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Abstract

This study introduces a subsidy policy on product quality in a quality-then-price game to remedy the quality
distortion under a mixed oligopoly (one public firm and one private firm) framework. We show that the multi-stage
setting for firms is crucial for the validity of privatization neutrality. Since firms have different objectives, their
asymmetric strategic consideration on price will spill over to the quality competition if there exists price
differentiation in equilibrium under partial privatization. This spillover effect results in lower social welfare levels
than the first-best outcome, and the neutrality of privatization in White (Economics Letters 53:189–195) no longer
holds in our multi-stage model. Specifically, the optimal privatization policy is either fully public or completely
private, where the social welfare attains the first-best outcome.

Introduction

It is well known that output distortion is inevitable in a mixed oligopoly,Footnote 1 and when this distortion is
remedied by a proper subsidy, the social welfare level is independent of the degree of privatization, which is called
the privatization neutrality theorem [see White (1996), Payago-Theotoky (2001), Myles (2002), Sepahvand (2002),
and Kato and Tomaru (2007) for different scenarios]. The above statement is valid when firms have one common
choice variable (e.g., quantities). If firms have two choice variables (e.g., quality and prices), which are determined
in different stages and the government has only one policy tool (subsidy) to correct the distortion,Footnote 2 then we
will show that the neutrality of privatization is broken. Specifically, the best subsidy policy can only reach the
second-best outcome, except when the public firm is either fully owned by the government or fully privatized, such
that an identical price in equilibrium is obtained. Therefore, the social welfare level will depend on the degree of
privatization.
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Privatization neutrality was first discussed by White (1996), who found that privatization is irrelevant to social
welfare under the optimal subsidy policy. However, this neutrality may not be valid in some scenarios. For
instance, Fjell and Heywood (2004) considered the order of a firm’s moves and found that if the public firm
becomes the follower after privatization, then social welfare will be reduced. Matsumura and Tomaru (2012)
obtained non-neutrality of privatization by considering foreign competitors, because the subsidy to those foreign
firms cannot be counted in the domestic surplus.Footnote 3 Cato and Matsumura (2013) also showed that the
privatization neutrality theorem does not hold in a model with free entry (multi-stage but no strategic effect).
Finally, Matsumura and Tomaru (2013) obtained non-neutrality when the excess burden of taxation is considered.

All the above studies on privatization neutrality are concerned with quantity competition, and thus, the game is
only one stage for firms, except Cato and Matsumura (2013), while the current paper demonstrates that, given that
the government has only one subsidy tool based on firms’ quality, a multi-stage (quality then price) structure for
firms results in the social welfare level depending on the degree of privatization. In other words, privatization
neutrality is no longer valid in our framework. The intuition of our result is as follows. Since firms’ objectives are
different in a mixed oligopoly market, their quality and price strategies in both stages may be different.Footnote 4

The asymmetric strategic consideration on prices will spill over to the quality competition stage if there exists price
differentiation in equilibrium under partial privatization. This spillover effect makes the policy of quality subsidy
unable to achieve the first-best on social welfare. When the public firm is either fully owned by the government or
fully privatized, the spillover effect will vanish, because the equilibrium prices are identical and the social welfare
attains the first-best outcome [see the explanation after Eq. (11) for details]. The key point of our results is that the
government has only one policy tool, while firms have two-stage competition strategies. In fact, if our mixed
oligopoly market was reduced to a one-stage game for firms by a uniform price regulation, then the first-best
outcome could be reached by a quality subsidy.Footnote 5

Multi-stage frameworks are very common in the literature as well as in the real world. For example, Ishibashi and
Kaneko (2008) and Laine and Ma (2017) are quality-then-price games.Footnote 6 Matsumura and Matsushima
(2004) employed an R&D (cost-reducing)-then-price structure. Weiss (2003) is an innovation-then-quantity (or
price) competition model. In the real world, location choices are often determined before price setting for most
manufacturing firms. Quality positioning and pricing are strategic choice variables for many service industries, and
the focus of the current paper.

For a real example, the education industry is highly mixed in its structure, with many public schools and private
schools competing primarily on quality, instead of quantity.Footnote 7 The quality of a university can be evaluated
by independent institutions and eventually shown in a ranking list. In Taiwan, the government tries to raise
universities’ global rankings by providing a huge subsidy to qualified universities. In fact, most countries provide
various subsidies to both public and private schools, and these may depend on their quality performance. Another
way to improve quality is privatization, such that the incentive for success is raised. For example, Japan’s national
universities have incorporated a form of partial privatization, to improve their quality in 2004.Footnote 8

Our study adds an extra subsidy stage into Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008), where they showed that no privatization is
necessary when there is no quality competition,Footnote 9 while partial privatization is optimal when quality
competition is embedded. In contrast with Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008), our paper allows the government to use a
uniform subsidy on product quality and finds that under the optimal subsidy, the level of social welfare depends on
the degree of exogenous privatization. In other words, privatization neutrality does not hold in our study.
Moreover, if the degree of privatization is a choice variable, then either full privatization or zero privatization is the
best policy.

The rest of this paper is as follows. Section 2 is the main model and Sect. 3 discusses an alternative setting in
prices and provides some discussion. Some concluding remarks are offered in Sect. 4.

The model

General cost functions on quality

Consider a mixed oligopoly framework in a unit-length market with two firms (1 and 2), respectively, located at
the two ends of the market (i.e., , and ). Following the setting of Matsumura (1998), assume that
firm 1 is a public firm, whose objective is to maximize , where W is the social welfare
(defined later in (6) and  is its profit), in which  represents the percentage of stock released to the private

= 0x1 = 1x2
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π1 θ
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sector.Footnote 10 Firm 2 is a private firm whose objective is profit maximization. Consumers are uniformly
distributed along the linear market. The utility for a consumer located at  and purchasing from either
firm 1 or firm 2, respectively, is:

(1)

or

(2)

where v is the reservation price, which is assumed to be large enough to ensure full market coverage,  and  are
the quality of their products, t is the transport rate, and  and  are product prices. The disutility of distance is
captured by .

