anticompetitive conduct. 36
U.S. antitrust authorities refrain from directly intervening to reduce excessive prices. Instead, they assess the
level of competition in a sector and prevent practices (such as mergers or collusive practices) which may “lead
to…higher prices” without however assessing to what extent current prices are excessive. 37 In other words, the
agencies act against anticompetitive practices that may lead to higher prices, not actual price levels. It is a more
dynamic approach to assess prices over time rather than a static analysis where prices are critically assessed in
absolute terms without a time dimension. 38 Such a dynamic approach, although not optimal as it overly focuses
on prices as an indicator for competition, nevertheless represents a better approach than the static approach
that European competition agencies too often adopt. 39 As the Organization of Economic Cooperation and
Development notes,
competition authorities are often extremely reluctant to take enforcement action in case of
exploitative conduct by dominant firms in general and excessive price abuses in particular.
Instead, competition authorities prefer to focus on exclusionary abuses, that is, anticompetitive

36

Verizon Communications, Inc v Law Offices of Curtis V. Trinko, 124 S. Ct. 872, 875, 879 (2004).

See, e.g., United States v. Trans-Missouri Freight Ass, 166 U.S. 290 (1897); United States v. Trenton Potteries Co, 273 U.S. 392
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37
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conduct by dominant firms aiming at excluding or driving competitors out of the market and
thus allowing the dominant firm to maintain or strengthen its market position. 40
Such reluctance is warranted. U.S. antitrust agencies should maintain their tradition of scrutinizing potential
exclusionary practices rather than dubious exploitative practices. Claims that app stores charge excessive
commission fees amount to claims of excessive pricing. Because claims of excessive prices are legitimately
rejected by antitrust authorities in general and by U.S. antitrust agencies in particular, it appears that the antitrust
concerns regarding anticompetitive prices by app stores are overblown. The forthcoming report of the NTIA
should take into consideration the legitimate unwillingness of U.S. antitrust authorities to strike down alleged
excessive prices. Therefore, the NTIA report should focus on the competitive dynamics of the app economy
rather than on the less relevant notion of actual prices.
Claims of Excessive Pricing Do Not Apply to App Stores
But should the NTIA nevertheless decide to investigate claims of excessive pricing by app stores, it is clear that
such claims cannot be supported by the evidence. Indeed, historically, Apple and Google have charged 30
percent for in-app purchases. This 30 percent fee is consistent with standard industry practice. Indeed, many
other app stores, including Samsung Galaxy, Amazon, Microsoft Xbox, Sony PlayStation, and Steam, also
charge commission fees of 30 percent. The only outlier is the Epic Games store which applies a 12 percent
commission fee. Therefore, the commission fees charged by Apple and Google cannot be viewed as excessive.
Despite charging commission fees consistent with industry practice, Apple and Google have introduced price
discrimination in order to differentiate between successful, high revenue developers and low revenue
developers and startups. Price discrimination fosters efficiency in app markets by enabling the participation of
smaller developers who might otherwise not find it profitable to develop apps under uniform pricing. Price
discrimination maximizes creation and innovation by ensuring that developers of all sizes have access to the
app ecosystem.
Apple has reduced its commission fees for developers earning less than $1 million annually. The majority of
app developers are thus subject to a 15 percent fee rather than a 30 percent fee. 41 Google also announced a fee
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cut to 15 percent but which applies to the developer’s first $1 million of revenue regardless of total revenue. 42
Finally, Amazon has announced a fee cut to 20 percent for developers earning less than $1 million annually. 43
Given Amazon’s lack of market power in the app store market, its decision not to match Google’s and Apple’s
fee reductions does not demonstrate anticompetitive conduct. And despite Google’s and Apple’s alleged app
store market power, they now offer the lowest app store commission fees, albeit with different pricing
structures.
It is also worth noting that this discrimination in commission fees is solely based on developer size and not
based on the type of app or whether the app competes with an Apple or a Google app. For example, the
commission fee for Spotify, a music app for which both Apple and Google have competing apps, is the same
as the commission fee for Tinder, a dating app for which Apple and Google do not have competing apps. A
price discrimination scheme that depends on the extent of competition with Apple and Google could be viewed
as anticompetitive if it was designed to give Apple or Google an advantage over competing apps. Given that
the same fee level applies regardless of app type, this fee structure does not run afoul of the antitrust laws.
Furthermore, the commission fee structure itself is a form of implicit price discrimination that encourages app
entrepreneurship. App developers pay low fixed fees, and in some cases no fees at all, to access the development
tools necessary to create apps.44 The use of commission fees on in-app purchases results in higher prices for
successful, high revenue apps and lower prices for less successful apps or recently launched apps. This business
model reduces the startup costs for app development allowing developers to take more risks. If app stores were
required to significantly reduce or eliminate commission fees, the app stores might be forced to charge higher
fees to access their development tools thereby reducing innovation, entrepreneurship, and the vibrancy of the
app ecosystem. Powerful developers now challenge the innovation-enhancing business model that enabled their
success. Indeed, powerful players such as Epic Games and Spotify have brought lawsuits and have advocated
for regulations that would benefit them at the expense of the price discrimination scheme which fosters app
entrepreneurship with lower total fees for small developers. The case of Epic Games v Apple is illustrative of the
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need for antitrust to prevent judicial rent-seeking activities at the expense of the dynamism of the app
economy. 45
Additionally, it is important to note that Apple’s and Google’s fees of 30 percent are relatively cheap compared
to the fees charged by Chinese competitors. “Chinese Android stores frequently take cuts of about 50%.”46 For
example, both Huawei and Xiaomi apply a 50 percent commission fee in their app stores. 47 In that regard,
contrary to claims that the U.S.-based app stores abuse their monopoly power, Chinese commentators remind
us that in reality the 30 percent fee appears quite competitive in light of the pricier Chinese app stores. The fees
charged by Google and Apple can hardly be viewed as anticompetitive when in a large economy such as China
where alternative app stores exist, the app store commission fees are at 50 percent. In other words, there cannot
be an excessive pricing claim when the prices in other similarly competitive markets are even higher. 48 It is clear
that app stores face price competition, with a level of fees that is in line with industry practices. Consequently,
not only is antitrust jurisprudence legitimately skeptical about claims of excessive pricing but such a claim
cannot be sustained in relation to app store fees.

