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Abstract

Motivated by the practice of indicative bidding, which is commonly used in sales of complex and
valuable assets, this paper develops a theory of two-stage auctions based on the assumption that
learning valuation is costly. In various cases that characterize what can be learned in the due dili-
gence stage, we show that no symmetric increasing equilibrium exists and hence efficient entry cannot
be guaranteed under the current design of indicative bidding. However, by introducing auctions of
entry rights with binding first-round bids, we show that efficient entry can be induced under certain
conditions. We also show that optimal auctions are typically characterized by a limited number of
final bidders, which justifies the general practice of conducting two-stage auctions in environments

with costly entry.
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1 Introduction

Indicative bidding is a common practice in sales of business assets with very high values. It works as

follows: the auctioneer (usually an investment banker) actively markets the assets through phone calls
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and mailings to a large group of potentially interested buyers. The auctioneer then asks the potential
buyers to submit non-binding bids, which are meant to indicate the buyers’ interest in the assets. The
auctioneer uses the bids together with other information submitted by the bidders to select a final set
of eligible bidders, typically five to ten in number.! The auctioneer then communicates only with these
final bidders regarding various aspects of the auction (timing, terms of the sale, and so on), provides
them with extensive access to information about the assets, and finally runs the auction, typically using
binding sealed bids.

This practice of indicative bidding is quite widespread. For example, in the United States in recent
years, electrical generating assets worth billions of dollars have been auctioned as part of the restruc-
turing of the industry. For the dozens of cases about which we have detailed information, indicative
bidding was used in every case. Examples include Maine’s Central Maine Power (CMP), which placed
its entire 2,110 megawatt (MW) asset portfolio up for auction. A total of 1,121 MW were sold in the
initial auction at a price of $846 million.? In California, Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) decided to
voluntarily divest virtually all of its fossil generation; as of 1999, assets worth more than $1.5 billion
had been auctioned.® In Oregon, Portland General Electric (PGE) intends to become a regulated trans-
mission and distribution company and is seeking to sell all its generation and related assets.* Each of
these examples incorporates a two-stage auction design described above.

The widespread use of indicative bidding is at least initially puzzling. Upon first hearing a description
of the practice, many economists ask: “Why don’t the potential buyers simply make infinite, or at least
very large bids in the indicative stage?” And, “Why would a seller want to limit participation in the

auction?”

!The selection is mainly based on the prices that bidders indicated. The other information such as financial status or
industry experience is usually used to establish the bidders’ qualification for bidding.

2The sale opened in May, 1997. Non-binding bids were due by September 10, 1997. The final round bidders were
selected by CMP and its financial adviser, Dillon Read. Phase II bids were due by December 10, 1997. FPL Energy was
selected as the final winner to buy the fossil, hydro and biomass packages.

3With Morgan Stanley serving as the financial adviser, two auctions were conducted splitting the plants among three
buyers. The initial auction began in September, 1997 and concluded in November with Duke Energy being selected as
the buyer (at a price of $501 million). The second auction began in April, 1998 and concluded in November, 1998 with
Southern Energy being selected to buy the fossil plants (at a price of $801 million), and FPL Energy the geothermal plants
(at a price of $213 million).

4PGE retained Merrill Lynch to serve as its financial adviser. $230.5 million of assets were auctioned with PP&IL Global
as the final winner in November, 1998. But the whole divestiture plan has yet to be approved by the Oregon Public Utility

Commission.



The answer to the first question is that in the sale of a billion-dollar asset, the final round bidders
must often spend millions of dollars to study the assets closely (“due diligence”) and prepare a bid.’
Consequently, rational bidders do not want to be included in the final round unless they have a good
chance of winning the auction. This may dissuade bidders from making very high bids at the indicative
stage, particularly when there are large numbers of other bidders bidding cautiously. The answer to
the second question is that the auctioneer often finds it impossible to attract a large number of bidders
without the indicative stage, because bidders do not want to spend millions of dollars participating in
an auction against a large number of competitors. Most practitioners believe that indicative bidding
increases participation in the auctions.

The above answers are intuitive, but there are other important questions as well: can the indicative
bidding stage reliably select the most qualified bidders for the final auction? If not, then what alternative
rules can perform better? How exactly does the two-stage auction design alleviate the effect of entry
costs on the potential buyers? And, what are the optimal (i.e. revenue maximizing) selling schemes in
this context?

To answer all these questions, a formal theory of two-stage auctions with costly entry is needed.
This paper is the first attempt at building such a theory. Our main results are as follows: First, efficient
entry cannot be guaranteed under the current design of indicative bidding. Second, by introducing
auctions for entry rights with binding first-round bidding, the seller may in general induce efficient
entry and improve the performance of two-stage auctions. Third, the seller bears all the entry cost
in equilibrium, and thus the optimal auction is characterized by a finite number of final bidders. The
first result identifies a potential problem with the current design of indicative bidding, the second result
suggests an alternative selection mechanism which may out-perform the current design of indicative
bidding, and the last result justifies the practice of using two-stage procedures in this environment with
costly entry.

This research is first related to the literature of auctions with costly entry. In one branch of the

5 A bidder will typically have to incur substantial costs to conduct due diligence to prepare a bid, during which process
the bidders will usually have to use considerable personnel resources and may have to forgo other purchase opportunities
(in order to participate fully in the current process). Due diligence usually involves a multi-task team with strong project
management skills. For example, due diligence in the sale of a power plant typically includes engineering assessment of
assets, determination of future staffing levels, labor commitments and benefits, environmental contamination assessment,
financial review of contractual obligations, determination of bid price and bidding strategies, and legal review and drafting,
and so on. Vallen and Bullinger (1999) provide a detailed description of one such process.

5The earlier literature on optimal auction design and revenue comparison (e.g., Vickrey (1961), Riley and Samuelson



literature, bidders are assumed to possess no private information before entry and they learn their types
only after entry (e.g., Johnson (1979), French and McCormick (1984), McAfee and McMillan (1987),
Engelbrecht-Wiggans (1993), and Levin and Smith (1994)). Samuelson (1985) is an exception to the
above formulation. In a model of a competitive procurement auction, he considers the case in which
bidders know their private types before entry and entry is merely a process to incur bid-preparation costs
without information updating. The model in this paper combines and extends these two formulations in
the existing literature. For one, we assume that each bidder is endowed with a private value component
before entry; for the other, bidders are allowed to learn another private or common value component
after entry. In this sense, this paper presents a more general framework in analyzing auctions with
costly entry.

Under this framework, we show that there is no symmetric increasing equilibrium under the current
design of indicative bidding. Absent a symmetric increasing equilibrium, efficient entry cannot be
guaranteed. In other words, the most qualified bidders cannot be reliably selected for the final sale.
Thus the optimality of the sale is questionable under the current practice. Considering the billions of
dollars involved in the current practice, the efficiency loss could be potentially substantial.

However, by no means do we suggest abandoning the general idea of two-stage auction design in
this context. By modifying the current indicative bidding with alternative rules, we show that efficient
entry can be induced under certain conditions. This relates our research to Fullerton and McAfee
(1999), who analyze a research tournament model with multiple contestants competing for a common
prize. They show that for a large class of contests the optimal number of finalists is two. They
then introduce a scheme of auctioning entry into tournaments which can implement efficient entry.
Seeking alternative rules that may perform better than the current indicative bidding design, we follow
Fullerton and McAfee’s lead and also consider schemes of auctioning entry rights so that the first-round
bids reflect binding entry fee payments. We show that under certain conditions, either a uniform-price
or a discriminatory-price auction can induce efficient entry; while an all-pay auction can always induce
efficient entry as long as a sufficiently large entry award is provided. While these results are similar to
that in Fullerton and McAfee, our analysis is not a trivial extension. First, our model is quite different
from theirs. In particular, while in Fullerton and McAfee complete information is assumed for the

post-entry game, in our model incomplete information is preserved both before and after entry. Second,

(1981), Myerson (1981), Milgrom and Weber (1982)) generally assumes that there is an exogenously specified set of bidders
and that these bidders are endowed with information about the object’s valuation; both potential entry and bid preparation

costs are ignored.



the implication of the optimal number of finalists in our model is quite different from that in Fullerton
and McAfee: while this number is always two in their model, we show that it is one when entry does
not involve value updating, and can be two or more than two when entry involves value updating.

By introducing auctions for entry rights, our research also relates to the literature of multi-unit
auctions. In multi-unit auctions with independent private valuation, the revenue equivalence theorem
continues to hold if each bidder demands exactly one unit (e.g., Harris and Raviv (1981), Weber (1983),
and Maskin and Riley (1989)). In our models, entry rights are allocated through the first-stage bidding.
Thus the first-stage auction is basically one with multiple units in which each bidder demands exactly
one unit. Though the values attached to these multi-units (entry rights) are not as straightforward as
in the usual (single-stage) multi-unit auctions, we are nonetheless able to show that in any symmetric
increasing equilibrium, expected payoffs are the same under different auction formats. We thus extend
a revenue equivalence result to a two-stage auction context.

