
Analysis of Indian Competition Law Objectives and

Market Definition

Question 1: The Objectives of Indian Competition Law

The Competition Act, 2002 (the Act), which governs the Indian regulatory landscape, sets out mul-

tiple objectives for its enforcement body. Section 18 of the Act expressly mandates that the Competi-

tion Commission of India (CCI) must eliminate practices having an adverse effect on competition,

promote and sustain competition in markets, protect the interests of consumers, and ensure

freedom of trade for other market participants1. This statutory formulation unequivocally supports

a pluralist set of objectives for the Indian competition law regime, actively moving away from the

pursuit of a single overarching goal.

Statutory Text: A Pluralist Approach

The Act’s preamble robustly reinforces this multi-faceted mandate, underscoring the necessity of

establishing a Commission not only to prevent anti-competitive practices but also to actively promote

competition, safeguard consumer interests, and secure freedom of trade2. The inclusion of these

diverse goals, placed alongside the core focus on eliminating practices detrimental to competition,

strongly suggests that the legislature intended the CCI to balance these various, sometimes competing,

interests.

While the consumer welfare standard (CWS), focusing on allocative, productive, and dynamic

efficiencies, often serves as the cornerstone in jurisdictions like the United States, in India, protecting

the interests of consumers is designated as an important component, but not the singular overriding

objective. The legislative design intentionally accommodates a broader view, allowing the CCI to

consider diverse societal and economic concerns beyond simple price effects, which is characteristic

1Competition Act 2002 (India), s 18.
2Competition Act 2002 (India), Preamble.



of a pluralist model3.

Practice of the Competition Commission of India (CCI)

In practice, the CCI has consistently implemented a balanced, pluralist approach. The promotion

of competition is generally treated as the fundamental tenet from which other benefits, including

consumer welfare and freedom of trade, ultimately flow.

The foundational analysis for anti-competitive agreements (Section 34) and abuse of dominance

(Section 45) centers on determining the Adverse Effect on Competition (AEC). This assessment

naturally extends beyond a narrow consumer price-centric focus. For example, when evaluating verti-

cal agreements, the CCI scrutinizes effects on the competitive process itself, such as the foreclosure

of rival access, the creation of barriers to entry, and impediments to innovation.

In its merger control framework (Section 66), the CCI must determine if a combination is likely to

cause an Appreciable Adverse Effect on Competition (AAEC). The framework is pluralist in that

it allows for the consideration of countervailing benefits. Where an anti-competitive combination

yields significant efficiencies beneficial to the economy and consumers, the Commission holds the

discretion to clear the deal, thus illustrating a delicate balancing act involving economic efficiency

and consumer protection.

Consumer welfare, though not the exclusive goal, is critically engaged in the CCI’s decisions.

Abuse of dominance cases directly involve consumer harm, particularly through the imposition of

unfair prices or conditions (Section 4(2)(a)(i)7). This is particularly salient in infrastructure or

essential services sectors, where consumers have limited recourse, making the CCI’s role as

a protector against exploitative abuse vital. Furthermore, preventing an enterprise from using its

dominance to restrict technical or scientific development (Section 4(2)(b)(ii)8) addresses the crucial

dynamic aspects of competition, which shape consumer choice and innovation. Critically, the CCI

has demonstrated its willingness to analyze non-price factors in digital markets, focusing on issues

like data control and network effects to maintain a robust competitive environment9.

3Manasvee Singh, Competition Law in India: The Need for Pluralism (Indian Institute of Corporate Affairs, 2021)
12-15.

4Competition Act 2002 (India), s 3.
5Competition Act 2002 (India), s 4.
6Competition Act 2002 (India), s 6.
7Competition Act 2002 (India), s 4(2)(a)(i).
8Competition Act 2002 (India), s 4(2)(b)(ii).
9Competition Commission of India, Market Study on E-commerce in India: Key Findings and Observations (2020)

20-25.
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Critical Evaluation: The Case for Pluralism

The Indian regime’s commitment to a pluralist set of objectives is particularly well-suited for a

dynamic, emerging economy. Rigid adherence to a single overarching goal like the CWS would be

less effective. Given the diverse nature of Indian markets, a singular focus on price effects would fail

to account for essential non-price competition (quality, innovation, access) and broader social and

developmental objectives.

Crucially, in the modern digital era, where many services operate at a ’free’ or zero-price point, the

traditional price-focused CWS is often ineffective. A pluralist framework empowers the CCI to ad-

dress harm to the fundamental competitive structure (e.g., algorithmic gatekeeping, data leveraging,

stifling potential rivals) even when this harm does not immediately translate into elevated consumer

prices. The legislative mandate to promote and sustain competition provides the necessary latitude

to intervene against conduct that primarily harms the process of competition. The ’freedom of trade’

objective is also crucial for safeguarding small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) against exclu-

sionary conduct by dominant firms, a concern often secondary in a pure CWS regime focused solely

on aggregate efficiency.

