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Apple Shouldn't Judge the CCI for Copy-
Pasting

= Hindustan Times 31 July 2026 @ @

INTERVIEW ANGLE

"If a regulator's investigative arm draws heavily on complaints filed by a company's rivals, at
what point does that stop being ordinary evidentiary reliance and start being a genuine bias
problem? What procedural safeguard would you propose to police that line?"

(® Every fact web-verified against primary sources

THE LIFT LINE

A detective who reads the victim’s statement carefully is doing their job; a detective who submits the victim’s
statement as their own final report is not. Apple’s complaint asks which one the CCI actually did, and the

honest answer requires more than a headline accusation to establish.

WHY THIS EDITORIAL MATTERS FOR YOUR EXAM

Competition law and regulatory-body credibility form a growing GS2/GS3 theme as India’s digital economy

scales, and this editorial’s careful separation of “procedural overlap” from “regulatory bias” tests exactly the
kind of precise, non-reflexive analytical reasoning UPSC Mains answers should demonstrate on regulatory-

fairness questions.
GS Paper 2: Statutory, regulatory and quasi-judicial bodies; government policies and interventions.
GS Paper 3: Indian economy, effects of liberalisation; competition policy and its enforcement.

For Prelims, fix the Competition Commission of India’s institutional structure, particularly the role of its

Director General as the investigative arm distinct from the Commission’s adjudicatory function.
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CONCEPT MEANING WHY UPSC TESTS IT
Competition India’s apex antitrust regulator, established under the Foundational regulatory-body
Commission of Competition Act, 2002 fact, frequently tested alongside
India (CCI) its structure
Director General The CCI'’s investigative arm, which conducts inquiries The specific body Apple’s “copy-
(ccn and submits findings to the Commission for pasting” allegation targets,
adjudication distinct from the CCI itself
Evidentiary reliance ~ The distinction between a regulator appropriately using The precise analytical
vs. regulatory bias complainant evidence and a regulator uncritically distinction this editorial centres
adopting complainant allegations without independent on
verification
Anti-competitive A regulatory inquiry into practices like market Relevant procedural-fairness
conduct dominance abuse, distinct from a criminal or purely civil context for any antitrust case
investigation proceeding study

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

The Competition Commission of India, established under the Competition Act, 2002, is India’s primary

antitrust regulator, empowered to investigate and adjudicate cases of anti-competitive agreements, abuse of

dominant market position, and anti-competitive mergers. Its Director General functions as the investigative

arm, conducting detailed inquiries and submitting findings that the Commission then evaluates in an

adjudicatory capacity. Apple’s current antitrust matter before the CCI involves complaints originally filed by

rival firms, including Match (parent of dating-app platforms affected by app-store policies), PhonePe and

Paytm (digital payments platforms with a stake in app-store payment-processing rules), alleging anti-

competitive conduct related to Apple’s App Store policies.

ENTITY

ROLE

Competition Commission of India

(CCDn

Director General (CCI)
Complainants
Respondent

Allegation
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Apex antitrust regulator, adjudicatory body

Investigative arm, conducts inquiry, submits findings
Match, PhonePe, Paytm
Apple

Director General’s report allegedly “copy-pasted” complainant
submissions
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THE CORE ARGUMENT / ISSUE

Why complainant reliance is often appropriate, not suspect

Antitrust investigations are evidentiarily complex, and complainants, particularly rival firms with direct
commercial exposure to the conduct being investigated, are frequently the parties best positioned to identify
and document the specific practices, contractual terms, fee structures, technical restrictions, that constitute
the alleged anti-competitive conduct. A regulator disregarding detailed, well-substantiated complainant
evidence in favour of reconstructing the same facts independently from scratch would be both inefficient and

not obviously more objective.

Why procedural overlap is not automatically proof of bias

The core analytical move this editorial makes is separating two distinct questions: did the investigative report
draw on and reflect complainant submissions (a factual, largely undisputed question), and did the
investigative report fail to independently verify, analyse or legally characterise those submissions (a separate

question requiring evidence beyond textual similarity alone). Apple’s “copy-pasting” framing collapses these

two questions into one, implying that the first automatically proves the second.

