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Abstract

We explore whether lawful cooperation in buyer groups facilitates collusion in the prod-
uct market. Buyer groups purchase inputs more economically. In a repeated game,
abandoning the buyer group altogether or excluding single firms constitute credible
threats. Hence, in theory, buyer groups facilitate collusion. We run several experimen-
tal treatments using three-firm Cournot markets to test these predictions and other
effects like how buyer groups affect outcomes when group members can communicate.
The experimental results show that buyer groups lead to lower outputs when groups
can exclude single firms. Communication is often abused for explicit agreements and
this strongly reduces competition.
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1 Introduction

Lawful joint-market institutions are often abused for the organization of cartels. This has
been suspected at least since The Wealth of Nations: the well-known quote (Smith, 1776)
that “people of the same trade seldom meet together ..., but the conversation ends in a
conspiracy against the public” is after all a statement about joint-market institutions—
platforms where people of the same trade meet. Recent studies confirm Smith’s suspicion.
In their meta study, Levenstein and Suslow (2006, p. 69) find that between 25 to 50 percent
of the cartels covered in U.S. studies involved trade associations. Schultz (2014) obtains a
similar figure for Germany: more than half of all illegal cartels fined by the Federal Cartel
Office between 1958 and 2002 used lawful joint-market institutions for their organization.

Antitrust policy is aware of the anticompetitive effects joint-market institutions may
entail. Buyer groups, trade associations or industry-wide information systems require an
exemption from the general cartel prohibition. While in most cases these exemptions are
granted, policy makers know these institutions may be abused. The new EU guidelines
on horizontal co-operation agreements (EU Guidelines, 2011, p. C 11/4) point out that
“horizontal co-operation agreements may lead to competition problems.” This is will be the
case if the firms agree to raise prices or reduce outputs. Similarly, the US antitrust guidelines
for collaborations among competitors (US Guidelines, 2000, p. 6) mention that competition
may be harmed.

At the same time, cartel law emphasizes the advantages joint-market institutions may
have. “Horizontal co-operation agreements can lead to substantial economic benefits (EU
Guidelines, 2011, p. C 11/4). They “often are not only benign but procompetitive” (US
Guidelines, 2000, p. 1). Consumers may also benefit, so joint-market institutions may well
improve welfare. It appears joint-market institutions can lead to cartelization but they can
also be beneficial.

In this paper, buyer groups serve as an example for the analysis of the collusive effects of
lawful joint-market institutions. Buyer groups are an important and frequent joint-market

institution. In a buyer group, downstream competitors purchase their inputs jointly and



obtain economies at the procurement level better than individual firms are able to (in Section
2 we discuss the literature on this issue). As with joint-market institutions in general, the
pro-competitive effects of buyer groups will typically be proudly advertised, however, much
less is known about the dark side of such institutions. Our research aims at shedding light
on these collusive effects.

Our first contribution is a novel analysis of the repeated Cournot oligopoly model
which highlights two collusive effects of buyer groups. The first collusive effect arises since
the buyer group may be abandoned altogether. Since joint procurement brings lower costs
for the firms involved, dissolving the group constitutes a more severe but credible punishment
strategy. Second, some buyer groups have the power to exclude individual firms from the
group. Deviators from the collusive path can be severely and credibly punished this way.
Repeated-game arguments hence suggest that such exclusionary buyer groups facilitate tacit
collusion even further. The EU Guidelines (2011, p. C 11/45) presume that “incentives for
price competition may be considerably reduced” and that buyer groups may “[...] foreclose
competing purchasers by limiting their access to efficient suppliers”.! These points in the
guidelines are rationalized by our model. The theoretical analysis confirms the policy makers’
worries that buyer groups may reduce the incentive to compete.

The exclusion mechanism introduces an interesting variant to the theory of infinitely
repeated games. Usually, both the deviator as well as the cheated-upon players endure
low payoffs along the punishment path (this is the case for Nash trigger strategies, optimal

penal codes, and other punishments).? Exclusion from a buyer group, by contrast, allows for

! Another concern listed in the EU Guidelines is that buyer groups may reduce the range or quality
of the products they produce. The US Guidelines also mention potential anticompetitive effects of buyer
groups (US Guidelines, 2000, 3.31a). They “may facilitate collusion by standardizing participants’ costs or
by enhancing the ability to project or monitor a participant’s output level through knowledge of its input

purchases.”

2With perfect monitoring, the punishment paths are never triggered, of course. They only serve as a

threat. In games with imperfect monitoring (Green and Porter, 1984), the punishment path is occasionally



pinpointed, targeted punishments where the punishing (cheated-upon) players have higher
payoffs than the punished players (deviators).

Our second contribution are laboratory experiments which complement the theoretical
analyses. We run several experimental treatments in a three-firm Cournot framework. Next
to a baseline standard triopoly, we have a 2x2 treatment design with buyer group and
communication as the treatment variables. As in the EU Guidelines (2011) and in our
theoretical analysis, we introduce two types of buyer groups: either the group can be joined
by everyone or the group’s rules allow for the exclusion of single firms. Communication, if
enabled, allows for free chat via typed messages.

There are several motivations for running experiments in this case and for our specific

design:

— First, whether facilitating factors like buyer groups affect market outcomes is an in-
triguing topic with policy implications. It it is well known that tacit collusion in the
laboratory is more or less restricted to two players (Huck et al., 2004). Will the fa-
cilitating factor lead to tacit collusion with more firms? Experimental evidence may

strengthen the policy makers’ worries expressed in the guidelines.

— A second issue where experiments are useful is the impact of communication. We know
(see below) that certain types of communication can lead to high levels of cooperation.
Here, the issue is whether seemingly innocuous talk at the buyer group level has a
collusive effect, or whether such talk is abused for explicit agreements. The EU Guide-
lines suspect that buyer groups “serve as a tool to engage in a disguised cartel [...]”
(2011, p. C 11/45), but this is difficult to verify. Experiments allow for a clear-cut

investigation.

— Third, the aforementioned exclusion mechanism is not only interesting from a theo-
retical perspective. In the experimental literature, Ostrom et al. (1992) and Fehr and

Géchter (2000) introduce individually targeted punishments in public-good games,

carried out.



and show that they support cooperation. This has triggered a huge literature which
we compare to our results in Section 6.2. Our mechanism is more intricate than the
simple punishments in the previous literature. Yet, behaviorally, such punishment may

be more likely to be observed. And finally, our experiments are tests of the theory.

Our experimental results show that buyer groups facilitate collusion only if they involve
a punishment mechanism to exclude deviating firms. If firms get excluded in our experiments,
it is almost always the firm with the highest output (a deviator in the repeated game).
By contrast, the threat of abandoning the buyer group altogether does not lead to lower
outputs. Communication per se has a moderate collusive effect whereas explicit quantitative
agreements on outputs have considerable anticompetitive effects. They can be considered

an abuse of the buyer group institution.

2 Literature

We start with the theoretical literature. Closley related to our topic are analyses of the collu-
sive effects of various joint-market institutions. Joint ventures are a prime example. Cooper
and Ross (2009) analyze theoretically how joint ventures or strategic alliances between two
or more firms in one market can serve to facilitate collusion in another possibly unrelated
market. Goeree and Helland (2010) empirically estimate the collusive effect of joint ventures
on product market performance. Martin (1995) introduces a model specifically on R&D joint
ventures. Schultz (2002) shows that legal cooperation in the form of an export cartel can
facilitate collusion in the domestic market. Normann (2001) analyzes exchange agreements
where firms “cross supply” goods to competitors who could produce the good themselves.
These agreements may save fixed costs, but they also facilitate tacit collusion.

