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Abstract 

This paper provides an ex-post evaluation of Edeka’s acquisition of Kaiser’s Tengelmann, one of the 

most prominent merger cases in German grocery retailing. The transaction is particularly relevant 

from a competition-policy perspective because it was initially prohibited by the German Federal 

Cartel Office but was later implemented following ministerial authorisation. We analyse whether the 

acquisition led to higher consumer prices in local markets in which Edeka had previously faced 

competition from Kaiser’s Tengelmann. The empirical analysis is based on weekly store-product-

level price data from Edeka stores in the Rhine-Ruhr region covering the period from 2013 to 2020. 

We apply a difference-in-differences approach that compares price developments in Edeka stores 

exposed to Kaiser’s Tengelmann before the acquisition with comparable Edeka stores without such 

local exposure. The results provide no evidence of a statistically significant merger-related increase 

in consumer prices. This finding is robust to additional specifications accounting for local demand, 

supply, and competitive conditions, as well as to alternative treatment definitions and sample 

restrictions. 
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1. Introduction 

Edeka’s acquisition of Kaiser’s Tengelmann (“KT”) in 2017 is one of the most significant merger cases 

in German grocery retailing in recent years. The case is particularly interesting from a competition 

economics perspective because the Bundeskartellamt – the German Federal Cartel Office (“FCO”) – 

initially prohibited the merger. The transaction was ultimately implemented on the basis of a ministerial 

authorisation (Ministererlaubnis)1 following an agreement between the parties involved. It therefore 

provides a rare opportunity to empirically assess ex post the actual market effects of a merger that had 

originally been prohibited. 

Merger control typically relies on an ex-ante assessment of the likely effects of a transaction on prices, 

quality, variety, and other parameters of competition. Systematic ex-post evaluations of such 

assessments, however, remain relatively uncommon in Germany. This is particularly true for grocery 

retailing, despite the sector’s strong local competitive dimension, its tendency towards concentration, 

and its direct relevance for consumer prices. 

The importance of such retrospective analyses has also been emphasised in the current competition 

policy debate. In its recent special report on the food supply chain, the German Monopolies Commission 

(Monopolkommission 2025) highlights the value of empirical ex-post evaluations of merger cases in 

grocery retailing. Such analyses can improve the understanding of actual market outcomes, help assess 

the predictive accuracy of the tools used in ex-ante merger control, and strengthen the empirical basis 

for future merger assessments. 

Against this background, this paper examines the price effects of Edeka’s acquisition of KT in local 

retail markets. The central question is whether consumer prices in Edeka stores whose local competitive 

environment had been affected by the presence of KT before the acquisition developed differently after 

the merger than prices in comparable Edeka stores without such local exposure. 

The analysis is based on extensive price data from Edeka stores in the Rhine-Ruhr region covering the 

period from 2013 to 2020 and applies a difference-in-differences approach. The definition of local 

exposure follows the approach used by the FCO in grocery retail merger cases and is also consistent 

with existing empirical ex-post studies of mergers in this sector (see Section 2). 

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the related literature and situates 

the paper within existing ex-post evaluations of grocery retail mergers. Section 3 describes the German 

grocery retail market and the institutional background of Edeka’s acquisition of KT. Building on this 

background, Section 4 presents the data and empirical strategy. Section 5 reports the econometric results. 

Section 6 concludes.  

 
1 Under Section 42 GWB, the Federal Minister for Economic Affairs may authorise a merger previously prohibited by the FCO 

if the restraints of competition are outweighed by advantages to the economy as a whole or if the merger is justified by an 

overriding public interest. 
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2. Related Literature 

This paper contributes to the empirical literature on ex-post merger evaluation in grocery retailing. 

Grocery retail markets are a particularly relevant setting for such analyses because competition is 

strongly shaped by local store networks. Consumers typically choose among stores located within 

relatively small geographic catchment areas, while retail chains may differ in the extent to which prices, 

assortments, promotions, and other strategic variables are determined centrally or locally. As a result, 

the competitive effects of a grocery merger may vary substantially across local markets, depending on 

the degree of pre-merger overlap between the merging parties, the structure of local competition, and 

the scope for merger-related efficiencies. 

A central reference for the present paper is Argentesi et al. (2021), who study Jumbo’s acquisition of 

C1000 in the Dutch grocery retail sector. Their analysis exploits local variation in pre-merger 

competitive conditions by comparing areas in which the merging parties’ store networks overlapped 

before the transaction with areas in which they did not directly compete. This difference-in-differences 

framework is combined with a matching procedure to construct comparable treatment and control areas. 

While Argentesi et al. focus primarily on assortment depth and average category prices rather than 

individual product-level consumer prices, their paper is particularly relevant because it shows how local 

variation in pre-merger overlap can be used to identify merger effects in grocery retailing. 

This empirical strategy is not specific to the Dutch case. It is part of a broader approach in the ex-post 

evaluation of grocery retail mergers, where affected local markets are compared with suitable control 

markets that were not directly exposed to the same change in competitive conditions. Related studies 

use this logic to analyse grocery mergers in different institutional settings. Allain et al. (2017) examine 

a merger in the French supermarket sector and emphasise the importance of defining affected markets 

in a way that reflects the actual pricing strategies of retailers. Hosken et al. (2018) study several U.S. 

grocery mergers and compare merger-affected regions with unaffected regions using alternative control-

group constructions, including difference-in-differences and synthetic-control methods. Rickert et al. 

(2021) apply a related approach to a German grocery retail merger and exploit geographic variation in 

local market-structure changes to estimate price effects. 

The findings of this literature are mixed, which reflects the fact that grocery merger effects depend on 

local market conditions and on the balance between market-power and efficiency effects. Allain et al. 

(2017) find significant post-merger price increases in the French supermarket sector. Rickert et al. 

(2021) also document price increases in German regions where the merger substantially increased local 

concentration but estimate price declines in regions where concentration did not rise and potential cost 

savings may have been more relevant. Hosken et al. (2018) show that estimated price effects can vary 

across regions and empirical specifications, underlining the importance of carefully defining affected 

markets and comparison groups. 

A further strand of the grocery retail literature considers non-price dimensions of competition. Pires and 

Trindade (2018) analyse U.S. supermarket mergers and study both prices and product variety. They find 

no significant average price effects but document an increase in store-level variety following merger 

events. Argentesi et al. (2021) provide more detailed evidence on such non-price adjustments in the 

Dutch grocery sector. They show that the merging parties adjusted their assortments differently in 

overlap and non-overlap areas, suggesting that assortment and product positioning may be important 

strategic margins in grocery retailing.  



 

4 

 

Taken together, the existing literature provides several implications for the present study. First, grocery 

retail mergers should be evaluated at the local level because the relevant competitive constraints faced 

by stores are largely determined by nearby alternatives. Second, local variation in pre-merger overlap 

between the merging parties provides a useful source of identification for ex-post merger analysis. Third, 

while assortment and variety are important dimensions of competition, consumer prices remain a key 

outcome for assessing whether changes in local competitive conditions translate into measurable effects 

for consumers. 

