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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this article is to analyze how competitive forces may influence the way media 
firms like TV channels raise revenue. A media firm can either be financed by advertising 
revenue, by direct payment from the viewers (or the readers, if we consider newspapers), or 
by both. We show that the scope for raising revenues from consumer payment is constrained 
by other media firms offering close substitutes. This implies that the less differentiated the 
media firms’ content, the larger is the fraction of their revenue coming from advertising. A 
media firm’s scope for raising revenues from ads, on the other hand, is constrained by how 
many competitors it faces. We should thus expect that direct payment from the media 
consumers becomes more important the larger the number of competing media products. 
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1 Introduction

In December 2005, after years of planning and months of testing, CNN launched its

Pipeline service where viewers could subscribe to live breaking news online at a price

of $ 24.95 a year ($ 2.95 a month, $ 0.99 a day). One and a half years later, CNN

removed its subscription fee on Pipeline and replaced it with a free ad-supported ser-

vice.1 In September 2005, New York Times introduced TimesSelect, which charged

$ 49.95 a year or $ 7.95 a month for online access to its columnists and news archive.

Two years later, the fee was removed. Vivian L. Schiller, general manager of the

site explained the change in strategy as follows: �our projections for growth in the

subscription base were low, compared to the growth in online advertising�(New York

Times, 2007). These, and many other examples, indicate that business models with

revenues from subscription fees have become increasingly less viable on the Internet.

However, in the traditional TV industry we observe the opposite trend. In 2003,

subscription revenues were larger than advertising revenues for the �rst time in the

UK TV market (Ofcom, 2005). By 2007, the same was true in the USA.2

How can we explain that �nancing seems to shift from subscription to advertising

in one media market, and in the opposite direction in another media market? The

purpose of this article is to introduce a theory that can help us to resolve this puzzle.

We show that competition and strategic interactions between media �rms may be

decisive for their choice of �nancing. To capture the role of competition, we allow

both the degree of content di¤erentiation between the media �rms�products and

the number of media �rms to vary (e.g. the number of newspapers or TV channels).

It turns out that these two competitive forces are qualitatively di¤erent. On the

1See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CNN_Pipeline.
2According to TNS Media Intelligence, the revenues from advertising on TV in the

US rose from $ 54.4 bn in 2003 to $ 63.8 bn in 2007, see for example http://www.tns-

mi.com/news/03252008.htm concerning the �gures for 2007. The revenues from subscriptions

and license fees increased from $ 49.5 bn in 2003 to $ 66.6 bn in 2007 according to PwC

(see http://www.marketingcharts.com/television/global-entertainment-media-to-reach-22t-in-

2012-driven-by-digital-mobile-5012/pwc-outlook-global-tv-subscription-license-fee-market-by-

regionjpg/).
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one hand, the scope for raising revenues from consumer payment is constrained by

other media �rms o¤ering close substitutes. On the other hand, the scope for raising

revenues from ads is constrained by the number of media �rms.

To understand our results, consider two or more TV channels which are so dif-

ferentiated that they have (close to) monopoly power in their own viewer segments.

This market power can be utilized to set high consumer prices. However, if the

di¤erentiation between the TV channels is reduced, each will have incentives to

lower its consumer price in order to attract viewers from its rivals (demand becomes

more elastic). Better substitutability between the channels thereby puts a downward

pressure on viewer charges. Actually, the channels will not be able to set consumer

prices higher than marginal costs if the viewers perceive the channels as perfect

substitutes (and the �rms have equal marginal costs). We therefore arrive at the

standard textbook result that revenue from consumer payments is monotonically

decreasing in the substitutability between the products.

The same is not true with regard to revenue from the advertising market. The

reason is that when consumers dislike advertising, competition in advertising prices

is distinctively di¤erent from competition in consumer prices. As we should expect

from more traditional markets, a �rm that lowers its advertising price will sell more

advertising space. However, since advertising on the margin is a nuisance for the

audience, this will make the other media �rms�products more attractive for the

consumers. All else equal, media �rms will consequently be reluctant to compete by

setting low advertising prices. More technically, we show that it is a fundamental

characteristic of the media market that advertising prices are strategic substitutes

while consumer prices are strategic complements. From the literature it is well

known that competition is tougher on strategic complements than on strategic sub-

stitutes. Contrary to what is the case with consumer payments, a smaller channel

di¤erentiation will therefore not reduce advertising revenue. Indeed, we show that

the opposite is true; the less di¤erentiated the media products are from the audience�

point of view, the higher is the revenue from advertising.

Next, suppose that the number of TV channels increases. The viewers will then

be spread over a larger number of channels. This, in turn, reduces any individual TV
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channel�s market power in the advertising market. As the number of TV channels

increases, the price each can charge for ads approaches marginal costs. But if the

consumers consider the new channels as di¤erent from those which are already in

the market, each channel will still have some market power in the viewer market,

and will therefore always be able to make a positive pro�t from direct consumer

payments. Our model thereby predicts that consumer payments are relatively more

important as a source of revenue the greater the number of TV channels.

Our predictions are consistent with casual observations from several media mar-

kets. The total number of printed newspapers has gone down the last couple of

decades, while at the same time we have witnessed an increase in the number of

purely advertising-�nanced newspapers. This indicates that a reduction in the num-

ber of printed newspapers has led to a larger fraction of their revenues being gen-

erated by advertising.3 In the TV market we observe the opposite. The number

of commercial TV channels has increased, and direct payments from the viewers

have become more and more important relative to advertising revenues. Casual

observations also indicate that the newspapers and TV channels which are most

di¤erentiated from their rivals, are the ones that are best able to charge the con-

sumers. This is most obvious on the internet; a high reliance on ad revenue seems

to be the only viable business model for electronic newspapers which cannot o¤er

unique content.

Finally, our model predicts that media products that are mainly advertising-

�nanced have relatively large audiences. Again, competition is the driving force.

To see why, note that media products which the consumers perceive to be good

substitutes will have low market power. Such media products must therefore be

sold on relatively favorable terms to the consumers. Thus, the size of the audience

increases. This is not because the media �rms seek a broad audience as such,

but because the competitive pressure forces them to behave so that they attract

a larger audience. This prediction is consistent with the observation that pay-TV

channels and newspapers with few close substitutes typically have high prices and

3As pointed out by one of the referees, the drop in the number of printed newspapers might be

due to a negative demand shock on the reader side of the market.
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small audiences.

Several studies of the media industry focus on program scheduling and, in par-

ticular, on the well-known �lead-in�e¤ect (see, for example, Rust and Eechambadi,

1989, and Shachar and Emerson, 2000).4 Other studies are concerned with the

choice of programming, i.e., what programs to produce (see, for example, Liu et al.,

2004).5 However, none of these studies models the choice of advertising by media

�rms. More recently, there have been some studies that analyze advertising deci-

sions by media �rms.6 The choice of �nancing - advertising versus direct payment -

has not been an issue in any of these articles.

The only paper we are aware of, besides our own, that considers media �rms

�nanced partly by advertising and partly by consumer payments, is Godes et al.

(2009).7 One of the novelties of their work is to analyze competition between �rms

in di¤erent media industries, for instance between a newspaper and a TV channel,

an issue not raised here. They also analyze duopolistic competition between media

�rms in the same industry, highlighting the impact of competition on media �rms�

incentives to underprice (e.g. to sell newspapers at prices below marginal costs

in order to attract readers and earn higher advertising revenue). In contrast, we

provide a systematic discussion of how competition a¤ects media �rms�sources of

revenue by distinguishing between product di¤erentiation in the content market

and the number of �rms as sources of increased competition. The model of Godes

et al is not equally suitable for this exercise, since they use a framework where

the equilibrium advertising level is independent of the competitive pressure on the

4�Lead-in�refers to TV stations that air popular programs early in the evening to attract viewers

who then continue to watch their channels for the rest of the evening. This topic is also studied

in Goettler and Shachar (2001) and Rust and Alpert (1984). See also Nilssen and Sørgard (1998),

where the program scheduling of news for two competing TV channels is analyzed.
5For a debate concerning their results, see Chou and Wu (2006) and Liu et al. (2006). Pro-

gramming has been an issue in the media-economics literature for a long time, see for example

Steiner (1952), Beebe (1977) and Spence and Owen (1977).
6See Dukes and Gal-Or (2003), Barros et al. (2004), Gabszewicz et al. (2004b), Anderson and

Coate (2005), Gal-Or and Dukes (2006) and Kind et al. (2007).
7Peitz and Valletti (2008) analyze competition between pay-TV and pure free-to-air TV in a

setting where they assume that the latter cannot charge the viewers.
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consumer side, and they limit their analysis to monopoly and duopoly. Besides, they

do not have a unique measure of the di¤erentiation between media products.

We would like to emphasize that our analysis should not be confused with the

standard theory of two goods being complements in consumption. Complements

are used to describe a situation where an increase in the price of one good causes a

consumer to reduce consumption of both goods, as measured by the change in his

or her compensated demand (see e.g. Kreps 1990, p. 61). A two-sided market, in

contrast, consists of two distinct groups of customers, and the groups may respond

di¤erently to changes in output on the other side of the market (see Rochet and

Tirole (2003, 2006) for a general discussion). The price of a newspaper, for instance,

is irrelevant for advertisers per se, as are advertising prices for the readers. How-

ever, to the extent that a higher newspaper price translates into reduced sales of

newspapers, demand for ads will typically fall. A lower advertising volume (e.g. due

to higher advertising prices), on the other hand, increases demand for newspapers

if the readers perceive ads as a bad.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present our model,

and we report our equilibrium outcomes in Section 3. In Section 4 we analyze

how competition a¤ects the media �rms�source of �nancing. We �rst show that

while price competition is a harsh form of competition in the consumer market, it is

relatively weak in the advertising market. Secondly, we discuss the role of product

di¤erentiation and the number of �rms in explaining the �nancing of media �rms. In

Section 5 we provide some empirical examples that illustrate how the competitive

forces at work in our model play out in speci�c cases. Finally, in Section 6, we

conclude and discuss the managerial implications of our results.