There is also a small literature on the effects of buyers groups. One issue of interest
is the analysis of the exact channel through which buyer groups obtain better conditions in
procurements (see Ruffle, 2009, for a survey). In Snyder (1996), large buyer groups are able

to obtain better purchasing conditions because, in a repeated game, periods of high demand

4



(booms) are more prone to price wars since today’s demand is high relative to future demand.
See Ruffle (2013) for an experimental analysis of the same setup. A second source of why
buyer groups may be able to purchase at better conditions is the curvature of the surplus
function; see Normann et al. (2007). Like our paper, Doyle and Han (2009) show that buyer
groups have collusive effects but the channel they identify differs from ours. Their paper
builds on Shaffer (1991) who shows that firms may soften competition by procuring inputs
at higher prices. Higher input prices imply higher output prices, but since increased input
costs are refunded from suppliers, firms have higher profits. While this equilibrium breaks
down with unobservable contracts, Doyle and Han (2009) argue that buyer groups rectify
the problem and cause higher prices again. Related is Salvatore and Miklos-Thal (2012) who
find that an implicit agreement on input supply contracts with above-cost input prices and
negative fixed fees facilitates collusion on downstream prices.

We next turn to experimental papers on collusion. Since the this literature is large
(see the general surveys by Haan et al., 2009, and Potters and Suetens, 2013), we focus on
experiments where, as in our case, an additional decision stage precedes the actual market
game. Anderhub et al. (2003) analyze the impact of capacity choices on price competition and
find not much of a collusive effect. Suetens (2008) examines an experiment where explicit
R&D cooperation is possible before price competition kicks in. When firms can credibly
commit to an R&D contract, the degree of price collusion turns out to be significantly higher.
Nicklisch (2012) investigates advertising and finds that high spillovers between advertising
expenditures lead to higher prices, however, only for experienced players.

Our research is further related to previous experiments with communication. This
literature is also large and we refer the reader to Crawford’s (1998) survey and Balliet’s
(2010) more recent meta study of dilemma games. Several experiments have shown that
communication can improve cooperation in dilemma games. To what extent communication
helps depends on the format of the communication. One-sided communication like unilateral
price announcements typically loses its impact over time (Holt and Davis, 1990; Cason,

1995) whereas multilateral communication can lead to persistently higher prices (see the



posted offer markets with face-to-face communication in Isaac et al., 1984). Crawford (1998,
p. 294) argues that multilateral communication has a “reassurance effect” which helps to
coordinate on more efficient equilibria. Balliet (2010) finds a positive effect of communication
on cooperation where the effect of face-to-face discussion is stronger compared to written
messages (see also Brosig et al., 2003).

Other experiments in industrial organization involving communication include Cooper
and Kiihn (2014) who analyze communication in a two-stage game of conditional cooperation.
A cooperation stage is followed by a coordination game, and the credible threat to play a
Pareto inferior Nash equilibrium in stage two can theoretically support cooperation in stage
one. When unlimited pre-game communication is possible, substantial degrees of collusion
occur. Furthermore, experiments on leniency programs typically involve communication and
are therefore loosely related to our study (Apesteguia et al., 2007; Hinloopen and Soetevent,
2008; Bigoni et al., 2012).

3 The Model

In our model firms play a linear Cournot game. Before playing that market game, they may
establish an input-purchasing group which affects their procurement cost. We consider two
variants, the open buyer group and the closed buyer group.

Formally, there are n firms, indexed from ¢ = 1,...,n. Let ¢; € [0,00) denote firm i’s
output. Inverse demand is assumed to be linear p = max{a — > " ; ¢;,0}. Firms procure
at constant marginal production cost, ¢;. Marginal cost can either be low (¢) or high (¢).

Hence, firms’ profit functions are
m; = (max{a — Z 4,0} — ¢i)g; (1)
i=1

with c; € {Q, E}

Firms play the following buyer group-participation game:
(la) Firms simultaneously decide whether they wish to join the group. If at least n — 1
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firms join the group, the in-group firms procure at low marginal cost, ¢, whereas a firm
that does not join procures at high costs, .2 If n — 2 or fewer firms decide to join, all

firms have high marginal cost.

(Ib) (Closed buyers groups only) Provided all n firms join the group in Stage la, firms
simultaneously suggest one firm (if any) for exclusion from the group. Only if n — 1
firms agree to exclude a firm is the targeted firm excluded from the group and has

¢; = ¢ whereas the other firms continue to have ¢; = c.

(2) Given buyer group participation and cost realization, firms play the n-firm Cournot

game.

The proof of the following proposition can be found in the Appendix.

Proposition 1 (one-shot game). In open buyer groups, both establishing a buyer group
comprising all firms and not establishing a buyer group can be part of a subgame perfect Nash
equilibrium. The same holds for closed buyer groups. Moreover, closed buyer groups exclude

one firm in the subgame perfect Nash equilibria where the group is established.

The intuition behind this proposition is as follows. Joining the buyer group is a weakly
dominant strategy as a firm always benefits from having lower costs. So, one subgame
perfect Nash equilibrium outcome has all firms joining the group. If n — 3 or fewer firms join
the group, a firm is indifferent between joining and not joining. Hence, a second subgame
perfect Nash equilibrium outcome (in weakly dominated strategies) involves n — 3 or fewer

firms joining the group.* This holds for both the open and the closed buyer group. In the

3The motivation for this setup is that buyer groups must have a minimum size to be able to procure
cheaper than single firms. To allow for outsiders to the buyer groups, we decided not to demand that the
entire industry is required to join the group. It is straightforward to extend the model such that groups of

size n — k, k > 1, are allowed.

4To be precise, there are many pure-strategy equilibria of this type, all of which have n — 3 or fewer other

firms joining the group.



closed buyer group, it pays for any set of n — 1 firms to exclude one firm. While firms might
face a coordination problem of whom to exclude, exclusion is part of the subgame perfect
Nash equilibrium.

Consider now infinitely many repetitions of the one-shot game. Time is indexed from
t =0,...,00 and firms discount future profits with a common factor §, where ¢ € [0,1). To
investigate the stability of a possible cartelization of the market, we will look for a subgame
perfect equilibrium where firms manage to sustain the symmetric joint-profit maximum by
threatening to revert to a static Nash equilibrium in the case of a deviation (trigger strategy).
Let &g denote the smallest discount factor required for such a collusive equilibrium.

The analysis of the one-shot game above suggests three different outcomes: in the game
without a buyer group (“baseline”), we have standard Nash reversions; for the open buyer
group, not establishing a buyer group leads to lower profits because firms have high costs;
closed buyer groups can exclude in the case of a defection which yields even lower profits for
the deviator. Since collusive and defection profits are the same in all three cases, we obtain

(see the Appendix for details):
Proposition 2 (repeated game). For the minimum discount factor required to sustain

the joint-profit maximum as a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium with Nash reversions

baseline open buyer group closed buyer group
d > 0, > 0,
0 0 0

holds. That s, open buyer groups facilitate collusion, and closed buyer groups facilitate

collusion more strongly than open buyer groups.

Note that the proposition does not depend on the assumption that firms attempt to
achieve the joint-profit maximum (see Appendix). What our result does depend on is the

assumption of trigger strategy reversions to a static Nash equilibrium.



4 Design and Hypotheses

We want to assess the collusive impact of buyer groups along two dimensions. One dimension
is that buyer groups allow for more severe punishment strategies than standard oligopolies,
as in points 201 and 203 of the FU Guidelines. Hence, we have the treatments exogenous
buyer group (Baseline), open buyer group, and closed buyer group. The second dimension
is that buyer groups legally enable communication between firms. This communication may
be used for collusive agreements (“cartel in disguise”). Here, we have the variants Talk and

NoTalk. Table 1 summarizes the treatment design.

Treatment Baseline  Open_NoTalk Closed NoTalk Open_Talk Closed_Talk
Cost c corc corc corc corc
Buyer Group exogenous open closed open closed
Communication no no no yes yes
Stage 1 - entry entry entry entry
Stage 2 - - - chat chat
Stage 3 - - exclusion - exclusion
Stage 4 quantity quantity quantity quantity quantity
# Participants 27 36 36 33 36

Table 1: Treatments

The communication treatments were designed as follows. Subjects were allowed to
communicate with one another for 40 seconds in every period of the experiment via typed
messages, using an instant-messenger communication tool. Subjects were free to post as
many messages as they liked, but they were not allowed to identify themselves or post
offensive messages. Subjects were aware that their communications addressed the whole

group; addressing individual group members or subjects outside the group was not possible.



