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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20580 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FACEBOOK, INC.
1601 Willow Road 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

            Defendant. 

Case No.: 1:20-cv-03590-JEB 

PUBLIC REDACTED VERSION OF 
DOCUMENT FILED UNDER SEAL

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND OTHER EQUITABLE 
RELIEF 

Plaintiff, the Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”), by its designated attorneys, petitions this 

Court pursuant to Section 13(b) of the Federal Trade Commission Act (“FTC Act”), 15 U.S.C. 

§ 53(b), for a permanent injunction and other equitable relief against Defendant Facebook, Inc.

(“Facebook”), to remedy and prevent its anticompetitive conduct and unfair methods of 

competition in or affecting commerce in violation of Section 5(a) of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. 

§ 45(a).

I. NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Facebook is the world’s dominant online social network, with a purported three

billion-plus regular users.  Facebook has maintained its monopoly position in significant part by 

pursuing Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) Mark Zuckerberg’s strategy, expressed in 2008: “it is 

better to buy than compete.”  True to that maxim, Facebook has systematically tracked potential 

rivals and acquired companies that it viewed as serious competitive threats.  Facebook 
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supplemented this anticompetitive acquisition strategy with anticompetitive conditional dealing 

policies, designed to erect or maintain entry barriers and to neutralize perceived competitive 

threats.   

2. Facebook holds monopoly power in the market for personal social networking 

services (“personal social networking” or “personal social networking services”) in the United 

States, primarily due to its control of two of the largest and most profitable social networks in the 

world, Facebook and Instagram.  The Facebook social network is known internally at Facebook as 

“Facebook Blue” and has more than  monthly users in the United States.  Instagram 

attracts more than  monthly users.  No other personal social networking provider in the 

United States remotely approaches Facebook’s scale.  Snapchat is the next-largest provider of 

personal social networking services, but its user base pales in comparison: Snapchat has tens of 

millions fewer monthly users than either Facebook Blue or Instagram.    

3. Facebook’s dominant position provides it with staggering profits.  Facebook 

monetizes its personal social networking monopoly principally by selling surveillance-based 

advertising.  Facebook collects data on users both on its platform and across the internet and 

exploits this deep trove of data about users’ activities, interests, and affiliations to sell behavioral 

advertisements.  Last year alone, Facebook generated revenues of more than $85 billion and profits 

of more than $29 billion.  

4. As Facebook has long recognized, its personal social networking monopoly is 

protected by high barriers to entry, including strong network effects.  In particular, because a 

personal social network is more valuable to a user when more of that user’s friends and family are 

already members, a new entrant faces significant difficulties in attracting a sufficient user base to 

compete with Facebook.  Facebook’s internal documents confirm that it is very difficult to win 
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users with a social networking product built around a particular social “mechanic” (i.e., a particular 

way to connect and interact with others, such as photo-sharing) that is already being used by an 

incumbent with dominant scale.  Oftentimes, even an entrant with a superior product cannot 

succeed against the overwhelming network effects enjoyed by an incumbent personal social 

network.   

5. Strong network effects can insulate a dominant personal social networking provider 

from competitive threats until a disruptive or innovative technology emerges to open up new ways 

for users to connect.  In a competitive environment, Facebook’s success would depend on its ability 

to anticipate and adapt to periods of technological transition by developing innovative tools that 

create value for the company’s social network.  But in navigating its own transition from small 

startup to business behemoth, Facebook’s leadership came to the realization—after several 

expensive failures—that it lacked the business talent required to maintain its dominance amid 

changing conditions.  Unable to maintain its monopoly by fairly competing, the company’s 

executives addressed the existential threat by buying up new innovators that were succeeding 

where Facebook failed.  The company supplemented this anticompetitive spending spree with an 

opened-first-closed-later scheme that helped cement its monopoly by further thwarting nascent 

rivals.  

6. A critical transition period in the history of the internet, and in Facebook’s history, 

was the emergence of smartphones and the mobile internet in the 2010s.  The emergence of these 

technologies fundamentally disrupted the digital economy by allowing people to connect on the 

go.  As users increasingly shifted online activities to the mobile internet, opportunities arose for 

innovative, upstart companies to challenge Facebook and other giants that had grown dominant in 

the desktop age.  Venture capital and other funding flowed to startups like Instagram, which 
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allowed users to connect through photo sharing, and WhatsApp, which provided messaging 

services.  These upstarts became popular quickly. 

7. Facebook recognized that the transition to mobile posed an existential challenge—

and that Facebook had a brief window of time to stymie emerging mobile threats.  Facebook’s 

CEO, Mr. Zuckerberg, described the period as a  

 

  Failing to compete on business talent, Facebook developed a plan to maintain its 

dominant position by acquiring companies that could emerge as or aid competitive threats.  By 

buying up these companies, Facebook eliminated the possibility that rivals might harness the 

power of the mobile internet to challenge Facebook’s dominance. 

8. Facebook buttressed its acquisition strategy by implementing and enforcing a series 

of anticompetitive conditional dealing policies that pulled the rug out from under firms perceived 

as competitive threats.  Facebook included these policies in agreements with third-party developers 

of software apps that ran on or connected to Facebook’s platform.  Beginning in 2007, Facebook 

actively invited app developers onto its platform, granting them open access to critical application 

programming interfaces (“APIs”) and tools needed to interconnect with Facebook.  This open 

access policy drove developer and user engagement with Facebook, which in turn helped to fuel 

Facebook’s massive advertising profits.  But as developers expanded popular offerings, Facebook 

came to view them as a threat, recognizing that some could aid emerging rivals or even challenge 

Facebook directly.  In response, Facebook retooled its API policies into an anticompetitive 

weapon: developers could only access Facebook’s platform if they agreed (i) not to compete with 

Facebook’s core services and (ii) not to facilitate the growth of potential rivals to Facebook.  App 

developers or websites that stayed loyal to Facebook by adhering to these conditions were given 
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access to valuable Facebook platform interconnections.  In contrast, app developers that worked 

with or themselves emerged as potential competitive threats to Facebook lost access to those 

interconnections, forcing some out of business.  But for the restrictions imposed by Facebook’s 

anticompetitive conditional dealing policies, developers could promote competitive threats to 

Facebook or become threats themselves.  By preventing them from doing so, Facebook reduced 

the opportunities available to nascent threats.  In other words, Facebook beat competitors not by 

improving its own product, but instead by imposing anticompetitive restrictions on developers.  

This conduct is no less anticompetitive than if Facebook had paid off these nascent competitive 

threats to cease competing.   

9. Through these actions, Facebook implemented an anticompetitive scheme that 

prevented differentiated and innovative firms from gaining scale, thus enabling Facebook to 

maintain its dominance.  Facebook’s course of conduct has eliminated nascent rivals and 

extinguished the possibility that such rivals’ independent existence might allow other internet 

platforms to overcome the substantial barriers to entry that protect Facebook’s monopoly position.  

In doing so, Facebook deprives personal social networking users in the United States of the benefits 

of competition, including increased choice, quality, and innovation.  

10. By interfering with the emergence and growth of personal social networking rivals, 

Facebook also suppresses meaningful competition for the sale of advertising.  Many personal 

social networking providers monetize their platforms through the sale of advertising; thus, more 

competition in personal social networking is also likely to mean more competition in the provision 

of advertising.  By monopolizing personal social networking, Facebook thereby also deprives 

advertisers of the benefits of competition, such as lower advertising prices and increased choice, 

quality, and innovation related to advertising.   
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