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Abstract 
 
Approximately 42% of European public procurement contracts are awarded to a sole bidder. As 
this market represents about one-seventh of GDP in developed countries, any inefficiency is a 
first-order concern. This paper examines a Czech reform that prohibited awarding such single-bid 
contracts. Using a difference-in-differences approach, I find the reform reduced prices by 6.1% 
relative to estimated costs, with no evidence of quality reduction. Furthermore, I provide 
suggestive evidence that procuring authorities try to actively get more bidders and that the prices 
of procurement contracts supplied by politically connected and anonymously owned firms were 
not reduced after the reform. 
JEL-Codes: D440, D720, H570. 
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1 Introduction

Public procurement accounts for 14% of the European Union member states’ GDP
(European Commission, 2017). A large percentage of these contracts are allocated
to the sole bidder known as ”single-bidding”, i.e. meaning that these contracts are
awarded without any competition. According to the report by The European Court
of Auditors (2023), the share of single bidding contracts across the EU procurement
market increased from 23.5% to 41.8% in the period from 2011 to 2021. This issue
is not confined to Europe alone; in the US, roughly 45% of the value of federal
procurement contracts arise from tenders featuring just a single-bid (Kang and Miller,
2021). While there are instances when single-bidding is legitimate (such as in cases
involving patented products or natural monopolies), the prevalence of such instances
is unlikely to account for the disproportionately high share of single-bid contracts.
Since a lack of competition is likely to induce higher prices (Decarolis, 2014a), single-
bidding may lead to potentially significant inefficiencies on the market. Consequently,
any reform designed to address this phenomenon is worth studying from both an
academic and policy perspective.

A number of other—perhaps less legitimate—explanations for low competition
have been suggested, including incumbent advantages, a lack of publicizing, and cor-
ruption. In this paper, I quantify the costs of single-bidding and examine these
explanations. To do so, I exploit a reform implemented in the Czech Republic that
made it illegal to award a public procurement contract if only a single-bid was submit-
ted. The reform came into effect on April 1st 2012 and impacted virtually all public
procurement contracts tendered in open competitions in the Czech Republic. The
reform created a need for contracting authorities to ensure at least a minimal level
of competition in public procurement. I argue that this reform has had a number of
different effects on procurement outcomes for different subgroups of contracts. For
instance, I hypothesize a decline in prices for procurement contracts that were pre-
viously insufficiently publicized, but I anticipate no effect on prices (or cancellation)
for procurement contracts delivered by potentially corrupt and/or collusive firms.

First, one plausible cause of single-bid contracts is an incumbent’s cost advantage
(Iossa et al., 2021). The cost advantage can stem from contracts’ specifications and/or
how the qualification criteria are set. A ban on single-bid contracts would, in this
case, lead to two effects that move contracts’ prices in the same direction. Procuring
authorities know that to be able to award a contract (and buy the goods or services
that are contracted), they need to adjust the contract specifications so that firms
other than the incumbent bid. The incumbent is likely to notice this and bid more
aggressively, as it knows that the competition is likely to increase. At the same time,
firms that could potentially bid but did not do so prior to the reform (as they knew
the incumbent had a significant cost advantage) are more likely to study the contract
announcements (as they know that a single-bid contract cannot be awarded) and
then bid. One of the driver behind this decision to bid as a consequence of the reform
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could resemble the mechanism found by Colonnelli et al. (2024)–firms bid more when
their misperceptions about the integrity of public officers is corrected. Under these
circumstances, the reform may lead to a decrease in the prices of delivered goods and
services. The main findings presented in this paper are in line with this proposition.

Second, a lack of publicity or insufficient information regarding procurement con-
tracts can lead to low participation (Coviello and Mariniello, 2014). It is easy to
imagine that if contracts are not properly publicized, potential suppliers may not
participate. Similarly, if the description of a contract is not complete or is imprecise,
firms may be less likely to bid due to the (cost) uncertainty attached to such contracts.
My findings suggest that procuring authorities, accordingly, started to provide longer
descriptions after the reform.

Third, public procurement markets are prone to corrupt activities and are signif-
icantly influenced by political connections (Goldman et al., 2013; Schoenherr, 2019;
Decarolis et al., 2024; Titl and Geys, 2019; Baranek and Titl, 2024). A cross-country
study by Fazekas and Kocsis (2017) provides suggestive evidence that a larger share of
single-bid contracts is correlated with a higher level of perceived corruption. In cases
where corruption (and/or collusion) explains low competition, procuring authorities
and firms have little incentive to promote actual competition after the reform. Rather,
firms prefer to collude in order to formally fulfill the requirements of multiple bidders
while maintaining existing price levels (for empirical evidence of similar behaviour,
see Coviello and Gagliarducci, 2017). To explore this notion, I scrutinize a specific
subset of contracts that are awarded to politically connected and anonymously owned
firms. My findings suggest that the relative prices of procurement contracts deliv-
ered by these firms did not decline (in contrast with the decline observed for other
contracts).

Last, as mentioned above, there are procurement contracts delivered by natu-
ral monopolies or firms that hold patents. In such instances, a ban on single-bid
contracts might be deemed unsuitable and ineffective, potentially resulting in the
automatic cancellation of contracts involving patented products or those facilitated
by natural monopolies. However, empirical data indicate that contract cancellations
are generally not a prominent concern within the Czech public procurement market.
Indeed, the share of cancelled contracts amounts to a mere 0.24% across all contracts
and is only slightly higher among the contracts that are likely to fall within this
category (0.33%—or 3 out of approximately 900 contracts are cancelled). I exclude
these contracts for most of the main analysis.A sub-section of the empirical results is
devoted to assessing the effects of the ban on cancellation rates, and this investigation
corroborates the conclusion that the ban did not lead to an increase in cancellations.