The present paper builds on this literature by providing new evidence on a major German grocery retail 

merger. Like Argentesi et al. (2021), it exploits local variation in the pre-merger overlap between the 

merging parties’ store networks. Unlike their study, however, the focus is on store-product-level 

consumer prices rather than assortment decisions. The paper is also related to Rickert et al. (2021) but 

examines a different and institutionally unusual German case: Edeka’s acquisition of KT, which was 

initially prohibited by the FCO and later implemented following ministerial authorisation and 

subsequent agreements among the parties. By using detailed weekly price data from Edeka stores and 

distinguishing between locally exposed and non-exposed stores, this paper adds to the still limited 

empirical evidence on ex-post-merger effects in German grocery retailing.  
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3. Market and Institutional Background 

Grocery retail competition in Germany is shaped by both national market structures and strongly local 

competitive conditions. While the leading retail groups operate large store networks across Germany, 

consumers typically choose among nearby stores within local catchment areas. This local dimension is 

therefore central for assessing whether a merger may affect consumer prices. 

Section 3.1 first describes the structure of the German grocery retail sector at the time of the transaction, 

including the role of the leading retail groups, the coexistence of different store formats, and the 

importance of local competition. Section 3.2 then turns to the acquisition of KT by Edeka, summarising 

the institutional background of the case, the competition concerns raised by the FCO, and the regional 

overlap between the parties’ store networks. 

3.1. The German Grocery Retail Sector at the Time of the Transaction 

The German grocery retail sector is among the most important retail markets in Europe. Around the time 

of Edeka’s proposed acquisition of KT in the mid-2010s, the German grocery retail sector was 

characterised by intense competition, comparatively low food-price inflation, low retail margins, and a 

dense store network (Monopolkommission 2012). Grocery shopping in Germany is typically frequent 

and local, which makes the proximity of alternative stores an important determinant of competition. 

Accordingly, competitive conditions in grocery retailing are not determined solely by national market 

shares, but also by the availability and proximity of alternative stores in local catchment areas 

(Bundeskartellamt 2015, pp. 1-3). 

The national market structure was dominated by four large retail groups: Edeka, Rewe, the Schwarz 

Group, and Aldi. In its sector inquiry into grocery retailing, the FCO identified these four firms as the 

leading group of grocery retailers in Germany. Together, they accounted for well above three quarters 

of total grocery retail sales to end consumers in Germany, while most other competitors were of limited 

national importance and often relevant mainly in regional core areas. These groups combined extensive 

store networks with different retail formats, ranging from hard discount stores to full-range supermarkets 

and large-scale hypermarkets (Bundeskartellamt 2014, pp. 78 ff.). 

Edeka was the largest German grocery retailer at the time. In 2014, the Edeka group generated total 

sales of approximately EUR 47.2 billion, with around EUR 23.4 billion generated by independent Edeka 

retailers and around EUR 12.0 billion by Netto Marken-Discount.2 Its activities therefore covered both 

the full-range supermarket segment operated under the Edeka brand, and the discount segment through 

Netto Marken-Discount. A central feature of Edeka’s business model is its decentralised organisational 

structure. Edeka is not organised as a uniformly managed branch network. Instead, the Edeka group 

consists of a national head office, seven regional wholesale organisations – including Edeka Rhine-

Ruhr, the region relevant to this analysis – and a large number of independent retailers. These 

independent retailers operate many Edeka stores and have entrepreneurial discretion at the store level, 

including with respect to assortment and pricing decisions.3 This decentralised structure is important for 

the analysis of merger effects, as store-level pricing outcomes cannot be inferred mechanically from a 

transaction implemented at the group level. 

 
2 See https://www.firmenpresse.de/pressinfo1210720-erfolgreiches-gesch-ftsjahr-2014-selbstst-ndige-edeka-unternehmer-

setzen-erneut-ma-st-be.html, accessed on 16 June 2026 
3 See https://verbund.edeka/unternehmen/was-ist-der-edeka-verbund/%C3%BCber-uns/struktur/, accessed on 16 June 2026. 

https://www.firmenpresse.de/pressinfo1210720-erfolgreiches-gesch-ftsjahr-2014-selbstst-ndige-edeka-unternehmer-setzen-erneut-ma-st-be.html
https://www.firmenpresse.de/pressinfo1210720-erfolgreiches-gesch-ftsjahr-2014-selbstst-ndige-edeka-unternehmer-setzen-erneut-ma-st-be.html
https://verbund.edeka/unternehmen/was-ist-der-edeka-verbund/%C3%BCber-uns/struktur/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Rewe was the other major full-range grocery retailer in Germany. The Rewe Group combined 

supermarkets under the Rewe brand with discount stores operated under the Penny brand. In 2014, the 

Rewe Group reported total external sales of approximately EUR 51.1 billion at group level.4 In grocery 

retailing, Rewe was particularly important as a major competitor to Edeka in the full-range supermarket 

segment. In many urban and densely populated areas, Edeka and Rewe stores were present in close 

geographic proximity and therefore competed for local consumers. 

The Schwarz Group was present in the German market through two distinct retail formats: Lidl and 

Kaufland. Lidl was one of the leading discount retailers and exerted substantial price pressure on the 

wider grocery retail market, while Kaufland operated larger full-range stores and hypermarkets. At 

group level, the Schwarz Group generated sales of approximately EUR 74 billion in the 2013/2014 

financial year.5 Its importance for the German market stemmed from the combination of Lidl’s strong 

position in the discount segment and Kaufland’s presence in large-format retailing. 

Aldi occupied a specific position in the German grocery retail sector. The two legally separate groups 

Aldi Nord and Aldi Süd were the traditional leaders of the hard-discount segment and served as 

important reference points for price competition. In 2014, Aldi Süd generated sales of approximately 

EUR 15.5 billion in Germany; Aldi Nord was smaller but of a comparable order of magnitude, with 

press reports at the time placing its German sales at around EUR 12 billion.6 The Aldi model was based 

on a limited assortment, high operational efficiency, a strong focus on private labels, and a highly price-

oriented market positioning. 

The German grocery retail sector was therefore shaped by the coexistence of different store formats. 

Discounters, namely Aldi, Lidl, Penny and Netto, competed primarily on price, efficiency, and a focused 

assortment. Full-range supermarkets and larger store formats (e.g. Edeka, Rewe and Kaufland) 

differentiated themselves more strongly through broader assortments, branded goods, private labels, 

service, and location quality. At the same time, the boundaries between formats had become increasingly 

blurred. Discounters had expanded their assortments and invested more heavily in fresh products and 

branded goods, while full-range retailers addressed price-sensitive consumers through private labels and 

promotional offers (Bundeskartellamt 2014, pp. 80 ff.). 

For merger control, the local dimension of competition is particularly important in grocery retailing. 

Consumers typically choose among stores that can be reached within a relatively short travel time. The 

intensity of competition faced by an individual store therefore depends on local store density, the 

proximity of competing outlets, the formats operated by competitors, and the specific local assortment 

and price positioning. National market shares provide only limited information on whether a merger 

changes competitive conditions in a particular city, district, or regional market. This local-market 

perspective is also reflected in the FCO’s assessment of grocery retail mergers, including both the 

Edeka/KT case and later grocery retail merger proceedings (Bundeskartellamt 2015; Bundeskartellamt 

2021). 

