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Abstract

Studies from retail gasoline markets worldwide have produced a wealth of evidence

from a variety of contexts on the competitive effects of firms using digital platforms

to share price or quantity information. We provide an overview of this body of re-

search and discuss lessons for antitrust enforcement in detecting and remedying

anticompetitive effects of digital information sharing.
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1 Introduction

The potential anticompetitive effects of information sharing have received significant

attention in recent cases related to price-sharing platforms and price-recommendation

platforms.1 Recent studies on the effects of information sharing in retail gasoline, in-

cluding in Australia, Chile, Austria, Germany, Italy, and Canada have yielded lessons

that may be relevant to these cases and potentially provide guidance regarding effec-

tive remedies.2 In this article, we discuss lessons for antitrust enforcement from this

research.

This literature shows that information sharing, even of publicly announced prices,

can lead to anticompetitive effects. It is well understood that prices are competitively

sensitive and that firms would not unilaterally disclose their prices to rivals. However,

regulations in retail gasoline typically require disclosure of prices on public-facing price

boards. Yet, just because prices are posted on price boards does not mean that all rivals

have easy, real-time access to those prices. Indeed, the systematic collection of these

prices would require frequent “drive-bys” and recording of prices over potentially large

geographic areas. Price sharing platforms obviate the need for such collection efforts

and eliminate uncertainty regarding current, market-wide pricing, which is particularly

relevant in a market like gasoline where consumers’ station choices are very sensitive

to price differences between stations.3 Thus, digital price sharing, even in a setting with

1Recent matters in the United States include AgriStats (meat processors), RealPage (landlords), CoStar
and Rainmaker Group (Hotels), Claritev (health insurance), PotatoTrack (frozen potatoes), Commodity
Information (sugar). Regarding frozen potatoes, see also the 2026 “Statement of Interest” filed by the DOJ
(https://www.justice.gov/atr/media/1429466/dl?inline). At the time of drafting this article, there is also
a class action lawsuit in California alleging major gasoline retailers—BP, Circle K, Marathon, 7-Eleven,
Walmart, and Albertsons—violated the state’s price-fixing laws due to algorithmic price-fixing facilitated
by the third-party service provider Kalibrate.

2David P. Byrne and Nicolas de Roos. “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” In: Amer-
ican Economic Review 109.2 (2019), pp. 591–619; David P. Byrne et al. “Informed Sources and the Role of
Platforms for Facilitating Anticompetitive Communication.” In: Cartels Diagnosed: New Insight on Collu-
sion. Ed. by Joseph E. Harrington and Maarten Pieter Schinkel. Cambridge University Press, 2024; David
P. Byrne et al. “Asymmetric Information Sharing in Oligopoly: A Natural Experiment in Retail Gasoline.”
In: Journal of Political Economy 133.7 (2025); David P. Byrne et al. “Price Coordination with Asymmetric
Information Sharing: Theory and Evidence.” In: Review of Economics and Statistics (2025). forthcoming;
David P. Byrne et al. “Negotiating Coordination: Study in Retail Gasoline”. Working Paper, University of
Melbourne. 2026; Fernando Luco. “Who Benefits from Information Disclosure? The Case of Retail Gaso-
line.” In: American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 11.2 (2019), pp. 277–305; Stephanie Assad et al.
“Autonomous Algorithmic Collusion: Economic Research and Policy Implications.” In: Oxford Review of
Economic Policy 37 (3 2021), pp. 459–478.

3Jean-François Houde. “Spatial Differentiation and Vertical Mergers in Retail Markets for Gasoline.” In:
American Economic Review 105 (5 2012), pp. 2147–2182; Byrne et al., “Asymmetric Information Sharing in
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publicly available prices, can facilitate price signaling and monitoring, thereby facilitat-

ing coordination and elevating prices above what they otherwise would have been.

In Section 2, we provide background on the information-sharing regimes in the coun-

tries discussed in this article. In Section 3, we discuss key findings of the literature study-

ing these price-sharing regimes, including: (i) price sharing can substitute for direct

communication using natural language in facilitating anticompetitive coordination; (ii)

limitations on the frequency of price changes do not eliminate price signaling and lead-

ership; (iii) asymmetries among firms in price sharing can facilitate anticompetitive

price leadership; (iv) effects of price transparency can depend on how transparency for

firms compares with transparency for consumers; (v) algorithmic pricing can facilitate

coordination; and (vi) digital quantity monitoring can facilitate anticompetitive effects.

