Dijital ¢agin sundugu teknolojik yenilikler, kiiresel

ekonomiy1 ve  toplumsal yasami  kokten
dontstirirken bu donlisimiin merkezinde Google
gib1 teknoloji devleri vazgecilmez aktorler olarak
konumlanmistir. Arama motorlarindan mobil isletim
sistemlerine,  video  platformlarindan  dijital
reklamcilik hizmetlerine uzanan genis ekosistemleri
ile bu platformlar, giinlik yasamin ayrilmaz bir

parcasi haline gelmistir.

Ne var ki, boylesine buiylik bir pazar giicii, bu giiclin
rekabeti adil olmayan sekilde kisitlamak amaciyla
kullanilip  kullanmilmadigina dair sorular1 da
beraberinde getirmektedir. Bu baglamda, hem
Avrupa Komisyonu hem de Tirkiye'deki Rekabet
Kurumu, Google’in ozellikle dijital reklamcilik
teknolojiler1 (adtech) pazarindaki faaliyetlerini
mercek altina alarak kiiresel Olcekte dikkat ceken
paralel adimlar atmastir.

I. Avrupa Komisyonu’nun "Adtech" Karari

Avrupa Komisyonu, 5 Eylil 2025 tarihinde,
Google''n AB rekabet kurallarini ihlal ederek dijital
reklamcilik sektoriinde rekabeti bozdugu
gerekgesiyle sirkete 2,95 milyar avro tutarinda rekor
bir para cezasi verdigini duyurmustur. Komisyon’un
incelemesi, reklamlarin ger¢cek zamanli ve otomatik
olarak  almip satildigt  reklamcilik  zincirine
odaklanmistir. Bu karmasik zincir ¢ temel

bilesenden olusur:

« Yayinci Reklam Sunucular1 (Publisher Ad
Servers): Yayincilarin (haber siteleri vb.) reklam
alanlarini yonettigi araclar.

« Reklam Satin Alma Araclar1 (Ad Buying Tools):
Reklam verenlerin otomatik kampanyalarini
yonettigl sistemler.

« Reklam Borsalar1 (Ad Exchanges): Reklam arzi
ile talebinin ger¢cek zamanl 1halelerle bulustugu
pazar yerleri.

Dijital Reklamcilikta Hakimiyetin Sinirlar1 Uzerine Bir Inceleme

Komisyon, Google’in yayincl tarafinda
“DoubleClick  For  Publishers (DFP)” ile,
reklamveren tarafinda ise “Google Ads” ve “DV360”
ile Avrupa ¢apinda hakim durumda oldugunu, bu
hakimiyetini en az 20l4'ten bu yana kendi
hizmetlerini kayirmak i¢in sistematik olarak kotiiye
kullandigini tespit etmistir.

I1. Tespit Edilen Rekabete Aykir1 Uygulamalar
Komisyon’un bulgulari, Google’in ¢ikar ¢atismasini
kendi lehine kullandigi 1ki ana eylem tizerinde
yogunlasmaktadir:

Google, hakim konumdaki yayinci sunucusu DFP
tzerinden yurutilen reklam 1halelerinde, rakip
reklam borsalarinin en 1y1 teklifinin degerini kendi
reklam borsast AdX'e Onceden bildirmistir. Bu
durum, AdX'in ihaleyi kazanmasimi kolaylastirarak
adil rekabet ortamini ortadan kaldirmistir.

Google, reklamverenlerin  kullandigt ~ hakim
konumdaki aracglar1 (Google Ads ve DV360), rakip
borsalardan kac¢macak ve agirlikli olarak kendi
borsas1t AdX’e teklif verecek sekilde yonlendirmistir.

Bu stratejiler sonucunda Google, AdX’1 yapay olarak
pazarin en cazip borsasi haline getirmis, bu da rakip
borsalar1 zayiflatirken reklam verenlerin daha yiiksek
fiyatlar 6demesine ve yayincilarin daha diisiik gelirler
elde etmesine yol a¢mistir. Komisyon, bu yapisal
sorunu ¢ozmek i¢in  bazi  hizmetlerin elden
cikarilmasmmin  (divestment) tek etkili ¢Oziim
olabilecegine dair 6n goriisiinii belirtmistir.

