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1. Introduction

The assumption of own-firm profit maximization is key, (at least) since Fisher (1930)’s separation theorem, to most liter-
ature in corporate finance and industrial organization. However, the validity of this assumption has been recently questioned
due to the increase, documented for a multitude of industries and economies, particularly since 2000, of overlapping share-
holding (Azar et al., 2018; Newham et al., 2019; Backus et al., 2021b; Azar et al., 2022). The reason being that if firms impose
externalities on one another, overlapping shareholding may imply a failure of the competitiveness condition, established by
Hart (1979) to be essential for shareholders, regardless of their preferences, to unanimously agree on own-firm profit max-
imization. In order to see why, note, for example, that if firm A imposes a negative externality on firm B, a shareholder of
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firm A who also holds shares in firm B typically wants the manager of firm A to pursue a less aggressive strategy than the
strategy desired by a shareholder with no holdings in firm B.

The managers of firms with overlapping shareholders, rather than maximizing own profit, may therefore weigh the even-
tual conflicting objectives of their shareholders. This implies that they may internalize (to some degree) the externalities
their strategies impose on other firms (Rotemberg, 1984; Hansen and Lott, 1996). This internalization can alter the incen-
tives to compete and can naturally impact market competition.!+?

In order to empirically examine the impact of overlapping ownership on market outcomes, we must quantify the above-
mentioned induced internalization. To do so, the formulation of the objective function of managers is key.> This formulation
is, however, non-trivial. In order to see why, consider, for example, that firm A has four shareholders, each holding 25% of
the firm, and that one of those shareholders also holds 20% of firm B. If firm A imposes an externality on firm B, what would
the mathematical formulation of the objective function of the manager of firm A be? What weight would the manager of
firm A assign to the profit of firm B?

The dominant formulation of the objective function of managers in the presence of overlapping shareholders is due to
O’Brien and Salop (2000). Incorporating features from both Rotemberg (1984) and Bresnahan and Salop (1986), they assume
that the manager of a firm with overlapping shareholders would decide the strategy of the firm to maximize a control-weighted
sum of the expected returns of the firm’s shareholders. Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) show
that this formulation can be microfounded through a voting model in which shareholders vote to elect the manager from
two potential candidates, an incumbent and a challenger, with conceivably differing strategy proposals to the firm. This
formulation, although heavily used in the literature, has also been criticised for yielding counter-intuitive profit weights
when the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is highly dispersed (see, for example, Gramlich and Grundl, 2017,
pages 9-13; O’Brien and Waehrer, 2017, pages 760-761; Crawford et al., 2018, supplementary material, pages 12-13).* The
argument can be generalized as follows. No matter how small the ownership of overlapping shareholders (and the corporate
control induced from their voting rights) is in a firm, as the dispersion of the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders
increases, the weight assigned by the manager to the profit of other firms (in which overlapping shareholders hold shares
in) tends to reflect solely the interests of the (non-dispersed) overlapping shareholders. In other words, no matter how
small the ownership of overlapping shareholders is, the dominant formulation yields that the manager would weigh solely
the interests of the overlapping shareholders whenever the remaining ownership of the firm becomes diffuse, even if such
dispersion does not yield overlapping shareholders the full control of the firm.

In this paper, we take the first step to examine this issue, from both a theoretical and an empirical perspective. From
a theoretical perspective, we make use of a probabilistic voting model (in the lines of Azar, 2012; Azar, 2016; Azar, 2017;
Brito et al., 2018a; and Moskalev, 2019) to microfound an alternative formulation of the objective function of managers in
the presence of overlapping shareholders. According to this alternative formulation, the manager of a firm with overlapping
shareholderswould decide the strategy of the firm to maximize a control-weighted sum of the relative expected returns of
the firm’ s shareholders. And the weight assigned by the manager to the profit of other firms (in which overlapping share-
holders hold shares in) will never reflect solely the interests of the (the non-dispersed) overlapping shareholders, unless
the dispersion yields overlapping shareholders the full control of the firm. As such, it solves the above-mentioned criticism
regarding the dominant formulation. From an empirical perspective, we apply the two formulations to the set of S&P 500

1 Bresnahan and Salop (1986), Dietzenbacher et al. (2000), Shelegia and Spiegel (2012), and Brito et al. (2019), among others, show that the internalization
induced by intra-industry overlapping ownership (i.e., among firms with horizontal relationships which, in partial equilibrium, are likely to impose a
negative externality on each other) can directly lead to higher product prices and lower output levels. Azar and Vives (2021a) show that the internalization
induced by inter-industry overlapping ownership (i.e.,, among firms in different industries which, in general equilibrium, are likely to impose a positive
externality on each other) increases the incentive for firms to expand production, reducing relative prices in their industry relative to other industries.

2 Although non-overlapping shareholders may favor a different firm-specific strategy, that does not mean they are harmed by overlapping shareholding
because overlapping shareholding may, for example, reduce the competitiveness of rival firms, and non-overlapping shareholders benefit from a reduction
of competition between the firm and its rivals (please see Schmalz, 2018 for a formal model).

3 The literature proposes three different approaches for this quantification (see Backus et al. 2020 for a review). The first approach measures (from
different perspectives, but atheoretically) the extent to which shareholders hold shares in more than one firm. Consider two firms A and B. Examples of
the atheoretical measures used in the literature to examine the impact of overlapping ownership in firms A and B on market outcomes include (a) the
number of overlapping shareholders in firms A and B; (b) the sum (across overlapping shareholders) of the minimum holdings (in firms A and B) of each
overlapping shareholder; (c) the sum (across overlapping shareholders) of the holdings of each overlapping shareholder in firms A and B, weighted by the
market capitalization of each firm; and (d) the sum (across overlapping shareholders) of the product of the holdings of each overlapping shareholder in
firms A and B. These measures are not, however, microfounded from any theoretical model. In that sense, they are atheoretical measures (see Appendix
B in Gilje et al. 2020 for a review). The second approach places additional structure and maps shareholders overlapping ownership into the weight that
managers would assign to the profit of other firms in which their firm’ s shareholders also hold shares. In other words, it maps shareholders overlapping
ownership into the objective function of managers (see, for example, O'Brien and Salop, 2000; Azar, 2012; Azar, 2016; Azar, 2017; Brito et al., 2018a;
Crawford et al., 2018; Moskalev, 2019; and Gilje et al., 2020). Finally, the third approach maps the objective function of managers into equilibrium market
outcomes, yielding generalizations of the two most traditional indicators used to screen unilateral anti-competitive effects: the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index
and the Gross Upward Price Pressure Index (see, for example, O'Brien and Salop, 2000; Azar et al., 2018; Brito et al., 2018a; and Azar et al., 2022). The
structure placed by the second and third approaches is instrumental in deriving economically meaningful claims. And under both those approaches, the
formulation of the objective function of managers is key.

4 These authors illustrate the counter-intuitive profit weights with several examples, labelling them as “pathological scenarios”, “questionable implica-
tions” or “counter-intuitive implications”.
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firms (in the lines of Backus et al., 2021b; and Amel-Zadeh et al., 2022) from 2003 to 2019. We show that the theoretical
issue noted above is indeed of empirical relevance for the set of S&P 500 firms.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related literature and clarifies the contribu-
tion of the paper. Section 3 introduces the generalized probabilistic voting model used to derive the objective function of
managers and the implied profit weights. Section 4 applies the profit weights established in Section 3 to the S&P 500 in-
dex constituents. Section 5 presents extensions to the generalized probabilistic voting model to account for shareholders
inattention and cross-ownership structures. Section 6 concludes and discusses policy implications of the results.

2. Related literature and contribution

Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) microfound the dominant formulation of the objective
function of managers in the presence of overlapping shareholders through a voting model in which shareholders vote to
elect the manager from two potential candidates, an incumbent and a challenger, with conceivably differing strategy pro-
posals to the firm. Candidates are assumed to care about holding office.” In turn, shareholders are assumed to care about
the returns that result from the different strategy proposals and to have an additive profit-irrelevant bias for (or against)
the challenger.® Voting is probabilistic in the sense that the bias, while known to voters, is unobserved by candidates, who
treat it as random. This microfoundation (a) is consistent with empirical evidence establishing that shareholders voting im-
pacts the objective function of managers (Aggarwal et al., 2019) and (b) provides an endogenous measure of shareholders
corporate control within the firm.”

In this paper, we examine the role of the profit-irrelevance assumption of the bias of shareholders on the derivation
of the objective function of managers in the presence of overlapping shareholders. This assumption is borrowed from the
electoral competition literature (Lindbeck and Weibull, 1987; Persson and Tabellini, 2000) and while in a political electoral
setting it is reasonable to assume that voters have an ideological bias towards a candidate, in a corporate finance setting,
however, it may be less so. Although one can argue that the assumption can be rooted on the fact that the credibility (or
lack of credibility) of the incumbent, being already in office, is known to shareholders, while that of the challenger is not,
one can also argue that if shareholders indeed care about the returns that result from the different strategy proposals (and,
thereby, ultimately care about profits), there is not an obvious reason why the bias should not be profit-relevant. To examine
the role of this assumption, we generalize the probabilistic voting model in the literature to allow the bias of shareholders
for (or against) the challenger to be profit-irrelevant or profit-relevant, while maintaining the remaining assumptions of the
literature.> We show that the profit-irrelevance assumption plays a key role on how ownership dispersion (of both overlap-
ping and non-overlapping shareholders) is mapped into profit weights.’?

Backus et al. (2021b) apply the dominant formulation to the set of S&P 500 firms from 1980 to 2017. To do so, they parse
the SEC 13-F form fillings by institutional shareholders (with over $100 million in assets under management) and show the
average weight assigned by the managers of S&P 500 firms to the profit of the remaining S&P 500 firms has increased
from 0.2 in 1980 to almost 0.7 in 2017. Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022) parse not only the SEC 13-F form fillings, but also five
additional SEC form filings, accounting for holdings not only of institutional shareholders, but also of corporate insiders and
blockholders. They apply the dominant formulation to the set of S&P 500 firms from 2003 to 2019 and show that once we
account for the holdings of corporate insiders and blockholders, the average weight assigned by the managers of S&P 500
firms to the profit of the remaining S&P 500 firms is, in fact, lower.

In this paper, we examine the role of ownership dispersion (of both overlapping and non-overlapping shareholders) on
profit weights. To do so, we make use of Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022)’s ownership data to apply the two formulations to the set
of S&P 500 firms. We show that the dispersion of shareholders’ ownership, particularly of non-overlapping shareholders, is a
relevant empirical issue in the S&P 500 and that, in those cases, the dominant formulation may, in fact, over-quantify profit
weights, particularly under a proportional control assumption. This issue is particularly relevant because if the dominant
formulation is over-quantifying the magnitude of overlapping ownership when the ownership of non-overlapping share-
holders is highly-dispersed, then empirical studies that use that dominant formulation will suffer from attenuation bias
that will tend to create empirical results that understate the magnitude and statistical significance of the marginal effect of

5 Azar (2012, 2017) considers the case in which candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their vote share while Azar (2016), Brito
et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) consider the case in which candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their expected utility from corporate
office.

6 Azar (2012, 2016, 2017) and Brito et al. (2018a) consider the case in which this bias is independent (and identically) distributed across shareholders
while Moskalev (2019) considers the case in which the bias can be correlated across shareholders.

7 Azar (2012, 2017) shows that the corporate control of shareholders can be microfounded to be endogenously measured by their voting rights (propor-
tional control) while Azar (2016), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) show it can be microfounded to be endogenously measured by the normalized
Banzhaf power indices that result from their voting rights.

8 We allow candidates to choose strategy proposals to maximize their vote share or their expected utility from corporate office and the bias of shareholders
for (or against) the challenger to be correlated or non-correlated across shareholders.

9 The assumptions regarding the objective function of candidates and the non-correlation or correlation of the bias of shareholders for (or against) the
challenger impact solely the (endogenous) measure of the control rights of shareholders (computed from their voting rights). As such, their influence on
how ownership dispersion (of both overlapping and non-overlapping shareholders) is mapped into profit weights, is indirect (via the influence of ownership
dispersion on the (endogenous) measure of control rights).
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overlapping ownership on market competition. This could cause analysts to incorrectly reject or underestimate an empirical
connection between overlapping shareholding and anticompetitive effects (Elhauge, 2020).