In Section 4, we discuss lessons for antitrust enforcement related to remedies and de-

tecting anticompetitive effects. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Background

In this section, we provide an overview of the information-sharing regimes in markets

studied in the academic literature. Collectively, these studies from a common industry

present various information-sharing environments that yield valuable findings on the

competitive effects of information sharing at this article’s core.

2.1 Australia

Research on price sharing in Australian retail gasoline has centered on the privately run

Informed Sources platform and a government-run FuelWatch price-transparency pro-

gram. Starting with the former, as described by Byrne et al.4, Informed Sources offers

a price-information sharing service whereby retail subscribers share their station-level

price data at high frequency (15 or 30 minutes) and gain access to that data from other

subscribers. These data are not available to consumers. Historically, the country’s 6 ma-

jor gasoline retailers subscribed to the platform across all Australian states.

Regarding FuelWatch, as described by Byrne and de Roos,5 the Western Australia

Oligopoly: A Natural Experiment in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2.
4Byrne et al., “Asymmetric Information Sharing in Oligopoly: A Natural Experiment in Retail Gasoline.”

See n. 2.
5Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2.
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(WA) state government introduced a price-transparency program called FuelWatch on

January 3, 2001. FuelWatch requires gasoline retailers to submit their station-level prices

for the next day before 2 pm each day, and then to maintain those prices for 24 hours

starting from 6am each day, without any within-day changes. Starting at 2:30 pm each

day, the government posts the next day’s prices online for all stations. The combina-

tion of online price reporting and 24-hour price frequency restrictions allowed the WA

government to effectively provide real-time price information in the early days of digi-

tization, enabling cross-sectional consumer price search with today’s prices. Moreover,

by reporting tomorrow’s prices at 2:30pm each day, FuelWatch facilitates intertemporal

consumer price search.6 Retailers also had access to the FuelWatch data.

2.2 Chile

As described by Fernando Luco,7 the Chilean government implemented a price-disclosure

policy for retail gasoline in February 2012.8 The policy required gas stations to post their

current prices on a government website, making station-level price data available to

both consumers and retailers. The program was gradually rolled out nationwide, start-

ing in Santiago and extending to the whole country by July 2012.

2.3 Austria

As described by Evanthia Fasoula and Karsten Schweikert and Bernhardt et al,9 in 2011

Austria implemented a similar two-part price transparency policy, similar in spirit to Fu-

elWatch from Western Australia. The policy involved mandatory price reporting by gaso-

line stations and restricting stations to having one price increase at 12pm each day with

an unrestricted number of within-day price decreases. The searchable online govern-

ment website (spritpreisrechner.at) lists the ten nearest gas stations from a given start-

ing point in an individual search session, with only prices of the five cheapest stations

6David P. Byrne and Nicolas de Roos. “Consumer Search in Retail Gasoline Markets.” In: Journal of
Industrial Economics 65.1 (2017), pp. 183–193.

7Luco, see n. 2.
8See “Información sobre el Sistema de Información en línea de Precios de Combustibles” at

https://appbencinaenlinea.cne.cl/.
9Evanthia Fasoula and Karsten Schweikert. “Price Regulations and Price Adjustment Dynamics.” In:

Journal of Transportation Economics and Policy 54.1 (2020), pp. 21–39; Lea Bernhardt, Xenia Breiderhoff,
and Ralf Dewenter. “New Evidence on Price Effects of Transparency Regulations in European Fuel Mar-
kets.” In: Journal of Industry, Competition and Trade 25.4 (2025), pp. 1–27.
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being displayed.

2.4 Germany

As described by Stephanie Assad et al., Simon Martin, Felix Montag et al., and Jung et

al.,10 Germany instituted a price-transparency policy in August 2013. Under this policy,

gasoline stations had to report price changes to the German Market Transparency Unit

for Fuels in real time, which then made the data accessible to retailers and consumers

through websites, mobile apps, and car GPS systems. Algorithmic pricing software for

retail gasoline became widely available in Germany in 2017. Finally, in 2026, Germany

adopted the Austrian pricing restrictions, allowing stations to increase their price just

once per day at 12pm, with unlimited within-day price decreases.

2.5 Italy

As described by Federico Rossi and Pradeep Chintagunta,11 in 2007 the Italian Parlia-

ment approved a price transparency bill requiring gasoline stations to digitally report

their prices on large electronic signs on highways in the direction of travel, which posted

prices for (typically) 4 nearby stations around a given sign.

