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 Growing international competition has brought forth a new dilemma for Community 

legislation. Partial loosening of competition regulation could actively contribute to economic 

growth while this shift of the regulation system would lead to distortions in the conditions of 

competition. The core task is to determine the manner and extent to which competition 

regulation should be reviewed; these changes should lead to an economic growth that 

overweighs the negative effects of the allowed distortions to competition. 

 In our paper we examine how the R+D and technology transfer agreements between 

horizontally competing undertakings contribute to achieving this goal. To this end, it is 

essential to present the updated R+D- and technology transfer block exemption regulations. 

The legal framework (that is, the two block exemption regulations) ensures the EU-level 

protection of competition while it provides legal certainty for the cooperating enterprises in 

the internal market of the EU. By introducing the block exemption regulations, the aim of 

policy makers was to spur economic growth as exempting the R+D and technology transfer 

agreements from the cartel ban enhances the competitiveness of undertakings and thus that of 

the EU as well. Sharing the R+D costs gives further impetus in this process.  

 On the other hand, for the purpose of avoiding misuse of the exemptions, agreements 

which contain hardcore restrictions are prohibited. Competition regulation could be dedicated 

for economic stimulation only to the extent at which competition is not eliminated. 

 The expansion of the above described function of competition regulation has to be 

substantially considered. The growing significance of economic approach in the regulation 

shows in this direction but evaluation of the block exemption regulations could also serve 

these objectives. 
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 1. Introduction 

 

During the last two decades the EU has suffered from various economic problems. In 

the case of some countries, for example Italy or Greece, these problems are such great that we 

could speak about a lost decade. It is not easy at all to find a common point of the problems, 

these differ from region to region. While in the majority of Southern European countries 

demographical problems seem to be the most important matter in the near past, in Central 

Europe structural problems have emerged. However, most of the Member States suffer from 

low growing rate (perspective) that undermine their long time capabilities to reach a 

sustainable budget. Economic growth, therefore, has become one of the central issues at an 

EU level. Establishing of the Economic and Monetary Union is a manifestation of looking for 

„new sources‖ of growth as well. 

European Union needs new types of economic impetus. Social market economy built 

up in the majority of the MSs could be maintained by a less or more calculable growth of 

economic output, by competitiveness, efficiency and legal certainty for undertakings 

operating on the common market. Ensuring these features, implementation of some of the 

common policies has to be reconsidered, highlighting their ability of contribution to economic 

growth. 

Competitiveness on an EU level could be achieved if the economic environment 

undertakings deal in is adequately shaped. One of the most important features of the terms, if 

not the most important one, is the characteristics of the regulatory framework. Too rigid 

framework sets back economic growth and development like a lax one; only the degree of the 

setback could vary. Cooperation granted by the regulation, which is controlled in the 

meantime as well, would be the desirable combination. Finding this equilibrium is the main 

challenge of the contemporary competition policy. The European Commission recognized, 

however, that a well-shaped competition policy could serve the goal of economic 

development (Monti 2010) as well as other common policies, including monetary policy, too. 

The outline of the paper is as follows. Firstly, we give a short overview about the 

paradigm shift of the competition policy. Highlight will be put on the rise of economic 

approach. In the second main part of our paper we present the most important elements of the 

regulating system for exempted agreements in force today. In the conclusion we summarize 

our findings relating to the paradigm shift of the EU competition policy. 
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2. The regulating system – paradigm shift in competition policy? 

 

Community level competition policy is one of the common policies whose fundaments 

were laid down by the Treaty of Rome. One of the goals of the European Economic 

Community, declared by the Treaty, was to establish equal conditions for undertakings’ 

operation and business. Article 2 of the Treaty of Rome declares: 

„The Community shall have as its task, by establishing a common market and 

progressively approximating the economic policies of Member States, to promote 

throughout the Community a harmonious development of economic activities, a 

continuous and balanced expansion, an increase in stability, an accelerated raising of 

the standard of living and closer relations between the States belonging to it”         

(EC 1957, article 2). 

