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hiQ v. Linkedin: A Clash Between    
Privacy and Competition

By Maureen K. Ohlhausen & Peter Huston 1

Abstract
 Advances in data storage, processing power, and system architecture allow today’s 

computers to solve tasks of extraordinary computational complexity, paving the way for in-
novative, reliable, and lucrative predictive analytics.  !e implications for both privacy law 
and antitrust law can be signi"cant.  Although competition law and privacy law often coex-
ist peacefully, tension between the two realms can arise, as they have in hiQ v. LinkedIn, a 
case pending in the Northern District of California.  HiQ applies its proprietary algorithms 
to data scraped from LinkedIn’s servers (without LinkedIn’s authorization) to provide “people 
analytics” to its employer customers.  One product warns employers if employees’ LinkedIn ac-
tivity suggests they may be considering changing jobs.  LinkedIn, invoking the privacy rights 
of its members, employed technical measures to block hiQ’s automated bots from accessing the 
data on LinkedIn’s servers.  HiQ alleges that LinkedIn’s justi"cation for attempting to block 
hiQ is pretextual and that it is really seeking to insulate itself from potential competition.    

!e case demonstrates a legal policy dilemma.  Protecting privacy by limiting the 
spread of data can reduce the bene"ts of competition by denying upstart rivals access to the 
data they need to compete and entrenching incumbents (who may already be dominant).  
Conversely, attempting to bolster competition by insuring that competitive rivals have easy 
access to personal data can diminish privacy by distributing data in ways that consumers 
may not anticipate or want.  

Noting that hiQ would go bankrupt without access to the data on LinkedIn’s plat-
form, the district court gave hiQ an early victory, enjoining LinkedIn from employing its 
active technical measures to block hiQ’s bots.  !e Ninth Circuit agreed.  In reaching their 
opinions, both the District Court and Ninth Circuit disregarded the concepts of consumer 
sovereignty about privacy choices and individual control over personal data.  !is is surpris-
ing given the current heightened sensitivity to digital privacy, as re#ected in California’s 
Consumer Privacy Act (“CCPA”) which, ironically, took e$ect just months after the Ninth 
Circuit issued its opinion.

1  Partners, Baker Botts, LLP.



32 THE EVOLUTION OF ANTITRUST IN THE DIGITAL ERA

I. INTRODUCTION

Meet Jill.  She’s not happy at work.  Her employer doesn’t pay her what she’s 
worth and her boss is a jerk.  She decides to start looking for a new job, discretely.  As 
a "rst step, Jill wants to make sure her pro"le on LinkedIn, the popular on-line profes-
sional network, is sparkling.  She updates her list of accomplishments, polishes up the 
description of her experience, solicits some peer recommendations, and sends out a 
round of invitations to join her network.  To keep her plans private, she double-checks 
her LinkedIn settings to make sure that each change she makes to her pro"le is not 
broadcast to her connections, which include several work colleagues. 

Unfortunately, Jill’s goal of keeping her job search covert is not shared by hiQ 
Labs, a data analytics company.  HiQ’s automated bots scrape data from LinkedIn’s 
servers and run it through the hiQ algorithm.  HiQ determines that Jill is a “#ight risk.”  
For a fee, and unbeknownst to Jill, hiQ presents this determination to her employer.  

At this point, things could veer in a couple of di$erent directions.  Maybe Jill’s 
employer, armed with hiQ’s “#ight risk” conclusion, realizes how valuable she is, o$ers 
her a raise and "xes the issues that caused her to be dissatis"ed in the "rst place.  On 
the other hand, maybe Jill’s boss demotes her, makes her life even more miserable, and 
sabotages her chances of "nding another job.  Either way, she did not consent to hiQ’s 
analysis and use of her LinkedIn data and her life is altered from the course she planned. 

Such a scenario is at the heart of litigation now pending between hiQ and Linke-
dIn.  !e case raises a number of questions at the intersection of competition and privacy 
law:  Are restrictions on access to data necessary to protect against exploitation of consum-
ers, or are they anticompetitive barriers slowing innovation and insulating incumbents 
against nascent rivals?  Who should be able to access data on digital platforms?  What are 
the rights of consumers, platforms, and competitors, and how should they be balanced?2  

II.  hiQ LABS, INC. v. LINKEDIN CORPORATION

Most people are familiar with LinkedIn, the on-line professional network 
that allows its 500 million members to share their professional histories and interests.  
HiQ Labs is younger, much smaller, and less well-known.  HiQ’s automated bots 
scrape LinkedIn’s servers and apply predictive algorithms to the data.  HiQ sells the 
results of its analysis, which it calls “people analytics,” to Fortune 500 clients looking 
for insights on their workforces.  HiQ’s business model poses a problem for LinkedIn, 
which works to preserve the trust and goodwill of its members and informs its mem-
bers that it prohibits automated bots from scraping the site.