2.6 Canada

As described by Robert Clark and Jean-Francois Houde,12 gasoline retailers in Quebec,

Canada, subscribed to a private digital information sharing platform that facilitated

monthly information sharing of stations’ fuel quantity volumes sold. This information

10Stephanie Assad et al. “Algorithmic Pricing and Competition: Empirical Evidence from the German
Retail Gasoline Market.” In: Journal of Political Economy 132.3 (2024), pp. 723–771; Simon Martin. “Mar-
ket Transparency and Consumer Search—Evidence from the German Retail Gasoline Market.” In: RAND
Journal of Economics 55.4 (2024), pp. 573–602; Felix Montag, Alina Sagimuldina, and Christoph Winter.
“When Does Mandatory Price Disclosure Lower Prices? Evidence from the German Fuel Market.” In: Jour-
nal of Political Economy: Microeconomics 1.4 (2026), pp. 573–602; Leona Jung et al. “Predictable Prices,
Higher Margins? Early Evidence on Germany’s 12 o’clock Fuel Regulation”. Working Paper, DICE / ZEW.
2026.

11Federico Rossi and Pradeep K. Chintagunta. “Price Transparency and Retail Prices: Evidence from
Fuel Price Signs in the Italian Highway System.” In: Journal of Marketing Research 53.3 (2016), pp. 407–
423.

12Robert Clark and Jean-François Houde. “Do Information Sharing Platforms Facilitate Coordination?
Evidence from the Collapse of a Cartel”. Working Paper, University Wisonsin Madison. 2026.
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was only available to retailers. The market was also subjected to a price floor regula-

tion, where a daily price floor for gasoline was determined by a government-determined

price-cost margin and fluctuations in wholesale prices.

2.7 United States

Perhaps the most extensively studied gasoline market, the United States lacks any price-

transparency policy or comprehensive price-sharing platform. Since at least the mid-

2000s, the Oil Price Information Service (OPIS) has offered a private subscription service

that provides stations with prices of nearby competitors. Initially delivered several times

per day, price reports are now updated continuously and integrated directly into auto-

mated price tracking or algorithmic pricing services.13 Consumers’ primary source of

price information comes from consumer-facing apps and websites, most prominently

GasBuddy, that rely on crowd-sourced price updates. While multiple studies have ex-

plored consumers’ use of GasBuddy,14 the competitive effects of OPIS’s subscription ser-

vice have not been examined.

2.8 Summary

Table 1 collects and summarizes the various information sharing regimes. Differences

in information sharing, access to retailers versus consumers, and associated pricing re-

strictions yield a wealth of international experience and evidence to inform ongoing de-

bates surrounding digital information sharing, algorithmic pricing, and regulation. We

now discuss lessons from the various published studies examining the competitive im-

pacts of the interventions in Table 1.

13“PriceAdvantage Strengthened by OPIS Data; OPIS Radius Report Feeds Real-time Competitor Fuel
Prices to PriceAdvantage,” PR Newswire, January 9, 2013. See the “OPIS PricePro User Guide” at
https://www.opis.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/PricePro-UserGuide.pdf. While subscribers with
the appropriate capabilities often provide direct feeds of their prices to OPIS, station price information
was initially sourced primarily through partnerships with credit card companies and later supplemented
with consumer-provided price observations from the GasBuddy platform.

14See for example, Matthew S. Lewis and Howard P. Marvel. “When Do Consumers Search?” In: The
Journal of Industrial Economics 59.3 (2011), pp. 457–483; Michael D. Noel. “Gasoline Price Dispersion and
Consumer Search: Evidence from a Natural Experiment.” In: The Journal of Industrial Economics 66.3
(2018), pp. 701–738.
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Table 1: Gasoline Information-Sharing Regimes in Published Research

Location Regime

Australia Government-run digital price sharing platform
(WA) Mandatory price reporting for all stations and retailers

Complete price sharing with retailers and consumers
Pricing restriction: 1 price per day; announced at 2pm the day before

Australia Private price sharing platform for subscribing retailers
(Other States) Automatic price reporting from subscribing retailers

Incomplete price sharing: only major retailers who subscribe have data access
No pricing restrictions

Chile Government-run digital price sharing platform
Mandatory price reporting for all stations and retailers
Complete price sharing with retailers and consumers
No pricing restrictions