The limit of 40 seconds was sufficiently long for the communication phase as most talk ended
before the 40-second period was over. Subjects were only allowed to communicate at the
buyer-group stage. The instructions (see the Appendix) regarding this point read “you are
free to talk about whatever you wish, however, you must not explicitly agree on targets
regarding the output decisions”. We chose this implementation because it is relatively close
to Article 101 of the European Treaty of Rome (which prohibits explicit agreements between
firms that restrict competition) and Section I of the Sherman Act (which has a similar
content). It is clear to subjects that communication about output targets is possible but not
allowed.?

The Closed treatments are considerably more complex. One reason is that the group
participation decision plus exclusion decision preceded the output decision. In the first
period, players had to decide whether to exclude a firm even before playing the quantity
game. We therefore decided to begin the Closed treatments with seven rounds of the Open
buyer group treatment. After the seven rounds, the Closed buyer group mechanism was
introduced and used for the rest of the game (see below). In order to account for the restart
effect implied by this design, we also began with seven rounds in Open and Baseline, although
the treatment was not changed after the initial phase in these variants. The seven periods
were announced in the introduction and we paid subjects for them. Below, we only report

the data after the seven initial rounds.®

5This is also the reason why we did not conduct a second baseline treatment with communication. Absent
a buyer group decision, it would be implausible to allow for communication which, however, must not concern
output decisions. Moreover, even in the Open_Talk treatment, it is trivial to discuss the decision to join (in
fact, almost all subject always do so). An additional treatment without the buyer-group decision would not
yield any additional insights.

6We dismissed the option of implementing a cartel authority in the lab. A cartel authority which in-
vestigates with a certain probability and imposes fines according to a set of rules would have complicated
our design without adding any further insight into our main analyzed issues. While several laboratory ex-

periments on leniency (Apesteguia et al., 2007; Hinloopen and Soetevent, 2008; Bigoni et al., 2012) have
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The buyer-group decisions were implemented exactly as described in the model section.
In the open buyer group, firms simply decide whether they wish to join the group. In the
closed buyer group, firms first decide whether to join the group and, given that all firms join,
firms decide whether they wish to exclude a firm (if any).

The Cournot oligopoly model was employed with the following parameter values
n=3, a=130, c¢=10, =22 (2)

At least three firms are needed to create buyer groups with the option of exclusion. Collusive
outcomes without communication do typically not occur with more than three firms (Huck
et al., 2004), hence n = 3 gives us a good chance to observe treatment effects. We chose the
difference between ¢ and ¢ to be salient, such that being part of the group or being excluded
from it has a sound effect on participants’ payoffs. On the other hand, the difference should
not be too big such that an excluded (or non-joining) firm still procures g’ > 0. This is the
case with ¢ = 10 and ¢ = 22.

All treatments were implemented as a repeated game (fixed-matching scheme). After
the initial seven periods, there were at least 20 periods in all treatments. From the 21%
period onward, a random stopping rule determined whether the experiment would go on or
would stop. The continuation probability was 2/3. The actual number of periods were not
determined ex ante and thus differed between sessions (between 21 and 28 periods).

The feedback was as follows. Subjects were in every period informed about the buyer

successfully conducted experiments with such a cartel authority in the lab, such a design faces several difficul-
ties in our case. One difference is that subjects in the leniency experiments explicitly choose to communicate,
knowing they may be penalized. In the case of communication in a buyer group, the opportunity to talk
is always there, and it is legal; only certain content is illegal. This, however, requires the experimenters to
actively monitor the communication content and intervene immediately in any period of violation. This may
contradict the notion of participant anonymity. Also, given that up to 24 subjects simultaneously produce
chat content (which can be rather cryptic), such immediate on-screen content analysis and intervention does

not seem practical.
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group participation decisions. In the open buyer group treatments, subjects were told, for
example, “all firms decided to join the buyer group. All firms have low cost in this period,”
and similarly if one firm did not join. For the closed buyer groups, an additional feedback
was given, for example, if firm 3 was excluded, “firm 1 and firm 2 are still in the buyer
group.” Subjects were eventually informed about quantity choices and profits.

We now turn to the numerical predictions for the parameters of the design. For the 9,

of the repeated game, we obtain

55)aseline =0.57

58pen buyer group —0.50 (3)

5(c)losed buyer group =0.35

Table 2 states the static Nash equilibria and the symmetric joint-profit maximizing outcome.

Output QC N =N E qE

IS
S
S

20.0 30.0 270 33.0 21.0

prOﬁt EC N =N E =E

B
3
B
3

1,200 900 729 1,089 421

Table 2: Benchmarks. Note: “C” refers to the collusive (joint-profit mazimizing outcome),
“N7” is the symmetric low- and high-cost static Nash equilibria, and “E” refers the static

Nash outcome where one firm is excluded.

Regarding the impact of buyer groups on collusion, we follow the common interpreta-
tion that a lower minimum-discount factor makes collusion easier.” Proposition 2 and the d;

in (3) imply

"Note that the discount factor implied by the termination rule (2/3) is higher than all dy in (3). This
suggests that, theoretically, players can sustain the joint maximum in all treatments. Our hypothesis is

based on the observation that play in experiments depends on the magnitude of the punishment payoffs in

12



Hypothesis 1. (a) Buyer groups facilitate collusion. (b) Closed buyer groups are more

collusive than open buyer groups.

Communication may help to coordinate on a collusive equilibrium (see Crawford and
Sobel, 1982; Farrell and Rabin, 1996; Cooper and Kiihn, 2013). In repeated games, there
are many collusive equilibria and therefore firms face a coordination problem. Cheap talk
can enable firms to coordinate on a certain equilibrium (output targets, market shares, and
punishment strategies). Thus, we expect communication to have a positive effect on coop-
eration. This is also consistent with the previous experimental evidence (see our literature

survey above).
Hypothesis 2. Industry output will be lower in the treatments with communication.

Our hypotheses taken together imply rankings of industry outputs for our treatments.
We have two predicted rankings as our hypotheses do not predict a ranking of outputs for

Closed _NoTalk vs. Open_Talk. We should either observe

QBasehne > QOpen,NoTalk > QClosed,NoTalk > QOpen,Talk > QClosed,Talk

or

QBasehne > QOpen,NoTalk > QOpen,Talk > QClosed,NoTalk > QClosed,Talk'

5 Procedures

The experiment was conducted and framed as follows. In the instructions, subjects were
told that they would act as a firm which, together with two other firms, repeatedly serves a

market. They were asked to purchase units of a fictitious good. In each period, the number

that it affects the likelihood of collusion in the direction predicted by theory (see for example Rapoport and
Chammah 1965). Dal Bé and Fréchette (2011), show that being an equilibrium action may be a necessary

condition for cooperation when the supergame is repeated many times.
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of units procured was automatically set equal to the number of units sold on the downstream
market (no inventory). We told them the input price of the good was either 22 or 10. In
Baseline, the input price was 10 throughout.® We further described that subjects had the
option to “join a buyer group” and how this choice affected their production cost. Next, we
described the quantity decision.’

After having read the instructions, participants could privately ask questions. Before
the start of the experiment, subjects were asked to answer several control questions. Only
then did the actual experiment begin.

The experiments were computerized, using Ztree (Fischbacher, 2007). Recruiting was
done with the ORSEE (Greiner, 2004) online recruiting system.

The experiments were conducted at the laboratory of the Duesseldorf Institute for
Competition Economics (DICE) in 2012 and 2014. In total, 177 subjects participated in
sessions with 12 to 24 participants. We have between nine and 12 independent triopoly
groups per treatment. (We aimed at two sessions and 12 groups per treatment; if the

number of groups in a session was lower due to subjects not showing up, we conducted a

third fully-fledged session.)