3. Theoretical framework

This section introduces the generalized probabilistic voting model used to derive the objective function of managers. The
general setting combines features from Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2014), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019).

3.1. Setup
There are K shareholders, indexed by ke ® = {1,...,K}, and N firms, which impose externalities on one another, in-
dexed by j € I={1,...,N}, whose total stock is composed of voting stock and non-voting (preferred) stock. Both stock give

the holder the right to a share of the firm’s profits, but only the former gives the holder the right to vote in the firm’s
shareholder assembly. The holdings ¢y; € [0, 1] of total stock of shareholder k in firm j, regardless of whether it be voting
or non-voting stock, capture her financial rights to the firm’s profits. The holdings vy; € [0, 1] of voting stock of shareholder
k in firm j, capture her voting rights in the firm. These voting rights may not necessarily coincide with her control rights in
the firm, y,; € [0, 1], which refer to her rights to influence the decisions of firm j, to be discussed below.!?

The ownership structure of the different firms is such that a subset of shareholders can hold general financial and voting
rights in multiple firms.!! This overlapping shareholding can induce a conflict in the firm-specific interests of shareholders,
which managers must weigh.

Finally, the profit of each of the different firms is assumed to be a function not only of the strategies of all the firms
but also of a state of nature. This implies that firms’ profits and, consequently, shareholders’ returns - because they are a
function of the profits of the firms in which they hold financial rights - are random.

3.2. Voting model

We follow Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) in microfounding the objective function of
managers through a voting model in which shareholders of each firm j vote at the firm’s shareholder assembly to elect the
manager from two potential candidates, an incumbent a; and a challenger bj, with the candidate receiving the majority of
voting rights being elected manager of the firm.

Shareholders and candidates are assumed to play the following two-stage game. In the first stage, candidates to all firms,
who are assumed to be opportunistic in the sense their only motivation is to hold office, compete for the voting rights
of shareholders by - simultaneously and noncooperatively - proposing a strategy for their firm, which is assumed binding
in line with the literature on electoral competition (Downs, 1957; Lindbeck and Weibull, 1987; Polo, 1998; Persson and
Tabellini, 2000). Let Xa; € ; and Xp, € Q; denote the strategy proposals of the incumbent and the challenger to firm j,
respectively, where €2; denotes the strategy space available to the candidates, which can refer to any decision variable(s)
- e.g., quantity, price, R&D investment, etc. - of firm j. In the second stage of the game, the shareholder assemblies of all
firms are simultaneously held and shareholders vote to elect the manager of each firm. Let m; = {a . b j} denote the identity
of the manager elected to firm j.

Naturally, this voting model constitutes a reduced form model of the decision making process and the knowledge struc-
ture within the firm. The manager may not be elected directly by shareholders and operational decision variable(s) may be
often decided, not by top managers, but by middle managers, who may not know the extent of the holdings of the firm’s
shareholders in other firms. Antén et al. (2022) show that, even in those cases, managerial incentives can serve as a mech-
anism (which requires no communication or coordination between the different players) that links overlapping ownership
with operational decision variable(s).

3.2.1. Shareholders voting
We begin by addressing the equilibrium regarding the voting behavior of shareholders. Shareholders are assumed to care
about the utility derived from their expected returns and, as such, vote - simultaneously and noncooperatively - for the
candidate whose strategy proposal maximizes their expected returns, randomizing between the two in case of indifference.
We consider that the utility uj(x, m) of each shareholder k to be a function of her expectation regarding the return from

her financial rights, which will be a function of the winning strategy proposals in all the firms x = (xl, R xN)T and

. . . T
the identity of the corresponding elected managers m = (m1, c My, mN) :
Ug(x, m) = Eg (R (X, m)),
10 Short-sales are not allowed and so financial, voting and control rights are non-negative.

11 We assume that shareholders are external in the sense that firms do not hold financial and voting rights in other firms. We extend the framework to
internal shareholders in Section 5.
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where E, (R, (X, m)) denotes the expectation of shareholder k regarding her return R, (x, m). We model this expectation to
be the sum of two components: a common component and (b) an additive shareholder-specific expectation bias, as follows:

Ex(Ri(x, m)) = E(Ry(X)) + By (m),

where E(Ry (X)) = X ey (#1;E(T1;(x))) denotes the common component, rooted on a common expectation E(IT;(x)), across
shareholders, regarding the profits IT;(x) of each firm j, assumed to be publicly generated by, for example, the documenta-
tion distributed and discussed in the shareholder assemblies of the different firms, and B, (m) denotes the expectation bias
of shareholder k for (or against) the challengers of (potentially) all firms.

Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019) associate the expectation bias B,(m) to a profit-
irrelevant differentiation of candidates. This assumption is borrowed from the electoral competition literature (Lindbeck and
Weibull, 1987; Persson and Tabellini, 2000). However, while in a political electoral setting it is reasonable to assume that
voters have an idealogical bias towards a candidate, in a corporate finance setting, it may be less so. Although one can argue
that the assumption can be rooted on the fact that the credibility (or lack of credibility) of the incumbent, being already
in office, is known to shareholders, while that of the challenger is not, one can also argue that if shareholders indeed care
about the returns that result from the different strategy proposals (and, thereby, ultimately care about profits), there is not
an obvious reason why the bias should not be profit-relevant.

We contribute to the literature by considering a more general formulation than the one in the extant literature which
allows the expectation bias to be profit-irrelevant or profit-relevant. A profit-relevant bias can, for example, be rooted (a)
on a difference of expectation of shareholders regarding the competence or the cost to exert effort of the two candidates,
with an impact on the firm’s profit (as in Gomes, 2000; and Goshen and Levit, 2020), or (b) on a difference of expectation
of shareholders regarding the (dis)loyalty of the two candidates to shareholders, who may divert, once elected, resources
from the firm for personal use, with an impact on the firm’s profits (as in Bebchuk and Jolls, 1999; Pagano and Immordino,
2012; Amess et al., 2015; Noe et al., 2015; and Goshen and Levit, 2020), or (c) on a difference of expectation of shareholders
regarding the effectiveness of the firm’s governance mechanism in deterring illicit managerial diversion and enforce its
reimbursement, with an impact on the firm’s profit (as in Desai et al.,, 2007; Pagano and Immordino, 2012; Amess et al.,
2015; Noe et al.,, 2015; and Li and Li, 2018). As such, the expectation bias of shareholder k for (or against) the challengers of
(potentially) each firm is given by:

jed jed

where &; < 0 denotes the expectation bias of shareholder k for (or against) the challenger of firm j and 1(m; = b;) denotes
a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the challenger is elected manager of firm j. A € {0, 1} controls the profit relevance
of the bias. When 4 = 0, we have that By (m) = ¥";_; 1(m; = b;)&;, which implies that:

Ep(Re(xm)) =3 ($E(TT;(0) +1(m; = bj)&y),

and, as a consequence, that the bias is profit-irrelevant, as in Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and
Moskalev (2019). When A = 1, we have that Bi(m) = 3", ¢;1 (mj = bj)ékj, which implies that:

Ep(Re(xm)) =3 (i (E(TT; (%)) +1(m; = bg)éy;)).

and, as a consequence, that the bias is profit-relevant (as it impacts the shareholder’s specific expectation regarding the
firm’s profit).!?

We assume that shareholders vote, in each firm’s shareholder assembly, for the candidate whose strategy proposal, given
their bias, maximizes their utilities, randomizing between the two in case of indifference. Following Alesina and Rosen-
thal (1995), Azar (2012, 2016) and Brito et al. (2018a), we also assume the following regarding this voting behavior.

Assumption 1. Shareholders are conditionally sincere.

Assumption 1 implies that the vote of shareholders is, conditional on the equilibrium strategy proposals of the candi-
dates to the remaining firms, deterministic, as follows: shareholder k will vote for firm j’s incumbent with probability 1
if uy(Xq, mg) > Uy (Xp, M), will vote for firm j's challenger with probability 1 if instead uj(Xq, mg) < uj(Xp, mp), and will
randomize between the two candidates with equal probability if uy (Xq, mg) = uy(X,, my), where Xg = (xl ..... Xgjs - xN)T,

T T T ol et s
Xp=(X1..... Xpj.....XN) Mg = (my,....qj,....my) and my = (my,....b;,....my) condition on the equilibrium strategy
proposals of the candidates to the remaining firms. Assumption 1 is presented for simplicity. It can be relaxed in line with
Moskalev (2019) by considering an equilibrium refinement that excludes weakly dominated strategies of shareholders.

12 The discreteness of A does not impact the results. They remain virtually unchanged even if we allow X € [0, 1] so that the bias is a weighted average
of the two elements.
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3.2.2. Candidates strategy proposals

Having described the second stage of the game, we now address the first stage, in which candidates simultaneously
choose strategy proposals. To do so, we follow Lindbeck and Weibull (1987), Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and
Moskalev (2019) in assuming that the bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger, while known to shareholders, is
unobserved by candidates, who treat it as a random utility shock. As a consequence, voting by shareholders is, from the
perspective of candidates, probabilistic.

Azar (2012, 2016, 2017) and Brito et al. (2018a) assume that candidates consider the biases of shareholders to be inde-
pendent (and identically) distributed across firms and shareholders according to a symmetric probability distribution with
mean zero and cumulative distribution. However, there is not an obvious reason why they should be drawn separately for
each shareholder of the same firm. If shareholders indeed care about the utility derived from their returns (and, thereby,
ultimately about profits), and information about the profits of a firm is, to some extent, common across shareholders of
the firm, then biases may be correlated across shareholders (Moskalev, 2019). To do so, we consider the bias &; of each
shareholder k for (or against) the challenger of each firm j can be disaggregated, following the literature on electoral com-
petition, into two independently drawn components (Lindbeck and Weibull, 1987; Persson and Tabellini, 2000; Ponzetto,
2011; Matéjka and Tabellini, 2021):13

&j = gj +§kjv

where “g:j denotes a component common to all shareholders of firm j, which induces a correlation among the biases of all
shareholders of the firm, and §k]- denotes a component specific to shareholder k and firm j. §j is independently drawn across
firms from a distribution with density function h;(-), cumulative distribution function H;(-) and support in the interval
[=¥i/2, ¥j/2], while §kj is independently drawn across shareholders and firms from a distribution with density function g;(-),
cumulative distribution function G;(-) and support in the interval [-7j/2, 7j/2], where ;> 0 and 7; > 0. We allow v/; >0
to control the correlation of the biases of all shareholders in a firm. When ; = 0, we have that &,; = ékj, which implies
that there is no common component and the biases are independently distributed across firms and shareholders, as in Azar
(2012, 2016, 2017) and Brito et al. (2018a). In turn, when ¥; > 0, the biases combine the two components and, thereby,
exhibit correlation among the shareholders of the firm.'*

We consider that candidates choose their strategy proposals under two alternative assumptions (Azar, 2012; Azar, 2016;
Azar, 2017; Brito et al., 2018a; Moskalev, 2019):13

Assumption 2. Candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their vote share.
Assumption 3. Candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their expected utility from corporate office.

We begin by addressing the choice of strategy proposals by candidates under Assumption 2. In this setting, the incumbent
chooses Xq; tO solve:

max Prig. (Xq, Mg, Xp, M) Uy,
5 ke®, ka; (Xa, Mg, Xp, Mp) Uy
while the challenger chooses Xp, SO to solve:

max Pryp. (Xq, Mg, Xp, M) Uy i,
na keo, kb; (Xa, Mg, Xp, M) Uy

where Prkaj (Xq, Mg, Xp, M) and Prkbj (Xq, Mg, X, my,) denote the probability that, in the candidates perspective, shareholder k
votes for the incumbent and the challenger of firm j, respectively. Because Prkbj (Xg, Mg, X, M) =1 — Prkaj (Xq, Mg, Xp, Mp),

it is straightforward to see that the solution to the maximization problem of the two candidates to firm j is symmet-
ric. As such, we characterize - for simplicity of exposition - solely the incumbent’s problem. To do so, we must derive
Prkaj (Xa, Mg, X, my). Using the law of total probability, we can write Prka}_ (Xq, Mg, Xp, My) as follows:

3V N
Priq; (Xq, Mg, Xp, M) = f L Priq (Xa, Ma, Xy, My, )0 (8;)dE;,

27]

13 This two-component structure is presented for simplicity. It can be relaxed in line with Moskalev (2019) by considering the bias of each shareholder
of firm j to be a shareholder-specific weighted sum of M; common biases.