2 The model

We consider a media industry where the media �rms choose to earn revenue solely

from the advertising market (traditional free-to-air TV and free newspapers), solely

from consumer payments (e.g. pure pay-TV), or from a combination of these two

sources. There are m � 2 competing media �rms, and each media �rm is o¤ering
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one media product. The advertising level in media product i = 1; :::;m is denoted

Ai; and consumer demand is denoted Ci. The advertisers and consumers are charged

unit prices equal to ri and pi; respectively. We disregard any production costs, such

that the pro�t level of media �rm i is

�i = piCi + riAi; i = 1; ::;m: (1)

We follow Kind et al. (2007) in assuming that consumer preferences are given

by the following quadratic utility function:

U =
mX
i=1

Ci �
1

2

24m (1� s) mX
i=1

(Ci)
2 + s

 
mX
i=1

Ci

!235 : (2)

The parameter s 2 [0; 1) is a measure of product di¤erentiation: The higher s, the
closer substitutes the media products are from the consumers�point of view (and

the higher is the elasticity of substitution between any pair of goods). We normalize

the population size to one, and may thus interpret Ci as, for example, both the time

that each viewer spends watching channel i and as the number of viewers of channel

i.

The speci�cation in (2) is due to Shubik and Levitan (1980) and is a modi�ca-

tion of the standard quadratic utility function (SQU). The reason why we use the

modi�ed version, is that the SQU poses two problems which make it less suitable for

our purpose. First, under SQU a change in the parameter s would a¤ect both the

substitutability between the goods and the size of the market. Secondly, the elastic-

ity of substitution would depend on both s and m; making comparative statics with

respect to those two parameters problematic. These problems are not present in

the Shubik-Levitan utility function; with such consumer preferences the size of the

market is independent of s, and the elasticity of substitution between any pair of

goods is independent of m (for any given prices).8 This is important in the present

paper, since our main contribution is to show why a higher substitutability between

8The Shubik-Levitan utility function has consequently been applied in studies where the num-

ber of products varies. See Davidson and Deneckere (1985) and Sha¤er (1991) for two speci�c

applications, and Motta (2004) for a general discussion of the virtues of the Shubik-Levitan utility

function over SQU.
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media products could make media �rms more dependent on advertising revenue,

while an increase in the number of media products has the opposite e¤ect. We thus

need a utility function where it is possible to isolate the e¤ects of changing s and m;

respectively, but except for this we believe that our qualitative results are robust to

the exact speci�cation of the consumer preferences.9

Consumer surplus depends on the price pi that the consumers are charged for

the media product (e.g. per copy of a newspaper). In addition it depends on the

level of advertising, unless the consumers are indi¤erent to ads. To capture this

dependency, we let the subjective consumer cost for each unit consumed of media

product i be (pi + iAi), where i measures the consumers�disutility of the ads.

Consumer surplus is thus given by

CS = U �
mX
i=1

(pi + iAi)Ci:

This formulation implies that a consumer�s disutility from ads in a given media

product is higher the more he consumes of that media product. This captures the

notion that increased consumption of a media product also exposes the consumer

to more of the advertising that the media product carries.

In principle, the parameter i might itself be a function of the advertising level

in media product i: We could for instance assume that consumers have positive

utility of ads (i < 0) for relatively small advertising levels (e.g. because ads inform

newspaper readers about retail prices at local stores), but that they perceive ads

to be a nuisance if the advertising level becomes su¢ ciently large: In the former

case iAi may be perceived as a negative indirect price for media product i, and in

the latter case as a positive indirect price. For the majority of media products it is

reasonable to assume that consumers perceive ads as a bad on the margin.10 In order

to highlight the fact that the media �rms�choice of direct prices (pi) and indirect

9In an appendix available upon request we show a possible way of reinterpreting the parameters

under SQU such that the elasticity of substitution between the goods is independent of m; and

where our main results hold for m � 3:
10It is well documented that viewers try to avoid advertising breaks on TV, see Moriarty and

Everett (1994), Danaher (1995) and Wilbur (2008). For printed newspapers, there are less clear

answers as to whether consumers consider advertising as a good or a bad, see e.g. Gabszewicz et
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prices (iAi) depends crucially on the competitive pressure, we let i be positive

and constant, and with the same value for each media product in the industry we

consider; i �  _i: By setting @CS=@Ci = 0, we then �nd that consumer demand
for media product i equals

Ci =
1

m

�
1� Ai � sA

1� s � pi � sp
1� s

�
; i = 1; :::;m; (3)

where A = 1
m

Pm
j=1Aj is the average level of advertising in the m media products,

and p = 1
m

Pm
j=1 pj is the average (direct) consumer price. Demand for media

product i is thus decreasing in its own price and advertising level, and increasing in

those of its rivals if s > 0. This re�ects the fact that the consumers then perceive

the media products as (imperfect) substitutes.

Note that @Ci=@ (Ai) = @Ci=@pi < 0; other things equal, sales of media product

i fall by the same amount whether the indirect price (Ai) or the direct price (pi)

increases by one unit. We nevertheless show that increased competition between

media �rms a¤ects their choices of direct and indirect prices qualitatively di¤erently.

Without loss of generality, we choose the unit size of advertising Ai such that we

can put  = 1.

The media �rms can raise advertising revenue by selling advertising space to

producers of consumer goods. There are n potential advertisers, and we let Aki � 0
denote producer k�s advertising level in media product i. A producer�s gross gain

from advertising is naturally increasing in its advertising level and in the number

of media consumers exposed to its advertising. In particular, the bene�t to an ad-

vertiser from a marginal increase in its advertising level in a given media product

should be larger the more consumers that media �rm has. Similarly, the bene�t to

the advertiser from increased consumption of a media product should be greater the

more advertising he has in that media product. We catch this interaction between

the levels of advertising and media consumption in the simplest possible way by

assuming that advertiser k�s gross gain from advertising in media product i equals

�AkiCi, where � > 0 measures the strength of the advertiser�s bene�t from advertis-

al. (2004a) and Depken and Wilson (2004). Note that this is not inconsistent with our assumption

that on the margin, consumers dislike advertising.
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ing. This implies that the net gain for advertiser k from advertising in the m media

product equals

�k =

 
�

mX
i=1

AkiCi

!
�
 

mX
i=1

Akiri

!
; k = 1; ::; n: (4)

Below, we consider a three-stage game. At stage 1, the media �rms non-

cooperatively set advertising prices (ri) and consumer prices (pi): At stage 2 the

advertisers choose how much advertising space to buy. At stage 3 the consumers

decide how much to buy of each media product.

We solve the game by backward induction, and the solution to the �nal stage is

given by equation (3). Proceeding to the second stage, the �rst-order condition for

the advertising level of advertiser k = 1; :::; n in media product i can be written as

@�k
@Aki

= 0 => �Ci + �

 
Aki

@Ci
@Aki

+
X
j 6=i

Akj
@Cj
@Aki

!
= ri: (5)

Solving @�k=@Aki = 0 simultaneously for k = 1; :::; n and i = 1; :::;m we �nd a

unique equilibrium where Aki = Ai=n and Akj = Aj=n: This allows us to rewrite

the equilibrium characterization in (5) as

�Ci +
�

n

 
Ai
@Ci
@Aki

+
X
j 6=i

Aj
@Cj
@Aki

!
= ri: (6)

To see the intuition for (6), suppose �rst that n ! 1, so that ri ! �Ci: In

the limit, as n approaches in�nity, an advertiser�s willingness to pay for an extra

ad in media product i is thus proportional to the consumption level of that media

product. However, in general each advertiser must take into account the fact that by

increasing the advertising level in media product i; that media product will become

less attractive for the consumers (since the consumers dislike ads) and the other

media products will become more attractive. These e¤ects are captured by the

terms @Ci
@Aki

< 0 and @Cj
@Aki

> 0 in the brackets of (5) and (6), but they are weaker

the smaller each advertiser�s share of total advertising in the media products is (and

vanish in the limit as n!1).
Using (3) and (6) we �nd that demand for advertising in media product i equals
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Ai =
n

n+ 1

m

�

h
(1� pi)

�

m
� (1� s) ri � sr

i
; i = 1; :::;m; (7)

where r = 1
m

Pm
j=1 rj is the average advertising price at the m outlets.

Equation (7) shows that advertising demand at each outlet is decreasing in its

own price: @Ai
@ri
< 0. Interestingly, it is also decreasing in the other �rms�advertising

prices: @Ai
@rj

< 0; j 6= i. To see the intuition for this, suppose that the advertising
price in one of the media products increases. That media product will then contain

less advertising. Thereby it attracts media consumers from the other �rms, which

consequently will observe smaller demand for advertising.

Media consumers and advertisers constitute two di¤erent groups of customers

(this is one reason why the analysis of two-sided markets di¤ers from that of com-

plementary goods, as noted in the Introduction). Other things equal, the advertising

price ri is thus irrelevant for the media consumers, as is the consumer price pi for

the advertisers. Equation (7) nonetheless shows that advertising demand at media

�rm i is decreasing in its consumer price; @Ai
@pi

< 0. However, this is an indirect

e¤ect, which follows from consumers having downward-sloping demand for each me-

dia product: A higher pi reduces consumption of media product i, making it less

interesting to advertise in this product.

2.1 The nature of competition

An important insight from the model is that competition in advertising prices is

qualitatively di¤erent from competition in consumer prices. This di¤erence is nicely

spelled out by use of the notions of strategic substitutes and strategic complements,

due to Bulow, et al. (1985). In essence, �rms� strategic variables are strategic

substitutes if an increase in one �rm�s variable entails a decrease in the other �rms�

variables, while they are strategic complements if an increase in one �rm�s variable

entails an increase also in the other �rms�variables; see, e.g., Vives (1999) for further

discussion. We have:

Lemma 1: Advertising prices are strategic substitutes, whereas consumer prices

are strategic complements.
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Proof. By inserting for (3) and (7) into (1), we have

d2�i
dridrj

= � n

n+ 1

s

�
< 0; 8j 6= i:

and
d2�i
dpidpj

=
1

n+ 1

1

m2

s

1� s > 0; 8j 6= i:

Lemma 1 shows that there is a fundamental di¤erence between the two markets

in which the media �rms operate. In the consumer market, an increase in one �rm�s

price would provide the other �rms with incentives to increase their prices too.

This is in accordance with the normal textbook depiction of price competition. As

argued above, things are quite di¤erent in the advertising market. If media �rm i

sets a higher advertising price, it will naturally sell less advertising. However, since

advertising is a nuisance to consumers, consumer demand for media product i will

increase while consumer demand for rival media products will fall. The rivals will

consequently experience a smaller demand for advertising, and thus have incentives

to lower their advertising prices. This e¤ect seems to be relatively robust, as it

appears in a number of di¤erent frameworks. See e.g. Nilssen and Sørgard (2001)

and Gabszewicz et al. (2004b).