8In order to keep the Baseline treatment comparable to the other treatments, we mentioned in the
instructions that “the input price is usually 22” but “since you and the other two firms are in a buyer group”
the price is 10. Hence, strictly speaking, Baseline is not a standard triopoly in terms of the frame but takes
into account the aspects of buyer groups that characterizes the other treatments. As we will see below, the
data in Baseline do not differ from previous three-firm Cournot experiments. Hence, it appears redundant

to conduct a further neutrally-framed triopoly treatment.

9We told subjects that a higher aggregate output would lower the market price, and that for aggregate
output levels of 130 or more the price would be zero. We did not provide payoff tables or further details
of the functional forms. Instead, in each round, subjects had access to an on-screen profit calculator. As
Requate and Waichman (2011) show, the use of a profit table or a profit calculator yields indistinguishable

results in Cournot experiments.
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Participants were students from various departments, many from fields other than
economics or business administration. The monetary payment was computed by using an
exchange rate of 1,500 “points” for one Euro and adding a flat payment of 4 €. Subjects’
average earnings were 21.24 € including the flat payment. The sessions lasted between 60

and 90 minutes.

6 Results

6.1 Overview and Main Results

Frequency of all firms having low cost

0,
100.00% 99.90% 99.50%
98.61%
) I I
e & & & &
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Figure 1: Frequency of the cases where all firms have low cost. Note that in Baseline, the

share low-cost firms is 100% by design.

Figure 1 shows that almost all firms joined the buyer group in the two Open treatments,

as predicted. Firms have low cost virtually all the time, that is, firms joined a buyer group
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in nearly all cases. This is also true for Closed_Talk. In Closed NoTalk, the frequency of
low-cost outcomes is significantly lower than in the other treatments (rank-sum tests, all
p < 0.001, two-sided), although the rate is still above 90%. We will cover the issue of who

gets excluded and why in Section 6.2.
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Figure 2: Left-hand side: Rank-sum tests, p values are two-sided. Right-hand side: Group
means across treatments. Note that the static Nash output is 30, joint-monopoly output is

20. Line connects treatment averages. The action space is [0, 50]

Next, we take a look at the average outputs. The left-hand side of Figure 2 shows
these averages and the results of unrelated-sample ranksum tests (two-sided p values). Av-
erage outputs differ significantly and in the direction predicted, except for Baseline and
Open_NoTalk which do not differ significantly. The differences between the NoTalk and
Talk treatments are highly significant. We observe one of the two predicted rankings of

average outputs, so we can reject the null hypothesis that the ranking of average outputs
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are random.'® Outputs for the Baseline and Open_NoTalk treatments are rather close to the
static Nash equilibrium of 30. Both treatment variables have the predicted effects. Confirm-
ing Hypothesis 1, the closed buyer groups cause slightly reduced outputs compared to the
open buyer groups. Supporting Hypothesis 2, the possibility of communication in the Talk
treatments causes a substantial reduction of output.

The right-hand side of Figure 2 shows the group averages for each treatment. In Base-
line and Open_NoTalk, some groups have average outputs above the static Nash prediction,
some below (as has been observed by Huck et al. 2004). The other treatments have averages
between the static Nash level of 30 and the joint-profit maximizing level of 20. Without
communication, only one group managed to sustain an output level close to the collusive

level of 20 whereas most groups in Closed_Talk had an average close to 20.

Variable (1) (2) (3)

buyer group  -0.493 -0.493 -0.3551
closed -1.558** -1.558** -1.8319*
talk -6.585%** -6.585%** -6.8734***
talkclosed 0.5650
period -0.062** -0.0623
constant 29.565%FF  30.219***  30.2187
N 3360 3360 3360

*¥** 1% level  ** 5% level * 10% level

Table 3: Panel regression analysis of firm-level outputs.

10We have five treatments and 5! = 120 possible rankings of average outputs. Two of the 120 rankings
are consistent with our Hypotheses. As one of the predicted rankings materializes, we can reject the null

hypothesis of random rankings at p = 2/120 = 0.0167.
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The regressions in Table 3 provide further statistical support for our Hypotheses. We
used a random-effects panel estimator and clustered the standard errors at the group level.
The constant represents the Baseline treatment. The dummy buyer group is equal to one
in all Open and Closed treatments.!! Not supporting Hypothesis 1, we find that a buyer
group per se does not facilitate collusion, as indicated by the insignificance of buyer group.
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, closed buyer groups significantly facilitate collusion and, con-
sistent with Hypothesis 2, the impact of talk is significant and substantial. The interaction
talkclosed is not significant. A Wald test reveals that closed + talkclosed is weakly significant
(p = 0.077), suggesting that the Closed mechanism has a similar albeit weaker impact in the
Talk treatments. There is a significant negative trend time captured by the period variable
which is, however, not very large.

We summarize:

Result 1. Only the Closed buyer groups have significant collusive effects on outputs.

6.2 Closed Buyer Groups

How do firms make use of the possibility to exclude? Table 4 shows that the inclination to
suggest exclusion and actual exclusions differ strongly between Talk and NoTalk treatments.
While in Closed _NoTalk exclusion was suggested in roughly half of the cases, this figure is
only little more than 6% in Closed_Talk. The possibility to talk apparently decreases the
willingness or need to exclude a firm from the buyer group.

Recall that exclusions are successful only if two firms suggest the same firm for exclu-
sions. Interestingly, the share of successful exclusions is also lower in Closed_Talk (see Table
4). Whereas in the NoTalk treatment 44.38% of the suggestions to exclude were successful,

there were only 27.27% in the Talk treatment (corresponding to six successful exclusions).

HTf we set the dummy buyer group equal to one only when the buyer groups are active, the results are

virtually the same.
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The higher rate of successful exclusions in Closed _NoTalk is remarkable because firms cannot

communicate whom to exclude.

Closed_NoTalk Closed_Talk

Exclusion suggested 49.44% 6.11%

Exclusion-suggestion successful 44.38% 27.27%

Table 4: Suggestions for exclusions and actual exclusions. Rate of successful exclusions are

conditional on exclusion being suggested.

We now turn to the question of who gets excluded. Underlying the repeated-game
analysis is that a deviator—a high-output firm—gets excluded in the subsequent periods.
The one-shot game would instead suggest that any firm may get excluded because it gives
higher payoffs to the excluding firms. The data shows it is the deviators who get excluded.
In Closed_NoTalk, we have 79 successful exclusions from the buyer group but these cases
distribute only on seven of 12 groups. Among these seven groups, six systematically exclude
high-output firms.!? The sixth group excludes different firms in different periods but, in
six of eight cases, these groups exclude the high-output firm. The (seventh) outlier group
excludes firms without any apparent system. In Closed_Talk we had six cases of successful
exclusion. Three cases occurred in period one and are hence not meaningful in terms of

punishment. In the remaining three cases, it was the high-output firm that got excluded:

12Further details may be instructive here. Five of the six groups repeatedly excluded one and the same
maverick firm in all cases. The maverick firms initially produced more than the other two firms and was
then excluded for one or more periods. The deviators in these five groups sometimes reduced their output
in response (perhaps because of high costs) but once they are back in the buyer group produced more again
which triggers more exclusions. In other cases, the maverick continued to produce high output despite being

excluded and having high costs.
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that firm produced 30 whereas the excluding firms produced 20.

We complement the descriptive analysis with the probit regressions, using the following
variables. Let ¢_;mnq. denote the largest output produced by i’s competitors. The variable
L1.maz{0,q; — q—imaz} then indicates to what extent firm 7 had the largest output in the
previous period; it is zero if ¢ did not have the largest output. Regressor L1.max{0, ¢_imaez —
¢;} shows by how much firm i’s output was below that of the other firms in ¢ — 1; it is zero

if firm ¢ had the largest output in the previous period.

Variable (1) (2)
L1.max{0,q; — G—imaz}  0.069%** 0.029%*
L1.maz{0, ¢—imaz — ¢ } -0.023 0.054***
excluded t — 1 1.225%** 0.255
excluded_before 0.852%* -0.740%*
talk -1.318%* -2.707**
period -0.016 0.033%*
constant -2.049%*** -1.142%%*
N 1368 1368
1% level ** 5% level  * 10% level

Table 5: Panel probit analysis on (1) who gets excluded and (2) who wants to exclude,

clustered at the group level.