4 We do not allow 7; =0, ie, that §; = éj which would imply that the biases are independently distributed across firms, but perfectly correlated across
all shareholders of each firm, so to rule out, as it will become apparent below, corner solutions for the voting (and election) probabilities.

15 We are implicitly assuming that candidates do not derive any direct utility from the strategy proposal because, as established by Azar (2020), doing so
breaks down the equivalence, when shareholders are fully diversified across firms, between the equilibrium in monopoly and oligopoly settings.
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where Prkaj (xa, mg, X, my, fj) denotes the probability that, in the candidates perspective, shareholder k votes for the in-
cumbent of firm j conditional on the common component of the bias éj, which, in turn, is given by:

Prig, (Xa. Ma. Xy My, &) = Pr(ug(Xe. M) > Uy (X, My))
= Pr(E(R¢(Xa)) > E(R(Xp)) + (1 — A + Ay &i5)
=Pr(E(R¢(Xa)) > E(Re(%p)) + (1 = & + Adhyg) (& + &15))

— £ _ ERXa))-ERe(Xp)) _ £,
N Pr(skj R (=) d )

—_ C. [ EReE)-ERe(Xp)) _ £
_GJ< (1-2+2gg) 5})’

where the second equality makes use of the fact that the biases for (or against) the challenger of other firms,
Ygesgej (1= A+ Adyg) 1(mg = bg)&,), enter the utility obtained from both candidates.

We now address the choice of strategy proposals by candidates under Assumption 3. In this setting, the incumbent
chooses Xq; SO to solve:

n}ﬂejler(mj = a;j|Xq, xb) Ea;»
while the challenger chooses Xp; SO to solve:
rr}}gxPr(mj = b;j|Xe, X;) Ep;»

where Pr(m; = a;j|Xq, Xp) and Pr(m; = bj|X,, X;) denote the probability that the incumbent and the challenger, respectively,
are elected while Eaj and Ebj denote the utility that the incumbent and the challenger, respectively, expect to accrue
conditional upon being elected. Again, because Pr(m; = bj[Xa,X) = 1 — Pr(m; = aj|Xq, Xp), it is straightforward to see that
the solution to the maximization problem of the two candidates to firm j is symmetric. As such, we characterize - for
simplicity of exposition - solely the incumbent’s problem. To do so, we must derive Pr(m; = aj|Xq,Xp). Let ¢; denote the

number of shareholders with voting rights in firm j, »; denote all the 241 possible subsets of those shareholders that
can award the majority of votes to a candidate and ®’j € p; denote a particular subset of those shareholders. Given that the
election of the incumbent is ensured with the votes of the shareholders in each subset in g;, we have that Pr(m; = aj[Xaq, X;)
just sums the probabilities with which she is elected by each subset G);, Pr(m; = a;|Xq, Xp, @3.), as follows:

Vi ~ oy o~
Pr(mj = aj|xa,xb) = Z Pr(mj = aj|xa,xb, @lj) = Z Pr(mj = aj|xa,xb, @11, S])h(‘i:j)dsj’

@}epj @ljgpj *%‘//j
where the last equality uses the law of total probability to write Pr(mj:aj|xa,xb,(~)’j> in terms of

Pr(mj = ajlxa,xb,G);,é;:j), which conditions on the common component of the bias §j. Further, given that conditional
on £, the shareholders-specific biases &; for k € ®; are independently distributed, we can write Pr(m j = j1Xa, X, O, £ j)
as the product of the voting probabilities of the corresponding shareholders, as follows:

Pr(m; = a;j|Xa. X5, ©}, &) = [] Pria,(Xa Ma. Xp. My, &) [] (1 = Prica; (Xa. Ma. Xp. My, &5)).
ke®} k¢®;

3.2.3. Nash-equilibrium

Having described the maximization problem of the candidates, we now address the pure-strategy Nash equilibrium for
the candidates strategy proposals’ game. To do so, we follow Azar (2012, 2016, 2017) and Brito et al. (2018a) in making the
following technical assumptions regarding the strategy space 2; available to the candidates of each firm j, the common
expectation E(R (X)) of the return of each shareholder k, and the cumulative distribution functions H;(-) and G;(-).

Assumption 4. The strategy space €2; available to the candidates of each firm j is a nonempty compact subset of 9.

Assumption 5. The common expectation E(R,(x)) of the return of each shareholder k is (a) continuous and twice differ-
entiable in x, with continuous second derivatives; and (b) strictly concave in firm j's strategy x; € {xaj, Xp; } conditional on
the strategies of the remaining firms.

Assumption 6. H;(-) is the cumulative distribution function of an uniform distribution over the range [-¥j/2, ¥j/2] for each
firm j.
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Assumption 7. G;(-) is the cumulative distribution function of an uniform distribution over the range [-7j/2, 7j/2], with t;
sufficiently large for each firm j.

Assumptions 5, 6 and 7 can ensure that the objective function of candidates is strictly concave conditional on the strategy
proposals of other candidates (to the firm and to other firms).!® As strategy proposals are, under Assumption 4, defined in
a convex set, this implies that the maximization problem of candidates has, conditional on the strategy proposals of other
candidates, a unique maximum. Given the symmetry of the solution to the maximization problem of the two candidates
to the firm, we have that they will choose best-response functions that are, conditional on the strategy proposals of the
candidates to the remaining firms, symmetric with respect to the strategy proposal of the opponent candidate. This implies
that the two candidates will choose the same strategy proposal for the firm, conditional on the strategies proposals of the
candidates to the other firms, i.e., they will choose the same best-response function to the strategy proposals of the candi-
dates to the other firms. Proposition 1 below characterizes the pure-strategy Nash equilibrium for the candidates strategy
proposals’ game (Xq,, Xpys oo Xaj, Xp o o o5 Xay Xpy)-

Proposition 1. There exists a pure-strategy Nash equilibrium for the candidates strategy proposals’ game that is entirely equiva-

lent to the pure-strategy Nash-equilibrium in the case in which each candidate maximizes the following objective function:

E(R¢ (X))
MAX 2 o, ITZJ 4 Ay maxZ L WigE(Tg (X)),

where ®; denotes the subset of shareholders that hold financial rights in firm j and wj, denotes the (normalized) weight that
candidates assign to the expected profit of firm g for any j, g € 3:

Z ij ¢7kg
ke®; T-A+iy;

Wi, =
]g Z Vk]d)kj
ke®; T-X+Ay;

Under Assumptionsl, 2, 4, 5 and 7, y; is measured by the voting rights of shareholder k in firm j: yy; = vy;. Under
Assumptions 1,3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, yy; is measured by the following power index of shareholder kin firm j: y;; = ﬁkj/zhe@j Bnj» With

By given by:
#0141

#O’ 1
ZO’eg‘j Z (= ])C My, 40t +is

where fﬂl:j denotes the subsets of ©; that can award victory to a candidate of firm j in which shareholder k enters and is pivotal,
#01 -1
#(-)3 denotes the number of shareholders in (~)'j, C; ' denotes the number of combinations of i elements taken from a set with

#(-)3 — 1 elements, and My, 46t i denotes the (Ej - #(—)’j + i) th raw moment of an uniformly distributed variable over the range
]

[1/2 = ¥if2t;, V2 + Vij2z;], as follows:

QL1 n 4 #O +i-n
le—#O'j-H 1 ¥ 1 n N i
n=0 2 27 2 27;

My _s@ 4i = -
4 #()j+1 Zj-#@lj—‘rl-i-]

Proof. See Appendix. O

Proposition 1 establishes that the two candidates would choose the same strategy proposal for each firm j, conditional
on the strategies of the candidates to the remaining firms. In particular, they would choose the strategy proposal of each
firm j to maximize a weighted sum of the expected profits of (potentially) all the firms. We now address the mathemat-
ical properties and the empirical applicability of this (unique) objective function of managers. Corollary 1 establishes the
mathematical properties.

Corollary 1. The objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 satisfies the following properties:

(i) Absent overlapping shareholding, managers do not weigh the expected profit of other firms.

(ii) In the presence of non-infinitesimal overlapping shareholding, managers weigh the interests of overlapping shareholders by
assigning a positive weight to the expected profit of other firms (when those overlapping shareholders have control rights in
the firm and financial rights in both firms).

16 Assumption 7 requires the support of Gj(-) to be sufficiently large (relative to their argument - not to profits) so to rule out corner solutions for
probabilities Pryq, (Xa, Mg, Xp, My, §j). This technical assumption is standard and explicit in the electoral competition literature (Persson and Tabellini, 2000;
Ponzetto, 2011; Matgjka and Tabellini, 2021) so that the behavior underlined by probabilities Pry,, (xa.mu,xb,mb.f,-) is not perfectly predictable on the
basis of strategy proposals. It is also standard in the literature that microfounds the dominant formulation, implicitly in Azar (2012, 2016, 2017) and Brito
et al. (2018a) while explicitly in Moskalev (2019).
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(iii) The weight that managers assign to the expected profit of other firms is continuous on the financial and control rights of the
shareholders that have financial rights in the firm.

(iv) The weight that managers assign to the expected profit of other firms is one when all the shareholders that have financial
rights in the firm are fully diversified across firms.

(v) If the bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger is profit-relevant (A = 1), managers will not weigh - solely - the
interests of overlapping (non-overlapping) shareholders when those shareholders do not have full control, even if the ownership
of each non-overlapping (overlapping) shareholder is dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal identical shareholders.

Proof. See Appendix. O

The properties established in Corollary 1 constitute, in our view, attractive and intuitive properties for the objective
function of managers. Property (i) implies that in the absence of overlapping shareholding, managers decide the strategy
of their firm to maximize own expected profit. Property (ii) implies that in the presence of non-infinitesimal overlapping
shareholding, managers internalize the impact of their firm’s strategy on the expected profit of other firms. Property (iii)
implies that the mathematical formulation of the weight that managers assign to the expected profit of other firms imposes
no artificial ownership cut-offs. Property (iv) implies that when shareholders are fully diversified across firms, managers
decide the strategy of their firm to maximize the sum of the expected profits. Finally, property (v) implies that the weight
that managers assign to the expected profit of other firms will only reflect the interests of overlapping (non-overlapping)
shareholders when those shareholders do have full control.

Properties (i) to (iv) are satisfied independently of the assumptions regarding the objective function of candidates and the
bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger. In contrast, property (v) is satisfied solely if the bias of shareholders for
(or against) the challenger is profit-relevant (A = 1).!7-18.19 In order to illustrate why, we now describe the objective function
of the manager (and the implied profit weights) under the two assumptions. When the bias is profit-irrelevant (A = 0), as
in Azar (2012, 2016, 2017), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019), Proposition 1 establishes that managers would decide
the strategy of the firm to maximize a control-weighted sum of the expected returns of the firm’s shareholders, as follows:

max ), o VeER(0)) ccmaxy | wiE(ITg(x)),
where the (normalized) weight that they assign to the expected profit of firm g for any j, g € 3 is given by:

ke, VijPrg

= >0,
2 ko, YiiPrj

jg

which then replicates the dominant formulation. Dividing the subset of shareholders ®; that hold financial rights in firm j
in two smaller subsets: the subset of overlapping shareholders ®‘j? and the subset of non-overlapping shareholders ®']?°, we

can rewrite this profit weight as:

Lkeos ViiPig
B 2eone ViiPrj + Lkeor VjPrj ’

Wig

which makes clear, as discussed by Gramlich and Grundl (2017), O’'Brien and Waehrer (2017) and Crawford et al. (2018),
that it fails property (v). When the ownership of each non-overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection
of infinitesimal identical shareholders that is equally large in aggregate, w;, tends to reflect solely the interests of the (the
non-dispersed) overlapping shareholders as Zke(_);_m YkjPrj — 0. In this case, the candidates would weigh solely the interests

of the overlapping shareholders: w;; — Tkeo? Yii%e/ Yo vijij» €Ven when their voting rights do not induce full control of the
J

firm. Similarly, when the ownership of each overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal

identical shareholders that is equally large in aggregate, w;, tends to reflect solely the interests of the non-overlapping

shareholders as Y go Vkjrj — 0 and 3"y go VijPre — 0. In this case, the candidates would weigh solely the interests of
J J

non-overlapping shareholders: w;, — 0, even when their voting rights do not induce full control of the firm.