In a closely related study, Kang and Miller (2021) argue that achieving more
competition through introducing an open procedure—in which any firm may submit
a bid—as opposed to a discretionary procedure (often single-bid contracts) can be
costly. In particular, they estimate that introducing the open procedure led to a
higher level of competition, but, paradoxically, also led to higher final costs. This
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outcome is attributed to the constrained flexibility for post-negotiations (which in
discretionary procedures might contribute to lower costs) and amplified expenses
associated with attracting bidders. In the context of my setting, procuring authorities
did not switch to a different procedure.1 All contracts in my sample are procured
using the open procedure. Hence, I can directly estimate the savings attributable to
the ban on single-bidding without having to take into account the costs of changing
the procedure. The main contribution of this paper, thus, lies in estimating the
effects of the ban on single-bidding as a legal mean to enforce competition in the
open procedure. Given the recent finding of Colonnelli et al. (2024) that providing
information about public procurement contracts to firms does not lead to higher
participation (nor savings), this paper provides an important piece of evidence on
how to improve competition on the procurement market. On top of that, I document
heterogeneity of the effect with regard to firms political connections (Titl and Geys,
2019; Baranek and Titl, 2024) and anonymous ownership (Palguta and Pertold, 2017).

The empirical analysis consists of two main steps. First, I present a set of stylized
facts regarding the effects of the reform and discuss the underlying assumptions of my
empirical approach. Second, I conduct a differences-in-differences analysis in which I
compare relative prices before and after the reform for contracts that were impacted
by the reform (treated group) and those that were not. My findings indicate that, for
the majority of open public procurement contracts, the reform pushed prices down
by roughly 6.1%. I do not find any evidence of a decline in quality and find evidence
of a price decrease on a subsample of goods with little to no quality differences.
Furthermore, I provide evidence that procuring authorities extended the timeframe
for firms to prepare their bids, which I interpret as evidence of the efforts to help new
firms participate in public procurement competitions. Last, I demonstrate that the
effect on prices is not evident among procurement contracts supplied by politically
connected and anonymously owned firms.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the second section, I
describe the Czech public procurement market, with a particular focus on the reform
of 2012. The third section describes the dataset and its construction. In the fourth
section, I outline the empirical approach that I adopted. The fifth section presents the
results and, in the sixth section, I offer a conclusion and present the policy implications
of my analysis.

2 Institutional Setting

The Czech public procurement market is regulated by Act No. 137/2006 Coll. on
Government Procurement. The act describes, among things, the set of possible eval-

1The reform did not require them to change the procedure and my data shows that they did not
change it voluntarily either.
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uation criteria and the different types of allocation procedures that can be used. The
execution of these regulations is the responsibility of specific procuring authorities.

This law has been amended multiple times. One major reform, designed to enforce
a minimum level of competition in public procurement, came into effect on April 1st

2012. Following this, any contract in open procedure with only one bid submitted
must be cancelled (envelopes with submitted bids are not even opened) and the whole
procurement procedure has to be relaunched. The reform was partially reversed on
January 1st 2014. From this point onwards, the procuring authority had to relaunch
the contract if there were fewer than two bidders (i.e., the contract was not cancelled
completely). Hence, to ensure that my results are not driven by this subsequent or
other reforms, I isolate a symmetric period of one year and nine months around the
reform in which no other reforms took place. Later, after March 6th 2015, no rules
regarding procurement competitions with less than two bidders were applied. I do not
investigate these two later reforms per se, but it is necessary to be aware of how the
legal framework evolved in order to be able to choose the right period of study. The
reform was largely successful in enforcing more competition and followed by procuring
authorities—the share of single-bid contracts was 18.7% before the reform and 0.6%
after (the average for both periods was 11.5%).

Six basic allocation procedures are followed in the Czech Republic. The most
prevalent (constituting more than 50% of procurement contracts worth approximately
61% of the value of the procurement market) is an open procedure in which any
bidder can participate. Other procedures include the negotiated procedure (with or
without publication), the so-called narrower procedure, competitive dialogue, and the
simplified under-threshold procedure. In all except the open procedure, a procuring
authority can easily limit the level of competition by asking only a limited number of
companies to bid. In the context of this study, I concentrate solely on open auctions
to ensure that the costs of running a tender cannot change (e.g., through switching
procedures). A potential concern could arise if contracting authorities responded
to the reform by switching from open auctions to a different allocation procedure
(negotiated or approaching bidders). Such a shift could obscure a portion of the effects
stemming from the mandated increase in competition. I therefore check whether there
is some indication of this behavior. After the ban on single-bidding, only 3.5% of
suppliers who won contracts through the open procedure before the reform managed
to secure contracts through the negotiated procedure after the reform. Furthermore,
I do not find any significant shift from open to other procedures among the treated
contracts. Thus, this concern appears to not be valid.

3 Dataset Construction

The dataset of public procurement contracts used in this paper contains all procure-
ment contracts procured by any public institution above a threshold of 2,000,000
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CZK ($80,000) for goods and services and 6,000,000 CZK ($240,000) for construction
works. Public procurement contracts below the threshold can be voluntarily pub-
lished and are included in my data. The dataset spans from 2006 to 2020; however,
for the purposes of this paper, I focus on the period of one year and 9 months around
the reform in 2012 (to filter out the effects of other reforms coming after the studied
one). The data contains information such as final prices, estimated costs of projects,
the dates of announcement, the deadlines for bid submission, the dates of award,
CPV (common procurement vocabulary) codes, and others.

To construct the dataset to analyze the effects of the reform, I proceed in two
steps. First, I exclude contracts that are likely to be covered by patents or supplied
by natural monopolies. This is done by excluding contracts in sectors (defined by
5-digit CPV codes) in which there were only single-bidding contracts over 5 years
before the reform (roughly 2.9% of contracts). Second, these contracts must have
been awarded in sectors2 in which contracts were supplied by firms that supplied
contracts before and after the reform, procured by procurers that awarded contracts
in the particular sector before and after the reform.