Regression (1) in Table 5 shows who gets excluded. Having the largest output in ¢ — 1
does significantly increase the likelihood of being excluded, consistent with the repeated-
game analysis. Furthermore, a firm which was excluded in ¢ — 1 is significantly more likely
to be excluded again in ¢. This is also consistent with our theory: firms might get excluded

repeatedly as a result of a trigger-like strategy. Being excluded at any point before period ¢
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(excluded_before) is significant. The impact of talk is as expected from the above summary
statistics.

Regression (2) in Table 5 analyzes who wants to exclude another firm. Interestingly,
L1.maxz{0,q; — q—imax} is positive and (weakly) significant, that is, the firm with the high-
est output is more likely to suggest exclusion. This could actually be some counter mea-
sure used by a firm when it (correctly) anticipates that it is in danger of being excluded.
L1.maz{0, q—imar — i} does also increase the likelihood of wanting to exclude, consistent

with our theory. The variable ezcluded_before is negative and significant here.'> We conclude:

Result 2. In Closed_NoTalk, some groups regularly exclude firms and, if so, it is almost

always the deviators who get excluded. In Closed_Talk, exclusion occurs rather infrequently.

Our findings about exclusion in the Closed treatments are consistent with the literature
on punishments in public-good games (e.g., Fehr and Géchter, 2000). In the punishment
experiments, players can at a cost reduce targeted players’ income. In contrast to our game,
the punishments cannot be part of an equilibrium in a one-shot game or finitely repeated
game. In public-good games with punishment, high levels of cooperation often occur. In
our experiments, the effect due to exclusion from the buyer group is only moderate. High
degrees of cooperation, however, are not observed throughout in public-good games with
punishment (Nikiforakis and Normann, 2007). In the punishment experiments, sometimes
the “wrong” players get punished (Cinyabuguma et al., 2006). This is consistent with our
data where the high-output firm is more likely (to attempt) to exclude another firm. Finally,
our mechanism is probably more complicated, not least since punishment depends on the

coordination of two players against one. Altogether, our findings are similar to those of the

13We also analyze how firms respond to exclusion in their output decisions. Regression analysis (see the
Appendix) of outputs in the Closed treatments in Table 7 shows that being excluded (and hence having high
costs) strongly and significantly reduces output in all four regressions, as expected. If another firm in the
market has been excluded increases output as predicted, although the effect is only moderate. Having been

excluded at any point before period ¢ insignificantly increases output.
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public-good games with punishment literature.

6.3 The Talk Treatments

The design of the Talk treatments is aimed at two research questions. Do subjects abuse the
prohibition of explicit agreements? And: through which channel do they achieve near-perfect
collusion?

We analyzed the communication data according to whether there was an agreement,
and if so, whether it was about an explicit quantitative target or merely a non-quantitative
statement.!'? Specifically, we looked for explicit quantity agreements (e.g., “we should agree
on 20”), non-quantitative formulations (e.g., “we should buy less”) or no agreement at all. A
group was characterized accordingly if at least one piece of communication was a quantitative
or non-quantitative agreement.

Out of the 23 groups we had in the Talk treatments, nine groups (39.13%) made explicit
quantitative agreements at least once. All groups made non-quantitative agreements at least
once. It appears that buyer groups often abuse the group as a platform for agreements.

To analyze the effectiveness of these agreements we added the data on agreements to a
regression on outputs using the dummy variables quantitative and non-quantitative (see Table
6). If a quantitative or non-quantitative agreement occurred in period ¢, these dummies were

set equal to one from ¢ until the end of the game.!> We observe that quantitative and non-

4Note that this analysis deliberately falls short of a full categorical analysis of the chat at the individual
or group level (see e.g., Charness and Dufwenberg, 2006; Cooper and Kiihn, 2014). We see two problems
with this type of analysis in our case. First, we have a repeated game where endogeneity problems will
arise. A second problem is that our oligopolies have more than two players. Fay, Garrod and Carletta (2000)
suggest that groups with more than two players have a fundamentally different way of communicating than
two-player groups.

15This seems warranted since communication can have strong hysteresis effects, that is, the effect of

communication carries over to non-communication phases of experiments. See Isaac and Walker (1988) and
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quantitative have the expected sign; quantitative has a larger effect than non-quantitative
and only quantitative is significant. Finally, note that the constant in the regressions is
significantly below the Nash benchmark of 30 (Wald tests, specifications (1) and (3) p <
0.001, (2) p < 0.05). This indicates that communication per se has a moderate collusive
effect on outputs even when we control for quantitative and non-quantitative agreements.
Scherer and Ross (1990, p. 235-6) mention social factors joint market institutions may bring
along—this may be reflected in our data. Quantitative agreements, however, significantly

intensify the collusive effect.

(1) (2) (3)

closed -1.267 -2.405*** -0.935
any -2.890%**

quantitative -2.425%**
non-quantitative -1.383
constant 23.113%**  25.845%#Fk 25 250%**
period -0.074%* -0.065* -0.006
N 1380 1380 1380
K 1% level ** 5% level * 10% level

Table 6: Panel regression analysis of firm-level outputs for Talk treatments, clustered at the

group level.

Result 3. The possibility to talk is regularly abused for explicit quantitative agreements
on outputs. These quantitative agreements very effectively support collusion. By contrast,

non-quantitative collusive statements do not seem to reduce competition in the markets.

Fonseca and Normann (2012, 2014).
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6.4 Welfare

We conclude the discussion of our results with brief remarks on welfare. Assuming all firms
procure at low cost, welfare (the sum of consumer and producer surplus) monotonically
increases in industry output, @), as long as ) < a — ¢. For our model, welfare is given by
Q?/2+ (a—c)Q when ¢; = ¢ Vi. In Figure 1, we saw that, except in treatment Closed NoTalk,
virtually all firms have low costs all the time.

Among our treatments, a social planner would prefer Baseline and Open_NoTalk to the
two Talk treatments, and would prefer Open_Talk to Closed_Talk. Closed_NoTalk leads to
lower outputs than Baseline and Open_NoTalk which are, moreover, inefficiently procured.
Hence, we have a clear-cut policy conclusion against the Closed mechanism and against
allowing communication. Since only buyer groups can obtain the cost reduction, treatment
Baseline is not feasible for a policy maker (unless he exogenously imposes the buyer group
on firms) and Baseline would anyway not imply better welfare than Open_NoTalk anyway.

Overall then, Open_NoTalk would be the policy maker’s first choice.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we analyze the collusive effects of buyer groups as an example of a lawful
joint market institution. Policy makers are aware that these institutions can be abused
for collusion, as reflected in the US Guidelines on Collaborations Among Competitors (US
Guidelines, 2001) or the recent EU Guidelines on Horizontal Co-operation Agreements (EU
Guidelines, 2011). Empirically, we know that they often serve as a legal platform for illegal
collusion, however, it is unclear just how these platforms are used to cartelize a market.

In our theory section, we show that the mutual dependence in buyer groups facilitates
tacit collusion. There are two possible channels. First, the threat to abandon the buyer group
altogether reduces the minimum discount factor required. Second, closed buyer groups which
have the power to exclude specific firms facilitate tacit collusion even further. The analysis

of the closed buyer group is novel in that it allows for individually targeted punishments
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which cost the deviator more than the punishing firms.

The experimental section of the paper partially confirms these predictions. Buyer
groups per se do not facilitate tacit collusion, in contrast to the prediction. Supporting the
theory, the possibility to exclude a single firm from the buyer group does result in significantly
less competitive quantities. In almost all cases where the exclusion mechanism is used, it
is the high-output firms that get excluded. Communication can very effectively support
collusion, which is in line with previous experiments (see for example Isaac and Walker,
1984, and more recently Fonseca and Normann, 2012, Cooper and Kiihn, 2014, Waichman
et al., 2014). Interestingly, communication even has a moderate collusive impact when firms
do not abuse the communication stage for explicit quantitative agreements.

