
Discussion:

Cross-category Portfolio and Bargaining Power:

Evidence from the US Men’s Razor Market
by Yonggeun Jung

Jan Eeckhout

UPF Barcelona

CRESSE – 5 July 2026



Research Question

Role of non-price competition: Does manufacturer’s strength in other categories affect

negotiated shelf space and welfare?

• Setting: 2019 Nielsen retail scanner data, men’s razors

• Mechanism: portfolio suppliers may be harder for retailers to discipline because delisting them

can harm traffic and operations in other categories

• Policy: conglomerates/mergers may reduce welfare through assortment/variety, not only prices

Importance: Dominance and market power through more than just prices: differentiation, barriers

to entry, customer lock-in and exclusive contracts and distribution



Economic Mechanism

• Bargaining over wholesale terms and shelf allocation between manufacturer and retailer

→ Price is set through Nash Bargaining, not marginal pricing

• Manufacturer portfolio power:
• Higher non-razor dominance lowers the retailer’s disagreement payoff

→ raises shelf share

• Retailer countervailing power:
• Larger chains are more costly for manufacturers to lose

→ higher retailer power lowers the manufacturer’s shelf share



Empirical Design

1. Demand: estimate logit / nested logit / random coefficient variants to recover product quality

2. Aggregation: convert product-level characteristics using sales weights

3. Bargaining: regress razor shelf share on non-razor dominance, retailer store count, recovered

quality, product characteristics, and fixed effects

4. Instruments: number of rival products in the representative non-razor category, plus average

dominance in other chains



Main Results

1. A 1% increase in non-razor dominance → 0.29% increase in razor shelf share

2. A 1% increase in retailer store count → 0.74% lower manufacturer shelf share

3. IV estimates much larger than OLS → measurement error dominates simultaneity bias

Welfare:

1. the non-price channel doubles the estimated welfare loss relative to price effects alone

2. the variety effect is generated by a stylized shelf-share reallocation rule, not by directly

estimating consumer losses from delistings



The Paper Achieves A Lot

X Clear and relevant mechanism: portfolio power matters even when goods not substitutes

X Non-price bargaining outcome: shelf share is a meaningful object

X Quantitative exercise: link demand estimation to manufacturer-retailer bargaining

X Robustness: alternative categories, placebo exercises, lagged specifications, bootstrapping,...

all point in the same direction

X Policy: role for competition policy beyond price-only analysis



Comment 1: What Does Shelf Share Measure?

Shelf share: more than negotiated bargaining outcome → demand, category

management, retailer optimization

• High expected demand can drive both listing/shelf space and observed sales

• Excluding zero-shelf observations: distinguish between intensive & extensive margin?

• Realized demand (sales) vs expected demand (physical shelf facings)

Useful extension: separate the extensive margin (is the firm present?) from the intensive margin

(how much shelf space?)



Comment 2: Identification

The instruments are relevant, but the exclusion restriction is demanding

• Rival products in detergents, feminine hygiene, or pens may proxy for retailer sophistication,

local demographics, or store format

• Average dominance in other chains may inherit common shocks across categories

• Representative categories differ across firms → retailer threat points may not be comparable

Add a test: use retailer-by-local-market controls or within-retailer shocks to the non-razor

category that are unrelated to razor demand



Comment 3: Welfare

The variety channel is novel, but not identified directly

• The reallocation rule mechanically transfers shelf gains of merging firms to losses for rivals

• The variety index captures concentration, not necessarily product variety valued by consumers

• The conversion from variety to dollars uses ν = 1/|η|: disciplined by theory, not estimated

willingness to pay

Suggestion: present merger result as sensitivity analysis, not as point estimate of consumer harm



Bottom Line

• Important channel in retail: based on bargaining, not marginal pricing

• Sign of effect is credible and robust

• Magnitude and welfare impact requires a bit more caution

→ Paper makes a strong case that portfolio power shifts bargaining outcomes
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