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1 Introduction

Over the last decade, the fast penetration of the Internet and the increased
digitization of information have turned piracy of information goods (in partic-
ular music, movies and software) into a topic of intense debate. Not surpris-
ingly, economists have recently shown a renewed interest in information goods
piracy.1 The recent contributions revive the literature on the economics of
copying and copyright, which was initiated some twenty years ago.2 The semi-
nal papers mainly discussed the effects of photocopying and examined, among
other things, how publishers can appropriate indirectly some revenues from il-
legitimate users (Novos and Waldman, 1984, Liebowitz, 1985, Johnson, 1985,
and Besen and Kirby, 1989). The economics of intellectual property (IP) pro-
tection was then addressed more generally by Landes and Posner (1989) and
Besen and Raskind (1991). Both papers discuss the following trade-off between
ex ante and ex post efficiency considerations. From an ex ante point of view,
IP protection preserves the incentive to create information goods, which are
inherently public (absent appropriate protection, creators might not be able
to recoup their potentially high initial creation costs). On the other hand, IP
rights encompass various potential inefficiencies from an ex post point of view
(protection grants de facto monopoly rights, which generates the standard dead-
weight losses; also, by inhibiting imitation, IP rights might limit the creators’
ability to borrow from, or build upon, earlier works, and thereby increase the
cost of producing new ideas). A third wave of papers paid closer attention to
software markets and introduced network effects in the analysis. Conner and
Rumelt (1991), Takeyama (1994), and Shy and Thisse (1999) share the follow-
ing argument: because piracy enlarges the installed base of users, it generates
network effects that increase the legitimate users’ willingness to pay for the
software and, thereby, potentially raises the producer’s profits.

To the best of our knowledge, most models address the ex-post issue of
piracy in industries with monopolies. In this context, Bae and Choi (2003)
interestingly demonstrate that the threat of piracy obliges the monopoly to
lower its price, implying that the firm’s ex-post profit falls whereas the usage of
authorized copy increases. This result provides a sharp contrast to the common
claim of copyright holders, who assert that piracy reduces the demand for a
legal copy. As a result, piracy has positive ex-post welfare implications. Ex-
ante welfare implications crucially depend on how the monopoly’s ex-post losses
caused by piracy affect the ex-ante incentives to provide the goods, their quality
or their diversity.

This literature on the economics of copying obviously abstracts away the
strategic interaction among producers of information goods. It is often argued

1See the excellent survey by Peitz and Waelbroeck (2003) and the references therein.
2With the notable exception of Plant (1934). For a recent survey (and extension) of this

literature, see Watt (2000).
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that the degree of horizontal differentiation between information goods (like
CDs or books) is so large that one can assume that the demand for any partic-
ular good is independent of the prices of other goods. An exception is Johnson
(1985): his ‘fixed cost model’ considers a copying technology that involves an
investment in costly equipment. As the author emphasizes, “[a]n interesting
feature of this model is that the demand for any particular work is affected
indirectly by the prices of other works since they affect a consumer’s decision
to invest in the copying technology”. However, because the focus is mainly on
the welfare implications of copying, Johnson (1985) does not fully explore the
effects of the strategic interaction induced by the fixed cost of copying.

The aim of the present paper is to study the strategic interactions among
the producers of information goods. On the one hand, in the spirit of Mussa
and Rosen (1978), originals and copies are vertically differentiated: copies are
seen as lower-quality alternatives to originals (i.e., if copies and originals were
priced the same, all consumers would prefer originals). Copies are produced by
users with increasing returns to scale. On the other hand, different information
goods are assumed to be perfectly horizontally differentiated: information goods
here have independent content as it can be the case of software applications for
games and word processor, or CD recordings of classic and pop music. For the
sake of the exposition, the paper focuses on duopolies and on cheap copying
technologies: copying involves a relatively small fixed cost to users. To our view,
this is the simplest set-up allowing us to highlight the most interesting aspects
of the interaction between producers of independent information goods.3

In this paper, we qualify the traditional results and insights about the im-
pact of copying technology obtained in one-good monopoly settings (e.g., Bae
and Choi, 2003 and Yoon, 2002). When there exist more than one information
good, increasing returns to scale in the copying technology creates an inter-
dependence between the demands for information goods, which are genuinely
independent. Basically, the threat of copying is conveyed through the behav-
iour of ‘switching users’, i.e., those users who are likely to change their choice
of purchasing originals for the acquisition of a copy machine. As a first result,
we show that a multiproduct monopoly may set different prices for its goods.
Indeed, when copying fixed costs are low enough, switching users hesitate be-
tween buying the two goods and copying both of them. Hence, only the price
of the bundle matters which gives some leeway to the pricing of each good. The
bundle price is nevertheless set as to accommodate those switching users.

In a two-good duopoly, the interaction between firms leads to interesting
properties. A firm’s best-response to the price set by the competitor can depict
up to four different attitudes. First, when the competitor sets a sufficiently low
price, users are not enticed to acquire the copying technology and copying is

3 In Belleflamme and Picard (2004), we provide a broader analytical perspective by letting
the number of producers and the cost of copying take any value.
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not a threat. The firm is then able to extract the full surplus by setting a high
price. Next, when the competitor sets a higher price, some low valuation users
are enticed to switch to copying. The firm can then either avoid these switching
users and concentrate on higher valuation users by increasing its price, or it can
accommodate the switching users by lowering its price. It turns out that the
first strategy is the most profitable one when the competitor’s price is not too
high. Hence, there exits a range of prices such that prices are strategic comple-
ments (i.e., the best response function is increasing in the competitor’s action).
Moreover, such prices exceed the price set when the competitor quoted a low
price in the first instance above. When the competitor further rises its price,
the second strategy prevails: the firm reduces its price in order to accommodate
the switching users and prices become strategic substitutes. Finally, when the
competitor sets quite large prices, the marginal consumer of the firm’s good is
no longer a switching user who is indifferent between buying the good and buy-
ing the copying technology. Instead, the marginal consumer becomes a ‘resolute
copier’, who is resolutely decided to purchase and use the copying technology
to copy the competitor’s good. The firm can charge only a low price to ac-
commodate such a resolute copier. Because the nature of the marginal buyer
suddenly changes as the competitor’s price rises, the best response function
shows discontinuities and equilibria cannot be guaranteed.

As a second result, we show that equilibria in pure strategies do not exist
in duopolies when the fixed cost of copying is low enough. Intuitively, the
inexistence of equilibria stems from firms’ free-riding behavior with respect to
the threat of piracy. If all firms takes this threat seriously and quote low prices
to accommodate consumers, then they set too low a price and there exists an
opportunity for any individual firm to raise its price while keeping a sufficiently
large demand and making a larger profit. Technically, increasing returns to scale
in the copying technology introduce non-convexities in the profit functions and
undermine the existence of market equilibrium.

Still, an equilibrium in pure strategies exists when the fixed cost of copying
is not too small. At this equilibrium, both firms accommodate switching users
and quote identical prices. However, we show that the prices in the duopoly
are larger than the (average) price of a multiproduct monopoly. Indeed, as
presented above, firms loose less by setting higher prices to concentrate on high
valuation users rather than by lowering their prices to keep the low valuation
users who wish to switch to the copy technology. Furthermore, we show that
for some non empty set of parameters, the duopoly prices are larger than the
price of a monopolist who faces no threat of piracy. The externality that firms
impose on each other can therefore be quite important and it can drastically
reduce the demand for legal copies.

Also, we show that a symmetric equilibrium in mixed strategies exists when
the fixed cost of copying is small. Each firm quotes two prices with positive
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probabilities. Interestingly, the expected price in the mixed-strategy equilib-
rium, though smaller than the price that would prevail in the pure-strategy
equilibrium, remains above the average price set by a multiproduct monopolist.

Finally, we perform a welfare analysis. Considering first ex post efficiency, we
stress that industry concentration is welfare improving in the present context.
As is the case in Cournot industries with complementary products, prices are
higher in a duopoly than in a multiproduct monopoly. Moreover, we show that
policy measures aiming at strengthening IP protection contribute to increase
further the welfare gap between monopoly and duopoly. Considering next ex
ante efficiency, we compare our framework with an economy where only a sin-
gle information good is available. This exercise allows us to measure the (gross)
incentives to create a new information good. Comparing those incentives for an
incumbent firm and for an entrant, we reach an ambiguous conclusion: creation
incentives are higher for an entrant when the cost of copying is sufficiently small
and are higher for an incumbent otherwise. Intuitively, the entrant’s incentive
is reduced by the free-riding effect observed in a duopoly, whereas the incum-
bent’s incentive is reduced by a cannibalization effect (copying becomes more
attractive as the number of goods increases). So, when copying is sufficiently
costly, industry concentration is welfare-enhancing both in the short and in the
long run.