Austria Government-run digital price sharing platform
Incomplete price sharing: 5 cheapest stations around a given point reported
Pricing restriction: 1 daily price increase at 12pm; unlimited decreases

Germany Government-run digital price sharing platform
Complete price sharing with retailers and consumers
No pricing restrictions (pre-2026)
Pricing restriction: 1 daily price increase at 12pm; unlimited decreases (2026-)
Algorithmic pricing

Italy Government-run digital price sharing on highway signs
Incomplete price sharing: nearest ≈ 4 stations around a highway sign reported
No pricing restrictions

Canada Private gasoline volumes price sharing platform
(Quebec) Incomplete price sharing: only major retailers have data access

Pricing restriction: price floor based on daily wholesale cost

United States Private price information service for subscribing retailers
Incomplete price information: subscription penetration unknown
Consumer-facing crowd-sourced price platform; uneven localized coverage
No pricing restrictions

3 Lessons from the literature on information sharing

3.1 Price sharing can substitute for direct communication

Studies of FuelWatch in Western Australia and Informed Sources in Melbourne and Syd-

ney show that price-sharing platforms can facilitate firms’ ability to coordinate prices

without engaging in direct communication.

Within Western Australia’s restrictive one-price-per-day policy environment, Byrne
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and de Roos show how the price-sharing platform enabled the largest firm, BP, to: (1)

use price leadership to establish focal points for coordination (and raise margins); (2)

use price experiments to test and cement focal points; and (3) gradually transition away

from (costly) price leadership.15

In areas without pricing restrictions, firms use platforms to coordinate both the tim-

ing and magnitude of price increases. A study of the origins of the Informed Sources

antitrust matter in Melbourne alleging platform-enabled anticompetitive pricing shows

that firms can navigate strategic uncertainty in renegotiating collusive pricing structures

by communicating only through prices.16 Although the renegotiation process took mul-

tiple years and entailed repeated experimentation, multiple price wars, and bargaining

between firms to identify a mutually agreeable structure, successful coordination en-

dured.

Both studies demonstrate how firms use price-sharing platforms in lieu of direct

communication to learn rivals’ strategies and the boundaries of cooperation as they

transition to a stable, margin-enhancing pricing structure that is workable for all firms.

Such behavior reflects similar use of experimentation and price wars among compet-

ing pricing algorithms in simulation studies.17 Moreover, the class of pricing structures

firms negotiate over reflects structures that historical retail gasoline cartels have imple-

mented, but with direct (and, as history shows, discoverable) communication.18

An additional case study from Sydney, also motivated by the Informed Sources mat-

ter, details how the price-sharing platform reduces the risks and costs associated with

price leadership and consensus building.19 With comprehensive visibility of prices at

high-frequency, effective signals can be sent using fewer stations for shorter durations.

Additionally, firms reduced the burden of signaling by strategically selecting stations

with limited local competition to communicate price increases and by rotating the sig-

naling role to different stations over time.

Evidence from gasoline markets without digital price sharing platforms offers a stark

15Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2.
16Byrne et al., “Negotiating Coordination: Study in Retail Gasoline”, see n. 2.
17Emilio Calvano et al. “Artificial Intelligence, Algorithmic Pricing, and Collusion.” In: American Eco-

nomic Review 110.10 (2020), pp. 3267–3297; Assad et al., see n. 2.
18Zhongmin Wang. “Collusive Communication and Pricing Coordination in a Retail Gasoline Market.”

In: Review of Industrial Organization 32 (2008), pp. 35–52; Robert Clark and Jean-François Houde. “Col-
lusion with Asymmetric Retailers: Evidence from a Gasoline Price-Fixing Case.” In: American Economic
Journal: Microeconomics 5 (3 2013), pp. 97–123.

19Byrne et al., see n. 2.
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contrast; price leadership and signaling occurs but is limited in scope and much more

costly to implement. For example, in the United States, which has historically lacked

widespread use of price-sharing platforms, leadership in price increases often requires

firms to be able to simultaneously raise prices to a unified level across many outlets.20

3.2 Limitations on the frequency of price changes do not eliminate

price signaling

Byrne and de Roos’ study also raises questions about the competitive effects of restrict-

ing pricing frequency. Recall from above that under FuelWatch, stations simultaneously

set prices at 2pm each day for the next day’s prices, and prices were fixed for 24-hours

the next day. On the one hand, one might expect that the imposed rigidity in prices

would limit firms’ ability to use those prices as a medium of communication to coor-

dinate prices. On the other hand, restrictions on pricing behavior may simplify the

strategic environment, limit opportunities to cheat on rivals in price-setting, ease the

communication burden when engaging in price signaling or leadership, and reduce the

dimensions along which firms must coordinate.