The legitimate kernel inside an overstated complaint

The editorial does not dismiss Apple’s concern entirely. A regulator that genuinely adopts complainant
allegations wholesale, without independent verification, cross-examination of contested facts, or the
regulator’s own legal and economic analysis, would indeed be functioning inadequately as a neutral arbiter
rather than as an independent investigator. Whether the CCI’s Director General crossed that line is a factual
question that deserves scrutiny, but scrutiny is different from accepting Apple’s framing that procedural

overlap by itself settles the question.

The asymmetric risk of over-correcting

If regulators respond to “copy-pasting” accusations by systematically raising the evidentiary bar for how much
they can rely on complainant submissions, the practical effect favours large, well-resourced respondents like
Apple, who can better absorb the cost of prolonged, independently reconstructed investigations, over smaller
complainants whose cases might become harder to sustain if regulators grow reluctant to substantially draw

on their detailed evidentiary submissions.

HOW TO THINK ABOUT THIS (ANALYTICAL FRAME)

When an institution is accused of bias based on a procedural pattern, separate the pattern
itself from the inference of bias drawn from it, and ask what additional evidence would
actually distinguish the two. Procedural patterns, similar language, heavy reliance on one party’s

submissions, overlapping structure, are observable facts; bias is an inference about motive and rigour that
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requires more than the pattern alone to establish. Apply this separation whenever an institution, a court, a
regulator, an investigative body, faces an accusation grounded primarily in a procedural similarity, and ask
what the accuser would need to additionally show to convert “this looks similar” into “this was not

independently verified.”

THE DIAGRAM IN WORDS

Picture two documents placed side by side: a complaint filed by rival firms, and the CCI Director General’s
investigative report. A quick visual comparison shows substantial textual and structural overlap between
them, which is the fact Apple points to. But imagine a second, invisible layer beneath each paragraph of the
report: a record of whether that specific claim was independently verified, cross-checked against Apple’s own
submissions, or subjected to the Director General’s own economic and legal analysis. The visible overlap tells
you the surface pattern; only the invisible verification layer, which requires examining the investigation’s
actual working papers rather than just comparing final-document text, tells you whether the overlap reflects

legitimate evidentiary reliance or a genuine shortcut.

WAY FORWARD

@ publish clear, standardised procedural guidelines distinguishing legitimate evidentiary

reliance on complainant submissions from insufficiently verified adoption of complainant claims.

2] Require investigative reports to explicitly document independent verification steps

taken for contested factual claims, creating a reviewable record beyond the final report’s text alone.

© preserve the CCI’s ability to substantially draw on complainant evidence, recognising
that over-correcting in response to “copy-pasting” accusations would disproportionately burden

smaller complainants relative to well-resourced respondents.

o Establish an internal or external procedural-fairness review mechanism for
investigations facing bias allegations, providing a structured process rather than leaving the

question to be litigated purely through public accusation and rebuttal.

> Distinguish, in any resulting judicial or appellate review, procedural-fairness
challenges from substantive challenges to the CCI’s underlying competition-law
findings, since conflating the two risks undermining legitimate enforcement action on procedural

technicalities.

PYQ LINKAGE AND PRACTICE

UPSC has tested the structure and functioning of regulatory bodies, including the CCI, as a recurring GS2
theme, and this editorial’s procedural-fairness analysis offers a sharper, more legally precise angle than a

general “regulatory body overview” answer.
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Practice question: “Procedural overlap between a complaint and a regulatory investigation report is not, by
itself, proof of regulatory bias.” Examine this claim with reference to Apple’s allegations against the

Competition Commission of India’s investigative process. (250 words, 15 marks)

Interview angle: If a regulator’s investigative arm draws heavily on complaints filed by a company’s rivals,
at what point does that stop being ordinary evidentiary reliance and start being a genuine bias problem? What

procedural safeguard would you propose to police that line?