Motivated by puzzles arising from indicative bidding, this research ends with a theory of two-
stage auctions. In one way or another, two-stage auctions are commonly employed in privatization,
procurement, takeover, and merger and acquisition contests all over the world. For example, on May
10, 1999, the NTL Broadband Cable Co. announced its acquisition of Cablelink Limited, Ireland’s
largest cable television provider. The sale was conducted using a two-stage auction in which 5 bidders
were selected to participate into the second round. The final price obtained was 535.180 million Irish
Pounds (approximately US$730 million). Another example is the sale of Daewoo Motors. Daewoo
ran into financial trouble in July, 1999, prompting creditors to provide emergency loans and to start
dismantling what was then the country’s second largest conglomerate. Indicative bidding was also used
in this takeover process.” The importance of two-stage auctions is also reflected in the work by Perry
et al. (2000) and McAdams et al. (1999). Both papers show that a carefully designed two-stage sealed-
bid auction can match the English ascending-bid auction in aggregating information. Our approach
in this research differs from theirs in two important aspects. First, we model the indicative bidding
as completely non-binding, while in their models the first-stage bids impose some restriction on what
can be bid in the second stage: In Perry et al., the first-stage bid becomes the minimal bid in the
second stage, and in McAdams et al., the second-stage bids cannot be lower than the highest rejected

first-stage bid. Second, in contrast to their assumption of no entry cost, we assume that information

"In the first round which was conducted in June 2000, the world’s second largest auto company, Ford Motor, offered
$6.9 billion for Daewoo while DaimlerChrysler-Hyundai jointly bid $4.5 billion and GM came in at the lowest price.
Consequently, Ford was picked to be the sole priority bidder to proceed onto the final negotiation phase.



acquisition and bidding are costly. We maintain these differences in the modeling since nonbinding
first-stage bidding and costly entry are two most prominent features in all our motivating examples.
We thus hope that our results can add new insights into the understanding of two-stage auctions.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model. Section 3 introduces the concept
of efficient entry. Section 4 analyzes the second-stage auction, conditional on n most qualified bidders
being selected from the first-stage bidding. Section 5 analyzes the first-stage bidding, both under the
current design of indicative bidding and the alternative schemes. Section 6 provides solved examples to
illustrate the optimal number of final bidders in different cases. Section 7 is a discussion, and Section

8 concludes.

2 The Model

There is a single, indivisible asset for sale to N potentially interested buyers (firms). Information is
revealed in two stages. In the first stage, each potential buyer is endowed with a private value component
X;. The X;’s are independent draws from a distribution with CDF F'(-). Bidder i knows its own X; but
not its competitors’ (denoted as X ;). In the second stage, by incurring an entry cost c, each entrant
bidder learns another signal Y;. Three cases will be analyzed in this paper. The first is entry without
value updating (or the pure entry case), where Y = 0.8 The second case is entry with private value
updating, where Y; is another private value component. In this case the total value for entrant bidder
1 is X; + Y;. The third case is entry with common value updating, where Y; is a private signal about a
common value component. Specifically, the total value of the asset for entrant i is X; + % Z;-V:l Yj.g
In the entry with private or common value updating cases, the Y;’s are independent draws from a
distribution with CDF G(-), which has nonnegative support.

We thus assume that each buyer’s signal consists of two parts, one received before entry occurs and

8In this case, we can think of the due diligence stage as simply a way to meet some legal requirements.

°In traditional common value models, the common value has some known prior distribution and bidders’ signals are
draws conditional on the underlying common value (see, for example, Rothkopf (1969), and Wilson (1977)). We adopt an
alternative formulation here, i.e., the common value is specified as the average of the bidders’ signals, following the lead of
Bikhchandani and Riley (1991), Krishna and Morgan (1997), and in particular, Goeree and Offerman (2003). As pointed
out in Goeree and Offerman, these two formulations have the same qualitative features. First, the object for sale is worth
the same to all bidders. Second, in both formulations bidders should realize that winning means that their signals are
likely to be too optimistic (the winner’s curse). As N increases, the difference between these two formulations disappears
by the law of large numbers. Similarly to our treatment here, in Klemperer (1998), Klemperer et al. (1999), and Bulow

and Klemperer (2002), the common value is formulated as the sum of the bidders’ private signals.



the other received after the entry occurs. Moreover, we assume that the two parts of a buyer’s signal
are additive and all signals are independent. This formulation is somewhat special, but it captures
one key feature in sales of highly complicated asset with costly entry. That is, a buyer usually does
not know the total value of the asset in the first stage, and the remaining information about the
value can only be learned after due diligence process is completed. In the above formulations, X
can be interpreted as the valuation about the asset estimated based on each potential buyer’s private
attributes such as operating experiences, managerial skills, environmental stewardship, labor relations,
market power, and corporate citizenship etc.'® The second-stage signal ¥ may reflect information
containing detailed engineering assessment of the asset, environmental conditions, labor commitments,
and supply contracts etc., which may only be learned during the due diligence process. In Section 7, we
will consider alternative formulations and demonstrate that our current formulation is not as restrictive
as it appears. All major results in this paper appear likely to extend to more general models.

The sale of the asset proceeds in two stages. Bids in the first stage can be binding or non-binding. In
the current practice of indicative bidding, the first-stage bids are non-binding.!' Under the alternative
schemes the first-stage bids are binding, indicating firm commitments to pay for entry. In this paper
we consider three specific schemes: all-pay auction, uniform-price auction, and discriminatory-price
auction. Under an all-pay auction, all bidders need to pay what they bid, regardless of whether or not
they are selected. Under a uniform-price auction, all the selected bidders pay an entry fee equal to
the highest rejected bid, and bidders who are not selected do not pay. Under a discriminatory-price
auction, all the selected bidders pay what they bid and those not selected do not pay. Uniform-price
and discriminatory-price auctions are also called customary auctions.

Based on the first-stage bids, n bidders with the highest n bids are selected to the second stage,
where n is pre-announced by the auctioneer at the outset of the game. The n + 1st highest first-stage
bid, or the highest rejected bid, is revealed to the n entrants.'? Each entrant incurs a cost ¢ to learn

Y;. Then they engage in the final sealed-bid auction.

10We suppress the common value component in the first-stage signal formulation, as the common value component does
not contribute to the difference in bidders’ qualifications.

1Note that indicative bids are not cheap talk, because they will affect the costs the bidders incur and their ability to
bid again in the second stage.

2Tn practice there are variations regarding the revelation policy. In our model we consider the policy of revealing the
highest rejected bid so that each final bidder enters the second stage with identical beliefs about the first-stage observations
of other final bidders. In Perry et al. (2000) and McAdams et al. (1999), they both assume that all losing bids are revealed
to the final stage bidders.



” we consider an entry award (an interim

To examine the mechanism of entry cost “adjustment,
payoff) K in a general selling scheme: when a bidder is selected for entry, she automatically “wins”
an entry award K. Under the current indicative bidding mechanism, no entry award is offered, so
K = 0. More generally, K can be negative, which denotes a “tax” on entry. When K is positive, we
can also interpret K in terms of the entry subsidy level: K = ¢ implies full subsidization, K > ¢ implies
over-subsidization, and 0 < K < c implies partial subsidization.

We will maintain a set of assumptions throughout the analysis. First, the seller and the bidders are
assumed to be risk-neutral. Second, X and Y are independent, and the density function of X, f(-) is
continuous and strictly positive on its compact support [0, Z]. Third, the seller’s reserve value of the
asset is normalized to be zero. Fourth, we assume that the number of potential bidders N, or the entry
cost ¢, is large enough such that when all N potential bidders enter the auction, some bidder’s expected
profit will be strictly negative.!®

To further simplify the analysis, we make two additional assumptions. First, X’s density function
f(-) is log-concave. This technical condition will ensure the existence of a symmetric increasing equi-
librium in the common value updating case, though it is not needed for the analysis of private value
updating case. This assumption is satisfied by almost all the commonly used distributions such as
uniform, normal, exponential, chi-square, etc. Second, we assume that the auctioneer is unable to set
a reserve price in the final auction. A special case is that the auctioneer cannot commit to a reserve

price. The restriction of this assumption is discussed in Section 7.

3 Efficient Entry

In this research we focus on efficient entry exclusively. Note that the usual efficiency criteria (e.g., the
ex post efficiency) are not well defined in our context, and it would only be meaningful to consider
efficiencies given the set of entrant bidders. So any sensible measure of efficiencies in this context should
include a measure of entry efficiency. More importantly, it is quite obvious that if entry is inefficient, the
optimality of the sale cannot be guaranteed. For these reasons we focus on efficient entry exclusively,
an approach adopted previously by Fullerton and McAfee (1999).