  

 Obtaining the goals described in Article 2 the funding Member States introduced 

common policies (EC 1957). Creating common policies – that have meant disclaim from their 

sovereignty in the meantime – have ensured that equal conditions regard on all of the actors 

on the single market. This is relevant in our topic to an extent that „the activities of the 

Community shall include […] the institution of a system ensuring that competition in the 

common market is not distorted” (EC 1957, article 3). The framework granted by the Treaty 

was filled up gradually by the normal decision making process. Alike to other common 

policies, the European Commission has the pivotal role in shaping the common competition 

policy, albeit the judging practice of the European Court is noteworthy as well (Szilágyi 

2007). While the core principle of the continental legal system is the normative decision 

making, the interpretation of the common law by the Court over the time have showed a 

movement towards an anglo-saxon case law interpretation and contribution to the legislative 

framework. Nowadays these interpretation issued by the Court and its principles constitute a 

fundamental cornerstone of the EU legal system. 

 Article 2 and 3 of the Treaty of Rome state: the community level competition policy 

first of all serves the establishment of the single market, but, on the other hand, it contributes 

to the economic growth and development as well (EC 1957). This initial role was followed by 

the competition policy since the main role of the common competition policy – like in the 

cases of other European policies – has been to create equal conditions on the community 

level. Approval of these statements has meant the legal basis of the Community and economic 
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basis of the common market. Observing the actuality of these arguments has to be made in 

line with the contemporary political and social, but first of all: economic condition of the 

given era. 

 The competition policy approach interpreted in political and economic context have 

not disappeared but, however, changed significantly. Common policies and rules, which can 

be handled in the economic sense as manifestation of the integration, have developed towards 

economic rationality and demands. From the point of view of our current topic, the last fifteen 

years are more important since it have brought crucial – practical – amendment in the role of 

the competition policy. Kirchner (2007) argues that „discussion on revisiting goals of 

European competition law may be seen as part of a world-wide trend into the direction of an 

’economic approach’. In Europe this trend was first visible in Commission statements in the 

late 1990s and early in the first decade of the new century under the name of ’more economic 

approach’‖ (p. 7). Competition policy’s new reading has come to the forefront; due to this it 

could become – particularly arm-in-arm with the common industrial policy – inducement of 

development (Török 1999, Pelle 2005). In the legislative process more and more emphasize is 

being put on the economic approach concerning the regulation of antitrust and undertakings’ 

concentration (fusion) (Evans – Grave 2005, Bloom 2005, Guat et al 2005, EEMC 2006), in 

line with the relevance of the judging practice of the Court. Change in the reading of the 

antitrust and fusion judgement signs this shift (Hildebrand 2009); in the meantime the 

amendment of the State aid system supports stimulation of economic growth and development 

not ignoring the uniformity of the single market (Pelle 2005, EC 2008). 

 Similar conception can be found about the general ban of cartel activity. While the 

exemption from the general ban was introduced already by the Treaty of Rome (EC 1957), 

economic benefits that can be exploited by „proper‖ shaping and implementation of these 

rules become a field of examination of the European Commission only in the last one and a 

half decade – in line with the Monti-reforms (Bloom 2005). Such a paradigm shift could be 

assessed from two notices the EC issued in 2001
1
 and in 2011.

2
 From articles 2-4 of the EC 

notice (EC 2001) on the applicability of the article 81 of the EC Treaty on horizontal 

agreements we could read out that potential loss in economic growth could occur if the 

regulation is too rigid, but it could be escaped by the adequate (efficiency friendly) adaptation 

of the competition prescriptions. 

                                                           
1
 Official Journal C 003 , 06/01/2001 P. 0002 - 0030 

2
 Official Journal C 011 , 14/01/2011 P. 0001 - 0072 
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 Article 2 of the notice emphasize the anti-competitive feature of horizontal 

cooperation, stating that: 

„Horizontal cooperation may lead to competition problems. This is for example the 

case if the parties to a cooperation agree to fix prices or output, to share markets, or if 

the cooperation enables the parties to maintain, gain or increase market power and 

thereby causes negative market effects with respect to prices, output, innovation or the 

variety and quality of products” (EC 2001 article 2). 

 

 In respect to the economic growth and development we have to mention article 3 of 

the notice which states that „ […] horizontal cooperation can lead to substantial economic 

benefits‖ (EC 2001 article 3). This is due to the recognition of the Commission that for the 

purpose of achieving (or maintaining) competitiveness „ […] companies need to respond to 

increasing competitive pressure and a changing market place driven by globalisation, the 

speed of technological progress and the generally more dynamic nature of markets. 

