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The paper in one slide

Question. Why do public procurement tenders attract so few bidders even when
nothing formally forbids competition?

Setting. Repeated purchases of urban buses by 184 municipal operators in Poland,
2006,/2024 (1,094 auctions), under scoring auctions.

Contribution. Moves the lens from bidder conduct (collusion) to buyer conduct, and
uses ex-ante requirements + scoring rules (which reveal the buyer’s ranking) to identify
the motive behind restricted competition.
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Method

Operators restrict competition along two margins:
Requirements (obligatory) = shrink potential — eligible bidders.

Scoring rule on bus technology = a bidder preference weight 6; = the price
discount rival j must offer to beat the favored supplier.

Since technology is fixed in the short run, technological scoring points behave as if
assigned to specific suppliers.

Identification idea. Three motives give different predictions:

Motive Entrant after entry Incumbents
Operational (switching costs)  improves, persists unchanged
Corruption (bribe-for-win) improves worsens

Preference for technology no change after fleet entry —
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Findings

1. Stacked DiD around brand entry (Table 3).
m Entrant: +20pp eligibility, 6 —8.8pp at entry, persistent.
m Incumbents & other non-incumbents: flat & insignificant.

m = consistent with operational motive; hard to square with bribe-for-win
corruption (no incumbent penalty).

2. Technology vs. supplier (Table 4, DDD on a generation change).

m When the preferred brand's old feature variant disappears, operators shift
requirements to the new variant (20pp), and drop the criterion from scoring
altogether.

m = favoritism tracks the supplier, not a stable taste for the feature.

Takeaway. Non-competitive tenders need not be rent-seeking; they may be
constrained buyers managing fleet switching costs the rules ignore.
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m Buyer conduct is understudied relative to bidder collusion + policy-relevant given
the EU single-bid trend (23.5% — 41.8%, 2011-2021)

m Requirements and scoring rules reveal the buyer’s ranking of all suppliers ex ante
— this sidesteps the classic "we only see who won" problem.

m Differential predictions for entrant vs. incumbent turn an untestable "why” into
testable signs

m Using a within-brand technological shock to separate "supplier” from
"technology” is very compelling.
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Comment 1 : The corruption test

The paper rejects corruption because incumbents are not penalized.

But that prediction only holds for bribing corruption, where you must handicap rivals
to secure a contract.

Relational / clientelist corruption with a durable patron/supplier relationship looks
similar to the operational story:
m persistent favoritism to one brand;

® no reason to punish incumbents who aren’t seriously contesting.
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Comment 2 : Supplier collusion, not just buyer conduct

The market looks like an ideal collusion environment:
m 11 regular bidders, >90% of bids and buses;
m 54% single-bid auctions; high operator-fleet HHI (0.43);
m cf Latvia side-agreements
A market-sharing cartel allocating operators to suppliers produces the same situation :
single bidder, protected incumbents ...
The buyer-conduct and supplier-conduct stories are entangled. Tender design

may be the instrument through which a cartel allocation is enforced.

What do prices/markups look like?
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Comment 3 : Continuous incumbency 7

The central claim is a dose—response story: switching costs depend on how big the
switch is. Yet incumbency enters as a 0/1 indicator.
If switching costs drive favoritism, the intensity of favoritism should scale with:

m the brand’s fleet share at the operator;

m technological distance from the existing fleet;

m time since adoption / depreciation of the fixed adjustment cost.
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Comment 4 : Inference and the event-study evidence

Clustering / dyadic structure.
m Pair data, no two-way (operatorxbrand) or dyadic-robust SEs ?

Estimator ?

Why not using liberalization requests from suppliers ?
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Smaller comments

m Manufacturers or distributors? If suppliers are dealers, the “relationship” and
service arrangement attach to the dealer — changing what “compatibility” means.

m Cross-operator scale economies. “Incumbency” may be regional (shared
mechanics, service-network density), which both enriches and threatens the
own-fleet interpretation.

m Home bias. Existence of domestic champions 7. " Buy national” mimics
fleet-compatibility favoritism