Our game structure is three-staged. In the first stage, the government sets a per-unit subsidy (s) based on the
product quality of these two firms, and chooses the degree of privatization .Footnote 11 In the second stage, both
firms choose their product quality simultaneously. In the third stage, both firms decide their product prices
simultaneously. The equilibrium quality and prices will be solved by backward induction.

Given s, ,  and  in the third stage, solving  yields an indifferent consumer:

(3)

where , . The demand for firm 1 is defined as , and the demand for firm 2 is
. Then, the profit functions for firm 1 and firm 2 are:

(4)

(5)

where the total cost of producing quantity  at quality  is . The marginal cost c is
constant and independent of quality, and  are cost functions of quality for the firms. As per the settings in the
literature, we assume  and . The social welfare is defined as:

(6)

The first-order conditions for the public firm and the private firm are:

(7)

(8)

Solving (7) and (8) simultaneously yields:
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(9)

(10)

The equilibrium prices in (9) and (10) describe the strategic effects of the quality levels  and , and of the
parameter . Here, we have several points to note. First, the quality subsidy policy will not directly affect the
decisions on equilibrium prices, because s is not included here. Second, given , the higher  is, the higher  is,
but given , higher  can result in either higher  (when ), or lower  (when ), meaning that
the quality level of the public firm will be affected by the degree of privatization. Finally, Eqs. (9) and (10) imply:

(11)

Equation (11) implies that the firm with a higher quality product has an advantage in that it can set a higher price.
More important,  only when  (pure publicly owned firm)Footnote 12 or  (fully privatized firm,
and thus  by symmetry). In other words, prices are differentiated ( ) when . Note that
our main result (see later in Proposition 2) is crucially derived from this property. When , it induces
asymmetry in our model, and the asymmetric consideration on prices will spill over to the quality stage and make
the quality subsidy unable to attain the first best.

Plugging (9) and (10) into the objective functions of these two firms yields:

(12)

(13)

Thus, the first-order conditions are:

(14)

(15)

Solving (14) and (15) simultaneously yields  and . Then, we have the following
comparative statics:

(16)

(17)

where , is assumed by the stability condition, and 
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maximization. Note that  for  and  in

our model, which imply that they are strategically substitutive in the second stage. In general, the signs of (16) and
(17) are ambiguous. However, when  is small enough,  and . Moreover, combining
(16) and (17) leads to:

(18)

which is positive when  is small enough, meaning that a positive subsidy will induce an increase in quality
differentiation. Therefore, when , a negative subsidy (i.e., taxation) can induce lower quality differentiation.

We then solve for the optimal  and s for the government. Unfortunately,  is a corner solution instead of an
interior one. Therefore, we cannot use a traditional first-order condition approach to solve for the optimal , but we
can temporarily take  as exogenous, and then compare the social welfare levels under different values of . First,
given a , plugging  into the social welfare function yields:

(19)

Differentiating W with respect to s yields:

(20)

Let  satisfy (20) and the second-order condition is assumed to be satisfied:Footnote 13 and plugging (14) and
(15) into (20) to delete  and , then we have:

(21)

Let . Obviously, the optimal subsidy is related to the degree of
privatization ( ), as shown in (21). However, a complicated result of  is unmanageable.Footnote 14

However, it is easy to have  and , and both cases yield the first-best quality (see Appendix
1). However, when , it is shown that the first-best quality allocation is unattainable (see Appendix 2).
This implies that for , we have ; that is, partial privatization will never
be chosen by the government.Footnote 15 Therefore, either  or  is the best policy for privatization when 

 is endogenous. We can summarize the above results as the following propositions.

Proposition 1

The optimal subsidy rate does depend on the degree of privatization, which is contrary to the previous studies such
as White (1996) and Kato and Tomaru (2007). Specifically, the optimal policy is either taxation (

) when the public firm is fully owned by the government, or subsidy ( ) when
it is fully privatized.

Proposition 2

The social welfare levels depend on the degree of privatization. That is, the privatization neutrality theorem is not
valid in our study. Specifically, the optimal privatization is either zero privatization or full privatization.
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The intuition of Proposition 1 is simple. When there is no quality subsidy policy, as shown in the Proposition 1 in
Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008), when  the product quality of the public firm will be lower than the social
optimal level, while the product quality of the private firm will be higher than the social optimum. According to
Eq. (18), a subsidy will enlarge the difference of product quality when  is small. Therefore, when , the
optimal corrective policy should be taxation, instead of subsidy, to reduce the difference in product quality. In
contrast, the product quality of these two firms is lower than the first best when . Therefore, it is proper to
use a positive subsidy on product quality to raise their quality.

For , although  is complicated, as shown in Eq. (21), a numerical analysis in Sect. 2.2
demonstrates that  is monotonically increasing in  (see Fig. 1), given that the cost function on quality is
quadratic in quality [see later in Eq. (22)]. In other words, this suggests taxation for a small  and a subsidy for a
large .

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper showing that both full privatization and zero-privatization cases
yield the first-best outcome, but partial privatization does not, and the social welfare level under the optimal
subsidy depends on the degree of privatization, which is contrary to the traditional wisdom of the neutrality of
privatization (White 1996; Kato and Tomaru 2007). The reason behind Proposition 2 is that our model is a multi-
stage strategic commitment game for firms, and they have different objectives, which induce different price
strategies in the price stage, and these strategies will spill over to the quality stage. Specifically, when the
government has only one policy tool (subsidy on quality), while firms have two-stage competition strategies, the
optimal subsidy rate and social welfare depend on the degree of privatization, due to asymmetric strategic
consideration by firms.Footnote 16 In other words, if there exists price differentiation in equilibrium under partial
privatization, then the spillover effect will result in quality subsidy being unable to attain the first-best outcome. In
contrast, when  or , price differentiation vanishes, and thus, the spillover effect also disappears;
therefore, quality subsidy can obtain the first-best outcome. However, when  (existing price spillover
effect), the equilibrium prices are not identical, as shown in (11), bringing asymmetry to our model, and it is
impossible to reach the first-best quality as per (14) and (15) (see Appendix 2). Therefore, the optimal privatization
is either zero privatization or full privatization.

