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Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Targeted Pricing�

Geza Sapiy Irina Suleymanovaz

November 2013

Abstract

We investigate how �rms� incentives to acquire customer data for targeted o¤ers de-

pend on its quality. A two-dimensional Hotelling model is proposed where consumers are

heterogeneous both with respect to their locations and transportation cost parameters (�ex-

ibility). Firms have perfect data on the locations of consumers while data on their �exibility

is imperfect. When consumers are relatively homogeneous in their �exibility, in equilibrium

both �rms acquire customer data regardless of its quality. This increases pro�ts but harms

consumers. When consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility, data acquisition incen-

tives depend on its quality. Only if the data is su¢ ciently precise, both �rms acquire it and

their pro�ts decrease, while consumers are better-o¤. Our model has particular relevance for

location-based marketing such as in mobile telephony, where �rms have near-perfect infor-

mation on the proximity of customers but may have imperfect knowledge of other consumer

characteristics.

JEL-Classi�cation: D43; L13; L15; O30.
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1 Introduction

The widespread use of smartphones with built-in GPS chips is responsible for a boom of location-

based marketing where targeted advertisements and o¤ers to consumers are related to their

precise geographic position (see, for instance, Beard, 2011). Several mobile phone applications

(such as 8Coupons and Mobiqpons) rely on the GPS devices to transmit real-time information

on the physical location of a consumer and allow retailers to custom-target rebates respectively

(see Wortham, 2009). However, location data is nowadays by far not the only type of customer

information used in mobile marketing. Huge customer databases collected by mobile network

operators provide an additional opportunity for targeted pricing and advertising. In the recent

years mobile �rms started selling this data to marketing �rms, advertisers or other interested

parties, raising concerns of privacy advocates (see, for instance, Tene and Polonetsky, 2012, and

Tode, 2013a). For example, since 2012 Verizon Wireless, the largest network operator in the

U.S., sells data on location, demographics (age, gender) and consumption habits of its customers

(Panzarino, 2012). In 2013, AT&T, the American telecommunications giant, also announced its

plans to sell data it obtained on its customers�smartphone usage (see Fitchard, 2013).1

The ability of �rms to convert their knowledge about customers into attractive o¤ers depends

crucially on data quality. It appears that in mobile marketing interested retailers can have near

perfect information on customer locations. The acquisition of additional customer data allows

�rms to conclude on other dimensions of consumer preferences relevant in spatial competition,

such as consumer �exibility.2 Data on consumer �exibility is most likely to be imperfect. We

consider a model of spatial competition à la Hotelling and focus on �rms�incentives to acquire

1 In some cases mobile operators do not directly sell customer data, they instead use it to design targeted
o¤ers on behalf of interested advertisers. For instance, in 2013 the three UK�s largest mobile network operators,
Vodafone UK, Telefonica UK (O2) and EE, organized a joint venture Weve where they pooled their data on
millions of customers (see Hawkes, 2013). Weve�s product �WeLocate� provides an opportunity for interested
�rms to advertise and send special o¤ers depending on both a consumer�s location and demographics. The same
year Barclaycard, a global payment business, launched for UK customers �bespoke o¤ers,�where consumers can
search for personalized o¤ers (based on customer data such as spending history and demographics) on a wide
range of products assessable both online and on mobile devices (see Winch, 2013). This allows consumers to
search for the nearest savings suggestions based on their location.

2For example, Factual, a mobile marketing �rm, recently launched Geopulse Audience, a data platform that
allows advertisers to deliver personalized o¤ers to consumers based not only on their locations, but also on their in-
come, which is estimated based on their geo-behavioral patterns (see http://www.factual.com/products/geopulse-
audience). A user�s income can serve as a good proxy for her �exibility to switch between competing advertisers.
Sense Networks is another mobile advertising company, which allows consumer targeting based on location and be-
havioral data. Information is available on age, income, education and ethnicity, all reasonable signals on consumer
�exibility (see https://www.sensenetworks.com/audience-segments-and-results/).
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customer �exibility data (on consumer transportation cost parameters) for targeted o¤ers de-

pending on its quality.3,4 We show that there is a subtle relationship between customer data

quality, heterogeneity of consumers and �rms�pro�ts.5

Our article contributes to the strand of literature on competitive price discrimination with

demand-side asymmetries. In that case consumers can be classi�ed into di¤erent groups de-

pending on their preferences for a particular �rm. The question most often analyzed in that

strand resolves around how �rms�ability to discriminate based on consumer locations (brand

preferences) in�uences prices and �rms�pro�ts. Thisse and Vives (1988) were the �rst to show

that �rms end up in a prisoner�s dilemma such that every �rm has a unilateral incentive to

discriminate, while both �rms are worse-o¤ compared to the no-discrimination case.6

In contrast to most articles in this strand we allow consumers to di¤er not only in their

locations, but also in �exibility. In particular, we follow Jentzsch, Sapi and Suleymanova (2013)

and consider an augmented version of the Hotelling model with consumer heterogeneity along two

dimensions: locations and transportation cost parameters.7 While �rms have perfect knowledge

3The term ��exibility� captures the intuition that depending on whether transportation costs are high or
low, consumers are less or more likely to buy from the farther �rm, respectively. Consumers with high (low)
transportation costs can be referred to as less (more) �exible.

4�Geo-conquesting� is becoming an extremely popular strategy in mobile marketing, where a �rm targets
prospective customers when they are close to the competitor�s location (see, for instance, Tode, 2013b). In that
case while designing its targeted o¤ers a �rm takes into account not only the distance of prospective consumers to
its own location, but also to that of the rival, which calls for the analysis of �rms�targeting activities in a model
of spatial competition.

5Our analysis is also relevant for traditional coupon marketing, where �rms may infer the distance to the
shops based on consumers�physical addresses, which are easy to get even from public sources. On the top of
address data �rms can acquire additional data on consumer preferences. For example, in Germany Deutsche
Post sells household-level data on demographics, living situation, purchasing power and several other dimensions,
which reveals much about consumer �exibility (see �Deutsche Post, Advertising by mail, Local Promotion� at
http://www.deutschepost.de/dpag?tab=1&skin=hi&check=yes&lang=de_EN&xmlFile=link1017338_1010544).

6A similar contribution is made in Sha¤er and Zhang (1995) and Bester and Petrakis (1996). Other papers
show that �rms� ability to discriminate based on consumer locations does not necessarily lead to a prisoner�s
dilemma. For example, in Sha¤er and Zhang (2000) �rms may bene�t from the ability to discriminate among
the two consumer groups loyal to each of the �rms if these groups are su¢ ciently heterogeneous in the strength
of their loyalty. Chen, Narasimhan and Zhang (2001) show that when the targeting ability of one or both �rms
improves, but remains imperfect, �rms�pro�ts may increase. In Sha¤er and Zhang (2002) a �rm with a stronger
brand loyalty may bene�t from �rms�ability to discriminate among individual consumers based on the strength
of brand loyalty.

7Borenstein (1985) also considers a model where consumer preferences are heterogeneous along di¤erent dimen-
sions. His simulation results show that price discrimination based on transportation cost parameters is pro�table.
We provide analytical results, which support this conclusion and specify that consumers should be relatively ho-
mogeneous in �exibility. Armstrong (2006) shows that �rms bene�t from the ability to discriminate between the
two consumer groups with high and low transportation costs both of which are heterogeneous in brand preferences.
We show that this result does not hold when consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility and �rms have
perfect data on consumer locations. Also, we allow �rms to identify more than two �exibility segments depend-
ing on data quality. Liu and Shuai (2013) also consider a model with two-dimensional consumer heterogeneity.
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of consumer locations, they may acquire data on consumer �exibility of the exogenously given

quality, which allows to discriminate along that dimension too. We show that the pro�t e¤ect of

�rms�ability to discriminate based on consumer �exibility is driven by the type of the equilibrium

strategy �rms use on their turfs in the absence of �exibility data and the resulting balance

between the competition and rent-extraction e¤ects following data acquisition. When consumers

are relatively homogeneous (di¤erentiated) in �exibility, every �rm follows a monopolization

(market-sharing) strategy on its turf. The pro�t e¤ect of the ability to discriminate based on

consumer �exibility is positive (negative) in the former (latter) case. As a result, if consumers

are relatively homogeneous, in equilibrium both �rms acquire �exibility data, regardless of its

quality. Data acquisition does not lead to welfare improvement and takes place solely at the

expense of consumers. If, in contrast, consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, both �rms acquire

�exibility data in equilibrium only if its quality is su¢ ciently high. Better data, however, drives

�rms into a prisoner�s dilemma, making them worse-o¤while social welfare and consumer surplus

increase.

The article most closely related to ours is Liu and Serfes (2004), who develop a location model

of oligopolistic third-degree price discrimination to study the incentives of �rms to acquire data

on consumer locations (brand preferences) depending on its quality. We extend the analysis of

Liu and Serfes by adding another dimension of consumer heterogeneity, �exibility, and allow

�rms to get data on it. We believe that in reality price discrimination along the �exibility

dimension plays an important role. Our modelling approach allows us to obtain new results on

�rms�incentives to acquire customer data compared to Liu and Serfes. In Section 4 we provide

a detailed comparison with Liu and Serfes.

Our article is also related to Corts (1998) who shows that best-response asymmetry is a

necessary condition for third-degree price discrimination to have an unambiguous e¤ect on equi-

librium prices and pro�ts. Corts, however, does not further specify under which conditions

equilibrium prices and pro�ts would decrease and when they would increase. In our model

�rms�best-response functions are characterized by best-response asymmetry, such that for a

given location on a �rm�s turf that �rm considers consumers with relatively high transportation

costs to be its strong market, while the strong market of the rival are consumers with relatively

low transportation costs. Our results show that when consumers are relatively homogeneous,

However, in their analysis the strength of consumer preferences is same among all consumers.
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with the ability to discriminate based on consumer �exibility equilibrium prices (weakly) increase

and �rms�pro�ts get larger. In contrast, when consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, the abil-

ity to discriminate based on consumer �exibility results in lower equilibrium prices and lower

pro�ts. Our analysis extends Corts�results by specifying conditions under which best-response

asymmetry yields lower or higher equilibrium prices and pro�ts when �rms can discriminate

based on consumer �exibility.

A further article close to ours is Jenzsch, Sapi and Suleymanova (2013). The authors show

that competitors�incentives to share customer data among each other depend on its type and

on how strongly consumers are heterogeneous in �exibility. We extend this work by showing

that consumer heterogeneity in �exibility is also crucial for �rms�incentives to acquire customer

data. Also, in our current analysis customer �exibility data can be imperfect, while it is always

perfect in Jenzsch, Sapi and Suleymanova.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the model. In Section 3 we

state the results of the equilibrium analysis. Precisely, we derive �rms�equilibrium incentives

to acquire customer �exibility data depending on its quality and consumer heterogeneity in

�exibility. In Section 4 we compare our results with the closest article, Liu and Serfes (2004).

Finally, in Section 5 we conclude.

2 The Model

There are two �rms, A and B, producing two brands of the same product at zero marginal cost

and competing in prices. Firms are situated at the two ends of a Hotelling line of unit length with

�rm A being located at xA = 0 and �rm B at xB = 1. There is a unit mass of consumers, each of

whom is characterized by an address x 2 [0; 1], which corresponds to her preference for the ideal

product. If a consumer does not buy her ideal product she incurs linear transportation costs

proportional to the distance to the �rm. We follow Jentzsch, Sapi and Suleymanova (2013) and

assume that additionally to their addresses consumers are also di¤erentiated in transportation

costs per unit distance, t 2
�
t; t
�
, where t > t � 0. Each consumer is uniquely characterized by

a pair (x; t). In the following we say that consumers with addresses x < 1=2 (x > 1=2) belong

to the turf of �rm A (B).

We consider two versions of our model, depending on the level of consumer heterogeneity

in �exibility measured by the ratio of the largest to the lowest transportation cost parameters,
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l := t=t. In the �rst version t = 0, such that limt!0 l =1. We say that in this case consumers

are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility. In the second version t > 0 and l � 2 and consumers

are relatively homogeneous in �exibility. The two versions of our model represent two extreme

cases regarding consumer heterogeneity in �exibility.

