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Assignment

2

Assignment 1: Offer expert opinion about the likely impact of a well-
designed choice screen in reducing consumer bias in favor of Google.

Assignment 2: Respond to Dr. Murphy’s opinion that allowing Google to 
retain the default and preinstallation agreements will not result in 
consumer biases in favor of Google.

REDACTED PUBLIC VERSION



What is a Choice Screen?
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A choice screen is a user 
interface that asks the 
consumer to make an explicit 
choice among a number of 
products.

Sources: Rangel Remedies Report, ¶ 22 & Figure 1; EC Android search engine choice screen introduced September 2021 (Android, “About the choice screen,” https://www.android.com/choicescreen/).
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Key Conclusions
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Conclusion 2: Even a well-designed choice screen, by itself, is unlikely to 
be sufficient to undo significant biases generated by previous Google 
defaults. Other remedies could enhance the effectiveness of choice 
screens.

Conclusion 3: The performance of choice screens depends on the details 
of the choice architecture.

Conclusion 1: Choice screens help reduce biases in consumer choice in 
search, both in selecting search applications, and in selecting search 
engines within applications.
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Key Rebuttal Conclusions
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Rebuttal Conclusion 1: The introduction of choice screens, by 
themselves, is unlikely to harm consumer welfare.

Rebuttal Conclusion 2: Allowing Google to retain defaults and 
preinstallation agreements, even with some constraints, would 
continue to bias consumer choices in its favor.
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Conclusion 1

Choice screens help reduce biases in consumer choice 
in search, both in selecting search applications, and in 
selecting search engines within applications.
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Evidence from Recent Academic Studies

7Source: Francesco Decarolis, Muxin Li, and Filippo Paternollo, “Competition and Defaults in Online Search,” American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, forthcoming, at 15.

2024 Decarolis, et al. Study
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Evidence from Recent Industry Studies

Source: Mozilla, “Can Browser Choice Screens Be Effective? Experimental Analysis of the Impact of Their Design, Content and Placement,” at 10, 
https://research.mozilla.org/files/2023/09/Can-browser-choice-screens-be-effective -Mozilla-experiment-report.pdf.

2023 Mozilla Browser Choice Screen Study
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Other Examples in the Software Industry

 In April 2021, Apple introduced choice 
screen for data tracking by applications.

 “Don’t Allow” selected by 80%+ after 
one year.

Source: Rangel Remedies Report, ¶ 22 & Figure 1. 9
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Google Uses Choice Screens in Chrome

Source: Rangel Remedies Rebuttal Report, Figure 5. 10
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Industry Participants Have Advocated for Choice Screens

“We proposed instead that users be prompted to select the default search 
provider the first time they use the inline search feature. This approach 
eliminates any company’s own self interests and places control in the hands of 
the end user, where it belongs. It also helps to ensure that users understand 
they have a choice of search providers when using the new search box in IE7.”

Sources: UPX0172, at -731; Mozilla, “Can Browser Choice Screens Be Effective? Experimental Analysis of the Impact of Their Design, Content and Placement,” at 5; DDG, Ecosia, Qwant, “Open Letter from DuckDuckGo, Ecosia, and Qwant,” 
https://spreadprivacy.com/choice-screen-principles/. 11

“Overall, well-designed choice screens have benefits – giving people an active 
choice allows them to select their browser default more easily and increases 
contestability.”

“Choice screens and effective switching mechanisms are crucial tools that 
empower users and enable competition in the search engine and browser 
markets.”
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Conclusion 2

 Even a well-designed choice screen, by itself, is unlikely to be 
sufficient to undo significant biases generated by previous 
Google defaults.

 Other remedies could enhance the effectiveness of choice 
screens.
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Impact of Consumer Habits

 Defaults lead to strong habits, and therefore to familiarity 
and branding. 

 Other things being equal, consumers more likely to 
choose highly familiar options with strong brands.

 To “google” is a verb.

 Leads to advantage after default removed.

13
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Evidence from case materials

“The reason the financial impact is not shifting based on the placement 
of Google in the choice screen is because the assumptions we used in 
the model are based on brand recognition . . . .”

Sources: UPX1103, at -775; MOZ-LIT-0047857, at -872; Cue (Apple) Dep. at 88:9–89:3. 14

“Choice screen remedy is likely to be ineffective due to Google’s higher 
quality/strong brand recognition and experience in other jurisdictions.”

“When you are presented with choices of browsers… most of which you’ve 
never heard of, what we know as an experience for the users is they don’t 
know what to pick. . . . And generally, they pick the one that they know . . . 
at the end of the day, they pick the one they know the most.”
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Evidence from Recent Academic Studies

Source: Francesco Decarolis, Muxin Li, and Filippo Paternollo, “Competition and Defaults in Online Search,” American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, forthcoming, at 2–3.

2024 Decarolis, et al. Study

15

REDACTED PUBLIC VERSION



Evidence from Recent Academic Studies

Source: Hunt Allcott et al., “Sources of Market Power in Web Search: Evidence from a Field Experiment” (NBER Working Paper No. 33410, Cambridge, MA, January 2025), at 1.