Exclusionary Practices: Avoiding an App Market for Lemons
The allegation that the two main app stores–Apple App Store and Google Play Store–engage in anticompetitive
conduct by excluding app developers from their platforms remain the most forcefully articulated claim
supporting the idea of an app economy lacking competition. The main legal actions undertaken so far include
the case Epic Games v Apple, the lawsuit launched by 37 attorneys general against Google Play Store, and the
European Commission’s charges against the Apple App Store following Spotify’s complaint. 49 Each of these
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three lawsuits results from complaints expressed by large app companies dissatisfied with the app stores’ fees
and internal rules.
The exclusion of spam, scams, and fraudulent apps cannot be considered to be an anticompetitive exclusionary
practice. Exclusionary practices for the benefits of consumer safety, device integrity, and overall cybersecurity
objectives do not harm the competitive process. This is competition on the merits and not an unfair method
of competition. 50 This necessary exclusion of fraudulent apps requires a vetting process for which both Apple
and Google have gained considerable experience and are widely recognized. One commentator noted that
“what Apple and Google are really good at is ensuring the apps on their platforms are high quality and safe.
Especially Apple which has always locked down the App Store tightly, and increasingly Google as well,
which recently banned multiple apps from Google Play due to allegedly fraudulent ad practices.” 51
Apple has the most stringent policies and rules with respect to its vetting process. Often described as a “walled
garden,” Apple’s commitment to the highest level of security may sometimes lead to the exclusion of a large
number of apps. However, Google’s allegedly open ecosystem appears to be increasingly subject to quality
controls given the increase of scams and malware. Consequently, the blunt juxtaposition between an open
ecosystem (i.e., Google) and a closed ecosystem (i.e., Apple) may be an overly simplistic portrayal of reality.
The truth is that both app stores have rules and policies which include a vetting process with different levels of
requirements. Apple may be more demanding than Google, but it does not suggest that the latter is fully open,
let alone striving to lower its quality.
More specifically, the prohibition of sideloading by the Apple App Store enables Apple to offer consumers an
ecosystem with different values, priorities, and strategies relative to those of the Google Play Store. In that
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regard, competition not only takes place within app stores, but between app stores. 52 Apple prohibits
sideloading and third-party app stores on its devices whereas Google allows these possibilities. Consequently,
Google incentivizes more app creation but Android devices have 15 to 47 times more malware infections than
iPhones.53 With more than 230,000 new malware infections per day, smartphone devices are prone to scams
and are ideal prey for cybersecurity threats.54 In light of these cybersecurity risks, which are also national security
risks since the malware often originates from rival foreign powers, the need to have thorough vetting processes
whereby operating systems ensure data privacy, security, and integrity of the smartphones is increasingly
important.55 Consumers view Apple devices to be of higher quality due to its demanding vetting process and
are willing to paying higher prices for this increased quality and security. To erase such differences in app store
rules would erase quality and price competition between app stores and, ultimately, between devices–hence
harming and distorting the competitive process rather than preserving it.
The ability for app stores to have a strong and reliable vetting process whereby scams, malware, fraudulent
apps, and other products can be excluded from the platform speaks to the ability of app stores to create a
market populated with valuable apps. Given the informational asymmetries between ignorant consumers and
fraudulent apps, it is necessary that exclusion from app stores remains a credible threat for app developers, else
the entire market for apps may degrade into a market for “lemons.” 56 Should the vetting process of app stores
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be loosened in the name of fairer competition, consumers will have a harder time telling apart the bad apps
from the good apps since the vetting processes of app stores will become less effective, or nonexistent, given
the risks of antitrust liability. Consequently, the market for apps may decline or even implode. Consumers will
download fewer apps, small app developers without brand loyalty will be most hurt, thereby leading to a
stagnant, non-innovative market for apps at the expense of consumers and innovation.
Competition reforms must not create a market for app “lemons.” Quality certification through the vetting
process of app store rules is necessary (not contradictory with) a thriving market for apps which fosters
innovation and generates consumer benefits.