Sources: Hindustan Times, Competition Commission of India, Ministry of Corporate Affairs

Source: Apple Shouldn't Judge the CCI for Copy-Pasting — Ujiyari.com | Free UPSC & State PCS Editorial Analysis
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® KEY ARGUMENTS AT A GLANCE

Apple’s charge that the Competition Commission of India’s
Director General “copy-pasted” complaints from rival firms,
Match, PhonePe and Paytm, into its antitrust investigation
conflates ordinary evidentiary procedure with regulatory bias, and
accepting this framing uncritically risks weakening the CCl's
institutional credibility and investigative independence at a
moment when robust competition enforcement is increasingly
important for India’s digital economy.

v SUPPORTING

* Antitrust investigations routinely and legitimately draw on complainant submissions as a
primary evidentiary source, since complainants, particularly rival firms directly affected by
allegedly anti-competitive conduct, often possess the most detailed first-hand knowledge of

the practices under investigation.

* Procedural overlap between a complaint and an investigative report does not by itself
establish that the regulator failed to conduct independent verification, weigh evidence

critically, or apply its own legal and economic analysis to the underlying facts.

* If regulators are discouraged from substantially relying on complainant-provided evidence
out of fear of “copy-pasting” accusations, the practical effect would be to raise the
evidentiary bar in ways that disproportionately protect large, resource-rich respondents like

Apple from investigations initiated by smaller, less-resourced complainants.

A COUNTER

Excessive verbatim reliance on complainant submissions, if genuinely uncritical and unverified,
would represent a real procedural failure, since a regulator that merely launders a
complainant’s allegations into an official finding without independent analysis is not
functioning as a neutral arbiter, and Apple’'s complaint, even if it overstates the problem,
raises a legitimate question about the CClI's verification rigour that deserves scrutiny rather

than dismissal.

- WAY FORWARD

Establish clear, published procedural standards distinguishing legitimate evidentiary reliance

on complainant submissions from insufficiently verified adoption of complainant allegations,
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giving both respondents and complainants a transparent, predictable standard against which

CCl investigations can be judged.
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-g,é\ MAINS ANSWER FRAMEWORK

QUESTION
Examine the distinction between procedural reliance on complainant submissions and regulatory bias in

antitrust investigations, with reference to the Competition Commission of India's probe into Apple. (250

words)

INTRODUCTION

Apple’s allegation that the Competition Commission of India’s investigative arm “copy-pasted” complaints
from rival firms into its antitrust probe raises an important but frequently conflated distinction: the
difference between a regulator’s legitimate reliance on complainant-provided evidence and genuine

investigative bias favouring complainants over the respondent.

BODY

Antitrust regulators worldwide routinely and appropriately draw substantially on complainant submissions,
since complainants, especially competitors directly harmed by allegedly anti-competitive practices,
frequently possess the most granular, first-hand evidence of the conduct under investigation, evidence a
regulator conducting an investigation from scratch would take considerably longer to independently
assemble. Structural or textual overlap between a complaint and an investigative report is not, by itself,
proof that the regulator failed to independently verify, analyse or legally characterise the underlying facts;
procedural similarity and substantive bias are analytically distinct questions that require different kinds of
evidence to establish.

That said, the concern Apple raises is not entirely without merit in the abstract: a regulator that adopts
complainant allegations wholesale without independent verification would indeed be functioning
inadequately as a neutral arbiter, since its findings would effectively reflect the complainant’s framing
rather than the regulator’'s own analysis. The practical risk in accepting Apple’s framing uncritically is
asymmetric: since large, well-resourced respondents are better positioned to litigate procedural objections
than smaller complainants are to sustain a case against them, raising the evidentiary bar in response to
“copy-pasting” accusations could systematically favour resource-rich respondents in future competition

cases.

CONCLUSION

The appropriate response is neither uncritical dismissal of Apple’s complaint nor uncritical acceptance of it,
but establishing transparent, published procedural standards that let both complainants and respondents
assess whether a given CCl investigation reflects legitimate evidentiary reliance or insufficiently verified
adoption of complainant allegations, protecting institutional credibility without discouraging the CCl from

drawing on genuinely useful complainant evidence.
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