This local dimension is also relevant for understanding the position of KT before the transaction. Unlike 

Edeka, Rewe, the Schwarz Group, or Aldi, KT was not a nationwide grocery retailer. It operated a 

 
4 See https://www.firmenpresse.de/pressinfo1193686-rewe-group-w-chst-profitabel-im-in-und-ausland.html, accessed on 16 

June 2026. 
5 See https://www.handelsdaten.de/internationaler-handel/kennzahlen-der-schwarz-gruppe-lidl-kaufland, accessed on 16 June 

2026. 
6 See https://www.welt.de/newsticker/news2/article150131249/Aldi-steigert-Umsatz-in-Deutschland.html, accessed on 16 

June 2026. 

https://www.firmenpresse.de/pressinfo1193686-rewe-group-w-chst-profitabel-im-in-und-ausland.html?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.handelsdaten.de/internationaler-handel/kennzahlen-der-schwarz-gruppe-lidl-kaufland
https://www.welt.de/newsticker/news2/article150131249/Aldi-steigert-Umsatz-in-Deutschland.html
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regionally concentrated network of supermarkets, mainly in Berlin, Munich, and North Rhine-

Westphalia. With 451 stores, net sales of around EUR 1.8 billion, and approximately 16,000 employees, 

KT was much smaller than the leading national retail groups.7 Nevertheless, KT could still represent a 

relevant local competitor in areas where its stores overlapped with the store networks of larger retailers. 

This regional concentration is central for the empirical analysis in this paper: any potential competitive 

effects of Edeka’s acquisition of KT would be expected primarily in local markets in which Edeka and 

KT had previously operated in close geographic proximity. 

3.2. Edeka’s Acquisition of KT 

KT had faced economic difficulties for several years before the transaction. According to 

contemporaneous statements by the Tengelmann group – KT’s parent company – the company did not 

consider the supermarket business to be viable as an independent operation, given its limited market 

share and the structural disadvantages associated with its regional footprint.8 Its fragmented store 

network limited the extent to which KT could realise economies of scale in procurement, logistics, and 

central administration. These disadvantages were particularly relevant in the German grocery retail 

sector, which is characterised by intense price competition, a strong discount segment, and substantial 

efficiency requirements (see Section 3.1). Against this background, the Tengelmann group decided in 

autumn 2014 to sell its remaining supermarket business to Edeka. 

The FCO prohibited the proposed acquisition by decision of 31 March 2015 (Bundeskartellamt 2015). 

The authority’s concerns did not primarily relate to KT’s national market position, but to local retail 

markets in which the store networks of Edeka and KT overlapped. The FCO considered that the 

elimination of KT as an independent competitor could significantly impede effective competition in 

several local markets, in particular by weakening local competitive constraints. At the same time, the 

authority did not regard all KT locations as competitively problematic; according to the authority, 

around 100 stores could have been acquired without raising competition concerns. 

Following the prohibition decision, Edeka and Tengelmann applied for a ministerial authorisation under 

Section 42 of the German Act against Restraints of Competition. This procedure allows a transaction 

prohibited by the FCO to be authorised on public-interest grounds. In the Edeka/KT case, the ministerial 

authorisation proceedings focused in particular on employment protection, collective bargaining 

standards, and the preservation of employee co-determination.9 The Federal Minister for Economic 

Affairs granted the authorisation in March 2016 subject to extensive conditions. However, the 

implementation of the transaction was further delayed by legal challenges brought by other market 

participants. In July 2016, the Higher Regional Court of Düsseldorf temporarily suspended the 

ministerial authorisation in interim proceedings. 

The transaction was ultimately implemented at the end of 2016 and became effective around the turn of 

2016/2017, following an agreement among the parties involved. Edeka acquired the majority of KT 

stores, while 67 locations were divested to Rewe; the FCO approved this onward sale in December 

 
7 See https://www.welt.de/wirtschaft/article133003792/Kaiser-s-Tengelmann-verkauft-Supermaerkte-an-Edeka.html, 

accessed on 16 June 2026. 
8 See https://www.diepresse.com/3882394/tengelmann-verkauft-alle-supermaerkte-an-edeka, accessed on 16 June 2026. 
9 See https://www.bmwk.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/M-O/oeffentliche-entscheidung-edeka-kaisers-

tengelmann.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1, accessed on 16 June 2026. 

https://www.welt.de/wirtschaft/article133003792/Kaiser-s-Tengelmann-verkauft-Supermaerkte-an-Edeka.html
https://www.diepresse.com/3882394/tengelmann-verkauft-alle-supermaerkte-an-edeka
https://www.bmwk.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/M-O/oeffentliche-entscheidung-edeka-kaisers-tengelmann.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1
https://www.bmwk.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/M-O/oeffentliche-entscheidung-edeka-kaisers-tengelmann.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1
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2016.10 After the transaction, the KT brand was gradually phased out, and the acquired stores were 

integrated into the Edeka and Rewe store networks. 

For the present analysis, the regional and local nature of the transaction is central. Potential competitive 

effects were not expected to arise uniformly across Germany, but primarily in local areas where Edeka 

stores had previously faced competition from nearby KT outlets. The Rhine-Ruhr region in North Rhine-

Westphalia is particularly relevant in this respect, as it contained substantial geographic overlap between 

Edeka and KT locations before the transaction. 

The decentralised structure of the Edeka group further reinforces the need for an empirical assessment. 

Since many Edeka stores are operated by independent retailers and regional wholesale organisations 

play an important role within the group, store-level pricing outcomes cannot be inferred directly from 

the change in ownership at the group level. Whether the acquisition affected consumer prices therefore 

remains an empirical question. The following sections address this question using store-level price data 

from the Rhine-Ruhr region. 

 

 
10 See https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2016/08_12_2016_Edeka_Rewe.html, 

accessed on 16 June 2026. 

https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Meldung/DE/Pressemitteilungen/2016/08_12_2016_Edeka_Rewe.html
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4. Empirical Analysis of the Edeka/KT Merger 

The preceding section has shown that Edeka’s acquisition of KT was relevant from a competition 

perspective primarily because of its potential effects on local retail markets. Whether the transaction 

actually weakened competition and thereby led to higher consumer prices cannot be inferred from 

changes in market structure alone. Instead, it requires an empirical analysis of the actual price 

developments following the implementation of the transaction. 

The following analysis therefore examines whether consumer prices in Edeka stores whose local 

competitive environment had been affected by the presence of KT before the acquisition developed 

differently after the transaction than prices in comparable Edeka stores without such local exposure. 

Such an analysis requires both a reliable database and an appropriate empirical strategy. Section 4.1 first 

describes the price data, the product selection, and the data-cleaning procedures. Section 4.2 then 

presents the empirical methodology. It explains how local market areas are defined, how treatment and 

control groups are constructed, and how price developments are analysed using a difference-in-

differences approach. 

4.1. Data 

The empirical analysis is based on price data provided by Edeka for the purpose of this study. The 

dataset contains price information for 44 Edeka stores belonging to the Edeka Rhine-Ruhr regional 

organisation. It covers the period from 2013 to 2020 and therefore includes several years before and 

after the implementation of the acquisition at the beginning of 2017. 

The selection of the 44 stores follows a methodological criterion. Only stores that did not change either 

their owner or their retail format over the entire observation period are included. This restriction is 

important for the empirical approach used in this paper. The analysis compares the price development 

of Edeka stores that were differently affected by the acquisition over time. Such a comparison requires 

the observed stores to remain structurally stable throughout the observation period. Stores that changed 

operator or were converted into a different retail format during the observation period may have 

experienced changes in assortment, pricing strategy, or supplier conditions that would confound the 

effect of the merger. Restricting the sample to stable stores therefore helps ensure that observed price 

changes are not driven by such structural changes but can instead be related to changes in the local 

competitive environment. 