Simply put, efficient entry means that the most “qualified” buyers enter the final-stage auction. In

our model, the most qualified buyers are those with the highest first-stage signals. Given the number

131f every bidder earns a positive expected profit when all enter, then our model is no different from the traditional

models that do not consider entry costs.



of bidders to be selected, we can define efficient entry as follows:

Definition 1 (n-Efficient Entry:) the outcome in which bidders with the n highest first-stage signals

(Xi’s) are selected for the second-stage auction.

The importance of n-efficient entry can be easily seen in our valuation formulations. In all three
cases, the first-stage signal (X) enters the total valuation function additively. So the higher the Xj,
the more likely that bidder 7 will end up with higher total value in the sense of first order stochastic
dominance. Therefore, given that the number of finalists is n, those bidders with n highest first-stage
signals should be selected. If this is not the case, then the optimality of the sale cannot be guaranteed.
We thus focus exclusively on n-efficient entry in our analysis. Given n-efficient entry, we will show that
there will be an optimal number of bidders to be selected. Let n* denote this optimal number of bidders,
then efficient entry is n*-efficient entry. For ease of exposition, from now on we will simply refer to
efficient entry even when we really mean n-efficient entry. Hopefully the distinction is clear within the
context.

To guarantee efficient entry given any realization of first-stage signals, the bid function in the first
stage must be symmetric and strictly increasing in z € [0, Z] (almost everywhere). Note that a weakly
increasing bid function is not sufficient to guarantee efficient entry. For brevity of exposition, we refer
to the symmetric increasing equilibrium as the pure symmetric equilibrium in which each bidder bids
according to a strictly increasing first-stage bid function.

In the following analysis, we will work backward, starting with the analysis of second-stage auctions.
Since we focus on the case of efficient entry, we will analyze the second-stage auctions conditional on
efficient entry. After we derive the equilibrium expected payoffs from the second-stage auctions, we will

then analyze the bidding in the first stage.

4 The Second-Stage Auctions

We assume that the first-stage bidding induces efficient entry and, to maintain competitive bidding, the

number of bidders to be selected is n > 2.1°

MFor instance, in the case of pure entry with n > 2, if either the highest bidder or the second highest bidder is left
out from the final auction, then the expected revenue will not be maximized under a second-price auction, assuming that
bidders employ the dominant strategies to bid their values truthfully.

15We will also consider the case n = 1 later.



To unify the notation in all three cases, we define a summary statistic S = X + AY, where A = 0
in entry without value updating, A = 1 in entry with private value updating, and A = % in entry with
common value updating.

In this paper, we assume that the final auctions conducted in the second stage are standard auctions,

which are defined below:

Definition 2 (Standard Second-Stage Auctions:) auctions in which the asset is awarded to the bidder

with the highest bid, and the bidder with the lowest possible type (summary statistic) makes zero expected

profit.

Let Z be a generic random variable. In what follows, we use Z;., to denote the jth highest value
among all n draws of Z, and use Zj;, ; to denote the jth highest value among all draws of Z except Z;
(where i, j and n should be interpreted as generic integers here). We also let IN denote the index set
of the N first-stage bidders, and I denote the index set of the n second-stage entrant bidders. Finally
we let X; be the first-stage signal (value) possessed by entrant bidder i € IE, and S; = X; + \Y; be the
summary statistic for entrant bidder 3.

Since the highest rejected first-stage bid is revealed to the second-stage bidders, if a symmetric
increasing equilibrium exists in the first-round bidding, then given the highest rejected bid, the first-
stage value possessed by the highest rejected bidder, X, 1i;n, can be inferred by inverting the bid

function. The following lemma can be easily verified.

Lemma 1 Conditional on X, (1,8 = Tpy1, the X;’s are #id with density function %

So given efficient entry, the second-stage auction is a symmetric auction with independent private
signals (in all three cases). The payoff-equivalence result holds trivially in the pure entry and private
value updating cases and the bidder with the highest summary statistic or total value (5’ ) wins with
expected profit equal to ES’l;n — ESQ;H.

In common value updating case, each bidder obtains a private signal about a common value compo-
nent after entry. Therefore each entrant in the second-stage auction possesses a two-dimensional signal:
a private value signal and a common value signal. Given efficient entry, Lemma, 1, and the log-concavity
assumption regarding f(z), the valuation setup in this case resembles Goeree and Offerman (2003), with
the only difference being that the two-dimensional signals are obtained sequentially, while in Goeree

and Offerman they are obtained simultaneously.

10



Following Goeree and Offerman, a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium can be characterized in
terms of the summary statistic X + %Y under either a second-price auction or a first-price auction.!®
Under a second-price auction, the unique symmetric increasing equilibrium bid function is given as

follows:

N —n
N

1 ~ n—1 N
B(SZ') = E[SZ' + N Z Yl|Sl;—i = Si] =8; + EY + N E[Yj|51;_i = 8,’] (1)

leIN\{i}
where j € IE\ {i}.
In equilibrium one’s bid represents the asset’s expected value to her assuming that she is the
“marginal buyer,” i.e., when she possesses the minimal summary statistic that is required to win the
asset.

Under a first-price auction, the unique symmetric increasing equilibrium bid function is as follows:

1 . . . .
B(si) = E[s; + N Z Yi|S1n = si] — E[St;n — S15-il S1yn = si] (2)
leIN\ {3}

The first term on the right hand side represents the expected value of the asset to bidder ¢, assuming
that her summary statistic is the highest among the n entrants. The second term reflects the winner’s
informational rent from attending the second-stage auction.

The log-concavity of f(-) ensures that the equilibrium bidding functions (1) and (2) are both strictly
increasing.

It can be easily verified that payoff equivalence also follows. In equilibrium, the expected total
surplus is ES‘l;n + %EY and the expected revenue is ES’gm + %EY. Again, the entrant with the
highest summary statistic wins the asset and the expected winner’s profit is ES’lm — Egg;n.17

In terms of the summary statistics defined for all the three cases, we can summarize the results in

this section as follows:

Proposition 1 Given efficient entry, in the second-stage (standard) auctions payoff equivalence holds

and the bidder with the highest summary statistic wins the asset with expected profit Egl;n — Egg;n.

181n fact we can show that the summary statistic defined in this way is the only possible summary statistic for ranking
the bidder types.

1"Note that the summary statistic ranking may create inefficient allocations, since a bidder with the highest private
value component may not end up with the highest summary statistic to win the asset. However, with efficient entry lower

bidders are excluded from the final auction and this would reduce the magnitude of the inefficiency.

11



In light of this result, the analysis of the first-stage bidding can be restricted to the analysis of a
direct revelation mechanism (DRM). This can be done by replacing the second-stage auction with its

correlated equilibrium payoffs.

5 The First-Stage Bidding

Let F denote the format of the first-stage auction, where F € {I,A,U,D}, and I, A,U,D denote
nonbinding indicative bidding, all-pay, uniform-price and discriminatory-price auctions, respectively.
Suppose there exists a symmetric increasing equilibrium in the game of first-stage bidding under scheme
F, in which every bidder bids according to a symmetric increasing bid function ¢” : [0,z] — IR. Now
consider its associated direct revelation mechanism (DRM) where bidders are required to report their
first-stage types (X;’s). Given a report profile z = (z;,2_;), a DRM is described by an entry right
assignment rule {y;(z)})¥.; and an entry fee payment rule {p;(z)}Y ;. The assignment rule y;(z;,z_;) = 1
if x; > X,,—; (bidder 7 gains entry), and y;(z;,z—;) = 0 if z; < Xp,—; (bidder ¢ is excluded from
entry).'® Since n bidders will be selected based on their reports, S~ ; y;(z) = n. Let mJ (z;) denote
bidder ¢’s expected entry fee payment when she reports x; and all the other bidders report their types
(X_;) truthfully. Then m/ (z;) = E[pi(z;, X—;)]- According to the specific entry fee payment rule,
mj (z:) = 0, m{(z:) = (), m{ (2:) = E[o¥ (Xpmi)Lai>x,, -] = [o* Y (t) dFx, . (t), and mP (z;) =
E[p” (i) 12,5 x,,;) = ¢" (1) Fx,,_; (z:)-"°

Suppose all but bidder 7 report their types (X_;) truthfully. Then if bidder i reports x;, she will make
an entry fee payment pi(w;, X ;). In addition, if x; > Xy;—i, she will be selected for the second stage, in
which case she will incur entry cost ¢, receive an entry award K (the net effect is to incur an adjusted
entry cost ¢ = ¢ — K), and engage in the final auction. By the payoff equivalence result (Proposition

1), bidder #’s expected profit from attending the second-stage auction is E'1 (S; — 51;_i). Thus,

Si>n§1;—i

when bidder ¢ reports :v; while all her competitors report their types truthfully, her expected profit is:

7TZ'(.’L‘,L-,.’I,'Z') = Ean;_i<$; [1Si>§1;7i(5,~ — Sl;_,’) - é] - mf(zz)

= By, _<F (1s¢>$’1;4(5i - 51;—z‘)\Xn;—i) — eFx,_;(z;) —m] (z;)

!
!