While the core challenge of pluralism remains the potential for ambiguity in enforcement, the CCI

has mitigated this by primarily anchoring its decisions in the protection of the competitive process,

treating consumer welfare and freedom of trade as the necessary, beneficial outcomes of a thriving

competitive ecosystem. Therefore, the statutory mandate for a pluralist objective is appropriate and

essential for addressing the complexities of the modern Indian economy.
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Question 2: Market Definition in Competition Law Analysis

Is Market Definition the Most Crucial/Integral Aspect?

Market definition is undoubtedly an integral and foundational pillar of competition law analysis;

however, it should be viewed as a necessary precondition rather than the singular, most crucial or

determinative element in every enforcement case.

Reasons for its Cruciality

Defining the relevant market (encompassing both product and geographic dimensions) is the pre-

requisite for all subsequent analysis concerning dominance and anti-competitive conduct. Without

accurately establishing market boundaries, two critical steps are impossible:

1. Establishing Dominance/Market Power: Market share is the primary, though not exclusive,

indicator of market power, and a market share calculation is entirely dependent on a precisely

defined market10. An inaccurate market definition risks fundamentally miscategorizing an en-

tity’s competitive standing. Furthermore, traditional metrics like market share are inadequate

in digital markets (zero-price services, multi-sided platforms). Correct market definition is the

necessary anchor for identifying alternative metrics of power, such as control over essential data

or bottleneck services.

2. Assessing Competitive Harm: The determination of the Adverse Effect on Competition

(AEC) is inextricably linked to the market scope. Harmful conduct, such as predatory pricing

or exclusionary dealing, can only be evaluated effectively in terms of its impact within the

defined competitive arena. Crucially, a well-defined market is also essential for formulating

effective and proportionate structural and behavioural remedies, preventing over-reach.

The global regulatory difficulties, particularly within digital markets, underscore the fundamen-

tal importance of this step. The US case against Meta, where the District Court Judge highlighted the

FTC’s failure to adequately define the market using non-price metrics like user time spent, serves as a

powerful illustration11. This judicial scrutiny forced the FTC to rethink its approach, confirming that

an incorrect market definition can invalidate a regulator’s entire case, proving it to be a critical hurdle

in establishing market power. The court’s emphasis on precise temporal and spatial measurement of

10Competition Commission of India, Guidance Note on Relevant Market Definition (2017) paras 1-5.
11Federal Trade Commission v. Meta Platforms, Inc., 3:20-cv-03590 (N.D. Cal. 2023) (Order denying Meta’s motion

to dismiss, highlighting the difficulty in defining the relevant market using non-price metrics).
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user engagement highlights the difficulties in adapting traditional analysis to fluid digital consump-

tion, where substitution involves minute shifts in attention rather than large financial expenditure.

Why it is not Always the Most Crucial

Once the market is successfully defined and dominance is established, the analytical focus often shifts

decisively to the **nature of the conduct** itself and its actual or likely effects on competition, which

often become the decisive factors. A dominant firm is not prohibited from competing; therefore, the

subsequent analysis must provide compelling evidence of the anti-competitive intent or direct impact

of the behavior (e.g., predatory pricing, tying, or exclusive dealing), where proving the effect can

often outweigh arguments over the initial market boundaries.

In cases involving multi-sided platforms, defining the market (e.g., one-sided vs. two-sided) is

essential, but the subsequent conduct analysis is arguably more complex and crucial. The anti-

competitive effect must be tracked across different user groups (e.g., how excluding an advertiser

impacts consumer welfare), making the analysis of cross-market effects the determinative element.

The struggles inherent in defining nascent digital markets lead regulators to prioritize direct evidence

of anti-competitive conduct and overwhelming evidence regarding **barriers to entry/expansion**.

The Indian regime’s pluralist goals further allow it to consider effects on the competitive structure

beyond price, occasionally allowing the analysis of conduct to overshadow the precise boundary-

setting phase. This reflects a shift towards a focus on dynamic competition, where the critical question

is whose conduct threatens to stifle future innovation and market entry.

Ultimately, while market definition serves as the indispensable necessary condition—providing

the investigative map—the analysis of market power and the anti-competitive conduct and effects

often represent the subsequent, more complex, and ultimately determinative steps of the overall en-

forcement process.