In total, the raw dataset contains price information for 370 products – both branded products and Edeka 

private labels – across twelve product categories. The selection of product categories follows the 

classification used by the FCO in its 2014 sector inquiry into grocery retailing. In that inquiry, the FCO 

distinguishes 24 product categories covering different areas of grocery retailing. The twelve product 

categories included in the present analysis represent a subsample of this classification and allow price 

developments to be studied across different parts of the grocery assortment. 

The selection of individual products within these categories is based on sales volumes. To capture both 

high-volume products and products with more average demand, branded products were selected within 

each product category according to a consistent procedure. First, the ten best-selling branded products 

in each category were included. These products are particularly relevant for actual consumer shopping 

behaviour because of their high sales volumes. Second, ten additional branded products from the middle 

of the sales distribution were included in each category, starting with the median product. In addition, 
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Edeka private-label products from the respective product categories were included. This procedure 

ensures that the analysis is not limited to particularly high-volume branded products, but also covers a 

broader range of the assortment, including private-label products. 

As part of the data preparation, the raw data were subjected to extensive plausibility checks. The 

following observations were excluded from the raw dataset: 

▪ price entries of EUR 0.00 or EUR 0.01, which are attributable to recording errors; 

▪ observations for which the promotional price exceeded the regular price; 

▪ one-day price outliers at the upper and lower tails of the distribution, defined by the upper and 

lower ten-percent percentiles; 

▪ store-product combinations with repeated implausible price entries. 

Taken together, the excluded observations account for less than two percent of all available data points. 

In addition, there are some cases with multiple price entries for the same store-product-day combination. 

These entries were aggregated into daily average prices. 

The price data provided by Edeka reflect changes recorded in the internal IT system. An entry is not 

available for every calendar day, but only when a price change was entered into the system. If no new 

entry is observed on a given day, this indicates that the most recently recorded price remained valid. 

Based on these system entries, daily price series were constructed by carrying forward the most recently 

valid price for missing days, distinguishing between regular and promotional prices. The resulting daily 

prices were then aggregated to calendar-week averages. The calendar week is an appropriate unit of 

observation because promotional prices in grocery retailing typically change on a weekly basis. 

Moreover, weekly aggregation smooths daily price fluctuations that are not informative for the analysis 

of medium-term price developments. As a robustness check, the analysis is also conducted without 

carrying forward prices, using only the original IT system entries (see Table 6 in Section 5). 

For the main analysis, the product sample is restricted to a common product base. This sample comprises 

252 of the original 370 products that can be observed throughout the relevant comparison dimensions: 

they must be present in both periods and in both market groups, that is, in stores affected by the presence 

of a KT store in their local market prior to the acquisition and in unaffected stores. Products that are 

only available in one of the two periods or only in one of the two market groups are excluded from the 

main analysis. This restriction prevents differences in price developments from being driven by changes 

in the composition of the product sample. As a robustness check, the analysis is also conducted using 

the full set of 370 products (see Table 6 in Section 5).  

Table 1 provides an overview of the distribution of products and observations across product categories. 
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Table 1: Product Categories and Products in the Final Price Dataset 

 

Product category Number of distinct products Number of observations 

Ice cream 10 151,774 

Delicatessen, seasonings, convenience 16 236,139 

Breakfast, baby food, and other food 

products 

26 348,049 

Basic food products 14 214,596 

Hot beverages 18 270,920 

Canned food, ready meals, and instant 

products 

39 593,389 

Dairy products: self-service cheese 13 171,338 

Dairy products: milk, yoghurt, and related 

products 

18 214,866 

Edible fats and oils 19 311,005 

Confectionery and long-life bakery 

products 

36 499,732 

Frozen foods 22 310,820 

Sausage products: self-service 21 259,330 

Total  252 3,581,958 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 

The final analysis dataset contains 3,581,958 observations and records weekly prices for each of the 252 

products across the 44 stores under consideration, provided that the respective product was carried by 

the store in question. Overall, the dataset comprises 9,974 distinct store-product combinations. It 

therefore provides an extensive and consistently prepared empirical basis for the subsequent analysis of 

whether, and to what extent, price developments differed across the observed stores in connection with 

Edeka’s acquisition of KT. 

4.2. Empirical Strategy 

To identify potential price effects of Edeka’s acquisition of KT, the analysis applies a difference-in-

differences approach. The method compares price developments in Edeka stores whose local 

competitive environment was affected by the presence of KT before the acquisition with price 

developments in Edeka stores without such local KT exposure. The empirical strategy thus exploits local 
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variation in exposure to the transaction: while competitive conditions may have changed in markets 

where Edeka and KT had overlapping local catchment areas before the merger, markets without such 

overlap should not have been directly affected by the transaction. 

The DiD identification strategy employed here benefits from the use of store-level price data provided 

directly by the retailer, which offers several methodological advantages over the data sources used in 

related studies. 

Store-level scanner data record the shelf and promotional prices set by each outlet for every product in 

every period, regardless of whether and which consumers made a purchase. The treatment effect of 

interest, a change in the retailer's price-setting behaviour following the merger, is thus measured directly 

and completely, without dependence on the purchasing decisions of any particular group of consumers. 

Prices observed in household panel data, by contrast, reflect the transactions of a self-selected group of 

shoppers who sort across stores and time their purchases around promotions, so that the observed price 

embodies a consumer behaviour component alongside the retailer's pricing decision (Aguiar and Hurst, 

2007; Silver and Heravi, 2001). 

Store-level data capture all transactions at a given outlet in a given period, irrespective of changes in 

customer composition over time. The price series at a store therefore remains stable with respect to shifts 

in the customer base, including any reallocation of shopping trips across outlets that may occur in 

response to a merger-induced price increase. For the same reason, the product sample is not subject to 

endogenous attrition: prices are observed for all products stocked at the outlet regardless of realised 

purchase frequency. The product sampling procedure used in the present study reinforces this advantage 

by including both top-selling and median products across all categories and time, ensuring a stable and 

representative product sample throughout the observation period. 

Each observation in the store-level data is tied to a specific, directly observed outlet location. This allows 

a transparent and precise assignment of stores to local competitive markets, which is the unit of treatment 

in a geographically defined DiD design. Market-level concentration measures such as the HHI can be 

computed directly from the actual store locations without auxiliary imputation. 

Data provided directly by the retailer further strengthen the empirical design relative to third-party 

syndicated store-level sources. The present data contain the actual transaction prices as recorded at the 

point of sale for all included stores and products, without any interpolation or projection. Product and 

store coverage are determined entirely by the study design, ensuring that the set of observed units is 

consistent throughout the entire observation period and does not depend on the commercial agreements 

of a data vendor. This reduces the risk that gaps in coverage introduce systematic differences between 

treated and control stores that could confound the DiD estimator. The remainder of this section proceeds 

as follows. Section 4.2.1 defines the relevant local market areas and describes the construction of the 

treatment and control groups. Section 4.2.2 presents the econometric specification. Section 4.2.3 then 

provides descriptive evidence on price developments in the treatment and control groups, offering a first 

visual assessment of pre-merger trends, and presents event-study evidence on pre-trend dynamics. 

4.2.1. Definition of the Treatment and Control Groups 

The construction of the treatment and control groups is based on the definition of relevant local market 

areas. This is particularly important in grocery retailing, where consumers typically shop close to their 

place of residence and where competitive conditions are therefore shaped by the set of stores available 
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within a local catchment area. Accordingly, the relevant competitive environment is not determined 

solely by national market shares, but by the local availability of alternative grocery stores. 