To sum up, our main message is the following. The interactions between
producers of information goods under the threat of piracy dramatically alter
the equilibrium outcome compared to the outcome obtained under a one-good
monopoly setting. Equilibrium prices in pure strategies may not exist and,
if they do, they may be higher than those in the one-good monopoly case.
Inferences about dynamics and welfare implications are not obvious anymore
in oligopolistic industries. For instance, industry concentration may be welfare
improving.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we lay out the
model and we derive the demand schedule for a particular original. In Section 3,
we characterize the two-good monopoly case. In Section 4, we present the two-
good duopoly case. In Section 5, we perform a welfare analysis. We conclude
and propose an agenda for future research in the last section.

2 Demand for originals

There is a continuum of potential users who can consume at most two informa-
tion goods. These information goods are assumed to be perfectly (horizontally)
differentiated and equally valued by the users. In particular, users are charac-
terized by their valuation, θ, for any information good. We assume that θ is
uniformly distributed on the interval [θ, θ], with θ > 0.

Each information good is imperfectly protected and thus “piratable”. As
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a result, users can obtain each information good in two different ways: they
can either buy the legitimate product (an “original”) or acquire a copy of the
product. It is reasonable to assume that all users see the copy as a lower-
quality alternative to the original.4 Therefore, in the spirit of Mussa and Rosen
(1978), we posit some vertical (quality) differentiation between the two variants
of any information good: letting so and sc denote, respectively, the quality of
an original and a copy, we assume that 0 < sc < so.5

As for the relative cost of originals and copies, we let pi denote the price
of original i (i = 1, 2) and we assume that users have access to a copying
technology with increasing returns to scale. To keep things simple, we assume
that to be able to copy, consumers must incur a fixed cost K > 0. Finally, we
normalize to zero the utility of not consuming an information good.

Table 1 expresses consumer θ’s net utility in the nine possible combinations
of usages for the two information goods.

Good 2
Good 1 Purchased (P) Copied (C) Not used (O)

Purchased (P) θso − p1 + θso − p2 θso − p1 + θsc −K θso − p1
Copied (C) θsc −K + θso − p2 2θsc −K θsc −K
Not used (O) θso − p2 θsc −K 0

Table 1: Net utility of a typical consumer

Note that as θsc > 0 ∀θ, the options (O,C) and (C,O) are dominated by
option (C,C). Indeed, increasing returns to scale in copying imply that if a
user finds it profitable to copy one original, she is even better off copying both
originals.

For the sake of the exposition, we further assume that the fixed cost K is
sufficiently low.

A1: Low copying costs: K < θsc.

Under this assumption, all users prefer copying a single original over not
using any information good (θsc−K > 0 ∀θ). This assumption greatly simplifies
the exposition while it retains the main properties of the model. Indeed, it
follows that options (P,O), (O,P) and (O,O) are dominated for any user. In

4This assumption is common (see, e.g., Gayer and Shy, 2003) and may be justified in several
ways. In the case of analog reproduction, copies represent poor substitutes to originals and are
rather costly to distribute. Although this is no longer true for digital reproduction, originals
might still provide users with a higher level of services, insofar as that they are bundled with
valuable complementary products which can hardly be obtained otherwise.

5Similar models are used by Koboldt (1995) to consider commercial copying and by Yoon
(2002) and Bae and Choi (2003) to analyze the market for a single information good.
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other words, all users will always consume both goods, either by purchasing
the original or by copying it. By eliminating the non-users, the last assumption
allows us to restrict the analysis to the four options (P,P), (P,C), (C,P) and
(C,C).

Furthermore, we claim that this assumption fits the current characteristics
of copying technologies for information goods. It seems indeed that the fraction
of users we choose not to consider (i.e., those for whom θsc−K < 0) is constantly
narrowing, as copying devices become widely and cheaply available and as the
“moral barrier” to illegal copying is increasingly fading. The widespread use
of copied music and software in least developed countries corroborates this
assumption.

The demand function for good i is derived as follows. One can write that a
user with type θ buys original i iff

θso − pi +max{θso − pj ; θsc −K} ≥ max{θso − pj + θsc −K; 2θsc −K}. (1)

This inequality compares user θ’s value of purchasing original i, and either
purchasing or copying good j, to the best option available given that he/she
does not purchase original i, namely, copying good i whereas either buying
or copying good j. This inequality can take three different forms, each form
corresponding to a specific category of users.

First, for high valuation users such that θ (so − sc) ≥ pj , expression (1)
rewrites as

θso − pi + θso − pj ≥ θso − pj + θsc −K ⇐⇒ θ ≥ pi −K
so − sc .

Because these users purchase the other original whether they purchase good i
or copy it, we call them ‘buyers’. The maximum price they are willing to pay
for original i is equal to

pbi (θ) = θ (so − sc) +K.

That is, they are willing to pay up to the extra value that an original brings
on top of a copy, augmented by the cost of the copying technology (which they
save once they decide to buy i instead of copying it).

Second, for intermediate valuation users such that pj−K ≤ θ (so − sc) ≤ pj ,
expression (1) rewrites as

θso − pi + θso − pj ≥ 2θsc −K ⇐⇒ θ ≥ pi + pj −K
2 (so − sc) .

For these users, the best use of one good depends on the best use of the other
good: if they purchase good i, they also purchase good j; if they copy good
i, they also copy good j. We therefore call them ‘switchers’. How much are
switchers willing to pay for good i? Going from two copies to two originals,
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they earn twice the extra value of an original compared to a copy, and they
trade the cost of the copying technology for the price of the other original. So,
their maximum price is given by:

psi (θ, pj) = 2θ (so − sc) +K − pj .
Finally, for low valuation users such that θ (so − sc) ≤ pj −K, expression

(1) rewrites as

θso − pi + θsc −K ≥ 2θsc −K ⇐⇒ θ ≥ pi
so − sc .

Because these users copy good j no matter what they decide about good i, we
call them ‘resolute copiers’. What they are willing to pay for good i is just the
extra value of an original compared to a copy (for they have already sunk the
cost of the copying technology). Their maximum price is thus equal to:

pci (θ) = θ (so − sc) .
The three price functions are depicted in Figure 1. We observe that de-

pending on the price of good j, the price function for good i can have up to
two kinks. The price function is (increasing and) concave in θ in the neighbor-
hood of pj/ (so − sc) (which separates switchers from buyers), and (increasing
and) convex in θ in the neighborhood of (pj −K) / (so − sc) (which separates
resolute copiers from switchers).

 

 θ 

 pi 

 pi
c(θ)

 pi
b(θ) pi

s(θ,pj) 

 θ  θ 

Figure 1: Prices as functions of θ.

As a result, the demand function for good i has three segments and two
kinks:

Di(pi, pj) =
1

θ − θ
×


³
θ − pi−K

so−sc
´

if pj +K ≤ pi (buyers)³
θ − pi+pj−K

2(so−sc)
´
if pj −K ≤ pi < pj +K (switchers)³

θ − pi
so−sc

´
if pi < pj −K (resolute copiers)

(2)
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When pj is very small, the marginal users are buyers. When pj is very high,
the marginal users always choose to copy good j and they are resolute copiers.
When pj is close to pi, the marginal users choose to copy according to the value
of the bundle, pi + pj . The demand function has the same concave and convex
kink as the price function depicted above.

3 Multiproduct monopoly

The monopoly chooses prices p1 and p2 so as to maximize profits:

max
p1,p2

πm = p1D1 (p1, p2) + p2D2 (p1, p2) .

where demands are given by (2) and where the firm is assumed to have zero
production cost.

Suppose w.l.o.g. that p1 ≤ p2. Then, the monopolist gets the following
profits according to whether its two prices significantly differ or not:6

either max
p1,p2

π(1)m = p1

µ
θ − p1

so − sc

¶
+ p2

µ
θ − p2 −K

so − sc

¶
s.t. p1 ≤ p2 −K

or max
p1,p2

π(2)m = (p1 + p2)

µ
θ − p1 + p2 −K

2 (so − sc)
¶
s.t. p1 ≥ p2 −K.

When prices differ by more than the fixed cost K, the firm faces two groups
of consumers: resolute copiers and buyers. When prices are close, the firm faces
only switchers. As recorded in the following proposition, it turns out that the
monopolist always chooses the latter option.

Proposition 1 Under low copying cost (A1), the multiproduct monopolist sets
any price (p1, p2) such that (p1 + p2) /2 = pm ≡ θ (so − sc) /2 +K/4 and p2 −
K < p1 ≤ p2.