It could be argued that it is more reasonable to assume that media �rms set

advertising quantities rather than advertising prices. First, media �rms can pre-

sumably relatively easily decide how much space to allocate to commercials. Godes

et al. (2009), who analyze competition in advertising quantities, provide some ex-

amples where media �rms signal that their advertising volume will be relatively low.

Second, media �rms may plan in terms of quantities: how many pages of advertis-

ing should there be in a newspaper, and how often should a television program be

interrupted by commercials?

In practice, however, there are no strict physical limits to how much space me-

dia �rms can use for advertising. Separate lea�ets can for example easily be in-

cluded in newspapers and thereby increase the space for ads quite substantially.

Another example is that TV channels can replace tune-ins with ads to expand the
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volume of commercials (or vice versa). Thus, the �rms need to communicate pos-

sibly self-imposed quantity limits to the market. But what we typically observe is

announcement of advertising prices only; it is not common for printed newspapers

to commit to a maximum number of pages with advertising, or for TV channels to

commit to a maximum amount of time for commercials per day. Nor do we observe

that advertisers pay a lower price the more advertising there is in a media product,

which could be an indirect way of committing to a �low�advertising volume. The

advertising-price scheme is rather based on, for instance, the size of the audience

and the number of minutes the commercial of a given advertiser is shown.

What if the media �rms were able to compete in advertising quantities instead of

advertising prices, i.e. if, in contrast to our argumentation, they could make credible

ad quantity commitments? Then they would compete in strategic complements also

on the advertising side of the market. But since this is harsher than competition

in strategic substitutes, they have - not surprisingly - no incentives to make such

commitments (see the Appendix for a proof with m = 2). On the contrary, it is

a dominant strategy for each �rm to compete in advertising prices. This indicates

that not only would it be di¢ cult to commit to setting quantities; it would also be

unpro�table. In line with this, we �nd it reasonable to assume that the media �rms

set prices on advertising.

3 Equilibrium

The outcome of the two last stages of the game is given by equations (3) and (7),

and we are now ready to �nd the solution to the �rst stage. In order to simplify the

algebra we make the following assumption:

Assumption 1: Let � = 1:

The consequences of relaxing this assumption are discussed below.

At stage 1, each media �rm sets its two prices; one for advertisers and one for

consumers. Solving @�i=@pi = @�i=@ri = 0 simultaneously for the m media �rms;

subject to consumer demand in (3) and advertising demand in (7), gives rise to a
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unique, symmetric equilibrium. By setting ri = r and pi = p 8i, we �nd:

r =
1

m (2� s) + s ; (8)

p =
m (1� s)

m (2� s)� s: (9)

Let A and C denote advertising and consumption levels at each media �rm in

the symmetric equilibrium. Inserting from (8) and (9) into (3) and (7) yields:

A =
n

n+ 1
s2

m� 1
[m (2� s)� s] [m (2� s) + s] ; (10)

C =
(m� s) [m (2� s) + s]� n

n+1
s2 (m� 1)

m [m (2� s)� s] [m (2� s) + s] : (11)

Equilibrium pro�t for each media �rm can now be shown to equal

� =
s3 (m� 1)2 (2� s) n

n+1
+ (1� s) (m� s) [m (2� s) + s]2

[m (2� s) + s]2 [m (2� s)� s]2
: (12)

From (10) - (12) we can now easily verify the following result:

Lemma 2: A larger number of advertisers (higher n) leads to

(i) more advertising ( dA=dn > 0),

(ii) reduction in output of each media product ( dC=dn < 0), and

(iii) higher pro�ts for each media �rm ( d�=dn > 0).

A larger number of advertisers implies that the demand for ads increases. This

leads to a higher advertising volume in equilibrium, such that consumption of each

media product falls. Despite this, the media �rms earn higher pro�ts. The reason

is that the increase in revenues from ads is greater than the reduction in revenues

from consumer payment.

4 Competition and sources of revenue

The parameters s and m can be interpreted as measures of competition among

the TV stations. If s increases, competition becomes tougher because the media

products are less di¤erentiated, while an increase in m implies that competition
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becomes tougher due to a larger number of media �rms. It is therefore not surprising

that each media �rm�s pro�t is decreasing in both of these parameters (d�=ds < 0

and d�=dm < 0; see Appendix for a proof): However, the relative importance of

advertising revenue compared to consumer payments depends crucially on whether

competition increases due to an increase in s or in m: To see this it is useful �rst to

de�ne S as the share of consumer payments in each media �rm�s total revenue:

S =
pC

pC + rA
: (13)

The algebra becomes quite complex if we have an arbitrary number of advertisers. In

the main text we shall therefore focus on the limit case where n approaches in�nity:

Assumption 2: Let n!1:

Assumption 2 de facto implies that the advertisers are price takers in the ad-

vertising market (they take ri as given). It further implies that each advertiser�s

advertising volume is so small that he rationally disregards the possibility that his

advertising volume has any e¤ect on the attractiveness of each media product. We

believe that the latter is a reasonable approximation for most advertisers in most

media markets. In the Appendix we nonetheless show that Assumption 2 does not

signi�cantly a¤ect our main results.

Inserting for (8) - (11) into (13) and taking the limit value as n!1; the share
of consumer payments in each media �rm�s total revenue can be written as

S =
(1� s)m [m (2� s) + s]

[m (1� s) + s] [m (2� s)� s] : (14)

4.1 The role of product di¤erentiation

Lemma 1 showed that consumer payments are strategic complements, and adver-

tising prices are strategic substitutes. This has important implications for how

competition between media �rms works. Competition in strategic complements is

more aggressive than competition in strategic substitutes, and more so the less dif-

ferentiated the services are (see, for example Bulow et al. (1985) and Vives (1999)).
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Intuitively, we should therefore expect the media �rms to rely more on advertis-

ing revenue and less on consumer payments the closer substitutes the consumers

perceive the media products to be (the higher is s).

To understand the mechanisms at work, let us �rst point out a direct link between

the content market and the advertising market:

dA

ds
=

4s(m� 1)m2(2� s)
[m(s� 2)� s]2[m(s� 2) + s]2 > 0: (15)

We have the following result:

Lemma 3: The less di¤erentiated the media products (the higher s), the larger

the volume of advertising.

We thus see that the advertising volume increases if the media products become

closer substitutes. This is a consequence of the existence of a two-sided market and

the nature of competition in those two markets. Tougher competition in the content

market implies that the media �rms must rely more on the advertising market for

raising revenue.

Godes et al. (2009) also analyze the �nancing of media �rms, but they use

a framework which is very di¤erent from ours. In particular, they assume that

the advertisers have a per se preference for spreading the ads over the di¤erent

media outlets. Their modeling approach has the advantage that it allows them to

analyze competition in the advertising market even between media products which

the consumers consider as completely unrelated, but has the disadvantage that the

competitive pressure in the content market has no e¤ect on the advertising volume.

More speci�cally, this means that Godes et al. (in our notation) have dA=ds = 0:11

Now we are ready to look more closely at the sources of revenues:

d(pC)

ds
= � ms(m2 � 1)(2� s)

[m(2� s)� s]]2[m(2� s) + s]2 < 0: (16)

11Their modelling approach further implies that total advertising revenue is proportional to the

size of the audience. Holding the size of the audience �xed, Godes et al thus arrive at the result

that a greater substitutability between the media products (from the consumer�point of view)

leaves advertising revenue unchanged, but reduces consumer revenue.
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d(rA)

ds
=
s (m� 1) [m2(8� 2s� s2) + s2 � 2ms]

[m (2� s)� s]2 [m (2� s) + s]3
> 0: (17)

We can state our �rst main results:

Proposition 1:

The less di¤erentiated the media products (the higher s),

(i) the higher are the revenues from ads ( d(rA)=ds > 0), and

(ii) the lower are the revenues from consumer payment ( d(pC)=ds < 0).

Figure 1 illustrates Proposition 1 form = 2:With our assumption that � = 1; the

gains from selling advertising space are so low compared to the consumers�distaste

for ads that a monopoly media �rm would prefer to be advertising-free. At s = 0

the media �rms thus raise all their revenue from consumer payments (A = 0 from

equation (10)). However, the closer substitutes the media products are, the more

�ercely they compete to capture an audience. Since this will make it di¢ cult to

raise revenues from consumer payment, the media �rms will have to rely more on

the advertising market to raise revenue. If s � 1 the media products are perceived
as (almost) perfect substitutes. At this extreme, they are unable to charge a price

that is higher than marginal costs on the consumer side of the market (p = 0 from

equation (9)). This follows directly from the result that consumer prices are strategic

complements (and the assumption that all media �rms have the same marginal costs,

which we have set equal to zero).
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Figure 1: Revenue from consumers and advertisers (m = 2).

In contrast to our result, Godes et al (2009) �nd that it is ambiguous how dif-

ferentiation on contents a¤ects ad revenues and revenues from consumer payment.

This is due to their application of a standard quadratic utility function, where one

and the same parameter captures both product di¤erentiation and market size. In

their framework it is thus not possible to isolate the e¤ects of a change in product

di¤erentiation on the media �rms�revenue. Technically, an increase in their para-

meter  implies both that the products become less di¤erentiated and that the size

of the market falls.12

Note that equation (14) yields

dS

ds
= � ms (m� 1) [m (4� 3s) + s]

[m (1� s) + s]2 [m (2� s)� s]2
< 0: (18)

We can state:

Corollary 1: The share of consumer payment in the media �rms�total revenue

is smaller the less di¤erentiated the media products are ( dS=ds < 0).

12See the explanation Godes et al. (2009) provide for their Result 4. This explanation is also

relevant for understanding their Result 3 and in particular their Result 3 (ii).
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Corollary 1 is directly related to Proposition 1, which shows that advertising

revenue is higher and consumer payments lower the less di¤erentiated the media

products are (as in Godes et al, 2009). In the Appendix we prove that Corollary 1

is valid for an arbitrary number of n.

From equation (11) we �nd

dC=ds =
m� 1

[m (2� s) + s]2
> 0:

This implies:

Corollary 2: Other things equal, consumption of each media product is larger

the closer substitutes they are: dC=ds > 0.