We assume that �rms have perfect information on consumer addresses and can acquire data

on consumer �exibility which is imperfect. In particular, we assume that �rms can acquire

an external dataset containing the �exibility characteristics of consumers in the market. If

�rms acquire this dataset, they can identify the transportation cost parameters of individual

consumers, or of consumer groups, depending on the quality of data. In particular, the quality

of data on consumer �exibility is measured by the parameter k = 0; 1; 2; ::;1. For a given k �rms

can divide the interval t 2
�
t; t
�
into 2k segments and identify every consumer as belonging to one

of those segments.8 Segment m = 1; 2; :::; 2k consists of consumers with the transportation cost

parameters t 2
�
tm(k); t

m
(k)
�
, where tm(k) = t+ (t� t)(m� 1)=2k and tm(k) = t+ (t� t)m=2k

denote the most and the least �exible consumers on segment m, respectively. For any m we can

compute the ratio of the largest to the lowest transportation cost parameters on that segment,

lm(k) := t
m
(k)=tm(k). We say that consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility on

segment m if tm(k) = 0, such that limtm(k)!0 lm(k) = 1. Similarly, consumers are relatively

homogeneous in �exibility on segment m if tm(k) > 0 and lm(k) � 2. Note that segment m = 1

always contains the most �exible consumer (with t = t).

When k ! 1, �rms have perfect data on the addresses and �exibility of all consumers in

the market and, hence, can charge individual prices. In all other cases �rms have to charge the

same price to consumers belonging to one segment and having the same address. We denote the

price of �rm i to consumers with address x on segment m when customer data is of quality k

as pim(x; k).

The utility of a consumer (x; t) from buying at �rm i = fA;Bg is

Ui(pim(x; k); t; x) = � � t jx� xij � pim(x; k). (1)

In equation (1) � > 0 denotes the basic utility, which is high enough such that the market is

8 In the marketing science literature it is standard to model consumer heterogeneity along two dimensions:
brand preferences and responsiveness to marketing variables, such as price and advertising. For example, based
on a sample of weekly store-level data for ketchup, Besanko, Dubé and Gupta (2003) identify three �exibility
segments characterized by di¤erent price elasticities: price-insensitive, moderately price-sensitive and very price-
sensitive shoppers.
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always covered in equilibrium. A consumer buys from a �rm proposing the higher utility. We

follow Thisse and Vives (1988) and assume that if a consumer is indi¤erent, she buys from the

closer �rm. If x = 1=2, then in the case of indi¤erence a consumer buys from �rm A. The game

unfolds as follows.

Stage 1 (Customer data acquisition). Firms observe the exogenously given quality of customer

�exibility data, k, and decide independently from each other whether to acquire this data.

Stage 2 (Competition). First, �rms independently and simultaneously choose regular prices for

each address x. Subsequently the �rm(s) with customer �exibility data issues (issue) discounts

to consumers in di¤erent �exibility segments.

The timing of the competition stage is consistent with a large body of literature on com-

petitive price discrimination where �rms make their targeted o¤ers after setting regular prices

(e.g., Thisse and Vives, 1988; Sha¤er and Zhang, 1995, 2002; Liu and Serfes, 2004, 2005).9 It

re�ects the observation that discounts issued to �ner consumer groups can be changed easier

than prices targeted at broader consumer groups.10 Moreover, if �rms decide simultaneously on

regular prices and discounts, Nash equilibrium in pure strategies does not always exist.

3 Equilibrium Analysis

We solve the game backwards and start with the competition stage where �rms choose prices

taking their decisions in the data acquisition stage as given. Two subgames can emerge in

the second stage. In the symmetric subgame both �rms hold customer �exibility data.11 In the

asymmetric subgame only one �rm holds data on consumer �exibility. We derive the equilibrium

in each subgame and compare pro�ts in di¤erent subgames to conclude about �rms�incentives

to acquire customer �exibility data in the �rst stage. We denote the equilibrium pro�t of �rm

i = A;B as �A;Ai (k) (�A;NAi (k)) in the symmetric (asymmetric) subgame when data quality is

given by k.

9Note that the timing in Stage 2 is equivalent to the following: i) in the subgame where both �rms hold
�exibility data, �rms choose all the prices simultaneously, and ii) in the subgames where only one �rm holds
�exibility data, the �rm without data chooses its prices �rst, and the other �rm follows.
10We observe in many markets that regular prices change less frequently than coupon discounts. For example,

www.hutfans.com (retrieved on January 26, 2013) mentions that Pizza Hut discount coupons tend to �change
often.�
11 If k = 0, this subgame is equivalent to neither of the �rms holding customer �exibility data.
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3.1 Symmetric subgame: Both �rms hold data on consumer �exibility

When both �rms hold data on consumer �exibility, they can identify each consumer as belonging

to one of the �exibility segments and can charge di¤erent prices to di¤erent segments. As �rms

are symmetric, we only focus on the turf of �rm A. Consider an address x < 1=2 on the turf of

�rm A and an arbitrary segment m. Under prices pAm(x; k) and pBm(x; k) the transportation

cost parameter of the consumer indi¤erent between buying from �rms A and B is

etm(x; k) = pAm(x; k)� pBm(x; k)
1� 2x , provided etm(x; k) 2 �tm(k); tm(k)� .

On segment m �rm A serves consumers with high transportation cost parameters; i.e., those

with t � etm(x; k). Firm B at the same time attracts consumers with low transportation cost

parameters (t < etm(x; k)) Then for any address x and any segment m under data quality k �rm

A maximizes the expected pro�t

E [�Am(x; k)jx < 1=2] = pAm(x; k) Pr
�
t � etm(x; k)	

by choosing the price function pAm(x; k). Firm B maximizes the expected pro�t

E [�Bm(x; k)jx < 1=2] = pBm(x; k) Pr
�
t < etm(x; k)	

by choosing the price function pBm(x; k). The following proposition states equilibrium prices

and pro�ts depending on the quality of customer �exibility data.

Proposition 1. (Symmetric subgame.) Assume that both �rms hold customer �exibility

data of quality k. Equilibrium prices, demand regions and pro�ts depend on data quality and

consumer heterogeneity in �exibility as given in Table 1.

Proof. See Appendix.

As we see from Table 1, in the symmetric subgame the equilibrium on the segment m = 1

depends on consumer heterogeneity in �exibility. If consumers are relatively homogeneous, �rm

A targets on its turf the most �exible consumers on m = 1 (with t =t) and serves all consumers

there although the rival charges the price of zero. If consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, �rm

A targets the less �exible consumers on m = 1 on its turf, and the more �exible consumers

8



Table 1: Equilibrium prices, demand regions on �rm i�s turf and pro�ts in the symmetric
subgame.

Consumer

heterogeneity

in �exib ility

p�im(x; k) p�jm(x; k)
Consumers

served

by �rm i
�A;AA = �A;AB

Relatively

d i¤erentiated
(�)

m = 1: 2tj1�2xj
3�2k

m � 2: tm(k) j1� 2xj
m = 1: tj1�2xj

3�2k
m � 2: 0

t � t
3�2k

h
10�9�2k
9�23+2k +

1
8

i
t

Relatively

homogeneous
(��) tm(k) j1� 2xj 0 All

�
l+1
8 �

l�1
23+k

�
t

(�) t= 0;(��) t> 0 and l � 2

switch to the rival, which charges positive prices on �rm A�s turf. On the segments m � 2 in

both versions of our model we get the same equilibria, similar to those with m = 1 in the case

of relatively homogeneous consumers.

To understand those di¤erences, we should �rst note that in the version with relatively

homogeneous consumers under any data quality consumers remain relatively homogeneous on

any segment. Indeed, lm(k) � 2 holds for any k � 0 and any m � 1. However, in the version

with relatively di¤erentiated consumers, consumers remain relatively di¤erentiated only on the

segment m = 1, while on all other segments they become relatively homogeneous. Indeed, for

any k � 1 and any m � 2 we have lm(k) � 2, while for any k � 0 we have limtm(k)!0 lm(k) =1

when m = 1. We will next show that depending on consumer heterogeneity on a given segment a

�rm follows a market-sharing or a monopolization strategy on its turf, which in turn determines

the equilibrium.

Equilibrium strategies: monopolization or market-sharing. The di¤erence in equilibria

depending on consumer heterogeneity is driven by the type of the best-response function a �rm

follows on its turf. On any address on their turfs, �rms follow the monopolization strategy on

segments with relatively homogeneous consumers. In contrast, on segments on their turfs with

relatively di¤erentiated consumers, �rms resort to the market-sharing strategy. To demonstrate

this, we consider the turf of �rm A. Consider �rst an arbitrary segment m with relatively

homogeneous consumers, where lm(k) � 2 holds. The best-response function of �rm A on

segment m on some address x < 1=2 takes the form:

pAm(x; k; pBmjx < 1=2) = pBm + tm(k)(1� 2x) for any pBm. (2)
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As Expression (2) shows, for any price of the rival, �rm A optimally charges a relatively low

price targeted at the most �exible consumer on segment m (with t = tm(k)) to serve there all

consumers. We say that �rm A follows a monopolization strategy. With homogeneous consumers

it su¢ ces for �rm A to slightly reduce the price targeted at the least �exible consumers to get

all consumers on segment m with a given address. Although in equilibrium �rm B has to charge

the price of zero, it does not serve any consumers on a segment with relatively homogeneous

consumers.

Consider now some segment m with relatively di¤erentiated consumers, where

limtm(k)!0 l
m(k) = 1 holds. The best-response function of �rm A on segment m on some

address x < 1=2 takes the form:

pAm(x; k; pBmjx < 1=2) =

8<: pBm if pBm � tm(k)(1� 2x)�
pBm + t

m
(k)(1� 2x)

�
=2 if pBm < t

m
(k)(1� 2x).

(3)

As the most �exible consumer on segment m can switch brands costlessly (tm(k) = 0), in order

for �rm A to attract all consumers on segment m with a given address it has to charge a price

that is at least as low as that of the rival. As the best-response function (3) shows, it is optimal

for �rm A to monopolize segment m for a given address only if the rival�s price is su¢ ciently

high, with pBm � tm(k)(1�2x). Otherwise, �rm A prefers to let the rival gain the more �exible

consumers on segment m. We say that �rm A follows a market-sharing strategy : Firm A is

ready to share segment m with the rival when serving all consumers is too costly, which is the

case if the rival charges a relatively low price. In equilibrium both �rms charge positive prices

on segment m on address x < 1=2. The less preferred �rm B charges a relatively low price in

order to attract consumers, which makes it unpro�table for �rm A to monopolize segment m

for any address on its own turf. As a result, for all addresses on its own turf �rm A serves only

the less �exible consumers on segment m while �rm B attracts the more �exible ones.

Rent-extraction and competition e¤ects. When k = 0, �rms are not able to discriminate

based on consumer �exibility. With relatively homogeneous consumers a �rm follows a monopo-

lization strategy on any address on its turf. In equilibrium every �rm serves all consumers on its

turf. With relatively di¤erentiated consumers a �rm follows a market-sharing strategy on any

address on its turf. In equilibrium every �rm serves only the less �exible consumers on its turf.

Figure 1 shows equilibrium demand regions in both versions of our model for k = 0. How does
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Figure 1: Equilibrium demand regions for k = 0. We used the values t = 1 (t = 3=4) and t = 0
(t = 1=2) in the case of relatively di¤erentiated (homogenous) consumers.

the equilibrium change when the quality of customer �exibility data improves and takes values

k � 1? In literature on competitive price discrimination one usually distinguishes between two

e¤ects. Data of better quality allows �rms to potentially extract more rents from consumers.

To this we refer as the rent-extraction e¤ect. Data quality may also change the intensity of

competition between the �rms, to which we refer as competition e¤ect.

Consider �rst the case with relatively homogeneous consumers. As we mentioned above, for

any data quality consumers remain relatively homogeneous on every segment such that �rms

always resort to the monopolization strategy on any segment on their turfs. In equilibrium each

�rm targets the most �exible consumer on a given segment for any address on its own turf while

the rival is forced to charge the price to zero. Then under any data quality each �rm serves all

consumers on its own turf. Figure 2 shows equilibrium demand regions in both versions of our

model for k = 1. Improvements in customer data quality result in a situation, in which every

consumer is charged a (weakly) higher price. This is because each consumer is now allocated

to a segment in which the most �exible consumer is (weakly) less �exible than before. As a

result �rms�pro�ts unambiguously increase. Higher quality data improves the ability of �rms to

extract rents from their loyal consumers, while competition e¤ect is absent as the rival always

charges the price of zero on a �rm�s turf. Figure 3 depicts a �rm�s equilibrium pro�t as a function

of customer data quality in the symmetric subgame in the two versions of our model. For the

example we used the values t = 1 (t = 0) and t = 2 (t = 1) in the case of relatively homogeneous
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(di¤erentiated) consumers.

