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Abstract: Monopoly regulation of state—owned enterprises has always been the legal interest and meaning of anti—mo-
nopoly law in our country. In the fierce market competition environment, competitive state—owned enterprises as the operators
with market advantage are likely to abuse its dominant market position, and bring severe suppression and destruction to the
market competition, impair the legitimate rights and interests of consumers and other market competitors. Therefore, the reg-
ulation of abuse of dominant market position of the competitive state—owned enterprises have become the important subject of
anti— monopoly law study as well as an important task of anti—monopoly law enforcement. The particularity of the acquisiton
of market dominant position of state—owned enterprises and their abuse determines that the legal regulation also has its partic-
ularity, in order to make their abuse of dominant market position behaviors get more effective and scientific regulation, it needs
to make a detailed summary and in—depth research of its acquisition and abuse of dominant market position, also the particu-
larity of its legal regulation, to provide theoretical support for anti—monopoly law enforcement which aimed at properly regula-
ting market dommant position of competitive state—owned enterprises.

Key Words: Competitive State— Owned Enterprises; Dominant Market Position; Abuse; Regulation; Particularity
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