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The article analyzes the peculiarities of the activities of five companies of technology gi-
ants, leading the world rankings, namely: Apple, Alphabet (Google), Microsoft, Amazon and
Facebook in order to identify/refute possible threats of abuse of these companies their mo-
nopoly position in the market. A critical analysis of the assessment of the monopoly position
of these entities in the relevant markets for goods / services based on the classical approach-
es to the interpretation of the monopolies. It has been established that due to the inconsisten-
cy of traditional approaches to antitrust regulation of the current state of affairs, modern mar-
ket leaders often cannot even be identified as monopolists. However, there are possible threats
to the activities of giant technology firms. In particular, they may be related to modern high-
speed, often veiled ways of collecting, processing and storing information, certain personal
data, etc., and the possibility of using them in certain interests.

A significant number of benefits that society receives from the activities of technology
giant companies have been studied. Firstly, is the provision of free services for the use of in-
formation resources. Secondly, it is not setting high prices for advertising services. In any case,
they are lower than in the real sector of the economy. In addition, over time, for loyal custom-
ers, advertising prices are constantly declining, and the effectiveness of advertising on social
networks and the Internet is quite high. Thirdly, it is an opportunity to significantly save con-
sumers when buying goods on Internet sites. It is noted that the difficulty of applying the con-
cept of monopoly in the traditional sense of the term is that modern technology companies -
giants often do not overestimate the price of their products, but rather provide their products /
services at low prices or even free. Accordingly, such firms have a whole army of supporters.
This suggests the obsolescence of existing antitrust law, its inability to regulate the activities
of modern high-tech firms and, consequently, the need to develop more modern antitrust law.

Key words: technology giant companies.: Apple, Alphabet (Google), Microsoft, Amazon and
Facebook; antitrust law; the benefits of society from the activities of technology giants; low
prices/free services of technology giants, threats to the activities of technology giants.

VY crarti npoaHanizoBaHO OCOONMBOCTI JISUTBHOCTI I SITIPKM TEXHOJIOTIYHUX (ipM-
TiTaHTiB, IO OYOIIOIOTH CBITOBI peWTHHTH, a came: Apple, Alphabet (Google), Microsoft,
Amazon ta Facebook 3 MeTOI BUSIBIICHHS/CIIPOCTYBAHHSI MOXJIMBUX 3arpo3 3JI0BKHBAHHSI
3a3Ha4eHUMH (ipMaMu CBOTM MOHOIIOJIBHUM IOJIOKEHHSIM Ha PHHKY. 31 ICHEHO KPUTHYHUI
aHaJIi3 I0/I0 OLIHKK MOHOIIOJBHOTO ITOJIOXKEHHS 3a3HAYEHHUX Cy0’€KTiB TOCIIOJaplOBaHHS Ha
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BIJIIOBIIHMX PUHKAaX TOBApiB/MOCIYT Ha OCHOBI KJIACHYHMX IIJXOJIB TPAKTyBaHHS MOHO-
MMONFHUX Cy0’€KTIB. BcTaHOBJICHO, IO BHACIIIOK HEBIAIOBIAHOCTI TPAAUIIIHHIUX ITiIXOIIB 10
AQHTHMOHOIIOJILHOT'O PETYJIIOBAaHHS IIOTOYHOMY CTaHY CIIPaB CYYacHUX JIiIepiB PUHKY 4acTo
HABITh HE BIAETHCS BU3HAYMTHU K MOHOMOJICTIB. [IpoTe iCHYIOTh MOMKIIHBI 3aIPO3H  Tisjib-
HOCTI TEXHOJIOTIYHUX (ipM-TiraHTi. 30KpeMa, BOHH MOXKYTb OyTH TOB’sI3aHI 3 Cy4aCHUMH
Ha/INIBUAKMMH, 4acTO 3aBYalbOBaHMUMHU crioco0amu 30MpaHHs, 00poOiIeHHs Ta 30epiraHHs
iHpopMarii, TeBHUX IMEePCOHATBFHUX AaHUX TOIIO, Ta MOKJIMBICTIO BUKOPHUCTAHHS IX y IIEB-
HUX 1HTepecax.

