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Introduction

Relationship between competition and growth

— But exists political economy aspect to level of competition

Fig 1: Belgian Pamphlet on investing in Russia

— Different social classes have different tools and these tools have different effects on economy

Social Groups:
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e Elites: political influence — market power — market structure e

To answer questions:

e Use episode of industrialization in Tsarist Russian

e Collect and create dataset on price-collusion
agreements and syndicates

Background:

e Foreign investors: technology and financial capital advantages, political influence — can help N i e Unknown presence of price collusion and level of
growth or rent-seek e Py )

e Entrepreneurial-industrial class: seek connections, collude or both — collusion can decrease

frictions or impede growth

*  Dépositaire pour la France:

Research Questions focus on tool of price-setting collusion between firms: et 5

e Which social groups collude?

e How does collusion affect firm outcomes and industrialization?
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competition
e Huge influx of Foreign Direct Investment from West
e Clear Social groups: Nobles and goverment officials (Elites),
Foreign investors, Merchants and Other non-noble

entrepreneurs (Entrepreneurial-Industrial Class)

e Collusion illegal, but still happening

Data

Fig 2: Example of collusive agreement

published by historians
I
1900—1917 rr.

CHH/IUKAT «IIPOJTAMET»
Horymenmor NeNe 1—108

MNe
1900 2. deepana 15. — Hdoebeop naru merasaypauneckur sasodoe
f0za Poccuu o pacnpedesenuu mexdy cobioii 3akasos na peabest.!

1900 r. denpaan 15 aua Mmu, pEkenopnucapmmecs: obmecrsa: Hosopoe-
cuiickoe, Bpanckoe, IOmno-Pyeexoe [Inenpoeckoe, Benwsrmiickoe u Jlomen-
ROe,? 3aRM0MHIN HACTOANLee Mesjay cofol coryaleHHe ¢ Ielbl0 pacmpene-
JEHWA MEEAY VYACTBYIONIHME 3aBOJIaMH, TPONOPHHOHAILHO NPOHSBOIHTENB-
HOME Hx coocoDHOCTH, BeeX 3aKa30B peascoB Hak 1A KadeHHBIX, Tak H A
YacTHEIX TapoBeix jopor, secoMm 18 dyuros u Goxee B moromsom ¢yre, 3a
HCRIIOYeHAeM PelbeOl ClelHalbHblX THIOR,

§ 1. Pacnpemenennmo Medly B3aBoflaMi  NOJJEKAT Bee MOJY9eHHEIR
£ 1 appapa 1900 r. gaa KasepHBIX B YACTHBIX HeJe3HLIX JOpOr 3aKas3sl Ha

18-tm u Gosee pyprToBeie B 1 dyr peanchl, npH A9TOM YYACTHE KamkJIoro Ha

yeaopmemuxca obmecrs onpefenserca nHa 100 enuEAN B Oymax B cOeAyIONIeM

passepe: Howopocemiickomy o-sy — 297:%, Bpancromy — 25, Kxuo-Pye-

ckomy Jlmenposckomy — 18, Pycero-Benwrmitcromy — 15'/2%, Honenromy

o-By — 12, npuies [lomenkomy o-By upn noxyuenun sakazon 8 u Gomee mmi-

JAMOHOB NY/0B B TOJ PelbCOB JOMMHO OTYHCIATECA He MeHee 1 MuH myp., npn
. [oJyYeHHH de BCEX 38KA30B 3a TOJ B KoJndecTse Menee 8 MIH nym. ordHe-
. JfieTcs COOTBETCTBEHHO TOMY KoummdecTBy (8 mam: 1 Mam — n = x).