The definition of local market areas follows the approach used by the FCO in previous grocery retail 

merger cases, in particular in the Edeka/Real proceedings (Bundeskartellamt 2021). For each grocery 

store, a local catchment area is constructed on the basis of travel times. Starting from the location of a 

given store, we identify the surrounding postal-code areas that can be reached within the relevant travel-

time threshold. The calculation applies a centroid approach: for each postal-code area, the geographic 

centroid is used as the reference point. If this centroid lies within the relevant travel-time radius of a 

store, the postal-code area is assigned to that store’s local market area. This procedure provides a 

consistent way of approximating the geographic area from which consumers can reasonably be expected 

to consider the store as a shopping option. 

The travel-time thresholds differ by store format and by the spatial character of the area. This distinction 

reflects the fact that larger store formats, such as hypermarkets and large consumer markets, typically 

draw customers from wider catchment areas than smaller supermarkets, discounters, or grocery stores. 

It also accounts for differences between rural and urban areas, as consumers in rural areas generally 

accept longer travel times than consumers in densely populated urban areas. The travel-time thresholds 

used in the analysis are taken from the FCO approach and are reported in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Travel-Time Thresholds Used to Define Local Market Areas 

Store format Definition Rural area Urban area 

Hypermarket  Sales area >= 5,000 m² 25.1 min. 22.4 min. 

Large consumer market Sales area between 2,500 and 4,999 m² 20.6 min. 18.3 min. 

Discounter  Independent of sales area 13.6 min. 12.2 min. 

Supermarket  Sales area between 400 and 2,499 m² 14.3 min. 13.1 min. 

Grocery store  Sales area between 100 and 399 m² 10.5 min. 12.2 min. 

Source: FCO (2021). 

These local market areas form the basis for assigning Edeka stores to the treatment and control groups. 

In a second step, the same procedure is applied to the KT stores that existed before the acquisition. This 

makes it possible to determine whether the local catchment area of an Edeka store overlapped with the 

catchment area of a KT store before the transaction. 

An Edeka store is assigned to the treatment group if, prior to the acquisition, either a KT store was 

located within the relevant market area of that Edeka store or the travel-time catchment areas of the 

Edeka and KT stores overlapped. This definition reflects the competitive logic applied in grocery retail 

merger control. Stores are considered to be in a local competitive relationship where their catchment 

areas overlap, because consumers located in the overlapping area may view them as alternative shopping 

options. A relevant local relationship between Edeka and KT therefore exists not only when a KT store 

is located directly within the market area of an Edeka store, but also when the respective catchment 

areas intersect. Figure 1 illustrates this treatment definition. 
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Figure 1: Definition of the Treatment and Control Groups 

 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics. 

The economic rationale behind this classification is that potential merger-related price effects should be 

most likely in areas where the transaction changed local competitive conditions. This applies in 

particular to Edeka stores for which KT had been a nearby competitor before the acquisition. Edeka 

stores without such local KT exposure provide the comparison group. This spatial definition of treatment 

is also consistent with recent ex-post merger evaluations in grocery retailing, which exploit local 

variation in the geographic overlap between merging parties’ store networks to identify merger effects 

(see Section 2). 

Based on this procedure, the 44 Edeka stores included in the analysis are divided into 23 treated stores 

and 21 control stores. The treatment group comprises Edeka stores whose local competitive environment 

included KT before the acquisition, while the control group consists of Edeka stores without such local 

exposure. 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics by Treatment and Control Groups 

 
Treatment Group Control Group 

Observations 1,832,629 1,749,329 

Stores 23 21 

Number of products 252 252 

Number of product categories 12 12 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 

Since treatment assignment is based on geographic proximity to KT stores, the spatial distribution of 

the stores provides an additional check on the plausibility of the classification. Figure 2 shows the 

locations of the Edeka stores included in the analysis and all KT stores in North Rhine-Westphalia in 

2016.11 The sample is geographically concentrated in North Rhine-Westphalia: 43 of the 44 Edeka stores 

are located in North Rhine-Westphalia, while one store is located in Rhineland-Palatinate. The treated 

stores are concentrated in the Ruhr area and the Rhineland, where KT stores were also spatially 

clustered. The control stores are more widely distributed across the study region and are mostly located 

outside the areas with a dense KT presence. 

 

 
11 An Edeka store belonging to the control group in northern Rhineland-Palatinate is omitted from the figure to improve 

readability but is included in the analysis. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Treatment and Control Stores 

 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics; GeoBasis-DE / BKG (VG250-EW, 31.12.2024); own illustration. 

The spatial pattern shown in Figure 2 is consistent with the logic of the treatment assignment. Treated 

stores are those whose local catchment areas were exposed to KT before the acquisition, whereas control 

stores were not subject to an immediate change in local competitive conditions resulting from the 

transaction. 

4.2.2. Econometric Specification 

The difference-in-differences approach is implemented using a fixed-effects regression model estimated 

at the store-product-week level. The dependent variable is the retail price. The baseline specification is 

given by: 
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𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽2(𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 ∗ 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑡) +  𝛽3𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝜏  + 𝛼𝑗𝑚  + 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 

Here, 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 denotes the observed retail price for group (i), product (j), in market (m), at time (t), 

with (𝜏) indicating the corresponding calendar week. The index (i) distinguishes between the treatment 

and control groups. The variable 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 is therefore an indicator equal to one for the treatment 

group and zero for the control group. 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡 is an indicator equal to one for observations after the 

acquisition became effective in 2017 and zero for observations in the pre-merger period. 

The coefficient of interest is 𝛽2, the coefficient on the interaction between the treatment indicator and 

the post-merger indicator. It captures the differential change in prices in treated Edeka stores after the 

acquisition relative to the corresponding change in control stores.  

The specification includes store-product fixed effects, 𝛼𝑗𝑚, which absorb time-invariant differences 

across individual store-product combinations. These fixed effects account for persistent differences in 

store characteristics, local demand conditions, product positioning, and store-specific pricing levels that 

do not vary over time. The model therefore identifies the treatment effect from within-store-product 

changes in prices between treatment and control stores over time rather than from cross-sectional 

differences in price levels. 

In addition, the model includes calendar-week fixed effects,  𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝜏, to control for recurring 

seasonal patterns and other systematic within-year price movements.  

The error term 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 captures all remaining unobserved determinants of prices. Standard errors are 

clustered at the store-product level to allow for serial correlation in prices within the same store-product 

combination over time. 

As an additional specification, the baseline model is extended by including local-market controls. This 

extension follows the logic of existing ex-post merger studies in grocery retailing, in particular Argentesi 

et al. (2021), who account for observable local demand, supply, and competitive conditions when 

comparing overlap and non-overlap areas. The augmented specification is given by: 

𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽2(𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 ∗ 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑡) +  𝛽3𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝜏  +  𝜆𝑋𝑗𝑚𝑡 +  𝛼𝑗𝑚  

+  𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 

The vector 𝜆𝑋𝑗𝑚𝑡 contains controls for local demand conditions, local supply and the competitive 

structure of the relevant local market area. These variables are included to account for observable market 

characteristics that may be correlated with price developments and that are commonly considered in the 

empirical literature on grocery retail mergers. The augmented specification therefore does not constitute 

a separate identification strategy but examines whether the estimated differential post-merger price 

development is affected by accounting for observable local market conditions. 