Altogether, we confirm the policy makers’ concerns with buyer groups. While generally
we do not find “reduced incentives” from joint purchasing (Guidelines, point 201), we do
observe that the possibility to exclude competitors from the access to low input prices is
detrimental to welfare (Guidelines, point 203). Finally, the Guidelines are right to suspect a
“cartel in disguise” (point 205) because buyer groups enable communication between firms.
Non-exclusionary buyer groups which limit the possibilities to communicate as much as
possible are superior from a welfare perspective.

While competition authorities have become more effective at discovering and prose-
cuting explicit cartels, there has been far less progress with regards to more tacit forms of
collusion. An effective policy for dealing with such forms of collusion has been, and will prob-
ably continue to be, identifying facilitating practices and either prohibiting them (in cases
where there is no legitimate rationale for that practice) or using that practice—along with
market evidence of collusion—to prosecute. Our research aims at understanding what those
facilitating practices are: how they operate and what to look for are potentially relevant

with regards to policy.
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Appendix
Proof of Proposition 1.

Recall that there are n firms. Let ¢; denote firm 4’s output. Profit functions are m; =

(max{0,a — Y"1, ¢;} — ¢;)g; with ¢; € {c,¢}.
Stage 2. By backward induction, we solve for the quantity-setting stage first. If all

firms are in the buyer group, they have low costs (¢; = ¢ = ... = ¢, = ¢) and thus they
produce
N_a—C¢
= 4
4 n+1 (4)

in equilibrium. If no buyer group is established, all firms have high costs (¢; = 3 = ... =

¢, = ¢) and we obtain

= : )
n+1 (5)
In closed buyer groups, there may be one high-cost firm and n — 1 low-cost firms. We obtain
a—2c+c¢c _ a+(n—1)c—nc
QE — 7 qE — ( ) (6)
n+1 n+1

where we use the superscript E as it can refer to a buyer group variant where one firm is
excluded. We use ¢” and g” for the outputs of the low-cost firms and the high-cost firm,
respectively. We assume that cost differences are not too large, so that the high-cost firm
still procure a positive amount g > 0.1 In all cases, Nash equilibrium profits are obtained
by squaring the equilibrium outputs. That is, we have ¥ = (QN )2, T = (QN )2, ot = (QE )2

and 7F = (GE)2. Note that 7 > 7V > 7V > 7F.

6The exclusion mechanism can easily be generalized to n — m (low cost) firms who exclude m
(high cost, accordingly) firms, 0 < m < n. We get (a — (m+1)c+me)/(n+1), if ¢ = ¢ and

(a+(n—m)c—(n—m+1))(n+1), if ¢;=c¢
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Stage 1b. This stage concerns closed buyer groups only and occurs only if a buyer
group was established in Stage la. Since 7 < 7%, n — 1 firms find it worthwhile to exclude
the remaining firm. Thus, in the subgame where all n firms join, the equilibrium involves
the exclusion of one firm which then faces high marginal cost. There are n pure-strategy
equilibrium outcomes of this type (and possibly also mixed-strategy equilibria), however,
firms may face a coordination problem when deciding which firm to exclude.

Stage 1a. Two types of SGP Nash equilibrium outcomes for both the open and the
closed buyer group are possible. Either all firms join and have low cost or n — 3 firms or
fewer firms join and all firms have high cost. To see this, note that joining the buyer group is
a weakly dominant strategy as a firm always benefits from having lower costs. Specifically, if
n—2 or n— 1 of the other firms decide to join, firm ¢ finds it strictly worthwhile to join since
¥ > 7NV and 7V > 7TF; otherwise, i is indifferent. Here, a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium
outcome has all firms joining the group and then choosing outputs of QN and earning 7. If
n — 3 or fewer other firms join the group, firm ¢ is not pivotal and is thus, indifferent between
joining and not joining. Hence, a second subgame perfect Nash equilibrium outcome (in
weakly dominated strategies) involves n — 3 or fewer firms joining the group; not joining is
a best reply here, and the buyer group is not established. (To be precise, there are many
pure-strategy equilibria of this type, all of which have n — 3 or fewer other firms joining the

group.) This completes the proof.
Proof of Proposition 2.

The symmetric joint-profit maximum is as follows. The profit maximum can be ob-
tained only if all firms have low costs, thus all firms must join the buyer group and no firm

must be excluded.!'” Outputs are
a—c
QC - 2n (7)

and ( 2
C a—=cC
S S A 8
= 4dn (®)
are the profits in the symmetric joint-profit maximum.

Consider now defection from the symmetric joint-profit maximizing outcome. The

1"Note that it does not pay for n — 1 firms to exclude the n!* firm and then collude on outputs. The
argument is the same as in the merger paradox of Salant, Switzer and Reynolds (1983), even though the
excluded firm has high cost here. For a reasonably low number of firms, we find that 7€ is larger than the

profit from colluding among n — 1 against one high-cost firm playing non-cooperatively.
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defecting firm will procure the best reply to (n — 1)20 at low cost, which is

D:(a—c)(n—i-l)7 ()

4n

[C=)

nd (a— (n+1)?
a—c)n -+
n” = 1612 (10)

is the defection profit.
Next, we derive the minimum discount factor required for collusion. Collusion is a
subgame perfect Nash equilibrium if and only if
¢ 7§

" "1 (1)

where 77 is the punishment profit following a deviation. Solving for §, we obtain
5> = =4, (12)

as the general minimum discount factor required for collusion.

We will derive g for three different cases: exogenous buyer group (labelled baseline),
open buyer group, and closed buyer group. (i) Baseline is the standard Cournot oligopoly
case, so we assume that all firms have low costs here, or that 77 = 7 in this case. It is

straightforward to show that

slascline _ (n+1)° (13)

(n+1)2+4n

for baseline. (ii) With the open buyer group, there are two one-shot Nash equilibria as
possible punishment strategies: all firms joining is an equilibrium but not setting up the
group by not joining is also a subgame perfect Nash equilibrium. Since 7V < 7V, it follows
that 78 = 7 is a credible trigger strategy and a more severe threat than in baseline. (iii)
For the closed buyer group, excluding a firm from the group is a static Nash equilibrium
and thus a credible threat. Excluding the deviator is firstly the harshest punishment in this
case and, moreover, it also resolves the coordination problem of which of the n firms shall

P — 7E here.

be excluded. So we have 7
We find that collusive (C') and defection (D) profits are the same in all three variants
but punishment payoffs (N, E) differ; specifically, we have 7 > 7 > 7. Thus we obtain

Proposition 2.
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Regression analysis of how firms respond to exclusion in their output decisions.

(1) 2) (3) (4)
talk -6.883*** -6.863*** -6.7T5***  _6.756%**
excluded -5.661** -5.196%* -5.769*%%  -5.301*
period -0.014 -0.025 -0.022 -0.032
other_excluded 0.798* 0.780**
excluded_before 0.797 0.789
cons 28.150*** 28.985%** 28.041%*F*  27.666***
N 1440 1440 1440 1440

% 1% level *k 5% level  * 10% level

Table 7: Panel regression analysis of firm-level output for Closed treatments, clustered at the

group level

Instructions (translated from the German original).
Welcome to our experiment.

Please read these instructions carefully. Please do not talk to your neighbors and be quiet
during the entire experiment. If you have a question, please raise your hand. We will then

come to your booth and answer your question personally.

In this experiment you will repeatedly make decisions and earn money. How much you earn
depends on your decisions and on the decisions of two other randomly assigned participants.

At the end of the experiment, you will get your profit paid in cash.
All participants receive (and are currently reading) the same instructions.

You will remain completely anonymous to us and to the other participants. We do not save

any data in connection with your name.
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In this experiment you will have to make decisions for one of three firms in a market. All
three firms sell the same product. You have to buy the product from a supplier and then

sell it to the customers. In each round, the quantity sold is equal to the purchased amount.