2025 Allcott, et al. Study
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Conclusion 3

 The performance of choice screens depends on the 
details of the choice architecture.

 Choice screen effectiveness could be improved by having 
it reviewed by behavioral experts prior to deployment.
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Google Has Designed Its Choice Architecture to
Increase the Use of Its Products

 Google has tracked the amount of choice friction 
associated with changing search defaults and privacy 
preferences

 Google has enforced contractual provisions to prevent 
defaults from being easily switched away

18
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Google Stopped Samsung From Lowering Choice Friction to 
Change the Google Default in the S Browser (2018)

Source: UPX0149, at -062.001–.003 19
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Elements of Successful Choice Screen Architecture

 No option preselected as a default

20

 Options in random order

 Easily accessible useful information about the different options

 Avoid “fear messaging”

 Require scrolling through all the options before making a 
selection

 Minimize the number of required clicks
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Mozilla Criteria for Effective Choice Screen Implementation

Source: PXR0064, at -079. 21
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Criticisms of Apple’s iPhone Browser Choice Screen

“Apple’s current user flow introduces significant friction by forcing users 
to take the additional step of opening the App Store to select their 
default browser.”

“Apple’s choice screen does not force the user to view all options.”

Sources: GOOG-DOJ-33810853, at -856–857 (emphasis omitted); MOZ-LIT-047008 at -011; MOZ-LIT-046885, at -885, -888–889 (emphasis omitted); European Union Press Release, “Commission opens non-
compliance investigations against Alphabet, Apple and Meta under the Digital Markets Act” (March 24, 2024). 22

“Apple’s poor design means that over      % of users who select Firefox in 
the choice screen do not follow through and download the app.”

“Third party apps are listed in alphabetical order, but Safari is listed first.”

“Apple hides the browser default setting option when Safari is the default.”

“The Commission . . . [has] concerns that Apple’s design of the web 
browser choice screen, may be preventing users from truly exercising their 
choice of services.”
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Industry Participants’ Choice Screen Comments

Source: “10 Principles for Fair Choice Screens and Effective Switching Mechanisms,” DuckDuckGo, July 5, 2022, https://spreadprivacy.com/choice-screen-principles/.

2022 Open Letter from CEOs of DuckDuckGo, 
Ecosia, and Qwant
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Rebuttal Conclusion 1

The introduction of choice screens, by themselves, 
is unlikely to harm consumer welfare

24
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Choice Screens Would Have Negligible or Positive 
Impact for Three Classes of Consumers

 Negligible impact for consumers choosing Google products 
before and after choice screen due to:

– History of use and preference for Google

– Habits, familiarity, branding (and not necessarily preference)

 Positive impact for consumers selecting an alternative  
preferred product after choice screen

25
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Evidence from Recent Industry Studies

Source: Mozilla, “Can Browser Choice Screens Be Effective? Experimental Analysis of the Impact of Their Design, Content and Placement,” at 48 (bold emphasis in original), 
https://research.mozilla.org/files/2023/09/Can-browser-choice-screens-be-effective -Mozilla-experiment-report.pdf.

2023 Mozilla Browser Choice Screen Study
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Rebuttal Conclusion 2

Allowing Google to retain defaults and preinstallation 
agreements, even with some constraints, would 
continue to bias consumer choices in its favor
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Defaults Matter Even With Salient Third-Party Distribution

Source: Rangel Liability Expert Report, ¶ 40 & Figure 2 (citing Kuhn et al., “Organic defaults in online-shopping: Immediate effects but no spillover to similar choices,” 
Journal of Consumer Behavior, 2021, 20:271-287). 28
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Defaults Biases Stronger in Existing Search Interfaces

Source: Rangel Remedies Rebuttal Report, Figure 3. 29

Leave browser app Open settings app Scroll to Search tab Tap on search engine option Select desired search engine

REDACTED PUBLIC VERSION



Market Evidence About Search Engines

 Google’s contracts with companies 
like Apple have historically allowed 
for some third-party distribution of 
competing search engines

Mozilla Firefox browser also 
promotes non-default search 
engines in the search bar

Source: Rangel Remedies Rebuttal Report, ¶¶ 18, 20 (citing DX0963, at -404–405, -407; DX0924, at -259, -261; MOZ-LIT-0047857). 30
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Case and Market Evidence About Search Applications

 Google has stated that “Safari is a deeply ingrained habit” 
and changing the default browser to Chrome “is a 
challenging one from a behavioral perspective.”

 Apple’s Maps introduction led to a             % drop in 
Google Maps usage.

Source: Rangel Remedies Rebuttal Report, ¶¶ 27–28 (citing UPX1049, at -232; GOOG-DOJ-27095033, at -034; Trial Testimony of Mike Roszak (September 20, 2023) 1622:1–10). 31
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Key Conclusions
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Conclusion 1: Choice screens help reduce biases in consumer choice in 
search, both in selecting search applications, and in selecting search 
engines within applications.

Conclusion 2: Even a well-designed choice screen, by itself, is unlikely to 
be sufficient to undo sufficient biases generated by previous Google 
defaults. Other remedies could enhance the effectiveness of choice 
screens.

Conclusion 3: The performance of choice screens depends on the 
details of the choice architecture.
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