7 This implies that the assumption regarding the profit-irrelevance or profit-relevance of the bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger is the
only key assumption with a direct impact on how ownership dispersion (of both overlapping and non-overlapping shareholders) is mapped into profit
weights. It does not imply, however, that the assumptions regarding the non-correlation or correlation of the bias of shareholders for (or against) the
challenger does not have such an impact. They do, but it is indirect via the impact of ownership dispersion on the (endogenous) measure of control rights.

18 If we allow A € [0, 1] so that the bias is a weighted average of the two elements, this result remains valid, with property (v) failing for A < 1.

19" A profit-relevant bias is also instrumental in obtaining a formulation that is invariant to the distribution of ownership among non-overlapping share-
holders, which may constitute an important empirical advantage.
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In turn, when the bias is profit-relevant (A = 1), Proposition 1 establishes that managers would decide the strategy of
the firm to maximize a control-weighted sum of the relative expected returns of the firm’s shareholders, as follows:2°

E (Rk (X) )
kj

mx?x ke®; Vi o = mx?X ged wigll (TTg(X)).
where E(R¢(X))/¢,; denotes the relative expected return of shareholder k and the (normalized) weight that they assign to the

expected profit of firm g for any j, g € & is given by:
Wig = D40, Vii(Ply) = 0.

which, as ¢wg/¢,; captures the bliss point of shareholder k regarding the expected profit of firm g (i.e., the weight that share-
holder k would individually want candidates to assign to the expected profit of firm g), constitutes a control-weighted sum
of the bliss points of the firm’s shareholders regarding the expected profit of firm g. Because a dispersion of the ownership of
each non-overlapping (overlapping) shareholder to a collection of infinitesimal identical shareholders that is equally large
in aggregate does not impact shareholders bliss points, in order for candidates to weigh solely the interests of overlapping
(non-overlapping) shareholders, their voting rights must induce full control of the firm. As a consequence, this alternative
formulation copes better with ownership dispersion than the dominant formulation.

The two formulations of the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 can be used in empirical quan-
tifications of the impact of overlapping ownership on market outcomes, which, for example, (a) incorporate wj, directly
into a structural model as, for example, in Brito et al. (2014), Kennedy et al. (2017), Brito et al. (2018b), Park and Seo (2019),
Backus et al. (2021a), and Azar and Ribeiro (2022); or (b) incorporate wj, into equilibrium market outcomes as, for exam-
ple, in Azar et al. (2018), Kennedy et al. (2017), and Azar et al. (2022). Corollary 2 examines the assumptions required to
compute the elements of this objective function from observed data on the financial and voting rights of shareholders.

Corollary 2. The elements of the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 can be computed solely from the
financial and voting rights of shareholders if:

(i) Candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their vote share ( Assumption 2).
(ii) Candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their expected utility from corporate office ( Assumption 3) and the bias
of shareholders for (or against) the challenger does not exhibit correlation among the shareholders of the firm (y; =0).

The computation of the elements of the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 requires the financial
rights and the control rights of shareholders to be measurable. The financial rights have clear empirical counterparts and can
thus be measurable. However, the same is not necessarily true for the (endogenous) control rights of shareholders (which
refer to their rights to influence the decisions of the firm). Proposition 1 establishes that the measure of control rights can
(but not necessarily) depend on the assumptions regarding the objective function of candidates and the non-correlation or
correlation of the bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger.

When candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their vote share, the control rights of shareholders are always
endogenously measured by their voting rights, which corresponds to proportional control. As such, the elements of the
objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 can be computed from observed data on the financial and voting
rights of shareholders, as established in Corollary 2. Independently of whether there is no correlation (i.e., when there is
no common component: v; = 0) or there is correlation (i.e., when there is a common component: ¥; > 0) in the bias.?!
The former, non-correlation case, replicates the results in Azar (2012, 2016, 2017). This measure of control rights has two
unappealing properties: (a) it does not converge to 100% as the voting rights of a shareholder approach 50%; and (b) it does
not depend on the voting rights of the firm’s all other shareholders.?? Nevertheless, it has been widely used in empirical
applications (see, for example, Brito et al., 2014; Azar et al., 2018; Newham et al., 2019; Backus et al. (2021a,b); Azar et al.,
2022; and Azar and Ribeiro, 2022).

When candidates choose strategy proposals to maximize their expected utility from corporate office, the endogenous
measure of the control rights of shareholders depends on the assumption regarding the non-correlation or correlation of
the bias of shareholders for (or against) the challenger. If there is no correlation in the bias (i.e., when there is no common
component: v; = 0), the control rights of shareholders are endogenously measured by their normalized Banzhaf (1965)'s
power indices, which capture the fraction of coalitions for which a shareholder is pivotal. As such, the elements of the
objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 can be computed from observed data on the financial and voting
rights of shareholders, as established in Corollary 2. In order to see why, in this case, the control rights of shareholders are

20 This microfounds (a version of) the objective function in Crawford et al. (2018), who - to deal with the counter-intuitive profit weights implied by the
dominant formulation - suggest an ad-hoc formulation for the objective function of managers in which managers, as we derive here, maximize a control-
weighted sum of the relative expected returns of the firm’'s shareholders, but where the sum of the weights that the manager of each firm j assigns to the
expected profit of the remaining firms is normalized to one (and not, as we derive here, the own profit weight).

21 Further, no assumption regarding the distribution and support of the common component of the bias is required to derive this result.

22 As we may expect a shareholder who holds 10% of the voting rights in a firm to have effective control if each of the remaining shareholders hold a
tiny amount of the firm’s voting rights.
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endogenously measured by their normalized Banzhaf (1965)’s power indices, note that we can rewrite the control rights of
shareholder k in firm j established in Proposition 1 as follows:

#OL—1 . #OL1 1
fi i j 1\ ¢ #OL+
Ze);sg,“:j Yie DG (7) s

ykj = #OL-1 #OL -1 N
i~ i HOGT (e -#OL i
Lheo; Z(‘)}ﬂvﬁj Yio DG (3)7
ING-#OL (FOL-T #OL-1
Z(’)}EK’L} ( 2 ) YL G (* 2 )

#OL-1 #OL-1
J J

= pi—#OL i
Lheo; Z@;_qﬁj (%)él i Yio G (*%)x
¢ —#OL #OM_1
Zw}e&% (%)/1 (1-3)"
= —sor o
Yheo, Z@}qﬁj (1)1 #or (1,%)#0J T
1
= -1
Zhs(—)j Z(—);,E&ﬁj (%) !
%

= 2R
Zhe(—)j )‘hj

) #OL .
where the first equality makes use of the fact that m, 41 ,; = (%)e] 7" under ¥; =0, the second equality makes use of
J

#EM_1 #(")1].71 #OL-1
] =

the binomial theorem, which establishes that (1 — 1/2) Yid G (=1/2)", and kf:j denotes the number of subsets

of ®; that can award victory to a candidate of firm j in which shareholder k enters and is pivotal. This replicates the results
in Azar (2016), Brito et al. (2018a) and Moskalev (2019). This measure of control rights addresses the two unappealing
properties described above: (a) it does converge to 100% as the voting rights of a shareholder approach 50%; and (b) it
does depend on the voting rights of all the firm’s shareholders. Nevertheless, it has been relatively less used in empirical
applications (Brito et al., 2018b; Brito et al., 2018a; Azar and Vives, 2021b). If, on the other hand, there is correlation in the
bias (induced by a common component: i.e., ¥; > 0), the endogenous measure of the control rights of shareholders requires
a quantification of the correlated voting behavior of shareholders, captured by the ratio ¥j/z; in mgj_#@j +i- As such, the

elements of the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 can not be computed solely from observed data
on the financial and voting rights of shareholders, as established in Corollary 2. The full characterization of the measure of
the control rights of shareholders in this case and the definition of strategies to empirically estimate ¥,/z; from shareholder
observed voting behavior seem to be very interesting avenues for future research.

4. Overlapping ownership in the S&P 500

This section empirically applies the profit weights established in Proposition 1 to the S&P 500 index constituents, from
2003:Q3 to 2019:Q4, in the lines of Backus et al. (2021b) and Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022). We do so assuming there is no
correlation in the bias (i.e., when there is no common component: v/; = 0) of shareholders for (or against) the challenger,
so that the profit weights can be computed from observed data on the financial and voting rights of shareholders.

4.1. Data description

We combine data from multiple sources. First, we use historical quarterly ownership data, scraped (and made publicly
available) by Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022) from all ownership reports required by the Securities Exchange Commission (SEC)
for investors in US public corporations.??> Specifically, Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022) parse not only the SEC 13-F form fillings (by
institutional shareholders with over $100 million in assets under management), but also five additional SEC form filings: 3, 4
and 5 (by insiders and shareholders owning more than 10% of an equity share class), 13-D (by investors acquiring more than
5% of an equity share class) and 13-G (by investors acquiring more than 5% of an equity share class that are exempt, qual-
ified institutional or passive). The data includes, for each quarter, the fraction of shares outstanding owned by institutional
shareholders, corporate insiders as well as active and passive blockholders (identified by CIK) on S&P 500 firms (identi-
fied by PERMNO/CUSIP).24:2> Second, we use historical annual horizontal relatedness scores from Hoberg and Phillips (2010,
2016). These scores are obtained by parsing the text in the business descriptions of the original SEC 10-K filings to form,
for each year, vectors of the words associated to the product descriptions of each firm. These word vectors are then used
to compute symmetric continuous measures of product similarity for each pair of firms in each year, capturing how similar

23 The data is publicly available upon request from Amir Amel-Zadeh, Fiona Kasperk, and Martin Schmalz.

24 We use this data instead of competing databases made available by Thomson Reuters or Backus et al. (2021b) because it includes ownership by
institutional investors, corporate insiders as well as active and passive blockholders.

25 We lightly cleaned the data by dropping, in each quarter, the firms in which investors, in aggregate, report holding more than 100% of shares outstand-
ing.

1
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Panel A: VotingRights
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Fig. 1. S&P 500 intra-industry profit weights. Arithmetic average profit weight of all cross-pairs of S&P 500 firms with a strictly positive horizontal re-
latedness score (from Hoberg and Phillips, 2010; Hoberg and Phillips, 2016) in each quarter. The profit weights are computed according to the objective
function of managers established in Proposition 1 for A =0 and A = 1. Panel A considers the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured
by their voting rights (which are assumed coincident with their financial rights). Panel B considers the case in which the control rights of shareholders
are measured by the Banzhaf power indices that result from their voting rights. In all cases, the retail share of each firm is assumed to be made up of an
infinity of shareholders each holding infinitesimal financial and voting rights.

the product (descriptions) of two firms (identified by GVKEY) in a given year are. We use the scores from the TNIC-3 clas-
sification data which is constructed to ensure that the likelihood of two randomly drawn firms (from the CRSP/COMPUSTAT
universe) being deemed related matches that of three digit SIC codes. Finally, using the Compustat Merged Database linking
table, we link the PERMNO and GVKEY firm identifiers and merge Hoberg and Phillips (2010, 2016)’s relatedness score, for
each year and firm, with Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022)’s ownership data.?6

4.2. Profit weights

We use the data above to compute the weights that the managers of S&P 500 firms assign to the expected profit of each
of the remaining S&P 500 firms, according to the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 for both A =0
and A = 1. The retail shareholders (not accounted for in SEC forms 3, 4, 5 13-D and 13-G) are not observed in the data. As
such, in computing profit weights, we assume, following the practice in the literature that the (remaining) retail share of
each firm is made up of an infinity of atomist shareholders.?”-28

4.2.1. Intra-industry analysis

We begin by examining the pairs of firms in the same industry, which absent overlapping ownership are, in partial
equilibrium, likely to impose a negative externality on one another. To do so, we focus on the pairs of firms that have a
strictly positive horizontal relatedness score, as computed by Hoberg and Phillips (2010, 2016). Fig. 1 depicts the (arithmetic)
average profit weight of all intra-industry cross-pairs of S&P 500 firms in each quarter according to the objective function of

26 Firm-pairs with horizontal relatedness scores that are, in a given year, below the thresholds required to be included in the TNIC-3 classification data
are assumed unrelated.