To understand the intuition for Corollary 2, note that consumption of each media

product is a¤ected in two opposing ways as s increases: Consumer prices go down,

and this has a positive impact on the size of the audiences. At the same time, the

amount of advertising goes up. In isolation, this tends to reduce the sales of the

media products. However, the former e¤ect dominates. The reason for this is simply

that an increase in s means that competition increases, such that the media �rms�

ability to utilize their market power over the consumer is reduced. Thereby the

size of the audiences is unambiguously higher the closer substitutes the media �rms

deliver, as stated in Corollary 2. Other things equal, this result is similar to what

we typically �nd in one-sided markets.

In combination, Corollary 1 and Corollary 2 predict that media �rms that are

mainly advertising �nanced have relatively large audiences. However, this is not

because they seek a broader audience as such. On the contrary, a media �rm with

large market power would in our model choose high user payments and accept a

relatively small audience. This �ts well with the observation that pay-TV channels

and newspapers with few close substitutes typically have high prices and small au-

diences. By the same token, one observes that electronic newspapers with unique

contents are able to charge their visitors directly, but that this reduces the number

of readers.
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A few words on how Assumptions 1 and 2 a¤ect our results may be warranted.

First, the smaller is �, the less pro�table is clearly the advertising market for the

media �rms. Secondly, it should be noted that n (the number of advertisers) can be

interpreted as a proxy for the media �rms�market power over the advertisers - the

smaller is n, the less able the media �rms are to extract the pro�t that advertising

generates. Both a lower value of � and a smaller n thus reduce advertising revenue

for the media �rms. It nonetheless remains true that as s approaches one, the media

�rms can make a pro�t only from the ad market. Letting � < 1 and n < 1 would

thus neither change the result that the media �rms prefer to be advertising free as

monopolies nor that they must rely solely on ad revenue if they are perceived as

perfect substitutes.

With � > 1; we must distinguish between two cases: If � is above a critical

value �crit; we reach a corner solution where the media �rms raise all their revenues

from advertising, no matter how poor substitutes the media products are. This

corresponds to the underpricing result in Godes et. al. (2009).13 If 1 < � < �crit;

on the other hand, the media �rms will make pro�ts from both the advertising and

the consumer side of the market for any s 2 [0; 1) : Proposition 1 still holds, though
- advertising revenue is more important and consumer payments less important for

the media �rms the higher s is. In this respect, Assumptions 1 and 2 are innocent

for our qualitative results.

In our model the advertising prices are determined by the media �rms. Alterna-

tively, the prices of advertising could be set in negotiations between advertisers and

media �rms.14 This is most relevant in the case with a limited number of advertis-

ers. In the Appendix we consider a Nash bargaining game between one advertiser

and two media �rms.15 Not surprisingly, we �nd that the more bargaining power

given to the advertiser, the lower the price of advertising. We further verify that

independent of the distribution of the bargaining power, the media �rms will rely

13This was discussed in detail in an earlier version of the paper, see Kind et al. (2005). In the

Appendix we show that, if m = n = 1, then we have underpricing if 3 < �
 < 3 + 2

p
2:

14We would like to thank one of the referees for suggesting this possibility.
15See Dukes and Gal-Or (2003) and Gal-Or and Dukes (2003) for an alternative setup of bar-

gaining between advertisers and media �rms.
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solely on consumer payments at s = 0 and solely on advertising revenue at s = 1.

Based on intuition from one-sided markets, one might expect that each media

�rm will have less advertising revenue the smaller its bargaining power. However,

this is not necessarily the case. On the contrary, the media �rms�advertising revenue,

both absolutely and relative to consumer payments, might be increasing in the

advertiser�s bargaining power (see Appendix). The reason for this is that each

media �rm will partly internalize the fact that a higher advertising volume reduces

the consumers�willingness to pay for the media product; in general the media �rms

will therefore prefer to have fewer ads than the volume which maximizes advertising

revenue. The media �rms�ability to internalize this e¤ect is higher the greater is

their market power (i.e., the smaller is s and the higher is their bargaining power

over the advertiser). The advertiser will not take this e¤ect into account. If he

has the power to do so, he therefore sets advertising prices which are so low that

the advertising volume becomes unduly high from the media �rms�point of view.

This might generate higher advertising revenue for the media �rms, but the gain is

more than outweighed by reduced consumer payments (it is straight forward to show

that the media �rms�pro�t is decreasing in the advertiser�s bargaining power). Put

di¤erently, more bargaining power to the advertiser leads to a lower price of ads,

which in turn causes the advertising levels and possibly the media �rms�advertising

revenue to increase. However, more ads lead to a reduction in the consumption of

the media product, and thereby to less revenues from consumer payment.

4.2 The role of the number of media products

In this section we analyze how the �nancing of media �rms depends on the number

of competitors. First, let us consider a shift from monopoly (m = 1) to duopoly

(m = 2). From equation (14) we �nd

S(m = 2)� S(m = 1) = � s2

(4� 3s) (2� s) < 0 for s > 0: (19)
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We can state:

Corollary 3: If the market structure changes from monopoly to duopoly, then

the relative importance of advertising revenue increases.

Note that S(m = 2) � S(m = 1) = 0 if s = 0: Whether we have one or two

media �rms thus does not matter per se for the choice of business model. What

matters is instead whether there is competition between the media �rms. If there are

two media �rms in the market, then advertising revenue will be a more important

source of income if these �rms compete (s > 0) than if each of them has monopoly

power in its own market segment (s = 0).16 This is nothing but a special case

of Corollary 1. Not surprisingly, we therefore cannot generalize from this how the

relative importance of advertising revenue depends on the number of competing

media �rms.

Let us thus consider the e¤ects of changing the number of media �rms, holding

the di¤erentiation between the media products �xed. It is easily veri�ed that both

advertising prices and consumer prices are decreasing inm. The e¤ects of an increase

in m on each of those two sources of revenues are as follows:

d(pC)

dm
= �(1� s)[m

2(4(1� s) + s2) + s2]
[m(2� s)� s]2[m(2� s) + s]2 < 0 (20)

d(rA)

dm
= �2s2m (2� s) [(2� s)m� (3� s)] + s

[m (2� s)� s]2 [m (2� s) + s]3
< 0 (for m � 2) (21)

We have the following result:

Proposition 2: Assume that m � 2 and s 2 (0; 1) : An increase in the number
of media �rms will then lead to lower revenues from both advertising and consumer

payment ; d(pC)=dm < 0 and d(rA)=dm < 0.

Note the asymmetry between Proposition 1 and Proposition 2. If the competitive

pressure increases due to greater substitutability between the goods, one source of

revenue will increase (advertising) and the other will decrease (consumer payments).

16In the latter case S = 0; given Assumption 1.
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If the higher competitive pressure is caused by a larger number of rivals, on the other

hand, then both sources of revenue will fall for each �rm. Godes et al (2009) also

analyse �nancing of media �rms, but they do not address this question, since their

analysis is limited to cases of monopoly and duopoly.

Proposition 2 does not say anything about the relative importance of the two

revenue sources when the number of competitors increases. To focus on this issue,

suppose that new TV channels enter the market. Then the advertisers can reach

each viewer on a larger number of channels. Thereby each channel�s market power in

the advertising market falls, and the advertising price will approach marginal costs

as the number of TV channels increases. In the limit we �nd from equation (8) that

lim
m!1

r = 0: (22)

In contrast, the consumers perceive the media products as imperfect substitutes

as long as s < 1: The media �rms will therefore have some market power over the

consumers, no matter how many media products there are on the market. This is

formally veri�ed from equation (9):

lim
m!1

p =
1� s
2� s > 0 for s < 1: (23)

Equations (22) and (23) suggest that as the number of media �rms grows, they

will to an increasingly large extent have to rely on direct charges from the consumers.

We can state the following result:

Proposition 3: Assume that m � 2 and s 2 (0; 1) : Then the share of con-
sumer payment in each media �rm�s total revenue is higher the larger the number of

rivals; dS=dm > 0.

Proof. From equation (14) we �nd

dS

dm
=
s2 (1� s) [m (m� 2) (2� s)� s]
[m (1� s) + s]2 [m (2� s)� s]2

> 0,

where the inequality can be shown to hold for all s 2 (0; 1) and m � 3. Inserting

for m = 2 and m = 3 into (14) we further have

S(m = 3)� S(m = 2) =
s2 (1� s)2

(3� 2s)2 (2� s) (4� 3s)
> 0 for s 2 (0; 1) :
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In combination, Corollary 3 and Proposition 3 state that consumer payments�

share of media �rms�revenues is non-monotonically related to the number of �rms:

As we move from monopoly to duopoly, consumer payments�share decreases. How-

ever, as the number of �rms is increased beyond duopoly, consumer payments�share

increases. This shows that one should be careful with drawing conclusions about the

e¤ects of increased competition merely from a comparison of monopoly and duopoly.

Figure 2, which measures s on the horizontal axis and S on the vertical axis,

illustrates how the share of consumer payments in each media �rm�s revenue (S)

depends on the number (m) and the substitutability (s) between the media products.

The upper and lower curves in the Figure are found by setting m = 10 and m = 2;

respectively, into equation (14). From Corollary 1 we know that dS=ds < 0: Both

curves are therefore downward-sloping: Consistent with Proposition 3 we further see

that S(m = 10) > S(m = 2) for all s 2 (0; 1) : Increased competition in the form of

higher substitutability versus a large number of competing media products thus has

opposite consequences for the relative importance of the two sources of revenue for

each media �rm.
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Figure 2: Revenue sources

In the Appendix we prove that except for Proposition 3, all the propositions
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and corollaries hold also for any value of n: The quali�cation we must make on

Proposition 3, is that dS=dm > 0 if m � 3 if n < 1; the di¤erence S(m =

3) � S(m = 2) is then negative if s is below a critical value (this critical value is

lower the smaller is n, and reaches a minimum at s = 0:83 for n = 1). However, this

observation is of limited value, since it is hard to imagine a media industry where

the number of media competitors is lower than three. For all practical purposes, the

model therefore predicts that dS=dm > 0 independent of the number of advertisers.

Although our model is simple, we believe that our main result is quite robust.

When the number of media �rms approaches in�nity, we predict that there is a

very limited scope for the media �rms to earn revenues from advertising. This is

simply because the market power of each media �rm in the advertising market then

becomes insigni�cant. In the consumer market, on the other hand, each media �rm

will still have some market power as long as it produces a media product which is

di¤erentiated from those of the rivals.

5 Some empirical observations

According to our theoretical predictions, media �rms face two qualitatively di¤erent

competitive constraints. On the one hand, the scope for raising revenues from

consumer payment is constrained by other media �rms o¤ering close substitutes.

