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eu travel tech is the European association representing the independent online travel intermediation 
services. 

Why this discussion matters to eu travel tech?

The self-preferencing practices most directly affecting our members are those applied by Google on its 
Search Engine Result Page (SERP) to the benefit of its own travel verticals. 



The DMA: a new approach 

It is not a competition law text: not a discussion on remedies between 
investigated party and competition authority. 

The regulation is directly applicable: “The gatekeeper shall ensure and 
demonstrate compliance with the [DMA] obligations” (art 8.1)

As third parties, our role is to provide comments on possible compliance 
solutions, not to accept remedies



“The gatekeeper shall not treat more favourably, in ranking and related 
indexing and crawling, services and products offered by the gatekeeper itself 
than similar services or products of a third party. The gatekeeper shall apply 
transparent, fair and non-discriminatory conditions to such ranking.”

The ban on self-preferencing is set out in 
Article 6(5) of the DMA:



“‘(23) ‘search results’ means any information in any format, including textual, graphic, vocal or 
other outputs, returned in response to, and related to, a search query, irrespective of whether 
the information returned is a paid or an unpaid result, a direct answer or any product, service 
or information offered in connection with the organic results, or displayed along with or partly 
or entirely embedded in them.”

“‘(22) ‘ranking’ means [...] the relevance given to search results by online search engines, as 
presented, organised or communicated by the undertakings providing [...] online search engines, 
irrespective of the technological means used for such presentation, organisation or 
communication and irrespective of whether only one result is presented or communicated.”

What is the scope of the ban on self-preferencing?



“ (52) […] the gatekeeper should not engage in any form of differentiated or preferential 
treatment in ranking on the core platform service, and related indexing and crawling, whether 
through legal, commercial or technical means, in favour of products or services it offers itself or 
through a business user which it controls. To ensure that this obligation is effective, the 
conditions that apply to such ranking should also be generally fair and transparent. Ranking 
should in this context cover all forms of relative prominence, including display, rating, linking or 
voice results and should also include instances where a core platform service presents or 
communicates only one result to the end user.”

What is the scope of the ban on self-preferencing?



“ (51) Gatekeepers are often vertically integrated and offer certain products or services to end 
users through their own core platform services, or through a business user over which they 
exercise control which frequently leads to conflicts of interest. This can include the situation 
whereby a gatekeeper provides its own online intermediation services through an online search 
engine. When offering those products or services on the core platform service, gatekeepers can 
reserve a better position, in terms of ranking […], for their own offering [...]. This can occur for 
instance with products or services [...] which are [...] partly or entirely embedded in online search 
engines results, groups of results specialised in a certain topic, displayed along with the results of 
an online search engine, which are considered or used by certain end users as a service distinct or 
additional to the online search engine”.

Recital 51 of the DMA provides a clear example 
of what may, among other practices, 
constitute a self-preferencing practice:



Google’s self-preferencing in travel vertical 
search (Example with Google Hotel Finder)
Query: Hotel Barcelona (no date)



First results: ads… …followed by a
“carousel” and Google’s 
Hotel Box.

Further down the page 
are the SEO results 

“Service offered by the gatekeeper” 
(Google hotel finder) “embedded in 
online search engines results, 
groups of results specialised in a 
certain topic, displayed along with 
the results of an online search 
engine”

“similar services [...] of a third party”



A closer look at Google’s Box  

A click on the 
map leads to 
Google’s 
travel vertical 

A click on any 
part of the left 
side of the 
box leads to 
the hotel 
page on 
Google’s 
travel vertical 

Unclear what the value of the carousel is at this 
stage for either consumers or Google’s 
competitors. 



Google’s self-preferencing in travel vertical search 
(Example with Google Flights)

Query: Flight to Berlin (no date or  airline specified)



First results: ads… …followed by the 
carousel and Google’s 
Flights Box.

Further down the page 
are the SEO results 

Paid results 

Unpaid results

The whole search results 
page (SERP) is covered by 
the obligation of equal 
treatment



First results: ads… …followed by the 
carousel and Google’s 
Flights Box.

Further down the page 
are the SEO results 

Service offered by Google

Similar services

Equal treatment? 
- Space
- Features
- Positioning
- ...



And on mobile (and tablet)…



Results on mobile



The box is non-compliant.

 Google embeds its own travel vertical search product in its general search 
results.

 The Google Box gets a differentiated and more favourable treatment in ranking 
versus the SEO results where links to similar services appear. 

 The Google Box has also more features (banner with dates,maps, hotels’ names,
airlines’ logos, prices...) than the links to similar services in the SEO results.

 Based on the DMA text, the presence of the Google box in its current form 
(meaning both its position in ranking and features) would constitute self-
preferencing.



How to determine whether ranking conditions are transparent, fair 
and non-discriminatory?

Art 6.5 (last sentence) : “The gatekeeper shall apply transparent, fair and non-discriminatory 
conditions to such ranking”

Transparent: art 6.5 shall be considered in conjunction with art 6.2 regarding data availability 
for business users in competition with the gatekeeper.  

Fair: no advantage to gatekeepers nor disadvantage to business users who provide similar 
services 

Non-discriminatory: equal treatment for similar services, through inclusion and placement 
based on objective criteria 

To monitor compliance with all these conditions, an independent expert may be appointed by 
the Commission in accordance with Article 26(2) of the DMA.
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