Data from Perth show that firms were able to communicate and coordinate pric-

ing strategies largely without the protracted negotiations and price wars observed dur-

ing the equilibrium transition documented in more recent work from other Australian

retail markets with Informed Sources-based price sharing but without any pricing re-

strictions.21 However, the price data show that firms were indeed able to communicate

and coordinate pricing strategies through those prices, although the process played out

over a period of years. The authors “uncover a gradual, three-year equilibrium tran-

sition, whereby dominant firms use price leadership and price experiments to create

focal points that coordinate market prices, soften price competition, and enhance retail

margins.”22

Building on Byrne and de Roos’ earlier work, recent evidence from the 2026 imposi-

tion of price frequency restrictions in Germany similarly reveals simplified pricing dy-

namics and higher price-cost margins.23 Earlier examinations of Austrian price sharing

20Matthew S. Lewis. “Price Leadership and Coordination in Retail Gasoline Markets with Price Cycles.”
In: International Journal of Industrial Organization 30 (4 2012), pp. 342–351.

21Byrne et al., “Negotiating Coordination: Study in Retail Gasoline”, see n. 2.
22Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2, p. 591.
23Jung et al., see n. 10.
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and pricing frequency restrictions yield inconclusive competitive impacts.24 Studies of

governments’ attempts to promote competition through pricing frequency restrictions

in data-rich environments have either yielded anticompetitive effects or no effect.

3.3 Asymmetries can facilitate anticompetitive price leadership

When a firm has less access than its rivals to current competitor pricing, it tends to set

higher prices.25 This, in turn, can push rivals to raise their prices as well. Consequently,

unequal access to competitor pricing data can lead to higher prices and profits across

all firms in the market. Empirical evidence on this potential outcome was provided by

examining prices before and after the Informed Sources matter settlement, which caused

one firm to exit the price-sharing platform while all other major competitors remained.

Thus, policies that create information asymmetries among competitors can unin-

tentionally harm competition by giving firms commitment power, thereby facilitating

anticompetitive price leadership. Additionally, and importantly, price-sharing platforms

can strategically respond to information-sharing remedies by creating information-sharing

asymmetries to enhance market power. Recent analyses of asymmetric pricing speed

and commitment power as a source of market power among pricing algorithms rein-

force these policy lessons from retail gasoline markets.26

Follow-on theoretical research shows that a consideration in evaluating the compet-

itive effects of information-sharing structures is a first-mover disadvantage, but where

each firm benefits from having all firms raise their prices.27 The information-sharing

structure in the model allows one to adjust the set of firms that can monitor and quickly

respond to their rivals’ price-increase decisions. Thus, the model allows one to examine

how different information-sharing structures affect firms’ decisions to raise prices and

the associated costs of price leadership. The theory delivers three policy insights:

a. Full symmetric information sharing: a domino effect operates whereby all firms

coordinate on price increases with minimal delay.

24Fasoula and Schweikert, see n. 9; Bernhardt, Breiderhoff, and Dewenter, see n. 9.
25Byrne et al., “Asymmetric Information Sharing in Oligopoly: A Natural Experiment in Retail Gasoline.”

See n. 2.
26Zach Y. Brown and Alexander MacKay. “Competition in Pricing Algorithms.” In: American Economic

Journal: Microeconomics 15.2 (2023), pp. 109–156.
27Byrne et al., “Price Coordination with Asymmetric Information Sharing: Theory and Evidence.” See

n. 2.
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b. One firm excluded from information sharing: the result is unchanged—price in-

creases across firms with minimal delay persist—but with the excluded firm acting

as a price leader.

c. Two firms excluded from information sharing: if first-mover disadvantage is suf-

ficiently large, firms do not increase prices in the unique globally risk-dominant

equilibrium.

Empirical analysis of data before and after the Informed Sources settlement confirms

points (a) and (b).

These results have direct implications that disrupting price coordination with high-

frequency information sharing can be challenging. It may require both: (i) multiple un-

informed firms and (ii) a high cost of price leadership. Sufficient off-platform competi-

tion and high cost of price leadership are thus complements. This highlights that an

increase in demand elasticity (e.g., through policies that enhance consumer respon-

siveness) can hinder both the initiation and implementation of anticompetitive price

coordination. Limiting platform membership may not disrupt coordination: one unin-

formed firm is not enough.