T; R
= 7B (1558, (5 = S Va1 = 1) dFx, () = eFx, (&) —mi(z) )

8When x; = Xn,—, tie will be resolved at random. Note that a tie occurs with probability zero in any symmetric
increasing equilibrium.

19Throughout we use 15 to denote the indicator function, taking value 1 if the event B is true and 0 if B is not true.
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Incentive compatibility (IC) implies the following first order condition (F.O.C.):

o ) A dm? (z;)
8—1";‘z;:mz = \E (15i>§1;—¢(si - Sl;—i)'Xn;—i = xz)le”*l(xz) B Can;fi(.Ti) - TI"Z
R dm (z;
= EQzi)fx,_i(zi) — efx,_;(z:) — nzi(x)
T
= 0 Y

The above F.0O.C. is a necessary condition implied from a symmetric increasing equilibrium in the
original game of first-stage bidding. Based on this condition we can first analyze the current design of

indicative bidding.

5.1 Non-Binding Indicative Bidding

Proposition 2 Under the current design of indicative bidding, no symmetric increasing equilibrium

exists (generically).

Proof: Under the current design of indicative bidding no entry award is provided, so ¢ = ¢; no fee needs
to be paid for entry, so m! = 0. Hence Eq. (4) becomes EQ(z;) = c. But this condition only holds at
points with probability measure zero. (Rigorously speaking, it might hold for some extremely special
distribution, but that, if any, would not be a generic case.) Therefore by the Revelation Principle, in

the original game of indicative bidding, no symmetric increasing equilibrium exists (generically).Q.E.D.

Given the widespread use of indicative bidding and the tremendous amount of money involved in
practice, the above nonexistence result is remarkable.

This nonexistence result can be understood from F.O.C (4). When all bidders but ¢ report their
types truthfully, slightly deviating from the report z; will only have marginal effect for bidder ¢ when
she is the marginal entrant (i.e., when z; = Xn;_z-).20 Conditional on being the marginal entrant, bidder
i’s marginal expected gain from attending the second-stage auction is F€(z;) while the marginal cost
from entry is the entry cost c. When the marginal gain is higher, bidder ¢ would have an incentive to
over-report her type; when the marginal gain is lower, she would have an incentive to under-report.
The balance only occurs at points with probability measure zero (generically), therefore a symmetric

increasing equilibrium does not exist (generically).

2OWhen x; > Xn,—s, bidder ¢ will be selected if she reports truthfully, and when she under-reports by a sufficiently small
amount, she will still be selected; when z; < Xn;—;, ¢ will not be selected if reporting truthfully, and when she over-reports

by a sufficiently small amount, she will still not be selected.
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The intuition is simpler in the pure entry case. When entry does not involve value updating,
EQ(z;) = 0 since being the marginal entrant one can never become the final winner in the second stage.
Therefore, given that everyone else is bidding according to some symmetric increasing function, bidder
i would have the incentive to under-bid.?!

F.O.C (4) also suggests the following result regarding entry subsidization policy under the current

design of indicative bidding:

Corollary 1 In the pure entry case, if the entry cost is fully subsidized by the auctioneer (i.e., K = ¢),
then any strictly increasing bid function can arise in a symmetric equilibrium; but in the case of non-
trivial value updating, no level of entry subsidy (partial or full, positive or megative) can restore a

symmetric increasing equilibrium (generically).

In the pure entry case, the entry cost is the only source for the nonexistence result, so simply
subsidizing the entry cost restores the IC condition on the bidders’ side (but it results in multiple
equilibria, since any increasing bid function will produce a symmetric equilibrium).?? In more general
cases, the non-trivial value updating and entry cost are both sources for the nonexistence result. Given
non-trivial value updating, the expected profit for the marginal entrant varies with type, thus a pre-
specified pure entry subsidy cannot restore the IC condition.

Given the above nonexistence result regarding the current design of indicative bidding, we now turn

our attention to alternative schemes with binding first-stage bidding.

5.2 Binding First-Stage Bidding

Under the alternative schemes, the first-stage bids are binding; they will now indicate the bidders’ firm
commitment to pay for entry. Under such schemes bidders first bid for entry and then, upon being
selected, bid for the asset in the second stage.

Analogously to the analysis of the second-stage auction, we assume that the alternative schemes

conducted in the first stage are also standard auctions, which are defined as follows.

Definition 3 (Standard First-Stage Auctions:) auctions in which entry rights are awarded to the bid-
ders with the n highest bids, and the bidder with the lowest possible type pays zero expected entry fee.

21 Also see Milgrom, 2004, pages 229-230 for an alternative intuition for the nonexistence result in this pure entry case.
22Note that this result holds when n > 2, which is assumed in this section. When n = 1, IC condition does not hold

since anyone will submit the highest bid trying to become the only entrant.
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The all-pay auction, uniform-price auction, and discriminatory-price auction are all standard auc-
tions. We begin by showing that under the alternative schemes the expected entry fee must be the same

in equilibrium.

Lemma 2 Given an entry award K, in any symmetric increasing equilibrium, the expected entry fee is

the same under all (standard) auction formats. Hence,

@)= [ V(O dFx, (0 = P (@)Fx, (@) )

Proof: The entry fee equivalence follows from Eq. (4) and the boundary condition m; (0) = 0 (by the
definition of standard auctions). Eq. (5) then follows from the payment rules of the three alternative

entry auctions. Q.F.D.

The following result identifies an exact condition under which a customary auction (a uniform-price

auction or a discriminatory-price auction) can induce efficient entry.

Proposition 3 Under a customary auction, there exrists a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium if

EQ(z) is strictly increasing in z € [0,7].2

Proof: See Appendix.

EQ(z;) = BE(lg5 (Si— 81,-i)|Xn;—i = ;) is bidder i’s expected gain from the second-stage
auction conditional on being the marginal entrant (i.e., X, ; = z;). The proof in the appendix shows
that if this term is strictly increasing in z;, then under a uniform-price auction, the unique symmetric

increasing equilibrium bid function is as follows:

¢V (z) = EQ(z) - ¢ (6)

[ i

In equilibrium each bidder bids as if she is the “marginal bidder,” i.e., each bidder bids an amount

equal to the net expected gain from entry assuming that she is the marginal entrant.

23For the uniform-price auction, the statement is stronger: a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium exists if and only

if EQ(-) is strictly increasing. This can be seen from the proof of Proposition 3.
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In the pure entry case, EQ(z;) = 0. Therefore no symmetric increasing equilibrium exists under a
uniform-price auction. It can be easily verified that under a discriminatory-price auction, no symmetric
increasing equilibrium exists either.

To gain some insight about the condition under which E€(-) is strictly increasing, we consider a
simplified situation as follows: X € [0,1]. Y is another private value component and has a Bernoulli
distribution taking value 1 with probability p, and 0 with probability 1 — p. (A simple interpretation is
that the second-stage signal takes value either “High” or “Low”.) A sufficient condition is given by the

following result:

Proposition 4 In the preceding example, a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium ezxists under cus-

tomary auctions if X ’s hazard rate function H(-) is strictly increasing.

Proof: See Appendix.

Note that the monotonicity of H(z) is implied by the log-concavity of f(x).2* Thus in this example,
the condition required to induce efficient entry under customary auctions is not stringent.

In general, the monotonicity of E) imposes restrictions on the heterogeneity (the distribution) of
the bidders, hence efficient entry is not always guaranteed under customary auctions. However, this

restriction is completely removed when we consider an all-pay auction.

Proposition 5 Under an all-pay auction, the auctioneer can always select an entry award K, if nec-

essary, to induce a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium.

Proof: See Appendix.

This result is consistent with the major finding in Fullerton and McAfee. In the context of a research
tournament, they showed that an all-pay auction with an entry award always induces efficient entry,
regardless of the heterogeneity of contestants.

A further question is how large K needs to be in order to induce efficient entry. Note that

do?(z)

8 — (@) fx,ni(0) = (BAo) - Ofx

n;—1

Letting = ming¢(o 7 £S2(z), then ¢4 (z) is strictly increasing if and only if K > ¢ — . In the pure

entry case, FQ2(z) = 0, so K should be strictly greater than ¢ for an all-pay auction to induce a symmetric

24 A proof can be found in Goeree and Offerman.
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increasing equilibrium; when entry involves non-trivial value updating, £ > 0 since Var(Y) > 0, thus
setting K = c is large enough to induce a symmetric increasing equilibrium.

When the entry cost c is relatively small, such that ¢ < , no entry award is needed for an all-pay
auction to work; however, when the entry cost is substantial, in particular when ¢ > €2, then a positive
entry award will have to be used.

Note that in the symmetric increasing equilibrium bids under an all-pay auction are always positive.
But bids under a customary auction can be negative, in which case the bids are meant as demands for

entry subsidies.

