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Abstract
By using Weyl and Fabinger's (2013) conduct parameter approach, this note generalizes the Dorfman-Steiner formula

to include the case of imperfect competition and advertising spillovers, and thereby extends Forbes' (1986) analysis of

quantity competition. Furthermore, this generalization also allows the possibility of coordinated/collusive pricing by

introducing Edgeworth's (1881) “coefficient of sympathy” as its micro-foundation, and generalizes Lambin's (1970)

and Schmalensee's (1972) expressions of the Dorfman-Steiner formula in oligopoly.
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1 Introduction

In this note, I extend the Dorfman-Steiner (1954) formula of the ratio of advertising expen-

diture to sales revenue to the case of oligopoly by using Weyl and Fabinger’s (2013) conduct

parameter approach. In particular, special attention is paid to the spillover effects of advertise-

ment; a firm’s advertisement often benefits, more or less, its rival firms because it also invokes

consumers’ attention on the general product category. This is considered an important aspect

inherent to advertising activities (Erdem and Sun 2002; Bagwell 2007; Sahni 2016; Shapiro

2018). One of the advantages of using the conduct parameter approach in this context is that

one can concentrate on the effects of imperfect competition without specifying the mode of com-

petition. As a by-product, unnecessary complications that may arise from directly modeling

strategic interaction can be bypassed.

Somewhat surprisingly, to the best of my knowledge, theoretical analysis of the relationship

between imperfect competition and advertising spillovers has not been well developed in the

existing literature except Forbes (1986). Forbes (1986) studies the case of quantity competition

with homogeneous products by using the conjectural variation approach.1 In this paper, with

the use of the conduct parameter approach instead, I generalize Forbes’ (1986) analysis by

considering a much broader class of oligopolistic competition. In the next section, I present a

model and use Weyl and Fabinger’s (2013) conduct parameter approach to derive an extended

version of Dorfman-Steiner formula both in the industry’s and the firm’s levels. Then, Section 3

provides a micro-foundation of the conduct parameter approach and thereby generalizes Lam-

bin’s (1970) and Schmalensee’s (1972) expressions of the Dorfman-Steiner formula in oligopoly.

Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 Model

Let Q(p, A) be the aggregate market demand, where p ≥ 0 is the (symmetric) market price, and

A ≥ 0 is the industry level of advertising, and by normalization, A also denotes the amount of

payment for advertising. We also let C(Q) be the industry’s cost of production, where Q ≥ 0

denotes the aggregate output/consumption. In the following analysis, we consider the marginal

effects of changing the price, but it should not be misunderstood that we solely focus on price

competition. Indeed, the following argument also holds if the inverse demand function, p(Q,A)

is instead considered. It should not also be misunderstood that p(Q,A) results from our focus

on symmetric equilibrium: differentiated firms can quantity-compete, and as long as they are

symmetrically differentiated, our reasoning is valid.

Because the product market is imperfectly competitive, (symmetric) firms recognize that

1See Figuières, Jean-Marie, Quérou and Tidball (2004) for recent advances in this approach.
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Figure 1: Marginal profit gain and loss from raising product price p (left) and the marginal
profit gain from increasing advertisement A (right)

their products are not perfectly substitutable as in perfect competition nor are they able to

seize all marginal gains from raising a price as in monopoly. In other words, they recognize that

they only capture 100× θGI percent of the marginal gains, where θGI ∈ [0, 1] is the industry-level

conduct parameter in the product market. Suppose that the firm raises the price by a small

amount of ∆p > 0, and the associated change in output is denoted by ∆Q < 0. Then, in the

imperfectly competitive product market with θGI , the conceptual expression for the equilibrium

product price is given by

θGI × (∆p)×Q︸ ︷︷ ︸
Maginal Gain

= µ× (−∆Q)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Marginal Loss

,

where µ = µ(p;A) ≡ p−mc[Q(p, A)] is the markup (see the left panel of Figure 1), where mc

is the marginal cost defined by mc(Q) ≡ C ′(Q). Thus, it is formally written as

θGI p = εGI µ, (1)

where εGI = εGI (p;A) ≡ −p · [∂Q(p, A)/∂p]/Q(p, A) > 0 is the industry-level price elasticity of

demand.

