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Abstract

This thesis comprises three self-contained essays that examine recent policy debates in

the field of competition policy.

In the first essay (Chapter 2), we examine the competitive effects of vertical ownership

overlap between a monopolist supplier and a buyer in a supply chain. For this purpose,

we identify the variation in the equilibrium outcome as the combined result of downstream

competition effect and supply chain coordination effect. The supplier’s strategy choices

aim to improve supply chain coordination, which depends on the pass-through rates (and

hence, demand curvature), whereas the downstream output and competition depend on

the downstream elasticity. We show that a foreclosure equilibrium (in which the buyer

who is not part of the ownership overlap ceases to operate in the market) is possible for

demand with high concavity and high elasticity. Further, for a non-foreclosure equilib-

rium, an increase in vertical ownership overlap is welfare-enhancing only for a demand

with high convexity and high elasticity; otherwise, it is welfare-reducing. These results

are robust even in the presence of network externality. However, the introduction or an

increase in network externality may change the type of equilibrium. Moreover, for a large

set of demand curvature, as consumer awareness in the network market increases with

the evolution of the product life cycle, welfare first improves, then worsens.

In the second essay (Chapter 3), we examine the equilibrium pricing strategies and

welfare effects when firms can employ personalized pricing (first-degree price discrimina-

tion) in the presence of overlapping ownership. We find that at equilibrium, firms choose

asymmetric pricing strategies and multiple equilibria exist, such that the firm choosing
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personalized pricing becomes the dominant firm. In contrast, the firm that opts for uni-

form pricing becomes the fringe firm with consolatory market share and may even cease

to operate at a higher level of overlapping ownership. Thus, overlapping ownership and

personalized pricing can be used together to establish market dominance, which is detri-

mental to welfare. Our findings are robust to a stricter privacy regime or costly price

personalization.

Welfare effects of sustainability agreements among competitors are widely debated.

Recent literature has shown that when consumers value sustainability, sustainability

agreements have an adverse effect on investment in sustainability and consumer welfare

compared to the competitive benchmark. On the contrary, in the third essay (Chap-

ter 4), we demonstrate that investors incentivize managers to be more aggressive in the

presence of sustainability agreements, which may lead to increased investment in sustain-

ability. Further, in the presence of such delegation, sustainability agreements are always

beneficial for consumers as compared to the competitive benchmark. We use two types

of managerial incentive structure, sales delegation and sustainability delegation. We also

demonstrate that delegation enhances both sustainable investment and consumer wel-

fare, and is the dominant strategy for firms. Thus, this study indicates that a more

accommodating outlook towards sustainability agreements among competitors may be

required.
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//doi.org/10.3406/rei.1994.1534.

Bresnahan, T. and Salop, S. (1986). Quantifying the competitive effects of production

joint ventures. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 4:155–175. https:

//doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(86)90028-7.

Chen, L., Matsumura, T., and Zeng, C. (2024). Welfare consequence of common own-

ership in a vertically related market. Journal of Industrial Economics, 72:996–1004.

https://doi.org/10.1111/joie.12380.

Choudhary, V., Ghose, A., Mukhopadhyay, T., and Rajan, U. (2005). Personalized pricing

and quality differentiation. Management Science, 51:1120–1130. https://doi.org/

10.1287/mnsc.1050.0383.

126

https://DOI: 10.1257/aer.100.4.1601 
https://DOI: 10.1257/aer.100.4.1601 
https://doi.org/10.1111/fima.12368
https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12698
https://doi.org/10.3406/rei.1994.1534 
https://doi.org/10.3406/rei.1994.1534 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(86)90028-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(86)90028-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/joie.12380
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1050.0383
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1050.0383
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Cuñat, V. and Guadalupe, M. (2009). Globalization and the provision of incentives inside

the firm: The effect of foreign competition. Journal of Labor Economics, 27:179–212.

https://doi.org/10.1086/599817.

Economist, T. (2021). An eco-wakening: Measuring global awareness, engage-

ment and action for nature. Technical report, The Economist. https:

//impact.economist.com/sustainability/ecosystems-resources/an-eco-

wakening-measuring-global-awareness-engagement-and-action-for-nature.

Ederer, F. and Pellegrino, B. (2021). A tale of two networks: Common ownership and

product market rivalry. SSRN Electronic Journal.

Elmachtoub, A., Gupta, V., and Hamilton, M. (2021). The value og personalized pricing.

Management Science, 67:6055–6070. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2020.3821.

Fershtman, C. (1985). Managerial incentives as a strategic variable in duopolistic en-

vironment. International Journal of Industrial Organization, 3:245–253. https:

//doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(85)90007-4.