27 The profit weight that managers assign to the expected profit of other firms according to the objective function of managers established in
Proposition 1 when A =1 and the control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights, depends on the financial interest that overlap-
ping shareholders as a group hold in other firms. As such, for this particular case, we assume also that retail shareholders are undiversified (and, as such,
do not engage in overlapping ownership). For all the remaining cases, this assumption is innocuous.

28 Instead of assuming that the (remaining) retail share of each firm is made up of an infinity of atomist shareholders (and that for the case when A = 1
and the control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights, also that retail shareholders are undiversified and, as such, do not engage in
overlapping ownership), we could have assumed that the (remaining) retail shareholders are inattentive and, as such, not accounted for by the manager.

12
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Fig. 2. Intra-industry shareholder concentration in the S&P 500. Arithmetic average and quantiles of the concentration of the financial rights, measured as
10,000 x component of the IHHI associated to non-overlapping (Panel A) and overlapping shareholders (Panel B) across the S&P 500 firms with a strictly
positive horizontal relatedness score (from Hoberg and Phillips, 2010; Hoberg and Phillips, 2016) in each quarter.

managers established in Proposition 1 for both A = 0 and A = 1. Fig. 1, Panel A considers the case in which the control rights
of shareholders are measured by their voting rights (which are assumed, also following the practice in the literature, to be
coincident with their financial rights). The plot shows that the two formulations yield very similar average profit weights:
the overall (across all quarters) average profit weight is 0.59 both under A = 0 and A = 1. The plot also shows that the two
formulations yield very similar trends over time: the average profit weight has increased from 0.48 in 2003:Q3 to 0.73 in
2019:Q4 under A =0 and from 0.50 in 2003:Q3 to 0.68 in 2019:Q4 under A = 1.

Fig. 1, Panel B considers the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by the normalized Banzhaf
power indices that result from their voting rights.2? The plot shows that the two formulations yield now slightly different
average profit weights: the overall average profit weight is 0.58 under A = 0, but 0.67 under A = 1. The plot also shows that
the two formulations yield slightly different trends over time: the average profit weight has increased from 0.46 in 2003:Q3
to 0.73 in 2019:Q4 under A =0, but from 0.63 in 2003:Q3 to 0.74 in 2019:Q4 under A = 1. Finally, the plots also suggest
that the difference between the two formulations has been decreasing over time: the average profit weight in 2019:Q4 is
0.73 under A = 0 and 0.74 under A = 1.

In order to examine whether shareholder ownership dispersion is an issue for the set of intra-industry S&P 500 firms,
we apply a (common) measure of concentration, the Herfindahl-Hirschman index, to shareholder’s financial rights, which
following Backus et al. (2021b) and Amel-Zadeh et al. (2022) we label IHHI. We do so for each S&P 500 firm j under analysis
and quarter, decomposing the IHHI on the components associated to the ownership of non-overlapping and overlapping
shareholders, as follows:

IHHI; = Y " ¢f = > ¢p+ Y @5 = IHHIY + IHH.
ke®; ke@?" ke@?

Fig. 2 depicts the (arithmetic) average and different quantiles of the components of the IHHI (multiplied by 10,000)
over time associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders (Panel A) and overlapping shareholders (Panel B).
The plots show that shareholder ownership dispersion is a relevant empirical issue for the set of intra-industry S&P 500
firms, particularly for non-overlapping shareholders. The financial rights of non-overlapping shareholders are, in fact, heavily
dispersed. The overall 5th and 25th percentiles are 1.22 and 7.39, respectively. The overall average is 67.96. Even the overall
95th percentile is solely 256.34. Further, this dispersion has increased slightly over time.

In order to examine the impact of the ownership dispersion of non-overlapping shareholders on the profit weight com-
puted according to the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 for A =0, which corresponds to the

2% To do so, we compute, following Dubey and Shapley (1979), the normalized Banzhaf power indices using the set of observed shareholders.

13
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Fig. 3. Overlapping shareholders interests and control rights in S&P 500 inter-industry profit weights. Panels A1 and A2 depict the arithmetic average of
100(wiz/w2,) across the subset of intra-industry S&P 500 firms with a strictly positive horizontal relatedness score (from Hoberg and Phillips, 2010; Hoberg
and Phillips, 2016) for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership non-overlapping shareholders is below the average or different
quantiles. Panels B1 and B2 depict the arithmetic average of 100 Zke@‘j Ykj» the aggregate control rights of overlapping shareholders across the same subset
of S&P 500 firms. Panels A1 and B1 consider the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights (which are assumed
coincident with their financial rights). Panels A2 and B2 consider the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by the Banzhaf power
indices that result from their voting rights. In all cases, the retail share of each firm is assumed to be made up of an infinity of shareholders each holding
infinitesimal financial rights.

dominant formulation, we quantify the fraction of the interests of overlapping shareholders that is reflected in the profit
weight of each firm pair jg and quarter, as follows:

Zke(~)‘]? ViiPrg
Wig Zke(-)?o Yk P +Zke(~);’. Yk P
W?g - Yo YiiPre

Zke(—)? Y Prej

where the numerator denotes the actual profit weight according to the dominant formulation while the denominator de-
notes the profit weight that would reflect solely the interests of overlapping shareholders. As Wig/w, increases, the higher is
the fraction of the interests of overlapping shareholders that is reflected in the actual profit weight.

Fig. 3, Panels A1 and A2 depict the (arithmetic) average of the above ratio (multiplied by 100) across the subset of intra-
industry S&P 500 firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders
is below the average or different quantiles. Fig. 3, Panels B1 and B2 depict the (arithmetic) average aggregate corporate
control of overlapping shareholders (multiplied by 100) across the same subset of S&P 500 firms. Fig. 3, Panels A1 and B1
consider the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights. The plots show that the
dominant formulation may reflect heavily the interests of overlapping shareholders even when those overlapping sharehold-
ers do not have full control. For the subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of
non-overlapping shareholders is below the 5th and 25th percentiles, the overall average profit weight reflects 99.46% and
97.79%, respectively, of the interests of overlapping shareholders, which seems counter-intuitive as, on aggregate, those over-
lapping shareholders only hold, on average, 58.48% and 60.94%, respectively, of the control rights.? If we consider, instead,
the subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is
below the average, the overall average profit weight reflects 89.57% of the interests of overlapping shareholders, although,

30 Note that Fig. 3, Panels A1 and B1 consider the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights, a measure of
control rights that does not converge to 100% as the voting rights of a shareholder approach 50%. As such, when on aggregate, overlapping shareholders
hold, on average, 58.48% or 60.94% (as described above) of the control rights, they do not have full control of the firm, even if pooled into a single
shareholder.
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on aggregate, those overlapping shareholders, again, only hold, on average, 60.66% of the control rights. And even if we
consider, instead, the subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping
shareholders is below the 95th percentile, the overall average profit weight reflects 82.91% of the interests of overlapping
shareholders, although, on aggregate, those overlapping shareholders, again, only hold, on average, 59.44% of the control
rights. This implies that, when control rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights, the interests of overlap-
ping shareholders reflected in the dominant formulation may be heavily dissociated from their aggregate corporate control.
Moreover, this dissociation seems stronger when the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is more dispersed.’!

Fig. 3, Panels A2 and B2 consider the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by the normalized
Banzhaf power indices that result from their voting rights. The plots show that the interests of overlapping shareholders
reflected in the dominant formulation have, in this case, a stronger association to their aggregate corporate control. For the
subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below
the 5th and 25th percentiles, the overall average profit weight reflects 99.61% and 98.11%, respectively, of the interests of
overlapping shareholders, which does not seem counter-intuitive as, on aggregate, those overlapping shareholders hold, on
average, 96.92% and 92.50%, respectively, of the control rights. If we consider, instead, the subset of firms for which the com-
ponent of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below the average, the overall average
profit weight reflects 90.05% of the interests of overlapping shareholders and, on aggregate, those overlapping shareholders
hold, on average, 83.99% of the control rights. And even if we consider, instead, the subset of firms for which the component
of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below the 95th percentile, the overall average
profit weight reflects 82.91% of the interests of overlapping shareholders and, on aggregate, those overlapping shareholders
hold, on average, 80.16% of the control rights. This implies that using normalized Banzhaf power indices as a measure of
corporate control seems to avoid, at least for set of intra-industry S&P 500 firms, the counter-intuitive profit weights that
potentially the dominant formulation may yield in the presence of highly dispersed ownership by non-overlapping share-
holders.

Fig. 3, as a whole, seems, therefore, to suggest that the dominant formulation may over-quantify profit weights for the
set of intra-industry S&P 500 firms in the presence of dispersed ownership by non-overlapping shareholders, when control
rights of shareholders are measured by their voting rights, but not when they are measured by the normalized Banzhaf
power indices that result from their voting rights. In order to have an idea of the magnitude of the over-quantification of
the dominant formulation under a proportional control assumption, we recompute the profit weights for the same subset of
firms as in Fig. 3 using (a) voting rights as the measure of corporate control; and (b) the objective function of the managers
established in Proposition 1 for A =0, which corresponds to the dominant formulation, and A = 1, which corresponds to
the alternative formulation and, as discussed above, will reflect solely the interests of overlapping shareholders only if they
have full control. Fig. 4, Panels A to D depict the corresponding (arithmetic) average profit weight across the subset of S&P
500 firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below the
average or different quantiles. The plots show that the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 for A =0
and A =1 respond to the ownership dispersion of non-overlapping shareholders differently. The plots also show that the
difference between the two formulations decreases as the ownership dispersion of non-overlapping shareholders decreases.
For the subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is
below the 5th (25th) percentile, the overall average profit weight is 0.82 (0.76) under A = 0 and 0.60 (0.60) under A = 1. This
suggests that the dominant formulation may, in fact, over-quantify profit weights for the set of intra-industry S&P 500 firms
in the presence of dispersed ownership by non-overlapping shareholders, particularly for firms for which the component
of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below 7.39 (the overall 25th percentile). For
the subset of firms for which the component of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is
below the average (95th percentile), the overall average profit weight is 0.66 (0.61) under A = 0 and 0.59 (0.59) under A = 1.
This suggests that the difference between the two formulations disappears as the ownership dispersion of non-overlapping
shareholders decreases.

4.2.2. Inter-Industry analysis

We now examine the pairs of firms in different industries, which absent overlapping ownership are, in general equilib-
rium, likely to impose a positive externality on one another (Azar and Vives, 2021a). To do so, we focus on the pairs of firms
that have a null horizontal relatedness score, as computed by Hoberg and Phillips (2010, 2016). Fig. 5 replicates Fig. 1 above
and depicts the (arithmetic) average profit weight of all inter-industry cross-pairs of S&P 500 firms in each quarter. The plots
suggest that the qualitative and quantitative patterns are similar to those obtained for the set of intra-industry S&P 500
firms. This similarity is valid for all the remaining figures presented in the intra-industry analysis above, which are, for that
reason, omitted here for brevity.