Quadratic cost functions on quality

We see that  is complicated in (21), which results from a general cost function . To have an explicit
solution of , suppose that the cost function on quality is specific for both firms, such that

(22)

Then, all endogenous variables can be explicitly solved. However, the solution is still complicated. Therefore, to
focus on the relationships between subsidy (s) and the degree of privatization ( ), and between social welfare (SW)
and , we let , , , and  in this subsection. After some calculations similar to (19) and (20),
we obtain the optimal subsidy:

which is drawn in Fig. 1. Note that ,  and  is monotonically increasing in 
. Proposition 1 can be verified in this figure. The social welfare under the optimal subsidy is;

which is drawn in Fig. 2. In words, the optimal subsidy is monotonically increasing in the degree of privatization.
Specifically, when  is small, a negative subsidy (i.e., taxation) is necessary for maximizing social welfare. In
contrast, when  is large, a positive subsidy is required to obtain the maximal social welfare. Moreover, 
has no monotonic relationship in , and ,  as shown in Proposition 2.
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An alternative setting and discussion

In this section, we will highlight that the multi-stage setting is crucial for the validity of privatization
neutrality.Footnote 17 Suppose that the product prices are regulated by the government, such that , and
other assumptions are kept. Therefore, firms can only choose their quality. In the first stage, the government
announces  and s. In the second stage, firms choose  and  simultaneously. The utilities for a consumer x
purchasing a unit of product from firms 1 and 2 are as follows (this scenario is denoted by an upper bar):

Solving  yields the indifferent consumer :
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Then,  and  in (4) and (5) are replaced with , and  is substituted into (6). After some calculations,
we have:

The first-order conditions are:

(23)

(24)

Simultaneously, solving (23) and (24) yields the optimal quality levels  and . The
comparative statics are as follows:

(25)

(26)

where , , , , and 

 if the second-order condition for firm 1 is imposed. The sign of (25) is

ambiguous, unless  is small enough. In this section, (26) is always positive, because . Plugging  and 
 into the social welfare function yields . Differentiating W with respect to s yields:

(27)

where

The optimal subsidy  must satisfy (27), which includes two general terms,  and , and thus, we
cannot obtain the optimal subsidy directly from (27). However, we can let  in (23) and
(24) as per Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008, pp. 218) to solve the optimal subsidy , and thus, 

, where  and  represents the first-best
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quality, and the social welfare level here is independent of , which is identical to the privatization neutrality
theorem in the traditional studies such as White (1996) and Kato and Tomaru (2007).Footnote 18

Finally, our model structure is mathematically equivalent to that in Matsumura and Matsushima (2004), who
discussed cost-reducing R&D investment. If our subsidy (or taxation) scenario is applied to Matsumura and
Matsushima (2004), then it would suggest a tax ( ) on R&D to correct over-investment, and a subsidy (

) in case of two private firms ( ), and the social welfare will depend on the degree of
privatization.Footnote 19

Conclusion

We set up a mixed oligopoly model with quality competition, price competition, and a subsidy on firms’ quality. A
multi-stage game (quality then price) for mixed oligopoly firms is employed to discuss the neutrality of
privatization, as well as the optimal subsidy policy. It is shown that the setting of multiple stages is crucial for the
validity of privatization neutrality. In contrast to the one-stage game, a policy tool can solve for distortion and
reach the first-best outcome, while in an asymmetric multi-stage game for mixed oligopoly firms (one public and
one private), if there exists a price spillover effect on quality competition, then one policy tool cannot totally
eliminate the overall distortion, and the first-best outcome cannot be reached, except when the public firm is fully
owned by the government or fully privatized. Under optimal subsidies, it is shown that the levels of social welfare
will depend on the degree of privatization, and thus, the neutrality of privatization is not valid. Finally, a more
general multi-stage setting is worth exploring in the future.

Notes

1. 1.

Mixed oligopoly was first defined in De Fraja and Delbono (1989) as meaning the simultaneous presence of
private and public enterprises in an economic system; see also Cremer et al. (1989), Fjell and Pal (1996),
Anderson et al. (1997), and Pal and White (1998), all of whom assumed either fully public or fully private
firms. Later, Matsumura (1998) creatively introduced a partially public firm (instead of a fully public firm)
to the traditional mixed oligopoly framework, and then, the behavior of partially public firms became a
research focus in the studies of mixed oligopoly.

2. 2.

If these two choice variables are determined in the same game stage, say as in Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008),
then the first-best outcome can be achieved, and thus, the degree of privatization and the optimal subsidy are
unrelated issues.

3. 3.

They further discussed the leadership of firms and found that private leadership yields a larger (smaller)
welfare than public leadership when the foreign investment in the private firms is non-zero and small (large).
In other words, the privatization neutrality theorem does not hold, unless the share of foreign investors in the
private firms is zero.

4. 4.

If there are two identical private firms (and both have the same objectives), then the optimal subsidy can
reach the first-best outcome.

5. 5.

To demonstrate the importance of the multi-stage game, we provide an extra section (Sect. 3) to discuss a
uniform price regulation (i.e., there is no price competition) in our story, and find that the neutrality of
privatization is restored.

6. 6.

θ

s < 0

s > 0 θ = 1
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Brekke et al. (2011) merely mentioned a quality-then-price game in their appendix. Fernández-Ruiz (2018)
constructed a two-period Hotelling-type model and solved for the prices in the first and second periods.

7. 7.

Quality competition is a traditional issue in industrial economics, such as Shaked and Sutton (1982), Spence
(1975), Ma and Burgess (1993), Brekke et al. (2006), Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008), and Brekke et al. (2011).

8. 8.

In Taiwan, many originally publicly owned firms were forced to privatize to enhance their product (or
service) quality in the 1990s.

9. 9.

When there is no difference on constant marginal cost between the public and the private firms, traditional
wisdom says that privatization is not necessary.

10. 10.

Actually,  is endogenous in our model. However, in this subsection,  is assumed to be exogenous for
convenience. Later, we will discuss how a government can choose the best level of privatization. This
arrangement is because the best  is either 0 or 1 (corner solutions, see Proposition 2 later for details).