B pacnpejejicnae He BXOJAT.

paenHoMy B § 1 pacmpejiesieHn0, IPH KOTOPOM NPHHATEL BO BHEMAHNE 0 ol
cpouNBle 3aKaskl, uMelonuecs yike v sasopos Pyceko-Beaprmiickoro m Jlo-

Source: Monopolii v Metallurgicheskoi Promzyshlennost:
Rossii 1900-1917, Documenti i Materiali (1959)

e Collecting from published primary and secondary texts by

historians, and contemporary sources

e 150 Collusive Agreements or Syndicates, 15 Trusts —

during 1878-1917
— sorted by industry SIC codes

; i
Mpumewanne: Ilonydennble HekoTOpBIME 3aBomamm Ao 1 am-
paps 1900 r. xak AoArOoCpOYHEIe, TAK M JPYTHe BaKA3KL Ha PRABCHL
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o Identitied colluding firms within broad metallurgy sector

Fig 3: New collusive agreements and syndicates over time

Fig 5: Presence of Founder Types in 18
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Fig 4: New collusive agreements and syndicates by 2-digit SIC Merge with following datasets:
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Industries

RUSCORP (Owen, 20006)
e Corporate charters 1700-1913 (4,542)

e Industry (SIC codes) and location (sub-province level)

25

e Founder Social Status (or Organization), Citizenship
Balance Sheet Data (Gregg and Naftziger 2024)

e Non-financial corporations 1899-1914

— Yearly incumbents

e Total assets, Profits and Losses, Market share from revenue
Industry Level Data (Izmest’eva 2025)

e [Full data only for extractive and metal industries — 8 industries

over 1899-1913
e Revenue, Production, Total Factories & Mines, Total Workers,

Machine Power

Suggestive Evidence
(1899-1913)

OLS at Industry Level

Table 1: Association between new
collusive activity and social groups
within 2-digit Industries

Collusion Dummy

O
Nobles & Gov Officials Share -0.180* -0.201*
(0.090)  (0.100)

Foreign Share -0.131*  -0.114
(0.075)  (0.076)
Merchants Share -0.060
(0.058)
Merchants Share - No Elites -0.026
(0.061)
Merchants Share - W\ Elites -0.134*
(0.080)
Year FE Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes
Clusters (Industries) 50 50
Obs (Industry-Yr) 668 668
R-squared 0.36 0.36
Av. Dep. Var. 0.12 0.12

Note: Omitted group 1s Other group (non-noble
professionals, military, low-ranking gentry). Industry-level

clustered standard errors in parantheses.

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

— Elite and foreign presence negatively
associated with collusion compared to Other

— Merchants have similar level collusion to Other

ATT

Staggered Event Studies using Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), Sant’/Anna and Zhao (2020)

Table 2: Exposure to collusion within industry and corporate outcomes

— Industries with collusion

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) - h hi
Market Share Log Total Assets ProfitorLoss/1000 ProfitorLoss/TA  Profit Dummy associated with hlgher market
(0.00522) (0.0330) (22.77) (0.00428) (0.0194) .
Clusters (Corps) 931 961 047 047 047 lower profits among corporations
Obs (Corp-Yr) 6258 10601 10279 10279 10279
Av. Dep. Var. 0.05 14.72 201.29 0.03 0.86

Note: Corporate level outcomes for all corporations in industries with collusion versus those without. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

Figure 6: Colluding firms in Metallurgy
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Table 3: Exposure to collusion and industry outcomes

Periods to Treatment

— Industries with collusion have

higher revenues without increase in

(1) (2)

(3) (4) (5)

Total Revenue (Th. Rubles) Production (Th. Tons) N Factories & Mines N Workers Machine Power (HP) p roduction (demand must be Increasing
ATT 7,866* 789 HO** 6,636 12,165* : : :
(4,757) (767) (25) (5.720) (7.021) despite higher prices)
Clusters (Industries) 8 8 8 8 8 — Increase in number of factories and
Obs (Industry-Yr) 112 112 110 112 109 ] ] ] ]
Av. Dep. Var. 30,685 4,916 384 30,297 28,139 mines, and machine power implies

Note: Industry level outcomes. Industries with collusion compared with those without collusion yet. * p<<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 prOduCtlon capacity increased