31 The plots also show that the fraction of the interests of overlapping shareholders reflected in the dominant formulation has increased slightly over
time, as both the dispersion of the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders and the aggregate corporate control of overlapping shareholders have also
increased slightly over time.
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Fig. 4. S&P 500 intra-industry profit weights, voting rights and non-overlapping shareholders dispersion. Arithmetic average profit weight across the subset
of S&P 500 firms with a strictly positive horizontal relatedness score (from Hoberg and Phillips, 2010; Hoberg and Phillips, 2016) for which the component
of the IHHI associated to the ownership of non-overlapping shareholders is below the average or different quantiles. The profit weights are computed
following the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 for A =0 and A =1 considering that the control rights of shareholders are
measured by their voting rights (which are assumed coincident with their financial rights) and that the retail share of each firm is made up of an infinity
of shareholders each holding infinitesimal financial rights.
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Fig. 5. S&P 500 inter-industry profit weights. Arithmetic average profit weight of all cross-pairs of S&P 500 firms with a null horizontal relatedness
score (from Hoberg and Phillips, 2010; Hoberg and Phillips, 2016) in each quarter. The profit weights are computed according to the objective function
of managers established in Proposition 1 for A =0 and A = 1. Panel A considers the case in which the control rights of shareholders are measured by
their voting rights (which are assumed coincident with their financial rights). Panel B considers the case in which the control rights of shareholders are
measured by the Banzhaf power indices that result from their voting rights. In all cases, the retail share of each firm is assumed to be made up of an
infinity of shareholders each holding infinitesimal financial and voting rights.
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5. Extensions

In this section, we introduce and discuss extensions to the theoretical framework used to derive the objective function
of managers established in Proposition 1.

5.1. Shareholders inattention

We have assumed a framework in which shareholders are fully attentive to the strategy proposals of candidates. In
this section, we examine the robustness of the objective function of managers established in Proposition 1 by discussing
an extension framework in which shareholders can either be attentive or inattentive to those proposals. In particular, we
follow Gilje et al. (2020) in considering that each shareholder k is attentive to the strategy proposals of firm j’s candi-
dates with probability §; and inattentive with probability 1 — §;;. If attentive, as discussed above, shareholder k will vote
for the incumbent with probability 1 if u, (Xq, mg) > vy (Xp, my), will vote for the challenger with probability 1 if instead
Uy (Xq, Mg) < Uy (Xp, mMy), and will randomize between the two candidates with equal probability if uy(Xq, mg) = vy (X,, my).
If inattentive, shareholder k will, irrespective of the strategy proposals of the candidates, vote for the incumbent with prob-
ability p, and will vote for the challenger with probability 1 — py.

In this setting, it is relatively straightforward to show that the (normalized) weight that the manager of firm j would
assign to the expected profit of firm g for any j, g € 3 would be given by:

Z Vk,¢/<g
k<O, T2y _

Wig = 3 R
ke®; T-X+Ay;
where yk"j denotes the control rights of shareholder k in firm j, which now incorporate (additionally) the attention probabili-
ties &;;. Under Assumption 2 and A = 0, we obtain ylfj = vyj8y;j, yielding a weight that is qualitatively similar to the measure
proposed by Gilje et al. (2020) to capture the impact of overlapping ownership on managerial incentives. Although the at-
tention probabilities §;; do not have a direct empirical counterpart, they can be modeled to be a function of a multitude of
observed firm and shareholder factors (for example, the importance of firm j in shareholder k’s investment portfolio) and

estimated using observed voting behavior (see Gilje et al., 2020 for an illustrative example and the references therein).

5.2. Cross-ownership structures

We have assumed a framework in which shareholders are external, in the sense that we do not allow firms to hold
financial and voting rights in other firms of the same industry. In this section, we examine the robustness of the objective
function of managers established in Proposition 1 by discussing an extension framework in which firms are also allowed
to hold financial and voting rights in other firms within the industry. In particular, consider that there are K shareholders,
indexed by k € ® = {1, ..., N,...K}, who may include not just external shareholders (and can engage in common-ownership),
but also internal shareholders from the set of firms (and can engage in cross-ownership), both of which can hold financial
and voting rights in multiple firms.

In this setting, it is relatively straightforward to show that the (normalized) weight that the manager of firm j would
assign to the expected profit of firm g for any j, g € 3 would be given by:

g
D ke®,; T flfé;u
W= —— 9 >
jg = YLt =
Skeo, TATTE
where q},‘c‘j and y,” denote the ultimate financial and control rights, respectively, of external shareholder k in firm j, which
can be computed followmg the algorithm in Brito et al. (2018a).

6. Conclusions

We examine the objective function of managers in the presence of overlapping shareholding. We do so, from both a the-
oretical and an empirical perspective. From a theoretical perspective, we make use of a probabilistic voting model in which
shareholders vote to elect the manager from two potential candidates (the incumbent and a challenger) with conceivably
different strategy proposals to microfound a proposed alternative formulation of the objective function of managers in which
(in contrast to the dominant formulation) the manager of a firm with overlapping shareholders would decide the strategy
of the firm to maximize a control-weighted sum of the relative expected returns of the firm’ s shareholders. In particular,
to do so, we generalize the probabilistic voting model typically used in the literature to allow the bias of shareholders for
(or against) the challenger to be both profit-irrelevant or profit-relevant. We show that a profit-relevant bias microfounds
our proposed alternative formulation, which can cope better with ownership dispersion in the sense that (in contrast to the
dominant formulation) it will never reflect solely the interests of a set of (non-dispersed) shareholders, unless the dispersion
yields those shareholders the full control of the firm.

17
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From an empirical perspective, we apply the two formulations to the set of S&P 500 firms. We show that (a) shareholder
ownership dispersion, particularly of non-overlapping shareholders, is a relevant empirical issue for the set of S&P 500 firms;
and (b) the dominant formulation, in such cases, may over-quantify profit weights, particularly when corporate control is
measured by voting rights. This, in turn, suggests that empirical quantifications of the impact of overlapping ownership on
market outcomes of S&P 500 firms using the dominant formulation when the ownership of shareholders is highly dispersed,
should be avoided, particularly when corporate control is measured by voting rights, so to elude attenuation bias that causes
them to underestimate the magnitude and statistical significance of the marginal effect of overlapping shareholding on mar-
ket outcomes. If we consider counter-intuitive that the weight assigned by the manager to the profit of other firms (in which
overlapping shareholders hold shares in) reflects solely the interests of the (non-dispersed) overlapping shareholders even if
overlapping shareholders do not have the full control of the firm, then our proposed alternative formulation appears to be,
in those cases, a preferable option that could result in more accurate estimates of the effects of overlapping shareholding.

Our findings are particularly relevant for competition agencies because profit weights can (and should) be incorporated
into the traditional indicators used to help predict anti-competitive effects. Using our proposed alternative formulation could
lead to more accurate conclusions in specific markets about whether overlapping shareholding is likely to produce anticom-
petitive effects. If so, our proposed alternative formulation will accurately conclude in more markets that the effects are not
likely to be anticompetitive, thus more accurately distinguishing those markets from other markets where the effects are
more likely to be anticompetitive. Our findings are also particularly relevant for antitrust policy because overlapping own-
ership “has stimulated a major rethinking of antitrust enforcement” (Elhauge, 2016; Scott Morton and Hovenkamp, 2018;
Hemphill and Kahan, 2020), which must naturally be based on empirical evidence as accurate as possible.

We leave to future work the next steps: (a) which formulation more accurately predicts firm behavior? and (b) do the
two formulations lead to different conclusions regarding the magnitude and statistical significance of the marginal effect of
overlapping ownership on market competition?
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Appendix A. Mathematical Appendix
In this mathematical appendix, we present the proofs of Proposition 1 and Corollary 1.
Proof of Proposition 1

The structure of this proof follows three steps.

First, we show that the objective function of the incumbent is strictly concave conditional on the strategy proposal of
the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other firms. Given that strategy proposals
are, under Assumption 4, defined in a convex set, this implies that the incumbent’s maximization problem has a unique
maximum conditional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of the candidates
to the other firms. Given the symmetry of the solution to the maximization problem of the two candidates to the firm,
we have that they will choose best-response functions that are, conditional on the strategy proposals of the candidates to
the remaining firms, symmetric with respect to the strategy proposal of the opponent candidate. This implies that the two
candidates will choose the same strategy proposal for the firm, conditional on the strategies proposals of the candidates to
the other firms, i.e., they will choose the same best-response function to the strategy proposals of the candidates to the
other firms. Because this common best-response function achieves, conditional on the strategies proposals of the candidates
to the other firms, the unique maximum of the objective functions of the two candidates to the firm, there are no unilateral
incentives to deviation.

Second, we show that this common best-response function is the same as the best-response function that would arise
from maximizing, conditional on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other firms, the objective function estab-
lished in the proposition.

Finally, given that the strategy proposal of each candidate to the different firms is, under Assumption 4, defined in a
convex set and the common expectation of each shareholder is, under Assumption 5, continuous, the best-response func-
tions of the candidates to the different firms are guaranteed to be upper-hemicontinuous, which implies that we can apply
Kakutani’s fixed point theorem to ensure that the Nash equilibrium exists.

18
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We now address the sub-proof of the remaining points: (a) that the objective function of the incumbent is strictly con-
cave conditional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of the candidates to
the other firms; and (b) that the common best-response function is the same as the best-response function that would
arise from maximizing, conditional on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other firms, the objective function
established in the proposition. We do so considering, in turn, Assumptions 2 and 3.

Consider, first, Assumption 2. We begin by addressing (a) and show that the objective function of the incumbent is strictly
concave conditional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of the candidates
to the other firms. Let @,; denote the objective function of the incumbent, as follows:

Ty = 3 Pl (o 5 1)

ke®;
Zf Prku (Xa: ma, Xy, My, &;)1(€7)dE 0y
ke®;
1 ER (X)) ~ERX) £\ 2\az s,
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which makes use of the fact that, under Assumption 7, G;(-) is the cumulative distribution function of an uniform distribu-
tion over the range [—7j/2, 7j/2] with 7; sufficiently large such that:

[ ERe(Xa)) —ERe(Xp)) £ ) _
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for all §; € [~Vj/2, ¥j/2), Xap, € @m and x,, € QU Vjm e 3.

Under Assumption 1, shareholders are conditionally sincere, which implies that the incumbent of firm j can choose her
strategy proposal taking the strategies of the candidates to the remaining firms as given. The first order condition of this
problem is, thus, given by:

dmgj _ 3 1 OE(Ry(Xa))
9xq, kO j(1—h+Apy) %, Vki

while the second order condition is given by:

82waj _ Z 1 azE(Rk(xa))vk
0, Ao (1-htapy) 0%,

which implies that, because under Assumption 5 we have that BZE(Rk(Xa))/axgj < 0, the objective function of the manager is
strictly concave in Xaj, conditional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of
the candidates to the other firms.

We now address (b) and show that the common best-response function is the same as the best-response function that
would arise from maximizing, conditional on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other firms, the objective
function established in the proposition. To do so, note that because the two candidates will choose the same best-response
function, in equilibrium, we have E(Ry(Xq)) = E(R¢ (X)) = E(Ri(x)) for all k € ®;. As a consequence, we have from the first
order condition above that:

E(Ri (X))

max w,; = Pry,. (Xq, Mg, Xp, M) Ui o< Max —_—
" Paj Zk€®j ka; (Xa, Mg, Xp, Mp) Uy ' Zk o, Vk]] “h Ay

where y,; is measured by the voting rights of shareholder k in firm j: vy;.