2  For a helpful survey of various court approaches to screen-scraping cases, see George H. Fibbe, 
Screen-Scraping and Harmful Cybertrespass after Intel, 55 Mercer L.Rev. 1011 (2004).
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In 2017, LinkedIn sent hiQ a letter demanding that it cease and desist scrap-
ing LinkedIn’s site or risk legal action under the federal anti-hacking law known as the 
Computer Fraud and Abuse Act (“CFAA”), California’s corollary, the Computer Data 
Access and Fraud Act (“CDAFA”), codi"ed at California Penal Code section 502, et 
seq., the Digital Millennium Copyright Act, and the state common law of trespass.  
LinkedIn also made sure that the various technological systems it employs to thwart 
automated bots were working against hiQ’s incursions.  !ose systems identify pat-
terns suggesting non-human activity and throttle or block the activity.  After receiv-
ing LinkedIn’s cease and desist letter, hiQ promptly sued LinkedIn in the Northern 
District of California seeking a declaratory judgment that it was not violating the 
law.  It also accused LinkedIn of violating California’s Unfair Competition Law and 
interfering with hiQ’s contracts, among other claims.  HiQ moved for a preliminarily 
injunction to enjoin LinkedIn from employing its blocking technologies against hiQ 
and asked the court to order LinkedIn to withdraw the cease and desist letter. 

Responding to the preliminary injunction motion, LinkedIn pressed the pri-
vacy interests of its members.  It noted that “hiQ makes no enforceable commitment 
in a privacy policy or otherwise to LinkedIn’s members regarding what it will do with 
their data or to whom it may sell or transfer it, nor is there any way for LinkedIn 
members to ‘opt out’ of hiQ’s processing and selling of their data.”3  It also noted, 

[I]f a LinkedIn member decides to delete his or her account, 
LinkedIn pledges to permanently delete the account and all of 
the member’s information within 30 days.  LinkedIn does not 
keep a copy of that data.  !e power to remove one’s own infor-
mation from LinkedIn helps ensure that members have control 
of their own information. hiQ does not claim that it makes any 
similar pledge, nor could it, as it has no contractual relationship 
with LinkedIn’s members.4

Despite this argument, District Court Judge Edward Chen granted hiQ’s mo-
tion for preliminary injunction.5  Judge Chen credited hiQ’s assertion that it would go 
bankrupt without access to the data and therefore found that the balance of equities 
tipped sharply in favor of hiQ.  Judge Chen was skeptical of LinkedIn’s claim that 
members opt not to broadcast their pro"le changes primarily to keep those changes 
private from their employers.  Applying the sliding scale approach to preliminary in-

3  LinkedIn Corp’s Opposition to Plainti$’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order at 3, 
HiQ Labs, Inc. v. LinkedIn Corp., 273 F. Supp. 3d 1099 (N.D. Cal. 2017), a$’d, 938 F.3d 985 
(9th Cir. 2019) (Dkt. 31).
4  Id. at 6. 
5  HiQ Labs, Inc. v. LinkedIn Corp., 273 F. Supp. 3d 1099 (N.D. Cal. 2017), a$’d, 938 F.3d 
985 (9th Cir. 2019).
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junctions, Judge Chen held that because the equities tipped sharply in favor of hiQ, 
he needed to "nd only that hiQ had raised serious questions going to the merits to 
issue a preliminary injunction.  

LinkedIn appealed the injunction to the Ninth Circuit.  !e appeal raised sen-
sitive and highly charged issues — access to data, privacy, competition, innovation, and 
free speech.  !e case attracted appellate heavy-weights:  Harvard Professor Lawrence 
Tribe joined the brie"ng for hiQ and former United States Solicitor General Donald 
Verrilli, Jr. argued for LinkedIn.  !e case also attracted numerous amici.  Interestingly, 
two non-pro"t organizations dedicated to digital privacy wound up on opposite sides.  
!e Electronic Frontier Foundation (“EFF”) submitted a brief in support of hiQ, while 
the Electronic Privacy Information Center (“EPIC”) supported LinkedIn.  At oral ar-
gument, the court allowed the parties to argue well-beyond their allotted time. 

