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I. Introduction and Summary
When the Department of Justice challenged the merger of AT&T and Time Warner on
antitrust grounds in 2017, its main antitrust claim was that AT&T would use the valuable
programming content from Time Warner, including HBO, CNN, and the Turner channels, to
favor AT&T's DIRECTV service over other program distribution services. Barely two years
after the AT&T/Time Warner merger was completed, AT&T apparently is actively seeking to
sell DIRECTV. Thus, the main business unit of AT&T that the DOJ asserted would benefit in
an anticompetitive manner from combining the companies possibly may soon be separated
from the source of the claimed anticompetitive leverage AT&T alleging was gaining.
This ironic turn of events shows the difficulty of making determinative assessments regarding
competition and market power in light of the dynamism of the market and technological
change. These ongoing changes impact business judgments on a continual basis. The
important lesson for antitrust authorities is that they need to exhibit more modesty in making
their assessments of the competitive landscape, especially in markets that are evolving and
where rapid technological change is disrupting former sources of leverage over competitors.
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AT&T and Time Warner at the time of the merger did not directly compete in any significant
way, making this a vertical merger with no meaningful horizontal overlap between the
companies. AT&T was a major multichannel video programming distributor through its
DIRECTV satellite service. The Time Warner assets acquired by AT&T were primarily media
and entertainment content providers.
According to the theory asserted by DOJ at the antitrust trial, if the combined company were
to raise its rates for Time Warner programming, some video programming distributors would
agree to pay more for the channels, which would mean more revenue for the merged
company. Other rival programming distributors might choose not to pay. Before the merger,
losing those distributors would mean more lost revenue to Time Warner than would be gained
from charging the higher prices for programming. After the merger, the combined company
could expect to recapture at least some of these revenues when some subscribers who want
the channels switch to other video programming distributors, including DIRECTV. According
to the DOJ theory, the combined company wouldn't need all of these switchers to subscribe to
DIRECTV, only a portion large enough to make such a price increase more profitable after
the merger.
If DOJ was correct, after the merged company started to consider the effects of its pricing
decisions on DIRECTV, the profit maximizing prices for Time Warner content would have
been higher to the detriment of consumers in the market, and some consumers would end up
with less access to the Time Warner channels. The burden under the antitrust laws was on the
DOJ to persuade the court that the combined company would have the incentive to charge
more for Time Warner channels than it did before the merger.
As Free State Foundation scholars and others pointed out at the time, there were clear reasons
for skepticism regarding DOJ’s case. Today anyone with an Internet connection, including via
their mobile broadband service, has many more choices than just AT&T, including Netflix,
Amazon Prime, Hulu, Sling, and other Internet-based services, for receiving video content. As
a result, no particular channels, including the Time Warner channels, have the same value that
they once had. That means that any threats or actions to withhold the Time Warner channels
will be less effective than they might have been a few years ago.
In light of these dynamic changes and the increasing competition among delivery services for
video programming, as well as the efficiency benefits that AT&T argued would arise from the
merger, DOJ faced a difficult burden in proving its case. After carefully examining the
evidence presented at trial by DOJ, Judge Richard Leon concluded that neither DOJ’s main
economic witness nor its other evidence, "provides me with an adequate basis to conclude that
the challenged merger will lead to any raised costs on the part of distributors or consumers –
much less consumer harms that outweigh the conceded $350 million in annual cost savings to
AT&T’s customers (emphasis in original)."
Two years later, it appears that Judge Leon was correct. The anticompetitive harm from the
merger, assuming for the sake of argument there was any, must not have been very large or
AT&T would not be looking today to sell DIRECTV and separate it from the source of the
alleged anticompetitive benefits from the merger.
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Although it was DOJ that chose to litigate the case against the merger, it is also notable that
AT&T had the opportunity to reach a settlement with DOJ in 2018 by agreeing to sell
DIRECTV. Such a settlement would have avoided the trial, including millions in litigation
costs and the costs of delays related to the trial. Evidently in 2018, AT&T thought that
DIRECTV offered enough merger efficiencies and benefits to justify fighting to keep it.
For DOJ and other antitrust authorities, the costs from the government's unsuccessful merger
challenge fall not just on AT&T stakeholders, but more broadly on the taxpayers and on
financial markets now less certain about when vertical mergers will be challenged. Hopefully,
a lesson to be taken from the government's unsuccessful challenge to the AT&T/Time Warner
case is that more caution and modesty should be exhibited in making antitrust assessments in
technologically dynamic markets that are undergoing rapid transformations.