Consider, now, instead, Assumption 3. We begin by readdressing (a) and show that the objective function of the incum-
bent is strictly concave conditional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of
the candidates to the other firms. Let z,; denote the objective function of the incumbent, as follows:

v L~
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Under Assumption 1, shareholders are conditionally sincere, which implies that the incumbent of firm j can choose her
strategy proposal taking the strategies of the candidates to the remaining firms as given. In order to compute the first
order condition of this problem, it will help decompose, with reference to any given shareholder k, the set g; of all the 2471
possible subsets of those shareholders that can award the majority of votes to a candidate into three subsets: (a) the subsets
where shareholder k enters and is pivotal: yufj, (b) the subsets where shareholder k enters and is not pivotal: g’}}p and (c) the

subsets where shareholder k does not enter: g}}.. As such, we have, for any given shareholder k, that g =§£j Up;:f Upﬂj. This

impli i = d oL . .
implies that we can write Zg}gpj Pr(m] = a;j[Xq, Xp, Oj, SJ) as follows:

Yo Pr(m; = a;[Xqe, Xy, ©4, &) = Yo, Pr(m; = a;|Xq, X, O}, ;)
+Z@;EQ’:}P Pr(m] = aj{xa,xb, @;, g])
+ ZG‘);EK% Pr(m] = aj|xa, Xp, @_1’, éj)

Because all the subsets in ¢f; can award the majority of votes to a candidate, if we add shareholder k to &, the cor-

responding new subsets will be able to award as well the majority of votes to a candidate, with shareholder k not be-
ing pivotal. As such, we have that, for all ®§ eg%,@’j U {k} GQZJI'J' with the number of subsets in ga;jj being equal to the

number of subsets in Q’:}‘.’. This implies - letting, for notation compactness, for the purposes of this proof, Prﬁaj denote
Prraj (Xa, Mg, Xp, My, E]) - that:

Yoted, Pr(m; = a;|Xq, X, o, §)= 2eteg; [reoy Prig [reey (1-Prg,)
= Yoy, (Toeey Préq Ty e (1 = Pré ) ) (1= Pri, )
= Z@ljeg;j Hre@); Pryg, nr¢@},r¢1< (1 - P"?aj)
- Z@;edf Hre@); Pri, Hr¢@; (1 - Prfa,-)
= Z@;% Hrs@} Prig, nrg@;,r;ek (1 - Prfa,»)
~ Corer Pr(m; = a;|Xq, Xp, O}, &),
where the second equality factors out the (conditional) probability associated to shareholder k. As a consequence, we can
write Y, Pr(mj = aj|Xq, X, O, ’;:]) as follows:
Y Pr(mj=aj|xa, Xy, ©}, &) = > Pr(mj=aj|%e, %, 03, &)+ > [[Prig, [I (1-Priy,):
O'epy Olef, O e <@ reok rzk

Having this result in mind, we can now address the first order condition of the problem. We can write this condition as
follows:

3¥;
Bwuj
= %

Olegi ke®;
1y S8k KW

OPr(m; = aj|Xq, Xy, 4, &) OPri,
8Prliaj axajj h(gj)dgj Eo,.

Because there is always at least one shareholder that is pivotal, we can rewrite this condition, using the result above for
Zgljepj Pr(mj = aj|Xq, Xp, @’j, Ej), as follows:

l]//j ~
dwy OPr(m; = a|%a. X5, ). &) Prig, 2\ 2
Oxg, [ X BPr oxg, " (E1)%5%0,

e o ka;
_%11/] O}EA’% kEOJ J

LRy ~

[Py = e %o, €36) Py o e

oPre, 09X, DA
]

22

ke®; O}, 1y

which makes use of the fact that the term Z("'-E&’}’- [Treor Prﬁaj [Trgot ek (1 - Prﬁaj) does not include the (conditional) prob-
) J I
ability associated to shareholder k. As a consequence, the second order condition is given by:
Bzwaj

axgi = Z Z

ke®; ©)egf; 1y,

1

,'¢/v ~

N 9%Pr(m; = aj[Xe, %y, ©5.5;) aprﬁafh(é)d 5
OPri, 3xq; Oxg,  \TRIT
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1o, ~
3V apr(mj — aj|xa~xb, @3’ %‘]) aZPr,ﬁaj

" / h(€;)dé; &,
keX@;j @;ZEK:%; ]_ IPri, Fre) (&) dé;
Ly _ ,
* ¢ 9%Pr(mj = aj|Xq, X, O, ;) [ OPry, N
=) > (m; 1| a 2b j 1)( ax::) h(€;)dé; 2,
ke®; @)}e&%,%% 8(Prlc<aj) ;
395

8Prm_a|x,xb,®,$)3l’rk -
P> / j ajpr,c:j = axgja h(&;)dE; 8,

ke®; @egf 1

In order to examine the sign of 32waj/axgj, we begin by addressing 32Prﬁaj/ax§j. Under Assumption 7, G;(-) is the cumulative
distribution function of an uniform distribution over the range [-7j/2, 7j/2] with t; sufficiently large such that:

c E(Rk(Xa)) —E(Rc(Xp)) £
0<Pri, =G, -&] <1,
rraj (‘1 _a T )\(bkj) $]>

for all fj € [=V¥i/2, ¥i/2], Xa,, € m and xp, € Qm Vj,m e 3. This implies that:

pre = 1, RO ~ERi(x) - §(1-2+20y)

g 2 T](l _)"+)"¢kj)

IPrig, 1 IE (R (Xa))
axaj T](l — A+ )"¢kj) axuj

)

which in turn implies, because under Assumption 5 we have 82JE(Rk(Xa))/axgj < 0, that:

O?Pry, 1 PE(R(X) _
2 r(1-A+rgy) 9% '

We now address aPr(mJ:aj\Xa,xb«Q}«gj)/aPriaj. Pr(mj = aj|xa, Xp, @3., %T]) = Hre(")’j Prﬁaj l_[r¢@11_ (1 - Prfaj) for @3 € K#:j' As such,

because under Assumption 7, 0 < Prﬁaj < 1, for all .§j € [=Yi/2, ¥j/2], Xa,, € Qm and xp,, € Qpm Vj,m e 3, we have that:

3Pr(m< = a;|Xq, Xp, O, 5)
j 3IPr1€: el l—[r€®;'r#k Prfaj l_[rg(a)'j (1 — Prfaj) - 0.
gl

~ 2 ~
Finally, we address 32PT<mj=aj|Xa‘xb-®§-§j)/3(Prf(aj> . Because BPr(mj:aj|Xa.va®'jij)/8Pr,§aj does not depend on Pr‘aj, we have

2
that 2 (my-ay 0, ), ) =0

Combining the three results above, we have that the objective function of the manager is strictly concave in x4, condi-
tional on the strategy proposal of the challenger to the firm and on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other
firms.

We now readdress (b) and show that the common best-response function is the same as the best-response function
that would arise from maximizing, conditional on the strategy proposals of the candidates to the other firms, the objective
function established in the proposition. To do so, note that because the two candidates will choose the same best-response
function, in equilibrium, we have E(R(Xqa)) = E(R,(Xp)) = E(R,(x)) for all k € ®;. This implies that Prfa, =1/2— éj/rj and:

apr(mj _ ajixﬂvxbv @1_’5-],) 1 é 1 é 1 é #O,— E Lj—#0)
e (-9n(+9)-(G-9) (-9

re®,rk ¢}

As a consequence, the first order condition of this problem can be written as follows:

. 3V #01-1 (40,

Imy _ > S, L zfj (l B ‘i}) ( S}) dé( 1 HJE(Rk(x)))E »

9 ke®; L@)egf; Y; Ly 2 T 2 T I\t (A tagy) 9% a;
-2V

-y By d]E(Rk(X)) =
ke®; 7, (1-a+hgy)  O%; U’
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where By = > sl 1/v5) f (172 - E_]/T] ! (1/2+ éj/r,-)lf#(')lfdéj. This makes use of the fact that, under Assumption

-1V
h(gj) = 1/y; and that aPr;aj/axﬂj does not depend on £ ;. In turn, this implies that:
_ _ = E(Rk (X)) E(Rg (X))
max wej = Pr(m; = 0l Xs) S, M) o ATy g X MY o, T 1 gy

where y; = ﬁkj/zhegj By;- This establishes the formulation of the objective function in the proposition. However, it remains
to be shown that:

3V #0) -

1 1§\ §\ - 1
| (‘zj) (2 Tj) g, - Z 1 g

(”*)} ezqf 1y, e sg’f

To do so, we begin by rewriting By; as follows:

3V | E -1 £\UHO)
Bi= ot 1/(—7?;) (3+2)" e

J

1
Vi =\ #OL—1 =\ {—#O!
1’-725' J r.+2€. J i~
- Z()‘e f JZ-[- . J2'1:- : dé]
K“fj WJ J ]

1

—27i

1Y ~\H#OL-1 o\ 0—HOL  ~
-y 1 . , . NITEigE
— 2Ok g2y lf,/, (zi-28) 7 (w+28)" " dg;.
-2¥;

Now, let ; +2§j =y;, which implies that 7; — 2§j =2t —y; and dy; = 2d§j. If, under Assumption 6, ‘;:j follows an uni-
form distribution over the range [-Vj/2, ¥j/2] and density 1/y;, then y; follows an uniform distribution over the range
[rj - Y. T+ 1//j] and density 1/2y;. As such, we can rewrite fB;; as follows:

‘[j-Hﬁ]'
#0. -1 (;—#0O!

1
Bg= 2. /(ij—J/j) Ty dy;

71_1
Ojeef; 21ﬂ]( ) Ti—;
TJ+W;#O' 1

Z 1 - / Z C#O‘ 1( )#o._1 1( yj)l U #O‘d

Ojef, 2%‘(271‘) oy, =0

TV #6041

1 dor( 1 ROy iy O g
> 2¢./ > G 21 (=D, Yj

0 J i
O} eﬂ‘(’j -y i=0

o #0-1( 1 UK o—#0+i 1
—#O+i
= Z Z (- 1)C (2) fyj] J 27(1‘)/]
O‘eyf WJ
Ti—v;
#0)-1 j—#O+i L o
—H#HOL+i
- Z 3 o () =)
Ble
#0'-1 v\ oo
-y eves((2))
o 27;
#0,-1
HOL—
Z Z (= 1)C me, —#O!+i
Oegf;
. £—#O i v \" y, \ G FOHn
=2 ®Zl( 1)c#°-1zj NE-R) (%)
_H#OL 1] ’
) - #O,+i+1
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. . . . . . #01-1

where the second equality makes use of the binomial theorem, which establishes that we can write (er —yj) i =

#OL-1 #6L-1
J J

i=0 Ci

Dl ti n £j—#O'+i—n
(4O 1i GHEOWH (1 ¥\ (1 ) T
i\’ 2o 272 ) (21t 5
E =My g1 = ,

(er)#@[f*l*i(—yj)i, and the last equality makes use of the fact that:

27 6 —#OL +i+1

for an uniformly distributed variable over the range [1/2—‘//j/2‘rj, 1/2+¢j/2rj]. Naturally, we could have computed

—H#OL i . . . . . .
]E((Yj/Z‘Ej)l] 1+') using (at least, two simpler) alternative formulations. However, they would not nest the case in which

Y¥j=0.
Proof of Corollary 1

First, absent overlapping shareholding, the manager of each firm j would maximize the expected own-profit E(l'[ j(x)),
because ¢, = 0 for the subset of shareholders k who hold financial rights in firm j and all j, g # j. This implies w;j; = 0 for
all j, g +# j and, thus, that property (i) holds.

Second, with non-infinitesimal overlapping shareholding, the manager of each firm j would internalize the impact of
her firm’s strategy on the expected profit of firm g when the shareholders that have financial rights in both firms have also
control rights in the firm, because if y;; # 0 and ¢, >> 0 for at least one shareholder k, we have that w;, > 0 for all j, g # J.
This implies that the manager of each firm j would maximize E(IT;(x)) + w;gE(Tg(x)) and, thus, that property (ii) holds.

Third, the weight wj, that the manager of each firm j assigns to the expected profit of firm g is continuous in ¢y, ;
and ¢, for the subset of shareholders k with financial rights in firm j, because the product, sum and quotient, respectively,
of continuous functions is continuous. This implies that property (iii) holds.

Fourth, the manager of each firm j would maximize the sum of the expected profits when all shareholders that have
financial rights in the firm are fully diversified across firms, because if those shareholders are fully diversified, for the subset
of shareholders k who hold financial rights in firm j, we have ¢; = ¢y, = @ and yy; = i = ¥ for all j, g # j. This implies
that:

2 ke Jf%;
€®; T-A+Ady
Wjg = —2 020 —
8 ) ViPx ’
ke®j T-A+Aey

for all j,g# j and that the manager of each firm j would maximize E(IT;(X)) + Y gex ¢ E(TTg(X)). As such, property (iv)
holds.