2Also here, I use 5-digit CPV codes to distinguish between sectors.
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Table 1: Dataset of Public Procurement Contracts (2007–16).

mean sd p25 p75

Final Price 1,440,000 7,700,000 869,000 9,363,650

Rel. Price .880 .247 .767 .996

Length Description 68.217 39.407 39 90

Complexity of Description 148.997 655.824 4.8 60.500

Preparation Time 41.104 28.673 1 1223

N 7,918

Notes: Summary statistics on the basic variables of the sample used in the main specification. Final

price is the amount of money paid for the procurement contract in thousands of CZK ($1 = 24

CZK). The relative price is the final price divided by the engineering cost estimate. Preparation

Time is the number of days between the publication of the announcement and the deadline for bids

submission, i.e. the amount of time in days that firms have to prepare their bids. Note that this

variable is only available for 5,880 observation. Length Description is the length of short descriptions

of public procurement projects expressed as the number of characters. Complexity of Description is

the length of description divided by the engineering cost estimate multiplied by 1,000,000.

In Table 1, I present summary statistics on the main variables from the final
dataset (restricted to the contracts used in the main specification). The average final
price of a contract was $600,000.3 The average relative price, which is defined as the
share of the final price on the estimated cost, was 88%. The average preparation time
is the time between the moment when the contract announcement is published online
and the date of the deadline for bids submission. On average, it is 41.1 days.

4 Empirical Methodology

My empirical strategy is based on a difference-in-differences estimation. Hence, I
need to define pre- and post-treatment periods as well as the treated and control
groups of procurement contracts. Given that there are other reforms that came
before or after this one, I define a window of one year and three-quarters around the

3The exchange rate of 24 CZK for $1—which was correct as of April 2020—was used.
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reform, i.e., the period before the reform spans from October 1st 2010 to March 31st

2012 and the period after the reform from April 1st 2012 to September 31st 2013.4

However, extending the period is not straightforward, as doing so would make my
results sensitive to the influence of the January 2014 reform, the changes in the EU
funding periods and others. Furthermore, I have tested the robustness of my findings
by excluding the quarters directly surrounding the reform (see Section 5.6).

4.1 Definition of Treated and Control Groups

The definition of the treatment group requires a more complex approach. I propose
to define the treated contracts as procurement contracts in sector-procurer categories
in which there was no competition in the 1.75-year-long period before the reform.
The potential issue stemming from this definition of the treatment with regards to
identification is discussed later in Section 5 (see the second paragraph). As for the
control group, I propose selecting contracts where the mean count of bidders is statis-
tically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the
reform. This corresponds to approximately 2–4 bidders. Note that the main results
remain if I define the control group as all other contracts.

The sector-procurer categories of contracts are defined based on the procurer
identities, while the contract sectors are derived from the 5-digit CPV codes.5 In
Table 2, I have summarized the changes in the levels of competition for the treated
and control groups. By construction, the average number of bidders is equal to one for
contracts in the treated group before the reform. Following the reform, this average
number of bidders shifted substantially in the treated group but remained largely
unchanged in the control group. The effect of the reform on the shares of single-bid
contracts among the treated and the control groups is presented graphically in Figure
1.

4Note that since the reform came into effect in April, I can account for seasonal effects in public
procurement by including month fixed effects.

5To test the robustness of the results, I also use the 3- and 4-digit CPV codes. The results are
qualitatively similar and presented in Appendix.
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Table 2: Means of number of bidders in respective subgroups

Before the Reform After the Reform

Treated
1.0

(0)

2.43

(0.63)

Control
2.84

(0.80)

2.79

(0.79)

Notes: Summary statistics on the number of bidders for procurement contracts in the treated and the

control groups before and after the reform. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts

in sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one

bid was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts

where the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the

treated group following the reform (i.e. 2–4). Standard deviations are in parentheses.

Figure 1: This figure plots the shares of single-bid public procurement contracts in
the treated and control groups over time. The first vertical line represents the time
of the reform (April 1st 2012). The second vertical line represents the reversal of the
reform in 2014.
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Before turning to the empirical results, it is useful to graphically show the effect
of the reform on the two groups of contracts over time. I depict this change in Figure
2, from which it can be seen that the relative prices followed largely the same trends
before the reform and there was a substantial gap in the relative prices between
the treated and the control group. Then, after the reform was implemented, the
dots representing bins of treated and control contracts started to overlap following a
significant decline in the relatives prices of the contracts in the treated group.

Figure 2: This binscatter shows the average relative prices of public procurement
contracts in the treated and control groups before and after the reform. The treated
public procurement contracts (in red) are the contracts in sector-procurer categories
in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contact only one bid was sub-
mitted) in the 1.75-year-long period before the reform. The control group (in blue)
contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is statisti-
cally equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the
reform (2–4). The vertical dashed line is the reform time.

4.2 Estimation

To estimate the effect of the reform on relative prices, I run difference-in-differences
estimations with a broad set of various fixed effects. First, I employ month fixed
effects to account for seasonal effects. This is inspired by Liebman and Mahoney
(2017), who show that at the end of the year, public authorities tend to spend the
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remaining budgeted resources. Second, I include sector fixed effects based on 6-digit
CPV codes. Third, procurer fixed effects are added to account for differences among
contracting authorities, especially in regard to how they estimate costs (since it is
done by a different team of officers in each procurer). Fourth, I include firm fixed
effects to isolate the effect of the reform on how overpriced contracts firms deliver
(i.e., I essentially measure the discount that the same firms ”give” on average after
the reform). Ultimately, I effectively compare the development of relative prices
(the main dependent variable) for contracts in sector-procurer categories without
competition before the reform with other contracts (the first difference) before and
after the reform (the second difference).