5.3 Payoff Equivalence

When all alternative schemes work to induce efficient entry, which specific scheme should the auctioneer
choose? It turns out that the auctioneer will be indifferent, due to the following payoff-equivalence

result:

Proposition 6 Under the alternative schemes with binding first-round bidding, in the symmetric in-
creasing equilibrium all (standard) auctions are equivalent in terms of the expected profit to the bidders

and the expected revenue to the seller.

Proof: Lemma 2 establishes the entry fee equivalence. Plugging m;] (z;) into the value function
mi(zi) =: mi(zi,z;) in (3), we have bidders’ profit equivalence. Since in the symmetric increasing
equilibrium all auctions (eventually) lead to the same winner of the asset, the seller’s revenue equiva-

lence also follows. Q.E.D.

Combining the payoff equivalence in the second-stage auction (Proposition 1) and the payoff equiva-
lence in the first-stage auction (Proposition 6), we have actually shown that any combination of two-stage
(standard) auctions generates the same expected payoffs in the symmetric increasing equilibrium. Thus
a revenue equivalence result is extended to this two-stage auction environment.

Since the entry award K is not needed in customary auctions, Proposition 6 implies the following

corollary:

Corollary 2 While K facilitates the efficient entry under an all-pay auction, it does not affect the

equilibrium expected payoffs.
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5.4 Optimal Number of Final Bidders

In all the previous sections we analyzed the game conditional on the assumption that n is given (and
n > 2). In this section we relax this assumption and explore how the optimal number of final bidders
(n*) is determined.?®

First let’s consider the case n = 1. Given the assumption that the auctioneer is unable to set a
reserve price, n = 1 implies that only the highest bidder in the first-stage is selected and the asset is
awarded to this bidder with price 0. In this case, all the expected revenue comes from the first-stage
entry fee payments and the two-stage bidding is essentially reduced to a single-stage auction.

We again consider an IC direct revelation mechanism in the first stage. Assuming that all rivals
report their types truthfully, bidder ¢’s expected profit by reporting z; given her true type z; is:

i 7

mi(g, 1) = (z;+EY)Fx, _,(z;) — eFx,_,(2;) — m{ (2;)

and (IC) implies
om; L . ‘ dm? (z;)
Bx'i T=Ti
Based on this F.O.C. we can verify that a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium exists under both
customary auctions (in particular, ¢V (z) = z + EY — ¢). A unique symmetric increasing equilibrium
also exists under an all-pay auction with large enough K. In equilibrium, it can be verified that the

total expected rent to the bidders is
T
BT = N/ (1= F(2))FN " (z) de
0
and the expected revenue is
ER=FEXony+EY —c (7)

Intuitively, when only one bidder will be selected, the bidders will submit bids in the first stage
assuming that there is a common value component (FY') in the second stage.

Now we consider the case n > 2, where competitive bidding is maintained in the second stage.

Let e(x;) denote bidder i’s conditional expected entry fee payment net of entry cost and entry award

given a first-stage signal x;. Then

o) = /0 " EQ(z) dFy, ().

% More accurately, the optimal number of bidders analyzed in this section is the expected revenue maximizing number

of bidders assuming that the seller is unable to set a reserve price.
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The bidders’ expected total “net” payment for the entry can then be computed as follows:

EM = NEe(X))
- N /0 i /0 " BQ(z) dFx, _, (x) dF(z;)

~ N / *(1 - F(2))EQ(a) dFx, _, (2) (8)
0

It can be shown (in the proof of Proposition 7 below) that in the private value updating case, the
expected revenue is

ER = ESyy, + EM —nc (9)

where EM is given by (8) with A = 1.

Similarly, in the common value updating case, the expected revenue is
A N -1
ER = ESo,, + TEY + EM — nc (10)

where EM is given by (8) with A = 4.
So in all the cases, the expected revenue can be decomposed into the sum of the two stages’ payments

(the payment for the asset and the net payment for entry), less the total entry cost.

Proposition 7 Let n* be the optimal number of bidders to be selected for the second-stage auction. In
the private value updating case, n* mazimizes the expected revenue giwen in (7) and (9). In the common

value updating case, n* mazimizes the expected revenue given in (7) and (10).

Proof: See Appendix.

In the pure entry case, since FY = 0 and EM = 0, the optimal number of bidders is n* = 1.
This result is intuitive: when the second-stage learning does not have value it is optimal to completely
eliminate the competition in the second-stage bidding. When entry involves non-trivial value updating,
however, as we will see in the examples given in the next section, n* can be two or higher depending
on the specific contexts. Thus regarding the optimal number of entrants, the implication of our model
is quite different from that of Fullerton and McAfee, who show that n* is always two.

By inspecting equations (7), (9) and (10), we also obtain the following result:

Proposition 8 In any symmetric increasing equilibrium, the seller bears all the entry cost indirectly.
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Other things being equal, increasing the total entry cost (nc) by $1, the expected revenue to the seller
is reduced by $1 accordingly. In equilibrium, the entry cost does not affect the bidder’s expected profit;
all the entry cost is borne by the seller indirectly. This result has been obtained in the earlier literature
when bidders only acquire private information after entry occurs (see, e.g., French and McCormick,
McAfee and McMillan, Levin and Smith). But we show this under our more general setup in which
bidders acquire private information both before and after entry occurs. It can thus be regarded as a
robust result in the literature of auctions with costly entry. The implication is that although the bidders
incur the entry costs directly, it is the seller, not the bidders, who should be concerned about the effect
of the entry cost on the outcome of the sales. This result also explains why optimal auctions with costly

entry are typically characterized by a limited number of final bidders.

6 Solved Examples

The complicated functional forms involving revenue maximization generally prevent us from obtaining
analytical solutions for an optimal number of final bidders. We thus provide examples in this section,
the solving of which was aided by using Monte Carlo simulation methods.

Consider again the Bernoulli example mentioned in Section 5.2, where the second-stage private signal
is either “High” (Y = 1) with probability p or “Low” (Y = 0) with probability (1 — p). To simplify
the computation we assume that X is distributed as Uniform[0, 1]. We will consider the private value

updating and the common value updating cases in order.

6.1 The Private Value Updating Case

In this case the total value is X + Y. Since a Uniform random variable has a strictly increasing hazard
rate, by Proposition 4 a unique symmetric increasing equilibrium exists under both customary auctions.
(A unique symmetric increasing equilibrium also exists under an all-pay auction with high enough K
by Proposition 5). It can be verified that the expected profit from attending the second-stage auction

conditional on being the marginal entrant with a first-stage value z; is?6

BO(w) =p(1—p)" (4 22

26The detailed derivations in this and next subsections are analogous to that in the proof of Proposition 4. A nice
feature of this example is that it is very clear when a marginal entrant wins the object. Since the marginal entrant has
the lowest first-stage signal, she wins if and only if she gets a good shock in the second stage but all the other entrants get

bad shocks, which occurs with probability p(1 — p)" .

20



The equilibrium first-stage bid function under a uniform-price auction thus takes the following simple

(linear) functional form:
1 n-1

¢ (@) =p(1—p)" 7'~ +

~

x;) — é.

To get some sense about how the optimal number of entrant firms (n*) changes with the underlying
parameters, we perform four sets of simulations: 1) N = 100, p = 0.5. 2) N = 100, p = 0.8. 3) N = 50,
p =0.5. 4) N =50, p = 0.8. In each set, the optimal n is computed according to a different level of
entry costs. In terms of the percentage of the total maximal value (2 in this case), the following levels
of entry cost are considered: 0.01%, 0.05%, 0.1%, 0.2%, 0.5%, 1%. The results are reported in Table 1
in the appendix. (In particular, the values of ES’g;n are obtained from simulations.)

Several observations are worth noting. First, other things being equal, n* is non-increasing in
entry cost ¢, which is intuitive and predicted by monotone comparative statistics. Second, the optimal
number of bidders for maximizing expected revenue is generally finite and small. For example, in the
case p = 0.5, the optimal number of entrants ranges from 4 to 11. Third, other things being equal, the
effect of N on n* is ambiguous. When p = 0.8, n* is consistently higher when N = 100 than when
N = 50; while when p = 0.5, the direction becomes ambiguous. Finally, in this example, the total “net”
entry fee payment defined in Eq. (8), EM, is unambiguously increasing in N: the increased competition
among first-stage bidders drives up the total net entry fee. In fact, FM can be solved analytically in

this case:
(n—1)(N —n)
N+1 ’

EM =p(1—p)" " |1+

which is increasing in N.

6.2 The Common Value Updating Case

Now consider the common value updating case, where the asset’s value for entrant ¢ is X; + % Zév:l Y;.
It can be shown that a bidder’s expected profit from attending a second-stage auction conditional on

being a marginal entrant with first-stage signal z; is:

(F) ()t s i <l— %

1—x; N
EQ(z;) = p(1 —p)"_lﬁ coifry=1- %
pl—p)" ¥ -(1-2)A-z)] : fz;>1-%

Again, EQ(-) is strictly increasing, hence both customary auctions can induce efficient entry in this

common value updating case.
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Analogously to the private value updating case, we produce Table 2 in the appendix. As we can see
immediately, now the optimal number of bidders is two in all the cases.