Finally, if A = 1, the objective function of the manager of firm j will weigh solely the interests of the firm’s overlapping
(non-overlapping) shareholders as the ownership of each non-overlapping (overlapping) shareholder becomes dispersed
(among a collection of infinitesimal identical shareholders) when the voting rights of the overlapping (non-overlapping)
shareholders do induce full control. In order to see why, note that the objective function of the manager of firm j can be
written as follows:

max Zke(_)ﬁ ViE(TT;(x)) + Zke(_),jm YiE(TT; (%)) + dex_g# ng J/kj%:'jIE(Hg(x)).

As the ownership of each non-overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal identical
shareholders, the objective function of the manager will weigh solely the interests of overlapping shareholders when the
voting rights of those horizontal shareholders do induce full control of the firm, i.e., when y;; =0 for each k € ®°. Sim-
ilarly, as the ownership of each overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal identical
shareholders, the number of shareholders in ®;’. increases, but the ratio éig/g; of each new infinitesimal identical share-
holder will be identical to the corresponding ratio of each of the previous (non-dispersed) shareholders. As a consequence,
the objective function of the manager will weigh solely the interests of non-overlapping shareholders when the voting rights
of those non-overlapping shareholders do induce full control of the firm, i.e., when y;; = 0 for each k € @? As such, property
(vi) is satisfied.

Note that the same would not be true if A = 0. In this case, the objective function of the manager of firm j will ap-
proximate a weighted sum of (solely) the interests of the firm’s overlapping (non-overlapping) shareholders when non-
overlapping (overlapping) shareholders are highly dispersed, for any given value of the control rights of the overlapping
(non-overlapping) shareholders. In order to see why, let the subset of shareholders that hold financial rights in firm j, ®;,
be divided in two smaller subsets: the subset of overlapping shareholders, @? and the subset of non-overlapping share-
holders, @?0. This implies that the objective function of the manager of firm j can be written as follows:

max Zke@? Vi B(T1;(0) + Zke@);ﬂ Vg bB(T100) + des,gaej Zke@g VijPrgE (T (X))
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As the ownership of each non-overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal identical
shareholders, we have that )", gno ¥j®k;j — 0. As such, the objective function of the manager will weigh solely the interests
J

of overlapping shareholders, even when the voting rights of those overlapping shareholders do not induce full control of the
firm:

max Zke«)g VBB (T () + dex.g;éj Zke@? Vi PrgB (Mg (X)).

Similarly, as the ownership of each overlapping shareholder becomes dispersed among a collection of infinitesimal identical
shareholders, we have that } ", go Vkj®j — 0 and >y go VkjPrg — O- As such, the objective function of the manager will
J

weigh solely the interests of non-overlapping shareholders (yielding an objective function proportional to the expected own-
profit), even when the voting rights of those non-overlapping shareholders do not induce full control of the firm:

max Do ViiBE(TL;(%)).

References

Aggarwal, R, Dahiya, S., Prabhala, N.R., 2019. The power of shareholder votes: evidence from uncontested director elections. ] Financ Econ 133 (1), 134-153.

Alesina, A., Rosenthal, H., 1995. Partisan Politics, Divided Government, and the Economy. Cambridge University Press, New York.

Amel-Zadeh, A., Kasperk, F, Schmalz, M. C.,, 2022. Mavericks, universal, and common owners - the largest shareholders of U.S. public firms. Unpublished
Manuscript, University of Oxford.

Amess, K., Banerji, S., Lampousis, A., 2015. Corporate cash holdings: causes and consequences. International Review of Financial Analysis 42, 421-433.

Antén, M., Ederer, F, Gine, M., Schmalz, M.C,, 2022. Common ownership, competition, and top management incentives. Journal of Political Economy. Forth-
coming

Azar, ]., 2012. A New Look at Oligopoly: Implicit Collusion through Portfolio Diversification. Princeton University.

Azar, ]., 2016. Portfolio diversification, market power, and the theory of the firm. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Navarra.

Azar, ., 2017. Portfolio diversification, market power, and the theory of the firm. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Navarra.

Azar, J., 2020. The common ownership trilemma. The University of Chicago Law Review 87 (2), 263-296.

Azar, ], Raina, S., Schmalz, M.C., 2022. Ultimate ownership and bank competition. Financ Manage 51 (1), 227-269.

Azar, ., Ribeiro, R., 2022. Estimating oligopoly with shareholder voting models. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Navarra.

Azar, J., Schmalz, M.C,, Tecu, L, 2018. Anticompetitive effects of common ownership. Journal of Finance 73 (4), 1513-1565.

Azar, ]., Vives, X., 2021a. General equilibrium oligopoly and ownership structure. Econometrica 89 (3), 999-1048.

Azar, ]., Vives, X., 2021b. Revisiting the anticompetitive effects of common ownership. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Navarra.

Backus, M., Conlon, C., Sinkinson, M., 2020. Theory and measurement of common ownership. AEA Papers and Proceedings 110, 557-560.

Backus, M., Conlon, C., Sinkinson, M., 2021a. Common ownership and competition in the ready-to-eat cereal. Unpublished Manuscript, NBER.

Backus, M., Conlon, C., Sinkinson, M., 2021b. Common ownership in America: 1980-2017. American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 13 (3), 273-308.

Banzhaf, J.F.,, 1965. Weighted voting doesn’t work: a mathematical analysis. Rutgers Law Rev 19, 317-343.

Bebchuk, L.A., Jolls, C., 1999. Managerial value diversion and shareholder wealth. Journal of Law, Economics & Organization 15 (2), 487-502.

Bresnahan, T.F, Salop, S.C., 1986. Quantifying the competitive effects of production joint ventures. Int. J. Ind Organiz 4 (2), 155-175.

Brito, D., Osério, A., Ribeiro, R., Vasconcelos, H., 2018a. Unilateral effects screens for partial horizontal acquisitions: the generalized HHI and GUPPL. Int. J.
Ind Organiz 59, 127-189.

Brito, D., Ribeiro, R, Vasconcelos, H., 2014. Measuring unilateral effects in partial horizontal acquisitions. Int. ]. Ind Organiz 33, 22-36.

Brito, D., Ribeiro, R., Vasconcelos, H., 2018b. Quantifying the coordinated effects of partial horizontal acquisitions. Eur Econ Rev 110, 108-149.

Brito, D., Ribeiro, R., Vasconcelos, H., 2019. Can partial horizontal ownership lessen competition more than a monopoly? Econ Lett 176, 90-95.

Crawford, G.S., Lee, R.S., Whinston, M.D., Yurukoglu, A., 2018. The welfare effects of vertical integration in multichannel television markets. Econometrica
86 (3), 891-954.

Desai, M.A., Dyck, A., Zingales, L., 2007. Theft and taxes. ] Financ Econ 84 (3), 591-623.

Dietzenbacher, E., Smid, B., Volkerink, B., 2000. Horizontal integration in the dutch financial sector. Int. ]. Ind Organiz 18 (8), 1223-1242.

Downs, A., 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. Harper and Row, New York.

Dubey, P, Shapley, L.S., 1979. Mathematical properties of the banzhaf power index. Mathematics of Operations Research 4 (2), 99-131.

Elhauge, E., 2016. Horizontal shareholding. The Harvard Law Review 109 (5), 1267-1317.

Elhauge, E., 2020. How horizontal shareholding harms our economy - and why antitrust law can fix it. The Harvard Business Law Review 10 (2), 207-286.

Fisher, 1., 1930. The Theory of Interest: As Determined by Impatience to Spend Income and Opportunity to Invest It. Macmillan, New York.

Gilje, E.P,, Gormley, T.A., Levit, D., 2020. Who'S paying attention? measuring common ownership and its impact on managerial incentives. ] financ econ 137
(1), 152-178.

Gomes, A., 2000. Going public without governance: managerial reputation effects. ] Finance 55 (2), 615-646.

Goshen, Z., Levit, D., 2020. Irrelevance of governance structure. Unpublished Manuscript, European Corporate Governance Institute.

Gramlich, ]., Grund], S., 2017. Estimating the competitive effects of common ownership. Unpublished Manuscript, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.

Hansen, R.G., Lott, J.R,, 1996. Externalities and corporate objectives in a world with diversified shareholder/consumers. The Journal of Financial and Quan-
titative Analysis 31 (1), 43-68.

Hart, 0.D., 1979. On shareholder unanimity in large stock market economies. Econometrica 47 (5), 1057-1083.

Hemphill, C.S., Kahan, M., 2020. The strategies of anticompetitive common ownership. Yale Law ] 129 (5), 1392-1459.

Hoberg, G., Phillips, G., 2010. Product market synergies and competition in mergers and acquisitions: a text-based analysis. Review of Financial Studies 23
(10), 3773-3811.

Hoberg, G., Phillips, G., 2016. Text-based network industries and endogenous product differentiation. Journal of Political Economy 124 (5), 1423-1465.

Kennedy, P, O'Brien, D. P, Song, M., Waehrer, K., 2017. The competitive effects of common ownership: Economic foundations and empirical evidence.
Unpublished Manuscript, Bates White Economic Consulting.

Li, G., Li, ]., 2018. Managerial diversion, product market competition, and firm performance. China Economic Review 50, 240-264.

Lindbeck, A., Weibull, J.W., 1987. Balanced-budget redistribution as the outcome of political competition. Public Choice 52, 273-297.

Matéjka, F, Tabellini, G., 2021. Electoral competition with rationally inattentive voters. ] Eur Econ Assoc 19 (3), 1899-1935.

Moskalev, A., 2019. Objective function of a non-price-taking firm with heterogeneous shareholders. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Michigan.

Newham, M., Seldeslachts, J., Banal-Estafiol, A. 2019. Common ownership and market entry: Evidence from pharmaceutical industry. Unpublished
Manuscript, DIW Berlin.

Noe, T. H., Rebello, M. J., Rietz, T. A., 2015. The separation of firm ownership and management: a reputational perspective. Unpublished Manuscript, Univer-
sity of Oxford.

24


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0036

D. Brito, E. Elhauge, R. Ribeiro et al. International Journal of Industrial Organization 87 (2023) 102905

O’Brien, D.P, Salop, S.C., 2000. Competitive effects of partial ownership: financial interest and corporate control. Antitrust Law Journal 67 (3), 559-614.

O'Brien, D. P, Waehrer, K., 2017. The competitive effects of common ownership - we know less than we think. Unpublished Manuscript, Bates White
Economic Consulting.

Pagano, M., Immordino, G., 2012. Corporate fraud, governance, and auditing. The Review of Corporate Finance Studies 1 (1), 109-133.

Park, A.H., Seo, K., 2019. Common ownership and product market competition: evidence from the u.s. airline industry. Korean Journal of Financial Studies
48 (5), 617-640.

Persson, T., Tabellini, G., 2000. Political Economics: Explaining Economic Policy. MIT Press, Cambridge.

Polo, M., 1998. Electoral competition and political rents. Unpublished Manuscript, Bocconi University.

Ponzetto, G. A. M., 2011. Heterogeneous information and trade policy. Unpublished Manuscript, Universitat Pompeu Fabra.

Rotemberg, J. J., 1984. Financial transaction costs and industrial performance. Unpublished Manuscript, Alfred P. Sloan School of Management.

Schmalz, M. C., 2018. Common ownership and fiduciary duty. Unpublished Manuscript, University of Oxford.

Scott Morton, F.M., Hovenkamp, H., 2018. Horizontal shareholding and antitrust policy. Yale Law ] 127 (7), 2026-2047.

Shelegia, S., Spiegel, Y., 2012. Bertrand competition when firms hold passive ownership stakes in one another. Econ Lett 114 (1), 136-138.

25


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0167-7187(22)00080-7/sbref0042

	Modelling the objective function of managers in the presence of overlapping shareholding
	1 Introduction
	2 Related literature and contribution
	3 Theoretical framework
	3.1 Setup
	3.2 Voting model
	3.2.1 Shareholders voting
	3.2.2 Candidates strategy proposals
	3.2.3 Nash-equilibrium


	4 Overlapping ownership in the S&P 500
	4.1 Data description
	4.2 Profit weights
	4.2.1 Intra-industry analysis
	4.2.2 Inter-Industry analysis


	5 Extensions
	5.1 Shareholders inattention
	5.2 Cross-ownership structures

	6 Conclusions
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Appendix A Mathematical Appendix
	Proof of Proposition 1
	Proof of Corollary 1

	References