JlocuipkeHo 3HaUHY KiJIBKICTh IepeBar, siki OTPUMY€ CyCHIbCTBO B AisIIBHOCTI (ipM
TEXHOJIOTIYHUX TiranTiB. [lo-miepine, e HagaHHs OE30IUIATHUX TOCIYT 3 KOPUCTYBAaHHS iH-
(dopmariitaumu pecypcamu. [lo-apyre, 1e BCTaHOBICHHS HEBUCOKHX IIiH HA MMOCIYTH PEeKIIa-
MH. Y OyJb-KOMY BHIIQJIKy BOHH € HIKYHMH, HIX Y pealbHOMY CeKTopi ekoHoMiku. Kpim
TOTO, 3 YacoM JUIsl JIOSUTBHUX KIIIEHTIB IIHU PEKJIaMU TTOCTIHHO 3HWKYIOTHCS, a Pe3yJIbTaTHB-
HICTh peKJIaMH y COIIaJIbHUX MEpekax Ta IHTEPHETI € IOCUTh BUCOKOI0. [lo-TpeTe, 11e MOX-
JMBICTH CYTTE€BOI €KOHOMIT [T CTIOKHUBAYIB, SIKi KYITyIOTh TOBapH Ha iHTEpHET-MalJaHIUKaX.
3a3HaueHo, 110 CKJIQJHICTh 3aCTOCYBAHHS MOHSATTS MOHOIIOI3MY y TPaIUIIHHOMY PO3yMiH-
Hi ILOTO TEPMIHY TIOJISITAE y TOMY, 1[0 CY4acHi TEXHOJIOT1YHI TTaHTH YacTillle He 3aBHUIIYIOTh
LiHA Ha CBOIO ITPOJYKIIiI0, @ HABMAaKW, HAJAIOTh CBOi TOBAPH/TIOCIYTH 32 HU3bKUMH I[IHAMH
a00 HaBiTH OE3KOMTOBHO. BiAmoBigHO Taki (hipMu MarOTh Ty apMito TpUXWIbHAKIB. L{e Ha-
HITOBXYE Ha JIyMKY IIPO 3aCTapilicTh YAHHOTO aHTUMOHOIIOJILHOTO 3aKOHO/IaBCTBA, HOTO He-
3JIATHICTH PETYIIIOBATH JiSUIbHICTh CyYaCHUX BHCOKOTEXHOJIOTIUHUX (ipM i, BIAMOBIIHO, He-
0OXIAHICTH PO3POOIIEHHS OIIBII Cy4acCHOTO aHTHMOHOITOJIBHOTO 3aKOHO/IaBCTBA.

Knrouosi cnosa: mexnonozciuni Qipmu-cieanmu, Apple, Alphabet (Google), Microsoft, Amazon
ma Facebook, Hopmu aHmumoHOnoIbHO20 3aKOHO0A6CMEA, nepesazu CYCRiibemea 6io Oisiib-
HOCMI MEeXHON0SITYHUX 2ieanmie, HU3bKI YIHU/Oe3KOWMOBHI NOCYeU MEXHONIOLIYHUX 2l2aHmis,
3a2po3u OiANbHOCMI MeXHON02IUHUX pipm-eieanmis.

Problem statement and analysis of recent research studies. The modern
post-industrial economy poses new, previously unknown challenges to the anti-
trust system. For many years, it was believed that the list of industries in which
monopolies are the most influential and highly profitable is limited to energy, cer-
tain types of mechanical engineering (especially high-tech) and certain raw mate-
rials industries. But in the process of building a new technological system [1], Ap-
ple, Amazon, Google, Facebook and other companies in the computer and Internet
industry have formed a new segment of the global economy.