11. 11.

To compare with traditional models of privatization neutrality, we assume that the social cost of public funds
is unity. In other words, we assume that there is no excess burden of taxation for public funding. For a case
of considering subsidization with excess burden of taxation, please refer to Matsumura and Tomaru (2013)
for details.

12. 12.

When , prices are equal, and the intuition of this result is that in the price stage, for any given  and 
, the cost of quality can be seen as a sunk cost and can be ignored. Once prices are different, based on the

social viewpoint, it will induce some welfare losses in misallocation of resources, which can be captured by

the term  in (6).

13. 13.

The second-order condition can be expressed as:

14. 14.

In Sect. 2.2, we assume quadratic cost functions on quality and find that  is a monotonically increasing
function: .

15. 15.

If the government uses discriminatory subsidies, the first-best quality for firms can always be reached by
proper subsidies, no matter what  is. Therefore, the social welfare of the first-best outcome is unrelated to
the degree of privatization. However, the optimal subsidy rates are indeed correlated with the degree of
privatization. The detailed proof is available upon request.

16. 16.
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We thank one of the anonymous referees for offering this explanation to us.

17. 17.

The setting in Sect. 2 is multi-staged in a quality-then-price framework. Section 3 will provide a scenario
where competition is purely on quality, and prices are regulated by the government, such as the university
competition in Taiwan, and will highlight the importance of the multi-stage setting.

18. 18.

It is worth noting that the symmetry setting is crucial in our model. If the regulated prices are , then
the optimal subsidy will depend on  and so will W. Therefore, the privatization neutrality theorem is not
satisfied, implying that the theorem is very sensitive to symmetry.

19. 19.

We thank one of the anonymous referees for pointing out this comparison.

References
1. Anderson, S. P., de Palma, A., & Thisse, J. F. (1997). Privatization and efficiency in a differentiated industry.

European Economic Review, 41(9), 1635–1654.

Article
Google Scholar

2. Brekke, K. R., Nuscheler, R., & Straume, O. R. (2006). Quality and location choices under price regulation.
Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 15(1), 207–227.

Article
Google Scholar

3. Brekke, K. R., Siciliani, L., & Straume, O. R. (2011). Hospital competition and quality with regulated prices.
The Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 113(2), 444–469.

Article
Google Scholar

4. Cato, S., & Matsumura, T. (2013). Long-run effects of tax policies in a mixed market. FinanzArchiv: Public
Finance Analysis, 69(2), 215–240.

Article
Google Scholar

5. Cremer, H., Marchand, M., & Thisse, J. F. (1989). The public firm as an instrument for regulating an
oligopolistic market. Oxford Economic Papers, 41(2), 283–301.

Article
Google Scholar

6. De Fraja, G., & Delbono, F. (1989). Alternative strategies of a public enterprise in oligopoly. Oxford
Economic Papers, 41, 302–311.

Article
Google Scholar

7. Fernández-Ruiz, J. (2018). A mixed Duopoly with switching costs. Japanese Economic Review.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jere.12182.

Article
Google Scholar

≠p̄̄̄1 p̄̄̄2

θ

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Sec2
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Sec5
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0014-2921%2897%2900086-X
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Privatization%20and%20efficiency%20in%20a%20differentiated%20industry&journal=European%20Economic%20Review&volume=41&issue=9&pages=1635-1654&publication_year=1997&author=Anderson%2CSP&author=Palma%2CA&author=Thisse%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1530-9134.2006.00098.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20and%20location%20choices%20under%20price%20regulation&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics%20%26%20Management%20Strategy&volume=15&issue=1&pages=207-227&publication_year=2006&author=Brekke%2CKR&author=Nuscheler%2CR&author=Straume%2COR
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9442.2011.01647.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Hospital%20competition%20and%20quality%20with%20regulated%20prices&journal=The%20Scandinavian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=113&issue=2&pages=444-469&publication_year=2011&author=Brekke%2CKR&author=Siciliani%2CL&author=Straume%2COR
https://doi.org/10.1628%2F001522113X666944
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Long-run%20effects%20of%20tax%20policies%20in%20a%20mixed%20market&journal=FinanzArchiv%3A%20Public%20Finance%20Analysis&volume=69&issue=2&pages=215-240&publication_year=2013&author=Cato%2CS&author=Matsumura%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.oep.a041895
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=The%20public%20firm%20as%20an%20instrument%20for%20regulating%20an%20oligopolistic%20market&journal=Oxford%20Economic%20Papers&volume=41&issue=2&pages=283-301&publication_year=1989&author=Cremer%2CH&author=Marchand%2CM&author=Thisse%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.oep.a041896
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Alternative%20strategies%20of%20a%20public%20enterprise%20in%20oligopoly&journal=Oxford%20Economic%20Papers&volume=41&pages=302-311&publication_year=1989&author=Fraja%2CG&author=Delbono%2CF
https://doi.org/10.1111/jere.12182
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fjere.12182
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=A%20Mixed%20Duopoly%20With%20Switching%20Costs&journal=The%20Japanese%20Economic%20Review&volume=70&issue=2&pages=235-257&publication_year=2018&author=Fern%C3%A1ndez%E2%80%90Ruiz%2CJorge


8. Fjell, K., & Heywood, J. S. (2004). Mixed oligopoly, subsidization and the order of firm’s moves: The
relevance of privatization. Economics Letters, 83(3), 411–416.

Article
Google Scholar

9. Fjell, K., & Pal, D. (1996). A mixed oligopoly in the presence of foreign private firms. The Canadian
Journal of Economics, 29(3), 737–743.

Article
Google Scholar

10. Ishibashi, K., & Kaneko, T. (2008). Partial privatization in mixed duopoly with price and quality
competition. Journal of Economics, 95(3), 213–231.

Article
Google Scholar

11. Kato, S., & Tomaru, Y. (2007). Mixed oligopoly, privatization, subsidization, and the order of firms’ moves:
Several types of objectives. Economics Letters, 96(2), 287–292.

Article
Google Scholar

12. Laine, L. T., & Ma, C.-T. A. (2017). Quality and competition between public and private firms. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization, 140, 336–353.