Proof. The unconstrained solution to the first problem is p1 = θ (so − sc) /2
and p2 = θ (so − sc) /2 + K/2. This solution does not meet the constraint
because p1 > p2 − K. The solution of the first problem is thus the corner
solution with p1 = p2 −K and profit equal to

π(1)m =
θ

2

¡
θ (so − sc) +K

¢
.

The second problem is equivalent to

max
p

πm = 2p

µ
θ − 2p−K

2 (so − sc)
¶

6Profits are actually multiplied by the constant
¡
θ − θ

¢
, which we forget from now on as

it does not affect optimal decisions.
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where p ≡ p1 + p2. Optimal price and profit are easily found as

pm =
θ

2
(so − sc) + K

4
and π(2)m =

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
8 (so − sc) .

Noting that π
(2)
m − π

(1)
m = K2/ (8 (so − sc)) > 0 completes the proof. The

second problem includes an infinity of prices (p1, p2) such that (p1 + p2) /2 = pm
subject to the contraint set in this second problem: p1 ≥ p2 −K.

The monopolist sells the two goods at prices such that marginal buyers
are switchers. Prices are limited upward to avoid that marginal users become
resolute copiers. Prices are not unique neither symmetric.

It must be noted that, by assumption A1, the monopoly sets an average
price pm which is smaller than the price it would set for each good if there were
no threat of copy, namely θso/2. Profits are also smaller.

We now turn to the study of the duopoly.

4 Duopoly

Under a duopoly, each information good i ∈ {1, 2} is produced and sold by a
separate firm. We proceed in two steps: first, we derive firm i’s best reponse
and then we compute the Bertrand-Nash price equilibria.

4.1 Best response function

Best response functions are derived from the demand functions (2). Because
the demand functions are piece-wise linear and include a convex kink, firms’
best response functions are expected to be discontinuous. In fact, the point of
discontinuity will take place when marginal users shift from being switchers to
resolute copiers. We now characterize the portion of the best response of firm
i below and above the discontinuity.

Targeting buyers or switchers? The optimal price and profit on the buyers
of good i are equal to

pb∗i ≡ argmax
pi
pi

µ
θ − pi −K

so − sc

¶
=
1

2

¡
θ (so − sc) +K

¢
,

and πb∗i =
1

4

¡
θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
so − sc .

Firm i’s best response is to set pi = pb∗i as long as the competitor’s price
does not to entice the marginal consumer to become a switcher. Using (2), this
is so as long as

pj ≤ pb∗i −K ⇐⇒ pj ≤ pf ≡ 1
2

¡
θ (so − sc)−K

¢
.
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Note that pf > 0 ⇐⇒ K < θ (so − sc).
For pj > pf , some low valuation users are enticed to switch to copying.

Firm i can either accommodate these switching users by lowering its price, or
it can avoid them and concentrate on higher valuation users by increasing its
price. On the one hand, when pj is low enough, firm i sets a ‘limit price’ to
‘deter’ switchers. By (2), it sets a price equal to

pDi (pj) = pj +K

(or just a small amount below this price) and achieves a corresponding profit
of πDi (pj). This price is an increasing function of pj . Since more users tend to
switch to the copying technology when the competitor raises its price pj , firm
i must raise its price pi to avoid the switchers. Hence, there exits a range of
prices such that prices are strategic complements.

When pj gets larger, firm i has no other choice but to accommodate switch-
ers. It sets a price equal to ps∗i (pj) where

ps∗i (pj) ≡ argmaxpi pi
µ
θ − pi + pj −K

2 (so − sc)
¶
= θ (so − sc) + K − pj

2
,

and where the corresponding profit is equal to

πs∗i (pj) =
1

8

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K − pj

¢2
so − sc .

This price is a decreasing function of the competitor’s price; prices are then
strategic substitutes in this range of prices.

The transition between deterrence and accommodation of switchers takes
place at the price pd such that deterence and accommodation of switchers yield
the same profit and thus the same price: pDi

¡
pd
¢
= ps∗i

¡
pd
¢
, or equivalently

pd =
1

3

¡
2θ (so − sc)−K

¢
> pf .

Note that pd > 0 ⇐⇒ K < 2θ (so − sc).

Targeting resolute copiers? Because of the convex kink in the demand
function, the shift from switchers to copiers has to be analyzed by comparing
profit levels. The optimal price and profit on resolute copiers are equal to:

pc∗i ≡ argmax
pi
pi

µ
θ − pi

so − sc

¶
=
1

2
θ (so − sc) ,

and πc∗i =
1

4
θ
2
(so − sc) .

We readily get that

πs∗i (pj) > πc∗i ⇐⇒ pj < p
e ≡

³
2−
√
2
´
θ (so − sc) +K.
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The regime including accommodation of switchers is part of the best re-
sponse function as long as

pd < pe ⇐⇒ K >
3
√
2− 4
4

θ (so − sc) . (3)

In this case there exits a downard jump at pj = pe.
Otherwise, accommodation of switchers is not part of the best response

function and the latter has a downward jump from deterrence of switchers to
accommodation of resolute copiers for another price pj = pe0, where πDi (p

e0) =
πc∗i , which is equivalent to

pe0 =
1

2

¡
θ (so − sc)−K

¢
+
1

2

q
K
¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
.

Partial market coverage. The above results apply when the best response
does not entail full market coverage. That is, when the user with the low-
est valuation is not served by any firm. In other words, the solutions to the
above problems must be interior solutions. The following lemma provides the
condition under which the above results remain valid.

Lemma 1 The optimal prices pb∗i , p
s∗
i (pj) and p

c∗
i are interior solutions and

do not lead to full market coverage if

K <
¡
θ − 2θ¢ (so − sc) . (4)

Proof. The price pb∗i is an interior solution iff pb∗i > pbi(θ) ⇐⇒ K <¡
θ − 2θ¢ (so − sc). The price ps∗i (pj) with pj ≥ 0 is an interior solution iff
psi (θ, pj) < ps∗i (pj) ⇐⇒ K < pj + 2

¡
θ − 2θ¢ (so − sc) The price pc∗i is an

interior solution iff pc∗i > pci (θ) ⇐⇒ θ − 2θ > 0. It is easy to see that the
condition for pb∗i implies the two other conditions.

Suppose that condition (4) holds. Then, under condition (3), the best re-
sponse function is given by

p∗i (pj) =


pb∗i if pj ≤ pf ,
pDi (pj) if pf ≤ pj ≤ pd,
ps∗i (pj) if pd ≤ pj ≤ pe,
pc∗i if pj > pe.

Otherwise it is given by

p∗i (pj) =


pb∗i if pj ≤ pf ,
pDi (pj) if pf ≤ pj ≤ pe0,
pc∗i if pj > pe0.

Figure 2 displays these functions (in black for firms 1 and in grey for firm 2) for
‘high’ and ‘low’ fixed cost of copying (resp. in the left- and right-hand panel).
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Figure 2. Best Response Functions.

When condition (4) does not hold, the shape of the best response functions
slightly differ. It can readily be observed that the prices set by a firm that
is constrained by full market coverage are never lower than the unconstrained
prices pb∗i , p

s∗
i (pj) and p

c∗
i that we computed above. Indeed, the marginal

consumer that is targeted by the unconstrained prices has a type below θ.
Since this marginal consumer does not exist, the firm increases its prices up
to the lowest possible valuation θ. As a consequence, some segments of the
best response function may be shifted upwards. Also, some segments may have
different shapes. Furthermore, when the lowest valuation θ is large enough,
the discontinuities may vanish. To abstract away such complexities, we assume
that condition (4) is met in the analysis that follows.

4.2 Existence of equilibria in pure strategies

Because of discontinuities in the best response functions, equilibria in pure
strategies might fail to exist. Intuitively, the possible inexistence of equilibria
stems from firms’ free-riding behavior with respect to the threat of copying.
If both firms take this threat seriously and quote low prices to accommodate
resolute copiers, then there exists an opportunity for either firm to raise its
price while keeping a sufficiently large demand and making a larger profit. This
situation is shown in the right-hand panel of Figure 1 where best response
functions do no intersect. By contrast, the left-hand panel shows the situation
where firms reach an equilibrium as their best response function intersect at a
symmetric equilibrium. More formally, we can state the following proposition.

Proposition 2 Suppose that assumption A1 and condition (4) hold. There ex-
ists a unique symmetric Nash equilibrium in which both firms focus on switchers
and set the price pS ≡ 1

3

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
if

K > bK ≡ 3√2− 4
2

θ (so − sc) . (5)

Otherwise, there is no Nash equilibrium in pure strategies.
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Proof. See Appendix 1.
The market fails to reach an equilibrium for small fixed costs of copying

because the price pS and the profit associated to this strategy decrease with K.
For a low enough value of K, profits under accomodation of resolute copiers
become more attractive and firms tend to cut their price to pc∗i . As a result, the
absence of duopoly equilibria for low fixed costs of the copying technology casts
some doubts about traditional analyses of the threat of copying in one-good
monopoly settings.