If we will look at this firstly, this is nothing new. The most attractive indus-
tries for monopolization have changed from time to time. Thus, the medieval fi-
nancial and usurious sector gave way to transoceanic trade in the Renaissance,
and in modern times light industry developed most dynamically, but only until the
large-scale offensive of steel kings shifted the emphasis on metallurgy and heavy
engineering [2]. But the current situation in several respects is not similar to the
previous ones.

Firstly, the development of the stock market helps to ensure that the process
of changing leading industries takes place at an unprecedented rate. The current
stage of globalization, sometimes called financialization, forces us to pay atten-
tion to the dynamics of stock markets and stock market valuations of companies in
various sectors. Here it is impossible not to notice one important trend: each year
less traditional industrial corporations remain in the top ten most expensive pub-
lic global companies - they are losing in game with technology giants. Even Berk-
shireHathaway dropped out of the top five, leaving only Apple, Alphabet (read:
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Google), Microsoft, Amazon and Facebook. Is this good news or bad in terms of
the development of monopoly-state relations? The answer is not very obvious.

As Amazon and Facebook made their way to the top of the rankings, a strong
wave of discontent rose in Western academy, as well as among journalists and
politicians, which concentrated on the demands of “demonopolization” and ap-
plication to these and other technology companies, including Apple and Micro-
soft, antitrust rules, even to the point of violent division. Today, such appeals are
heard almost daily, and citizens are intimidated by the fact that the dominance of
several major companies can even “stop technological progress.” And it’s not just
empty appeals. Sometimes they are embodied in specific antitrust and court deci-
sions, one of which, for example, Microsoft was forced to unbundle its Windows
operating system and the Microsoft Explorer browser. In fairness, this unbundling
has benefited the development of the IT industry, and several competing brows-
ers have appeared on the market, which were not worse than Microsoft Explorer.
However, the pill is made less sweet by the fact that Microsoft has benefited the
most from the retreat, not so terrible and, moreover, faster growing Google with
its Chrome browser, which has evolved from a regular browser into a complete
package of Internet solutions, absorbing entire sectors. however, he often creates -
online translation, authorization and authentication systems, solutions for classes
and conferences and more. The credo is “Google must have a solution for every-
thing” raises suspicions that by restricting Microsoft, the US government has re-
leased and even more powerful company.

But antitrust law against these new technology companies is difficult in use.
If the United States v. Microsoft lawsuit was largely in the same style as the Unit-
ed States v. StandardOil lawsuit a hundred years earlier and with about the same
key allegations of restricting competitors’ market access, Google is not so vulner-
able. Formally, it does not restrict competitors’ access to the market, but simply
discourages them from wanting and being able to push the leader by offering their
services for free.

Traditional approaches is inconsistency to antitrust regulation with the cur-
rent state of affairs leads to the fact that modern market leaders often cannot even
be identified as monopolists. For example, Apple’s share in the second half of
2017 (quite successful for the company) in the global mobile phone market did not
exceed 15% while Samsung had 22%, but the former almost constantly balanced
on the verge of a formal charge of abuse of monopoly. while no one touched an-
other firm. We can think that the point here is that the South Korean government
is simply more gentle with its compatriots than the American government, but the
key to understand the situation is not just that.

Alphabet and Facebook became two of the most expensive companies in the
world. Their business is so different from the business not only industrial but also
most of our service companies. We do not have clear mind whether the concept
of monopoly can be applied here in the traditional sense. However, in the current
terms, reflected in the antitrust laws of the world, this is impossible.

The main problem from market monopolization is the artificial increase in
prices for unjust enrichment. It’s a main idea in the century of government and so-
ciety’s struggle against monopolies. This has always served as an ideological and
legal justification for the state persecution of companies that have a dominant po-
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sition in certain industry markets [3]. But how can this be blamed on technology
giants if 99% of their customers do not enter into any financial relationship with
them at all? If the product is provided to the consumer free of charge? If paid ap-
plications are released not by big monsters, but by small and medium-sized de-
velopers, which is just ridiculous to call monopolists? How to accuse the same
Amazon or TaoBao of capitalist greed, when the expansion of these corporations
significantly lowers rather than raises prices where consumers have to pay for real
goods. We can buy a cable for a computer or a case for a smartphone which will
cost the buyer cheaper on such a global virtual trading platform than in the nearest
real store. The antitrust authorities simply have nothing to do in such cases. Many
believe that you should not cling to anything, especially since consumers are hap-
py and do not complain about anything.