Cooperation can be a means to share risk, save costs, pool know-how and launch innovation 

faster […]‖ (EC 2001 article 3). These goals are strongly correlated to the Lisbon Strategy 

(2000), whose objective is, among others, the „improvement and simplification of the 

regulatory framework in which business operates‖ (EP 2006 p.1.). Furthermore, in line with 

the (negative) effects of globalisation, the Lisbon Strategy highlights the need „for the EU and 

its member countries to cooperate on reforms aimed at generating growth and more and 

better jobs by investing in people's skills, the greening of the economy and innovation‖ (EC 

2010a p.1.). One of the key area of the Strategy was to spur innovation, research and 

development on the EU level. The EU recognised that the main task on this area is to reduce 

the lag between the Community and international competitors, on one hand, and, on the other 

hand, „strengthening links between research institutes, universities and businesses‖ (EC 

2010a p.1.). 

 European Commission issued an updated notice about its views on horizontal 

agreements in 2011. Central elements of the 2001 notice (these are the distortion of 

competition resulting from the cooperation of the parties, and spurring economic growth) 

could be found in the 2011 notice as well, but the emphasis is now put on economic incentive. 

This trend of looking for „new sources‖ of economic growth is starkly relating to the 

slowdown of the economic growth and development in the EU; this was crowned by the 2008 

financial crisis. Bearing in mind competition policy’s helpful contribution to the economic 

growth we recognise why the emphasis is being shifted from the rigid interpretation of the law 
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towards the potential economic gains appropriate regulation bears (Gual et al 2005, Gerard 

2008). Article 2 of the 2011 notice states that 

―Horizontal co-operation agreements can lead to substantial economic benefits, in 

particular if they combine complementary activities, skills or assets. Horizontal co-

operation can be a means to share risk, save costs, increase investments, pool know-

how, enhance product quality and variety, and launch innovation faster‖  

(EC 2011 article 2). 

 

―On the other hand, horizontal co-operation agreements may lead to competition 

problems […]‖ (EC 2011 article 3) – highlights the Commission the potential anti-

competitive elements of the agreements. However, evaluating anti-competitive effects of the 

allowed distortion remain extremely important (in line with article 101 (3) of the TFEU), but 

the tone is being put on the economic stimulation by a well-shaped competition policy. The 

notice states that ―the Commission, while recognising the benefits that can be generated by 

horizontal co-operation agreements, has to ensure that effective competition is maintained. 

Article 101 provides the legal framework for a balanced assessment taking into account both 

adverse effects on competition and pro-competitive effects‖ (EC 2011 article 4). We claim the 

common competition policy clearly serves economic growth, in line with ensuring the 

emergence of clear competition conditions. 

We could read out from the above described features of the EC competition policy 

that emphasis is being put on economic approach. The core of the regulating system has 

remained untouched but its interpretation is more sensitive towards economic possibilities 

competition policy could offer.  

Considering the relative success of the Lisbon Strategy and its expiry in 2010, the 

EU introduced its Europe 2020 strategy. This strategy focuses on similar areas to those of 

the Lisbon Strategy but the prior covers more comprehensive goals – in line with the 

emphasis on the building of a knowledge based society in the EU (EC 2012). One of its 

priorities highlights the need for a „more effective investments in education, research and 

innovation‖ (EC 2012 p. 1.). These goals are considered during the time of policy shaping 

(Pelle 2005). Török (1999), on the other hand, argues that purely a regulatory framework is 

not enough to achieve these goals. He states that „in the case that a government does not 

complement properly the stimulus towards undertakings by the regulating system, 

companies have to seek the ways to amend their returns, and for this purpose they could 
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initiate cooperation to set up joint ventures for R+D‖ (Török 1999, p. 498). He goes on 

arguing that industrial policy could be backed by the well-designed competition policy 

(Török 1999). 

We argue in this subchapter that the development of the EU competition policy in 

the years of the millennium resulted in a paradigm shift. Now we turn to interpret the block 

exemption regulation for R+D and technology transfer cooperation. 

 

 

3. Exemption of R+D and technology transfer agreements from the 

general ban of cartel activity 

 

 The article of the Treaty in effect prohibiting cartel cooperation contains the core of 

the (block) exemption system as well. This was regulating by Article 85 (3) in the Treaty of 

Rome, while – after giving new order to the articles – 81 (3) and 101 (3) in the Treaty 

establishing the European Union and the Treaty of Lisbon, respectively (EC 1957, EC 1992, 

EC 2009). Renumbering of the articles have not implied any change in the content of them, 

and in the meantime this means that there is no crucial change in the primary law regulating 

antitrust policy since the Treaty establishing the European Economic Community. The 

content of the articles mentioned are authentic, therefore we discuss only article of the Treaty 

in effect. 