Table 4 provides an overview of the local-market control variables used in the augmented specification. 
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Table 4: Local-Market Control Variables 

Dimension Variable Definition Source 

Demand conditions Population Number of inhabitants in the relevant 

local market area, expressed in units of 

10,000. 

BBSR (2025)12 

Demand conditions Purchasing power Disposable income in the relevant local 

market area, expressed in units of EUR 

1,000. 

BBSR (2025) 

Supply and location 

characteristics 

Standard land 

values 

Standard land values at the postal-code 

level, used as an indicator of local 

property values and location 

characteristics. 

BORIS NRW13 

& 

BORIS RLP14 

Competitive 

conditions 

Discounter share Cumulative retail sales-area share of 

Aldi Nord, Aldi Süd, Lidl, and Penny in 

the relevant local market area. 

Trade Dimensions15 

Competitive 

conditions 

HHI Herfindahl-Hirschman Index, calculated 

as the sum of squared retail sales-area 

shares of all grocery retailers in the 

relevant local market area. 

Trade Dimensions 

Competitive 

conditions 

Market size Average total grocery retail sales area in 

the relevant local market area, 

expressed in units of 1,000 square 

metres. 

Trade Dimensions 

Source: Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development; Official German Standard Land Value Information 

System. 

As a dynamic extension of the difference-in-differences framework, the analysis also estimates an event-

study specification. The purpose of this specification is to provide evidence on pre-treatment dynamics 

and to examine whether the estimated treatment effect varies over time. Following Miller (2023), instead 

of estimating a single interaction between the treatment-group indicator and the post-merger period, the 

model includes interactions between the treatment-group indicator and annual dummy variables. The 

specification is given by: 

𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 = 𝛽0 + ∑  𝛿𝑠(𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 ∗ 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠)  +  ∑ 𝛾𝑠(𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 ∗ 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠)  + 

𝑠=2020

𝑠=2017

 

𝑠=2015

𝑠=2013

 

𝛽1𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝜏  + 𝛼𝑗𝑚  + 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑚𝑡𝜏 

𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 is an indicator equal to one if observation (t) falls in year s and zero otherwise. The year 2016 is 

omitted and serves as the reference period; this choice is motivated by the timing of the transaction, as 

the acquisition became effective at the beginning of 2017, making 2016 the last full pre-merger year 

 
12 INKAR – Indicators and Maps on Spatial and Urban Development. (https://www.inkar.de/) 
13 OpenGeoData.NRW (https://www.opengeodata.nrw.de/produkte/infrastruktur_bauen_wohnen/boris/BRW/) 
14 Land value indices Rhineland-Palatinate, Retrieved (https://www.bodenrichtwerte-deutschland.de/bodenrichtwert/rlp#sec) 
15 Provided by Edeka (https://www.tradedimensions.de/) 
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without treatment exposure. The coefficients 𝛿𝑠for 𝑠 ∈ {2013, . . . ,2015} capture the differential price 

development of the treatment group relative to the control group in the pre-treatment years, relative to 

2016.  

The coefficients 𝛾𝑠for 𝑠 ∈ {2017, . . . ,2020} measure the differential price development of the treatment 

group relative to the control group in the post-merger years, again relative to 2016. 

4.2.3. Descriptive Price Developments and Pre-Trend Evidence 

This section provides descriptive evidence on price developments in treatment and control stores before 

and after the acquisition. The descriptive analysis serves two purposes. First, it illustrates the evolution 

of prices over time and provides an initial visual assessment of pre-merger price dynamics in the 

treatment and control groups. Second, it places the post-2017 price increase in the broader context of 

food-price inflation. This descriptive evidence is complemented by an event-study analysis that provides 

a model-based plausibility check for differential pre-trends. 

Figure 3 plots the adjusted average prices for the treatment and control groups at the calendar-week level 

over the period from 2013 to 2020. A simple comparison of unadjusted average prices would be difficult 

to interpret, because the composition of products may differ across stores and because the same product 

may have persistently different price levels across stores. To account for such structural differences, 

prices are adjusted by removing the average price level of each store-product combination over the full 

observation period.16 The adjusted prices are then averaged by calendar week and treatment status. The 

figure therefore shows the evolution of prices over time after accounting for permanent differences 

across store-product combinations. The vertical dashed line marks the implementation of the acquisition 

at the beginning of 2017. 

Figure 3: Price Developments in Treatment and Control Stores 

 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 

 
16 To this end, we estimate a fixed-effects regression of the observed price on calendar-week and year dummies. In the within 

transformation, all variables are demeaned by their product-specific averages, so that identification relies exclusively on within-

article variation over time. The product fixed effects capture the average price difference of each article relative to the overall 

mean over the observation period and are subsequently subtracted from the observed price. 
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The adjusted price series indicate that treatment and control stores followed broadly similar 

developments before the acquisition. This descriptive pattern is consistent with the parallel-trends 

assumption underlying the difference-in-differences design, as the two groups do not exhibit a visible 

systematic divergence in the pre-merger period. However, the graphical evidence only provides an initial 

plausibility check and should not be interpreted as a formal test of the identifying assumption. 

Figure 3 also shows that prices increased in both groups after 2017. However, this common increase 

should not be interpreted as evidence of a merger effect, since it occurred in both treatment and control 

stores. To place this development in a broader context, Figure 4 shows the monthly German consumer 

price index for food and non-alcoholic beverages over the same period. 

Figure 4: Consumer Price Index for Food and Non-Alcoholic Beverages 

 

Source: German Federal Statistical Office (Destatis). 

The increase in prices observed in both treatment and control stores is consistent with the broader rise 

in food prices over the sample period. This suggests that the post-2017 price increase reflects general 

market-wide developments rather than a differential effect of the acquisition. The difference-in-

differences specification accounts for such common time effects by comparing the change in prices in 

treated stores relative to the corresponding change in control stores. 

To complement the descriptive evidence, Figure 5 reports event-study estimates based on the 

specification described in Section 4.2.2. Event-study models are commonly used to examine the 

dynamic pattern of estimated treatment effects and provide a graphical summary of the evolution of 

coefficients before and after an event. In addition, pre-event coefficients can be interpreted as placebo-

type estimates, since they indicate whether treatment and control units already differed in their outcome 

dynamics before treatment (Miller, 2023). In the present setting, the event-study specification therefore 

serves two related purposes: it provides evidence on pre-merger price dynamics and offers a model-

based plausibility check for differential pre-trends. 
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At the same time, such evidence should not be interpreted as a direct test or proof of the parallel-trends 

assumption. As Cunningham (2021, pp. 425–427) emphasises, the relevant counterfactual post-

treatment trend remains unobserved, and similarities in pre-treatment dynamics are neither sufficient 

nor necessary to guarantee parallel counterfactual trends. The event-study evidence is therefore used as 

a diagnostic tool rather than as a formal proof of identification. 

The year 2016 serves as the reference period, as it is the last full year before the acquisition became 

effective at the beginning of 2017. The reported coefficients therefore measure the differential price 

development of the treatment group relative to the control group in each year, compared with the 

corresponding difference in 2016. The figure also reports 95 percent confidence intervals. 