Theoretical foundations and applied problems of development and regulation
of the global market of high-tech goods have been studied in the works of such
foreign and domestic scientists as L. Antonyuk, V. Anshin, V. Badrak, A. Bran-
denburg, V. Vergun, V. Geets, E. Dandon, P. Drucker, O. Ingiou, V. Kim, D. Col-
lins, F. Kotler, I. Macmillan, T. Orekhova, A. Lieutenant, V. Presnyakov, O. Ray,
0. Rogach, N. Rodigina, G. Simon, V. Sidenko, Y. Yakovets and others.

However, many issues remain unresolved. Among them, is it necessary to
pay any special attention to huge technology companies, provided there is no mass
dissatisfaction of direct customers of their services? Should the activities of these
high-power players in high-tech markets be regulated? Let’s try to understand this
by analyzing the most common concerns in society about these companies.

The aim of current research is to analyze the activities of well-known com-
panies of technology giants in terms of abuse / non-abuse of monopoly position in
the market, according to the standards of global antitrust law.

The main material of the research. The first concern in society is whether
like companies are another manifestation of the “soap bubble” incarnation? Due
to these concerns, it is may be necessary to control this company by law and the
state to prevent the devastating consequences of the crisis, which ended all the
bubbles stories from Dutch tulips. At first glance, this fear is not unfounded. The
active users of Facebook services are 2.91 billion people [3] on the September 30,
2021, which is more than a third of the world’s population, and if we take the pop-
ulation of economically active age, this figure exceeds half. Moreover, this num-
ber of users is constantly growing and this, for example, 10% higher than in 2020.
Mailboxes on Gmail are actively used by one-fifth of all people on earth, and this
proportion is growing as computer literacy spreads to third world countries. The
variety of messengers is also growing dynamically: since 2016, Telegram’s au-
dience has almost doubled every year. A similar explosion is observed with re-
gard to the capitalization of these companies. Their value has increased hundreds
and thousands of times since the IPO, like a bubble, partly due to exaggerated in-
vestor expectations and partly due to acquisitions and takeovers (who does not
know about Microsoft’s purchase of Skype or Facebook’s acquisition of What-
sApp and Instagram, and Google - AdMob and DoubleClick?). But the only fun-
damental thing that prevents this process from being a standard bubble blow is
that it does not flake, it demonstrates its ability to endure rather devastating crises
to the envy of companies in other industries, including the previous favorite, inter-
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national banking. The crisis of 2008-2009 undermined the position of the world’s
largest banks, but did not cause significant damage to technology companies. The
crisis of 2020 has hit almost all sectors, but not this one.

The second remark concerns just an incredible array of advertising. These
corporations are indeed undisputed leaders, who are constantly displacing tradi-
tional advertising channels as computer literacy spreads among the population.
This leads to the hypothesis that all these technology giants are not really compa-
nies selling postal, search and other officially announced services, but huge, hy-
pertrophied advertising agencies, and it is the concentration of power in the ad-
vertising market that should be brought to justice. This plan is hampered by the
indisputable fact that the flow of advertising services from traditional radio, tele-
vision and print media to Internet channels cannot be reduced to the standard de-
nominator of abuse of market dominance, as the cost of advertising is steadily
falling, despite the seeming of the monopolization of this business. Indeed, it is
through targeted advertising that Google and Facebook make their billions in rev-
enue. It is believed that these profits are taken, ultimately from the pockets of con-
sumers. According to standard microeconomic theory, this should be part of the
consumer’s gain, withdrawn in one way or another. However, this interpretation
is quite difficult to confirm and evaluate in numbers. And the point here is not that
the relevant data (as is often the case) cannot be collected due to their scattering,
undeclared, etc. The problem is different: judging by the data we can get to char-
acterize the general state of affairs, we show that the activities of new technology
target advertisers do not reduce, but increase consumer gain. And this applies both
to the advertiser, who not only year after year enjoys constantly decreasing tar-
iffs for advertising, but also receives more conversion of recipients of advertising
from consumers, which benefits even more, and buyers of advertised goods, who
buy more and pay more for goods less and less, moving along the demand curve
to the right and down, which, in fact, increases the overall consumer gain. There-
fore, the standard criticism does not pass in this remark.