Consider now the case with relatively di¤erentiated consumers. As we showed above, for

any quality of customer data, consumers remain relatively di¤erentiated only on the segment

m = 1, while on all other segments they become relatively homogeneous. If k = 0, �rms pursue

a market-sharing strategy on their turfs. However, as k increases by one step, on the segment

m = 2 �rms switch to the monopolization strategy while on the segment m = 1 they maintain

the market-sharing strategy. As a result, on both segments on any address on its turf �rm A

charges lower prices compared to the uniform price at k = 0. The reason is that on the segment

m = 1 consumers become on average more �exible, and on the segment m = 2 �rm B responds

aggressively to �rm A�s monopolization strategy and decreases its price to zero. Lower prices

on a �rm�s turf result in lower equilibrium pro�ts. However, when k increases further, pro�ts

start to increase. To understand this result consider some k � 1. On (all) the segment(s)

m � 2, where consumers are relatively homogeneous, a �rm�s pro�ts on its turf increase when k

gets larger by one step, along the logic explained earlier for the case of relatively homogeneous

consumers. On the segmentm = 1, where consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, a �rm�s pro�ts

decrease due to the logic described above for the case k = 0. As the segment m = 1 comprises

(weakly) less than half of all consumers on a �rm�s turf for any k � 1, the negative pro�t e¤ect

on that segment is outweighed by the positive pro�t e¤ect on all the other segment(s), such that

a �rm�s pro�ts on its turf increase. For the same reason, with an increase in k each �rm serves

more consumers on its turf as for any k � 1 �rms lose consumers on their turfs only on the

segment m = 1 (compare Figures 1 and 2).

We can summarize our results as follows. When consumers are relatively homogeneous,

each �rm follows a monopolization strategy on its turf, such that the rival charges the price of

zero there and competition is very intense. The improvement in data quality results then only

in a positive rent-extraction e¤ect, while competition cannot be intensi�ed as the rival cannot

go below the price of zero. When consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, each �rm follows a

market-sharing strategy on its turf, where the rival charges positive prices and competition is

not very intense. The improvement in data quality from k = 0 to k = 1 results in a negative

competition e¤ect, such that pro�ts decrease. With a further improvement in data quality, the

rent-extraction e¤ect starts to dominate, and pro�ts increase.
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Figure 2: Equilibrium demand regions for k = 1. We used the values t = 1 (t = 3=4) and t = 0
(t = 1=2) in the case of relatively di¤erentiated (homogenous) consumers.
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Figure 3: Individual pro�ts and the quality of customer �exibility data

(symmetric subgame). We used the values t = 1 (t = 0) and t = 2 (t = 1) in

the case of relatively homogeneous (di¤erentiated) consumers.
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3.2 Asymmetric subgame: Only one �rm holds data on consumer �exibility

We assume without loss of generality that �rm A acquires customer �exibility data while �rm

B remains without. The latter must o¤er the same price to all consumers with a given address

irrespectively of their �exibility. In contrast, �rm A can price-discriminate based on both con-

sumer addresses and �exibility. The following proposition summarizes our results for the case

of relatively homogeneous consumers.

Proposition 2. (Asymmetric subgame with relatively homogenous consumers.) As-

sume that consumers are relatively homogeneous in �exibility and only �rm A holds data on

consumer �exibility. Equilibrium prices, demand regions and pro�ts are as given in Table 2.

Proof. See Appendix.

For the intuition behind the equilibrium, consider �rst the turf of �rm A. For any data quality

consumers remain relatively homogeneous on any �exibility segment, where �rm A adopts a

monopolization strategy. Firm B cannot do better than charging a zero price on any address for

any data quality, therefore �rm A does not face a negative competition e¤ect when data quality

improves. In the latter case every consumer is allocated to a segment in which the most �exible

consumer is now (weakly) less �exible than before. As a result the pro�ts of �rm A on its own

turf increase with data quality improvement due to a positive rent-extraction e¤ect. Firm B

does not earn any pro�ts there.

Consider now the turf of �rm B. Di¤erent from the symmetric subgame where in equilibrium

each �rm serves all consumers on its turf, in the asymmetric subgame the �rm without �exibility

data loses some consumers on its turf if consumers are weakly homogeneous; i.e., l > 3=2. To

understand this result, assume that �rm B targets the most �exible consumers on its turf and

charges pB(x; k) = t (2x� 1) for any x > 1=2. Does �rm B have an incentive to increase

prices and lose some of the more �exible consumers (on the segment m = 1)? Compared to

the symmetric subgame, �rm B loses less consumers in case of a price increase because �rm A

responds with a higher price on the segment m = 1. Di¤erent from the symmetric subgame,

this makes it pro�table for �rm B to charge a price above pB(x; k) = t (2x� 1) and lose some

consumers on the segment m = 1, provided consumers are weakly homogeneous (l > 3=2).

How does the equilibrium change with the improvement in data quality? If consumers are

strongly homogeneous; i.e, l � 3=2, irrespectively of data quality �rm B targets the most

�exible consumer on any address. This leaves no scope for �rm A to attract away any of its
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Table 2: Equilibrium prices, demand regions and pro�ts in the asymmetric subgame. The case
of relatively homogenous consumers.
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loyal consumers, even with perfect customer data. Then both �rms�pro�ts on �rm B�s turf do

not change with the improvement in data quality.

Consider now the case with weakly homogeneous consumers (l > 3=2). If data quality is low

(k < log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)]), �rm A has a limited ability to attract consumers on the turf of

�rm B. In that case �rm B does not have to reduce its prices with data quality improvement

to keep consumers on the segments m � 2. Then �rms�pro�ts on the turf of �rm B do not

depend on k. However, when k increases above k = log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)], the improved ability

of �rm A to target consumers forces �rm B to reduce its prices to avoid losing consumers on the

segments m � 2. Although due to a decrease in �rm B�s equilibrium prices it gains consumers

on its own turf, its pro�ts there decrease. The pro�ts of �rm A on the turf of �rm B decrease as

well as it has to reduce its prices on any address on the segment m = 1, while its market share

gets also smaller. As the pro�ts of �rm A on the rival�s turf constitute only a small share of its

total pro�ts, the latter undoubtedly increase with the improvement in data quality.
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Figure 4a: l � 3=2 with t = 1, t = 1:2
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Figure 4b: 3=2 < l � 2 with t = 1, t = 1:75

Figures 4a-4b: Individual pro�ts and the quality of customer �exibility data (asymmetric

subgame, homogenous consumers).

Figures 4a and 4b depict �rms�pro�ts depending on data quality in the case of relatively

homogenous consumers. On the left �gure, 4a, consumers are strongly homogeneous (l � 3=2)

and on the right �gure, 4b, they are weakly homogeneous (l > 3=2). We can summarize our

results as follows. Firm A, which holds customer �exibility data, follows a monopolization

strategy on its turf, which leaves no scope for a negative competition e¤ect as the rival always

charges the price of zero. Customer data of a better quality allows �rm A to extract more rents,

such that its pro�ts on the own turf increase in data quality, while �rm B does not get any

16



pro�ts there. On its own turf �rm B serves all consumers only when consumers are strongly

homogeneous, in which case again the negative competition e¤ect is absent, and the pro�ts of

�rm B do not change with data quality. Otherwise, �rm B loses some consumers on its turf and

su¤ers from intensi�ed competition when the rival gets data of a better quality, and its pro�ts

decrease in data quality.

We now turn to the case of relatively di¤erentiated consumers. The following proposition

describes the equilibrium in the asymmetric subgame.

Proposition 3. (Asymmetric subgame with relatively di¤erentiated consumers.)

Assume that consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility and only �rm A has data on

consumer �exibility. Equilibrium prices, demand regions and pro�ts are as given in Table 3.

Proof. See Appendix.

Although �rm A has informational advantage over the rival, it does not serve all consumers

on its turf. This happens for the same reason as in the symmetric subgame. Since on the seg-

ment m = 1 consumers always remain relatively di¤erentiated, �rm A follows a market-sharing

strategy there and loses some of the more �exible consumers. Due to a negative competition

e¤ect the pro�ts of �rm A on its turf decrease when its targeting ability improves.12 Precisely,

anticipating the informational advantage of �rm A, �rm B responds by reducing its uniform

prices, which serve as an anchor for the discriminatory prices of �rm A. The pro�ts of �rm B

on the rival�s turf decrease as well, because both its price and market share become smaller.

Due to its informational advantage, in the asymmetric subgame �rm A gains about half of

the consumers on the turf of �rm B, whereas in the symmetric subgame it serves consumers only

on the segment m = 1. The pro�ts of �rm A on the rival�s turf exhibit a U -shaped relationship

in k: They �rst decrease and start to increase at k = 1. Firm B reduces the uniform prices on

its turf to protect its market shares, which constitutes a negative competition e¤ect for �rm A�s

pro�ts there. On the other hand, with better data �rm A can extract more rents from consumers

it serves. The latter e¤ect starts to dominate when data quality becomes good enough.13 Firm

12Note that in the symmetric subgame the pro�ts of �rm A on its turf exhibit a U -shaped relationship in k. In
that case the strength of the negative competition e¤ect for �rm A�s pro�ts is limited. As �rm B can discriminate,
it reduces ist price to zero on the segments with relatively homogeneous consumers (m(k) � 2). Then on those
segments data improvement gives rise only to the rent-extraction e¤ect, where the pro�ts of �rm A increase.
Competition is only intensi�ed on the segment m(k) = 1, which provides a decreasing share of �rm A�s pro�ts on
its turf when data quality improves.
13Note that on the turf of �rm A its pro�ts always decrease in k, such that the rent-extraction e¤ect never
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Table 3: Equilibrium prices, demand regions and pro�ts in the asymmetric subgame. The case
of relatively di¤erentiated consumers.
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B�s pro�ts earned on its own turf decrease monotonically with the improvement in data quality.

It is forced into a downward spiral where it must charge lower prices while it still loses market

shares.

Figure 5 shows the combined e¤ect of data quality on �rms�pro�ts on the two turfs, where

we used t = 1. The pro�ts of �rm B decrease monotonically with the improvement in data

quality. The pro�ts of �rm A in turn exhibit a U -shaped relationship in data quality, exactly as

in the symmetric subgame (compare with Figure 3).

0 1 2 3 4 5
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

k

Profit
Firm A

Firm B

Figure 5: Individual pro�ts and the quality of customer �exibility data (asymmetric subgame,

relatively di¤erentiated consumers). We used the values t = 0 and t = 1.

3.3 Acquisition of customer data

In this subsection we analyze �rms�incentives to acquire customer �exibility data in the �rst

stage of the game and its welfare implications. In particular, we assume that �rms can obtain

data on the �exibility of all consumers in the market with an exogenously given precision k � 1.

For simplicity, we assume that data can be acquired free of charge. Then data acquisition

incentives are driven purely by pro�t considerations. The following proposition summarizes the

main results, depending on consumer heterogeneity in �exibility.

becomes dominant. The reason for this di¤erence in the behavior of �rm A�s pro�ts on the rival�s and the own
turf is that the negative competition e¤ect for �rm A�s pro�ts is stronger on the own turf. On �rm A�s turf
the uniform price of �rm B approaches zero when data quality becomes perfect as it targets the more �exible
consumers. On ist own turf �rm B always charges a relatively high price targeted at the less �exible consumers.
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Proposition 4. (Customer-data acquisition.) Firms� decisions to acquire customer data

depend on consumer heterogeneity in �exibility as follows.

i) If consumers are relatively homogeneous, for any k � 1 there is a unique Nash equilibrium (in

dominant strategies) in Stage 1 where both �rms acquire customer �exibility data. Both �rms

are strictly better-o¤ compared to the case where none of the �rms holds customer �exibility

data.

ii) If consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, there are two Nash equilibria where only one of the

�rms acquires customer data if k = 1. If k � 2 a prisoner�s dilemma emerges: There is a

unique Nash equilibrium (in dominant strategies) where both �rms acquire customer �exibility

data, making them worse-o¤.

Proof. See Appendix.

With relatively homogeneous consumers in the absence of customer �exibility data every �rm

serves only consumers on its own turf and targets on each address the most �exible consumer.

If one of the �rms acquires customer data, it gains consumers on the rival�s turf (if consumers

are weakly homogeneous, l > 3=2) and extracts more rents from consumers on its own turf. The

unilateral acquisition of customer data is then always pro�table. The best response to the rival

acquiring customer �exibility data is to do so as well. In that case a �rm gains consumers on

the own turf (if consumers are weakly homogeneous, l > 3=2) and can extract more rents from

them. In equilibrium both �rms acquire data of any quality and their pro�ts increase.