 According to Article 101 (3) TFEU cooperation could be agreed only to a limited 

extent. Cooperation that can be signed by competing- or not competing undertakings, implies 

the potential distortion of competition, on one hand, but, on the other hand, it has economic 

advantage as well. We discussed in the second chapter the change in the outlook of the 

competition policy that have brought forward the economic approach, therefore the question 

nowadays is to find the equilibrium of the allowed distortion of the free competition and the 

attainable economic benefits. Finding this equilibrium four conditions have to be met (EC 

2009). These conditions can be classified into positive and negative groups due to their effect 

on economic output and efficiency. Since conditions need to be maintained all together, we 

speak about conjunctive conditions. The need for a deep specification and interpretation of the 

regulative system shows strong correlation to the complex interpretation of entrepreneurial 

behavior. 
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 Pelle [2005] argues that ―European Commission […] allows some cartels and their 

limits are being assigned as follows: agreements that back production or sales or foster 

technological development, fall under positive adjudication […]‖ (p. 66). Due to the relevant 

regulations, agreements, decisions and concerted practices of the undertakings have to result 

in economic or technological development, and from this advantage consumers need to be 

partaken (EC 2009, Hildebrand 2009). Positive conditions ensure achievements are born by 

the undertakings’ cooperation cannot be appropriated by the entities, but an equitable part of it 

has to be delegated to the consumers. Share of the achievements imparted to the consumers 

compensate their loss derived from the distortion of the free competition; such a 

compensation cannot be less effective than neutral total impact. Some of the authors argue 

that – building their statements on the Schumpeterian mind – balance has to be found on the 

monopolist power and the rigidity of the regulating system otherwise there will be no 

stimulating power in the economy for technological development and innovation (Wersching 

2010, Minniti 2010, Ritter 2004). Minniti (2010) states that „tougher competition, by eroding 

the monopolistic rents that can be appropriated by successful innovators, harms 

technological progress. Following the Schumpeterian paradigm, in fact, early models of 

endogenous growth predict that monopoly power in the product market spurs economic 

growth. In all these models, PMC [product market competition] has a detrimental effect on 

innovation because it reduces monopoly rents accruing to innovators. Since this discourages 

firms from engaging in R&D activities, the innovation rate and the rate of long-run growth 

are lower when competition gets tougher‖ (p. 417). Concluding agreements by the 

undertakings (i.e. distortion of the competition) is allowed if the technological and economic 

benefits of the contract cannot be reached other way that does not raise anticompetitive 

features. Agreements cannot be exempted, independently of their characteristics and benefits, 

if they`d cease the competition on the relevant market. This means hardcore restrictions 

cannot be exempted from the general ban on cartels (EC 2004, EC 2009, EC 2010b). 

Equilibrium therefore has to be found inside the borders of the hardcore restrictions. 

 In the case of horizontal agreements there are three BERs in effect, that covers 

specialisation-,
3
 research and development-,

4
 and technology transfer

5
 cooperation.

6
 Thanks to 

                                                           
3
 Official Journal L 335 , 18/12/2010 P. 0043 – 0047 (1218/2010/EU Commission regulation) 

4
 Official Journal L 335 , 18/12/2010 P. 0036 – 0042 (1217/2010/EU Commission regulation) 

5
 Official Journal L 123 , 27/04/2004 P. 0011 – 0017 (772/2004/EC Commission regulation) 

6
 The scope of the present study is the BER for R+D and technology transfer. The regulation of the specialisation 

agreements falls outside the logical framework composed by the BER for R+D and technology transfer since 

they (specialisation agreements) do not contribute definitely to the efficiency amelioration by higher value added 

gains. 
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the concession of the regulations contracting parties could utilize the benefits deriving from 

work- and cost sharing, and by these more efficient entrepreneurial management and 

allocation of resources could be achieved (EC 2004, EC 2010b). In line with  the BER for 

R+D Pelle (2005) states that „the regulation […] could be rated „good” if the achievements 

resulted in the cooperation by the parties surpass its distorting effect‖ (p. 67). Fauli-Oller-

Sandonis (2003) furthermore highlight that „licensing by means of a fixed fee allows the 

transfer of the superior technology without reducing competition‖ (p. 664). This leads to a 

more competitive market at all. Regulations, additionally, mean legal certainty and protection 

of the competition as well (EC 2004, EC 2010b). The effect of the BERs is finite, ensuring the 

opportunity for revising them. 