Next, the firms also recognize that they only capture 100×θAI percent of the marginal gains

from advertising, where θAI ∈ [0, 1] is the parameter that the effectiveness of prevention of the

advertising spillovers : if θAI = 1, firms fully capture the gain from advertisement, and if θAI =0,

advertising by a firm only expands the other firms’ demands. Suppose that the firm raises the

expenditure for advertising by a small amount of ∆A > 0, and the associated change in output

is denoted by ∆Q > 0. Then, conceptually, the equilibrium advertising expenditure should

satisfy:

θAI µ∆Q︸ ︷︷ ︸
Maginal Gain

= ∆A︸︷︷︸
Marginal Loss

,



as depicted in the right panel of Figure 1. Formally, it is written as

µθAI ε
A
I =

A

Q
, (2)

where εAI = εAI (A, p) ≡ [∂Q(p, A)/∂A][A/Q(p, A)] > 0 is the industry-level advertisement

elasticity of demand. This is essentially the same as Schmalensee’s (1972, p.224) Equation

(7.3). Combining Equations (1) and (2), we obtain the industry-level version of the extended

Dorfman-Steiner formula:
A

pQ
= (θGI · θAI ) ·

(
εAI
εGI

)
, (3)

where the original Dorfman-Steiner formula also holds when θG = 1 and θA = 1.

This extended formula also indicates that the industry’s level of advertisement relative to

sales revenue is characterized by the four “sufficient statistics” (Chetty 2009): εGI , εAI , θGI ,

and θAI . In particular, given εAI and θAI , the firm’s expenditure for advertising is larger as the

firms are more differentiated (i.e., εGI is smaller and/or θGI is larger). However, A/pQ can be

small for an industry which is close to monopoly due to collusive/coordinated pricing (i.e.,

θGI ≃ 1) if θAI ε
A
I is small (i.e., the spillover effect is large) or εGI is large (i.e., the within-industry

differentiation is small).

Now, we explicitly consider the firm-level decision making, where each firm j’s demand

is described by qj = qj(p1, p2, ...pn; a1, a2, ...an) for j = 1, 2, ..., n, where firm j chooses its

price pj > 0 and the amount of advertising aj > 0. Throughout, we maintain the symmetry

assumption: q denotes the firm-level output, and a the firm-level advertisement. Then, because

Q = nq and A = na, Equation (3) is also written as

a

pq
= (θGI · θAI ) ·

(
εAI
εGI

)
. (4)

3 Introducing Edgeworth’s (1881) “Coefficient of Sym-

pathy”

The argument so far can be micro-founded by introducing Edgeworth’s (1881, p. 53) “coefficient

of sympathy.” Let firm j’s profit be denoted by πj = pjqj(p, a) − cj[qj(p, a)] − aj, where

p = (p1, p2, ..., pn), a = (a1, a2, ..., an), and cj(·) is firm j’s cost function for production. Then,

firm j’s objective function is given by the following combination of its own profit and the other

firms’ profits:

π̂j = πj + κj

∑

k 6=j

πk, (5)



where κj ∈ [0, 1] measures firm j’s “cooperative attitude” (Shubik 1980, p. 42) to its rival

firms. Symmetry is additionally imposed on the “coefficient of sympathy,” that is, κ1 = κ2 =

· · · = κn ≡ κ. If κ = 1, then each firm’s maximization problem coincides with the industry’s

joint profit maximization. On the contrary, if κ = 0, this is the regular case, where each firm

maximizes its own profit only. Thus, κ is a measure for how much the industry is deviated from

no coordination, provided that each firm chooses its own price pj and advertisement aj.
2 It is

also stressed that this measure has empirical relevance: for example, Azar and Vives (2019)

also use this idea to model common ownership across imperfectly competitive firms.3 Then,

the following proposition is our main result.

Proposition 1. Let εGown ≡ −(p/q)(∂qj/∂pj) > 0 and εAown ≡ (a/q)(∂qj/∂aj) > 0 be the firm-

level price and advertisement own elasticities under the symmetry assumption, respectively.

Then, the Dorfman-Steiner formula under symmetric price-setting oligopoly is given by

a

pq
= (θGI · θAI )

(
εAI
εGI

)
, (6)

where

θGI =
εGI
εGown

{
1 + κ

(
1−

εGI
εGown

)}

and

θAI =
εAown

εAI

{
1 + κ

(
εAI
εAown

− 1

)}
.