With relatively di¤erentiated consumers every �rm has a unilateral incentive to acquire cus-

tomer data of any quality. Although �rm B (the �rm without data) responds to data acquisition

by charging lower prices on both the rival�s and the own turf, unilateral data acquisition is still

pro�table because �rm A gains consumers on both turfs due to its improved targeting ability.

In contrast, acquiring data when the rival holds it is only pro�table if data quality is su¢ ciently

high, k � 2. On the one hand, data acquisition allows �rm B to gain consumers on its own turf.

On the other hand, on those segments on �rm B�s turf where �rm A loses consumers, it reduces

its price to zero. Only when data quality is high enough, is this negative e¤ect compensated by

the improved ability of �rm B to extract rents from the less �exible consumers on its turf (to

whom �rm A always charges the price of zero independently of whether �rm B holds �exibility

data). These data acquisition incentives result in equilibria such that both �rms acquire �exi-

bility data only when its quality is su¢ ciently high, k � 2. Otherwise, only one �rm acquires
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customer data in equilibrium.

In the next proposition we characterize the equilibrium pro�ts, consumer surplus and social

welfare under any data quality based on �rms�equilibrium decisions to acquire customer data

in the �rst stage of the game.

Proposition 5. (Pro�t and welfare depending on data quality.) Firms�pro�ts, consumer

surplus and social welfare depend on the quality of customer �exibility data as follows.

i) If consumers are relatively homogeneous in �exibility, under any k � 0 the pro�ts of �rm i =

A;B, consumer surplus and social welfare are given by ��i (k) = t=4 +
�
t� t

� �
1=8� 1=

�
23+k

��
,

CS(k) = v � 3(t+ t)=8 + (t� t)=2k+2 and SW = v �
�
t+ t

�
=8, respectively.

ii) If consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility, under k = 0 �rms�pro�ts, consumer

surplus and social welfare are ��A = ��B = 5t=36, CS = v � 31t=72 and SW = v � 11t=72,

respectively. If k = 1, then ��A = 79t=512, �
�
B = 27t=256, CS = v � 417t=1024 and SW = v �

151t=1024. If k � 2, the pro�ts of �rm i = A;B, consumer surplus and social welfare are given

by ��i (k) = 5t=
�
9� 22(1+k)

�
+t
�
1=8� 1=23+k

�
, CS(k) = v�11t=

�
9� 22k+2

�
+t
�
1=2k�1 � 3

�
=8

and SW (k) = v � t
�
1 + 1=

�
9� 22k�1

��
=8, respectively.

Proof. See Appendix.

When consumers are relatively homogeneous, both �rms acquire customer �exibility data

of any quality. With customer data every �rm can extract more rents from consumers on

its turf, while the negative competition e¤ect is absent there as the rival charges the price of

zero both with and without customer data. As a result, following data acquisition each �rm

enjoys higher pro�ts, and the increase in pro�ts is larger, the better is data quality. Both with

and without customer data every �rm follows a monopolization strategy on its turf and serves

there all consumers, such that social welfare is always maximized. Higher pro�ts following data

acquisition then go hand in hand with a reduction in consumer surplus, and data of a better

quality harms consumers more.

When consumers are relatively di¤erentiated, in equilibrium only one of the �rms acquires

customer data if k = 1, and both �rms acquire data if k � 2. In the former case the pro�ts of

�rm A (acquiring customer data) naturally increase. Firm B is worse-o¤because it loses markets

shares and charges lower prices on both turfs. The share of consumers buying from the preferred

�rm increases because �rm A gains more consumers on the own than on the rival�s turf, such

that social welfare increases. Consumers are better-o¤ because both the total transportation
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costs and their payments to the �rms decrease.

If data quality is relatively high, k � 2, �rms end up in the prisoner�s dilemma and are

worse-o¤ with data acquisition. Intensi�ed competition does not allow �rms to make full use of

customer data, and their pro�ts decrease. However, �rms�pro�ts decrease less if they acquire

data of a better quality. Data acquisition is bene�cial for social welfare as the distribution of

consumers between the �rms becomes more symmetric. If �rms acquire perfect customer data,

then social welfare is maximized. Consumers bene�t from data acquisition, while the bene�t is

smaller the better is data quality.

4 Comparison with Liu and Serfes (2004)

Our model is closely related to Liu and Serfes (2004, in the following: LS), who apply spatial

model to investigate �rms�incentives to acquire data on consumer locations (brand preferences)

of various quality for third-degree price discrimination. With data of a better quality �rms

can identify consumers as belonging to �ner location segments. According to the de�nitions

introduced in our analysis, in LS consumers are relatively di¤erentiated (in transportation costs),

because there is a consumer who can switch brands costlessly (consumer with address x = 1=2).14

This explains the similarity between the results of LS and ours in the version with relatively

di¤erentiated consumers. For instance, in LS in the symmetric subgame pro�ts also exhibit a

U -shaped relationship in data quality, k. Precisely, at k = 1 each �rm follows a market-sharing

strategy on its turf because consumers are relatively di¤erentiated there. Data improvement by

one step leads to a decrease in �rms�pro�ts due to a negative competition e¤ect, as we showed

in our analysis. At the next step pro�ts start to increase, because the negative competition

e¤ect is absent on the segment where �rm A (B) sticks to a monopolization strategy, m = 1

14For the de�nitions introduced in our analysis to be applicable to both the model of LS and ours, we have
to state them in a more general way, related to consumer transportation costs. Let d := t(1 � 2x). Then in our
model, for any address x < 1=2 on the turf of �rm A consumers on any segment m with t 2

�
tm(k); t

m
(k)
�
can

be characterized by d 2
h
dm(k); d

m
(k)
i
, where dm(k) = t

m(k)(1� 2x) and dm(k) = tm(k)(1� 2x). We say that
consumers on segment m are relatively homogeneous in transportation costs if d

m
(k)=dm(k) � 2 and are relatively

di¤erentiated if dm(k) = 0, in which case limdm(k)!0 d
m
(k)=dm(k) =1. (In a similar way, segments on the turf

of �rm B can be characterized by ed := t(2x � 1)). Applying those de�nitions to LS, we get that for any k � 1
consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in transportation costs on the segments m(k) = 2k�1 and m(k) = 2k�1+1,
because these segments contain a consumer who can switch brands costlessly (with address x = 1=2). Di¤erently,
for any k � 2 in LS consumers on the segments m � 2k�1� 1 and m � 2k�1+2 are relatively homogeneous. Our
de�nitions do not apply only to the case k = 0 in LS, where �rms cannot distinguish between the turfs of each
other.
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(m = 4), which contains half of the consumers on a �rm�s turf.

In the asymmetric subgame in LS the pro�ts of �rm A (holding customer data) exhibit a U -

shaped relationship in data quality, again exactly as in the version of our model with relatively

di¤erentiated consumers. However, in LS pro�ts increase above the initial level when data

quality becomes perfect, while in our model they never reach that level. This di¤erence is driven

by the di¤erences in the customer data available to the �rms in LS and in our model. In our

setup each �rm has perfect data on consumer addresses, such that in the asymmetric subgame

�rm B prices very aggressively the loyal consumers of the rival, and its price to them approaches

zero when the quality of �exibility data available to �rm A becomes perfect. In LS �rm B cannot

distinguish among its own loyal consumers and those of the rival in the asymmetric subgame. It

then charges a price which decreases in data quality, but approaches some positive value when

data becomes perfect as �rm B aims to extract rents from its loyal consumers, such that the

negative competition e¤ect is not that strong.

As a result �rms� incentives to acquire customer data and their welfare implications are

similar in LS and in the version of our model with relatively di¤erentiated consumers. Precisely,

both �rms acquire customer data in equilibrium only when its quality is su¢ ciently high resulting

in a prisoner�s dilemma for the �rms and an increase in consumer surplus. However, di¤erent

from LS, we get two asymmetric equilibria, where only one of the �rms acquires customer data,

when data quality is low. This is related to the di¤erence in the underlying equilibrium strategies

of the �rms. In our model a �rm always has a unilateral incentive to acquire customer data,

while in LS this is the case only when data quality is su¢ ciently high.

As expected, in the version with relatively homogeneous consumers our results are very

di¤erent from those of LS. In that case both �rms acquire data of any quality in equilibrium,

because data acquisition gives rise only to the positive rent-extraction e¤ect, while the negative

competition e¤ect is absent. The acquisition of customer �exibility data reduces consumer

surplus in that case while it leaves social welfare unchanged. In summary, compared to LS,

we identify more scope for pro�table customer data acquisition, which at the same time harms

consumers.

23



5 Conclusions

In this article we analyze �rms� incentives to acquire data on consumer characteristics of the

exogenously given quality and its ensuring e¤ects on competition intensity and welfare, when

customer data can be used for targeted pricing. This article makes two main contributions.

First, we propose a model of price discrimination that applies particularly well to markets

where �rms�attempts to acquire customer data have attracted public debate, such as the use of

location-based targeting on mobile devices. In contrast to typical spatial models, in our setup

consumer locations are known to �rms, but their information on consumer transportation cost

parameters (�exibility) is imperfect. Second, we show that data acquisition incentives and the

resulting market outcomes crucially depend on how strongly consumers di¤er in �exibility. These

di¤erences are driven by the balance of the competition and rent-extraction e¤ects resulting

from �rms�ability to better target consumers with additional data. If consumers are relatively

homogenous with respect to their �exibility, competition is strong when �rms have no data on

�exibility with no room to further intensify as �rms acquire data. In this case data is used solely

for rent extraction, harming consumers. However, if consumers are relatively heterogenous in

�exibility, the competition e¤ect induced by additional data is very strong. Both �rms acquire

data only if it is of high quality and end up in the prisoner�s dilemma, while both the social

welfare and consumer surplus increase. Consumers bene�t more when data quality is low. Our

results suggest that there is scope for welfare increasing privacy regulation that would restrict

the acquisition or use of customer data in location-based marketing. However, such a policy

needs to be nuanced, for example by being limited to cases where �rms can obtain particularly

detailed information about consumer characteristics.
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6 Appendix

Proof of Proposition 1. We start with the version of our model with relatively di¤erentiated

consumers. In the following claim we state the equilibrium for k � 2.

Claim 1. Assume that consumers are relatively di¤erentiated in �exibility and k � 2. On the

turf of �rm i = A;B prices vary depending on segment. On the segment m = 1 equilibrium

prices are p�A1(x; k) = 2t(1 � 2x)=
�
3� 2k

�
and p�B1(x; k) = t(1 � 2x)=

�
3� 2k

�
, where �rm i

serves consumers with t � t=
�
3� 2k

�
. On the segments 2 � m � 2k equilibrium prices are

p�Am(x; k) = t (m� 1) (1� 2x) =2k and p�Bm(x; k) = 0, where �rm i serves all consumers. Firm

i realizes the pro�t �A;Ai (k) = 5t=
�
9� 22(1+k)

�
+ t
�
1=8� 1=23+k

�
.

Proof of Claim 1. As �rms are symmetric, we only consider the turf of �rm A and some x < 1=2.

We start with the segment m = 1. Maximization of �rm A�s pro�ts yields the best-response

function

pA1(x; k; pB1(x; k)) =

8<: pB1(x; k) if pB1(x; k) � t(1�2x)
2k

pB1(x;k)
2 + t(1�2x)

2k+1
if pB1(x; k) <

t(1�2x)
2k

.

Maximization of �rm B�s pro�ts yields the best-response function

pB1(x; k; pA1(x; k)) =

8<: pA1(x; k)� t(1�2x)
2k

if pA1(x; k) � 2t(1�2x)
2k

pA1(x;k)
2 if pA1(x; k) <

2t(1�2x)
2k

.