 Revising is important for more aspects. It offers possibility for modernisation of the 

law and conditions undertakings operate in; adjustments can be made. On the other hand, 

types and fields of agreements considered not conflicting the law could be shaped easier by 

policy makers. Summarizing, revising of the regulations ensure the adaptability all the times 

changing to market circumstances. Such a situation could occur determining the market share 

threshold or the nature of the cooperation (Hildebrand 2009). 

  

 

3.1. Research and development in the service of competitiveness and 

efficiency 

 

 According to the scope of the BER for R+D, exemption scopes agreements that are 

concluded to pursue „joint research and development of contract products or contract 

technologies and joint exploitation of the results of that research and development‖ (EC 

2010b article 1) whether these are self-payed or payed-for cooperations.
7
 The effect of the 

regulation is therefore wide enough to cover the most common ways of possible cooperation 

forms. The regulation lists the types of common activity as well cooperation forms may cover. 

Due to the article 1 of the BER for R+D, research and development is „the acquisition of 

know- how relating to products, technologies or processes and the carrying out of theoretical 

analysis, systematic study or experimentation, including experimental production, technical 

testing of products or processes, the establishment of the necessary facilities and the 

obtaining of intellectual property rights for the results‖ (EC 2010b article 1). 
                                                           
7
 The full variety of cooperation manners are listed in the regulation, here is highlighted only the most important 

feature. 
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 The core statement of Regulation 1217/2010/EU is that „article 101(1) of the Treaty 

shall not apply to research and development agreements‖ (EC 2010b article 2). This 

declaration exempts groups of R+D agreements from the scope of the restriction of 

competition for the purpose of improving conditions that result in a more competitive and 

efficient economic environment. Exemption is granted automatically if conditions for 

exemptions are met. 

 However, R+D agreements are forbidden if they content one of three types of possible 

competition restriction conditions. To reveal if a cooperation falls under the ban of the 

regulation, complex economic inquiry has to be made. Describing of the nature of the 

agreement covered by the compact and the market share of the contracting parties are features 

that cannot be assessed otherwise than by examination of the relevant market structure 

(Hildebrand 2009). Article 5 of the 1217/2010/EU regulation lists the cases of hardcore 

restrictions. This means that if the R+D agreement restricts the freedom of the parties for 

doing further research; limits the quantity of output or sales (with exceptions); contains fixing 

of prices (with exceptions); prescribes territorial or customer partitioning of the relevant 

market; burdens or discriminate further dissemination of the relevant product, exemption 

cannot be granted (EC 2010b article 5). Similar criteria are set for the foreseen further R+D 

activity. Turning to the question of market share: generally spoken, exemption criteria are met 

if the total share of the contracting parties is below 25% in the case of competing 

undertakings, while exemption lasts for the period of the cooperation in the case of not 

competing companies. However, exemption can be extended under certain market share 

thresholds. Table 1 represents market share limits relevant for R+D and technology transfer 

agreements. 

Implementation of these market shares limit serve as a guarantee that distortion of the 

competition cannot be as high that couldn’t be compensated by the positive increment of the 

cooperation allowed by the cooperation. Positive increments (like effectiveness and further 

growth) could be paralleled extremely difficultly to the losses caused by the cooperation. This 

raises a new methodological question that should be solved. On the other hand, national 

competition authorities are mandated by stronger powers due to the block exemption 

regulations (EC 2004, EC 2010b, Jones (2007)). 
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 Table 1: Conditions adoptable for R+D and technology transfer agreements obtaining 

exemption
8
 

 

BER 

Conditions and time limit of the 

exemption Market share 

and… 

… the period 

of further 

exemption 
Competing 

undertakings 

Not competing 

undertakings 

R+D 

Combined market 

share is <25%, until 

the R+D is common 

(common exploit. 7 

years) 

 

Until the R+D is 

common (common 

exploit. 7 years) 

25-30% + 2 years 

30- % + 1 year 

Hardcore restriction is forbidden.  