Fershtman, C. and Judd, K. (1987). Equilibrium incentives in oligopoly. American

Economic Review, 77:927–940. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1810218.

Flath, D. (1989). Vertical integration by means of shareholding interlocks. Inter-

national Journal of Industrial Organization, 7. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-

7187(89)90004-0.

Freeman, K. (2025). Overlapping ownership along the supply chain. Journal of Financial

and Quantitative Analysis, 60:105–134. https://DOI:10.1017/S0022109023001266.

127

https://doi.org/10.1162/1542476054729437
https://doi.org/10.1086/599817
https://impact.economist.com/sustainability/ecosystems-resources/an-eco-wakening-measuring-global-awareness-engagement-and-action-for-nature
https://impact.economist.com/sustainability/ecosystems-resources/an-eco-wakening-measuring-global-awareness-engagement-and-action-for-nature
https://impact.economist.com/sustainability/ecosystems-resources/an-eco-wakening-measuring-global-awareness-engagement-and-action-for-nature
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2020.3821
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(85)90007-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(85)90007-4
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1810218
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(89)90004-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7187(89)90004-0
https://DOI: 10.1017/S0022109023001266


Ghose, A. and Huang, K. (2009). Personalized pricing and quality customization. Journal

of Economics and Management Strategy, 18:1095–1135. https://doi.org/10.1111/

j.1530-9134.2009.00239.x.

Ghosh, A. and Morita, H. (2017). Knowledge transfer and partial equity ownership.

The Rand Journal of Economics, 48:1044–1067. https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-

2171.12213.

Gilo, D. (2006). Partial cross ownership and tacit collusion. The RAND Journal of

Economics, 37:81–99.

Hart, O., Tirole, J., Carton, D., and Williamson, O. (1990). Vertical integration and

market foreclosure. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity. Microeconomics, pages

205–286. https://doi.org/10.2307/2534783.

Hunold, M. and Stahl, K. (2016). Passive vertical integration and strategic delegation.

The RAND Journal of Economics, 47:891–913. https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-

2171.121582000.

IBM (2023). Ceo decision-making in the age of ai. Technical report,

IBM. https://www.ibm.com/thought-leadership/institute-business-value/

en-us/report/2023-ceo.

Katz, M. L. and Shapiro, C. (1985). Network externalities, competition, and compat-

ibility. American Economic Review, 75:424–440. http://www.jstor.org/stable/

1814809.

KPMG (2025). Incentivizing long-term value creation: Linking sustainabil-

ity metrics to board members’ pay. Technical report, KPMG. https:

//assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmgsites/xx/pdf/2025/03/incentivizing-

long-term-value-creation.pdf.coredownload.inline.pdf.

128

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2009.00239.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2009.00239.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12213 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12213 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2534783
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.121582000
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.121582000
https://www.ibm.com/thought-leadership/institute-business-value/en-us/report/2023-ceo
https://www.ibm.com/thought-leadership/institute-business-value/en-us/report/2023-ceo
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1814809
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1814809
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmgsites/xx/pdf/2025/03/incentivizing-long-term-value-creation.pdf.coredownload.inline.pdf
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmgsites/xx/pdf/2025/03/incentivizing-long-term-value-creation.pdf.coredownload.inline.pdf
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmgsites/xx/pdf/2025/03/incentivizing-long-term-value-creation.pdf.coredownload.inline.pdf


Lestage, R. (2021). Input price discrimination and non-controlling vertical shareholding.

Journal of Regulatory Economics, 59:226–250. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11149-

021-09431-6.

Levy, N., Spiegel, Y., and Gilo, D. (2018). Partial vertical integration, ownership

structure, and foreclosure. American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, 10:132–80.

https://DOI:10.1257/mic.20160058.

Li, X., Wang, X., and Nault, B. (2023). Is personalized pricing profitable when firms

can differentiate? Management Science, 70. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2021.

02740.

Lim, W., Mak, V., Tang, C., and Raghabendra, K. (2018). Adopting cost trans-

parency as a marketing strategy: Analytical and experimental exploration. Working

Paper. https://anderson-review.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Lim-

Mak-Tang-Raghabendra_2018_SSRN-id3252823.pdf.

Lin, C., Lin, P., Song, F., and Li, C. (2011). Managerial incentives, ceo characteristics

and corporate innovation in china’s private sector. Journal of Comparative Economics,

39:176–190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2009.12.001.

Liu, Y. and Zhang, Z. (2006). The benefits of personalized pricing in a channel. Marketing

Science, 25:97–105. https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1050.0120.

Loecker, J., Goldberg, P., Khandelwal, A., and Pavcnik, N. (2016). Prices, markups and

trade reform. Econometrica, 84:445–510. https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA11042.
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