The third remark, or rather suspicion, is that information companies are par-
asitizing on free or extremely cheap content, which is actually much more expen-
sive and the distribution of which deprives the creators or performers of an audio-
visual product. However, even here it is quite difficult to agree. First, the biggest
problem with content piracy is not respectable grants, but relatively small firms,
groups, and even individuals. Facebook and Youtube look just examples of de-
cency, ideological advocates of copyright, against their background. Not only do
they not engage in hacking and illegal disclosure of content, they also purposeful-
ly create the conditions for comfortable and effective harassment of those who do
so on relevant resources. Second, the statistics of income growth of singers, writ-
ers and musicians, who now receive additional income not only from live perfor-
mances, but also from viewing their work on the Internet, does not allow us to say
with a sincere heart that they have suffered from technology companies. Rather,
the opposite.

Attempts to traditionally accuse technology giants of obstructing the emer-
gence of new competitors also have little prospect of turning into well-founded
accusations in court. Traditionally, monopolists have behaved like predators, oc-
casionally “cleaning” their industry of startups, lowering their prices in anticipa-
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tion of bankruptcy. In this case, the antitrust authorities proved the existence of
dumping, restricted such practices and punished the perpetrator. However, this is
not the case with the technology sector. Today, a huge number of innovative entre-
preneurs around the world are finding new technological solutions that are in de-
mand every day. Some of them sell their product on their own (thanks to the specif-
ics of the technological process, a brilliant indie developer has a chance to be no less
in demand in the market than a huge company), and others, and so often resell own-
ership of the product to large companies. For instance, this happened with a peer-to-
peer file-sharing file that three young Estonians used for their Kazaa project. From
this small investment grew Skype, which two and a half years after its founding was
bought by eBay for $ 2.6 billion, and then, after the company decided to get rid of i,
went to Microsoft in 2010 for $ 8.5 billion. Another example of success has been the
explosive rise in the cost of Zoom and examples of this kind are growing every year.
What can really be blamed on the biggest players in the technology market is that
they have organized a system of constant filtering of promising projects, sweeping
away almost all promising startups. However, firstly, they sweep away these start-
ups not just like that, but for money, and secondly, this practice is not unique and
not new, it was used a few decades ago by a leading manufacturer of video equip-
ment, Japanese Sony , which, however, did not save it from the emergence of pow-
erful competitors in the face of South Korean, and now Chinese manufacturers, who
moved from the pedestal of the former leader. Therefore, having such an example
in mind, it would be difficult to argue that such a practice can effectively protect the
monopolist from competition. Despite the fact that traditional accusations are easi-
ly refuted, in our opinion it is too early to leave the new technology giants out of the
focus of state competition authorities. We believe that the main attention should be
paid to the sources of income of such companies, and the sources are not in a con-
crete-applied sense, but in a broader, general theoretical context. It seems most like-
ly that Google, Amazon and other new technology leaders are enjoying the insane
savings provided by the introduction of new technologies for collecting, processing
and disseminating information.

There have been recent investigations into Amazon, namely information
about competitors’ deals that it collects on its platform. It is known that the com-
pany is both the operator of the platform and the seller on it. It is noted that Ama-
zon provides preferences for its own sales offers and for sellers-users of the plat-
form who use Amazon’s logistics and delivery services. Proving this suspicion
could threaten the company with a fine of 28 billion $[5].