4.3 Properties of symmetric equilibria

We now focus on the situation in which the market reaches a symmetric equi-
librium. One observes that

pS =
1

3

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
> pm =

1

4

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
.

Corollary 4.1 The price set by duopolists at the pure-strategy equilibrium is
higher than the average price set by the multiproduct monopolist.

The intuition is simple. At equilibrium, the duopolists focus on switchers;
the copying technology constitutes thus a common substitute for their original
good. The presence of this common substitute turns goods i and j (which are
a priori perfectly horizontally differentiated) into complementary goods. The
multiproduct monopolist has an incentive to decrease prices further than the
duopolists do because he realizes that decreasing the price for one good increases
demand for the other good by making copying less attractive. This is just the
same argument as for Cournot’s model of complementary products.

The externality that each firm imposes on the other can be quite important.
Indeed, for some range of admissible parameters, the duopolists end up setting
prices larger than the price they would set under no copying threat. To see this,
note that a user θ ∈ [θ, θ] who purchases the original good i gets a utility of θso−
pi. The demand for this good is simply equal to Di(pi) =

¡
θ − pi/so

¢
/
¡
θ − θ

¢
and is independent of the demand for the other good. Firms in duopoly and
monopoly thus set the same price, the monopoly price: pM = 1

2θso. Comparing
it to pS yields the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2 The price set by duopolists at the pure-strategy equilibrium is
higher than the monopoly price under no threat of piracy if and only if

K ≥ 1
2
θ (4sc − so) . (6)

This condition defines a non empty set of parameters under A1, (4) and (5).

Proof. It is easy to check that pS ≥ pM is equivalent to (6). To prove that
the set of parameters supporting this price is not empty, we setK to the binding
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level of assumption A1: K = θsc. Using this, conditions (4), (5) and (6) can
be written as functions of θ/θ and so/sc. So we can make the normalization
θ = sc = 1 and thus K = 1. Conditions (4), (5) and (6) write as

1 ≤ ¡θ − 2¢ (so − 1) ; 1 ≥ 3
√
2− 4
2

θ (so − 1) ; 1 ≥ 1
2
θ (4− so)

Any values θ ∈ (2. 28, 2. 45) and so =
¡
θ − 1¢ / ¡θ − 2¢ fulfill these conditions.

The last two corollaries qualify the argument that the threat of piracy forces
firms to lower their prices and that the usage of authorized copies increases with
piracy. Instead, our model gives some evidence to the common claim of copy-
right holders, who assert that piracy reduces the demand for legal copies. These
results also cast some doubt about the social benefits of stronger competition
in information good markets that are subject to potential piracy. The two last
corollaries indeed suggest that a more concentrated industry is better equipped
to provide surplus both to legal consumers and to producers.

4.4 Properties of mixed strategy equilibria

When bK > K, there exist no equilibria with pure strategies. Nevertheless, by
Glicksberg (1952), there is a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium because profits
are continuous. Moreover, as in Boccard and Wauthy (1997, 2003), the piece-
wise linearity of the demand function allows us to show that firms do not use
continuous densities. We present here a simple and intuitive class of mixed
strategy equilibria in which firms play two prices with the same probability dis-
tributions. The following proposition shows that such equilibria exist provided
that fixed costs are not too small. Let bK 0 = 0.0274θ (so − sc) ∈ (0, bK).
Proposition 3 When bK > K > bK 0, there exists an equilibrium where firms
randomize between the prices

pa =
2θ (so − sc) + xK

4− x and pb =
2θ (so − sc) + (x+ 1)K

x+ 3

with probabilities x and 1 − x. The probability x is equal to zero when K is
equal to bK, it increases when K increase above bK and it is equal to x = 0.3603
when K tends to bK 0. Prices are such that pb > pa +K.

Proof. See Appendix 2.
Unfortunately the probability x has no explicit expression. Numerical sim-

ulations show that for any admissible set of parameters, the probability x
monotonically increases when K falls from bK to bK 0.

Because pb > pa + K, the two price mixed strategies equilibrium yields
ex-post realizations that include the three regimes with a positive probability.
Each firm faces switchers when its price realization is equal to the other firm’s
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realization; it faces buyers when it quotes the lowest price and resolute copiers
when it quotes the highest price. It is easy to show that firms randomize with
prices that lie between the price pc∗i (charged to resolute copiers) and the price
pS (corresponding to the pure-strategy equilibrium of Proposition 2).

Corollary 4.3 Prices are ranked as follows: pc∗i < pa < pa +K < pb < pS.

Hence, the average price in this mixed-strategy equilibrium is smaller than
the price in the pure-strategy equilibrium. Intuitively, firm i has no incentive
to set prices below pc∗i because, if it does, it gets a positive marginal revenue
irrespective of firm j’s mixed strategy. Similarly, it gets a negative marginal
revenue whenever it sets a price above pS.

When K < bK 0, symmetric mixed strategies with two prices are not equi-
libria; firms randomize over a larger number of prices. The characterization of
such equilibria goes beyond the scope of this paper. Note that the previous
corollary still applies.

5 Welfare analysis

As indicated in Section 1, the economics of IP protection discusses the trade-off
between ex ante and ex post efficiency considerations: to remedy the long-
run underproduction problem that might arise from insufficient incentives to
create, the law grants exclusive rights to creators, which entail a short-run
underutilization problem.

Our simple framework allows us to shed some new light on this policy debate.
First, in a short-run perspective, we can perform comparative statics exercises
to assess the effects of stronger IP protection; we can also compare the welfare
performances of two market structures, namely a multiproduct monopoly versus
a duopoly. Second, in a long-run perspective, we can measure incentives to
create and compare again the relative merits of monopoly and duopoly.

5.1 Ex post efficiency considerations

In many discussions, the protection of intellectual property (IP) rights calls for
an increase in the cost of piracy (Novos and Waldman (1984), Yoon (2002), etc).
In this model, this would call for two policy measures: first, one can apply a tax
on the reproduction devices so that the fixed cost of the copying technology, K,
increases; second, one can take actions to decrease the value of a copy sc.

When a pure-strategy equilibrium exists, we can easily analyze the effects of
a marginal strengthening of IP rights. Let θS ≡

£
4θ (so − sc)−K

¤
/ [6 (so − sc)]

be the type of the switching user at the equilibrium prices pS. This is the lowest
type amongst the consumers who purchase an original good. Users with type
θ ∈ [θS , θ] purchase an original whereas, by assumption A1, users with type
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θ ∈ [θ, θS) make use of copies. Hence, on the one hand, a rise in the copying
cost (dK > 0) implies an upward parallel shift of the demand by switching
users. It then increases equilibrium prices (dpS > 0) and increases the set of
consumers of original goods (dθS < 0). The number of copiers falls. On the
other hand, a deterioration of the value of copies (dsc < 0) implies a rotation
of the demand by swiching users, thereby diminishing the elasticity of this
demand. The deterioration of the value of copies then leads to an increase in
price (dpS > 0) and to a reduction of the set of consumers buying original goods
(dθS > 0). The number of copiers increases.

Welfare properties can be obtained as follows. An increase in K induces
variations in profits through effects on price and demand. Changes in the
surplus of the two producers can be written as

dPS = 2
¡
θ − θS

¢
dpS − 2pSdθS

which, as just shown, is positive for dK > 0 but is ambiguous for dsc < 0. It is
readily verified that dPS/dsc > 0 iff K > 2θ (so − sc). So, producers’ surplus
increases when copies are damaged if K is sufficiently small.

The consumers’ surplus obtained from the use of both information goods
includes four effects: the negative effect on illegal copiers because of the increase
in the copying cost K; the negative effect of the deterioration of copies on
the copying users; the negative effect of larger prices on legal consumers; and
finally the effect on the switching users who move from copying to purchasing
an original. At the price pS , the latter effect on switching users is nil because
switching users are indifferent between copying and purchasing the orginals.
Hence,

dCS = − (θS − θ) dK + (θS − θ)2 dsc − 2
¡
θ − θS

¢
dpS + 0 ∗ dθS

which is negative because all terms are non positive (dK > 0, dsc < 0, dpS > 0).
Consumers are negatively affected by both policy measures.

Finally total surplus writes as

dTS = dPS + dCS = − (θS − θ) dK − (θS − θ)2 dsc − 2pSdθS.

The latter expression is negative if the additional costs imposed on all copiers is
smaller than the additional revenue from having an additional legal consumer.
This is the case when the policy measure consists of deteriorating the copies
(dsc < 0). When the policy measure consists of an increase in the fixed cost of
copying (dK > 0), the sign of the welfare change is ambiguous. These welfare
results are consistent with Bae and Choi (2003).