Figure 3: This figure shows the time trend in relative prices. The points represent
point estimates obtained from regressing the interaction between treatment and time
using time dummy variables (half-year intervals). The reference group comprises
contracts awarded within the first three months after the reform. The 95% confidence
intervals are plotted as vertical lines.

To identify the effect, three key assumptions must be met. First, the parallel
trends assumption must hold. Second, the composition of contract types must remain
unchanged between the treated and control groups over time. Third, the allocation
of treatment must not be correlated with the outcome at baseline. I discuss the first
two assumptions below and address the third assumption in the following section,
after presenting the first set of findings.

The first assumption can be assessed visually. Although Figure 2 already suggests
that this assumption was satisfied, I follow Autor (2003) and run a regression with
a set of time dummies interacted with the treatment dummy variable in order to
confirm it. To do this, I construct dummy variables for half years (t-3 up to t-1 and
t+1 up to t+3) while the reference group is constructed using the set of procurement
contracts awarded in the first three months after the reform (t=0). In Figure 3,
the coefficients of the interactions are plotted alongside the 95% confidence intervals.
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Although the intervals overlap, we observe that the trends are parallel. The point
estimate is approximately 0.06 before the reform and indistinguishable from 0 after
the reform (this is relative to the reference group, i.e., the first three months).

The second important assumption we need to test is that the composition of types
of contracts did not change for the treated and the control group over time. Upon
examination, this assumption appears to hold true. Notably, the only substantial
change in the share of contracts within broadly defined sectors (across 14 categories)
concerns contracts related to industrial machinery (see Figure B3 in Appendix). Ex-
cluding the contracts in this sector from the estimations in the main specification
changes neither the magnitude nor the significance of the main findings (see Table
B4 in Appendix).

5 Empirical Results

The results of the baseline estimation are presented in Table 3 and suggest that
enforcing competition leads to lower prices (see the interaction term). The magnitude
remains virtually intact across specifications—suggesting that the price declined by
approximately 6% after the reform across sectors. Moreover, the positive estimates
of the coefficients in the first row indicate that the treated contracts were procured
for significantly higher prices than the contracts in the control group.
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Table 3: Difference-in-differences—complete sample

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.0732∗∗∗ 0.0674∗∗∗ 0.0594∗∗∗ 0.0613∗∗∗

(0.0118) (0.0109) (0.0144) (0.0166)

After -0.0104 -0.0137∗ -0.00922 0.000153

(0.0112) (0.0073) (0.0102) (0.0125)

Treated × After -0.0603∗∗∗ -0.0672∗∗∗ -0.0579∗∗∗ -0.0612∗∗∗

(0.0173) (0.0158) (0.0185) (0.0200)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 7,918 7,918 7,918 7,918

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

cost). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid

was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where

the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated

group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).

An important threat to the identification of the effect is that one of the key
assumptions of the difference-in-differences estimation is likely violated: the allocation
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of treatment is correlated with the outcome at baseline. The relative price at baseline
is higher in the treated group (contracts in the sector-procurer category with single-bid
contracts before the reform). This means that the effect measured in Table 3 could be
(partially) due to other reasons than just the reform. Suppose for example that there
is a category of contracts with a high share of single-bids and high relative prices. If
in this group relative prices for some reason (other than the reform) decline over time,
then the current model would still attribute this decline to the reform. For instance,
relative prices could decline over time because procurement officers always search for
groups of contracts with low competition and, after identifying such contracts, invite
more firms (that actually competitively bid as a response to the invitation). Similarly,
if firms search for high mark-up sectors and start submitting bids for contracts in such
sectors, this would result in a relative price decline in previously single-bid sectors
no matter the reform. To rule out this scenario, I conduct a placebo test. In this
test, I define the treated group the same way as before, but choose the reform time
randomly (February 1st 2010). The results of this exercise are presented in Table 4.
There is no significant effect of the placebo reform and the point estimates are very
close to zero, which reassures us that the main findings in Table 3 are due to the
reform.

Another important consideration is the potential bias that could arise if estimated
costs were manipulated due to the reform or manipulated differently as a consequence
of the reform. Given that the dependent variable is formulated as the ratio of the
final price to the estimated cost, any manipulation in the estimated costs could signif-
icantly impact the findings. To visually investigate whether this issue is likely to drive
my findings, I plot the logarithm of estimated cost of public procurement contracts
separately for treated and control contracts in Figure A1. The figure indicates that
the estimated costs did not significantly change across the treated contracts after the
reform, suggesting no treated-group specific manipulation.
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Table 4: Difference-in-differences – placebo test

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated -0.0130 0.00787 0.0123 -0.00650

(0.0563) (0.0244) (0.0182) (0.0209)

After 0.0259 0.00460 0.00956 0.0134∗

(0.0164) (0.0086) (0.0072) (0.0079)

Treated × After 0.0815 0.00218 -0.0137 -0.0128

(0.0568) (0.0352) (0.0310) (0.0334)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 13,353 13,353 13,353 13,353

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

cost). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one

bid was submitted) before the placebo reform, which is set to February 1st2010. The control group

contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent

to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).

A further concern revolves around the possibility of an increased number of con-
tract cancellations within the treated contracts post-reform. To address this, I un-
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dertake an analysis akin to the main specification, employing a binary cancellation
indicator as the dependent variable (see Table B2 in Appendix). Moreover, simple
summary statistics show that cancellation is not a major issue—the share of cancelled
contracts is 0.42% on all contracts in my dataset, with the rate being 0.28% before
and 0.51% after the reform.