On the other hand, the scope for raising revenues from ads is constrained by the

number of media �rms. Let us provide some examples, which we claim indicate that

the driving forces at work in our model are indeed present in media markets.

Media �rms on the Internet have to consider the trade-o¤between consumer pay-

ments and ads, and we have seen various business models being used. As mentioned

in the introduction, in December 2005 CNN launched CNN Pipeline as an online

video news product �nanced purely by consumer payments and not by ads. The

business model was then totally reversed in June 2007. Consumer payments were

removed, and the service became �nanced purely by ads. Some commentators have

indicated that the change in business model was due to the fact that other close

24



substitutes were launched.17 Such a change in business model is consistent with

our theory, since closer substitutes for the consumers should lead to less reliance on

subscription.

There seems to be a trend on the Internet towards less reliance on consumer

payments, but there are exceptions. CNN�s experience can be contrasted with

TV2 Sumo. The latter is a web page for the Norwegian broadcaster TV2, where

consumers can pay for watching various video programs.18 The most important

content on TV2 Sumo is live soccer matches from the Norwegian Premier League

("Tippeligaen"). TV2 has the exclusive right to broadcast these matches, which

implies that there are no close substitutes on the Internet. A business model based

on consumer payments is thus viable according to our results.

On the Internet we also have more traditional news web pages, where typically

printed newspapers launch an online version of the printed news. Also in this case we

observe di¤erent business models. New York Times had a similar experience as CNN

Pipeline. They launched a subscription service called TimesSelect in September

2005, and removed the subscription in September 2007. Wall Street Journal, on

the other hand, continues to o¤er online subscription.19 If you subscribe, you not

only receive updated online news, but you also have access to an online market data

center. This suggests that Wall Street Journal might o¤er more unique content

than what TimesSelect did, i.e., that Wall Street Journal�s online service does not

have as close substitutes seen from the consumer�s perspective. A business model

with subscription for online Wall Street Journal, but not for TimesSelect, is then

consistent with our predictions.

It could be argued that technological progress is the main reason why TV chan-

17See the description of CNN Pipeline onWikipedia: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CNN_Pipeline.

According to CNN, the subscription model was abandoned because there were too few

subscribers; see http://behindthescenes.blogs.cnn.com/2007/06/25/a-special-note-for-our-cnn-

pipeline-subscribers/.
18TV2 Sumo o¤ers a menu of tari¤s, where you can subscribe either weekly, montly or annually

or simply pay for watching one particular program. For details, see http://webtv.tv2.no/webtv/.
19The subscription fee is $ 1.99 per week for online service or $ 2.49 per week for online service

+ print journal, see https://order.wsj.com/sub/f2
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nels now rely more on consumer payments than they used to do. We certainly agree

with this claim; it is only with the advent of encrypted digital signals that it has

become possible for TV channels to charge their viewers directly (and it is digital

transmission technologies which have allowed the large increase in the number of TV

channels). However, our model suggests that digitalization of TV signals and fun-

damental economic forces might be complementary factors in explaining the growth

of pay-TV. As noted in the introduction, in the UK and the US we have witnessed

both a shift towards raising revenues through subscription and large technological

changes in this industry during the last few years. Similar developments have taken

place in other countries, for example through the replacement of analogue terrestrial

networks with digital terrestrial networks. This makes it possible for consumers to

watch a much larger number of TV channels. Such structural changes in the in-

dustry will according to our predictions undermine each TV channel�s prospects of

raising revenues from advertising. No surprise, then, that we observe a shift towards

more reliance on user payment than on revenues from advertising.

Clearly, there is reason to believe that the growth in internet newspapers has re-

duced the demand for printed newspapers. In this sense it is not surprising that the

number of printed newspapers has declined, raising their dependence on advertising

revenue in accordance with our model. Furthermore, the mechanisms we have high-

lighted suggest that their tendency to rely on advertising revenue should increase

the better substitutes the readers consider printed and electronic newspapers to be.

However, a further analysis of this issue requires a more elaborate model, which

takes into consideration the speci�c characteristics of the two kinds of newspapers,

and the competitive forces within and between these two market segments. There

is also a need for empirical work to analyze how the internet has reduced the will-

ingness to pay for ads in traditional newspapers relative to the readers�willingness

to pay for printed media.
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6 Concluding remarks

The main purpose of this paper is to show how competitive forces may a¤ect the

way media �rms raise revenue. It turns out that competition has an ambiguous

e¤ect on the choice of business model. Tougher competition in the sense of closer

substitutability between the media products makes advertising revenue relatively

more important, while a larger number of media products (e.g. a larger number of

TV channels) increases the relative importance of direct payment from the audience.

Our analysis demonstrates that competition in media markets di¤ers from what

we observe in most other industries. More speci�cally, the two-sided nature of me-

dia markets implies that competition in consumer prices is qualitatively di¤erent

from competition in advertising prices. As is the case in more traditional markets,

consumer prices are strategic complements: if one media �rm reduces the price it

charges from its audience, it will be optimal for the other �rms to do the same.

Advertising prices, on the other hand, are strategic substitutes; a price reduction

by one �rm leads to a price increase by the others. Competition in strategic com-

plements is generally more aggressive than competition in strategic substitutes, and

more so the less di¤erentiated the products (see Bulow et al., 1985, and Vives, 1999).

This explains why we arrive at the result that the closer substitutes the competing

media �rms�products are, the larger is the fraction of their revenue that comes from

advertising.

We argue that it is di¢ cult for media �rms to commit to quantity of advertising.

Moreover, since competition in strategic substitutes is weaker than competition in

strategic complements, in our model it is a dominant strategy for the media �rms to

compete in advertising prices rather than advertising quantities. Thus, the �rms do

not have incentives to make nonreversible commitments with respect to advertising

quantities. Future empirical and theoretical research should analyze how robust this

conclusion is. The observation that internet newspapers (and tv channels) which

are very close substitutes manage to raise signi�cant advertising revenue supports

our argument that they compete in strategic substitutes on the advertising side.

The predictions from our theory have clear cut managerial implications. Media
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�rms should watch carefully the competitive constraints they are facing when they

make a strategic choice concerning �nancing. In particular, they should determine

whether the main competitive constraint is (i) another media product that is viewed

on as a close substitute by the consumers or (ii) many other media �rms that are

good alternatives for the advertisers. In the former case it is di¢ cult for the media

�rm to raise revenues from consumer payment, simply because consumers would

then switch to another media product. In the latter case it is di¢ cult for the media

�rm to raise revenues from advertisers, because the advertisers would then switch to

other media �rms with a lower price on ads. As illustrated by the change in business

model for CNN Pipeline, it is very important for the media �rm to anticipate the

changing environment they will be facing in the near future. If CNN had anticipated

that quite soon after the introduction of their new service they would be challenged

by new rivals o¤ering close substitutes, they would have realized that �nancing the

service by subscription could not be a viable business model. In the same manner,

TV channels should anticipate that the technological change will make more TV

channels available to the viewers and thereby reduce the prospects of raising revenues

from commercial breaks. Fortunately, the TV channels in the UK and the US seem

to have adapted better to such a change in the competitive constraint than what was

the case with CNN, as they have gradually shifted their �nancing from advertising

towards subscription fees.

Our model may be considered as a complement to research papers on media

economics that build on Hotelling and Salop frameworks.20 The advantage of the

Hotelling framework is that it makes it possible to endogenize the extent of hor-

izontal di¤erentiation between the media products. However, a disadvantage of

both Hotelling and Salop is that the size of the market is typically given, such that

aggregate output is independent of whether there is any competition. In our frame-

work, competition leads to higher aggregate output, and we believe that this is a

reasonable prediction both in the media industry and in other markets. The main

motivation for our choice of framework, however, is that it allows us to analyze the

consequences of increasing the number of rivals in the market.

20See e.g. Anderson and Coate (2005), Gabszewicz et al (2004a, 2004b), and Liu et al (2004).
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In this study, we predict how some fundamental economic forces in the media

industry a¤ect media �rms��nancing. There should be scope for testing empirically

the validity of our model, compare this with the validity of other relevant models, and

in particular that of Godes et al (2009). One way to discriminate between the two

models is to test whether there is any relationship between the advertising volume

in a media outlet and the extent to which the competitors produce close substitutes.

According to Godes et al there should be no relationship, while our model indicates

a positive relationship. However, such a test must take into account idiosyncratic

institutional features of the media industry. For example, one should control for

the fact that some countries have upper limits on the amount of advertising on TV,

that contracts often are more complex than simple linear prices, and that list prices

on advertising can di¤er signi�cantly from actual prices. Empirical analyses must

further take into account the fact that some media �rms are vertically as well as

horizontally integrated, and that ownership concentration has increased over time.

7 Appendix

A) Equilibrium with an arbitrary number of advertisers

De�ne N � n
n+1
. Note that N is monotonically increasing in n; varying from

N = 1=2 for n = 1 to N ! 1 as n!1:

A1) Proof that d�
ds
< 0 and d�

dm
< 0 for any n

Di¤erentiating equation (12) with respect to s yields

d�

ds
= s (m� 1)2

2s
�
3m2 (2� s)2 + s2

�
N � [m (2� s) + s]3

[m (2� s) + s]3 ([m (2� s)� s])3
;

where we note that d�=ds is more likely to be positive the larger N is: Setting

N = 1 we �nd d�=ds = �s (m� 1)2 [m (2� s) + s]�3 < 0; from which it follows

that d�=ds < 0 for all feasible values of N . Q.E.D.

Di¤erentiating equation (12) with respect to m yields

d�

dm
= �2s

3 (2� s) (m� 1)NT1 + (1� s) [m (2� s) + s]3 T2
[m (2� s) + s]3 [m (2� s)� s]3

;
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where T1 � 4m (1� s) (m� 2) + s2 (m� 1)2 > 0 and T2 � (2� s) (m� 1) +
2 (1� s)2 > 0: Since all the terms both in the numerator and the denominator

are positive, it follows that d�=dm < 0 for any value of N: Q.E.D.