Proposition 4 In the region of parameters where a pure-strategy equilibrium
exists, a rise in K raises the equilibrium prices and the demand for originals,
while a fall in sc raises the equilibrium prices but decreases the demand for
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originals. Consumers’ surplus decreases with both actions. Producers’ surplus
increases with a rise in K whereas it also increases with a fall in sc only if the
copying cost is sufficiently small. Finally, total surplus decreases with a fall in
sc while a rise in K have ambiguous effects.

Proof. We just need to show that the direction of total surplus is am-
biguous under dK > 0. One can show that dTS < 0 decreases iff K <
2
5(so − sc)

¡
4θ − 9θ¢. This condition is compatible with assumption A1 and

conditions (4) and (5). Take for instance the values θ = sc = K = 1 and take
tuples

¡
so, θ

¢
that are convex combinations of (3, 2.5), (4.5, 2.3) and (4.2, 2.3).

Also, dTS > 0 is compatible. Take for instance the values θ = sc = K = 1 and
take tuples

¡
so, θ

¢
that are convex combinations of (3.5, 2.6), (2, 3) and (2, 8).

The reader will also observe that the above conclusion about total surplus
heavily hinges on the assumption of inefficient taxation. Indeed, if we assume
that tax proceeds are efficiently redistributed to consumers through lump sum
transfers, taxation has no direct cost and the terms in dK vanish in the above
expressions. As a result, while consumers’ surplus still falls with larger K, total
surplus does increase with it: taxation on the copying technology improves
welfare. This remark is not specific to the firms’ interaction and we conjecture
that it is valid for other models.

The above welfare analysis can easily be replicated for the multi-product mo-
nopolist where pS is simply replaced by pm and θS by θm ≡ (2pm −K) / [2 (so − sc)]
= 1

4

¡
2θ (so − sc)−K

¢
/ (so − sc). Note that whenK rises (dK > 0) and sc falls

(dsc < 0), the monopoly price and demand varies in the same direction as in
the duopoly (dpm > 0 and dθm < 0). As a result the above welfare analysis
remains valid for multi-product monopolists.7 The welfare effects of a tax on
the copying technology and of a deterioration of the value of copies have the
same direction. Still, those effects do not have the same amplitudes.

As far as the comparison between monopoly and duopoly is concerned, we
have already indicated in the previous section that the multiproduct monopolist
always sets lower prices than duopolists do. As the monopolist also achieves
higher profits, total surplus is undoubtedly higher under monopoly. It can
further be shown that the two policy measures analyzed here contribute to
increase further the welfare gap between monopoly and duopoly. Indeed, a few
lines of computations establish that

∆TS ≡ TSmonopoly − TSduopoly = 7

144

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
so − sc > 0.

On the one hand, it is obvious that d∆TS/dK > 0. On the other hand,
d∆TS/dsc < 0 provided that K < 2θ (so − sc), which is clearly implied by

7One can also check that a rise in K has ambiguous effects on welfare in a multi-product
monopoly. Take θ = sc = K = 1 and

¡
so, θ

¢
= (1.2, 10) for a welfare decrease and

¡
so, θ

¢
=

(1.3, 10) for a welfare increase.
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condition (4). In other words, a strengthening of IP rights makes the case for
a concentrated market structure even more appealing.

5.2 Ex ante efficiency considerations

Comparing our framework with an economy where only a single information
good is available allows us to measure the (gross) incentive to create a new
information good. In the previous model, if only one information good is
available instead of two, it is easy to see that under assumption A1, the pro-
ducer of this good only faces ‘buyers’. The demand function is thus given by
Di(pi) =

³
θ − pi−K

so−sc
´
/
¡
θ − θ

¢
, and the optimal price and profit are given by

pb∗i and πb∗i , which we recall here:

pb∗i =
1

2

¡
θ (so − sc) +K

¢
and πb∗i =

¡
θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
4 (so − sc) .

There are two cases to consider when going from one to two goods. A first pos-
sibilitly is that the new good is created by an incumbent firm that already pro-
duces the extant good; the ex post economy is then organised as a multiproduct
monopoly. From Proposition 1, we know that the multiproduct monopolist’s
optimal (average) price and profit are given by

pm =
1

4

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
and πm =

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
8 (so − sc) .

One readily observes that, under condition (4), we have that πm > πb∗i , meaning
that an incumbent firm has a gross incentive to introduce a second good. Still,
although goods are genuinely independent, the profit per good decreases when
the number of goods rises: πm < 2πb∗i . The monopolist indeed jeopardizes the
sales of the first good when it introduces the second good. Copying becomes
more attractive when the number of goods is larger and the firm is compelled
to reduce the average price of originals.

Alternatively, the new good could be created by an entrant firm, turning the
ex post economy into a duopoly. Supposing for simplicity that the condition
of Proposition 2 is met, prices and profits at the pure-strategy equilibrium are
given by:

pS ≡ 1
3

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
and πS =

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢2
18 (so − sc) .

Let us now compare the two scenarios. Comparing prices, it is easily checked
that condition (4) implies the following ranking: pm < pb∗i < pS . Therefore, the
average price decreases when the new good is introduced by an incumbent firm,
whereas it increases when the new good is introduced by an entrant. This is
another illustration of the negative externality independent producers impose
on each other, and on consumers, in the presence of copying.
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Next, comparing profits, we can gauge the (gross) incentive to create in the
two settings. We say that the incumbent has higher incentives to create if it
increases more its profit by introducing the second good than would an entrant
do. That is, if πm−πb∗i > πS . Under no threat of piracy, goods are independent
and incentives for the incumbent and the entrant are exactly equal. However,
under piracy, the free-riding problem between firms may harm more the entrant
than the above canibalization effect hurts the incumbent. As both free-riding
and canibalization effects on profits increase in K, the comparison between
the incumbent’s and entrant’s incentives to create is a priori ambiguous. As
recorded in the next proposition, there exist configurations of parameters for
which the incumbent has more to gain from the introduction of a new good than
an entrant does. Industry concentration may therefore yield higher incentives
to create new varieties and, therefore, be more efficient both in the short and
in the long run.

Proposition 5 In the region of parameters where a pure-strategy equilibrium
exists in the duopoly game, an incumbent firm has higher incentives to introduce
a second good than an entrant firm if and only if

K ≥ 3
√
10− 8
13

θ (so − sc) . (7)

This condition defines a non empty set of parameters under A1, (4) and (5).

Proof. First, it is easy to check that πm − πb∗i ≥ πS is equivalent to (7).
To prove that this condition is compatible with the other restrictions, we set
K to the binding level of assumption A1: K = θsc. Using this, conditions (4),
(5) and (7) can be written as functions of θ/θ and so/sc. So we can make the
normalization θ = sc = 1 and thus K = 1. Conditions (4), (5) and (7) write as

1 ≤ ¡θ − 2¢ (so − 1) ; 1 ≥ 3
√
2− 4
2

θ (so − 1) ; 1 ≥ 3
√
10− 8
13

θ (so − 1)

Any values θ ≥ 2.28 and so =
¡
θ − 1¢ / ¡θ − 2¢ fulfill these conditions.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we qualify the traditional results and insights about the impact of
piracy obtained in a one-good monopoly setting. When there exist more than
one information goods, increasing returns to scale in the copying technology
create an interdependence between the demands for information goods, which
are genuinely independent. We first show that a multiproduct monopoly may
set different prices for its goods. We then show that two-product duopolies
are subject to free-riding behaviors with respect to the threat of piracy. If the
two firms take this threat seriously by quoting low prices, then there exists
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an opportunity for a firm to take advantage of this situation and to raise its
price. This can yield to the absence of an equilibrium in pure strategies if
the fixed cost of copying is low enough. In this case, firms may randomize
between two prices. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first contribution
showing that price dispersion in information good industries can be generated
by the presence of piracy. When the fixed cost of copying is not too small,
the market can yield a symmetric equilibrium with prices that are larger than
the (average) price of the multiproduct monopoly. Furthermore, those prices
can even become larger than the price of a monopoly which faces no threat of
piracy. The externality that firms impose on each other can therefore be quite
important and it can drastically reduce the demand for legal copies. Hence, the
interactions between producers of information goods under the threat of piracy
dramatically alter the equilibrium outcome compared to the outcome obtained
under a one-good monopoly setting. Still, short run welfare implications for
symmetric equilibria are close to the ones obtained for the one-good monopoly.
Finally, we show that under particular conditions, multi-product monopolies
may provide better incentives to create. To sum up, industry concentration can
be welfare improving under the threat of piracy.