I1I. Rekabet Kurumu’nun Perspektifi

Rekabet Kurumu da Avrupa Komisyonu ile benzer
endiseler1  paylasarak  Google''n  reklamcilik
pazarindaki  uygulamalarina  yonelik  Oneml

sorusturmalar yuritmuistir.
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Cevrim I¢ci Goriintiilli Reklamcilik Karari (Arahk
2024): Rekabet  Kurumu, Arallk  2024°te
sonuclandirdigl sorusturmada, Google’in 4054 sayili
Rekabetin  Korunmasi Hakkinda Kanun'un 6.
maddesini 1hlal ettigini tespit ederek sirkete yaklasik
2,6 milyar TL 1dar1 para cezasi uygulamistir.
Kurumun tespiti, Google’'in  yaymnci  reklam
sunucularindaki hakimiyetini kullanarak kendi arz
tarafi platformunu (SSP) rakipler1 aleyhine avantajl
hale getirmesi ve bu yolla pazardaki rekabeti dislayici
bir etki yaratmasidir. Kurul, ¢oziim olarak Google’a,
Uctincii taraf SSP’lere kendi hizmetine tanidigl
kosullardan daha az elverishi olmayan sartlar sunma
gib1 davranigsal bir yuktumlulik getirmistir.

Performance Max (PMAX) (Haziran 2025)
Sorusturmasi: Rekabet Kurumu tarafindan Haziran
2025’te Google’in yapay zeka tabanli yeni nesil
kampanya modeli Performance Max (PMAX)
hakkinda ac¢ilan sorusturma asagidaki temel
endiselere odaklanmaktadair:

« Google’in arama reklamlarindaki pazar giiclinii,
PMAX araciligiyla diger reklam hizmetlerine
haksiz sekilde aktarmasi (kaldirag etkisi).

« Reklamverenlere sunulan verilerdek: seffaflik ve
kontrol eksikligi yoluyla sOmirici
uygulamalarda bulunulmasi.

« Chrome, Android gibi farkli hizmetlerden elde
edilen verilerin birlestirilerek rekabetin

bozulmasi.

Bu sorusturma, yapay zeka tabanli ve "kara kutu"
niteligindeki reklam modellerinin rekabet hukuku
acisindan dogurabilecegl yeni nesil risklere isaret
etmesi bakimindan kritik bir 6neme sahiptir.

IV. Karsilastirmah Analiz ve Ortak Noktalar

. Eylemin Ozii: Stratejik "Kendini Kayirma": Her
iki otoritenin kararinin merkezinde, Google’in
bir pazardaki hakimiyetini, iliskili  diger
pazarlardaki  kendi  hizmetlerine  avantaj
saglamak icin kullandig1 "kendini kayirma" (self-
preferencing) davranisi yer almaktadir.

o Pazar Uzerindeki Etki: Kararlar, bu davranisin
rakipleri disladigi, reklamverenler 1¢in maliyetler1
artirdigi ve yaymncilar i¢in gelirler1 dusturdigu
konusunda hemfikirdir.

« Coziim Yaklasimlarindaki Farkhhk: Avrupa
Komisyonu, sorunun  yapisal  oldugunu
vurgulayarak AdX’in ayristirilmasi gibi1 yapisal
tedbirler1 giiclii bir sekilde giindeme getirirken;
Rekabet Kurumu, 1lk asamada davranissal
yukiimliliiklere odaklanmastir.

V. Sonuc

Avrupa Komisyonu ve Rekabet Kurumu'nun
Google’a yonelik kararlari, dijital reklamcilik
ekosisteminde pazar glicliniin kotiiye kullanilmasina
karst kiiresel Olgekte uyumlu ve kararli bir
yaklasimin  gelistigini  gostermektedir. Kararlar,
teknoloji devlerinin hem "oyunun kural koyucusu"
hem de "oyuncusu" olmasindan dogan ve rekabeti
engelleyen temel c¢ikar c¢atismalarmma  dikkat
cekmektedir.

Ozellikle Tiirkiye’de acillan PMAX sorusturmasi,
yapay zeka destekli kampanya modellerinin rekabet
hukuku gindemini nasil sekillendireceginin bir
isareti  niteligindedir.  Yakin  gelecekte, dijital
platformlara iliskin yapisal miidahaleler ve daha kati
diizenlemeler, adil rekabetin tesisinde ka¢inilmaz hale
gelecektir.
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The technological innovations of the digital age have
fundamentally transformed the global economy and
social life, with tech giants like Google positioned as
indispensable players at the center of this
transformation. Through their vast ecosystems—
spanning from search engines and mobile operating
systems to video platforms and digital advertising
services—these platforms have become an integral
part of daily life.

However, such significant market power raises
legitimate questions as to whether this power 1s being
used to unfairly restrict competition. In this context,
both the European Commission and the Turkish
Competition Authority have taken remarkable and
parallel steps on a global scale by scrutinizing
Google's activities, particularly in the advertising
technology (adtech) market.