Lastly, separate from asymmetry in information-sharing, asymmetry in firm size can

also potentially lead to anticompetitive price leadership. In particular, the evidence

from Byrne and de Roos’ FuelWatch study shows that “BP exploits its size to signal the

timing and magnitude of price changes to its rivals, and establish focal points for price

coordination. That firm size asymmetry generates coordinated effects contrasts with

conventional antitrust concerns over mergers that create symmetric firms, as symmet-

ric firms have greater incentives to collude . . . A key takeaway is that mergers that gen-

erate asymmetric firms may also facilitate collusion by enabling price leadership and

experimentation.”28

3.4 Tradeoffs between price transparency for firms versus for consumers

The literature provides both theoretical and empirical results regarding the effects of

price transparency when that information is made available both to firms and con-

sumers.29 Theory from Luco shows that if firms use the shared price information to

28Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2, p. 618.
29Rossi and Chintagunta, see n. 11; Luco, see n. 2; Martin, see n. 10; Montag, Sagimuldina, and Winter,

see n. 10.
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monitor rivals and consumers do not use the information to facilitate search for low

prices, then the overall result is increased margins and reduced price dispersion relative

to the case in which neither firms nor consumers utilize the shared price information.30

In contrast, the results are reversed if sufficiently many consumers use the information

for search. Then margins decrease and price dispersion increases. The relative rates at

which retailers and consumers use information from a platform to set prices and com-

pare prices shape the competitive effects of, for example, digitally-enabled government-

mandated price transparency.

Turning to empirical analysis, Luco uses data on consumers’ locations when they

searched for pricing using the mobile app to identify the effects of price sharing on

search. The empirical results are consistent with the theoretical predictions: “when local

search intensity is low, the supply-side response to disclosure (coordination) dominates

and margins increase while price dispersion decreases. However, when local search in-

tensity increases, it has the potential to overcome price coordination and increase com-

petition.”31

Similar findings obtain in Germany from Montag et al.: markets with greater search

platform adoption exhibit greater pro-competitive effects.32 The rollout of search-enhancing

digital price boards on Italian highways also led to intensified competition among gaso-

line stations.33 Evidence from retail gasoline studies unambiguously points to pro-competitive

effects of the consumer search channel from government rollouts of information-sharing

platforms. High-frequency evidence of such consumer search behavior in retail gaso-

line markets underscores consumers’ ability to use search platforms to engage in cross-

sectional and intertemporal price search to find low prices and pit gasoline stations

against each other.34

3.5 Algorithmic pricing can facilitate coordination

The emergence of AI algorithms, developed with and complementing rich price data,

represents a technology that augments the potential competitive impact of digital in-

30Luco, see n. 2.
31Luco, see n. 2, p. 279.
32Montag, Sagimuldina, and Winter, see n. 10.
33Rossi and Chintagunta, see n. 11.
34David P. Byrne, Gordon Leslie, and Roger Ware. “How do Consumers Respond to Gasoline Price Cy-

cles?” In: The Energy Journal 36.1 (2015), pp. 115–147; Byrne and de Roos, “Consumer Search in Retail
Gasoline Markets.” See n. 6; Lewis and Marvel, see n. 14.
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formation sharing. In the context of the German retail gasoline market, Assad et al.

show that algorithmic pricing can interfere with the competitive process by facilitat-

ing coordination among rivals that leads to higher prices for consumers.35 They show

that adoption of algorithmic pricing resulted in anticompetitive outcomes in the form of

higher prices in an environment with mandatory price transparency. Specifically, they

find “evidence that adoption [of algorithmic pricing] affects competition and suggest

that algorithms learn that undercutting will not be profitable, since lower prices will be

followed.”36

While the authors find empirically that the adoption of algorithmic pricing causes

higher margins, they then explore whether the increased margins are due to the sup-

pression of rivalry among stations or other factors. Based on a comparison of small

oligopoly markets, they find evidence consistent with the conclusion that algorithms

soften competition. Further, they find that margins start to increase only about a year

after market-wide adoption, consistent with algorithms learning how to tacitly collude,

including “learn[ing] that undercutting will not be profitable, since lower prices will be

followed.”37

3.6 Digital quantity monitoring facilitates anticompetitive effects

Lastly, recent evidence from the collapse of a retail gasoline cartel in Quebec, which

led some stations to stop sharing quantity information with rivals via a digital platform,

resulted in pro-competitive effects in parts of urban markets where such “stop-share”

stations existed.38 The paper complements the collection of previous studies on price

information sharing in retail gasoline and serves as a reminder of the long-standing im-

portance of rival monitoring for supporting anticompetitive practices.39 Of particular

note, however, is that unlike the wealth of high-frequency (i.e., hourly or daily) pric-

ing studies, the evidence from Quebec is based on monthly quantity monitoring. A key

