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What the paper does

Core claim
Repeated cartel offenders are associated with a persistent decline in industry-level
innovation, while one-time offenders are not.

• Question: what is the impact of cartel recidivism on innovation?

• Data: 110 US cartel cases linked to NAICS-level productivity data.

• Main finding: recidivists experience lower TFP growth.
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Contribution

• Focuses on cartel recidivism, not cartel participation in general.

• Tests whether recidivists are the main source of persistent innovation losses.

• Uses staggered DiD to allow treatment effects to vary over cohorts and time.
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Comment 1: Theory mechanism

• The theoretical section relies on R&D collusion model.
• one-shot game: firms choose process R&D;
• repeated game: a no-R&D equilibrium can be sustained.

• This provides a natural way to rationalize why recidivisim may have negative
innovation effects.

• However, the estimated coefficient captures a post-conviction differential
change, not necessarily the innovation effect during repeated collusion.

• One point still needs clarification:

SW N > SW CO > SW COLCO

but the text says that no R&D reduces social welfare.
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Comment 2: Cartel effect
• The empirical treatment is defined relative to the conviction year.
• Therefore, the coefficient on Postt × Treati identifies:

∆ log(TFPG)recidivist
post conviction − ∆ log(TFPG)single offender

post conviction.

• This is a post-conviction differential change, not necessarily the innovation
effect during the cartel period.

• The estimate may combine the effect of repeated collusion with the effect of
stronger sanction of a repeat offender.

Suggestion
Clarify whether the paper aims to estimate the effect of repeated collusion itself, or the
overall post-conviction effect of observed recidivism.
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Comment 3: Single offender cases

Sample construction is difficult to track
The number of single-offender cases changes across tables.

Table Role of single offenders Reported count

Table 3 Control group 35 cases
Table 4 Treatment group 34 clusters
Table 5 Treatment group 32 cases

• Table 5 also introduces “no convicted firms” as controls.
• Where do these additional control observations come from?
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