The present model suggests several avenues of future research. First, the
current study is limited to the production of two perfectly differentiated in-
formation goods. It would be worthwhile to explore the pricing decisions and
welfare aspects under piracy threat in a setting with more numerous and less
differentiated varieties. Second, by assuming exogenous production and pricing
of the copying technology, the current model sets aside the strategic issue of
integration between the creators (or distributors) of information goods and the
sellers of copying devices. It seems natural to investigate about the competition
and welfare implications of such integration processes.

Appendix 1. Proof of Proposition 2

Each best response function p∗i (·) and p∗j (·) can have four segments. Removing
symmetric configurations, we need to check the existence of a pure strategy
equilibria for the 10 following configurations. For some configurations we will
need to distinguish equilibrium conditions in which the switcher’s branch ps∗j (·)
exists (i.e. pd ≤ pe or condition (3)) or in which it does not (i.e. pd > pe or the
reverse of condition (3)).

1. The configuration
³
pb∗i , p

b∗
j

´
cannot be an equilibrium because pb∗j > pf

and thus the best response of i cannot be equal to pb∗i : p
∗
i

³
pb∗j
´
6= pb∗i .

2. The configuration
³
pDi (·) , pDj (·)

´
cannot be an equilibrium because the

system pi = p
D
i (pj) and pj = p

D
j (pi) has no solution.
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3. The configuration
³
ps∗i (·) , ps∗j (·)

´
is an equilibrium if and only if K >bK ≡ 3

√
2−4
2 θ (so − sc). Indeed, solving the system pi = p

s∗
i (pj) and pj =

ps∗j (pi), we find pi = pj = pS ≡ 1
3

¡
2θ (so − sc) +K

¢
. It is a best response

for both firms to set pi = ps∗i (pj) if and only if p
d ≤ pS ≤ pe. The

first inequality is clearly met, whereas the second is met provided that
pS < pe ⇐⇒ K > 3

√
2−4
2 θ (so − sc) .This last condition is compatible

with pd ≤ pe.

4. The configuration
³
pc∗i , p

c∗
j

´
cannot be an equilibrium because one can

check that pc∗j < p
e and pc∗j < p

e0. Hence, p∗i
³
pc∗j
´
6= pc∗i .

5. The configuration
³
pb∗i , p

D
j (·)

´
cannot be an equilibrium because pDj

¡
pb∗i
¢
=

pb∗i +K > pf and thus p∗i
h
pDj
¡
pb∗i
¢i 6= pb∗i .

6. Similarly, the configuration
³
pb∗i , p

s∗
j (·)

´
cannot be an equilibrium because

ps∗j
¡
pb∗i
¢
= 3

4θ (so − sc) + K
4 > p

f , and hence p∗i
h
ps∗j
¡
pb∗i
¢i 6= pb∗i .

7. The configuration
³
pb∗i , p

c∗
j

´
cannot be an equilibrium because when pd ≤

pe, one can easily check that pb∗i < p
e so that p∗j

¡
pb∗i
¢ 6= pc∗j . Also, when

pd > pe, we get pb∗i < pe0 iff K < 2
3θ (so − sc) which is always true. So,

p∗j
¡
pb∗i
¢ 6= pc∗j when pe < pd.

8. The configuration
³
pDi (·) , ps∗j (·)

´
cannot be an equilibrium because solv-

ing for pi = pDi (pj) and pj = p
s∗
j (pi), we get pj = epj ≡ 2

3θ (so − sc) > pd,
meaning that p∗i (epj) 6= pDi (epj).

9. The configuration
³
pDi (·) , pc∗j

´
cannot be an equilibrium because when

pd ≤ pe, we have pDi
³
pc∗j
´
= pc∗j + K = 1

2θ (so − sc) + K < pe. When

pd > pe, we have pDi
³
pc∗j
´
= 1

2θ (so − sc) +K < pe0 iff K < 1
4θ (so − sc),

which is always true. Therefore p∗j
h
pDi

³
pc∗j
´i
6= pc∗j .

10. The configuration
³
pc∗i , p

s∗
j (·)

´
cannot be an equilibrium because, for this

to be an equilibrium, we should have (a) ps∗j (p
c∗
i ) =

3
4θ (so − sc) + K

2 ≥
pe ⇐⇒ K ≤ 0.328θ (so − sc), and (b) pc∗i ≥ pd ⇐⇒ K ≥ 0.5θ (so − sc),
which is incompatible with (a).
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Appendix 2. Proof of Proposition 3

Denote so − sc by s. Firm i’s profit is equal to π (pi, pj) where

π (pi, pj) =


πb (pi) = pi

³
θ − pi−K

s

´
if pj ∈ [0, pi −K)

πs (pi, pj) = pi

³
θ − pi+pj−K

2s

´
if pj ∈ [pi −K, pi +K),

πc (pi) = pi
¡
θ − pi

s

¢
if pj ∈ [pi +K,∞)

Each section of the profit function is concave in pi.
We consider mixed-strategy equilibria that include two price atoms pai and

pbi played by player i with probabilities xi and 1− xi. Firm i’s expected profit
is equal to

Πi = xixjπ (pai, paj) + xi (1− xj)π (pai, pbj)
+ (1− xi)xjπ (pbi, paj) + (1− xi) (1− xj)π (pbi, pbj) .

We look for a symmetric mixed-strategy equilibrium. This exists if we can find
probabilities and prices such that (x, pa, pb) = (xi, pai, pbi), i = 1, 2 and

(xi, pai, pbi) = arg max
(xi,pai,pbi)

Πi s.t. (xj , paj , pbj) = (x, pa, pb) , i = 1, 2.

First, suppose that the symmetric equilibrium is such that pb ≤ pa+K. For
(xi, pai, pbi), i ∈ {1, 2} close enough to (x, pa, pb), firm i’s payoff is given by the
function

Πi = xixjπ
s (pai, paj) + xi (1− xj)πs (pai, pbj)

+ (1− xi)xjπs (pbi, paj) + (1− xi) (1− xj)πs (pbi, pbj) .

Because πs is strictly concave, it is easy to show that there is a unique symmetric
equilibrium with pS = pai = pbi, i ∈ {1, 2}. This is the equilibrium with pure
strategies found in Proposition 2.

Second, suppose that the symmetric equilibrium is such that pb > pa +K.
For (xi, pai, pbi), i ∈ {1, 2} close enough to (x, pa, pb), firm i’s expected payoff
writes as

Πi = xixjπ
s (pai, paj) + xi (1− xj)πc (pai)

+ (1− xi)xjπb (pbi) + (1− xi) (1− xj)πs (pbi, pbj) .

There are three first order conditions for equilibrium:

∂Πi
∂pai

= 0 ⇐⇒ xi = 0 or xjπspi (pai, paj) + (1− xj)πcpi (pai) = 0
∂Πi
∂pbi

= 0 ⇐⇒ xi = 1 or xjπbpi (pbi) + (1− xj)πspi (pbi, pbj) = 0

∂Πi
∂xi

= 0 ⇐⇒
(

xjπ
s (pai, paj) + (1− xj)πc (pai)

−xjπb (pbi)− (1− xj)πs (pbi, pbj)

)
= 0 (8)
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where the subscript pi denotes a partial differentiation w.r.t. to pi. These three
conditions guarantee a maximum because ∂2Π1

∂p2a1
< 0, ∂

2Π1
∂p2b1

< 0 and the Hessian

determinant is zero:

|H| =

¯̄̄̄
¯̄̄̄ ∂2Πi

∂p2ai
0 0

0 ∂2Πi
∂p2bi

0

0 0 0

¯̄̄̄
¯̄̄̄ = 0

We now determine the symmetric equilibrium by setting (x, pa, pb) = (xi, pai, pbi),
i = 1, 2 and xi = x ∈ (0, 1). We successively get

pa =
2θs+ xK

4− x , pb =
2θs+ (x+ 1)K

x+ 3

and

x =
πs (pb, pb)− πc (pa)

πs (pa, pa) + πs (pb, pb)− πc (pa)− πb (pb)
.

One can check that pb > pa +K which is consistent with the condition pbi >
pai +K, i ∈ {1, 2}.

Equilibrium profits can be computed as the following functions of x:

πc (pa) =
¡
(2− x) θs− xK¢ ¡xK + 2θs

¢
(x− 4)2 s ,

πs (pa, pa) =
1

2

¡
2 (2− x) θs+ (4− 3x)K¢ ¡xK + 2θs

¢
(x− 4)2 s ,

πs (pb, pb) =
1

2

¡
(x+ 1) 2θs+ (1− x)K¢ ¡2θs+ (x+ 1)K¢

(x+ 3)2 s
,

πb (pb) =
¡
θs (x+ 1) + 2K

¢ ¡2θs+ (x+ 1)K¢
(x+ 3)2 s

.