CONCLUSION
The NTIA’s request for comment in anticipation of the report on competition in the app economy proves
necessary given the complexity of the app economy but also given the misunderstanding of the antitrust
implications of some current practices by app stores. We have demonstrated that not only is the app economy
overwhelmingly competitive but also that antitrust concerns are overblown. The main criticisms fail to represent
anticompetitive practices. App stores fees are not excessive when compared to relevant benchmarks, and
exclusionary policies prove necessary for quality assurance of apps and security guarantees for devices.
Consequently, it is of particular importance that the NTIA focuses on its forthcoming report on how to
preserve innovation in the app economy without undermining current innovative efforts and stifling current
consumer benefits derived from a vibrant app economy.
It is noteworthy that some app stores have recently issued some industry principles that they intend to abide
by. One important example is Microsoft. The company has issued a set of principles applicable to its app
stores.57 These principles depart from the policies adopted by Apple and Google for their respective app stores.
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Microsoft’s app store principles illustrate the point we made above but is worth emphasizing by way of
conclusion. Competition takes place not only within app stores but between app stores with respect to
applicable rules, policies, and pricing. Indeed, app developers may “vote with their feet” and choose a particular
app store over others depending on these features. Such quality and rule-based competition between app stores
is an essential part of the competitive process. The creation of uniform rules for all app store rules would
deprive consumers and developers of the competition arising from differentiated ecosystem thereby harming
innovation and app entrepreneurship.
The current antitrust bill (i.e., S.2710) fails to grasp the dynamics of the innovative app economy, and ongoing
lawsuits are aimed at rent-seeking through the judicial process rather than promoting consumer welfare. Instead
of these ill-suited approaches to competition in the app economy, it is advisable that the NTIA report
recognizes and preserves this type of competition–namely, competition through differentiation.
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