5.1 Aggregation

Since this result is an average over all contracts, a simple aggregation of total mon-
etary costs caused by low competition (before the reform) can still be informative
from the policy perspective. Given that the results suggest that the relative prices
declined by approximately 6.1% and the share of single-bidding contracts on the total
volume was around 22.7%, the total spending on the treated contracts declined by:

0.227 ∗ 0.61 = 1.39% (1)

This number should be interpreted with caution given that the observed savings might
potentially come at the expense of quality.

5.2 Quality

Thereby, I next investigate the effect of the reform on quality. This helps me to
understand whether the aggregated cost is a reasonable estimate of monetary benefits
of the reform and whether the reform can be seen as welfare improving. To do so,
I conduct the following two exercises: (i) examining the effect of the reform on the
quality of public procurement projects in the construction sector, and (ii) testing
the effect on prices in the market for standardized goods, where quality differences
are arguably negligible. The first exercise confirms that the quality of construction
projects did not decline. The second exercise demonstrates that suppliers provide
discounts–reflected in relative price reductions–even for items with minimal or no
quality variation.

5.2.1 Quality of Construction Projects

The quality of public procurement projects is rarely systematically reported and very
difficult to measure. Coviello et al. (2018); Decarolis (2014b); Decarolis et al. (2020)
use indirect measures such as the delays in delivery and duration of the contract
execution. These are not available in the Czech data; instead, I use on a novel
measure of quality proposed by Baranek (2020) and Baranek and Titl (2024). This
measure is based on the assumption that a higher-quality construction project needs
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fewer ex-post repairs. In the Czech context, repairs of the initial procurement projects
appear in my data as new procurement contracts. These repairs are not linked to
the initial projects; however, they can be matched to the initial projects using text
algorithms. A manual validation shows that approximately 93% of the matches are
correct (for details, see Baranek and Titl, 2024, that use the same dataset).

To measure quality, I calculate the expected total cost of repairs for a project,
divide it by the cost estimate of the original project, and multiply it by minus one.
The findings are presented in Table 5, showing no significant change in the quality of
supplied projects. In the most comprehensive specification (Column (4)), the effect of
the reform is 3.8% but statistically indistinguishable from zero. The table indicates a
significant improvement in the quality by approximately 2.5%, meaning that the value
of subsequent repairs decreased by 2.5% of the estimated cost. This general trend of
improving contracting quality in Czechia is in line with the findings of Jaegher et al.
(2023).
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Table 5: The effect of the reform on the quality–construction sector

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Quality Quality Quality Quality

Treated -0.00486 -0.00565 -0.0124 -0.0331

(0.0150) (0.0155) (0.0218) (0.0413)

After 0.000235 0.00180 0.0106 0.0246∗∗∗

(0.0058) (0.0055) (0.0087) (0.0082)

Treated × After -0.0280 -0.0271 0.00513 0.0393

(0.0266) (0.0274) (0.0303) (0.0473)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 4,761 4,761 4,761 4,761

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the negative value of the total lifetime cost of construction projects

divided by the estimated cost. Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control

group, zero otherwise. After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform.

Sector fixed effects are operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement

contracts are contracts in sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each

such contract only one bid was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public

procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of

bidders observed in the treated group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).

5.2.2 Standardized Products

To understand whether a similar decline in prices also took place among contracts
where quality differences are very small or non-existent, I turn to a market of raw
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materials and office equipment. In the newly constructed sub-sample, I include the
following standardized products: (i) construction structures and materials and auxil-
iary products to construction (except electric apparatus) such as bricks, cement, and
(ii) office and computing machinery, equipment and supplies (except furniture and
software packages) such as paper, pencils, and photocopiers.

The estimates pertaining to the sub-sample of these standardized products are
presented in Table 6. The results provide evidence of the effect of the reform on the
relative prices. Notably, the effects seem to be particularly pronounced for products
that are standardized and can be readily traded by any firm. The effect seems to
disappear, though, when fixed effects are accounted for, suggesting it is not the same
firms offering discounted bids, but rather new competitors entering the market that
are driving prices downward. These findings indicate that, at least for this subgroup
of procurement contracts, the reform induced savings for the public sector without
incurring significant changes in quality.
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Table 6: The effect of the reform on the relative prices—standardized products

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.224∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗ 0.206∗∗ 0.237∗

(0.0779) (0.0704) (0.0830) (0.1254)

After 0.119∗∗∗ 0.0430 0.0398 -0.0269

(0.0346) (0.0325) (0.0438) (0.0634)

Treated × After -0.202∗∗ -0.188∗∗ -0.288∗∗∗ -0.415∗∗

(0.1012) (0.0886) (0.1075) (0.1732)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 547 547 547 547

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

cost). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid

was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where

the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated

group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).
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5.3 Mechanisms

In this section, I consider two hypotheses that could explain the underlying mecha-
nisms driving the increase in competition. First, I test whether procuring authorities
extend the timeframe within which potential bidders can prepare their bids. Second,
I test whether the procuring authorities provide more information about contracts in
sectors where competition was previously low. To conduct the latter test, I employ
two measures regarding the extent to which procuring authorities provide informa-
tion about contracts: a complexity score and a simple measure of the length of the
contract description.