I. The European Commission's "Adtech" Decision

On September 5, 2025, the European Commission
announced that 1t had imposed a record fine of €2.95
billion on Google for distorting competition in the
digital advertising sector in breach of EU antitrust
rules. The Commission's investigation focused on the
advertising chain where ads are bought and sold
automatically in real time. This complex chain
consists of three core components:

« Publisher Ad Servers: Tools used by publishers
(e.g., news websites) to manage their advertising
space.

« Ad Buying Tools: Systems used by advertisers to
manage their automated campaigns.

« Ad Exchanges: Marketplaces where ad supply
and demand meet through real-time auctions.

The Commission found that Google holds a
dominant position across Europe with "DoubleClick
For Publishers (DFP)" on the publisher side and

An Examination of the Limits of Dominance in Digital Advertising

with "Google Ads" and "DV360" on the advertiser
side. It concluded that Google has systematically

abused this dominance since at least 2014 to favor its
OWN SErvices.

I1I. Commission’s Findings on Competitive Concerns
The Commission's findings centered on two main
actions where Google leveraged its conflict of
interest to its own advantage:

In ad auctions conducted through its dominant
publisher server, DFP, Google informed 1ts own ad
exchange, AdX, in advance of the value of the best
bid from competing ad exchanges. This practice
undermined a fair competitive environment by
making 1t easier for AdX to win the auction.

Google steered the dominant tools wused by
advertisers (Google Ads and DV360) to avoid
competing exchanges and primarily place bids on its
own exchange, AdX.

As a result of these strategies, Google artificially
established AdX as the most attractive exchange on
the market, which in turn weakened competitors and
led to higher prices for advertisers and lower
revenues for publishers. To resolve this structural
problem, the Commission expressed its preliminary
view that the only effective remedy might be the
divestment of some of Google's services.

I1I. The Turkish Competition Authority's Actions
Sharing similar concerns with the European
Commission, the Turkish Competition Authority
(TCA) has also conducted significant investigations
into Google's advertising practices.

Online Display Advertising Decision (December

2024): In an 1nvestigation concluded in December
2024, the TCA found Google to be in violation of
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Article 6 of the Act on the Protection of
Competition (No. 4054) and 1i1mposed an
administrative fine of approximately 2.6 billion TRY.
The Authority ruled that Google had abused its
dominant position in the publisher ad server market
to grant an advantage to 1ts own supply-side
platform (SSP), creating a foreclosure effect on its
competitors. As a remedy, the Board imposed a
behavioral obligation on Google to provide third-
party SSPs with terms no less favorable than those
granted to its own service.

Performance Max (PMAX) Investigation (June 2025):
In June 2025, the TCA launched an investigation
into Google's new-generation, Al-based campaign
model, Performance Max (PMAX). This inquiry
focuses on the following key concerns:

« The leveraging of Google's market power in
search advertising to unfairly promote its other
advertising services through PMAX.

« Potential exploitative practices stemming from a
lack of transparency and control afforded to
advertisers over their data and campaign
performance.

« The distortion of competition through the
combination of data obtained from various
services like Chrome and Android.

This investigation i1s critical as it signals the emerging
next-generation risks that "black-box" Al-based
advertising models may pose to competition law.

IV. Comparative Analysis and Common Ground
« The Essence of the Infringement: Strategic "Self-
Preferencing": At the heart of both authorities'
decisions 1s Google's conduct of "self-
preferencing"—using 1ts dominance 1In one
market to provide an unfair advantage to its own
services 1n other, related markets.

« Market Impact: The decisions concur that this
behavior leads to the foreclosure of competitors,
increased costs for advertisers, and decreased
revenues for publishers.

« Diverging Approaches to Remedies: The
European Commission has strongly signaled that
it 1s considering structural remedies, such as the
potential breakup of AdX, emphasizing the
structural nature of the problem. In contrast, the
TCA has initially focused on behavioral
obligations.

V. Conclusion

The decisions by the European Commission and the
Turkish Competition Authority against Google
demonstrate the development of a globally aligned
and decisive approach to tackling the abuse of
market power in the digital advertising ecosystem.
The rulings highlight the fundamental conflicts of
interest that arise when technology giants act as both
the "rule-setter" and a "player" in the markets they
operate.

The PMAX 1nvestigation in Turkey, in particular, is a
clear indicator of how Al-powered campaign models
will shape the future agenda of competition law. In
the near future, structural interventions and stricter
regulations for digital platforms will become
inevitable to establish fair competition.
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