The US Department of Justice recently filed an antitrust lawsuit against
Google. As part of the lawsuit, the Ministry of Justice will argue that Google is us-
ing its dominant position in the market to protect its monopoly among search en-
gines [6]. This is the first antitrust lawsuit of this magnitude against the company.

The lawsuit alleges that Google maintains its monopoly status by entering
into exclusive rights agreements. For example, the company entered into agree-
ments with equipment manufacturers, requiring Google search to be installed on
their devices. It is often not possible to remove Google services from your smart-
phone or computer. In particular, the lawsuit concerns the cooperation of Google
and Apple, which made the Google search engine almost the only one thankfully
built into the Safari browser.
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The lawsuit also states that Google controls about 90% of all search queries
in the United States. And the company receives 40 billion $ from advertisers per
year. The vast majority of American consumers have access to the advertising of-
fered by Google, as competitors have limited access to traffic. Critics of Google
says that the giant is using its access to users’ web stores to support its own adver-
tising business.

Finally, the leadership of the European Union from time to time invited
directors of the largest technology corporations like Amazon, Apple, Facebook
and Google to the European Parliament in Brussels for a hearing on market
monopolization [7].

Conclusions. Thus, today it is obvious that a new segment of the global
economy has been formed, capable of developing not only in conditions of sus-
tainable and cost reduction (as demonstrated by the production of information
hardware), but also with free distribution of its coreproduct, using its market pow-
er as the monopolists of the past did.

It is also obvious that it is almost impossible to regulate such companies ac-
cording to the canons of the twentieth century. Just not because they are based on
a completely different economic model, but also because the number of their loyal
users in each developed country overpass the number of voters. Whose represen-
tatives could try to lobby for such regulatory laws.

It is difficult to prove in court the abuse of a dominant position by technology
giants in the market. This is primarily due to the fact that any estimates, including
estimates of the degree of use of the dominant position of the market entity are
relative. They are found only in comparison with another peer.

And since we have to compare with the old, obviously less efficient
technologies, the redistribution of savings in favor of modern technology giants
remains invisible. A small part of this savings, provided to consumers, completely
eliminates the existing disparity in the relationship “seller-buyer”, which actually
exists.

The rapid growth of companies, which at the beginning of their journey re-
quired minimal investment, and then eventually became dominant in their fields,
poses many difficult questions to modern economists and politicians.
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The article analyzes the peculiarities of the activities of five companies of technology gi-
ants, leading the world rankings, namely: Apple, Alphabet (Google), Microsoft, Amazon and
Facebook in order to identify/refute possible threats of abuse of these companies their mo-
nopoly position in the market. A critical analysis of the assessment of the monopoly position
of these entities in the relevant markets for goods / services based on the classical approach-
es to the interpretation of the monopolies. It has been established that due to the inconsisten-
cy of traditional approaches to antitrust regulation of the current state of affairs, modern mar-
ket leaders often cannot even be identified as monopolists. However, there are possible threats
to the activities of giant technology firms. In particular, they may be related to modern high-
speed, often veiled ways of collecting, processing and storing information, certain personal
data, etc., and the possibility of using them in certain interests.

A significant number of benefits that society receives from the activities of technology
giant companies have been studied. Firstly, is the provision of free services for the use of in-
formation resources. Secondly, it is not setting high prices for advertising services. In any case,
they are lower than in the real sector of the economy. In addition, over time, for loyal custom-
ers, advertising prices are constantly declining, and the effectiveness of advertising on social
networks and the Internet is quite high. Thirdly, it is an opportunity to significantly save con-
sumers when buying goods on Internet sites. It is noted that the difficulty of applying the con-
cept of monopoly in the traditional sense of the term is that modern technology companies -
giants often do not overestimate the price of their products, but rather provide their products /
services at low prices or even free. Accordingly, such firms have a whole army of supporters.
This suggests the obsolescence of existing antitrust law, its inability to regulate the activities
of modern high-tech firms and, consequently, the need to develop more modern antitrust law.
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