I find evidence that procuring authorities allocate significantly more time for firms
to prepare their bids for all types of contracts. This increase appears to be ap-
proximately 3.7 days (see Column (2) of Table 7), which represents an economically
significant increase of around 10% of the mean. I also observe a slight, stastically in-
significant increase in the length of all contracts after the reform. Last, the complexity
of the description ( length of description

value of project in mil.
) does not change (see Columns (3)). Overall,

the finding suggests that procuring authorities realize that, in order to achieve higher
competition, they need to provide more time for firms to prepare their bids (the time
for firms to prepare bids is positively correlated with the number of bidders). This
appears to coincide with the goals of the reform. There might be other factors such
as better market research, changes in the qualification and evaluation criteria, firms
realizing that they have currently a chance to win as procurers need real competition.
My data does not allow me to test these other channels.
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Table 7: Mechanisms

(1) (2) (3)

Prep. Time Length Desc. Complexity

Treated -1.488 -2.959 -40.97∗∗

(2.1802) (3.6502) (20.6906)

After 3.703∗∗∗ 2.404 3.366

(0.9543) (2.2146) (26.4928)

Treated × After 3.042 -0.380 -11.88

(2.4789) (4.5558) (35.1608)

Sector FE Yes Yes Yes

Procurer FE Yes Yes Yes

N 4,979 6,704 6,704

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: Prep. Time is the number of days that firms are given to prepare a bid. Length of

Description is the number of words in the short description of procurement contracts. Complexity

is a measure of how rich the description of a contract is (given as Length of Description
Estimated Costs × 106). The

treated public procurement contracts are contracts in sector-procurer categories in which there was

no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid was submitted) before the reform. The

control group contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is

statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the reform

(i.e. 2–4).

5.4 Politically Connected and Anonymously Owned Firms

Finally, I examine whether the effects of the reform on prices arise among contracts
supplied by firms with preferential access to politicians (politically connected firms)
or firms with anonymous ownership structures (such firms were found to be treated fa-
vorably in public procurement, see Palguta and Pertold, 2017). Politically connected

23



firms are shown to win disproportionately high volumes of contracts (Schoenherr,
2019; Titl and Geys, 2019; Baranek and Titl, 2024), while the contracts delivered
by politically connected firms also tend to be overpriced (Baranek and Titl, 2024).
Anonymous ownership makes it impossible to identify conflicts of interest, which in
turn makes it harder to hold firms (and their owners) accountable, meaning that these
firms may be granted preferential treatment. Thus, for both groups of firms, politi-
cians/public officers may have a reduced incentive to promote real competition. As a
result, I hypothesize that if such firms win, no significant effect would be observable
on the prices after the reform.

Political connections are here defined in two ways: firms with personal political
connections and firms donating to political parties. The former aligns with the def-
inition proposed by Baranek and Titl (2024) and the measure is constructed based
on two administrative datasets: (i) company registry containing identities of firms’
owners and members of boards for all Czech firms and (ii) political candidates run-
ning for all elections taking place in the Czech Republic. The dataset of personal
political connections is obtained by matching the two datasets based on names, city
of residence, age, academic titles, and occupation. The firms with such matches are
labelled as being personally politically connected to a specific party. Based on the
dataset of political parties in power, I then label each procurement contract as either
being delivered by a firm connected to the party in power in a given procurer or not.
Eventually, I identify approximately 3,500 (1.3%) connected firms among suppliers of
public procurement contracts. The latter dataset of firms’ political campaign dona-
tions come from www.politickefinance.cz.6 and covers all donations by firms to
the major Czech political parties from 2007 to 2018. The average donation is 144,681
CZK ($7,234), while the median donation is 20,000 CZK ($1,000).

Anonymously owned firms are defined as firms that do not have listed owners
in the Czech company registry. This is the case when a joint-stock company issues
bearer shares. An individual who bears the shares is entitled to property rights to the
given company. In this situation, the owners were unknown to any supervisory body
and ownership could have been transferred to anyone without any trace (Palguta and
Pertold, 2017). Notably, a reform implemented at the beginning of 2014 introduced
changes to these rules. However, the period after 2014 does not fall within the scope
of this paper. The data regarding anonymously owned firms were provided by Datlab,
s.r.o.7

For the purposes of the following analysis, I define three groups of contracts: (i)
contracts supplied by a politically connected firms; (ii) contracts supplied by firms
that donated to political parties; and (iii) contracts supplied by anonymously owned
firms. These conditions have to be satisfied at the moment when a contract is awarded,
i.e., if a firm is connected in 2011, but the contract is awarded in 2012, then it is not
considered a contract delivered by a politically connected firm.

6A Czech website run by Econlab, z.s.
7A Czech private company.
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In Table ??, I empirically examine the proposition that these potentially corrupt
firms are able to influence procurement competitions to the extent that prices remain
unaffected even after the reform. To do so, I run the same regression as in the main
specification but include an interaction with the dummy for politically connected
winner (Column (1)), donating winner (Column (2)), and anonymously owned win-
ner (Column (3)), respectively. First, the main estimates remain very similar - the
interaction of Treated × After is negative, highly significant with a point estimate
of about between -7.2% and -6.5%. For all three triple interaction terms, the coef-
ficient is positive but insignificant. To understand the effect of the reform on the
sub-group of connected/donor/anonymous winners, the point estimate on the inter-
action of Treated × After has to be summed with the triple interaction Treated ×
After × Connected8. The point estimates are then -.0196 (the corresponding p-value
from F-test is 0.6525), -.0126 (p-value is 0.8071), and .0462 (p-value = 0.6279), re-
spectively. These findings provide evidence that politically connected firms, political
donors, and anonymously owned firms do not give discounts after the reform as other
firms do. Note that the specification includes firm fixed effects, which means that it
is the same firm awarded a contract before and after the reform that are compered in
this regression and while regular firms do give a significant discount, these potentially
corrupt firms do not.

5.5 Robustness

5.5.1 Renegotiation

The findings of my analysis indicate a reduction in final contract prices relative to the
estimated costs for the treated procurement contracts. One possible avenue through
which these final prices could be lowered without impinging upon rent extraction is
by means of renegotiations subsequent to the initial contract award. However, in
the Czech Republic, the final cost of the contract needs to be equal to the winning
bid. In cases where there is a serious reason for an additional cost increase due to
unexpected circumstances, it is handled in the following way. The procurer starts
a new tender using the “negotiation without publication procedure” framework and
awards this contract directly to the original supplier. This mechanism restricts cost
increases to a maximum of 20%. This could create a problem for my analysis as I
do not observe direct cost increases for each contract in our data. Nonetheless, given
that I observe all contracts between the specific supplier and procurer, I construct
a variable that shows the probability that a given contract is indirectly renegotiated
in the way described above. In the Appendix, I show that the average renegotiation
actually declined after the reform, which suggests that my results from the main
specification likely underestimate the savings and cannot be driven by an increase in

8The same with the other two variables: Donor and Anonymously Owned.
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renegotiation.