These best-response functions yield the equilibrium prices p�A1(x; k) = 2t(1� 2x)=
�
3� 2k

�
and

p�B1(x; k) = t(1�2x)=
�
3� 2k

�
. Firm A serves consumers with t � t=

�
3� 2k

�
. On the segments

2 � m � 2k the best-response function of �rm A takes the form

pAm(x; k; pBm(x; k)) = pBm(x; k) +
mt(1� 2x)
2k+1

, (4)

such that �rm A serves all consumers for any pBm(x; k) there. In equilibrium it must be that

pBm(x; k) = 0. Indeed, assume that pBm(x; k) > 0. Then given the price of �rm A (4),

�rm B has an incentive to decrease slightly its price to gain some consumers. Hence, we get

p�Am(x; k) = (m� 1) t(1� 2x)=2k and p�Bm(x; k) = 0. Firm A serves all consumers on segments
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2 � m � 2k. The pro�ts of �rm A are computed as

�A;AA (k) =
1=2R
0

t=2kR
t=(3�2k)

ft
2t(1� 2x)
3� 2k dxdt+

1R
1=2

t=(3�2k)R
0

ft
t(2x� 1)
3� 2k dxdt

+
P

(a;b)=

�
t
2k

; 2t
2k

�
;

�
2t
2k

; 3t
2k

�
:::;

 
t(2k�1)

2k
;t

!
1=2R
0

bR
a
fta (1� 2x) dxdt

=
5t

9� 22(1+k)
+
1

4t

�
t

2k
� t

2k
+ :::+

t

2k
� (2k � 1)� t

2k

�
=

5t

9� 22(1+k)
+
1

4t

�
t

2k

�2 P
n=1;:::;2k�1

n =
5t

9� 22(1+k)
+ t

�
1

8
� 1

23+k

�
.

This completes the proof of the Claim.

A similar analysis as in Claim 1 can be conducted for the cases k = 0 and k = 1. If k = 0, then

on the turf of �rm i �rms charge prices p�i1(x; k) = 2t j1� 2xj =3 and p�j1(x; k) = t j1� 2xj =3.

Firm i serves consumers with t � t=3 on its own turf and consumers with t < t=3 on the

competitor�s turf and realizes the pro�t �A;Ai (0) = 5t=36. If k = 1, then on the turf of �rm

i �rms charge prices p�i2(x; k) = t j1� 2xj =2 and p�j2(x; k) = 0 on segment m = 2 and prices

p�i1(x; k) = t j1� 2xj =3 and p�j1(x; k) = t j1� 2xj =6 on segment m = 1. Firm i serves all

consumers on segment m = 2, consumers with t � t=6 on segment m = 1 and realizes the

pro�t �A;Ai (1) = 7t=72. Note �nally that these equilibrium results can be derived from Claim 1

through setting k = 0 and k = 1, respectively.

We now turn to the version of our model with relatively homogeneous consumers. In the

following claim we state the equilibrium for k � 2.

Claim 2. Assume that consumers are relatively homogeneous in �exibility and k � 2. In

equilibrium on the turf of �rm i on the segment m = 1; :::; 2k �rms charge prices p�jm(x; k) = 0

and p�im(x; k) =
�
t+
�
t� t

�
(m� 1) =2k

�
j1� 2xj, where �rm i serves all consumers. Pro�ts are

�A;Ai (k) = t=4 +
�
t� t

� �
1=8� 1=

�
23+k

��
.

Proof of Claim 2. We only consider the turf of �rm A. Maximization of �rm A�pro�ts on

segment m on some address x < 1=2 yields the best-response function:

pAm(x; k; pBm(x; k)) = pBm(x; k) +

"
t+

�
t� t

�
(m� 1)
2k

#
(1� 2x) , (5)
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such that �rm A serves all consumers for any pBm(x; k). In equilibrium it must be that

p�Bm(x; k) = 0. Assume that pBm(x; k) > 0. Then given the price of �rm A (5), �rm

B has an incentive to decrease slightly its price to gain some consumers. Hence, we have

p�Am(x; k) =
�
t+
�
t� t

�
(m� 1) =2k

�
(1� 2x) and p�Bm(x; k) = 0. Firm A�s pro�t is computed

as

�A;AA (k) =
P

(a;b)=

�
t;t+

t�t
2k

�
;

 
t+

t�t
2k

;t+
2(t�t)
2k

!
:::;

 
t+
(t�t)(2k�1)

2k
;t

!
1=2R
0

bR
a
ft;xa (1� 2x) dxdt

=
1

22+k
P

a=t;t+ t�t
2k
;:::;t+

(t�t)(2k�1)
2k

a =
t

4
+
�
t� t

��1
8
� 1

23+k

�
.

This completes the proof of the Claim.

A similar analysis as in Claim 2 can be conducted for the cases k = 0 and k = 1. If k = 0,

then on the turf of �rm i �rms charge prices p�im(x; 0) = t j1� 2xj and p�jm(x; 0) = 0, where

�rm i serves all consumers. The pro�t of �rm i is �A;Ai (0) = t=4. If k = 1, then on the turf

of �rm i on the segment m = 1 �rms charge prices p�i1(x; 1) = t j1� 2xj and p�j1(x; 1) = 0. On

the segment m = 2 equilibrium prices are p�i2(x; 1) =
�
t+ t

�
j1� 2xj =2 and p�j2(x; 1) = 0. Firm

i serves all consumers on its turf and realizes the pro�t �A;Ai (1) =
�
t+ 3t

�
=16. Note �nally

that these equilibrium results can be derived from Claim 2 through setting k = 0 and k = 1,

respectively. Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 2. Consider �rst the turf of �rm A and some x < 1=2. Given pB(x; k)

�rm A maximizes its pro�t on every segment separately. The best-response function of �rm A

on segment m is

pAm(x; k; pB(x; k)) = pB(x; k) + t
m(k)(1� 2x),

such that for any pB(x; k) �rm A serves all consumers. Firm B cannot do better than charging

p�B(x; k) = 0, which yields p
�
Am(x; k) = t

m(k)(1 � 2x). On address x < 1=2 �rm A realizes the

pro�t

�A(x; k) =
R t
t

"
ft

 
t+

�
t+

t� t
2k

�
+ :::+

 
t+

�
t� t

� �
2k � 1

�
2k

!! �
t� t

�
2k

dt

#
=

= t+
(t� t)

�
2k � 1

�
2k+1

,
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such that the total pro�t on its turf is

�A(x < 1=2; k) =
t+ t

8
� t� t
2k+3

, (6)

and the pro�t of �rm B on A�s turf is zero.

Consider now the turf of �rm B and some x > 1=2. Given pB(x; k) �rm A maximizes its

pro�t on every segment separately. The best-response function of �rm A on segment m is

pAm(x; k; pB(x; k)) =

8>>><>>>:
0 if pB(x; k) � e

pB(x;k)�tm(k)(2x�1)
2 if e < pB(x; k) < f

pB(x; k)� tm(k)(2x� 1) if pB(x; k) � f ,

where e = tm(k) (2x� 1) and f =
�
2t
m
(k)� tm(k)

�
(2x� 1). We have to �nd now the optimal

price of �rm B given �rm A�s best-response function. Note that for any m � 2 and k � 1 it

holds that 2tm�1(k)� tm�1(k) = tm(k). Assume further that k � 1. The pro�t function of �rm

B for some x > 1=2 then takes the form

�B(x; k; pB(x; k)) =

8>>>>>>>>>><>>>>>>>>>>:

pB(x; k) if pB(x; k) < ah
2t�t
2 � pB(x;k)

2(2x�1)

i
pB(x;k)

t�t if a � pB(x; k) < bh
t+ t�t

2k+1
� pB(x;k)

2x�1

i
pB(x;k)

t�t if b � pB(x; k) < ch
t
2 +

t�t
2k+1

� pB(x;k)
2(2x�1)

i
pB(x;k)

t�t if c � pB(x; k) < d

0 if pB(x; k) � d,

where a = t(2x�1), b =
�
t+ (t� t)=2k

�
(2x�1), c = t(2x�1) and d =

�
t+ (t� t)=2k

�
(2x�1). It

is straightforward to show that �B(x; k; pB(x; k)) decreases on b � pB(x; k) � d. Depending on l

and k three possibilities emerge. First, if l < 3=2, then �B(x; k; pB(x; k)) increases on pB(x; k) <

a and decreases on a � pB(x; k) < d, such that p�B(x; k) = t(2x � 1). For any x > 1=2 �rm B

serves all consumers. Second, if l > 3=2 and k < log2 [(l � 1)=(l � 3=2)], then �B(x; k; pB(x; k))

increases on pB(x; k) < (2t � t)(2x � 1)=2 and decreases on (2t � t)(2x � 1)=2 � pB(x; k) < d,

such that p�B(x; k) = (2t � t)(2x � 1)=2. For any x > 1=2 �rm B serves consumers with

t � (2t+t)=4. Third, if l > 3=2 and k � log2 [(l � 1)=(l � 3=2)], then �B(x; k; pB(x; k)) increases

on pB(x; k) < b and decreases on b � pB(x; k) � d, such that p�B(x; k) =
�
t+ (t� t)=2k

�
(2x�1).

For any x > 1=2 �rm B serves consumers with t � t+ (t� t)=2k+1.
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We now compute �rms� pro�ts on the turf of �rm B. Consider �rst l � 3=2. Firm A

serves no consumers on the turf of �rm B, the pro�t of �rm B is computed as �A;NAB (k) =R 1
1=2

R t
t [ft;xt(2x� 1)] dtdx = t=4. Consider now l > 3=2. Assume that k < log2 [(l � 1)=(l � 3=2)].

The pro�t of �rm B is computed as

�A;NAB (k) =
R 1
1
2

R t
2t+t
4

�
ft;x

(2t� t)(2x� 1)
2

�
dtdx =

(2l � 1)2 t
32 (l � 1) .

The pro�t of �rm A is computed as

�A(x > 1=2; k) =
R 1
1
2

R 2t+t
4

t

"
ft;x

�
2t� 3t

�
(2x� 1)
4

#
dtdx =

(2l � 3)2 t
64 (l � 1) . (7)

Summing up the pro�ts (6) and (7) we get the total pro�t of �rm A

�A;NAA (k) =

�
12l2 � 12l + 1

�
t

64 (l � 1) � (l � 1) t
2k+3

.

Assume �nally that k > log2 [(l � 1)=(l � 3=2)]. The pro�t of �rm B is computed as

�A;NAB (k) =
R 1
1
2

R t
t+ t�t

2k+1

�
ft;x

�
t+

t� t
2k

�
(2x� 1)

�
dtdx =

�
1 +

l � 1
2k

��
1� 1

2k+1

�
t

4
.

The pro�t of �rm A is computed as

�A(x > 1=2; k) =
R 1
1
2

R t+ t�t
2k+1

t

"
ft;x

�
t� t

�
(2x� 1)
2k+1

#
dtdx =

(l � 1) t
22k+4

. (8)

Summing up the pro�ts (6) and (8) we get

�A;NAA (k) = t

"
1 + l

8
�
(l � 1)

�
2k+1 � 1

�
22k+4

#
.

We �nally note the above derived equilibrium for k � 1 describes also the equilibrium at k = 0.

Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 3. Consider �rst the turf of �rm A. Given pB(x; k) the best-response
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function of �rm A on m = 1 is

pA1 (x; k; pB(x; k)) =

8<: pB(x; k) if pB(x; k) � t(1�2x)
2k

pB(x;k)
2 + t(1�2x)

2k+1
if pB(x; k) <

t(1�2x)
2k

.

The best-response function of �rm A onm � 2 is pAm (x; k; pB(x; k)) = pB(x; k)+tm(k) (1� 2x),

such that �rm A serves all consumers on m. Assume that pB(x; k) < t (1� 2x) =2k, in which

case �rm B serves consumers with t � t=2k+1 � pB(x; k)= [2(1� 2x)] on m = 1. Maximization

of �rm B�s expected pro�t yields p�B(x; k) = t(1 � 2x)=2k+1 and p�A1(x; k) = 3t(1 � 2x)=2k+2.

Firm A serves consumers with t � t=2k+2. The pro�t of �rm B on the turf of �rm A is

�B(x < 1=2; k) =
R 1=2
0

�
fx;t

t

2k+2
t(1� 2x)
2k+1

�
dx =

t

22k+5
. (9)

The pro�t of �rm A on its own turf is

�A(x < 1=2; k) =
R 1=2
0

�
fx;t

t

2k

�
t(2k � 1)
2k+1

+
t

2k
+
2t

2k
+ :::+

t(2k � 1)
2k

�
(1� 2x)

�
dx (10)

+
R 1=2
0

"
fx;t

�
3

4

�2� t

2k

�2
(1� 2x)

#
dx =

t
�
2k � 1

�
2k+3

+
t(2k+3 + 1)

22k+6
.

Consider now the turf of �rm B and some x > 1=2. On some segment m the best-response

function of �rm A takes the form:

pAm(x; k; pB(x; k)) =

8>>><>>>:
0 if pB(x;k)

(2x�1) � t
m(k)

pB(x;k)�tm(k)(2x�1)
2 if tm(k) < pB(x;k)

(2x�1) < 2t
m
(k)� tm(k)

pB(x; k)� tm(k)(2x� 1) if pB(x;k)
(2x�1) � 2t

m
(k)� tm(k).