Throughout the whole experiment you will remain assigned to the same two other firms (or

to the participants behind the firms, respectively).
All three firms will decide in each round:

1) Do you want to join a buyer group?

2) What quantity of the good do you want to buy?

The 1st decision:

The decision whether to join a buyer group determines the input price you have to pay per
unit. Moreover, firms which have opted to join the buyer group are allowed to chat with

each other after the first decision.

Through the joint purchase with one or two other firms, you and all other firms in the buyer
group receive a discount. A buyer group can consist of two or three firms. One firm alone
cannot form a buyer group, and there can be at most one buyer group in the market. In
addition:

1. If no buyer group is established, the input price is 22 Talers per unit.

2. If a buyer group with two firms is established, the input price for the two firms in
the buyer group is 10 Talers, and 22 Talers per unit for the outside firm.

3. If all three firms join the buyer group, the input price of all firms is 10 Talers per

unit.
In each round you will be informed about the decisions of all firms regarding the buyer group
(before the second decision).

Chat:

After the 1st decision you will be allowed to chat with the other members of the buyer
group. What you talk about is up to you, however, you must not explicitly agree on targets

regarding the output decision. The chat ends after 40 seconds.
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The 2nd decision:

You have to choose the purchasing and therefore the sales quantity for your firm. This

quantity must be between 10 and 50 units.

The following important rule applies. There is a uniform sales price for all firms in the
market, which depends on the selected amount as follows; the greater the total amount of all
firms, the lower the price you and the other firms receive in the market for the good. With
each additional unit brought into the market, the sale price decreases by one Taler. If the

total amount of all firms is 130 or above, the sale price is zero.

Your profit per unit sold is the difference between the sale price and the purchase price,
which is (as shown) either 10 or 22 Talers. Note that you make a loss per unit purchased, if
the sale price is below the purchase price of 10 or 22 Talers. Your total profit per round is

equal to the profit per unit multiplied by the number of units sold.

For simulations of your potential profits, we will provide you with a “Profit Calculator”,

which we will explain in detail before the start of the experiment.

Once all firms have made their decision you will receive a feedback on the quantity decisions
of all three firms, the sale price, the profit you have made in this round, and your current

total income for the experiment.

Xkk

The experiment starts with 7 rounds. Then there will be a change and you will receive new

instructions.

As start endowment you get 6000 Taler. This endowment will be offset against your
profits and losses from all the rounds and at the end of the experiment, you get 1 Euro per

1500 Talers of your total income paid in cash.
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2nd part of the instructions

From now on, all three firms have to take three decisions in each round, namely:

1) Do you want to join a buyer group? (as before)
2) Do you want to exclude a firm from the buyer group?

3) What quantity of the good do you want to buy? (as before)

You will still be assigned to the same two firms (or to the participants behind the firms,

respectively) as before.

Now, after the chat, it may come to another decision:

If only two firms decide to join the buyer group or in case that no buyer group is established
there is no 2nd decision and it continues with the 3rd decision as before. If all three

firms have opted for joining the buyer group it comes to the 2nd decision.

The 2nd decision:

In the 2nd decision it is possible to exclude a firm from the buyer group. For this purpose,
any firm is able to suggest another firm. When two firms suggest the same firm, that firm
will be excluded. The cost of firms inside the buyer group will still be 10 Talers per unit
produced while the cost of the excluded firm will be 22 Talers. If no firm is excluded, all

firms remain in the buyer group.

You will be informed about the exclusion decisions of all firms and will therefore also now

your production costs. (Before the 3rd decision)

From now on, the experiment will last at least 20 rounds. Then, after each round, it is
randomly decided if it comes to another round. The computer randomly chooses a number
between 0 and 2. When it chooses 1 or 2 another round is played, when it chooses 0 the

experiment is over.

35



PREVIOUS DISCUSSION PAPERS

165

164

163

162

161

160

159

158

157

156

155

154

153

152

151

150

149

Gu, Yiguan, Rasch, Alexander and Wenzel, Tobias, Price-sensitive Demand and
Market Entry, November 2014.

Caprice, Stéphane, von Schlippenbach, Vanessa and Wey, Christian, Supplier Fixed
Costs and Retail Market Monopolization, October 2014.

Klein, Gordon J. and Wendel, Julia, The Impact of Local Loop and Retail Unbundling
Revisited, October 2014.

Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus, Haucap, Justus and Wey, Christian, Raising Rivals’ Costs
Through Buyer Power, October 2014.

Dertwinkel-Kalt, Markus and Kéhler, Katrin, Exchange Asymmetries for Bads?
Experimental Evidence, October 2014.

Behrens, Kristian, Mion, Giordano, Murata, Yasusada and Suedekum, Jens, Spatial
Frictions, September 2014.

Fonseca, Miguel A. and Normann, Hans-Theo, Endogenous Cartel Formation:
Experimental Evidence, August 2014.
Forthcoming in: Economics Letters.

Stiebale, Joel, Cross-Border M&As and Innovative Activity of Acquiring and Target
Firms, August 2014.

Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, The Happiness of Economists: Estimating the
Causal Effect of Studying Economics on Subjective Well-Being, August 2014.
Forthcoming in: International Review of Economics Education.

Haucap, Justus, Heimeshoff, Ulrich and Lange, Mirjam R. J., The Impact of Tariff
Diversity on Broadband Diffusion — An Empirical Analysis, August 2014.

Baumann, Florian and Friehe, Tim, On Discovery, Restricting Lawyers, and the
Settlement Rate, August 2014.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, R&D Partnerships and Innovation
Performance: Can There be too Much of a Good Thing?, July 2014.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Flying the Nest: How the Home Department
Shapes Researchers’ Career Paths, July 2014.

Hottenrott, Hanna, Lopes-Bento, Cindy and Veugelers, Reinhilde, Direct and Cross-
Scheme Effects in a Research and Development Subsidy Program, July 2014.

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Do Expert Reviews Really Drive Demand?
Evidence from a German Car Magazine, July 2014.

Bataille, Marc, Steinmetz, Alexander and Thorwarth, Susanne, Screening Instruments
for Monitoring Market Power in Wholesale Electricity Markets — Lessons from
Applications in Germany, July 2014.

Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp.223-225.

Kholodilin, Konstantin A., Thomas, Tobias and Ulbricht, Dirk, Do Media Data Help to
Predict German Industrial Production?, July 2014.



148

147

146

145

144

143

142

141

140
139

138

137

136

135

134

133

132

Hogrefe, Jan and Wrona, Jens, Trade, Tasks, and Trading: The Effect of Offshoring
on Individual Skill Upgrading, June 2014.

Gaudin, Germain and White, Alexander, On the Antitrust Economics of the Electronic
Books Industry, September 2014 (Previous Version May 2014).

Alipranti, Maria, Milliou, Chrysovalantou and Petrakis, Emmanuel, Price vs. Quantity
Competition in a Vertically Related Market, May 2014.
Published in: Economics Letters, 124 (2014), pp.122-126.

Blanco, Mariana, Engelmann, Dirk, Koch, Alexander K. and Normann, Hans-Theo,
Preferences and Beliefs in a Sequential Social Dilemma: A Within-Subjects Analysis,
May 2014.

Published in: Games and Economic Behavior, 87 (2014), pp.122-135.

Jeitschko, Thomas D., Jung, Yeonjei and Kim, Jaesoo, Bundling and Joint Marketing
by Rival Firms, May 2014.

Benndorf, Volker and Normann, Hans-Theo, The Willingness to Sell Personal Data,
April 2014.

Dauth, Wolfgang and Suedekum, Jens, Globalization and Local Profiles of Economic
Growth and Industrial Change, April 2014.

Nowak, Verena, Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Asymmetric Spiders:
Supplier Heterogeneity and the Organization of Firms, April 2014.

Hasnas, Irina, A Note on Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Collusion, April 2014.

Baye, Irina and Hasnas, Irina, Consumer Flexibility, Data Quality and Location
Choice, April 2014.

Aghadadashli, Hamid and Wey, Christian, Multi-Union Bargaining: Tariff Plurality and
Tariff Competition, April 2014.