5.6 Timing changes

To further asses the robustness of my findings, I exclude the period spanning 3 months
before and 3 months after the reform. This approach aims to mitigate potential in-
fluences from bureaucrats hastily awarding contracts just prior to the reform’s imple-
mentation or from the decline in the number of procurement contracts following the
reform. The findings, which are presented in Table 9, are substantively similar to the
main findings but while indicating a slightly lower effect of a roughly 8% decline in
relative prices.
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Table 9: Difference-in-differences—6 months around the reform excluded

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.0705∗∗∗ 0.0696∗∗∗ 0.0698∗∗∗ 0.0747∗∗∗

(0.0126) (0.0128) (0.0159) (0.0215)

After -0.0118∗ -0.0129∗ -0.00810 0.00477

(0.0066) (0.0069) (0.0086) (0.0107)

Treated × After -0.0619∗∗∗ -0.0722∗∗∗ -0.0719∗∗∗ -0.0727∗∗∗

(0.0190) (0.0182) (0.0221) (0.0260)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 7,049 7,049 7,049 7,049

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

cost). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid

was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where

the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated

group following the reform (i.e. 2–4). The key divergence from the basic model lies in the exclusion

of the three-month period both prior to and following the implementation of the reform.
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5.7 Matching

Matching is an effective means by which to reduce imbalance in covariates between
treated and control groups. Below, I use this method to check the robustness of my
results. Specifically, I conduct an analysis that employs coarsened exact matching on
sectors, coupled with a dummy variable indicating whether a contract falls below or
above the threshold.9 The results of the regressions, which are presented in Table 10,
appear to be slightly lower but are nevertheless statistically strongly significant.

9The Czech thresholds of 2,000,000 CZK for goods and services and 6,000,000 CZK for construc-
tion works.
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Table 10: Difference-in-differences—matched procurement contracts

(1) (2) (3)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.0533∗∗∗ 0.115∗∗∗ 0.0705∗∗∗

(0.0158) (0.0112) (0.0121)

After -0.0298∗ -0.0206∗∗∗ -0.0194∗∗∗

(0.0156) (0.0065) (0.0058)

Treated × After -0.0501∗∗ -0.0764∗∗∗ -0.0646∗∗∗

(0.0228) (0.0164) (0.0163)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes

Procurer FE No Yes Yes

Sector FE No No Yes

N 1,927 1,927 1,927

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

cost). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid

was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where

the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated

group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, I find evidence demonstrating that the implementation of a reform
mandating a minimum requirement of two bids for every public procurement contract
yields substantial monetary savings within the public procurement market. These ef-
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fects persist even in the domain of standardized goods, where differences in quality are
inconsequential. The savings are estimated to be around 6.1% of the estimated costs
for contracts that historically were awarded without competition while the quality
of these public procurement projects did not decline. Given the volume of single-
bid contracts on the Czech procurement market, this suggests that the monetary
savings were roughly 1.39% of the market value. Furthermore, I provide suggestive
evidence that for public procurement contracts delivered politically connected and
anonymously companies the effect of the reform on price does not arise, i.e. there is
no price decline even though the competition increases.

This paper’s findings have important policy implications. They indicate that a ban
on single-bidding may change the behavior of public procuring authorities towards
better practice. After the reform, which required higher competition, the procuring
authorities started to extend the timeframe for firms to prepare their bids, which
indicates the effort to increase competition. Given the recent finding of Colonnelli
et al. (2024) that providing information about public procurement contracts to firms
does not lead to higher participation, this paper provides an important evidence on
how to improve competition on the procurement market.

Building upon the insights presented in this paper, future research could further
analyze the changes in the behavior of public officers, e.g. by analysing information
on the qualification criteria employed in the public procurement process or collecting
information about market research done by the officers. Such an approach would
be invaluable in providing a more granular understanding of the specific aspects of
procuring authorities’ behavior that led to the observed reduction in prices.
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A The Effect of the Reform on the Relative Prices

for Firms Donating to Political Parties and Anony-

mously Owned Firms

Table A1: The effect of the reform on the relative prices for procurement contracts
delivered by firms donating to political parties

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated= 0.122∗∗∗ 0.0356 0.0626 0.0564

(0.0317) (0.0327) (0.0430) (0.0511)

After -0.0273∗∗∗ -0.0333∗∗∗ -0.0399∗∗∗ -0.0279∗∗

(0.0101) (0.0101) (0.0118) (0.0132)

Treated × After -0.0465 -0.0115 -0.0612 -0.0827

(0.0443) (0.0450) (0.0540) (0.0618)

Months around Reform Yes Yes Yes Yes

Procurer FE No Yes Yes Yes

Month FE No No Yes Yes

N No No No Yes

N 3,006 3,006 3,006 3,006

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: Notes: The results of a regression with the same specification as the baseline on a sub-

sample of procurement contracts delivered by firms donating to political parties. The dependent

variable is the relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated cost). Treated is equal to

one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise. After is equal to one for

procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are operationalized as six digits

CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in sector-procurer categories

in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid was submitted) before

the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of

bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the

reform (i.e. 2–4).
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Table A2: The effect of the reform on the relative prices for procurement contracts
delivered by anonymously owned firms

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.0932 0.0832 0.285 0.737∗∗

(0.0775) (0.0874) (0.2607) (0.3514)

After 0.0164 -0.0455∗ -0.0571 -0.0804

(0.0227) (0.0256) (0.0503) (0.0576)

Treated × After -0.0436 0.0469 0.141 0.0678

(0.1049) (0.1060) (0.2511) (0.2813)

Months around Reform Yes Yes Yes Yes

Procurer FE No Yes Yes Yes

Month FE No No Yes Yes

N No No No Yes

N 904 904 904 904

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The results of a regression with the same specification as the baseline on a subsample

of procurement contracts delivered by anonymously owned firms. The dependent variable is the

relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated cost). Treated is equal to one for public

procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise. After is equal to one for procurement

contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are operationalized as six digits CPV codes.