The pro�t of �rm B on some x > 1=2 is

�B(x; k; pB(x; k)) =

8>>>>>>><>>>>>>>:

h
t� pB(x;k)

2(2x�1)

i
pB(x;k)

t
if 0 � pB(x; k) < ah

t+ t
2k+1

� pB(x;k)
2x�1

i
pB(x;k)

t
if a � pB(x; k) < bh

t
2 +

t
2k+1

� pB(x;k)
2(2x�1)

i
pB(x;k)

t
if b � pB(x; k) < c

0 if pB(x; k) � c,

where a = t(2x � 1)=2k, b = t(2x � 1), c =
�
t+ t=2k

�
(2x � 1). Note that �B(x; k; pB(x; k))

increases on 0 � pB(x; k) < a, decreases on b � pB(x; k) < c and gets its maximum at p�B(x; k) =
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�
t=2 + t=2k+2

�
(2x � 1) on a � pB(x; k) < b. For any k � 1 it holds p�B(x; k)=(2x � 1) 2�

t=2; t=2 + t=2k
�
. Assume further that k = 1. On m = 2k�1 + 1 �rm B serves consumers with

t � t=2 + t=2k+3, on m = 2k�1 �rm B serves consumers with t � t=2� 3t=2k+3. If k � 2, then

�rm B serves all consumers on m � 2k�1 + 2 and �rm A serves all consumers on m � 2k�1 � 1.

The pro�t of �rm B on its turf is

�B(x > 1=2; k) =
R 1
1=2

"
fx;t

�
t

2
+

t

2k+2

�2#
dx =

t

16

�
1 +

1

2k
+

1

22k+2

�
. (11)

Summing up (9) and (11) we get the pro�t of �rm B as

�A;NAB (k) =
t

16

�
1 +

1

2k
+

3

22k+2

�
, for any k � 1.

We now compute the equilibrium prices of �rm A on the turf of �rm B. We get p�Am(x; k) =

5t (2x� 1) =2k+3 if m = 2k�1 and p�Am(x; k) = t (2x� 1) =2k+3 if m = 2k�1 + 1. If k � 2, then

on m � 2k�1 � 1 �rm A charges p�Am(x; k) = p
�
B(x; k)� t

m
(k) (2x� 1). The pro�t of �rm A on

the rival�s turf is

�A(x > 1=2; k) =
R 1
1=2

"
fx;t(2x� 1)

 �
t

2k+3

�2
+

�
5t

2k+3

�2!#
dx (12)

+
R 1
1=2

�
fx;t(2x� 1)

t

2k

��
t

2
+

t

2k+2

��
2k�1 � 1

�
� t

2k

�
1 + 2 + :::+ 2k�1 � 1

���
dx

=
t
�
22k+2 � 2k+2 + 5

�
22k+7

.

Summing up the pro�ts of �rm A on the two turfs, (10) and (12), we get

�A;NAA (k) =
t
�
5� 22k+2 � 2k+2 + 7

�
22k+7

, for any k � 1.

We now derive the equilibrium on the turf of �rm B for k = 0. The best-response function

of �rm A is

pA(x; pB(x; 0)) =

8<:
pB(x;0)

2 if pB(x; 0) � 2t (2x� 1)

pB(x; 0)� t(2x� 1) if pB(x; 0) > 2t (2x� 1) .

Assume that pB(x; 0) � 2t (2x� 1) for any x > 1=2, such that �rm B serves consumers with t �
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pB(x; 0)= [2(2x� 1)]. Maximization of �rm B�s pro�t yields p�B(x; 0) = t (2x� 1) < 2t (2x� 1)

and p�A(x; 0) = t (2x� 1) =2. Firm B serves consumers with t � t=2. On the turf of �rm B �rms

realize pro�ts �A(x > 1=2; 0) = t=16 and �B(x > 1=2; 0) = t=8. Summing up these pro�ts with

(10) and (9) for k = 0 we get �A;NAA (0) = 13t=64 and �A;NAB (0) = 5t=32, respectively. Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 4. We prove �rst part i) of the proposition. If a �rm unilaterally

acquires customer data, it keeps all consumers on its turf and extracts more rents from them, it

also gains consumers on the rival�s turf (if l > 3=2), such that the unilateral acquisition of data

is always pro�table. Assume now that �rm A has customer data. We show that �rm B always

has an incentive to acquire data. When both �rms hold data of quality k � 1, �rm B realizes

the pro�t

�A;AB (k) = t=4 +
�
t� t

� h
1=8� 1=23+k

i
, (13)

as stated in Proposition 1. Assume �rst that l � 3=2, in which case the pro�t of �rm B is

�A;NAB (k) = t=4 (14)

if only �rm A holds data, as stated in Proposition 2. Comparing the pro�ts (13) and (14) we

get

�A;AB (k)��A;NAB (k) =

�
t� t

�
8

�
1� 1

2k

�
> 0, for any k � 1,

such that �rm B has an incentive to acquire data when the rival holds it if l � 3=2. Assume

now that l > 3=2 and k < log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)], in which case the pro�t of �rm B is

�A;NAB (k) =
�
2t� t

�2
=
�
32
�
t� t

��
(15)

if only the rival holds data, as stated in Proposition 2. Comparison of the pro�ts (13) and (15)

yields

�A;AB (k)��A;NAB (k)

t
= � (3� 2l)

2

32 (l � 1) +
(l � 1)
8

�
1� 1

2k

�
� �

�
2l2 � 8l + 7

�
32 (l � 1) . (16)

The inequality in (16) follows from 1=2k � 1=2 for any k � 1. Note that 2l2� 8l+7 < 0 for any

3=2 < l � 2, such that �A;AB (k) > �A;NAB (k), and �rm B has an incentive to acquire data when

the rival holds it if l > 3=2 and k < log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)] hold. Assume �nally that l > 3=2
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and k � log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)], in which case the pro�t of �rm B is

�A;NAB (k) = t
h
1 + (l � 1) =2k

i h
1� 1=2k+1

i
=4 (17)

if only the rival holds data, as stated in Proposition 2. Comparison of the pro�ts (13) and (17)

yields

�A;AB (k)��A;NAB (k) =
t

8

�
(l � 1)

�
1� 3

2k
+

1

22k

�
+
1

2k

�
. (18)

The expression in (18), 1�3=2k+1=22k, can be either positive or negative. If 1�3=2k+1=22k � 0,

then �A;AB (k) > �A;NAB (k) for any 3=2 < l � 2. Assume that 1 � 3=2k + 1=22k < 0. Then for

any 3=2 < l � 2 it holds that

�A;AB (k)��A;NAB (k) � t

8

�
1� 2

2k
+

1

22k

�
, (19)

where we derived the RHS of (19) by plugging l = 2 into the RHS of (18). The derivative

of the RHS of (19) with respect to k is positive for any k � 1, hence, �A;AB (k) � �A;NAB (k) >

�A;AB (1)��A;NAB (1) = t=32. It follows that �rm B has an incentive to acquire data when the rival

holds it and l > 3=2 and k � log2 [(l � 1) =(l � 3=2)] hold. Hence, �rm B has always an incentive

to acquire data when the rival holds it. We conclude that there is the unique equilibrium (in

dominant strategies) for any k � 1, where both �rms acquire data.

We now prove part ii) of the proposition. Assume that �rm B does not hold customer data.

We analyze the incentives of �rm A to acquire data. If �rm A does not acquire data, its pro�t

is

�A;AA (0) = 5t=36, (20)

as stated in Proposition 1. If �rm A acquires data, its pro�t is

�A;NAA (k) = t
�
5� 22k+2 � 2k+2 + 7

�
=22k+7, (21)

as stated in Proposition 3. The comparison of the pro�ts (21) and (20) yields

h
�A;NAA (k)��A;AA (0)

i
� 9� 22k+7

t
= 5� 22k+2 � 9� 2k+2 + 63. (22)

Taking derivative of the RHS of (22) with respect to k we get 2k+2 (ln 2)
�
10� 2k � 9

�
> 0 for
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any k � 0. Hence, for any k � 1 it holds that �A;NAA (k) > �A;AA (0), and a �rm always has a

unilateral incentive to acquire customer data.

Assume now that �rm A holds customer data. We analyze whether �rm B also has an

incentive to acquire data. If it does not acquire, its pro�t is

�A;NAB (k) = t
�
1 + 1=2k + 3=22k+2

�
=16, (23)

as shown in Proposition 3, while if it acquires data its pro�t is

�A;AB (k) = 5t=
�
9� 22(1+k)

�
+ t
�
1=8� 1=23+k

�
, (24)

as stated in Proposition 1. The comparison of the pro�ts (24) and (23) yields

h
�A;AB (k)��A;NAB (k)

i
� 9� 22k+6

t
= 36� 22k � 108� 2k + 53. (25)

Taking derivative of the RHS of (25) with respect to k we get 9� 2k+2 (ln 2)
�
2k+1 � 3

�
, which

is negative if k = 0 and positive if k � 1. Evaluating the RHS of (25) at k = 1 we get �19, and

at k = 2 we get 187. Hence, if k = 1, then a �rm does not acquire data when the rival holds it,

and acquires it if k � 2.

We conclude that if k = 1, then there are two Nash equilibria where only one of the �rms

acquires data. If k � 2, there is a unique Nash equilibrium (in dominant strategies) where both

�rms acquire data. Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 5. We prove �rst part i) of the proposition. For any k � 0 in equilibrium

every �rm acquires customer data and serves all consumers on its turf. Then social welfare can

be computed as

SWA;A(k) = v � 2
R 1=2
0

R t
t [fx;ttx] dtdx = v �

t+ t

8
.

Consumer surplus can be computed by subtracting pro�ts (stated in Proposition 1) from social

welfare, which yields

CSA;A(k) = v �
3
�
t+ t

�
8

+
t� t
2k+2

.
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We turn now to part ii) of the proposition. If k = 0, then social welfare is computed as

SWA;A(0) = v � 2
R 1=2
0

R t
t
3

[ft;xtx] dtdx� 2
R 1=2
0

R t
3
0 [ft;xt (1� x)] dtdx = v �

11t

72
.

Consumer surplus can be computed through subtracting pro�ts (stated in Proposition 1) from

social welfare: CSA;A(0) = v � 31t=72. If k = 1, then only one �rm acquires customer data in

equilibrium, such that �A;NAA (1) = 79t=512 and �A;NAB (1) = 27t=256. Social welfare is computed

as

SWA;NA(1) = v �
1=2R
0

t=8R
0

[ftt(1� x)] dtdx�
1=2R
0

tR
t=8

[fttx] dtdx�
1R

1=2

5t=16R
0

[fttx] dtdx

�
1R

1=2

t=2R
5t=16

[ftt (1� x)] dtdx�
1R

1=2

9t=16R
t=2

[fttx] dtdx�
1R

1=2

tR
9t=16

[ftt (1� x)] dtdx

= v � 151t

1024
.

Subtracting pro�ts from social welfare we get CSA;NA(1) = v � 417t=1024. If k � 2, then both

�rms acquire customer data in equilibrium. Social welfare is computed as

SWA;A(k) = v � 2
R 1=2
0

R t
t

3�2k
[ft;xtx] dtdx� 2

R 1=2
0

R t

3�2k
0 [ft;xt(1� x)] dtdx

= v � t

8

�
1 +

1

9� 22k�1

�
.

Subtracting pro�ts (stated in Proposition 1) from social welfare we get consumer surplus

CSA;A(k) = v � 11t

9 � 22k+2 +
t

8

�
1

2k�1
� 3
�
.

Q.E.D.

35



References

1. Armstrong, M. (2006) Recent Developments in the Economics of Price Discrimination.

In: Blundell, R. and Newey, W.K. and Persson, T., (eds.) Advances in Economics and

Econometrics: Theory and Applications: Ninth World Congress: volume II. (pp. 97-141).

Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK.

2. Beard J. (2011) A Look at the Boom in Location-Based Services. Forbes, June 20, 2011.

http://www.forbes.com/sites/ciocentral/2011/06/20/a-look-at-the-boom-in-location

-based-services/.

3. Besanko D., Dubé J.-P., Gupta S. (2003) Competitive Price Discrimination Strategies in a

Vertical Channel Using Aggregate Retail Data. Management Science; 49; pp. 1121-1138.

4. Bester H., Petrakis E. (1996) Coupons and Oligopolistic Price Discrimination. Interna-

tional Journal of Industrial Organization; 14; pp. 227-242.

5. Borenstein S. (1985) Price Discrimination in Free-Entry Markets. RAND Journal of Eco-

nomics; 16; pp. 380-397.