Article
Google Scholar

13. Ma, C.-T. A., & Burgess, J. F. (1993). Quality competition, welfare, and regulation. Journal of Economics,
58(2), 153–173.

Article
Google Scholar

14. Matsumura, T. (1998). Partial privatization in mixed duopoly. Journal of Public Economics, 70(3), 473–483.

Article
Google Scholar

15. Matsumura, T., & Matsushima, N. (2004). Endogenous cost differentials between public and private
enterprises: A mixed duopoly approach. Economica, 71(284), 671–688.

Article
Google Scholar

16. Matsumura, T., & Tomaru, Y. (2012). Market structure and privatization policy under international
competition. The Japanese Economic Review, 63(2), 244–258.

Article
Google Scholar

17. Matsumura, T., & Tomaru, Y. (2013). Mixed duopoly, privatization, and subsidization with excess burden of
taxation. Canadian Journal of Economics, 46(2), 526–554.

Article
Google Scholar

18. Myles, G. (2002). Mixed oligopoly, subsidization and the order of firms’ moves: An irrelevance result for
the general case. Economics Bulletin, 12(1), 1–6.

Google Scholar

https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.econlet.2003.12.005
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firm%E2%80%99s%20moves%3A%20The%20relevance%20of%20privatization&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=83&issue=3&pages=411-416&publication_year=2004&author=Fjell%2CK&author=Heywood%2CJS
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F136260
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=A%20mixed%20oligopoly%20in%20the%20presence%20of%20foreign%20private%20firms&journal=The%20Canadian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=29&issue=3&pages=737-743&publication_year=1996&author=Fjell%2CK&author=Pal%2CD
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00712-008-0020-4
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Partial%20privatization%20in%20mixed%20duopoly%20with%20price%20and%20quality%20competition&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=95&issue=3&pages=213-231&publication_year=2008&author=Ishibashi%2CK&author=Kaneko%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.econlet.2007.01.017
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20subsidization%2C%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20Several%20types%20of%20objectives&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=96&issue=2&pages=287-292&publication_year=2007&author=Kato%2CS&author=Tomaru%2CY
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jebo.2017.05.012
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20and%20competition%20between%20public%20and%20private%20firms&journal=Journal%20of%20Economic%20Behavior%20%26%20Organization&volume=140&pages=336-353&publication_year=2017&author=Laine%2CLT&author=Ma%2CC-TA
https://doi.org/10.1007%2FBF01253480
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20competition%2C%20welfare%2C%20and%20regulation&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=58&issue=2&pages=153-173&publication_year=1993&author=Ma%2CC-TA&author=Burgess%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0047-2727%2898%2900051-6
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Partial%20privatization%20in%20mixed%20duopoly&journal=Journal%20of%20Public%20Economics&volume=70&issue=3&pages=473-483&publication_year=1998&author=Matsumura%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.0013-0427.2004.00394.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Endogenous%20cost%20differentials%20between%20public%20and%20private%20enterprises%3A%20A%20mixed%20duopoly%20approach&journal=Economica&volume=71&issue=284&pages=671-688&publication_year=2004&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Matsushima%2CN
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1468-5876.2012.00572.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Market%20structure%20and%20privatization%20policy%20under%20international%20competition&journal=The%20Japanese%20Economic%20Review&volume=63&issue=2&pages=244-258&publication_year=2012&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Tomaru%2CY
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fcaje.12022
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20duopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20and%20subsidization%20with%20excess%20burden%20of%20taxation&journal=Canadian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=46&issue=2&pages=526-554&publication_year=2013&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Tomaru%2CY
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20An%20irrelevance%20result%20for%20the%20general%20case&journal=Economics%20Bulletin&volume=12&issue=1&pages=1-6&publication_year=2002&author=Myles%2CG


19. Pal, D., & White, M. D. (1998). Mixed oligopoly, privatization, and strategic trade policy. Southern
Economic Journal, 65(2), 264–281.

Article
Google Scholar

20. Poyago-Theotoky, J. (2001). Mixed oligopoly, subsidization and the order of firms’ moves: an irrelevance
result. Economics Bulletin, 12(3), 1–5.

Google Scholar

21. Sepahvand, M. (2002). Privatisation in a Regulated Market, Open to Foreign Competition, Discussion
Papers in Economics No.02/04, University of Nottingham.

22. Shaked, A., & Sutton, J. (1982). Relaxing price competition through product differentiation. Review of
Economic Studies, 49(1), 3–13.

Article
Google Scholar

23. Spence, A. M. (1975). Monopoly, quality, and regulation. The Bell Journal of Economics, 6(2), 417–429.

Article
Google Scholar

24. Weiss, P. (2003). Adoption of product and process innovations in differentiated markets: the impact of
competition. Review of Industrial Organization, 23(3–4), 301–314.

Article
Google Scholar

25. White, M. D. (1996). Mixed oligopoly, privatization and subsidization. Economics Letters, 53(2), 189–195.

Article
Google Scholar

Download references

Acknowledgements

We thank two anonymous referees for their valuable comments and suggestions, which indeed helped us to
improve the quality of this paper. Of course, any remaining errors are ours.

Author information

Affiliations

1. Department of International Business, Ming Chuan University, 250 Zhong Shan N. Rd., Sec. 5, Taipei, 111,
Taiwan

Horn-In Kuo
2. Research Center for Humanities and Social Sciences, Academia Sinica and Department of Public Finance,