The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in sector-procurer categories in which there

was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid was submitted) before the reform.

The control group contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is

statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the reform

(i.e. 2–4).
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B Additional Robustness

B.1 Estimated Cost Manipulation

Figure A1: This binscatter shows the (log) estimated cost of public procurement
contracts in the treated and control groups before and after the reform. The treated
public procurement contracts (in red) are the contracts in sector-procurer categories
in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contact only one bid was sub-
mitted) in the 1.75-year-long period before the reform. The control group (in blue)
contains public procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is statisti-
cally equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated group following the
reform (2–4). The vertical dashed line is the reform time.
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B.2 Average Renegotiation

Table B1: The effect of the reform on renegotiation

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Avg. Reneg. Avg. Reneg. Avg. Reneg. Avg. Reneg.

Treated 0.00131 0.0000724 -0.00128 -0.000391

(0.0014) (0.0015) (0.0016) (0.0018)

After 0.000783 0.00125 0.00114 -0.000133

(0.0007) (0.0008) (0.0009) (0.0009)

Treated × After -0.00136 0.000165 -0.000481 -0.00101

(0.0021) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0023)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 7,918 7,918 7,918 7,918

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent is the average renegotiation defined as the share of the number of renegotia-

tions on the total number of contracts for each procurer. The treated public procurement contracts

are contracts in sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such

contract only one bid was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procure-

ment contracts where the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders

observed in the treated group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).
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B.3 Cancellation

Table B2: Difference-in-differences—cancellation

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Cancelled Cancelled Cancelled Cancelled

Treated 0.00184 0.00451 0.000990 0.00354

(0.0035) (0.0039) (0.0043) (0.0058)

After 0.00622∗∗∗ 0.00550∗∗ 0.00419∗ 0.00327

(0.0019) (0.0022) (0.0024) (0.0030)

Treated × After -0.00396 -0.00219 0.00220 -0.00263

(0.0055) (0.0057) (0.0062) (0.0073)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 7,918 7,918 7,918 7,918

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is a dummy variable equal to 1 if a procurement contract was

cancelled and 0 otherwise. Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control

group, zero otherwise. After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform.

Sector fixed effects are operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement

contracts are contracts in sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each

such contract only one bid was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public

procurement contracts where the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of

bidders observed in the treated group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).
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C Difference-in-differences Assumptions

C.1 Composition of Population of Procurement Contracts

before and after Treatment

Table B3: The effect of the reform on the likelihood of the winning company being a
connected firm

Type 0 1 Total

Transportation 9.48 8.56 8.90

Energy 4.86 2.83 3.59

IT and telecommunication 11.41 14.05 13.06

Other 0.13 0.22 0.19

Office material 2.77 4.28 3.71

Forestry and agriculture 7.09 2.62 4.29

Medical devices 12.72 13.86 13.44

Clothes 1.75 1.21 1.41

Legal and other consultancy 7.36 5.39 6.13

Natural resources 2.70 2.64 2.66

Construction 15.02 16.25 15.79

Machinery 11.85 19.35 16.54

Technical services 3.41 4.20 3.90

Health, social, and educational services 9.45 4.54 6.38

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

N (2,963) (4,955) (7,918)

Notes: This table summarizes the number of contracts in the basic 14 sectors in the periods before

after the reform (treatment). The period before is defined as the period from July 1st 2010 to March

31st 2012 (the time of the reform) and the period after is defined as the period from April 1st 2012

to December 31st 2014.
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By inspecting Table B3, one can see that the composition has not changed a great
deal. A single bigger change regards the contracts of industrial machinery. Below,
I run a regression identical to the main specification (Table 3). The sizes of the
effects are slightly lower than in the main specification (9.4% versus 12.9%), but the
direction remains the same.
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Table B4: The effect of the reform on the relative prices—excluding industrial ma-
chinery

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price Rel. Price

Treated 0.0662∗∗∗ 0.0666∗∗∗ 0.0522∗∗∗ 0.0473∗

(0.0130) (0.0139) (0.0178) (0.0253)

After -0.0186∗∗∗ -0.0149∗∗ -0.0128 -0.00616

(0.0067) (0.0071) (0.0088) (0.0110)

Treated × After -0.0561∗∗∗ -0.0736∗∗∗ -0.0514∗ -0.0614∗

(0.0212) (0.0206) (0.0265) (0.0317)

Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sector FE No Yes Yes Yes

Firm FE No No Yes Yes

Procurer FE No No No Yes

N 6,608 6,608 6,608 6,608

Standard errors in parentheses

∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The dependent variable is relative price (the share of the final price over the estimated

price). Treated is equal to one for public procurement contracts in the control group, zero otherwise.

After is equal to one for procurement contracts awarded after the reform. Sector fixed effects are

operationalized as six digits CPV codes. The treated public procurement contracts are contracts in

sector-procurer categories in which there was no competition (i.e. in each such contract only one bid

was submitted) before the reform. The control group contains public procurement contracts where

the mean number of bidders is statistically equivalent to the count of bidders observed in the treated

group following the reform (i.e. 2–4).
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