Relevant Markets: Online vs. Offline Distribution

The Relevant Market is formally defined by the Competition Act, 2002, by reference to two dimen-

sions: the Relevant Product Market and the Relevant Geographic Market12.

Relevant Product Market The Relevant Product Market encompasses all goods or services that

are considered interchangeable or substitutable by the consumer, based on their characteristics, price,

and intended use13. The core criterion here is **substitutability**.

12Competition Commission of India, Guidance Note on Relevant Market Definition (2017) paras 1-5.
13Guidelines on the definition of the relevant market for the purposes of Community competition law (Commission

Notice 97/C 372/03) para 7.

5



1. Separation (Distinct Markets): Online and offline distribution frequently constitute separate

relevant product markets if consumers do not readily switch between them following a price

change. This applies especially to products or services requiring an immediate, in-person, or

tactile experience, where the distribution channel fundamentally alters the offering. In digital

markets, the traditional SSNIP test often collapses due to zero-price core services, compelling

regulators to rely on non-price parameters like usage data and quality degradation, which signif-

icantly complicates the definitional process. Separation is also supported by distinct customer

segments: consumers valuing online delivery convenience may not substitute with brick-and-

mortar stores, even if offline prices are lower.

2. Integration (Single Market): The two channels may be collapsed into a single relevant prod-

uct market where substitutability is high. This is true for standardised goods like books,

electronics, or packaged consumer goods, differentiated primarily by price and convenience.

If a price increase by an offline retailer prompts customers to switch to an online e-commerce

platform for the identical product, integration is warranted. This is often observed in homoge-

neous product categories where the distribution channel is merely transactional. However, one

must account for the *potential* ability of an online platform to increase the price of ancillary

services (e.g., faster shipping fees, data usage charges) to fully test demand elasticity.

3. Case Law (Separation Principle): The CCI has applied the principle of non-substitutability to

distinct channels. For instance, in M/s Consumer Online Foundation v. M/s Tata Sky Ltd. and

Others14, the markets for DTH services and cable TV services were defined separately due

to technological and consumer perception differences. This logic supports the separation of

online and offline channels where their fundamental consumer appeal differs. Furthermore, the

CCI has, at times, defined a distinct market for "e-commerce marketplace services for sellers",

acknowledging that for the seller side of a multi-sided platform, there is often little substitute

for the reach and network effects offered by dominant online players.

Relevant Geographic Market The Relevant Geographic Market describes the area where com-

petitive conditions for supply are homogeneous and distinguishable from neighbouring areas.

1. Online Distribution (Broad Market): The geographic market for online distribution is typi-

cally defined as national or, for certain digital services, even international. This is because e-

commerce platforms transcend physical boundaries, reaching consumers across vast distances

14M/s Consumer Online Foundation v. M/s Tata Sky Ltd. and Others, Case No. 2 of 2009 (Competition Commission
of India, 2017).
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without facing significant barriers like differential regulatory hurdles or high transport costs.

The CCI often treats the relevant geographic market for pan-India e-commerce operations as

the entire country. Yet, this presumption is rebuttable: where regional factors like delivery lo-

gistics, tax structures, or local service requirements introduce significant variation, the online

market must still be segmented geographically. For instance, FMCG distribution, even via on-

line platforms, may be geographically constrained by the necessity for local warehousing and

cold chain logistics.

2. Offline Distribution (Local Market): The geographic market for offline distribution is gen-

erally local or regional, inherently restricted by high logistical costs, consumer travel time,

and the required physical service radius. The conditions of competition, including local li-

censes, rental costs, and local consumer preferences, are highly heterogeneous across different

cities or regions.

3. Case Law (Local/Regional Market): The CCI consistently adopts a local market definition

for services constrained by physical location. For instance, in the real estate sector, the market

for residential development is confined to a specific city or metropolitan area, as consumer

choice is heavily restricted by commuting and accessibility concerns, a principle established

in cases such as K. P. Singh v. M/s. DLF Limited and Others15. This contrasts sharply with

online platforms, where the competitive conditions (e.g., search algorithms, data monetization

strategies) are generally uniform nationwide.

The continuous growth of **omni-channel retailing**, which sees firms integrate both online

and offline distribution, introduces further complexity, requiring regulators to conduct increasingly

sophisticated, nuanced analyses to prevent the arbitrary narrowing or broadening of markets, which

would ultimately vitiate the competition assessment. The future of market definition lies not in static

segmentation but in analysing dynamic competition and the ecosystem effects of conduct, which

are often more revealing of anti-competitive harm than traditional geographic or product boundaries

alone.

15K. P. Singh v. M/s. DLF Limited and Others, Case No. 18 of 2010 (Competition Commission of India, 2011).
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