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AnHoTauma. B nocneaHee Bpems AUCKyccun 06 060CHOBAHHOCTI POCCUIACKON NPAKTUKIW MO YCTAaHOBNEHUIO
(hakTOB WMHAMBMAYANbLHOTO 310YyNOTPEONEHNA KONMEKTUBHBIM JOMUHUPOBAHWEM 00O0CTPAKTCS:
MHOTMe 3KCMEpPThl YKa3biBAOT HA NPOTUBOPEYME MEXAY COAEPXATeNbHbIM 3HAYEHUEM KONMEKTUBHOIO
JOMUHNUPOBAHUA, MPN KOTOPOM AOMUHMPYIOLLEE MOMOXEHNE BO3HUKABT TO/IbKO Y HECKOSTIbKMX KOMMAHWIA
cpasy 1 BO B3aWMOCBS3W APYr C APYroM, U BO3MOXHOCTbI OTAENbHOMA KOMNaHWK 310ynoTpebuTb Takum
nonoXeHnem. Llenb cTatb — AaTtb OTBET HA BOMPOC O KOPPEKTHOCTW MPUMEHEHMS JAHHOr0 moaxona
B KOHTEKCTE HeAaBHMUX aHTUMOHOMOJbHbIX A€M HA PbIHKE COTOBOWM CBSA3M, B YACTHOCTU ABYX AeN NPOTUB
KomnaHum «Tene2». B cTaTbe NPUMEHEHHAs MPAKTUKA OLEHWBAETCS OTHOCUTENbHO W3BECTHbIX Ha
CEroAHSILLIHMIA NeHb PE3YNbTATOB B 06M1ACTI 3KOHOMMUYECKO TEOPUIA, A TAKXKE NYHLLIMX MUPOBLIX MPAKTUK NO
MPUMEHEHNIO KOHLIBMLIMI KONNEKTUBHOrO AOMUHUPOBAHMS. [107Ty4eHHbIE BbIBOMbI CBUAETENLCTBYHOT O TOM,
yT0 3aKnto4eHne ®AC Poccun 0 Hanu4Mm OMUHUPYIOLLLErO NONOXEHNS «Tene2» B COCTaBe KONEKTUBHOO
JOMUHUPOBAHUS N BO3MOXXHOCTW peann3auun KOMnaHuen CBOENW PbIHOYHOW BNACTU HE COOTBETCTBYIOT
HU 3apyBeXXHOI NpaKTKe, HU TEOPUK OpraHU3aLmnn pbiHKOB. VICTOYHMKOM OLIMGKKM B KBanugukalum
MOBEAEHNS BO MHOrOM SIBNSIETCA (DOKYCMPOBAHWE AHTUMOHOMOJSILHOIO OpraHa Ha KONMYECTBEHHbIX
KPUTEPNAX KONMNEKTUBHOIO JOMUHWPOBAHUA B YLLiEP6d aHann3y KayeCTBEHHbIX KPUTEPUEB W NMOBEAEHUS.
Ha npumepe pacCMOTPEHHOrO Aena NpounICTPUPOBaHA TUNNYHAA AN NOAOOHLIX AN TEHAEHLUUS He
nccneaoBaTb NOBeAEHWE APYruX KONNEKTUBHO JOMWUHMPYIOLIMX Y4aCTHUKOB PbiHKA BO B3aUMOCBS3M
C NOBEJEGHUEM KOMMAHMK, 0OBUHAEMOI B UHAMBMAYANbHOM 3510ynoTPeONeHNN, a TaKKe He UCCNea0BaTh
NoBeAeHNe NOTPEGUTENE U, B YACTHOCTM, UX PeanbHble BOSMOXHOCTM U AEACTBIS N0 NEPEKNHOYEHNIO.
CTaThs NOArOTOBMEHA B PAMKAX BbIMOSHEHUS HAY4YHO-UCCNEA0BATENIbCKOM paboTbl rOCYAapCTBEHHOIO
3apaHus PAHXulC.
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Abstract. Recently, discussions about the validity of the Russian practice of establishing the facts
of individual abuse of collective dominance have been escalating: many experts point to a contradiction
between the meaning of collective dominance, in which a small number of companies have a joint dominant
position, in connection with each other, and the possibility of an individual company to abuse this position.
The purpose of the article is to assess the correctness of this approach in the context of recent antitrust cases
in the cellular communications market — in particular, two cases against the mobile operator “Tele2”. In the
article, the applied practice is assessed in relation to the currently known results in the field of economic
theory, as well as international best practices in the application of the concept of collective dominance. The
findings indicate that the conclusion of the FAS Russia on the presence of the dominant position of Tele2
as part of collective dominance and the possibility of the company to exercise its market power does not
correspond to either foreign practice or industrial organization theory. The source of error in the qualification
of behavior is largely due to the focus of the antimonopoly authority on quantitative criteria of collective
dominance to the detriment of the analysis of qualitative criteria and behavior. This case illustrates a typical
tendency for such cases not to investigate the behavior of other collectively dominant market participants in
relation to the behavior of the company accused of individual abuse, as well as not to investigate consumer
behavior, and, in particular, their real possibilities to switch and switching actions. The article was written
on the basis of the RANEPA state assignment research programme.
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