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Mead)grinson coef. S.¢C. coef. 3.e. coef. S.€.
Prices -1.969  (0.294)  -6.456  (2.280) -13.150 (3.511) Table3: Implications of Firm Conduct
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Solicitations Education x prebiotics 0.122  (0.757) Nestle 0171 0.173 0.738
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_ Manufacturer FEs Yes Yes Yes Abbott 27.323 "3?88} 2.042
Prondes rebates . - h-"_l[l-fi:ld Jﬂhﬂﬁﬂ'ﬂ 23.367  24.015 2.776
Retailer FEs Yes Yes Yes Nestlé 9.175  9.268 1.008
Year Flis Yes Yes Yes Consumer surplus is normalized and reported in utils. Producer surplus is population-normalized gross
A AR Quarter FIs Yes Yes Yes profits.
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m4d. Wholesale collusion -3.549  5.039 78.8t  7h.8t (.00 Year
mb. Retail collusion 3.891 56.21 (.00 1 . 1 1 (1)
mb. The integration model (.00 Flgure 5' Annual Changes n Average Prlces (A))
Panel B: Demo IVs (d. = 2) Going from M1 to M2 in MA
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o | 1 1 ma3. Linear pricing 0430  -0.817 (L3992 (0.4 (.24 (0.6 0.713 § 0 i
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= [ | ] aeeeeenn yOa m5. Retail collusion 0.777 0.9 0.710 > I T~
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N e - — - —- —o— — o — o — —O—- —® m2. Zero retail margin 1.037 1.094 -1.068  1.095 1.5 1.8 ().1 1.5 0.647 L
A': AN o — —— o — o — —@— —9 m.. Linear pricing 1.073  -1.063  1.069 1.8 ().1 1.5 0.637 B
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- 2. Sales Market Share Trends of Tob Th Yela - i the U.S. f 2006 to 2020 o Figure 6: Annual Changes in Average Prices (%)
Igure Z: >dies darKe are irenasor io ree anuracuurers in e U.o.Trom (0 Aggregating tvidence: M= = | | . .
8 P Step 0: M2, —f{lu;_ M, —] (1,2,3,4,5,6}, M2, = {1,2,3,4,5,6}, M%, = {1,2,3,4,5, 6] . Go|ng from M1 to M2 in CA
step 1: No conflicting evidence.
;'";TI_"'I_I 2: Smallest MCS is M™* = {(]} :-C','||:_:-'|'||,_I]TI,"|,] by strong mstruments. NOte.' The ShadEd VertiCG/ barS Figures 5 and 6 indicate the years during WhICh a
The first five columns report pair-wise TV statistics for all pairs of models in the respective row and column. manufacturer held the WIC contract in a state. The orange region corresponds to the
Negative values of the test statistic suggest a better fit of the row model. The second five columns show all years when Mead Johnson was the sole WIC auction winner. The blue region marks
State = CA State = IL State = TX the pair-wise F-statistics. T indicates F-statistic above critical value for a best-case power of (0.95. I means the when Abbott held the WIC contract. The green shaded region indicates years when
I'-statistics are below the critical values for a worst-case size of 0.075. All other ['-statistics are above the critical Nestle was the sole WIC winner.
80 value for a worst-case size of 0.075. The last column reports MCS p-values for the row model. MCS p-values below
(.05 indicate rejection of a row model.
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