Proof. First, the first-order conditions for the maximization of profit (5) with respect to pj and

aj are given by
∂π̂j

∂pj
= qj + (pj − c′)

∂qj
∂pj

+ κ
∑

k 6=j

(pk − c′)
∂qk
∂pj

= 0 (7)

and
∂π̂j

∂aj
= (pj − c′)

∂qj
∂aj

− 1 + κ
∑

k 6=j

(pk − c′)
∂qk
∂aj

= 0. (8)

Then, under symmetry, it is verified from Equation (7) that

(
1 +

κ

q
(n− 1)µ

∂qk
∂pj

)
p = εGownµ

2In this sense, the conduct parameter approach could be interpreted as a “reduced-form” method of study-
ing collusive/coordinated pricing, which should be complementary to a fuller “structural” analysis based on
repeated-game models (see, e.g., Harrington 2017).

3Common ownership refers to a situation in which a non-negligible part of ownership of oligopolistic firms
in an industry is commonly held by a small number of institutional investors. If this financial structure is
widely observed in an economy, competitive pressure in the product and labor markets may be weakened. See
a comprehensive survey by Schmalz (2018) and references therein.



and from Equation (8) that

εAownµ ·

(
1 +

κ

µ
∂qj
∂aj

(n− 1)µ
∂qk
∂aj

)
=

a

q
,

which indicate that

a

pq
=

[
1 + κ

(n− 1)εGcross
εGown

]
·

[
1 + κ

(n− 1)εAcross
εAown

](
εAown

εGown

)
, (9)

where εGcross ≡ (p/q)(∂qj/∂pi) > 0 and εAcross ≡ (a/q)(∂qj/∂ai) > 0 are defined as the firm-level

price and advertisement cross elasticities, respectively,4 and µ/p = 1/εGown (the Lerner formula)

is used.

Now, under symmetric equilibrium, note also that the following relationship holds:

Q(p, A) = n · q

(
p,

A

n

)
,

where q is given by q(p, a) = qj(p, ..., p, a, ..., a). Then, it is observed that

∂Q

∂p
= n

∂qi
∂pi

+ (n− 1)
∂qj
∂pi

and thus εGI = εGown − (n − 1)εGcross. Similarly, for advertising, it is verified that εAI = εAown +

(n− 1)εAcross.

Hence, Equation (9) is rewritten as

a

pq
=

[
1 + κ

(
1−

εGI
εGown

)]
·

[
1 + κ

(
εAI
εAown

− 1

)](
εAown

εGown

)

=

[
1

εGI

{
εGI + κεGI

(
1−

εGI
εGown

)}
1

εGown

] [
εAI

{
1

εAI
+ κ

(
1

εAown

−
1

εAI

)}
εAown

]

=



εGI

{
1 + κ

(
1−

εGI
εGown

)}

εGown



(
εAown

{
1

εAI
+ κ

(
1

εAown

−
1

εAI

)})(
εAI
εGI

)
,

which provides the desired result.

Suppose that the industry-level elasticities, εGI and εAI , are fixed. Then, as the firm-level price

elasticity becomes close to perfect elasticity (i.e., εGown → ∞), the advertisement expenditure

is nearly zero because θGI ≃ 0. On the other hand, in the case of advertising, εAI works as an

upper bound for εGown: if ε
A
own → εAI , then θAI → 1, that is, the advertising marketplace is close

to monopoly. However, if the spillover effect is sufficiently strong that εAown ≃ 0, then θAI ≃ κ.

4Here, recall that the advertisement is a “public good” so that the sign of εAcross should be positive.



Table 1: Two Expressions for
a

pq

In terms of industry-level variables In terms of firm-level variables

(θGI θ
A
I )

(
εAI
εGI

) [
1 + κ

(n− 1)εGcross
εGown

] [
1 + κ

(n− 1)εAcross
εAown

](
εAown

εGown

)

This indicates that if each firm cares of its profit only (i.e., κ = 0), then the advertisement

expenditure is nearly zero, although if κ > 0, then a strong spillover effect does not necessarily

result in a negligible amount of advertisement. In this way, the role of θGI and θAI in relation to

εGown and εAown in Equation (6) is clearly stated in comparison to Equation (4).