Figure 5: Event-Study Estimates by Year 

 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 

The pre-merger coefficients for 2013 and 2015 are not statistically significant. Only the coefficient for 

2014 is statistically significant, indicating that the relative price difference between treatment and 

control stores in 2014 differs from the corresponding relative difference in the omitted reference year 

2016. This isolated finding does not amount to evidence of a systematic pre-trend. Since event-study 

coefficients are normalised relative to the omitted reference period, an individual pre-treatment 

coefficient may differ from that reference year without implying a persistent divergence between 

treatment and control stores. In the present case, the pre-merger coefficients do not indicate a systematic 

upward or downward pattern before the acquisition. 

This interpretation is supported by a joint test of the pre-merger interaction terms. The null hypothesis 

that the coefficients for 2013, 2014, and 2015 are jointly equal to zero cannot be rejected. The test yields 

F (3, 9973) = 1.50) with a p-value of 0.213. The event-study evidence therefore does not point to a 

systematic pattern of differential pre-trends between treatment and control stores before the acquisition. 

Overall, the descriptive price developments and the event-study evidence support the plausibility of the 

parallel-trends assumption underlying the difference-in-differences design. 
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5. Results of the Econometric Analysis 

The preceding section provided descriptive and event-study evidence on pre-merger price dynamics and 

found no systematic pattern of differential pre-trends between treatment and control stores. Building on 

this assessment, this section reports the estimated price effects of Edeka’s acquisition of KT. It first 

presents the main difference-in-differences results, both for the baseline specification and for the 

specification including local-market controls. It then examines whether the findings are sensitive to 

alternative empirical specifications. 

Table 5 reports the main regression results. Column (1) presents the baseline difference-in-differences 

specification described in Section 4.2.2. Column (2) reports the additional specification that includes 

local-market controls for demand conditions, supply and location characteristics, and competitive 

conditions (see Table 4). This second specification is motivated by the empirical grocery-retail merger 

literature, which commonly accounts for observable differences in local market characteristics when 

comparing affected and unaffected areas. Both specifications are estimated at the store-product-week 

level and include store-product fixed effects and calendar-week fixed effects. Standard errors are 

clustered at the store-product level. 
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Table 5: Regression Results: Baseline Specification and Specification with Local-Market 

Controls 

 
(1) Baseline (2) With local-market controls 

DiD interaction term 0.0091 

(0.0067) 

0.0040 

(0.0071) 

Post-merger period 0.0956*** 

(0.0052) 

0.0583*** 

(0.0044) 

Population - -0.0001 

(0.0007) 

Purchasing power - 0.0176*** 

(0.0021) 

Standard land values - 0.0002*** 

(0.0001) 

Discounter share - 0.2217** 

(0.0948) 

HHI - -0.1401 

(0.1109) 

Market size - 0.0352** 

(0.0194) 

Store-product fixed effects, F-test 9,092.92*** 9,097.97*** 

Calendar-week fixed effects, F-test 32.45*** 32.68*** 

Number of store-product combinations 9,974 9,974 

Within R² 0.0209 0.0223 

Observations 3,581,958 3,581,958 

Notes: The dependent variable is the weekly average retail price. Standard errors are clustered at the store-product level and reported in 

parentheses. Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Store-product fixed effects are tested jointly using an F-test comparing 

the within estimator to pooled OLS; note that this test does not accommodate clustered standard errors, unlike the main specification. 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 

The coefficient of interest is the coefficient on the interaction between the treatment indicator and the 

post-merger indicator. It measures the differential change in prices in treated Edeka stores after the 

acquisition relative to the corresponding change in control stores. In the baseline specification, the 

estimated coefficient is 0.0091. Since the dependent variable is measured in euros, this corresponds to 

a differential price change of less than one cent. The estimate is positive but statistically insignificant, 

with a standard error of 0.0067 and a p-value of 0.18. The baseline specification therefore provides no 

statistically significant evidence that Edeka stores exposed to local KT competition before the 

transaction increased prices relative to comparable non-exposed Edeka stores after the acquisition. 
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Column (2) shows that this conclusion is unchanged when observable local market characteristics are 

included. The additional specification controls for local demand conditions, supply and location 

characteristics, and competitive conditions, as described in Section 4.2.2 and summarised in Table 4. 

The estimated DiD coefficient decreases to 0.0040 and remains statistically insignificant, with a standard 

error of 0.0071 and a p-value of 0.570. The magnitude of the estimate is again economically small. 

Accounting for observable differences in local market characteristics therefore does not indicate a 

merger-related increase in consumer prices in treated Edeka stores. 

The coefficient on the post-merger period is positive and statistically significant in both specifications. 

This indicates that prices increased after 2017 in both treatment and control stores. This common 

increase should not be interpreted as a merger effect. It is consistent with the descriptive evidence 

presented in Section 4.2.3 and with broader food price developments over the sample period. The 

difference-in-differences estimate isolates the additional price change in treated stores relative to the 

control group; this additional change is not statistically significant in either specification. 

To examine whether the average results mask heterogeneous effects across product categories, the 

regressions are also estimated separately for each product category. This is done both for the baseline 

specification and for the specification including local-market controls (see Table 7 and Table 8 in 

Appendix). The category-specific estimates do not provide evidence of statistically significant merger-

related price increases. The only exception is the baseline specification for the category dairy products: 

milk, yoghurt, and related products, where the estimated DiD coefficient is weakly statistically 

significant at the 10 percent level. However, this finding is not robust to the inclusion of local-market 

controls and does not indicate a broader pattern of category-specific price effects. 

Overall, the main regression results indicate that Edeka’s acquisition of KT was not associated with a 

measurable differential increase in consumer prices in locally exposed Edeka stores. This conclusion 

holds both in the baseline specification and in the additional specification that accounts for observable 

local demand, supply, location, and competitive conditions. It is also supported by the category-specific 

regressions, which do not reveal systematic merger-related price increases in individual product 

categories. 

Alternative specifications  

The baseline estimates and the specification with local-market controls therefore point to the same 

conclusion: the acquisition is not associated with a measurable differential increase in prices in treated 

Edeka stores. To examine whether this conclusion depends on specific choices in the empirical design, 

the analysis next considers a set of alternative specifications. These specifications vary central elements 

of the empirical design of the baseline specification, including the treatment definition, the sample 

period, the construction of the price data, the product sample, and the treatment-period control. The 

purpose of these analyses is to examine whether the absence of a statistically significant merger effect 

depends on specific modelling choices. 

▪ Specification (1) applies a narrower treatment definition and assigns Edeka stores to the 

treatment group only if a KT store was located within the relevant local market area before the 

acquisition. Edeka stores that are classified as treated only because of overlapping catchment 

areas are assigned to the control group in this specification. This assesses whether the results 

depend on the broader treatment definition used in the main specification. 
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▪ Specification (2) excludes the year 2017 from the analysis. This addresses the possibility that 

the transaction became effective gradually across stores or markets around the implementation 

period. If treatment timing was not fully simultaneous, observations from the transition year 

could attenuate or otherwise affect the estimated treatment effect. 

▪ Specification (3) uses only the original price entries recorded in Edeka’s IT system and does not 

carry forward missing price observations. This assesses whether the construction of continuous 

weekly price series influences the results. 

▪ Specification (4) combines the exclusion of the year 2017 with the use of the original IT price 

entries only. 

▪ Specification (5) uses the full set of 370 products, including products that are not observed in 

both periods or both market groups. This assesses whether the restriction to the common product 

sample in the main specification affects the results. 