National Chengchi University, Taipei, Taiwan
Fu-Chuan Lai

3. Department of Public Finance, National Chengchi University, Taipei, Taiwan
K. L. Glen Ueng

Authors

1. Search for Horn-In Kuo in:
PubMed •
Google Scholar

https://doi.org/10.2307%2F1060667
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20and%20strategic%20trade%20policy&journal=Southern%20Economic%20Journal&volume=65&issue=2&pages=264-281&publication_year=1998&author=Pal%2CD&author=White%2CMD
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20an%20irrelevance%20result&journal=Economics%20Bulletin&volume=12&issue=3&pages=1-5&publication_year=2001&author=Poyago-Theotoky%2CJ
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2297136
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Relaxing%20price%20competition%20through%20product%20differentiation&journal=Review%20of%20Economic%20Studies&volume=49&issue=1&pages=3-13&publication_year=1982&author=Shaked%2CA&author=Sutton%2CJ
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F3003237
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Monopoly%2C%20quality%2C%20and%20regulation&journal=The%20Bell%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=6&issue=2&pages=417-429&publication_year=1975&author=Spence%2CAM
https://doi.org/10.1023%2FB%3AREIO.0000031372.79077.fc
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Adoption%20of%20product%20and%20process%20innovations%20in%20differentiated%20markets%3A%20the%20impact%20of%20competition&journal=Review%20of%20Industrial%20Organization&volume=23&issue=3%E2%80%934&pages=301-314&publication_year=2003&author=Weiss%2CP
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0165-1765%2896%2900916-0
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%20and%20subsidization&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=53&issue=2&pages=189-195&publication_year=1996&author=White%2CMD
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x-references.ris?shared-article-renderer
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=search&term=Horn-In+Kuo
http://scholar.google.co.uk/scholar?as_q=&num=10&btnG=Search+Scholar&as_epq=&as_oq=&as_eq=&as_occt=any&as_sauthors=%22Horn-In+Kuo%22&as_publication=&as_ylo=&as_yhi=&as_allsubj=all&hl=en


2. Search for Fu-Chuan Lai in:
PubMed •
Google Scholar

3. Search for K. L. Glen Ueng in:
PubMed •
Google Scholar

Corresponding author

Correspondence to Horn-In Kuo.

Additional information

Publisher's Note

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix 1: The proof of the first-best quality allocation can be reached by a subsidy when 
 or .

Let , .

1. (i)

When , from (14) and (15),

(A1)

(A2)

It is easy to show that if we let , then  will satisfy the first-best quality allocation 
 (see Ishibashi and Kaneko (2008), pp. 218 for details).

2. (ii)

When , from (14) and (15):

(A3)

(A4)

Thus, if we let , then  will also satisfy .

Appendix 2: The proof that the first-best solution cannot be reached by a subsidy when 
.
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Given , assume that the first-best solution  can be reached under a subsidy policy. That is, 
. From (14) and (15), we have:

(A5)

(A6)

Simultaneously, solving (A5) and (A6) and deleting s yield , which implies 
, unless  or , a contradiction. 

Rights and permissions

Reprints and Permissions

About this article

Cite this article

Kuo, H., Lai, F. & Ueng, K.L.G. Privatization neutrality with quality and subsidies. JER (2019).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x

Download citation

Received: 27 November 2017

Revised: 26 August 2018

Accepted: 29 March 2019

Published: 09 December 2019

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x

Share this article

Anyone you share the following link with will be able to read this content:

Get shareable link

Sorry, a shareable link is not currently available for this article.

Copy to clipboard

Provided by the Springer Nature SharedIt content-sharing initiative

Keywords

Mixed oligopoly
Privatization neutrality

0 < θ < 1 ( , )q∗
1 q∗

2

( ) = ( ) =K ′ q∗
1 K ′ q∗

2
1
2

− ( ) + sθ = 0,
θ + 1

2(2θ + 1)
K ′ q∗

1

− ( ) + s = 0.
1

(2θ + 1)
K ′ q∗

2

(1 − θ)( − ( )) = 01
2(2θ+1)

K ′ q∗
1

( ) ≠ 1/2K ′ q∗
1 θ = 0 θ = 1 □

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Equ14
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Equ15
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Equ32
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x?shared-article-renderer#Equ33
https://s100.copyright.com/AppDispatchServlet?imprint=Nature&title=Privatization%20neutrality%20with%20quality%20and%20subsidies&author=Horn-In%20Kuo%20et%20al&contentID=10.1007%2Fs42973-019-00022-x&publication=1352-4739&publicationDate=2019-12-09&publisherName=SpringerNature&orderBeanReset=true
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x.ris?shared-article-renderer
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x


Quality subsidy
Multi-stage
Quality competition

JEL Classification

H21
L11
L22
L23

Download PDF 

Sections
Figures
References

Abstract
Introduction
The model
An alternative setting and discussion
Conclusion
Notes
References
Acknowledgements
Author information
Additional information
Appendix
Rights and permissions
About this article

Advertisement

Fig. 1
figure1

View in articleFull size image

Fig. 2
figure2

View in articleFull size image

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x.pdf
https://googleads.g.doubleclick.net/pcs/click?xai=AKAOjsu1K2z1dz8ULjV5V6cfIOM_h2bl7H6nwkBM87bR385Ar-P_7tFpIH-VlhUP52voeOk9uhIB10jZGmw_1HCCHm0A6GvKuiRluGOm27ojUA3WgDvssO5abHLsvm48_CLOVbG5oYsutzrbe9k6CSork6pV-ZQk8ueWBmnh5rBXzwmP2xWOVrQNKmi3igIILT13YQbxSACYBcTzjpgMJreJ2MhiSW6Ai-a3jxY2Z49pJqUac0lZ-qzps3eizPVBY5U1-4G04WLjELignEYJT1hb78ibPA&sig=Cg0ArKJSzEESv5SvzmXx&adurl=https://www.springer.com/journal/42973%3Futm_source%3Dslink%26utm_medium%3Dbanner%26utm_content%3Dmpu%26utm_campaign%3DJFTT_3_aww_2020_TakeoverJournal_MPU
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x/figures/1?shared-article-renderer
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42973-019-00022-x/figures/2?shared-article-renderer


1. Anderson, S. P., de Palma, A., & Thisse, J.
F. (1997). Privatization and efficiency in a
differentiated industry. European Economic
Review, 41(9), 1635–1654.

Article
Google Scholar

2. Brekke, K. R., Nuscheler, R., & Straume,
O. R. (2006). Quality and location choices
under price regulation. Journal of
Economics & Management Strategy, 15(1),
207–227.

Article
Google Scholar

3. Brekke, K. R., Siciliani, L., & Straume, O.
R. (2011). Hospital competition and quality
with regulated prices. The Scandinavian
Journal of Economics, 113(2), 444–469.

