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1. Legal and enforcement framework
1. 1. Which legislative and regulatory provisions regulate dominance
in your jurisdiction?

Turkey

ELIG Gürkaynak Attorneys-at-Law

Abuse of dominance is primarily governed by Article 6 of Law 4054 on the
Protection of Competition. Article 6 of Law 4054 sets out a non-exhaustive list of
specific forms of abuse, which is similar to Article 102 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union. ‘Dominance’ is defined under Article 3 of Law
4054 as “the power of one or more undertakings in a certain market to determine
economic parameters such as price, output, supply and distribution independently
from competitors and customers”. Dominance itself is not prohibited – only the abuse
of dominance. In a similar vein, Article 6 does not penalise an undertaking that has
captured a dominant share of the market because of superior performance. The
Guidelines on the Definition of the Relevant Market and the Guidelines on the
Assessment of Exclusionary Abusive Conduct by Dominant Undertakings published
by the Turkish Competition Authority also provide guidance on the assessment of
dominance and abuse of dominance.

1. Legal and enforcement framework
1. 2. Do any special regimes apply in specific sectors?

Turkey

ELIG Gürkaynak Attorneys-at-Law



No sector-specific abuses or defences are provided under the framework of Law
4054. There are no exemptions and/or sector-specific rules in terms of abuse of
dominance cases. Although Law 4054 does not recognise any sector-specific abuses
or defences, certain sectoral independent authorities have the competence to control
dominance in their relevant sectors. By way of example, in the communication sector,
the Information and Telecommunication Technologies Authority’s secondary
legislation prevents companies from engaging in discriminatory behaviour when other
companies seek access to their network and rejecting requests for access,
interconnection or facility sharing without justification. The authority is the only
regulatory body that investigates and condemns abuses of dominance.

1. Legal and enforcement framework
1. 3. Is the legislation intended purely to protect economic interests or
does it have other aims?

Turkey

ELIG Gürkaynak Attorneys-at-Law

The object of the legislation is to maximise total welfare by targeting economic
efficiency. The Guidelines on Exclusionary Abuses define ‘abuse’ as “when a
dominant undertaking takes advantages of its market power to engage in activities
which are likely, directly or indirectly, to reduce consumer welfare”. The concept of
abuse covers exploitative, exclusionary and discriminatory practices.

1. Legal and enforcement framework
1. 4. Which authorities are responsible for enforcing the legislation?

Turkey

ELIG Gürkaynak Attorneys-at-Law

The Turkish Competition Authority is a legal entity with administrative and financial
autonomy. It is comprised of the Turkish Competition Board, the presidency and
service departments. The board is responsible for investigating and condemning
abuses of dominance.



1. Legal and enforcement framework
1. 5. How active are the enforcement authorities in taking action
against abuse of dominance in your jurisdiction? What key decisions
have the enforcement authorities adopted most recently?

Turkey

ELIG Gürkaynak Attorneys-at-Law

The Turkish Competition Authority actively monitors the markets and takes action
where necessary, either ex officio or as a result of the complaints it receives.
Accordingly, as set out in the statistics published by the authority for 2025, during the
2025 calendar year the Turkish Competition Board:

finalised 14 investigations (both preliminary and fully fledged) conducted on the
basis of allegations regarding violations of Article 6 of Law 4054, which
prohibits abuse of dominance; and
decided on 8 investigations that were initiated on the basis of both Article 4 and
Article 6 of Law 4054 in 2023.

Significant decisions in 2025 on the abuse of dominance included the following:

In Maçkolik (20.02.2025/25-07/170-84) the Board determined that Maçkolik
had imposed customer restrictions in its advertising agreements and abused its
dominant position by engaging in discriminatory practices in favour of Nesine.
Accordingly, the Board imposed a total administrative monetary fine of TL
12.990.246,80 for violation of Article 4 and 6 of the Law No 4054. In addition,
Maçkolik was required to treat all virtual betting operators in a transparent and
non-discriminatory manner and to establish an equitable, rotation-based
mechanism for the allocation of advertising and routing domains on its platform.
In Novozymes (28.05.2025, 25-21/505-336) the Board found that Novonesis has
abused its dominant position in three separate product segments of the industrial
enzymes market. During the investigation, the Authority also imposed interim
measures on Novozymes. Following its investigation, the Board concluded that
Novonesis had violated Article 6 of the Law No. 4054 using loyalty-inducing
rebates, best-price guarantee provisions and exclusive agreements. Accordingly,



the Board imposed an administrative monetary fine of TL 284.509.319,04 on
the economic unit consisting of Novonesis.
In Mars (14.08.2025, 25-31/745-443) the Board concluded its investigation
concerning allegations that Mars Entertainment had abused its dominant
position in the cinema exhibition market by favouring its affiliated film
distributor, CGV Mars, in the preparation of screening schedules, after accepting
the commitments offered by the company as binding. To address the
competition concerns identified within the case file, Mars proceeded with
commitment mechanism and committed to (i) allocating no more than 20% of
seat capacity to films distributed by CGV Mars during their opening week, (ii)
for subsequent weeks, decisions regarding whether such films would remain in
theatrical release will be based on the satisfaction of at least two out of four
objective, audience-oriented criteria, independent of the distributor’s
preferences, and, in addition (iii) Mars committed to ensure equal treatment of
third-party distributors at strategically important locations, prevent joint
programming activities between personnel of Mars and CGV Mars, and limit its
commercial relationship with CJ ENM to standard market terms. These
commitments were found to be proportionate and capable of addressing the
competition concerns, were accepted and the investigation was concluded on 14
August 2025.
In Koruma Klor (25.12.2025, 25-49/1205-680) the Board concluded that
Koruma Klor had abused its dominant position in the markets for sodium
hypochlorite, hydrochloric acid, and ferric chloride. Based on price-cost
analyses using the AAC (Average Avoidable Cost) and ATC (Average Total
Cost) benchmarks, the Authority found that, throughout 2024, the company had
engaged in below-cost predatory pricing in relation to certain customers and
provinces, particularly in areas where competitors were geographically active,
with the aim of excluding its competitors and eliminating competitive pressure.
The Authority further relied on evidence obtained during on-site inspections
indicating an exclusionary intent behind the pricing strategy. Concluding that
these practices constituted a violation of Article 6 of Law No. 4054, the
Authority imposed an administrative fine of TL 164,484,083.28, calculated on
the basis of the undertaking’s gross revenue for 2024.