35Assad et al., see n. 10.
36Assad et al., see n. 10, p. 728.
37Assad et al., see n. 10, p. 728.
38Clark and Houde, “Do Information Sharing Platforms Facilitate Coordination? Evidence from the Col-

lapse of a Cartel”, see n. 12.
39George J. Stigler. “A Theory of Oligopoly.” In: Journal of Political Economy 72 (1 1964), pp. 44–61; Kai-

Uwe Kuhn and Xavier Vives. “Information Exchanges Among Firms and Their Impact on Competition”.
European Commission Document, Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Com-
munities. 1995; Joseph E. Harrington and Andrzej Skrzypacz. “Private Monitoring and Communication
in Cartels: Explaining Recent Collusive Practices.” In: American Economic Review 101.6 (2011), pp. 2425–
2449.
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takeaway is that digital information sharing need not involve high-frequency informa-

tion to have anticompetitive effects, particularly when the information shared, such as

quantities sold, is sufficient to facilitate rival punishment.

4 Implications for antitrust enforcement

4.1 Remedies

The literature discussed in this article suggests that retail gasoline stations should not

be allowed to participate in a price-sharing platform with high-frequency, disaggregate

data that is not available to consumers. But if such participation cannot be enjoined,

then other remedies may be available. First, shared prices should be made available

to consumers in a convenient, user-friendly manner that facilitates consumer search.

This has the potential to counter the price-increasing effects of price sharing among

firms by making: (1) price signaling and leadership more costly; and (2) defecting on

anticompetitive coordination more profitable.

Regarding how to drive consumer uptake, research using FuelWatch search plat-

form data underlines the existence of initial fixed costs consumers need to overcome

to become “searchers” (e.g., hassle costs with installing a search app on a mobile device

or perhaps biased beliefs over the gains from using search platforms), but that, con-

ditional on sinking these costs, consumers maintain robust, long-run search levels.40

These findings point to governments’ use of temporary but large incentives (e.g., lot-

teries or prizes) or information (e.g., marketing campaigns) promoting platform exper-

imentation to drive long-run search platform adoption and usage. Follow-up research

exploiting a search platform’s transition from being web-browser-based to app-based il-

lustrates how implementing information sharing through user-friendly apps rather than

through websites is critical for long-run platform adoption.41 Overcoming these ‘behav-

ioral last mile’ challenges is critical for ensuring demand-side remedies drive competi-

tive impacts from digital price information sharing.

Second, the exclusion of only one of the major gasoline stations from the platform

should not be viewed as sufficient to remedy anticompetitive effects. If individual ex-

40David P. Byrne and Nicolas de Roos. “Startup Search Costs.” In: American Economic Journal: Microe-
conomics 14.2 (2022), pp. 81–112.

41David P. Byrne et al. “Platform Design and Search Dynamics in Retail Gasoline Markets”. Working
Paper, University of Melbourne. 2026.
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clusions are available as remedies, then at least two major firms should be excluded to

give the best chance of avoiding anticompetitive effects. In short, a remedy focused on

restructuring platform information sharing can aim to create strategic uncertainty that

generates coordination problems among firms looking to engage in, e.g., price signal-

ing or price leadership. As noted by Byrne et al.’s theoretical exploration of these issues,

“the removal of multiple firms from an information-sharing platform has the potential

to create coordination problems that disrupt price coordination and generate consumer

benefits.”42

Third, if removing particular firms from platforms is not possible, digitally sharing

transforms of raw price data, rather than all the raw price data, could thread the nee-

dle in promoting competition while limiting anticompetitive price signaling and leader-

ship. For instance, a structural econometric analysis in the spirit of Austria’s restricted

information-sharing structure finds that making low prices (e.g., the bottom 20%) trans-

parent, rather than making all prices transparent, can potentially enhance platform search

and associated competitive effects.43 Effectively, remedies reshaping what data gets shared,

as opposed to who shares it, should aim to drive pro-competitive consumer search ben-

efits while limiting anticompetitive conduct. The research on retail gasoline that we

have reviewed suggests that government interventions that share all the raw price data

have thus far gotten this trade-off somewhat wrong. Retailers can be very effective at

using high-frequency, disaggregated data for coordination, but such raw data may not

be critical for enabling consumer search. Going forward, however, AI recommendation

systems that actively use raw data to recommend where and when consumers should

make purchases may tilt the information sharing policy spectrum toward sharing raw

price data with consumers.

