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Abstract: As it has been a fixed mind—set that the abuse of market dominance is affirmed
in judicial practice some key issues are still needed to be further studied and reflected.
When defining the relevant market qualitative analysis ( alternative analysis method) and
quantitative analysis ( the hypothetical monopolist test) need more reasonable explanation and
method of operation; the specialty of market dominance in cases of special subject which
involves intellectual property and industry association further verifies the point of view
“market share is playing a relatively weakening role in judging market dominance”. Although
the fact the behavior restricts the competition is the essential condition to identify the behavior
of abusing market dominance the plaintiff’s burden of proof can be reduced through requiring

the defendant to demonstrate “reasonable grounds” in the case.
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