!e Ninth Circuit a%rmed the preliminary injunction.6  !e court agreed 
with Judge Chen’s conclusion on irreparable harm and the balance of the equities.7  As 
to whether hiQ had raised serious questions on the merits, the court "rst addressed 
hiQ’s intentional interference with contract claim.  HiQ had contracts to supply its 
“people analytics” product to several clients.  !e court noted that hiQ would be un-
able to perform without access to the LinkedIn data.  For its part, LinkedIn alleged 
a “legitimate business purpose” in protecting its members data.  It argued that pro-
tecting its members privacy was essential to preserving member trust and goodwill.  
!e court, weighing the interest of contractual stability against LinkedIn’s interest of 
protecting its members and its investment in the platform, held that LinkedIn’s tech-
nical measures to block hiQ had not been recognized as acceptable justi"cations for 
contract interference.8 

Critically, the court cited evidence that LinkedIn had plans to o$er services 
similar to some that hiQ o$ered, making hiQ a potential competitor: 

LinkedIn’s conduct may not be within the realm of fair compe-
tition. . . . If companies like LinkedIn, whose servers hold vast 
amount of public data, are permitted selectively to ban only po-
tential competitors from accessing and using that otherwise pub-
lic data, the result—complete exclusion of the original innovator 
in aggregating and analyzing the public information—may well 
be considered unfair competition under California law.9 

6  HiQ Labs, Inc. v. LinkedIn Corp., 938 F.3d 985 (9th Cir. 2019).  
7  Id. at 993-995.
8  Id. at 997.
9  Id. at 998 (citations omitted).

hiQ v. LINKEDIN: A CLASH BETWEEN PRIVACY AND COMPETITION
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!e court also held that LinkedIn’s interest in protecting its members’ data 
was relatively weak because members who requested that their pro"le changes not be 
broadcast may have made that election merely to avoid annoying their connections 
with noti"cations, not to protect their own privacy.10  

As to LinkedIn’s allegation that hiQ is violating the anti-hacking provisions 
of the CFAA by accessing LinkedIn’s servers without authorization, the court held 
that hiQ had raised a serious question as to whether the CFAA’s “without authoriza-
tion” concept even applied.  !e court noted that prior to LinkedIn banning hiQ and 
employing its technological systems to thwart it, hiQ had not needed prior authoriza-
tion to view LinkedIn member information.11  For example, the data hiQ scraped was 
never password protected.12 LinkedIn has petitioned the Supreme Court for a writ 
of certiorari on the CFAA issue.13 !e Court had not ruled on that petition as of the 
writing of this article.  

Lastly, the court addressed how granting or denying an injunction would 
a$ect the public interest.14  HiQ had argued that “letting established entities that 
already have accumulated large user data sets decide who can scrape that data from 
otherwise public websites gives those entities outsized control over how such data may 
be put to use.”15  For its part, LinkedIn argued that the preliminary injunction allowed 
hiQ to freeride and would invite malicious actors to attack its servers, forcing Linke-
dIn and other companies with public websites “to choose between leaving their servers 
open to such attacks or protecting their websites with passwords, thereby cutting them 
o$ from public view.”16  !e court sided with hiQ: 

[G]iving companies like LinkedIn free rein to decide, on any 
basis, who can collect and use data—data that the companies do 
not own, that they otherwise make publicly available to viewers, 
and that the companies themselves collect and use—risks the 
possible creation of information monopolies that would disserve 
the public interest.17