4.2 Detecting anticompetitive effects

The literature on price sharing in retail gasoline uses a variety of techniques to analyze

and detect anticompetitive effects. An understanding of these techniques is potentially

useful to antitrust authorities, both for designing screens and as a guide for analysis

related to allegations of anticompetitive conduct.

One lesson from the literature is the value of high-frequency data over long periods

42Byrne et al., “Asymmetric Information Sharing in Oligopoly: A Natural Experiment in Retail Gasoline.”
See n. 2, p. 2083.

43Martin, see n. 10.
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for analyzing the competitive effects of price sharing. As observed by Byrne and de Roos,

“long panels are important because profit-enhancing equilibrium transitions can occur

over surprisingly long time horizons, three and a half years in our case. High-frequency

data are important because price signals by price leaders on individual dates can be

critical in facilitating such transitions.”44

This research and related studies suggested a sequential approach. Starting at an ag-

gregate level, long-time series of prices and proxies for marginal costs (which are readily

available in gasoline markets), together with commonly employed structural break tests

in antitrust studies, can be used to identify periods when daily margin levels or price dis-

persion change.45 Having identified potential periods of interest around where breaks

appear to emerge, it becomes critical for antitrust authorities to have access to data at

the same frequency and disaggregation as the firms themselves to uncover conduct be-

fore and after these periods. As an illustration, Byrne et al. show how hourly station-

level data is necessary to uncover short-lived price signaling by individual stations that

helps retailers build consensus on a new price level to coordinate across hundreds of

stations.46

In follow-up work, Byrne et al. again illustrate the value of hourly station-level data

for signaling threats and punishing rivals for failing to coordinate quickly in coordinat-

ing price increases.47 Daily station-level pricing data or any aggregation of prices across

stations or retailers would mask these examples of coordination-facilitating conduct.

Importantly, beyond enabling detection, unveiling how retailers use platforms with

high-frequency and disaggregated information can directly inform remedies such as

data aggregation or transforms to promote consumer search while limiting anticom-

petitive behaviors like price signaling. In this way, research from retail gasoline shows

that by working with the exact same platform data firms use in setting prices, agencies

can better detect anticompetitive conduct and design remedies to undermine it.

44Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2, p. 618.
45Byrne and de Roos, “Learning to Coordinate: A Study in Retail Gasoline.” See n. 2; Assad et al., see n. 2;

Byrne et al., “Negotiating Coordination: Study in Retail Gasoline”, see n. 2.
46Byrne et al., see n. 2, Figure 4.
47Byrne et al., see n. 2, Figure 12(b).
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5 Conclusion

Research by economists on the retail gasoline industry has produced a wealth of empir-

ical findings and insights that can guide policy design and practice in limiting the an-

ticompetitive risks of digital information sharing. Going forward, this body of research

has provided an analytical framework and approach that can be transported to other

markets such as housing, food, health insurance, the sharing economy, or online retail,

where frontier research and policy practice are unveiling related, as well as new, chal-

lenges for antitrust agencies in promoting efficiency benefits of information-sharing

while limiting anticompetitive behavior in increasingly digitized economies.48

48Sophie Calder-Wang and Gi Heung Kim. “Algorithmic Pricing in Multifamily Rentals: Efficiency Gains
or Price Coordination”. Working Paper, Wharton. 2026; Avner Kreps. “Information Sharing and Collusion:
Theory and Evidence from Poultry Processing”. Mimeo, Northwestern. 2026; Kevin Tran et al. “Cleanin’
It Up: Unshrouding Hidden Fees on a Peer-to-Peer Platform”. Working Paper, HEC Paris. 2026; Leon Mu-
solff. “Algorithmic Pricing, Price Wars and Tacit Collusion: Evidence from E-Commerce.” In: Management
Science (2026).
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