Article
Google Scholar

4. Cato, S., & Matsumura, T. (2013). Long-
run effects of tax policies in a mixed
market. FinanzArchiv: Public Finance
Analysis, 69(2), 215–240.

Article
Google Scholar

5. Cremer, H., Marchand, M., & Thisse, J. F.
(1989). The public firm as an instrument for
regulating an oligopolistic market. Oxford
Economic Papers, 41(2), 283–301.

Article
Google Scholar

6. De Fraja, G., & Delbono, F. (1989).
Alternative strategies of a public enterprise
in oligopoly. Oxford Economic Papers, 41,
302–311.

Article
Google Scholar

7. Fernández-Ruiz, J. (2018). A mixed
Duopoly with switching costs. Japanese
Economic Review.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jere.12182.

Article
Google Scholar

8. Fjell, K., & Heywood, J. S. (2004). Mixed
oligopoly, subsidization and the order of
firm’s moves: The relevance of
privatization. Economics Letters, 83(3),
411–416.

https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0014-2921%2897%2900086-X
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Privatization%20and%20efficiency%20in%20a%20differentiated%20industry&journal=European%20Economic%20Review&volume=41&issue=9&pages=1635-1654&publication_year=1997&author=Anderson%2CSP&author=Palma%2CA&author=Thisse%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1530-9134.2006.00098.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20and%20location%20choices%20under%20price%20regulation&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics%20%26%20Management%20Strategy&volume=15&issue=1&pages=207-227&publication_year=2006&author=Brekke%2CKR&author=Nuscheler%2CR&author=Straume%2COR
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9442.2011.01647.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Hospital%20competition%20and%20quality%20with%20regulated%20prices&journal=The%20Scandinavian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=113&issue=2&pages=444-469&publication_year=2011&author=Brekke%2CKR&author=Siciliani%2CL&author=Straume%2COR
https://doi.org/10.1628%2F001522113X666944
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Long-run%20effects%20of%20tax%20policies%20in%20a%20mixed%20market&journal=FinanzArchiv%3A%20Public%20Finance%20Analysis&volume=69&issue=2&pages=215-240&publication_year=2013&author=Cato%2CS&author=Matsumura%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.oep.a041895
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=The%20public%20firm%20as%20an%20instrument%20for%20regulating%20an%20oligopolistic%20market&journal=Oxford%20Economic%20Papers&volume=41&issue=2&pages=283-301&publication_year=1989&author=Cremer%2CH&author=Marchand%2CM&author=Thisse%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.oep.a041896
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Alternative%20strategies%20of%20a%20public%20enterprise%20in%20oligopoly&journal=Oxford%20Economic%20Papers&volume=41&pages=302-311&publication_year=1989&author=Fraja%2CG&author=Delbono%2CF
https://doi.org/10.1111/jere.12182
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fjere.12182
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=A%20Mixed%20Duopoly%20With%20Switching%20Costs&journal=The%20Japanese%20Economic%20Review&volume=70&issue=2&pages=235-257&publication_year=2018&author=Fern%C3%A1ndez%E2%80%90Ruiz%2CJorge


Article
Google Scholar

9. Fjell, K., & Pal, D. (1996). A mixed
oligopoly in the presence of foreign private
firms. The Canadian Journal of Economics,
29(3), 737–743.

Article
Google Scholar

10. Ishibashi, K., & Kaneko, T. (2008). Partial
privatization in mixed duopoly with price
and quality competition. Journal of
Economics, 95(3), 213–231.

Article
Google Scholar

11. Kato, S., & Tomaru, Y. (2007). Mixed
oligopoly, privatization, subsidization, and
the order of firms’ moves: Several types of
objectives. Economics Letters, 96(2), 287–
292.

Article
Google Scholar

12. Laine, L. T., & Ma, C.-T. A. (2017). Quality
and competition between public and private
firms. Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, 140, 336–353.

Article
Google Scholar

13. Ma, C.-T. A., & Burgess, J. F. (1993).
Quality competition, welfare, and
regulation. Journal of Economics, 58(2),
153–173.

Article
Google Scholar

14. Matsumura, T. (1998). Partial privatization
in mixed duopoly. Journal of Public
Economics, 70(3), 473–483.

Article
Google Scholar

15. Matsumura, T., & Matsushima, N. (2004).
Endogenous cost differentials between
public and private enterprises: A mixed
duopoly approach. Economica, 71(284),
671–688.

Article
Google Scholar

16. Matsumura, T., & Tomaru, Y. (2012).
Market structure and privatization policy

https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.econlet.2003.12.005
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firm%E2%80%99s%20moves%3A%20The%20relevance%20of%20privatization&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=83&issue=3&pages=411-416&publication_year=2004&author=Fjell%2CK&author=Heywood%2CJS
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F136260
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=A%20mixed%20oligopoly%20in%20the%20presence%20of%20foreign%20private%20firms&journal=The%20Canadian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=29&issue=3&pages=737-743&publication_year=1996&author=Fjell%2CK&author=Pal%2CD
https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs00712-008-0020-4
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Partial%20privatization%20in%20mixed%20duopoly%20with%20price%20and%20quality%20competition&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=95&issue=3&pages=213-231&publication_year=2008&author=Ishibashi%2CK&author=Kaneko%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.econlet.2007.01.017
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20subsidization%2C%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20Several%20types%20of%20objectives&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=96&issue=2&pages=287-292&publication_year=2007&author=Kato%2CS&author=Tomaru%2CY
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jebo.2017.05.012
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20and%20competition%20between%20public%20and%20private%20firms&journal=Journal%20of%20Economic%20Behavior%20%26%20Organization&volume=140&pages=336-353&publication_year=2017&author=Laine%2CLT&author=Ma%2CC-TA
https://doi.org/10.1007%2FBF01253480
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Quality%20competition%2C%20welfare%2C%20and%20regulation&journal=Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=58&issue=2&pages=153-173&publication_year=1993&author=Ma%2CC-TA&author=Burgess%2CJF
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0047-2727%2898%2900051-6
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Partial%20privatization%20in%20mixed%20duopoly&journal=Journal%20of%20Public%20Economics&volume=70&issue=3&pages=473-483&publication_year=1998&author=Matsumura%2CT
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.0013-0427.2004.00394.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Endogenous%20cost%20differentials%20between%20public%20and%20private%20enterprises%3A%20A%20mixed%20duopoly%20approach&journal=Economica&volume=71&issue=284&pages=671-688&publication_year=2004&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Matsushima%2CN


under international competition. The
Japanese Economic Review, 63(2), 244–
258.