10  Id. at 994, 998.
11  Id. at 999-1000.
12  Id. at 1001.
13  LinkedIn Corp. v. HiQ Labs, Inc., petition for cert. "led (U.S. Mar. 9, 2020) (No. 19-
1116).
14  Id. at 1004.
15  Id. at 1005. 
16  Id. 
17  Id.
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Notwithstanding the Ninth Circuit’s concern over the possible creation of 
“information monopolies,” it bears mentioning that that when the Ninth Circuit 
wrote its opinion hiQ had not brought a Sherman Act monopolization or attempted 
monopolization claim against LinkedIn (although it added those claims in an amend-
ed complaint "led after the Ninth Circuit’s opinion).  In its amended complaint, hiQ 
alleges that LinkedIn possesses monopoly power in the markets for professional social 
networking platforms and people analytics.18 Perhaps that is not surprising.  Laying 
aside whether these are properly de"ned relevant markets, hiQ faces an uphill climb 
on these claims because there is no generalized duty to aid competitors.19  Unilaterally 
refusing to deal with a potential competitor, without more, does not comprise a Sher-
man Act monopolization violation.  Although courts have recognized refusals to deal 
as a basis for monopolization claims under certain circumstances, the high-water mark 
for such claims was 35 years ago when the Supreme Court decided that Aspen Skiing 
Co. engaged in monopolization when it cut o$ competitor Aspen Highlands Skiing 
Corporation from a joint all Aspen ski pass.20  Since then, courts have been skeptical 
of such claims and have typically required that the refusal not make economic sense 
but-for its anticompetitive e$ect, often evidenced by ending a pro"table prior course 
of dealing.

While hiQ did not initially allege a Sherman Act claim, it did allege that 
LinkedIn violated the California Unfair Competition Law (“UCL”).  !e UCL is 
more forgiving than the Sherman Act (how much so is frequently the subject of ar-
gument).  !e UCL supplied the hook for hiQ’s argument that LinkedIn’s alleged 
rationale for banning hiQ was pretextual.  As the district court noted, the UCL “is not 
limited to actual antitrust violations, but also includes conduct that threatens an in-
cipient violation of an antitrust law, or violates the policy or spirit of one of those laws 
because its e$ects are comparable to or the same as a violation of the law, or otherwise 
signi"cantly threatens or harms competition.”21  HiQ alleges that LinkedIn’s con-
duct violates the spirit of the antitrust laws because LinkedIn is unfairly leveraging its 
power in the professional networking market to secure an anticompetitive advantage 

18  Amended Complaint at ¶ 111 (Dkt 131), hiQ Labs, Inc. v. LinkedIn Corp., No. 3:17-cv-
3301 EMC (N.D. Cal. Feb. 14, 2020).
19  Verizon Comm’s, Inc. v. Law O%ces of Curtis V. Trinko, 540 U.S. 398, 411 (2004). 
20  Aspen Skiing Co. v. Aspen Highlands Skiing Corp., 472 U.S. 585 (1985).
21  273 F. Supp. 3d at 1117.

hiQ v. LINKEDIN: A CLASH BETWEEN PRIVACY AND COMPETITION
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in the data analytics market.22  HiQ also alleges that LinkedIn is unfairly controlling 
an “essential facility.”23  Neither the monopoly leveraging doctrine nor the essential 
facilities doctrine have a solid footing at the U.S. Supreme Court, which is perhaps 
another reason why hiQ did not allege a federal antitrust claim. 

III. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMPETITION LAW AND PRIVACY LAW

Although both privacy law and competition law share the ultimate goal of 
protecting consumers, they have di$erent missions.  Competition law seeks to ensure 
that consumers enjoy the bene"ts of a competitive market — high quality products 
and services at competitive prices — and that "rms who wind up with market power 
do not extend their power into other markets or use it to exclude competitors.  Privacy 
law, on the other hand, seeks to ensure that consumers have some measure of control 
over their personal data.  !e two realms can come into contact in a number of ways.  
Firms can o$er enhanced privacy to distinguish their products and secure a competi-
tive advantage over rivals who o$er less protection.  In other words, privacy can be 
a competitive di$erentiator as an aspect of product quality.  Apple, for example, has 
adopted this strategy, touting its refusal to share its users’ data for marketing purposes.  
LinkedIn, for its part, pledges to its members that it will not rent or sell personal in-
formation that members post and, as noted above, informs members that it prohibits 
automated bots from scraping the site.