6. Chen Y., Narasimhan C., Zhang Z. J. (2001) Individual Marketing with Imperfect Tar-

getability. Marketing Science; 20; pp. 23-41.

7. Corts K. S. (1998) Third-Degree Price Discrimination in Oligopoly: All-Out Competition

and Strategic Commitment. RAND Journal of Economics 1998; 29; pp. 306-323.

8. Fitchard K. (2013) Here�s a Big Shock: AT&T Will Start Selling Customers�Usage Data.

Gigaom Roadmap, July 3, 2013. http://gigaom.com/2013/07/03/heres-a-big-shock-att-

will-start-selling-customers-usage-data/.

9. Hawkes S. (2013) Mobile Giants to Pro�t from Data They Hold on Millions of Phone Cus-

tomers. The Telegraph, June 10, 2013. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/internet-

security/10110034/Mobile-giants-to-pro�t-from-data-they-hold-on-millions-of-

phone-customers.html.

10. Jentzsch N., Sapi G., Suleymanova I. (2013) Targeted Pricing and Customer Data Sharing

Among Rivals. International Journal of Industrial Organization; 31; pp. 131-144.

36



11. Liu Q., Serfes K. (2004) Quality of Information and Oligopolistic Price Discrimination.

Journal of Economics & Management Strategy; 13; pp. 671-702.

12. Liu Q., Serfes K. (2005) Imperfect Price Discrimination in a Vertical Di¤erentiation Model.

International Journal of Industrial Organization; 23; pp. 341-354.

13. Liu Q., Shuai J. (2013) Multi-dimensional Price Discrimination. International Journal of

Industrial Organization; 31; pp. 417-428.

14. Panzarino M. (2012) Verizon iPhone Owners Have 30 Days to Opt-out of Sharing Loca-

tion, Search Data and More with Advertisers. TNW The Next Web, October 9, 2012.

http://thenextweb.com/mobile/2012/10/09/verizon-iphone-owners-have-30-days-to-

opt-out-of-sharing-location-search-and-more-with-advertisers/.

15. Sha¤er G., Zhang Z. J. (1995) Competitive Coupon Targeting. Marketing Science; 14; pp.

395-416.

16. Sha¤er G., Zhang Z. J. (2000) Pay to Switch or Pay to Stay: Preference-Based Price

Discrimination in Markets with Switching Costs. Journal of Economics and Management

Strategy; 9; pp. 397-424.

17. Sha¤er G., Zhang Z. J. (2002) Competitive One-to-One Promotions. Management Science;

48; pp. 1143-1160.

18. Tene O., Polonetsky J. (2012). Privacy in the Age of Big Data: A Time for Big Decisions.

Stanford Law Review Online; 63-64.

19. Thisse J.-F., Vives X. (1988) On the Strategic Choice of Spatial Price Policy. American

Economic Review; 78; pp. 122-137.

20. Tode C. (2013a) Mobile Data Collection Increases, Raising New Privacy Concerns. Mobile

Marketer, May 23, 2013. http://www.mobilemarketer.com/cms/news/legal-privacy/

15419.html.

21. Tode C. (2013b) Outback Steakhouse Leverages Mobile Location to Target Competitors�

Customers. Mobile Marketer, August 14, 2013. http://www.mobilemarketer.com/

cms/news/advertising/15950.html.

37



22. Winch J. (2013) Barclaycard Takes on Groupon with �Daily Deals.� The Telegraph, May

9, 2013. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/�nance/newsbysector/banksand�nance/10044896/

Barclaycard-takes-on-Groupon-with-daily-deals.html.

23. Wortham J. (2009) Coupons You Don�t Clip, Sent to Your Cellphone. The New York

Times, August 28, 2009. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/29/technology/29coupon.html.

38



PREVIOUS DISCUSSION PAPERS 

 

117 Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Targeted 
Pricing, November 2013. 

116 Hinloopen, Jeroen, Müller, Wieland and Normann, Hans-Theo, Output Commitment 
Through Product Bundling: Experimental Evidence, November 2013.          
Forthcoming in: European Economic Review.  

115 Baumann, Florian, Denter, Philipp and Friehe Tim, Hide or Show? Endogenous 
Observability of Private Precautions Against Crime When Property Value is Private 
Information, November 2013. 

114 Fan, Ying, Kühn, Kai-Uwe and Lafontaine, Francine, Financial Constraints and Moral 
Hazard: The Case of Franchising, November 2013. 

113 Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Buccirossi, Paolo, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso, 
Tognoni, Massimo and Vitale, Cristiana, They Played the Merger Game:                    
A Retrospective Analysis in the UK Videogames Market, October 2013. 

112 Myrseth, Kristian Ove R., Riener, Gerhard and Wollbrant, Conny, Tangible 
Temptation in the Social Dilemma: Cash, Cooperation, and Self-Control,           
October 2013. 

111 Hasnas, Irina, Lambertini, Luca and Palestini, Arsen, Open Innovation in a Dynamic 
Cournot Duopoly, October 2013. 

110 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Competitive Pressure and Corporate Crime, 
September 2013. 

109 Böckers, Veit, Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Benefits of an Integrated 
European Electricity Market, September 2013. 

108 Normann, Hans-Theo and Tan, Elaine S., Effects of Different Cartel Policies: 
Evidence from the German Power-Cable Industry, September 2013.               
Forthcoming in: Industrial and Corporate Change. 

107 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey, 
Christian, Bargaining Power in Manufacturer-Retailer Relationships, September 2013. 

106 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Design Standards and Technology Adoption: 
Welfare Effects of Increasing Environmental Fines when the Number of Firms is 
Endogenous, September 2013. 

105 Jeitschko, Thomas D., NYSE Changing Hands: Antitrust and Attempted Acquisitions 
of an Erstwhile Monopoly, August 2013.  

104 Böckers, Veit, Giessing, Leonie and Rösch, Jürgen, The Green Game Changer: An 
Empirical Assessment of the Effects of Wind and Solar Power on the Merit Order, 
August 2013. 

103 Haucap, Justus and Muck, Johannes, What Drives the Relevance and Reputation of 
Economics Journals? An Update from a Survey among Economists, August 2013. 

102 Jovanovic, Dragan and Wey, Christian, Passive Partial Ownership, Sneaky 
Takeovers, and Merger Control, August 2013. 



101 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Klein, Gordon J., Rickert, Dennis and Wey, 
Christian, Inter-Format Competition Among Retailers – The Role of Private Label 
Products in Market Delineation, August 2013. 

100 Normann, Hans-Theo, Requate, Till and Waichman, Israel, Do Short-Term Laboratory 
Experiments Provide Valid Descriptions of Long-Term Economic Interactions? A 
Study of Cournot Markets, July 2013.                                                                 
Forthcoming in: Experimental Economics. 

99 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Haucap, Justus and Wey, Christian, Input Price 
Discrimination (Bans), Entry and Welfare, June 2013. 

98 Aguzzoni, Luca, Argentesi, Elena, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso and Tognoni, 
Massimo, Ex-post Merger Evaluation in the UK Retail Market for Books, June 2013. 

97 Caprice, Stéphane and von Schlippenbach, Vanessa, One-Stop Shopping as a 
Cause of Slotting Fees: A Rent-Shifting Mechanism, May 2012.                           
Published in: Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 22 (2013), pp. 468-487. 

96 Wenzel, Tobias, Independent Service Operators in ATM Markets, June 2013. 
Forthcoming in: Scottish Journal of Political Economy.  

95 Coublucq, Daniel, Econometric Analysis of Productivity with Measurement Error: 
Empirical Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013. 

94 Coublucq, Daniel, Demand Estimation with Selection Bias: A Dynamic Game  
Approach with an Application to the US Railroad Industry, June 2013. 

93 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Status Concerns as a Motive for Crime?,          
April 2013. 

92 Jeitschko, Thomas D. and Zhang, Nanyun, Adverse Effects of Patent Pooling on 
Product Development and Commercialization, April 2013. 

91 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Private Protection Against Crime when Property 
Value is Private Information, April 2013.                                                            
Published in: International Review of Law and Economics, 35 (2013), pp. 73-79. 

90 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Cheap Talk About the Detection Probability,     
April 2013.                                                                                                      
Forthcoming in: International Game Theory Review. 

89 Pagel, Beatrice and Wey, Christian, How to Counter Union Power? Equilibrium 
Mergers in International Oligopoly, April 2013. 

88 Jovanovic, Dragan, Mergers, Managerial Incentives, and Efficiencies, April 2013. 

87 Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Klein Gordon J., Bargaining Power and Local Heroes,     
March 2013. 

86 Bertschek, Irene, Cerquera, Daniel and Klein, Gordon J., More Bits – More Bucks? 
Measuring the Impact of Broadband Internet on Firm Performance, February 2013. 
Forthcoming in: Information Economics and Policy. 

85 Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, Piracy in a Two-Sided Software Market, 
February 2013.                                                                                                          
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 88 (2013), pp. 78-89. 



84 Bataille, Marc and Steinmetz, Alexander, Intermodal Competition on Some Routes in 
Transportation Networks: The Case of Inter Urban Buses and Railways,           
January 2013. 

83 Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Google, Facebook, Amazon, eBay: Is the 
Internet Driving Competition or Market Monopolization?, January 2013.      
Forthcoming in: International Economics and Economic Policy. 

82 Regner, Tobias and Riener, Gerhard, Voluntary Payments, Privacy and Social 
Pressure on the Internet: A Natural Field Experiment, December 2012. 

81 Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Wey, Christian, The Effects of Remedies on Merger 
Activity in Oligopoly, December 2012. 

80 Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, Optimal Damages Multipliers in Oligopolistic 
Markets, December 2012. 

79 Duso, Tomaso, Röller, Lars-Hendrik and Seldeslachts, Jo, Collusion through Joint 
R&D: An Empirical Assessment, December 2012.                                        
Forthcoming in: The Review of Economics and Statistics. 

78 Baumann, Florian and Heine, Klaus, Innovation, Tort Law, and Competition, 
December 2012.                                                                                                      
Forthcoming in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics. 

77 Coenen, Michael and Jovanovic, Dragan, Investment Behavior in a Constrained 
Dictator Game, November 2012. 

76 Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Strategic Obfuscation and Consumer Protection 
Policy in Financial Markets: Theory and Experimental Evidence, November 2012. 
Forthcoming in: Journal of Industrial Economics under the title “Strategic Obfuscation and 
Consumer Protection Policy”. 

75 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Jovanovic, Dragan, Competition in 
Germany’s Minute Reserve Power Market: An Econometric Analysis,            
November 2012.                                                                                               
Forthcoming in: The Energy Journal. 

74 Normann, Hans-Theo, Rösch, Jürgen and Schultz, Luis Manuel, Do Buyer Groups 
Facilitate Collusion?, November 2012. 

73 Riener, Gerhard and Wiederhold, Simon, Heterogeneous Treatment Effects in 
Groups, November 2012. 

72 Berlemann, Michael and Haucap, Justus, Which Factors Drive the Decision to Boycott 
and Opt Out of Research Rankings? A Note, November 2012. 

71 Muck, Johannes and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, First Mover Advantages in Mobile 
Telecommunications: Evidence from OECD Countries, October 2012. 

70 Karaçuka, Mehmet, Çatik, A. Nazif and Haucap, Justus, Consumer Choice and Local 
Network Effects in Mobile Telecommunications in Turkey, October 2012.          
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 37 (2013), pp. 334-344. 

69 Clemens, Georg and Rau, Holger A., Rebels without a Clue? Experimental Evidence 
on Partial Cartels, April 2013 (First Version October 2012). 

68 Regner, Tobias and Riener, Gerhard, Motivational Cherry Picking, September 2012. 



67 Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Excess Capacity and Pricing in 
Bertrand-Edgeworth Markets: Experimental Evidence, September 2012.         
Published in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 169 (2013), pp. 199-228. 

66 Riener, Gerhard and Wiederhold, Simon, Team Building and Hidden Costs of Control, 
September 2012. 

65 Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Explicit vs. Tacit Collusion – The 
Impact of Communication in Oligopoly Experiments, August 2012.                  
Published in: European Economic Review, 56 (2012), pp. 1759-1772. 

64 Jovanovic, Dragan and Wey, Christian, An Equilibrium Analysis of Efficiency Gains 
from Mergers, July 2012. 

63 Dewenter, Ralf, Jaschinski, Thomas and Kuchinke, Björn A., Hospital Market 
Concentration and Discrimination of Patients, July 2012. 

62 Von Schlippenbach, Vanessa and Teichmann, Isabel, The Strategic Use of Private 
Quality Standards in Food Supply Chains, May 2012.                                       
Published in: American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 94 (2012), pp. 1189-1201. 