A2) Proof of Proposition 1 for arbitrary values of n (d(rA)=ds > 0 and d(pC)=ds <

0)

From equations (8) and (10) we �nd

dr

ds
=

m� 1
[m (2� s) + s]2

> 0 and
dA

ds
=

4Nm2s (m� 1) (2� s)
[m (2� s)� s]2 [m (2� s) + s]2

> 0; (24)

which proves Proposition 1 (i), that d(rA)=ds > 0:

Equations (9) and (11) yield

C
dp

ds
+p
dC

ds
= �

�s1z }| {�
(m� 1) (m (2� s) + s)2

�
+

�s2z }| {�
(4� 5s) (2� s)m2 + 2ms (1� s) + s2

�
N

[m (2� s) + s]2 [m (2� s)� s]3 s�1 (m� 1)�1
(25)

The term �s1 is always positive form � 2; while �s2 might be negative for s > 4=5:
The absolute value of �s2 is increasing in N; such that we must have (�s1 +�s2) >

0 for any N � 1 if (�s1 +�s2) is positive for N = 1: Suppose that N = 1:We then

�nd

�s1 +�s2 = m (2� s) (m+ 1) [m (2� s)� s] > 0; (26)

which implies that d(pC)=ds = C dp
ds
+ pdC

ds
< 0: This proves Proposition 1 (ii).

A3) Proof of Corollary 1 for arbitrary values of n (dS=ds < 0)

Totally di¤erentiating (13) with respect to s and simplifying, we have

dS

ds
=

�
C @p
@s
+ p@C

@s

�
rA+

�
�A@r

@s
� r @A

@s

�
pC

(pC + rA)2
: (27)

From the proof of Proposition it follows that

dS

ds
=

�z }| {�
C
@p

@s
+ p

@C

@s

�
rA+

�z }| {�
�A@r

@s
� r@A

@s

�
pC

(pC + rA)2
< 0: Q:E:D:
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A4) Negotiations between one advertiser and two media �rms

Consider a context where we have two TV channels and one advertiser, and

where the advertiser bargains simultaneously with each of the tv channels over the

advertising price. We assume the same timing structure as in the main body of the

paper.

Subgame after bargaining breakdown: Suppose bargaining broke down between

channel 1 and the advertiser. Firms set consumer prices p1 and p2. Channel 2 and

the advertiser agree on advertising price r2. Channel 1 is without advertising. With

no advertising in channel 1, consumers�demand for content in the two channels is:

C1 =
1

2

�
1 +

1

2

s

1� sA2 �
p1 � s (p1 + p2) =2

1� s

�
C2 =

1

2

�
1� 1

2

2� s
1� sA2 �

p2 � s (p1 + p2) =2
1� s

�
This implies the following demand for advertising at channel 2:

A2 =
1� s
2� s �

1

2
p2 +

1

2

s

2� sp1 � 2
1� s
2� sr2:

Thus, the pro�t of the advertiser, in case of a breakdown at channel 1, is:

�1t =
[2 (1� s)� (2� s) p2 + sp1 � 4 (1� s) r2]2

16 (2� s) (1� s)
TV channel 1, in case of a breakdown, has revenue only from consumers. Using

expressions for C1 and A2 above, we �nd TV channel 1�s pro�t in case of breakdown

as:

�1t = p1

�
2 (4� s)
2� s +

s

1� sp2 �
(s2 � 8s+ 8)
(2� s) (1� s)p1 �

4

2� sr2
�

These are the threat points for the bargaining between TV channel 1 and the

advertiser. Similarly, we �nd the threat points for the bargaining between TV

channel 2 and the advertiser:
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�2t =
[2 (1� s)� (2� s) p1 + sp2 � 4 (1� s) r1]2

16 (2� s) (1� s)

�2t = p2

�
2 (4� s)
2� s +

s

1� sp1 �
(s2 � 8s+ 8)
(2� s) (1� s)p2 �

4

2� sr1
�

Subgame after successful bargaining: When bargaining does not break down in

either channel, there is advertising in both channels. We have the following demand

for content (i; j = 1; 2; i 6= j):

Ci =
1

2

�
1� Ai � s (Ai + Aj) =2

1� s � pi � s (pi + pj) =2
1� s

�
(28)

This gives

Ai =
1

2
[1� pi � (2� s) ri � srj] (29)

Now we need to �nd expressions for pro�ts. Following prices (p1; p2; r1; r2) set in

stage 1, the advertiser will earn:

� =
1

4
+
2� s
4

�
r21 + r

2
2

�
� 1
2
(r1 + r2) +

s

2
r1r2 +

1

16

2� s
1� s

�
p21 + p

2
2

�
�1
4
(p1 + p2)�

1

8

s

1� sp1p2 +
1

2
(r1p1 + r2p2)

TV channel i will earn:

�i =
1

2

�
ri [1� (2� s) ri � srj] +

pi
2

�
1� 1

2

2� s
1� spi +

1

2

s

1� spj
��

Let � 2 [0; 1) denote the bargaining power of the advertiser, such that the

bargaining power of the advertiser is increasing in � (the second-order conditions

do not hold in the limit � = 1): In the main body of the paper we have treated the

case where � = 0; such that each media �rm sets the advertising price in order to

maximize its own pro�t.

The Nash product for the bargaining between TV channel i and the advertiser

for an arbitrary value of � is:

NPi = (�i � �it)1�� (� � �it)�
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Solving @�i=@pi = @NPi=@ri = 0 simultaneously for i = 1; 2 we �nd a unique,

symmetric equilibrium. Letting p � p1 = p2 and r � r1 = r2 we have:

p =
2 (1� s)
4� 3s (30)

r =
4� (3 + �) s

(4� 3s) [4� (1 + �) s] (31)

Because of symmetry we also have A = A1 = A2 and C = C1 = C2. Using

equations (29) and (30) we have for s > 0 that

dA

d�
=

2s2

(4� 3s) [4� (1 + �) s]2
> 0 and

dr

d�
= � 2s2

(4� 3s) [4� (1 + �) s]2
< 0:

This means that the higher the advertiser�s bargaining power, the higher the adver-

tising volume and the lower the price of advertising. The higher advertising level in

turn implies that consumption falls:

dC

d�
= � s2

(4� 3s) [4� (1 + �) s]2
< 0:

Concerning each media �rm�s revenue on the two sides of the market we further

have

d(pC)

d�
= � (1� s) 2s2

(4� 3s)2 [4� (1 + �) s]2
< 0 and

d (rA)

d�
= s2

(8� s2 � 6s)� s (2 + s)�
(4� 3s)2 [4� (1 + �) s]3

R 0:

We thus see that revenue from consumer payments unambiguously is decreasing

in the advertiser�s bargaining power. However, the media �rms�revenue from the

advertising market is increasing in the bargaining power of the advertiser unless

both � and s are su¢ ciently large (in which case the media �rms have little ability

to internalize the externalities between the two sides of the market). Figure A1

thus illustrates that the share of consumer payments in the media �rms�revenue is

smaller for � = 0:5 than for � = 0; where � = 0 is the case studied in the main text.
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Figure A1: The share of consumer payments in the media �rms�revenue under

bargaining.

A5) Proof of Corollary 2 for arbitrary values of n (dC=ds > 0)

Di¤erentiating (11) with respect to s we �nd

dC

ds
= (m� 1) [m (2� s) + s]

2 � 4ms (2� s)N
[m (2� s) + s]2 [m (2� s)� s]2

(32)

Equation (32) is less likely to be positive the larger is N: Setting N = 1; which

is its highest possible value; we �nd that

N = 1 :
@C

@s
=

m� 1
(m (2� s) + s)2

> 0:

It follows that @C
@s
> 0 for all feasible values of N: Q.E.D.

A6) Proof of Proposition 2 for arbitrary values of n (d(rA)=dm < 0 and d(pC)=dm <

0)

From (8) and (9) we have

dp

dm
= � s (1� s)

(m (2� s)� s)2
< 0 and

dr

dm
= � 2� s

(m (2� s) + s)2
< 0:

For the advertising volume in each media outlet we have from equation (10) that

dA

dm
= �Ns24m (1� s) (m� 2) + s

2 (m� 1)2

[m (2� s)� s]2 [m (2� s) + s]2
< 0:
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Using equation (11) we �nd

dC

dm
= �

[m (2� s) (m� 2s) + s2] [m (2� s) + s]2 � s2
�
m2 (2� s)2 (2m� 3) + s2

�
N

m2 [m (2� s)� s]2 [m (2� s) + s]2
;

which is more likely to be positive the larger is N . It is straight forward to show

that dC
dm
< 0 for N = 1: Thus, dC

dm
< 0 for all feasible values of N:

Since each media �rm�s output and prices are decreasing in m; it follows that

d(rA)=dm < 0 and d(pC)=dm < 0: Q.E.D.

A7) Proof of Corollary 3 for arbitrary values of n (change from monopoly to

duopoly)

Using equations (8) - (13) we �nd

S(m = 2)� S(m = 1) = � Ns2 (4� 3s)
(2� s)

�
(4� 3s)2 + s3 (N � 1)

� < 0: Q.E.D.
A8) The validity of Proposition 3 for arbitrary values of n ( dS=dm > 0 for

m � 2)
By inserting for (8) - (11) into (13) and di¤erentiating with respect to m we �nd

dS

dm
= Ns2 (1� s) 2s

3 (m� 1)2 (2� s)N + [m (2� s) + s]�
D2

; (33)

where

D � s3 (m� 1)2 (2� s)N + (1� s) (m� s) [m (2� s) + s]2 > 0 and

� � (2� s)2m3 �m2 (2� s) (4 + s) + s (2� s) (5 + 2s)m� s2 (5� 2s) :

The �rst term in the numerator of (33) is positive for all m � 2 and increasing

in N: Since N 2
�
1
2
; 1
�
; a su¢ cient condition for dS=dm being positive is that the

numerator of (33) is positive for N = 1=2: Setting N = 1=2 we can rewrite the

numerator of (33) to

T = T1 (2� s)m2 + T2; (34)

where

T1 � (2� s)2m2�4 (2� s)m+s
�
6� 2s� s2

�
and T2 � 2s3 (2� s)m�s3 (3� s) :
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The term T2 is positive for all m � 1: A su¢ cient condition for T being positive is
therefore that T1 > 0: Factorization of T1 yields

T1 = (2� s)2 (m� t1) (m� t2) ;

where

t1 =
2�

p
2 (1� s) (2� s) + s3

2� s and t2 =
2 +

p
2 (1� s) (2� s) + s3

2� s :

Since s 2 [0; 1) we have t1 2 [0; 1) and t2 2 [2; 3) : We thus see that a su¢ cient
(but not necessary) condition for dS=dm > 0 is that m � 3:
Inserting for m = 3 and m = 2 into S shows that S(m = 3) � S(m = 2) is

increasing in N; with S(m = 3) � S(m = 2) > 0 for s > 0:83 with N = 1=2 and

S(m = 3)� S(m = 2) > 0 for all s as N !1:

B) On underpricing of the media products

If the ratio (�=) is su¢ ciently large it is optimal for the media �rms to set the

consumer price below marginal costs (while it is optimal to have no advertising if

the ratio (�=) is su¢ ciently small). This is true for any m � 1 and n � 1; but to
simplify the algebra we consider only the case m = n = 1: From equation (3) we

then �nd that consumer demand for the media product equals

C = 1� A� p: (35)

As in the main text, we assume that the advertiser�s pro�t equals (with m = n = 1)

� = �AC � Ar: Solving @�=@A = 0 s.t. (35), taking account of the non-negativity
constraint on advertising, we �nd the following demand for advertising:

A = max

�
0;
(1� p) � � r

2�

�
: (36)

The media �rm�s pro�t function is given by equation � = (p� c)C + rA; which
corresponds to equation (1) in the main text except that we allow for positive mar-

ginal costs (c > 0): The �rm maximizes pro�t with respect to p and R; subject to

(35) and (36). The second-order conditions read�
@2�

@p2

�
= �1 < 0;

�
@2�1
@r2

�
= � 1

�
< 0�

@2�

@p2

��
@2�

@r2

�
�
�
@2�

@p@r

�2
=

6�= � 1� (�=)2

4�2
> 0 for 3� 2

p
2 <

�


< 3 + 2

p
2:
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Solving @�=@p = @�=@r = 0 yields the �rst-order conditions

p =
(3�= � 1) c� (�=)2 + 3�=

6�= � 1� (�=)2
and r =

(1� c) ( + �) �=
6�= � 1� (�=)2

: (37)

Output is now given by

A =
1



�
�


� 1
�

1� c
6�= � 1� (�=)2

> 0 if
�


> 1

and C = 2
�



1� c
6�= � 1� (�=)2

:

From (37) we �nd that

p� c = �



�
3� �



�
1� c

6�= � 1� (�=)2
,

which means that the second-order conditions are satis�ed with p� c < 0 if 3 < �

<

3 + 2
p
2:

C) On competing in advertising prices as a dominant strategy

It seems unreasonable to assume that the media �rms compete in quantities on

the consumer side. We will thus prove that it is a dominant strategy for the media

�rms to compete in advertising prices instead of advertising quantities, given that

they compete in prices on the consumer side.

Assume that there are two media �rms; m = 2: If both compete in advertising

prices, we �nd from equation (12) that the pro�t level of each �rm is equal to (with

superscripts indicating the media �rms�choice variables on the ad side of the market)

�r1;r2i =
2� s
(4� s)2

: (38)

Suppose that media �rm 1 deviates, and chooses advertising quantity as strate-

gic variable (the results would be symmetric if instead we assumed that the ri-

val deviated). Solving fp1; A1g = argmax�1 and fp2; r2g = argmax�2 we �nd

p1 = p2 =
2(1�s)
4�3s ; r2 =

4�3s
16(1�s)+s2 and A1 =

4s2(1�s)
(4�3s)(16(1�s)+s2) : The media �rms will

then have the following pro�t levels:

�A1;r21 =
4 (1� s)2 (4� s)2

(2� s) [16(1� s) + s2]2
and �A1;r22 =

4 (1� s) (4� 3s)2

(2� s) [16(1� s) + s2]2
: (39)
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Since

�A1;r21 � �r1;r21 = �s3 4 (4� 3s)2 � 3s3

(2� s) (4� s)2 (16(1� s) + s2)2
< 0 for s > 0;

it is not pro�table for media �rm 1 to deviate from an outcome where both �rms

compete in advertising prices.

Suppose next that both �rms compete in advertising quantities. Solving fp1; A1g =
argmax�1 and fp2; A2g = argmax�2 implies that neither of the media �rms will
have any advertising, and that p1 = p2 =

2(1�s)
4�3s :

21 The �rms then make pro�ts equal

to

�A1;A2i =
(1� s) (2� s)
(4� 3s)2

:

If media �rm 2 deviates and chooses advertising price as strategic variable, we

can solve fp1; A1g = argmax�1 and fp2; r2g = argmax�2 to �nd that �A1;r21 and

�r2;A12 are given by equation (39). Since �A1;r22 � �A1;A22 > 0; it is pro�table for

media �rm 2 to deviate.

Summing up, it follows that it is a dominant strategy for both �rms to choose

price rather than quantity as the strategic variable in the advertising market. Q.E.D.

References

[1] Anderson, S. P. and S. Coate (2005): "Market Provision of Public Goods: The

Case of Broadcasting", Review of Economic Studies 72, 947-972.

[2] Barros, P. P., H. J. Kind, T. Nilssen and L. Sørgard (2004): "Media competition

on the Internet", Topics in Economic Analysis and Policy 4, article 32.

[3] Beebe, J. (1977): "Institutional structure and program choice in television

markets", Quarterly Journal of Economics 91, 15-37.

[4] Bulow, J.I., J.D. Geanakoplos, and P.D. Klemperer (1985): "Multimarket

Oligopoly: Strategic Substitutes and Complements", Journal of Political Econ-

omy 93, 488-511.
21With � su¢ ciently larger than  we will have Ai > 0; but this does not change the result that

it is less pro�table to compete in advertising quantities than in advertising prices.

38



[5] Chou, S.-Y. and C.-C. Wu (2006): "A comment on �Is having more channels

really better? A model of competition among commercial broadcasters�", Mar-

keting Science 25, 538-542.

[6] Danaher, P. (1995): "What happens to television ratings during television com-

mercials?", Journal of Advertising Research 35, 37-48.

[7] Danaher, P. (2002): "Optimal pricing of new subscriptions: Analysis of a mar-

keting experiment", Marketing Science 21, 119-138.

[8] Davidson, C. and R. Deneckere (1985): �The incentives to form coalitions with

Bertrand competition�, RAND Journal of Economics 16, 473-486.

[9] Depken, C. A. and D. P. Wilson (2004): "Is advertising a good or a bad?

Evidence from U.S. magazine subscriptions", Journal of Business 77, S61-S80.

[10] Dukes, A. and E. Gal-Or (2003): "Negotiations and exclusivity contracts for

advertising", Marketing Science 22, 222-245.

[11] Gabszewicz, J. J., D. Laussel and N. Sonnac (2004a): "Attitudes towards adver-

tising and price competition in the press industry", in: V.A. Ginsburgh (ed.):

Economics of Art and Culture, Elsevier, pp. 61-74.

[12] Gabszewicz, J. J., D. Laussel and N. Sonnac (2004b): "Programming and ad-

vertising competition in the broadcasting industry", Journal of Economics and

Management Strategy 13, 657-669.

[13] Gal-Or, E. and A. Dukes (2003): "Minimum Di¤erentiation in Commercial

Media Markets", Journal of Economics & Management Strategy 12, 291-325

[14] Gal-Or, E. and A. Dukes (2006): "On the pro�tability of media mergers",

Journal of Business 79, 489-525.

[15] Godes, D., E. Ofek and M. Sarvary (2009): "Content vs. advertising: The

impact of competition on media �rm strategy", Marketing Science 28, 20-35.

39



[16] Goettler, R. and R. Shachar (2001): "Spatial competition in the network tele-

vision industry", RAND Journal of Economics 32, 624-656.

[17] Kind, H.J., T. Nilssen, and L. Sørgard (2005): "Financing of media �rms:

Does competition matter?", SNF working paper 06/05, Institute for Research

in Economics and Business Administration.

[18] Kind, H.J., T. Nilssen, and L. Sørgard (2007): "Competition for Viewers and

Advertisers in a TV Oligopoly", Journal of Media Economics 20, 211-233.

[19] Kreps, D.M. (1990), A Course in Microeconomic Theory. HarvesterWheatsheaf.

[20] Liu, Y., D. P. Putler and C. B.Weinberg (2004): "Is having more channels really

better? A model of competition among commercial broadcasters", Marketing

Science 23, 120-133.

[21] Liu, Y., D. P. Putler and C. B. Weinberg (2006): "A reply to a comment on �Is

having more channels really better? A model of competition among commercial

broadcasters�", Marketing Science 25, 543-546.

[22] Moriarty, S. E. and S.-L. Everett (1994): "Commercial breaks: A viewing

behaviour study", Journalism Quarterly 71, 346-355.

[23] Motta, M. (2004): Competition Policy: Theory and Practice. Cambridge Uni-

versity Press.

[24] Nilssen, T. and L. Sørgard (1998): "Time schedule and programme choice:

TV news in Norway and Denmark", Journal of Economics and Management

Strategy 7, 209-235.

[25] Nilssen, T. and L. Sørgard (2001): "The TV market: Advertising and program-

ming", mimeo, University of Oslo.

[26] New York Times (2007): �Times to stop charging for parts of its web site�, 18

September 2007.

[27] Ofcom (2005): �The Communication Market 2005�, London.

40



[28] Peitz, M. and T.M. Valletti (2008): "Content and advertising in the media:

Pay-tv versus free-to-air", International Journal of Industrial Organization 26,

949-965.

[29] Rochet, J.C., and J. Tirole (2003), "Platform competition in two-sided mar-

kets". Journal of the European Economic Association 1, 990-1029.

[30] Rochet, J.C. and J. Tirole (2006), "Two-sided markets: A progress report.".

Rand Journal of Economics 35, 645-667.

[31] Rust, R. and M. Alpert (1984): "An audience choice model of television viewing

choice", Marketing Science 3, 113-127.

[32] Rust, R. and N. Eechambadi (1989): "Scheduling network television programs:

A heuristic audience �ow approach to maximizing audience share", Journal of

Advertising 18(2), 11-18.

[33] Shachar, R. and J. Emerson (2000): "Cast demographics, unobserved segments,

and heterogenous switching costs in a television viewing choice model", Journal

of Marketing Research 37, 173-186.

[34] Shubik, M. and R. Levitan (1980): Market Structure and Behavior. Harvard

University Press.

[35] Siddarth, S. and A. Chattopadhyay (1998): "To zap or not to zap: A study of

the determinants of channel switching during commercials", Marketing Science

17, 124-138.

[36] Sha¤er, G. (1991): "Slotting allowances and resale price maintenance: A com-

parison of facilitating practices", RAND Journal of Economics 22, 120-135.

[37] Spence, M. and B. Owen (1977): "Television programming, monopolistic com-

petition and welfare", Quarterly Journal of Economics 91, 103-126.