Finally, we point out that Equations (6) and (9) generalize, by taking into account the

possibility of coordinated/collusive pricing, Lambin’s (1970, p. 471) Equation (17), which claims

that (in this note’s notation):
a

pq
=

εAown

εGown

,

where Lambin (1970) (implicitly) assumes that κ = 0 in Equation (9) above. Table 1 summa-

rizes the two expressions (Equations 6 and 9) for the advertisement expenditure relative to the

sales revenue.

4 Concluding Remarks

This note generalizes Dorfman ans Steiner’s (1954) celebrated formula on the relationship be-

tween revenue and advertising expenditure by using Weyl and Fabinger’s (2013) conduct param-

eter approach. Specifically, I allow the degrees of advertising spillovers and imperfect competi-

tion to vary in a broad range; this has enabled me to generalize Lambin’s (1970), Schmalensee’s

(1972), and Forbes’ (1986) analyses in a tractable manner. This is an appealing feature of the

conduct parameter approach when general principles of firms’ incentives are studied in a less

specific setting, as shown by Adachi (2020) in the context of vertical structure. For one more

step to relax the assumption of firm symmetry, it should be necessary to use heavier notations

such as vectors and matrices. However, the fundamental properties as shown above would still

hold under this further generalization. Lastly, it would be worth pointing out that this note

opens up a relatively new research agenda, “common ownership and advertising.”5

5To the best of my knowledge, one study that mentions advertising in the context of common ownership is
by Koch, Panayides and Thomas (2020).



References

Adachi, T. (2020) “Hong and Li Meet Weyl and Fabinger: Modeling Vertical Structure by the

Conduct Parameter Approach” Economics Letters 186, Article 108732.

Azar, J. and X. Vives (2019) “General Equilibrium Oligopoly and Ownership Structure” Un-

published.

Bagwell, K. (2007) “The Economic Analysis of Advertising” in Handbook of Industrial Organi-

zation, Volume 3, by M. Armstrong and R. Porter, Eds., Elsevier: Amsterdam, 1701-1844.

Chetty, R. (2009) “Sufficient Statistics for Welfare Analysis: A Bridge Between Structural and

Reduced-Form Methods”Annual Review of Economics 1, 451-88.

Dorfman, R. and P.O. Steiner (1954) “Optimal Advertising and Optimal Quality”American

Economic Review 44, 826-36.

Edgeworth, F.Y. (1881) Mathematical Psychics, Kegan Paul: London.

Erdem, T. and B. Sun (2002) “An Empirical Investigation of the Spillover Effects of Advertising

and Sales Promotions in Umbrella Branding” Journal of Marketing Research 39, 408-20.

Figuières, C., A. Jean-Marie, N. Quérou and M. Tidball (2004) Theory of Conjectural Varia-

tions, World Scientific: Singapore.

Forbes, K. F. (1986) “Market Structure and Cooperative Advertising”Economics Letters 22,

77-80.

Harrington, J. E., Jr. (2017) The Theory of Collusion and Competition Policy, The MIT Press:

Cambridge, MA.

Koch, A., M. Panayides and S. Thomas (2020) “Common Ownership and Competition in

Product Markets” Journal of Financial Economics, Forthcoming.

Lambin, J.-J. (1970) “Optimal Allocation of Competitive Marketing Efforts: An Empirical

Study” Journal of Business 43, 468-84.

Sahini, N. S. (2016) “Advertising Spillovers: Evidence from Online Field Experiments and

Implications for Returns on Advertising” Journal of Marketing Research 53, 459-78.

Schmalensee, R. (1972) The Economics of Advertising, North-Holland: Amsterdam.

Schmalz, M.C. (2018) “Common-Ownership Concentration and Corporate Conduct”Annual

Review of Financial Economics 10, 413-48.



Shapiro, B.T. (2018) “Positive Spillovers and Free Riding in Advertising of Prescription Phar-

maceuticals: The Case of Antidepressants” Journal of Political Economy 126, 468-84.

Shubik, M. (1980) Market Structure and Behavior (with Richard Levitan), Harvard University

Press: Cambridge, MA.

Weyl, E.G. and M. Fabinger (2013) “Pass-Through as an Economic Tool: Principles of Inci-

dence under Imperfect Competition” Journal of Political Economy 121, 528-83.