Technology 

transfer 

Combined market 

share <20% 

Market share of 

each <30% 

Competing: 

undertakings: 

20- % 
+ 2 years 

Not competing 

undertakings: 

30- % 

Hardcore restriction is forbidden.  

Source: own edition based on EC 2004, EC 2010b 

 

 

 3.2. Technology transfer agreement in the service of competitiveness and 

efficiency 

 

 Agreements concerning technology transfer are the second category of exemption we 

examine in this paper. Exempting these types of agreements will, according to paragraph 5 of 

the BER, „improve economic efficiency and be pro-competitive as they can reduce 

duplication of research and development, strengthen the incentive for the initial research and 

development, spur incremental innovation, facilitate diffusion and generate product market 

competition‖ (EC 2004 article 5). However, this exemption system does not permit any types 

of cooperation between undertakings, since it only states that „the licensor permits the 

licensee to exploit the licensed technology, possibly after further research and development by 

the licensee, for the production of goods or services (EC 2004 paragraph 7); other forms of 

                                                           
8
 The table does contain only prescription on the nature of the agreement and market share thresholds, but we set 

aside excluded restrictions; in fact these are similar to those of hardcore restrictions. 
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agreements are not included (and therefore exempted) in this regulation.
9
 On the other hand, 

the scope of technology transfer agreements is manifested in the law. Paragraph b) of article 1 

discusses that technology transfer agreements could mean  

„[…] a patent licensing agreement, a know-how licensing agreement, a software 

copyright licensing agreement or a mixed patent, knowhow or software copyright 

licensing agreement, including any such agreement containing provisions which relate 

to the sale and purchase of products or which relate to the licensing of other 

intellectual property rights or the assignment of intellectual property rights, provided 

that those provisions do not constitute the primary object of the agreement and are 

directly related to the production of the contract products; assignments of patents, 

know-how, software copyright or a combination thereof where part of the risk 

associated with the exploitation of the technology remains with the assignor […] (EC 

2004 article 1). 

  

Similarly to the practice of the 1217/2010/EU regulation the BER for technology 

transfer agreements lifts the general ban of cooperation between undertakings on the field of 

technology transfer. This means Article 101 (1)
10

 is not applicable for these types of 

agreements
11

 (EC 2004 article 2). Three conditions have to be met by the parties concluding 

an agreement on the field of technology transfer. These conditions, as in the case of R+D 

agreements, are inspired to keep abuse of power away from the relevant market. This is 

served by the notice on the ban of hardcore restrictions; alike principles has to be observed for 

the „obligations contained in technology transfer agreements‖ (EC 2004 article 5). Third 

condition is to meet market share prescriptions. If the contracting parties are competing 

undertakings, their combined market share on the relevant market has to be below 20% being 

eligible obtaining exemption, while 30% of each if they are not competing undertakings, 

respectively. Table 1 parallels market share limits for R+D and technology transfer 

agreements (see above). 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9
 This means, R+D subcontracting and technology pools are not being dealt by this regulation. 

10
 In the time of approval of the 772/2004/EC regulation the number of the Treaty provision was 81 (1). 

11
 The exemption is granted until the expiration of the intellectual property right in the licensed technology, until 

it is ceased or it remains secret (in the case of know-how) (EC 2004). 
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4. Conclusions 

 

 Especially in the last 20 years one of the main economic challenges faced by the EU 

was the slowdown of growth and development in competitiveness. Neither less or more 

properly working single market could counterbalance stagnation in economic performance. 

The single market and common policies, on the other hand, prove a high-class possibility to 

re-initiate economic growth and development. 

 The core statement of our paper argues on behalf of the steps already made towards 

the implementation of the more economic approach of the EU competition policy. We 

observe a paradigm shift in the interpretation of the rules regulating cartels. Practice of the 

European Court has supplemented the main path of development of the EU antitrust policy. 

Approach of the European Commission has been changed over the time, but focusing on a 

deeper integration has remained the central element of its activity. Paramount elements of the 

contemporary horizontal regulating system are the block exemption regulations of the new 

millennium. 

Assessing the shift of the EU approach in cartel activity we state that stressing the 

potential economic benefits of competition rules has surmounted the normative reading of the 

law. This process offers new perspectives for legal agreements between undertakings 

operating on the single market, and such a way the common market could become more 

competitive and attractive for investments. 
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