II. Background on DOJ’s Antitrust Challenge of the AT&T/Time Warner Merger
In October of 2016, AT&T and Time Warner announced they had entered into an agreement
under which AT&T would acquire Time Warner for $85.4 billion.1 AT&T at the time of the
merger was a major programming distributor through its DIRECTV satellite service and its UVerse wireline broadband service. AT&T bundled its AT&T-branded offerings, like cellular
service, with both U-Verse and DIRECTV programming distribution services at a discounted
price to its customers.2
The Time Warner assets acquired by AT&T were primarily media and entertainment content
providers. Time Warner owns CNN (multiple channels), HBO (multiple pay channels), the
Turner Broadcasting System (TBS, TNT, TCM, truTV, Cartoon Network, Boomerang, Turner
Sports, et.al.), and Warner Brothers (Warner Brothers Pictures, Warner Brothers Theaters,
Warner Brothers Television Group, DC Comics, and other assets).
AT&T and Time Warner at the time of the merger did not directly compete in any significant
way, making this a vertical merger of a major multichannel video programming distributor
and a major provider of programming, with no meaningful horizontal overlap between the
companies. Time Warner previously owned Time Warner Cable, a horizontal competitor of
DIRECTV, but it sold off its Time Warner Cable operations in 2009.
Over a year later, on November 20, 2017, the Department of Justice announced that it was
challenging the merger as a violation of Section 7 of the Clayton Antitrust Act, the main
antitrust law provision used by DOJ to challenge mergers it contends will lead to
anticompetitive outcomes.3 The DOJ challenge to the merger went to trial on March 19, 2018,
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and the trial lasted until April 30, 2018.4 On June 12, 2018, Judge Richard Leon issued his
ruling, denying DOJ's request for an injunction to stop the merger.5
One month later, DOJ appealed the decision to the U.S. Court of Appeal for the District of
Columbia.6 On February 26, 2019, the appellate court unanimously upheld Judge Leon’s
ruling and allowed AT&T to complete the remaining steps toward merging the companies
without conditions.7
III. The Main Antitrust Claim Raised in the Merger Litigation
DOJ claimed that the merger would allow AT&T to charge more for Time Warner
programming or withhold Time Warner programming from cable rivals to place them at a
disadvantage relative to AT&T’s DIRECTV. As a result, DOJ argued, cable television
subscribers would be harmed by having to pay higher prices and less video content would be
developed after the merger.8 In its complaint filed in the D.C. District Court, the Department
of Justice claimed that if the merger was allowed to go forward:
AT&T/DIRECTV would hinder its rivals by forcing them to pay hundreds of millions
of dollars more per year for Time Warner’s networks, and it would use its increased
power to slow the industry’s transition to new and exciting video distribution models
that provide greater choice for consumers. The proposed merger would result in fewer
innovative offerings and higher bills for American families.9
According to DOJ's theory, if the combined company were to raise its rates for Time Warner
programming, some video programming distributors would then pay more for the channels,
which would mean more revenue for the merged company. Other rival programming
distributors might choose not to pay. Before the merger, losing those distributors would mean
more lost revenue to Time Warner than would be gained from charging the higher prices for
programming. After the merger the combined company could expect to recapture at least
some of these revenues when some subscribers who want the Time Warner channels switch to
other video programming distributors, including DIRECTV. According to DOJ, the combined
company wouldn’t need all of these switchers to subscribe to DIRECTV, only a portion large
enough to make such a price increase profitable after the merger.
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Thus, the anticompetitive harm alleged by DOJ was that after the merged company starts to
consider the effects of its pricing decisions on DIRECTV, the profit maximizing prices for
Time Warner content will be higher, to the detriment of consumers in the market, and some
consumers will end up with less access to the Time Warner channels. The burden under the
antitrust laws was on the DOJ to persuade the court that the combined company would have
the incentive to charge more for Time Warner channels than it did before the merger.
Free State Foundation scholars and others were critical of the DOJ theory at the time of the
merger.10 Vertical mergers in general are less likely to raise competitive concerns than
horizontal mergers, because they do not involve combining firms that compete directly and
generally lead to significant benefits to the customers of the merged entities that usually
greatly outweigh any potential anticompetitive harm.