After some substitutions, x solves :

x =


¡
K2 + 4θsK

¢
x4 +

³
20K2 − 2θsK + 8θ

2
s2
´
x3

+
³
3K2 + 38θsK − 12θ2s2

´
x2 +

³
−8K2 + 20θ

2
s2
´
x

+16K2 − 8θ2s2 + 64θsK


2K (x+ 3) (4− x) ¡x2K + 2θsx− θs− 2K¢ . (9)

Hence x is the solution of a polynomial with degree 5. There is at least one real
solution. We have found no analytical solution.

Two cases can readily be studied. On the one hand, when K = bK ≡
3
√
2−4
2 sθ, expression (9) implies that x = 0. Furthermore, one can check thath
∂2Πi
∂xi∂xj

i
xj=0

< 0 and that
h

∂2Πi
∂xi∂K

i
xj=0

< 0 so that
h
∂xj
∂K

i
xj=0

=
£
∂x
∂K

¤
x=0

< 0.

A smaller K increases the probability x above zero. Hence, mixed strategy
equilibria occur for K < bK and pure strategy equilibria occur otherwise.
Furthermore, when x = 0 and K = bK, we have that Πi = πc∗i and that
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dΠi/dK = ∂Πi/∂K + (dx/dK)(∂Πi/∂x) = (−10 + √2)θ < 0. Therefore, ex-
pected profits under symmetric mixed strategy increase above πc∗i as K de-
creases below bK. For K smaller and close enough to bK, symmetric mixed
strategy dominate the price strategy pc∗i .

On the other hand, when K → 0, we have that πs1 (pa, pa) = πs1 (pb, pb) =

πc1 (pa) = πb1 (pb). So the RHS of expression (9) indefinite. To solve this prob-
lem, we approximate expression (9) by dropping terms inK of order larger than
one and we get

K
¡
x4 − x3 − x2 + 3x+ 8¢+ 1

2
θs (2x− 1) ¡x2 − x+ 2¢ = 0

which yields the unique solution x = 1/2 when K → 0. Applying this result, we
get that the expected profits is equal to πc∗i −θs/196. Therefore, the symmetric
strategy is dominated by the strategy pc∗i when K → 0.

The previous paragraphs suggest that the two-price symmetric mixed strat-
egy is a local maximum and that it can be dominated by the one-price strategy
pc∗i for small enough K. To check when the symmetric mixed strategy is a
global maximum, let us fix firm j’s strategy as (xj , paj , pbj) = (x, pa, pb) where
x > 0, and we sketch firm i’s expected profit as a function of the single price
pi:

Πi = xixπ (pi, pa) + xi (1− x)π (pi)
+ (1− xi)xπ (pi) + (1− xi) (1− x)π (pi, p) .

It is readily shown that Πi (pi) is a piece-wise quadratic and concave func-
tion. Consider pi increasing from zero. One can check that the first section of
Πi (pi) is either increasing or bell-shaped with a maximum at pc∗i ; the second
section is bell-shaped with maximum at pi = pa; the third section is monotoni-
cally increasing; the fourth section is bell-shaped with maximum at pi = pb and
the last section is monotonically decreasing. There are three candidates for a
global maximum: pi = pa, pb and pc∗i . We know that expected profits are equal
at pi = pa and pi = pb so that firm i is indifferent between the two prices. The
expected profit under symmetric mixed strategy can be evaluated by setting
xi = 1 and pai = pa:

Π∗i ≡ xπs (pa, pa) + (1− x)πc (pa) =
2sθ + (2− x)Kx
2s (4− x)2

We now compare this profit level with the one obtained under strategy pc∗i .
Some computations show that Π∗i ≥ πc∗i is equivalent to

2x (2− x)K2 + 8θs (2− x)K − xs2θ2 ≥ 0

Hence, K ≥ K1(x) ≡ θs
¡
2 (4− 2x) + (4− x)√4− 2x¢ / [2x (x− 2)]. Note that

the probability x depends on K. To get the probability x that makes this
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inequality binding and that is simultaneously compatible with a mixed strategy
equilibrium, we insert K1(x) in expression (8), we evaluate at the symmetric
mixed strategy equilibrium to get

32− 4(4− x)√4− 2x ¡1 + x2¢+ x (48 + x (−1 + x (−8 + x (−1 + 2x)))) = 0
This equation has a unique solution in the interval x ∈ (0, 1) which is equal
to bx0 = 0.3603. The associated level of fixed cost of copying is equal to bK 0 =
0.02739sθ < bK.
References

[1] Bae, S.H. and Choi, J.P. (2003). A model of piracy. Mimeo. Michigan State
University.

[2] Belleflamme, P. and Picard, P. (2004). Competition over piratable goods.
CORE Discussion Paper 2004/55, Université catholique de Louvain, Bel-
gium.

[3] Besen, S.M. and Kirby, S.N. (1989). Private copying, appropriability, and
optimal copying royalties. Journal of Law and Economics 32: 255-280.

[4] Besen, S.M. and Raskind, L.J. (1991). An introduction to the law and
economics of intellectual property. Journal of Economic Perspectives 5:
3-27.

[5] Boccard, N. and Wauthy, X. (1997). The Hotelling model with capacity
precommitment. CORE Discussion paper 9783, Université catholique de
Louvain, Belgium.

[6] Boccard, N. and Wauthy, X. (2003). Optimal quotas, price competition
and products’ attributes. The Japanese Economic Review 54: 395-408.

[7] Conner, K.R. and Rumelt, R.P. (1991). Software copying: An analysis of
protection strategies. Management Science 37: 125-139.

[8] Gayer, A. and Shy, O. (2003). Copyright protection and hardware taxation.
Information Economics and Policy 15: 467-483.

[9] Glicksberg, I. (1952). A further generalization of the Kakutani fixed point
theorem with application to Nash equilibrium points, Proceedings of the
American Mathematical Society 3: 170—174.

[10] Johnson, W.R. (1985). The economics of copying. Journal of Political
Economy 93: 158-174.

[11] Koboldt, C. (1995). Intellectual property and optimal copyright protection.
Journal of Cultural Economics 19: 131-155.

26



[12] Landes, W.M. and Posner, R.A. (1989). An economic analysis of copyright
law. Journal of Legal Studies 38: 325-363.

[13] Liebowitz, S.J. (1985). Copying and indirect appropriability: Photocopying
of journals. Journal of Political Economy 93: 945-957.

[14] Novos, I.E. and Waldman, M. (1984). The effects of increased copyright
protection: An analytical approach. Journal of Political Economy 92: 236-
246.

[15] Mussa, M., and Rosen, S. (1978). Monopoly and product quality. Journal
of Economic Theory 18: 301-317.

[16] Peitz, M. and Waelbroeck, P. (2003). Piracy of digital products: A critical
review of the economics literature. CESifo Working Paper No. 1071.

[17] Plant, A. (1934). The economic aspects of copyright in books. Economica
1: 167-195.

[18] Shy, O. and Thisse, J.-F. (1999). A strategic approach to software protec-
tion. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy 8: 163-190.

[19] Takeyama, L.N. (1994). The welfare implications of unauthorized repro-
duction of intellectual property in the presence of network externalities.
Journal of Industrial Economics 62: 155-166.

[20] Watt, R. (2000). Copyright and Economic Theory. Friends or Foes? Ed-
ward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham (UK) and Northampton (Mass.).

[21] Yoon, K. (2002). The optimal level of copyright protection. Information
Economics and Policy 14: 327-348.

27



CESifo Working Paper Series 
(for full list see www.cesifo.de) 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1285 Luis H. R. Alvarez and Erkki Koskela, Does Risk Aversion Accelerate Optimal Forest 

Rotation under Uncertainty?, September 2004 
 
1286 Giorgio Brunello and Maria De Paola, Market Failures and the Under-Provision of 

Training, September 2004 
 
1287 Sanjeev Goyal, Marco van der Leij and José Luis Moraga-González, Economics: An 

Emerging Small World?, September 2004 
 
1288 Sandro Maffei, Nikolai Raabe and Heinrich W. Ursprung, Political Repression and 

Child Labor: Theory and Empirical Evidence, September 2004 
 
1289 Georg Götz and Klaus Gugler, Market Concentration and Product Variety under Spatial 

Competition: Evidence from Retail Gasoline, September 2004 
 
1290 Jonathan Temple and Ludger Wößmann, Dualism and Cross-Country Growth 

Regressions, September 2004 
 
1291 Ravi Kanbur, Jukka Pirttilä and Matti Tuomala, Non-Welfarist Optimal Taxation and 

Behavioral Public Economics, October 2004 
 
1292 Maarten C. W. Janssen, José Luis Moraga-González and Matthijs R. Wildenbeest, 

Consumer Search and Oligopolistic Pricing: An Empirical Investigation, October 2004 
 
