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Abstract: The enforcement of anti—monopoly law faces a variety of conflicts of interests; the exemption system is one
of the main means to solve these conflicts.In the pursuit of economic efficiency, modern anti— monopoly law should also take
into consideration such public policy goals as the environment, employment and cultural diversity. From the perspective of
practices, public interests may be exempted in anti—monopoly law through the approach of efficiency defense or the ancillary

restraint doctrine. Those public interests which directly realize efficiencies or can be translated into economic benefits may easily

fall into the conditions of exemption from the approach of efficiency defense. However, most public interests have no direct re-

lationship with economic efficiency. In these cases, they can only be exempted by the doctrine of ancillary restraint. In sum, the

analytical framework of public interests exemption system can be summed up as quantitative analysis and qualitative analysis.

Art.15 of China’s Anti—monopoly Law, which confuses the distinction between economic benefits and non— economic bene-

fits, is not conducive to the realization of social policy goals. Art.28, by contrast, distinguishes the two kinds of benefits, but

the exemption conditions it prescribed can be satisfied very easily.

Key Words: Social Policy Goals; Exemption System in AML; Efficiency Defense; the Ancillary Restraint Doctrine
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