61 Sapi, Geza, Bargaining, Vertical Mergers and Entry, July 2012. 

60 Jentzsch, Nicola, Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Targeted Pricing and Customer 
Data Sharing Among Rivals, July 2012.                                                                
Published in: International Journal of Industrial Organization, 31 (2013), pp. 131-144. 

59 Lambarraa, Fatima and Riener, Gerhard, On the Norms of Charitable Giving in Islam: 
A Field Experiment, June 2012. 

58 Duso, Tomaso, Gugler, Klaus and Szücs, Florian, An Empirical Assessment of the  
2004 EU Merger Policy Reform, June 2012.                                                  
Forthcoming in: Economic Journal. 

57 Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, More Ads, More Revs? Is there a Media Bias 
in the Likelihood to be Reviewed?, June 2012. 

56 Böckers, Veit, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Müller Andrea, Pull-Forward Effects in the 
German Car Scrappage Scheme: A Time Series Approach, June 2012. 

55 Kellner, Christian and Riener, Gerhard, The Effect of Ambiguity Aversion on Reward 
Scheme Choice, June 2012. 

54 De Silva, Dakshina G., Kosmopoulou, Georgia, Pagel, Beatrice and Peeters, Ronald, 
The Impact of Timing on Bidding Behavior in Procurement Auctions of Contracts with 
Private Costs, June 2012.                                                                                   
Published in: Review of Industrial Organization, 41 (2013), pp.321-343. 

53 Benndorf, Volker and Rau, Holger A., Competition in the Workplace: An Experimental 
Investigation, May 2012. 

52 Haucap, Justus and Klein, Gordon J., How Regulation Affects Network and Service 
Quality in Related Markets, May 2012.                                                                     
Published in: Economics Letters, 117 (2012), pp. 521-524. 

51 Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Less Pain at the Pump? The Effects of 
Regulatory Interventions in Retail Gasoline Markets, May 2012. 

50 Böckers, Veit and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, The Extent of European Power Markets,      
April 2012. 



49 Barth, Anne-Kathrin and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, How Large is the Magnitude of Fixed-
Mobile Call Substitution? - Empirical Evidence from 16 European Countries,          
April 2012. 

48 Herr, Annika and Suppliet, Moritz, Pharmaceutical Prices under Regulation: Tiered 
Co-payments and Reference Pricing in Germany, April 2012. 

47 Haucap, Justus and Müller, Hans Christian, The Effects of Gasoline Price 
Regulations: Experimental Evidence, April 2012. 

46 Stühmeier, Torben, Roaming and Investments in the Mobile Internet Market,        
March 2012.                                                                                                       
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 36 (2012), pp. 595-607.                                                                

45  Graf, Julia, The Effects of Rebate Contracts on the Health Care System, March 2012, 
Forthcoming in: The European Journal of Health Economics. 

44 Pagel, Beatrice and Wey, Christian, Unionization Structures in International Oligopoly, 
February 2012.                                                                                                               
Published in: Labour: Review of Labour Economics and Industrial Relations, 27 (2013),         
pp. 1-17. 

43 Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Price-Dependent Demand in Spatial Models, 
January 2012.                                                                                                            
Published in: B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 12 (2012), Article 6.   

42 Barth, Anne-Kathrin and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Does the Growth of Mobile Markets 
Cause the Demise of Fixed Networks? – Evidence from the European Union,  
January 2012. 

41 Stühmeier, Torben and Wenzel, Tobias, Regulating Advertising in the Presence of 
Public Service Broadcasting, January 2012.                                                     
Published in: Review of Network Economics, 11/2 (2012), Article 1. 

40 Müller, Hans Christian, Forecast Errors in Undisclosed Management Sales Forecasts: 
The Disappearance of the Overoptimism Bias, December 2011. 

39 Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Transparency, Entry, and Productivity,         
November 2011.                                                                                                     
Published in: Economics Letters, 115 (2012), pp. 7-10. 

38 Christin, Clémence, Entry Deterrence Through Cooperative R&D Over-Investment, 
November 2011.                                                                                                  
Forthcoming in: Louvain Economic Review. 

37 Haucap, Justus, Herr, Annika and Frank, Björn, In Vino Veritas: Theory and Evidence 
on Social Drinking, November 2011.                                                                             
In a modified version forthcoming in: European Journal of Law and Economics. 

36 Barth, Anne-Kathrin and Graf, Julia, Irrationality Rings! – Experimental Evidence on 
Mobile Tariff Choices, November 2011. 

35 Jeitschko, Thomas D. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Signaling in Deterministic and 
Stochastic Settings, November 2011.                                                                
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 82 (2012), pp.39-55. 

34 Christin, Cémence, Nicolai, Jean-Philippe and Pouyet, Jerome, The Role of 
Abatement Technologies for Allocating Free Allowances, October 2011. 



33 Keser, Claudia, Suleymanova, Irina and Wey, Christian, Technology Adoption in 
Markets with Network Effects: Theory and Experimental Evidence, October 2011. 
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 24 (2012), pp. 262-276. 

32 Çatik, A. Nazif and Karaçuka, Mehmet, The Bank Lending Channel in Turkey: Has it 
Changed after the Low Inflation Regime?, September 2011.                             
Published in: Applied Economics Letters, 19 (2012), pp. 1237-1242.                         

31 Hauck, Achim, Neyer, Ulrike and Vieten, Thomas, Reestablishing Stability and 
Avoiding a Credit Crunch: Comparing Different Bad Bank Schemes, August 2011. 

30 Suleymanova, Irina and Wey, Christian, Bertrand Competition in Markets with 
Network Effects and Switching Costs, August 2011.                                         
Published in: B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 11 (2011), Article 56. 

29 Stühmeier, Torben, Access Regulation with Asymmetric Termination Costs,           
July 2011.                                                                                                           
Published in: Journal of Regulatory Economics, 43 (2013), pp. 60-89. 

28 Dewenter, Ralf, Haucap, Justus and Wenzel, Tobias, On File Sharing with Indirect 
Network Effects Between Concert Ticket Sales and Music Recordings, July 2011.  
Published in: Journal of Media Economics, 25 (2012), pp. 168-178. 

27 Von Schlippenbach, Vanessa and Wey, Christian, One-Stop Shopping Behavior, 
Buyer Power, and Upstream Merger Incentives, June 2011. 

26 Balsmeier, Benjamin, Buchwald, Achim and Peters, Heiko, Outside Board 
Memberships of CEOs: Expertise or Entrenchment?, June 2011. 

25 Clougherty, Joseph A. and Duso, Tomaso, Using Rival Effects to Identify Synergies 
and Improve Merger Typologies, June 2011.                                                     
Published in: Strategic Organization, 9 (2011), pp. 310-335. 

24 Heinz, Matthias, Juranek, Steffen and Rau, Holger A., Do Women Behave More 
Reciprocally than Men? Gender Differences in Real Effort Dictator Games,            
June 2011.                                                                                                         
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 83 (2012), pp. 105-110. 

23 Sapi, Geza and Suleymanova, Irina, Technology Licensing by Advertising Supported 
Media Platforms: An Application to Internet Search Engines, June 2011.          
Published in: B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 11 (2011), Article 37. 

22 Buccirossi, Paolo, Ciari, Lorenzo, Duso, Tomaso, Spagnolo Giancarlo and Vitale, 
Cristiana, Competition Policy and Productivity Growth: An Empirical Assessment,  
May 2011.                                                                                                          
Published in: The Review of Economics and Statistics, 95 (2013), pp. 1324-1336. 

21 Karaçuka, Mehmet and Çatik, A. Nazif, A Spatial Approach  to Measure Productivity 
Spillovers of Foreign Affiliated Firms in Turkish Manufacturing Industries, May 2011. 
Published in: The Journal of Developing Areas, 46 (2012), pp. 65-83. 

20  Çatik, A. Nazif and Karaçuka, Mehmet, A Comparative  Analysis of Alternative 
Univariate Time Series Models in Forecasting Turkish Inflation, May 2011.     
Published in: Journal of Business Economics and Management, 13 (2012), pp. 275-293. 

19 Normann, Hans-Theo and Wallace, Brian, The Impact of the Termination Rule on 
Cooperation in a Prisoner’s Dilemma Experiment, May 2011.                              
Published in: International Journal of Game Theory, 41 (2012), pp. 707-718. 



18  Baake, Pio and von Schlippenbach, Vanessa, Distortions in Vertical Relations,      
April 2011.                                                                                                          
Published in: Journal of Economics, 103 (2011), pp. 149-169. 

17 Haucap, Justus and Schwalbe, Ulrich, Economic Principles of State Aid Control,   
April 2011.                                                                                                      
Forthcoming in: F. Montag & F. J. Säcker (eds.), European State Aid Law: Article by Article 
Commentary, Beck: München 2012. 

16 Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Consumer Behavior towards On-net/Off-net 
Price Differentiation, January 2011.                                                                          
Published in: Telecommunication Policy, 35 (2011), pp. 325-332. 

15 Duso, Tomaso, Gugler, Klaus and Yurtoglu, Burcin B., How Effective is European 
Merger Control? January 2011.                                                                                              
Published in: European Economic Review, 55 (2011), pp. 980-1006. 

14 Haigner, Stefan D., Jenewein, Stefan, Müller, Hans Christian and Wakolbinger, 
Florian, The First shall be Last: Serial Position Effects in the Case Contestants 
evaluate Each Other, December 2010.                                                                   
Published in: Economics Bulletin, 30 (2010), pp. 3170-3176. 

13 Suleymanova, Irina and Wey, Christian, On the Role of Consumer Expectations in 
Markets with Network Effects, November 2010.                                                
Published in: Journal of Economics, 105 (2012), pp. 101-127. 

12 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Karaçuka, Mehmet, Competition in the 
Turkish Mobile Telecommunications Market: Price Elasticities and Network 
Substitution, November 2010.                                                                             
Published in: Telecommunications Policy, 35 (2011), pp. 202-210. 

11 Dewenter, Ralf, Haucap, Justus and Wenzel, Tobias, Semi-Collusion in Media 
Markets, November 2010.                                                                                          
Published in: International Review of Law and Economics, 31 (2011), pp. 92-98. 

10 Dewenter, Ralf and Kruse, Jörn, Calling Party Pays or Receiving Party Pays? The   
Diffusion of Mobile Telephony with Endogenous Regulation, October 2010.             
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 23 (2011), pp. 107-117. 

09 Hauck, Achim and Neyer, Ulrike, The Euro Area Interbank Market and the Liquidity 
Management of the Eurosystem in the Financial Crisis, September 2010. 

08 Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Schultz, Luis Manuel, Legal and Illegal 
Cartels in Germany between 1958 and 2004, September 2010.                         
Published in: H. J. Ramser & M. Stadler (eds.), Marktmacht. Wirtschaftswissenschaftliches 
Seminar Ottobeuren, Volume 39, Mohr Siebeck: Tübingen 2010, pp. 71-94. 

07 Herr, Annika, Quality and Welfare in a Mixed Duopoly with Regulated Prices: The 
Case of a Public and a Private Hospital, September 2010.                                
Published in: German Economic Review, 12 (2011), pp. 422-437. 

06 Blanco, Mariana, Engelmann, Dirk and Normann, Hans-Theo, A Within-Subject 
Analysis of Other-Regarding Preferences, September 2010.                                  
Published in: Games and Economic Behavior, 72 (2011), pp. 321-338. 

05 Normann, Hans-Theo, Vertical Mergers, Foreclosure and Raising Rivals’ Costs – 
Experimental Evidence, September 2010.                                                               
Published in: The Journal of Industrial Economics, 59 (2011), pp. 506-527. 



04 Gu, Yiquan and Wenzel, Tobias, Transparency, Price-Dependent Demand and 
Product Variety, September 2010.                                                                         
Published in: Economics Letters, 110 (2011), pp. 216-219. 

03 Wenzel, Tobias, Deregulation of Shopping Hours: The Impact on Independent 
Retailers and Chain Stores, September 2010.                                                   
Published in: Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 113 (2011), pp. 145-166. 

02 Stühmeier, Torben and Wenzel, Tobias, Getting Beer During Commercials: Adverse 
Effects of Ad-Avoidance, September 2010.                                                          
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 23 (2011), pp. 98-106. 

01  Inderst, Roman and Wey, Christian, Countervailing Power and Dynamic Efficiency, 
September 2010.                                                                                               
Published in: Journal of the European Economic Association, 9 (2011), pp. 702-720. 

 



 

 

ISSN 2190-9938 (online) 
ISBN 978-3-86304-116-8 
 