Whenever antitrust agencies challenge a merger, they necessarily have to use models based on
economic theory and market data to predict how consumer welfare will be affected by the
merger. If they can persuade a court, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the merger will
lead to more anticompetitive harm than benefits to consumers, then they can prevent the
merger from going forward.
In the case of AT&T's acquisition of Time Warner, there were clear reasons for being
skeptical of DOJ’s antitrust case. As late as the early 1990s, the choice for most consumers
was between one cable system and over-the-air television services received via their local
antenna. But in the 1990s, important competition emerged in the form of satellite television
services, including DIRECTV. Most consumers could then choose between their local cable
provider and two satellite services, and, in many places, traditional telephone companies were
beginning to provide multichannel video services as well.
Today anyone with an Internet connection, including via their mobile broadband service, has
many more choices than that for receiving video content, including Netflix, Amazon Prime,
Hulu, Sling, and other Internet-based services. As a result, no particular channels, including
the Time Warner channels, have the same value that they once had. That means that any
threats or actions to withhold the Time Warner channels will be less effective than it might
have been a few years ago.11
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In light of these dynamic changes and increasing competition among delivery services for
television programming, DOJ faced a difficult burden in proving its case. AT&T argued that
various efficiencies resulting from the merger would lead to lower prices or improved service
to its customers after the merger. DOJ disputed much of AT&T’s evidence of efficiencies, but
its main witness conceded there would be at least some benefits to consumers.12 Thus, the key
question for Judge Leon at the trial was whether the anticompetitive harm the DOJ could
demonstrate was enough to outweigh the efficiency benefits.
After carefully examining the evidence presented, Judge Leon concluded that neither DOJ’s
main economic witness nor its other evidence, "provides me with an adequate basis to
conclude that the challenged merger will lead to any raised costs on the part of distributors or
consumers – much less consumer harms that outweigh the conceded $350 million in annual
cost savings to AT&T’s customers (emphasis in original)."13 Two years later, it appears that
Judge Leon was correct. The anticompetitive harm from the merger, assuming for the sake of
argument there was any, must not have been very large or AT&T would not be looking today
to sell DIRECTV and separate it from the source of the alleged anticompetitive benefits from
the merger.
IV. After the Merger
AT&T had the opportunity to reach a settlement with DOJ in 2018 by agreeing to sell
DIRECTV.14 Such a settlement would have avoided the trial, including millions in litigation
costs and the costs of delays related to the trial. Evidently at the time, in 2018, AT&T thought
that DIRECTV offered enough merger efficiencies and benefits to justify fighting to keep it.
Yet two years later, it appears that AT&T also may have misjudged how the DIRECTV
business would fare in its dynamic and changing market. There have been various reports of
AT&T seeking to sell DIRECTV over the last few months, which have intensified recently.15
One report estimated that the value of DIRECTV had fallen to $20 billion, less than half of
what AT&T paid for DIRECTV in 2015.16
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V. Conclusion
The latest reports that AT&T is looking to sell DIRECTV is ironic as it comes after the DOJ
went to court to make a vertical merger challenge to AT&T’s plan to combine Time Warner
programming with DIRECTV. DOJ claimed that the effect of the merger would be to give
DIRECTV an anticompetitive advantage over cable television systems through DIRECTV’s
access to Time Warner programming. Now AT&T is looking to separate DIRECTV and Time
Warner, making the antitrust concerns raised by DOJ largely go away. At the same time,
AT&T probably could have settled the litigation in 2018 by agreeing to sell DIRECTV, likely
at a higher price than a buyer will pay for DIRECTV today.
This outcome shows the difficulty of making determinative assessments regarding
competition and market power in light of the dynamism of the market and technological
change, for both the parties to the merger and to the antitrust enforcement agencies.
For the DOJ and other antitrust authorities, the costs from its unsuccessful merger challenge
fall not just on AT&T stakeholders, but more broadly on the taxpayers and on financial
markets now less certain about when vertical mergers will be challenged. Hopefully, a lesson
to be taken from the government's unsuccessful challenge to the AT&T/Time Warner case is
that more caution and modesty should be exhibited in making antitrust assessments in
technologically dynamic markets that are undergoing rapid transformations.
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