Duso, Tomaso, Herr, Annika and Suppliet, Moritz, The Welfare Impact of Parallel
Imports: A Structural Approach Applied to the German Market for Oral Anti-diabetics,
April 2014.

Published in: Health Economics, 23 (2014), pp. 1036-1057.

Haucap, Justus and Miller, Andrea, Why are Economists so Different? Nature,
Nurture and Gender Effects in a Simple Trust Game, March 2014.

Normann, Hans-Theo and Rau, Holger A., Simultaneous and Sequential
Contributions to Step-Level Public Goods: One vs. Two Provision Levels,
March 2014.

Forthcoming in: Journal of Conflict Resolution.

Bucher, Monika, Hauck, Achim and Neyer, Ulrike, Frictions in the Interbank Market
and Uncertain Liquidity Needs: Implications for Monetary Policy Implementation,
July 2014 (First Version March 2014).

Czarnitzki, Dirk, Hall, Bronwyn, H. and Hottenrott, Hanna, Patents as Quality Signals?
The Implications for Financing Constraints on R&D?, February 2014.

Dewenter, Ralf and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Media Bias and Advertising: Evidence from a
German Car Magazine, February 2014.
Published in: Review of Economics, 65 (2014), pp. 77-94.



131

130

129

128

127

126

125

124

123

122

121

120

119

118

117

116

Baye, Irina and Sapi, Geza, Targeted Pricing, Consumer Myopia and Investment in
Customer-Tracking Technology, February 2014.

Clemens, Georg and Rau, Holger A., Do Leniency Policies Facilitate Collusion?
Experimental Evidence, January 2014.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lawson, Cornelia, Fishing for Complementarities: Competitive
Research Funding and Research Productivity, December 2013.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Rexh&user, Sascha, Policy-Induced Environmental
Technology and Inventive Efforts: Is There a Crowding Out?, December 2013.

Dauth, Wolfgang, Findeisen, Sebastian and Suedekum, Jens, The Rise of the East
and the Far East: German Labor Markets and Trade Integration, December 2013.
Forthcoming in: Journal of European Economic Association.

Wenzel, Tobias, Consumer Myopia, Competition and the Incentives to Unshroud
Add-on Information, December 2013.
Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 89-96.

Schwarz, Christian and Suedekum, Jens, Global Sourcing of Complex Production
Processes, December 2013.
Published in: Journal of International Economics, 93 (2014), pp. 123-139.

Defever, Fabrice and Suedekum, Jens, Financial Liberalization and the Relationship-
Specificity of Exports, December 2013.
Published in: Economics Letters, 122 (2014), pp. 375-379.

Bauernschuster, Stefan, Falck, Oliver, Heblich, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens,
Why Are Educated and Risk-Loving Persons More Mobile Across Regions?,
December 2013.

Published in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 98 (2014), pp. 56-69.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, Quantity or Quality? Knowledge Alliances
and their Effects on Patenting, December 2013.
Forthcoming in: Industrial and Corporate Change.

Hottenrott, Hanna and Lopes-Bento, Cindy, (International) R&D Collaboration and
SMEs: The Effectiveness of Targeted Public R&D Support Schemes,

December 2013.

Published in; Research Policy, 43 (2014), pp.1055-1066.

Giesen, Kristian and Suedekum, Jens, City Age and City Size, November 2013.
Published in: European Economic Review, 71 (2014), pp. 193-208.

Trax, Michaela, Brunow, Stephan and Suedekum, Jens, Cultural Diversity and Plant-
Level Productivity, November 2013.

Manasakis, Constantine and Vlassis, Minas, Downstream Mode of Competition With
Upstream Market Power, November 2013.
Published in: Research in Economics, 68 (2014), pp. 84-93.

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

Hinloopen, Jeroen, Miuller, Wieland and Normann, Hans-Theo, Output Commitment
Through Product Bundling: Experimental Evidence, November 2013.
Published in: European Economic Review, 65 (2014), pp. 164-180.



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, Kihn, 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.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Competition Law and Economics under the title: “A Retrospective
Merger Analysis in the UK Videogame Market”.

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.
Published in: Economic Modelling, 36 (2014), pp. 79-87.

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

109 Bockers, 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.
Published in: Industrial and Corporate Change, 23 (2014), pp.1037-1057.

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.
Published in: Journal of Stock and Forex Trading, 2 (2) (2013), pp. 1-6.

104  Bockers, Veit, Giessing, Leonie and Rdsch, Jirgen, 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.
Published in: Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 32-35.

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.
Published in; Experimental Economics, 17 (2014), pp. 371-390.

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.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Industrial Economics.

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.
Published in: Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 61 (2014), pp. 26-47.

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.
Published in: The B. E. Journal of Theoretical Economics, 14 (1) (2014), Art. No. 2013-0038.

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.
Published in: International Game Theory Review, 15 (2013), Art. No. 1350003.

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 2014
(First Version 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.
Published in: Information Economics and Policy, 25 (2013), pp. 190-203.

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

82

81

80

79

78

77

76

75

74

73

72

71

70

69

68
67

Haucap, Justus and Heimeshoff, Ulrich, Google, Facebook, Amazon, eBay: Is the
Internet Driving Competition or Market Monopolization?, January 2013.
Published in: International Economics and Economic Policy, 11 (2014), pp. 49-61.

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

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

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

Duso, Tomaso, Rdller, Lars-Hendrik and Seldeslachts, Jo, Collusion through Joint
R&D: An Empirical Assessment, December 2012.
Published in: The Review of Economics and Statistics, 96 (2014), pp.349-370.

Baumann, Florian and Heine, Klaus, Innovation, Tort Law, and Competition,
December 2012.
Published in: Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 169 (2013), pp. 703-719.

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

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”.

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

Published in: The Energy Journal, 35 (2014), pp. 139-158.

Normann, Hans-Theo, Rdsch, Jirgen and Schultz, Luis Manuel, Do Buyer Groups
Facilitate Collusion?, November 2014 (First Version November 2012).
Forthcoming in: Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization.

Riener, Gerhard and Wiederhold, Simon, Heterogeneous Treatment Effects in
Groups, November 2012.
Published in: Economics Letters, 120 (2013), pp 408-412.

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

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

Karacuka, Mehmet, Catik, 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.

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

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

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

65

64

63

62

61
60

59

58

57

56

55

54

53

52

51

50

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

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.

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

Dewenter, Ralf, Jaschinski, Thomas and Kuchinke, Bjorn A., Hospital Market
Concentration and Discrimination of Patients, July 2012 .
Published in: Schmollers Jahrbuch, 133 (2013), pp. 345-374.

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.

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

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.

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

Duso, Tomaso, Gugler, Klaus and Szics, Florian, An Empirical Assessment of the
2004 EU Merger Policy Reform, June 2012.
Published in; Economic Journal, 123 (2013), F596-F619.

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

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

Kellner, Christian and Riener, Gerhard, The Effect of Ambiguity Aversion on Reward
Scheme Choice, June 2012.
Published in; Economics Letters, 125 (2014), pp. 134-137.

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.

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

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.

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

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



49

48

47

46

45

44

43

42

41

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

April 2012.

Forthcoming in: Telecommunications Policy.

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

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

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

Graf, Julia, The Effects of Rebate Contracts on the Health Care System, March 2012,
Published in: The European Journal of Health Economics, 15 (2014), pp.477-487.

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.

Gu, Yiguan and Wenzel, Tobias, Price-Dependent Demand in Spatial Models,

January 2012.
Published in: B. E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 12 (2012), Article 6.

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.

Forthcoming in: Telecommunications Policy.

Stihmeier, 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.

Older discussion papers can be found online at:
http://ideas.repec.org/s/zbw/dicedp.html




Heinrich-Heine-University of Diisseldorf

Diisseldorf Institute for
Competition Economics (DICE)

Universitatsstralle 1 _ 40225 Disseldorf
www.dice.hhu.de

ISSN 2190-9938 (online)
ISBN 978-3-86304-073-4