In the common value updating case, n does not affect the expected total value generated from
the sale by much. But it matters for rent extraction. When n = 1, the winner earns all the private
information rent since we assume that the seller is unable to set a reserve price (see Eq. (7)). However,
when n > 2, the competitive bidding helps the seller in rent extraction (since EM > 0). Specifically,
the seller extracts some of the bidders’ rent by combining the first-stage entry fee payment scheme and
the second-stage competitive bidding. This explains why n = 1 is not optimal.

That n > 2 is not optimal in all the cases is mainly due to our common value formulation. Under
our formulation, a substantial portion of the common value component in the term, %EY, does not
give rise to the private information rent of the bidders (only the summary statistic, X + %Y, matters
for the private rent). Therefore, it does not pay for the seller to set n > 2, since there is little private
rent left to extract beyond the point n = 2, yet there is a real cost in admitting one more entrant. This
explains why n > 2 is not optimal in all the cases considered in this example.

Finally, note that the expected net entry fee payment EFM is now decreasing in N, which is in
contrast with the private value updating case above. We know that in traditional common value auctions
expected revenue may decrease as competition increases. Here we have another similar finding, that is,
the net entry fee payment may decrease as the competition for entry rights increases. We conjecture

that this finding is related to the winner’s curse effect specific to the common value setting.

7 Discussion

In this section, we discuss some limitations of our analysis and the robustness of our results. We also
address some issues not covered in our previous analysis.

First, we assume that the entry cost is the same for all entrants. The justification for this assumption
is the specific institutional setup we are trying to model. In our motivating example of the electrical
generating asset sales, after bidders are selected, they will be permitted comprehensive access to the
generating facilities to conduct due diligence intensively. During this process, they will be allowed to
meet senior management and personnel, study equipment conditions and operating history, and evaluate
supply contracts and employment agreements, etc. This process is strictly monitored by the investment
banker, usually serving as the financial adviser to the selling firm. Since the due diligence procedure

is highly controlled and closely monitored, we believe that it is reasonable to assume that the entry
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cost for each entrant bidder is more or less the same. A more general model should allow for different
entry costs for different bidders. However, if we do allow for this generalization, the analysis can easily
become intractable. In fact, no symmetric increasing equilibrium may exist even under the alternative
schemes with binding first-round bidding. This can be seen from Eq. (4): the IC condition is unlikely to
be satisfied simultaneously for all bidders with different ¢;’s. Therefore, assuming the same entry cost
for each entrant is probably a necessary first step in building a model to analyze indicative bidding.

Second, an implicit assumption in our analysis is that whenever selected, bidders cannot withdraw
from the auction process and must incur the entry costs. Our justification is that without going through
the due diligence process, no additional information can be learned about the asset. (Again, note that
the information aggregation process is closely monitored by the auctioneer in practice.) Therefore, it
does not help for a bidder to enter the final phase only to withdraw without going through the due
diligence process. In our model, we show that in equilibrium, the seller bears all the entry cost indirectly,
and the bidders will end up with positive expected profit conditional on being selected if they follow
the equilibrium play. This further suggests that the bidder would not have strict incentive to withdraw
from the auction after being selected.

Third, in this paper we assume that the total value function takes an additive form and the signals
from the two stages (X and Y') are independent with nonnegative supports. To see that these assump-
tions are not crucial for our main results to hold, we consider an alternative formulation as follows. In
the first stage, each potential bidder is endowed with a first-stage signal, or a first-stage “type” X,
which is private information known only to the bidder. Ex ante, X is distributed as F'(-) with support
[z,z]. After going through the due diligence process, the bidder will learn a signal Y;. The conditional
distribution of Y; given X; is G(-|X;). While X;’s are independent of each other, each X; and Y; are
affiliated, implying that G(y|z) is nonincreasing in z. To insure that signals are informative, we further
assume that whenever z’ > z, the distribution G(-|z") strictly dominates G(-|z). The value of the asset
to bidder i given the vector Y = (Y7,Ys,---,Yy) is given by V; = w;(Y1,Y2,---,Yn) = u(Y;, Y_;) for
some function u on RY. That is, each bidder’s valuation is a symmetric function of the other sig-
nals. We also assume that u is nonnegative, continuous, and increasing in all its arguments.?” Under
this information structure and valuation setup, we again look for the equilibrium with efficient entry.
Given efficient entry we can compute the expected profit for a bidder (with type z;) from attending the

second-stage auction conditional on being the marginal entrant. As before, denote this term as FQ(x;).

2 . . . . .
"This formulation encompasses the private value case V; = Y;, or a mixture of private value and common value case,

e.g., Vi = aY; + BE(Y_;), where , 8 > 0 and £ is nondecreasing in each of its arguments.
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In the associated direct game, if everyone else report their types truthfully, a report by bidder ¢ with a
sufficiently small deviation from her true type will only have marginal effect on the outcome when her
type z; is tied with the marginal entrant’s type (i.e., X,,_; = x;). So when the first-stage bidding is

nonbinding, incentive compatibility implies
[EQ(zi) — ] fx,_i(z:) =0

Note that this condition is exactly the same as derived before. Thus the non-existence result regarding
the current design of indicative bidding remains valid (generically). Under alternative schemes with
binding first-round bidding, it can be easily seen that condition (4) continues to hold, which implies
that the existence results regarding alternative schemes remain valid as well.

This example demonstrates that the key in our analysis is the term EQ(z;). Once we have derived
EQ(z;) from any given signal structure and value formulation, our analysis can be carried out exactly
the same as before in terms of EQ(z;). Given any generic functional form of EQ, we know that the IC
condition is unlikely to be “balanced” under the current design of indicative bidding, while it can be
“balanced” under the alternative schemes under certain conditions. Therefore, for our main results to
hold, the specific value formulation, the independence between X and Y, and the nonnegative support
of Y can all be dispensed with.

Fourth, we assume that the seller is unable to set a reserve price. This assumption imposes restric-
tions on the characterization of optimal auctions, but we believe that the other results in this paper
can still carry over when a reserve price is incorporated in the model. Note that in particular, the
argument for the nonexistence result does not rely on whether or not there is a reserve price. Though
optimal auctions characterized by both an optimal number of bidders and an optimal reserve price
remain to be explored for future research, we conjecture that the seller does not lose much when he is
unable to set a reserve price. Two findings may support this conjecture. First, when bidders only learn
valuations after entry, the optimal reserve price is zero whenever charging an entry fee is feasible. This
result holds under both private value and common value auctions.?® Second, when bidders know their

valuations before entry, Ye (2001) shows that for sufficiently large N, any auction with a reserve price is

28Gee, for example, French and McCormick, McAfee and McMillan, Engelbrecht-Wiggans, and Levin and Smith. The
intuition goes as follows. The endogenous entry process will drive down bidders’ expected rent to zero (or approximately
zero due to the integer constraint of the number of entrant bidders). Therefore in equilibrium the expected revenue is
equal to or approximately equal to the expected total surplus. To maximize the total surplus, the reserve price should
be set at the same level as the seller’s own valuation. Ye (2004) further extends this result to the setting where bidders’

beliefs about one another’s valuation can be updated through entry.
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revenue-dominated by an optimal two-stage auction not involving reserve prices. These results suggest
that the reserve price may play little, if any, role in optimal auctions with costly entry.

Fifth, we show that no symmetric increasing equilibrium exists under the current indicative bidding
mechanism, but we have not addressed whether there exist other equilibria. That issue is left for
future research.?? There is also the question of the importance of symmetric increasing equilibrium.
The auction literature focuses on symmetric increasing equilibria, either for technical convenience or
because people believe that playing symmetric equilibria would be more “focal” than playing other
equilibria. However, how bidders actually bid in the real world can be a completely different story. As
is well documented in the experimental auction literature, subjects may even fail to follow dominant
strategies (Kagel, 1995). But here, we employ symmetric increasing equilibrium due to the requirement
for efficient entry, which is central to our current research.

Finally, in the previous section, we did not address the issue regarding the benefit of running
indicative bidding. Why would the seller pre-select a certain number of bidders through indicative
bidding? Why don’t sellers just let bidders make their own entry decisions and run a single-stage
auction instead? One simple answer is that there might be some constraint on how many bidders
can be admitted for the due diligence process. The seller may need to consider things like how many
data rooms can be provided (capacity constraint), or how to prevent the information leakage about the
power plants (security concern), etc. These constraints on the seller’s side are not modeled in this paper,
but they may discourage sellers from admitting too many bidders to the final stage. Indicative bidding
solves this problem by selecting a targeted number of bidders for the final auction. An alternative answer
has to do with the difference in entry processes. The entry process induced by indicative bidding is
essentially a deterministic entry process, in the sense that a deterministic number of bidders enter the
auction. If indicative bidding is not employed, bidders may simultaneously make their entry decisions
based on their first-stage private signals about the sale. Following our general model, we can show that
there exists a cut-off equilibrium in which each bidder enters the auction if and only if her first-stage
private signal (z;) is higher than some cut-off point (z*). In equilibrium, the number of bidders who

actually choose to enter the auction is a random variable.?® So participation is a stochastic process,

2One attempt would be to look for an equilibrium with endogenous sharing rules (or tie-breaking rule), as originally
proposed by Simon and Zame (1990), and further extended to games with incomplete information by Jackson et al.
(2002). However their results only apply to games where individual rationality condition is automatically satisfied, which
is typically a problem in our case due to the costly entry. So their sufficient conditions cannot be applied to check the
existence of equilibrium in our case.