Tension between privacy law and competition law arises when a competitor 
or potential competitor relies on access to consumers’ personal information held by a 
rival.  For example, the German competition authority, the Bundeskartellamt, argued 
that alleged violations of data protection laws by Facebook, which it considers a domi-
nant social network provider, also constituted a violation of German competition 
law.  A German appellate court disagreed, however, holding that merely collecting 

22  Id.  !e Second Circuit announced in Berkey Photo, Inc. v. Eastman Kodak Co., 603 F.2d 
263 (2d Cir. 1979) that “a "rm violates §&2 by using its monopoly power in one market to gain 
competitive advantage in another . . . .”  Id. at 276.  More recently, circuit courts have dimin-
ished the monopoly leveraging doctrine as an independent claim under section 2.  See, e.g. In 
re Microsoft Corp. Antitrust Litig. 333 F.3d 517 (4th Cir. 2003); Alaska Airlines, Inc. v. United 
Airlines, Inc., 948 F.2d 536 (9th Cir. 1991).  !e Supreme Court appeared to take a narrow 
view of monopoly leveraging in Trinko, , noting in a footnote that a party can articulate a suc-
cessful monopoly leveraging claim only by showing a “dangerous probability of success in mo-
nopolizing the second market.”  540 U.S. at 415 n. 4 (internal quotes and citations omitted). 
23  273 F. Supp. 3d at 1117.  !e Seventh Circuit articulated the four elements of the essential 
facilities doctrine in MCI Communications Corp. v. American Telephone and Telegraph Co., 708 
F.2d 1081, 1132-33 (7th Cir. 1983): “(1) control of the essential facility by a monopolist; (2) a 
competitor’s inability practically or reasonably to duplicate the essential facility; (3) the denial 
of the use of the facility to a competitor; and (4) the feasibility of providing the facility.”  Id. at 
1132-33.  In Trinko the Supreme Court pointedly noted that it has never adopted the essential 
facilities doctrine.  540 U.S. at 410-11.
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and processing the data of Facebook users does not constitute an abuse of dominance 
(Europe’s version of monopolization) in violation of competition law without harm to 
actual or potential competitors.

HiQ v. LinkedIn represents another example of this tension playing out in liti-
gation, and we can expect more.  As consumers navigate the modern digital economy, 
they generate vast amounts of data (now measured in zettabytes (1021 bytes) annu-
ally).  Day-by-day computers, smart phones, digital assistants, social media, wearable 
technology, home appliances, and cars become more interconnected.  Meanwhile, 
dramatic advances in data storage and retrieval, paired with equally dramatic advances 
in processing power and system architecture, allow computers to solve tasks of extraor-
dinary computational complexity.  

!is has paved the way for sophisticated and rapidly deployable predictive 
analytics and arti"cial intelligence that is more widely available than ever before.  !is, 
in turn, opens the door to groundbreaking innovations — new products and services 
that can improve the lives of millions.  At the same time, however, those with access to 
such data and analytical tools are often privy to disconcertingly accurate insights into 
how we are likely to act, where we are likely to go, who we are likely to be with, our 
state of mind, and what we will likely buy and consume.  !e privacy implications are 
signi"cant.  !e implications for market power, the realm of antitrust law, are equally 
signi"cant.  In short, data can be a very valuable resource and the digital economy 
prospectors that are digging in these mines are frequently discovering rich new veins 
of data gold.  

!is presents a legal policy dilemma.  Increasing privacy protections by limit-
ing the spread of data can reduce the bene"ts of competition by denying rivals access 
to the data they need to compete, simultaneously entrenching incumbents that hold 
such data (who may already be dominant).  Locking down data, in this view, is consid-
ered tantamount to raising a barrier to entry or expansion.  Conversely, attempting to 
bolster competition by ensuring that competitive rivals have access to personal data can 
diminish privacy by sharing data in ways that consumers may not anticipate or want.  

In the tug-of-war between privacy and competition, both the district court 
and court of appeals in hiQ v. LinkedIn have come down "rmly on the side of compe-
tition, at least so far.  !at may have something to do with the posture of the case (the 
opinions were in the context of injunction proceedings, and as of the writing of this 
article LinkedIn has not even responded to the complaint).  Crucially, consumers such 
as LinkedIn members are not directly represented.  To be sure, LinkedIn made priva-
cy-based arguments on their members’ behalf.  But LinkedIn’s credibility on member 
privacy issues was undermined by hiQ’s allegations that LinkedIn was just seeking to 
protect its market power and that the privacy arguments were just a handy alibi.  Both 
the District Court and the Ninth Circuit rested their decision, in part, on LinkedIn’s 