[38] Steiner, P. (1952): "Program pattern and preferences, and the workability of

competition in radio broadcasting", Quarterly Journal of Economics 66, 194-

223.

41



[39] Vives, X. (1999): Oligopoly Pricing: Old Ideas and New Tools. The MIT Press.

[40] Wilbur, K. C. (2008): "A two-sided, empirical model of television advertising

and viewing markets", Marketing Science 27, 356-378.

42



CESifo Working Paper Series 
for full list see Twww.cesifo-group.org/wp T 
(address: Poschingerstr. 5, 81679 Munich, Germany, office@cesifo.de) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2649 Henning Bohn, A Static Model for Voting on Social Security, May 2009 
 
2650 Markus Haavio and Kaisa Kotakorpi, The Political Economy of Sin Taxes, May 2009 
 
2651 Augusto de la Torre, María Soledad Martínez Pería and Sergio L. Schmukler, Drivers 

and Obstacles to Banking SMEs: The Role of Competition and the Institutional 
Framework, May 2009 

 
2652 Tobias Lindhe and Jan Södersten, Dividend Taxation, Share Repurchases and the 

Equity Trap, May 2009 
 
2653 Assaf Razin and Edith Sand, Migration-Regime Liberalization and Social Security: 

Political-Economy Effect, May 2009 
 
2654 Yin-Wong Cheung and Hiro Ito, A Cross-Country Empirical Analysis of International 

Reserves, May 2009 
 
2655 Bart Cockx and Bruno Van der Linden, Flexicurity in Belgium. A Proposal Based on 

Economic Principles, May 2009 
 
2656 Michael Melvin, Lukas Menkhoff and Maik Schmeling, Exchange Rate Management in 

Emerging Markets: Intervention via an Electronic Limit Order Book, May 2009 
 
2657 Susanne Neckermann, Reto Cueni and Bruno S. Frey, What is an Award Worth? An 

Econometric Assessment of the Impact of Awards on Employee Performance, May 
2009 

 
2658 Steven Brakman, Harry Garretsen and Charles van Marrewijk, Economic Geography 

within and between European Nations: The Role of Market Potential and Density across 
Space and Time, May 2009 

 
2659 Giovanni Facchini and Cecilia Testa, Reforming Legislatures: Is one House better than 

two?, May 2009 
 
2660 Carsten Kowalczyk and Raymond Riezman, Trade Agreements, May 2009 
 
2661 Oliver Falck, Stephan Heblich and Elke Luedemann, Identity and Entrepreneurship, 

May 2009 
 
2662 Christian Lessmann and Gunther Markwardt, One Size Fits All? Decentralization, 

Corruption, and the Monitoring of Bureaucrats, May 2009 
 
2663 Felix Bierbrauer, On the Legitimacy of Coercion for the Financing of Public Goods, 

May 2009 
 



 
2664 Alessandro Cigno, Agency in Family Policy: A Survey, May 2009 
 
2665 Claudia M. Buch and Christian Pierdzioch, Low Skill but High Volatility?, May 2009 
 
2666 Hendrik Jürges, Kerstin Schneider, Martin Senkbeil and Claus H. Carstensen, 

Assessment Drives Learning: The Effect of Central Exit Exams on Curricular 
Knowledge and Mathematical Literacy, June 2009 

 
2667 Eric A. Hanushek and Ludger Woessmann, Schooling, Cognitive Skills, and the Latin 

American Growth Puzzle, June 2009 
 
2668 Ourania Karakosta, Christos Kotsogiannis and Miguel-Angel Lopez-Garcia, Does 

Indirect Tax Harmonization Deliver Pareto Improvements in the Presence of Global 
Public Goods?, June 2009 

 
2669 Aleksandra Riedl and Silvia Rocha-Akis, Testing the Tax Competition Theory: How 

Elastic are National Tax Bases in OECD Countries?, June 2009 
 
2670 Dominique Demougin and Carsten Helm, Incentive Contracts and Efficient 

Unemployment Benefits, June 2009 
 
2671 Guglielmo Maria Caporale and Luis A. Gil-Alana, Long Memory in US Real Output 

per Capita, June 2009 
 
2672 Jim Malley and Ulrich Woitek, Productivity Shocks and Aggregate Cycles in an 

Estimated Endogenous Growth Model, June 2009 
 
2673 Vivek Ghosal, Business Strategy and Firm Reorganization under Changing Market 

Conditions, June 2009 
 
2674 Francesco Menoncin and Paolo M. Panteghini, Retrospective Capital Gains Taxation in 

the Real World, June 2009 
 
2675 Thomas Hemmelgarn and Gaёtan Nicodème, Tax Co-ordination in Europe: Assessing 

the First Years of the EU-Savings Taxation Directive, June 2009 
 
2676 Oliver Himmler, The Effects of School Competition on Academic Achievement and 

Grading Standards, June 2009 
 
2677 Rolf Golombek and Michael Hoel, International Cooperation on Climate-Friendly 

Technologies, June 2009 
 
2678 Martin Cave and Matthew Corkery, Regulation and Barriers to Trade in 

Telecommunications Services in the European Union, June 2009 
 
2679 Costas Arkolakis, A Unified Theory of Firm Selection and Growth, June 2009 
 
2680 Michelle R. Garfinkel, Stergios Skaperdas and Constantinos Syropoulos, International 

Trade and Transnational Insecurity: How Comparative Advantage and Power are Jointly 
Determined, June 2009 



 
2681 Marcelo Resende, Capital Structure and Regulation in U.S. Local Telephony: An 

Exploratory Econometric Study; June 2009 
 
2682 Marc Gronwald and Janina Ketterer, Evaluating Emission Trading as a Policy Tool – 

Evidence from Conditional Jump Models, June 2009 
 
2683 Stephan O. Hornig, Horst Rottmann and Rüdiger Wapler, Information Asymmetry, 

Education Signals and the Case of Ethnic and Native Germans, June 2009 
 
2684 Benoit Dostie and Rajshri Jayaraman, The Effect of Adversity on Process Innovations 

and Managerial Incentives, June 2009 
 
2685 Peter Egger, Christian Keuschnigg and Hannes Winner, Incorporation and Taxation: 

Theory and Firm-level Evidence, June 2009 
 
2686 Chrysovalantou Milliou and Emmanuel Petrakis, Timing of Technology Adoption and 

Product Market Competition, June 2009 
 
2687 Hans Degryse, Frank de Jong and Jérémie Lefebvre, An Empirical Analysis of Legal 

Insider Trading in the Netherlands, June 2009 
 
2688 Subhasish M. Chowdhury, Dan Kovenock and Roman M. Sheremeta, An Experimental 

Investigation of Colonel Blotto Games, June 2009 
 
2689 Alexander Chudik, M. Hashem Pesaran and Elisa Tosetti, Weak and Strong Cross 

Section Dependence and Estimation of Large Panels, June 2009 
 
2690 Mohamed El Hedi Arouri and Christophe Rault, On the Influence of Oil Prices on Stock 

Markets: Evidence from Panel Analysis in GCC Countries, June 2009 
 
2691 Lars P. Feld and Christoph A. Schaltegger, Political Stability and Fiscal Policy – Time 

Series Evidence for the Swiss Federal Level since 1849, June 2009 
 
2692 Michael Funke and Marc Gronwald, A Convex Hull Approach to Counterfactual 

Analysis of Trade Openness and Growth, June 2009 
 
2693 Patricia Funk and Christina Gathmann, Does Direct Democracy Reduce the Size of 

Government? New Evidence from Historical Data, 1890-2000, June 2009 
 
2694 Kirsten Wandschneider and Nikolaus Wolf, Shooting on a Moving Target: Explaining 

European Bank Rates during the Interwar Period, June 2009 
 
2695 J. Atsu Amegashie, Third-Party Intervention in Conflicts and the Indirect Samaritan’s 

Dilemma, June 2009 
 
2696 Enrico Spolaore and Romain Wacziarg, War and Relatedness, June 2009 
 
2697 Steven Brakman, Charles van Marrewijk and Arjen van Witteloostuijn, Market 

Liberalization in the European Natural Gas Market – the Importance of Capacity 
Constraints and Efficiency Differences, July 2009 



 
2698 Huifang Tian, John Whalley and Yuezhou Cai, Trade Sanctions, Financial Transfers 

and BRIC’s Participation in Global Climate Change Negotiations, July 2009 
 
2699 Axel Dreher and Justina A. V. Fischer, Government Decentralization as a Disincentive 

for Transnational Terror? An Empirical Analysis, July 2009 
 
2700 Balázs Égert, Tomasz Koźluk and Douglas Sutherland, Infrastructure and Growth: 

Empirical Evidence, July 2009 
 
2701 Felix Bierbrauer, Optimal Income Taxation and Public Goods Provision in a Large 

Economy with Aggregate Uncertainty, July 2009 
 
2702 Marc Gronwald, Investigating the U.S. Oil-Macroeconomy Nexus using Rolling 

Impulse Responses, July 2009 
 
2703 Ali Bayar and Bram Smeets, Government Deficits in the European Union: An Analysis 

of Entry and Exit Dynamics, July 2009 
 
2704 Stergios Skaperdas, The Costs of Organized Violence: A Review of the Evidence, July 

2009 
 
2705 António Afonso and Christophe Rault, Spend-and-tax: A Panel Data Investigation for 

the EU, July 2009 
 
2706 Bruno S. Frey, Punishment – and beyond, July 2009 
 
2707 Michael Melvin and Mark P. Taylor, The Crisis in the Foreign Exchange Market, July 

2009 
 
2708 Firouz Gahvari, Friedman Rule in a Model with Endogenous Growth and Cash-in-

advance Constraint, July 2009 
 
2709 Jon H. Fiva and Gisle James Natvik, Do Re-election Probabilities Influence Public 

Investment?, July 2009 
 
2710 Jarko Fidrmuc and Iikka Korhonen, The Impact of the Global Financial Crisis on 

Business Cycles in Asian Emerging Economies, July 2009 
 
2711 J. Atsu Amegashie, Incomplete Property Rights and Overinvestment, July 2009 
 
2712 Frank R. Lichtenberg, Response to Baker and Fugh-Berman’s Critique of my Paper, 

“Why has Longevity Increased more in some States than in others?”, July 2009 
 
2713 Hans Jarle Kind, Tore Nilssen and Lars Sørgard, Business Models for Media Firms: 

Does Competition Matter for how they Raise Revenue?, July 2009 