301t is distributed as Binomial (N, 1 — F(z*)).
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which may impose “coordination” costs on the seller’s side (Levin and Smith): when the realization of
the actual number of final bidders n is low (e.g., n = 1 or even worse, n = 0), the seller may suffer from
the low revenue generated. This consideration would favor a deterministic entry process, like the one

induced by indicative bidding.

8 Conclusion

To our knowledge, this research represents a first attempt to address the issue of indicative bidding,
a widely used practice in auctions of highly valuable and complex objects. Given the complexity of
high value asset sales, our model neglects some institutional details in order to capture the essence of
indicative bidding: First, there is a preliminary stage and the bidders are asked to submit nonbinding
bids; second, the auctioneer restrict the number of participants, and the selection is mainly based on the
prices indicated in the preliminary bids; third, there is a substantial entry cost for each final bidder to
acquire information and prepare a final bid, and finally, information updating can be quite substantial
during the due diligence stage. In all the cases we have analyzed, we show that no symmetric increasing
equilibrium exists under the current design of indicative bidding. Since there is no guarantee that the
most qualified bidders will be reliably selected, the efficiency loss could be potentially substantial.

Our previous section suggests that the nonexistence result regarding the current design of indica-
tive bidding is fairly robust. Actually even if a symmetric increasing equilibrium exists under some
alternative setting, a related concern would be the huge potential multiplicity of equilibria. Suppose
that some symmetric increasing equilibrium bidding function ¢ exists, then for any (positive) monotone
transformation ¢, the bidding function ¢ o @ is also a symmetric increasing equilibrium. In the face of
such vast multiplicity, coordination could be extremely difficult.?!

One caveat in interpreting the nonexistence result is that the absence of a symmetric increasing
equilibrium does not necessarily lead to inefficient entry — it merely implies that efficient entry is not
guaranteed from game theoretical point of view. Even in the situations where no equilibrium exists,

there remain both theoretical and practical issues about how the bidders would actually perform. This

31One may suggest the possibility for the existence of a symmetric increasing equilibrium based on reputation consider-
ations. That is, due to relational or reputational concern, bidders may bid “truthfully” in the indicative bidding stage so
that a symmetric increasing equilibrium can be induced. However, such reputation effect, if any, would be greatly reduced
in our context. First, it is unlikely that a bidder can enter auctions with billion-dollar assets repeatedly. Second, since the
information updating after entry is usually substantial, detecting a “cheating” in indicative bidding would be extremely

difficult, if not entirely impossible.
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suggests the need for complementary approaches, such as empirical or experimental approaches in the
future analysis of indicative bidding. The practicability of one selling mechanism depends not only on
its underlying equilibrium properties (e.g., the existence or uniqueness of some desirable equilibrium),
but also on a variety of other considerations. Thus the continuing widespread use of the indicative
bidding may be an indication that despite its potential efficiency drawback, it may exhibit offsetting
advantages in other dimensions such as the simplicity and transparency of the selling rules and the
relative ease of implementation. Implementation of the improved mechanisms proposed here may face
several obstacles. First, the industry may not accept the idea of paying entry fees whether or not they
win the object even if paying for entry could be the only solution capable of inducing efficient entry.
Second, industry bidders face difficulties in determining equilibrium strategies under the alternative
schemes (though this concern can be alleviated if firms hire professional and sophisticated consultants
to bid, as observed in the FCC spectrum auctions).3?

On the other hand, the widespread use of one mechanism or institution does not necessarily mean
that such a mechanism or institution is already operating in full efficiency and cannot be improved.
It may simply reflect the fact that better mechanisms have not been identified, or the conditions for
improvements are not yet ready. This paper’s demonstration of the (theoretical) advantage of alternative
mechanisms in inducing efficient entry lays the groundwork for future experimentation to determine
whether improvements are worthwhile. The popularity of indicative bidding suggests a large potential
payoff for adoption of improved alternatives.

Despite the nonexistence result, this research does justify the general practice of running two-stage
auctions in the costly entry environment. As we have shown, in equilibrium all the entry cost is
indirectly borne by the seller; hence it is to the seller’s best interest to limit the participation. In a
more general setting, Barzel (1982) touches on the issue of measurement cost and the market response
to transactions with pre-sale measurement costs. He points out that since the resource expenditures on
pre-sale measurement are wasteful, the exchange parties will form contracts, organizations, or activities
to reduce the sunk cost.?> The current two-stage auction mechanism can thus be regarded as a market
response to reduce the entry cost and increase expected revenue.

Compared to earlier literature, this research not only justifies the optimality of restricting partici-

pation in the costly entry environment, but also addresses the issue of how to select the most qualified

32The game with binding first-round bidding can be quite complicated, as the equilibrium bidding involves sophistications
such as the computation of some nontrivial conditional expectations.

33 A related empirical analysis of this can be found in Leffler, Rucker and Munn (2000).
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bidders for the final sale. Motivated by the analysis of indicative bidding, this research ends with a
theory of two-stage auctions. The framework developed in this research is quite general, which allows
us to evaluate the current indicative bidding mechanism, study alternative selection schemes, and also
explore general features regarding auctions with costly entry. Given the widespread use of indicative
bidding and the tremendous amount of money involved, we hope that our results can enhance our

understanding of two-stage auctions in general and indicative bidding in particular.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 3: We consider the uniform-price auction first. By Eq(4), if there exists any

symmetric increasing equilibrium, the equilibrium bid function must be
¢! (2) = EQ(x) — ¢ (1)

This shows the uniqueness. @Y (:) is strictly increasing if and only if E€)() is strictly increasing. Tt
remains to show that when EQ(-) is strictly increasing, (11) is indeed an equilibrium bid function.
Suppose all but bidder 4 bid according to (11). If bidder i bids ¢V () while her true type is z;, then

her expected profit will be:

Ti(z]Ti) = Elyu@yseU(x,._;) [1Si>§1;_i(5i —8ymi) —é— WU(Xn;—z')]
= E1$>Xn;—i [15i>§1;_i(5i — S’l;,i) —¢— @U(Xn;,i)]

- /0m [E(go5, (i — 51| Xnsmi = ) — BO)] dFx, (1),

3

Taking the derivative yields

% = [B (15,55, (Si = S1;-0)|Xn—i = &) — EQ3)| fx,, (=)
= [F(Lyms, @+ Y= S Xnmi =) = B (1,05 (@ +Yi = $129) [ Xnis = 7)] fx, ()
>0 T < x;
= =0 T = x;
<0 T > T

Therefore bidding according to (11) is also the optimal response for bidder i. This completes the
proof of both the existence and the uniqueness under a uniform-price auction.

Now we consider the discriminatory-price auction.

First, by Lemma 2, in any symmetric increasing equilibrium, we have

(PD(xi) = ﬁ /Ozl (,OU(CC) dFXn;_i(II?),

where ¢V (-) is given by (11). Differentiating with respect to z;, we have

D (g, )
WTH;) - m (pU(-'I»'i)an;—i(fEi)FXn;_i(xi)—an;_i(g;Z-)/O U (z)dFx, _,(x)
an;fi(wi) . . .
- m[w(m) — B(pY (Xpi—i) | Xnses < 23)]-
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oY(z;) — B(pY (Xp; )| Xn,—i < ;) > 0 if U(-) is strictly increasing (since X,,. ; = x; with proba-
bility 0). Therefore, ¢ (-) is strictly increasing if ¢V (-) is strictly increasing or equivalently, if EQ(-) is
strictly increasing.

Now following exactly the same steps as in the case of the uniform-price auction, we can show the

uniqueness and existence under the discriminatory-price auction. Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 4: A bidder’s expected gain from winning the second-stage auction conditional

on being the marginal entrant in this case is

E(lg. s (Si—=81-i)| Xnmi=mzi) = E(1, yoa (zi+Y;—81-)|[Xni—i = z;
> 1;—1¢ itY;> 1;—14
= E (1zi+1>X1;_i(37i +1— Xy, )| Xpys = $z) ly,—1,y;=0,jem\{i}
= p(1- P)n_lE ((zi + 1 = X1;-4) [ Xn;—i = 75)

= V(I =p)" ?[1 - B(X1,—i — Xny—il Xnj—i = 24)],

where V' = p(1 — p) is the variance of Y (Var(Y')), which is assumed to be positive in the current case.