1293 Kira Börner and Christa Hainz, The Political Economy of Corruption and the Role of 

Financial Institutions, October 2004 
 
1294 Christoph A. Schaltegger and Lars P. Feld, Do Large Cabinets Favor Large 

Governments? Evidence from Swiss Sub-Federal Jurisdictions, October 2004 
 
1295 Marc-Andreas Mündler, The Existence of Informationally Efficient Markets When 

Individuals Are Rational, October 2004 
 
1296 Hendrik Jürges, Wolfram F. Richter and Kerstin Schneider, Teacher Quality and 

Incentives: Theoretical and Empirical Effects of Standards on Teacher Quality, October 
2004 

 
1297 David S. Evans and Michael Salinger, An Empirical Analysis of Bundling and Tying: 

Over-the-Counter Pain Relief and Cold Medicines, October 2004 
 
1298 Gershon Ben-Shakhar, Gary Bornstein, Astrid Hopfensitz and Frans van Winden, 

Reciprocity and Emotions: Arousal, Self-Reports, and Expectations, October 2004 
 
 
 



 
1299 B. Zorina Khan and Kenneth L. Sokoloff, Institutions and Technological Innovation 

During Early Economic Growth: Evidence from the Great Inventors of the United 
States, 1790 – 1930, October 2004 

 
1300 Piero Gottardi and Roberto Serrano, Market Power and Information Revelation in 

Dynamic Trading, October 2004 
 
1301 Alan V. Deardorff, Who Makes the Rules of Globalization?, October 2004 
 
1302 Sheilagh Ogilvie, The Use and Abuse of Trust: Social Capital and its Deployment by 

Early Modern Guilds, October 2004 
 
1303 Mario Jametti and Thomas von Ungern-Sternberg, Disaster Insurance or a Disastrous 

Insurance – Natural Disaster Insurance in France, October 2004 
 
1304 Pieter A. Gautier and José Luis Moraga-González, Strategic Wage Setting and 

Coordination Frictions with Multiple Applications, October 2004 
 
1305 Julia Darby, Anton Muscatelli and Graeme Roy, Fiscal Federalism, Fiscal 

Consolidations and Cuts in Central Government Grants: Evidence from an Event Study, 
October 2004 

 
1306 Michael Waldman, Antitrust Perspectives for Durable-Goods Markets, October 2004 
 
1307 Josef Honerkamp, Stefan Moog and Bernd Raffelhüschen, Earlier or Later: A General 

Equilibrium Analysis of Bringing Forward an Already Announced Tax Reform, 
October 2004 

 
1308 M. Hashem Pesaran, A Pair-Wise Approach to Testing for Output and Growth 

Convergence, October 2004 
 
1309 John Bishop and Ferran Mane, Educational Reform and Disadvantaged Students: Are 

They Better Off or Worse Off?, October 2004 
 
1310 Alfredo Schclarek, Consumption and Keynesian Fiscal Policy, October 2004 
 
1311 Wolfram F. Richter, Efficiency Effects of Tax Deductions for Work-Related Expenses, 

October 2004 
 
1312 Franco Mariuzzo, Patrick Paul Walsh and Ciara Whelan, EU Merger Control in 

Differentiated Product Industries, October 2004 
 
1313 Kurt Schmidheiny, Income Segregation and Local Progressive Taxation: Empirical 

Evidence from Switzerland, October 2004 
 
1314 David S. Evans, Andrei Hagiu and Richard Schmalensee, A Survey of the Economic 

Role of Software Platforms in Computer-Based Industries, October 2004 
 
1315 Frank Riedel and Elmar Wolfstetter, Immediate Demand Reduction in Simultaneous 

Ascending Bid Auctions, October 2004 



 
1316 Patricia Crifo and Jean-Louis Rullière, Incentives and Anonymity Principle: Crowding 

Out Toward Users, October 2004 
 
1317 Attila Ambrus and Rossella Argenziano, Network Markets and Consumers 

Coordination, October 2004 
 
1318 Margarita Katsimi and Thomas Moutos, Monopoly, Inequality and Redistribution Via 

the Public Provision of Private Goods, October 2004 
 
1319 Jens Josephson and Karl Wärneryd, Long-Run Selection and the Work Ethic, October 

2004 
 
1320 Jan K. Brueckner and Oleg Smirnov, Workings of the Melting Pot: Social Networks and 

the Evolution of Population Attributes, October 2004 
 
1321 Thomas Fuchs and Ludger Wößmann, Computers and Student Learning: Bivariate and 

Multivariate Evidence on the Availability and Use of Computers at Home and at 
School, November 2004 

 
1322 Alberto Bisin, Piero Gottardi and Adriano A. Rampini, Managerial Hedging and 

Portfolio Monitoring, November 2004 
 
1323 Cecilia García-Peñalosa and Jean-François Wen, Redistribution and Occupational 

Choice in a Schumpeterian Growth Model, November 2004 
 
1324 William Martin and Robert Rowthorn, Will Stability Last?, November 2004 
 
1325 Jianpei Li and Elmar Wolfstetter, Partnership Dissolution, Complementarity, and 

Investment Incentives, November 2004 
 
1326 Hans Fehr, Sabine Jokisch and Laurence J. Kotlikoff, Fertility, Mortality, and the 

Developed World’s Demographic Transition, November 2004 
 
1327 Adam Elbourne and Jakob de Haan, Asymmetric Monetary Transmission in EMU: The 

Robustness of VAR Conclusions and Cecchetti’s Legal Family Theory, November 2004 
 
1328 Karel-Jan Alsem, Steven Brakman, Lex Hoogduin and Gerard Kuper, The Impact of 

Newspapers on Consumer Confidence: Does Spin Bias Exist?, November 2004 
 
1329 Chiona Balfoussia and Mike Wickens, Macroeconomic Sources of Risk in the Term 

Structure, November 2004 
 
1330 Ludger Wößmann, The Effect Heterogeneity of Central Exams: Evidence from TIMSS, 

TIMSS-Repeat and PISA, November 2004 
 
1331 M. Hashem Pesaran, Estimation and Inference in Large Heterogeneous Panels with a 

Multifactor Error Structure, November 2004 
 
1332 Maarten C. W. Janssen, José Luis Moraga-González and Matthijs R. Wildenbeest, A 

Note on Costly Sequential Search and Oligopoly Pricing, November 2004 



 
1333 Martin Peitz and Patrick Waelbroeck, An Economist’s Guide to Digital Music, 

November 2004 
 
1334 Biswa N. Bhattacharyay and Prabir De, Promotion of Trade, Investment and 

Infrastructure Development between China and India: The Case of Southwest China and 
East and Northeast India, November 2004 

 
1335 Lutz Hendricks, Why Does Educational Attainment Differ Across U.S. States?, 

November 2004 
 
1336 Jay Pil Choi, Antitrust Analysis of Tying Arrangements, November 2004 
 
1337 Rafael Lalive, Jan C. van Ours and Josef Zweimueller, How Changes in Financial 

Incentives Affect the Duration of Unemployment, November 2004 
 
1338 Robert Woods, Fiscal Stabilisation and EMU, November 2004 
 
1339 Rainald Borck and Matthias Wrede, Political Economy of Commuting Subsidies, 

November 2004 
 
1340 Marcel Gérard, Combining Dutch Presumptive Capital Income Tax and US Qualified 

Intermediaries to Set Forth a New System of International Savings Taxation, November 
2004 

 
1341 Bruno S. Frey, Simon Luechinger and Alois Stutzer, Calculating Tragedy: Assessing the 

Costs of Terrorism, November 2004 
 
1342 Johannes Becker and Clemens Fuest, A Backward Looking Measure of the Effective 

Marginal Tax Burden on Investment, November 2004 
 
1343 Heikki Kauppi, Erkki Koskela and Rune Stenbacka, Equilibrium Unemployment and 

Capital Intensity Under Product and Labor Market Imperfections, November 2004 
 
1344 Helge Berger and Till Müller, How Should Large and Small Countries Be Represented 

in a Currency Union?, November 2004 
 
1345 Bruno Jullien, Two-Sided Markets and Electronic Intermediaries, November 2004 
 
1346 Wolfgang Eggert and Martin Kolmar, Contests with Size Effects, December 2004 
 
1347 Stefan Napel and Mika Widgrén, The Inter-Institutional Distribution of Power in EU 

Codecision, December 2004 
 
1348 Yin-Wong Cheung and Ulf G. Erlandsson, Exchange Rates and Markov Switching 

Dynamics, December 2004 
 
1349 Hartmut Egger and Peter Egger, Outsourcing and Trade in a Spatial World, December 

2004 
 
1350 Paul Belleflamme and Pierre M. Picard, Piracy and Competition, December 2004 


	Abstract