Article
Google Scholar

17. Matsumura, T., & Tomaru, Y. (2013).
Mixed duopoly, privatization, and
subsidization with excess burden of
taxation. Canadian Journal of Economics,
46(2), 526–554.

Article
Google Scholar

18. Myles, G. (2002). Mixed oligopoly,
subsidization and the order of firms’ moves:
An irrelevance result for the general case.
Economics Bulletin, 12(1), 1–6.

Google Scholar

19. Pal, D., & White, M. D. (1998). Mixed
oligopoly, privatization, and strategic trade
policy. Southern Economic Journal, 65(2),
264–281.

Article
Google Scholar

20. Poyago-Theotoky, J. (2001). Mixed
oligopoly, subsidization and the order of
firms’ moves: an irrelevance result.
Economics Bulletin, 12(3), 1–5.

Google Scholar

21. Sepahvand, M. (2002). Privatisation in a
Regulated Market, Open to Foreign
Competition, Discussion Papers in
Economics No.02/04, University of
Nottingham.

22. Shaked, A., & Sutton, J. (1982). Relaxing
price competition through product
differentiation. Review of Economic
Studies, 49(1), 3–13.

Article
Google Scholar

23. Spence, A. M. (1975). Monopoly, quality,
and regulation. The Bell Journal of
Economics, 6(2), 417–429.

Article
Google Scholar

24. Weiss, P. (2003). Adoption of product and
process innovations in differentiated
markets: the impact of competition. Review

https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1468-5876.2012.00572.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Market%20structure%20and%20privatization%20policy%20under%20international%20competition&journal=The%20Japanese%20Economic%20Review&volume=63&issue=2&pages=244-258&publication_year=2012&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Tomaru%2CY
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fcaje.12022
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20duopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20and%20subsidization%20with%20excess%20burden%20of%20taxation&journal=Canadian%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=46&issue=2&pages=526-554&publication_year=2013&author=Matsumura%2CT&author=Tomaru%2CY
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20An%20irrelevance%20result%20for%20the%20general%20case&journal=Economics%20Bulletin&volume=12&issue=1&pages=1-6&publication_year=2002&author=Myles%2CG
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F1060667
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%2C%20and%20strategic%20trade%20policy&journal=Southern%20Economic%20Journal&volume=65&issue=2&pages=264-281&publication_year=1998&author=Pal%2CD&author=White%2CMD
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20subsidization%20and%20the%20order%20of%20firms%E2%80%99%20moves%3A%20an%20irrelevance%20result&journal=Economics%20Bulletin&volume=12&issue=3&pages=1-5&publication_year=2001&author=Poyago-Theotoky%2CJ
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2297136
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Relaxing%20price%20competition%20through%20product%20differentiation&journal=Review%20of%20Economic%20Studies&volume=49&issue=1&pages=3-13&publication_year=1982&author=Shaked%2CA&author=Sutton%2CJ
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F3003237
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Monopoly%2C%20quality%2C%20and%20regulation&journal=The%20Bell%20Journal%20of%20Economics&volume=6&issue=2&pages=417-429&publication_year=1975&author=Spence%2CAM


of Industrial Organization, 23(3–4), 301–
314.

Article
Google Scholar

25. White, M. D. (1996). Mixed oligopoly,
privatization and subsidization. Economics
Letters, 53(2), 189–195.

Article
Google Scholar

Over 10 million scientific documents at your fingertips

Switch Edition

Academic Edition
Corporate Edition

Home
Impressum
Legal information
Privacy statement
How we use cookies
Accessibility
Contact us

Not logged in - 140.119.115.91

National Chengchi University (2000375266) - 5166 SpringerLink Taiwan TAEBC eBook Consortium
(3000182799) - 4803 SpringerLink Taiwan eJournal Consortium 2010 (3000185072) - 7452 SpringerLink Taiwan
TAEBC eBook Consortium - 2010 (3000222544) - 8429 SpringerLink Taiwan eJournal Consortium (3000251287)
- 9243 SpringerLink Taiwan Maths eJournal Consortium (3000651002) - Taiwan Trial Consortium (3001059271) -
TAEBDC consortium (3001336515) - Taiwan TAEBC eBook Consortium 2015 (3001997788) - Taiwan Trial
Consortium (3002083039) - Taiwan TAEBC eBook Consortium 2016 CRY (3002339428) - Taiwan Consortium -
Academic (3002622062) - 17007 Taiwan Consortium (3991454581) - Taiwan TAEBDC eBook Consortium 2014
(3991456190)

Springer Nature 

© 2019 Springer Nature Switzerland AG. Part of Springer Nature.

https://doi.org/10.1023%2FB%3AREIO.0000031372.79077.fc
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Adoption%20of%20product%20and%20process%20innovations%20in%20differentiated%20markets%3A%20the%20impact%20of%20competition&journal=Review%20of%20Industrial%20Organization&volume=23&issue=3%E2%80%934&pages=301-314&publication_year=2003&author=Weiss%2CP
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0165-1765%2896%2900916-0
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Mixed%20oligopoly%2C%20privatization%20and%20subsidization&journal=Economics%20Letters&volume=53&issue=2&pages=189-195&publication_year=1996&author=White%2CMD
https://link.springer.com/siteEdition/link?id=siteedition-academic-link
https://link.springer.com/siteEdition/rd?id=siteedition-corporate-link
https://link.springer.com/
https://link.springer.com/impressum
https://link.springer.com/termsandconditions
https://link.springer.com/privacystatement
https://link.springer.com/cookiepolicy
https://link.springer.com/accessibility
https://link.springer.com/contactus
https://www.springernature.com/
https://www.springernature.com/