hiQ v. LINKEDIN: A CLASH BETWEEN PRIVACY AND COMPETITION
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alleged plans to develop a service competitive to hiQ’s (though LinkedIn will obtain 
users’ permission).  Given the current heightened sensitivity to digital privacy, how-
ever, it is remarkable that both the District Court and Ninth Circuit disregarded the 
concepts of consumer sovereignty about privacy choices and individual control over 
their data in their opinions, despite the fact that these principles are wildly popular.  
According to Pew Research polls, 93 percent of adults say that being in control of who 
can get information about them is important24 yet over 8 in 10 say they have very little 
or no control over the data that companies and the government collects.25 !e U.S. 
Federal Trade Commission has used its authority over unfair and deceptive practices 
to challenge harmful uses of consumer data that consumers did not agree to or antici-
pate.  !ese concepts support LinkedIn’s argument that it had a business justi"cation 
for denying hiQ access.  When members post their data on LinkedIn’s site, LinkedIn 
states it does not allow it to be scraped by third parties.  Users do not anticipate or 
consent to companies like hiQ secretly analyzing changes to their pro"les for purposes 
of reporting to their employers.  Ironically, just months after the Ninth Circuit issued 
its opinion, California’s Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) took e$ect.  

Although the CCPA was not in e$ect when hiQ created its service or when 
it sued LinkedIn, it is now and it directly a$ects hiQ’s activities.  Under the CCPA, 
businesses that collect a consumer’s personal information must inform the consumer 
what information they are collecting and why.  To “collect,” under the statute, includes 
“gathering, obtaining, receiving, or accessing any personal information pertaining to a 
consumer by any means . . . include[ing] receiving information from the consumer, 
either actively or passively, or by observing the consumer’s behavior.”26 !e law de"nes 
“personal information” in a way that clearly includes the information hiQ collects.  Spe-
ci"cally, it includes information that “relates to, describes, is capable of being associated 
with, or could reasonably be linked, directly or indirectly, with a particular consumer or 
household” and“[i]nferences drawn . . . to create a pro"le about a consumer re#ecting the 
consumer’s preferences, characteristics, psychological trends . . . predispositions, behav-
ior, attitudes, intelligence, abilities, and aptitudes.”27  Although “personal information” 
does not include publicly available information, under CCPA, “publicly available” refers 
only to information that is lawfully made available from federal, state, or local govern-
ment records, not information that is publicly posted by the consumer on a private site.28

24  Mary Madden, Lee Rainie. Pew Research Center, May 20, 2015 “Americans’ Atti-
tudes About Privacy, Security and Surveillance.” Available at: http://www.pewinternet.
org/2015/05/20/americans-attitudes-about-privacy-security-and-surveillance/.
25  Pew Research Center, November 2019, “Americans and Privacy: Concerned, Confused 
and Feeling Lack of Control Over !eir Personal Information.”
26  California Consumer Privacy Act, C'(. C)*. C+,- § ./01..23(-). 
27  Id. §§ 1798.140(o)(1), 1798.140(o)(1)(K).
28  Id. §1798.140(o)(2). 

Maureen K. Ohlhausen & Peter Huston



40 THE EVOLUTION OF ANTITRUST IN THE DIGITAL ERA

!e increasing importance of consumer data to competition coupled with 
the growing protection of such data in privacy law creates numerous dilemmas.  Shar-
ing as a competition remedy has traditionally been invoked where data is di%cult or 
expensive to create, raising an entry barrier that keeps out competitors who need ac-
cess to such data.  By contrast, the concern driving privacy law, like the CCPA, is that 
consumer data has become too widely available, with a perceived loss of consumer 
control.  !e remedy adopted for privacy concerns limits collection and restricts shar-
ing of data, except at the consumer’s direction, but attempts to provide these protec-
tions and stop a rival from accessing data may trigger antitrust liability, at least under 
the UCL, or liability for interfering with a rival’s contracts.

!e case between hiQ and LinkedIn will continue, and the advent of the 
CCPA may yet get the court’s attention.  Regardless, this case represents an early clash 
between the goals of antitrust and privacy law and demonstrates that companies that 
use consumer data need to be alert to possible threats to their business models from 
both areas of law.

hiQ v. LINKEDIN: A CLASH BETWEEN PRIVACY AND COMPETITION
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The issues it tackles are many: the role of innovation, the co-
nundrum of big data, the evolution of media markets, and the 
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les the overarching themes from their unique national per-
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through the lens of competition enforcement.