We claim that F(X1,—; — Xp,—i|Xpn,—i = ;) is strictly decreasing in z; if H(-) is strictly increasing.
Let W; be the random distance X;, ; — Xj,. ; conditional on X, ; = ¢t. To prove the claim, it suffices
to show that W; is stochastically strictly decreasing in t if H'(-) > 0.

Treating densities as “probabilities,” the density function of W; can be calculated as follows:

fw(w) = Pr(Xy,—i — Xn;—i = w|Xn;—i = 1t)
PT(XI;—Z' — Xpy—i = w, Xpy;—i = t)
Pr(Xp,—i =)
PT(Xl;,i =w+t,Xp, ;= t)
P"”(Xn;*i =1)
o PN @ f @) (F(w + £) = F(#)" 2f (w + 1)
oS PN () () (1 - F#)
(F(w+1) = F(t))"?
(1— F()"

= (n—-1)

fw +1t).

The cumulative distribution function of W; can be computed as follows:

Fiw) = [ fwle)do
w 1 n—
_ /0 T Fy AP+ 0 — P 1
_ [Flw+t)-F@t)]"!
B { 1 - F(t)
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where w € [0,1 — ¢].

Taking the derivative with respect to ¢, we have

dFy,(w) ) [F(w+t) —F(t)]”_Q 1
7 Ol s w7y (1-F(t))
+(F(w +1t) — F(t) ()}
B o [Flwtt) - F(2) 21— F(w+1)
- o0 [P e

dFWt (w)
dt

s{[f(w+1) - f(O)I1 - F(t))

[H(w +t) — H(t)]-

> 0 for any w € [0,1 — ] if H () > 0. This proves the claim. The result follows

Therefore,

from the claim and Proposition 3. @Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 5: By Lemma 2, in any symmetric increasing equilibrium, we have

o) = [ o (0 dFx, () (12)

where U () is given in (11). So ¢4 (z) is strictly increasing if and only if ¢V (z) is strictly positive. But
this can always be achieved by choosing a sufficiently large K, if necessary. Using a similar argument
in the proof of Proposition 3, we can show that such a function is indeed a unique equilibrium bid

function. Q.E.D.

Proof of Proposition 7: Let’s only derive the expected revenue for the private value updating case
with n > 2. The case of common value updating can be shown analogously.

By IC condition (4) and the boundary condition m] (0) = 0, we have

i
z;
m(e) = [ BQ()dFx, _,(z) - eFx, (=),

Substituting the expression of m7 (z;) into (3) evaluated at z; = z;, we have

mi(w) = Flx, <olg.s (Si—Si—i) — eFx, _(z:) — m” (z;)
; i>01;—4 ;

. T
= Blx, <olgeg, ,(Si— Si-d) - /0 EQ(x) dFy, _ ().
The bidders’ expected total profit is:

= NEy, [Elxn;_i<Xi15i>él;_,(Si - 51;_1-)} —EM

1

= E(Sin — Som) — EM.
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Therefore, the expected revenue is:
ER = E8,, — nc— ENl = ESy,, + EM — ne.

Q.E.D.

32



Table 1: Optimal numbers of second-stage bidders (Private value updating case)

% 0.0001  0.0005 0.001  0.002  0.005  0.01
n  ESy, EM ER ER ER ER ER ER
1 1.4800 1.4792 1.4782 1.4762 1.4702 1.4602
2 1.2382 0.4926 1.7304 1.7288 1.7268 1.7228 1.7108 1.6908
3 1.4759 0.3651 1.8404 1.8380 1.8350 1.8290 1.8110 1.7810
4 16581 0.2407 1.8980  1.8948  1.8908  1.8828  1.8588  1.8188
5 17849 0.1488 19328 19288  1.9238 1.9138  1.8838  1.8338
N=100 6 1.8619 0.0883 1.9490 1.9442 1.9382 1.9262 1.8902 1.8302
p=0.5 7 18996 0.0510 1.9402 1.9436 19366 19226  1.8806  1.8106
8  1.9305 0.0288 19577 1.9515 1.9435 1.9275 1.8795  1.7995
9 1.9420 0.0160 1.9563 1.9491 1.9401 1.9221 1.8681
10 1.9504 0.0088 1.9572  1.9492  1.9392
11 1.9553 0.0048 1.9579 1.9491
12 19575 0.0026 1.9577
1 1.7800 1.7792 1.7782 1.7762 1.7702 1.7602
2 16163 0.3152 19311 19295 1.9275 1.9235 19115  1.8915
N=100 3  1.8736 0.0935 1.9664 1.9640 1.9610 19550  1.9370 1.9070
p=08 4 1.9492 0.0246 1.9730 1.9698 1.9658 1.9578 1.9338 1.8938
5 1.9683 0.0061 1.9733 1.9693 1.9643 1.9543 1.9243 1.8743
6 19741 00014 1.9743 19695 19635 19515  1.9155  1.8555
7 19748 0.0003 19737 19681  1.9611  1.9471  1.9051  1.8351
1 14606 14598  1.4588  1.4568 14508  1.4408
2 1.2120 0.4853 1.6969 1.6953 1.6933 1.6893 1.6773 1.6573
3 14642 03554 18190 18166 1.8136  1.8076  1.7896  1.7596
4 16422 0.2316 1.8730 1.8698 1.8658  1.8578  1.8338  1.7938
N=50 5  1.7517 0.1415 1.8923  1.8883  1.8833 18733  1.8433  1.7933
p=0.5 6  1.8282 0.0830 19101 1.9053 1.8993 1.8873  1.8513 1.7913
7 1.8711 0.0473 1.9171 1.9115 1.9045 1.8905 1.8485 1.7785
8 1.8930 0.0264 1.9178 1.9114 1.9034 1.8874 1.8394
9 1.9079 0.0145 1.9206 1.9134 1.9044 1.8864 1.8324

10 1.9151 0.0079 1.9209 1.9129 1.9029 1.8829

11 1.9173 0.0042 1.9194 1.9106

1 1.7606 1.7598 1.7588 1.7568 1.7508 1.7408
N=50 2 1.6017 0.3106 1.9119 1.9103 1.9083 1.9043 1.8923 1.8723
p=0.8 3 1.8592 0.0910 1.9496 1.9472 1.9442 1.9382 1.9202 1.8902

4

5

1.9275 0.0237 1.9504 1.9472 1.9432 1.9352 1.9112 1.8712
1.9441 0.0058 1.9489 1.9449 1.9399 1.9299 1.8999 1.8499

The maximal total value V = 2. The expected revenue is computed according to the following formula: FR = EXo.x + EY —c
ifn=1,and FR = Eggm + EM — ncif n > 2. Given each entry cost level ¢/V, the optimal number of bidders is the n that

corresponds to the maximal expected revenue in boldface.
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Table 2: Optimal numbers of second-stage bidders (Common value updating case)

c/V 0.0001  0.0005 0.001  0.002  0.005 0.01
n ESy, EM ER ER ER ER ER ER
1 1.4800 14792  1.4782 14762 14702  1.4602
N=100 2 09841 0.0927 1.5714 1.5698 1.5678 1.5638 1.5518 1.5318
p=05 3 0.9851 0.0154 1.4948 14924  1.4804  1.4834 14654  1.4354
4 0.9854 0.0019 1.4815 14783  1.4743 14663  1.4423  1.4023
1 1.7800  1.7792 17782  1.7762  1.7702  1.7602
N=100 2 0.9876 0.0593 1.8385 1.8369 1.8349 1.8309 1.8189 1.7989
p=08 3 0.9883 0.0039 1.7836  1.7812  1.7782  1.7722  1.7542  1.7242
4 0.9882 0.0002 1.7796  1.7764  1.7724  1.7644  1.7404  1.7004
1 1.4606 14598  1.4588 14568  1.4508  1.4408
N=50 2 0.9687 0.0934 1.5517 1.5501 1.5481 1.5441 1.5321 1.5121
p=05 3 0.9709 0.0154 1.4606 14732  1.4702  1.4642  1.4462  1.4162
4 0.9709 0.0020 1.4620 14588  1.4548  1.4468  1.4228  1.3828
1 1.7606  1.7598  1.7588  1.7568  1.7508  1.7408
N=50 2 0.9757 0.0598 1.8191 1.8175 1.8155 1.8115 1.7995 1.7795
p=08 3 0.9769 0.0039 1.7642 1.7618  1.7588  1.7528  1.7348  1.7048
4 09774 0.0002 1.7608  1.7576  1.7536  1.7456  1.7216  1.6816

The maximal total value V = 2. The expected revenue is computed according to the following formula: FR = EXo,x + EY —c
ifn=1,and FR = Egg;n + %EY + EM —ncif n > 2. Given each entry cost level C/V, the optimal number of bidders is

the n that corresponds to the maximal expected revenue in boldface.
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