▪ Specification (6) replaces the post-merger period indicator with year fixed effects. While the 

main specification controls for a common post-merger shift, year fixed effects allow for a more 

flexible control of aggregate annual price developments over the sample period. 

Table 6 reports the results of these alternative specifications: 
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Table 6: Regression Results: Alternative Specifications 

 
(1) 

Price 

(2) 

Price 

(3) 

Price 

(4) 

Price 

(5) 

Price 

(6) 

Price 

DiD interaction term 
0.0044 

(0.0066) 

0.0094 

(0.0079) 

0.0074 

(0.0071) 

0.0098 

(0.0083) 

0.0090 

(0.0067) 

0.0090 

(0.0067) 

Post-merger period 
0.0982*** 

(0.0048) 

0.1027*** 

(0.0063) 

0.0957*** 

(0.0049) 

0.0997*** 

(0.0058) 

0.0956*** 

(0.0052) 
- 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
9,094.47*** 7,657.98*** 3,430.19*** 2,937.65*** 7,991.33*** 9,123.58*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
32.46*** 24.38*** 27.55*** 21.70*** 32.18*** 33.77*** 

Year fixed effects, F-

test 
     131.09*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
9,977 9,970 9,939 9,843 13,437 9,974 

Within R² 0.0208 0.0232 0.0180 0.0185 0.0181 0.0241 

Observations 3,583,165 3,099,182 1,621,734 1,401,203 3,928,081 3,581,958 

Notes: The dependent variable is the weekly average retail price. Standard errors are clustered at the store-product level and reported in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Store-product 

fixed effects are tested jointly using an F-test comparing the within estimator to pooled OLS; note that this test does not accommodate clustered standard errors, unlike the main specification. 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 
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Across all six alternative specifications, the DiD coefficient remains statistically insignificant. The 

estimated coefficients range from 0.0044 to 0.0098 and are therefore close in magnitude to the baseline 

estimate. The results are thus not sensitive to a narrower treatment definition, the exclusion of the 

transition year 2017, the use of unfilled original price entries, the inclusion of the full product sample, 

or a more flexible specification of aggregate annual time effects. 

Additional versions of these specifications that include the local-market controls lead to the same 

conclusion. In none of these specifications does the DiD coefficient become statistically significant or 

economically large (see Table 9 in Appendix). Taken together, the results indicate that Edeka’s 

acquisition of KT is not associated with a measurable increase in consumer prices in locally exposed 

Edeka stores. 
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6. Conclusion 

This paper provides an ex-post evaluation of Edeka’s acquisition of KT, one of the most prominent 

merger cases in German grocery retailing in recent years. The case is particularly relevant from a 

competition-policy perspective because the transaction was initially prohibited by the FCO but was later 

implemented following ministerial authorisation and subsequent agreements among the parties. This 

institutional setting provides a rare opportunity to assess whether the local competitive concerns raised 

ex ante translated into measurable consumer price effects after the transaction. 

The analysis uses detailed store-product-week price data from 44 Edeka stores in the Rhine-Ruhr region 

over the period from 2013 to 2020. The empirical strategy exploits local variation in pre-merger 

exposure to KT. Edeka stores are classified as treated if their local competitive environment included a 

KT store before the acquisition, while Edeka stores without such local exposure serve as the control 

group. The resulting difference-in-differences design compares price developments in locally exposed 

and non-exposed Edeka stores before and after the transaction. 

The results do not provide evidence of a statistically significant merger-related increase in consumer 

prices. In the baseline specification, the estimated difference-in-differences coefficient is positive but 

small in magnitude and statistically insignificant. The same conclusion is obtained when the model is 

augmented with local-market controls for demand conditions, supply and location characteristics, and 

competitive conditions. The event-study evidence does not point to a systematic pattern of differential 

pre-merger trends between treatment and control stores, supporting the plausibility of the identifying 

assumption underlying the difference-in-differences design. 

The findings are also stable across additional analyses. Category-specific regressions do not reveal 

systematic merger-related price increases in individual product categories. Moreover, the results remain 

unchanged across alternative specifications that vary the treatment definition, exclude the transition year 

2017, use the original price entries without carrying forward missing observations, include the full 

product sample, and control more flexibly for aggregate annual price developments. 

Taken together, the findings suggest that Edeka stores which had been locally exposed to KT before the 

acquisition did not experience a measurable differential increase in prices relative to comparable Edeka 

stores without such exposure. While prices increased after 2017 in both treatment and control stores, 

this common increase is not attributable to the merger in the difference-in-differences framework. It is 

instead consistent with broader developments in food prices over the sample period. 

The analysis contributes to the empirical literature on grocery retail mergers by providing new evidence 

from the German market. It complements existing ex-post studies that emphasise the importance of local 

market conditions in grocery retailing and shows that a transaction raising local competitive concerns 

ex ante need not necessarily lead to detectable price increases in the affected stores ex post. 

The results also provide relevant evidence for merger-control policy. They underline the value of 

systematic ex-post evaluations in assessing whether competitive concerns identified during merger 

review materialise in observed market outcomes. Such evaluations can help improve the empirical basis 

of merger control, inform the assessment of future transactions in locally defined retail markets, and 

contribute to a better understanding of the relationship between local market structure and consumer 

prices in grocery retailing. 
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Appendix  

Table 7: Regression Results: Results by Product Category - Baseline Specification 

 
(1) 

Ice Cream 

(2) 

Delicatessen, 

seasonings, 

convenience 

(3) 

Breakfast, baby food, 

and other food 

products 

(4) 

Basic food products 

(5) 

Hot beverages 

(6) 

Canned food, ready 

meals, and instant 

products 

DiD interaction term 
0.0062 

(0.0235) 

0.0075 

(0.0133) 

0.0107 

(0.0146) 

0.0079 

(0.0121) 

0.0059 

(0.0512) 

0.0047 

(0.0075) 

Post-merger period 
0.0192 

(0.0173) 

0.0021 

(0.0096) 

0.1097*** 

(0.0105) 

0.0004 

(0.0079) 

0.0340 

(0.0366) 

0.0988*** 

(0.0054) 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
5,938.13*** 22,407.70*** 12,133.56*** 4,453.76*** 3,533.02*** 7,545.77*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
18.38*** 8.96*** 11.01*** 7.48*** 16.77*** 24.76*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
417 616 983 554 756 1,584 

Within R² 0.0070 0.0038 0.0541 0.0024 0.0054 0.0892 

Observations 151,774 236,139 348,049 214,596 270,920 593,389 
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(7) 

Dairy products: self-

service cheese 

(8) 

Dairy products: milk, 

yoghurt, and related 

products 

(9) 

Edible fats and oils 

(10) 

Confectionery and 

long-life bakery 

products 

(11) 

Frozen foods 

(12) 

Sausage products: 

self-service 

DiD interaction term 
0.0157 

(0.0159) 

0.0237* 

(0.0123) 

0.0355 

(0.0236) 

-0.0049 

(0.0257) 

0.0009 

(0.0151) 

0.0062 

(0.0104) 

Post-merger period 
0.0640*** 

(0.0116) 

0.0454*** 

(0.0087) 

0.3755*** 

(0.0162) 

0.0835*** 

(0.0243) 

0.1022*** 

(0.0101) 

0.0708*** 

(0.0071) 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
2,175.92*** 4,204.02*** 1,797.89*** 5,640.62*** 7,150.90*** 9,346.42*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
20.01*** 12.17*** 28.17*** 17.27*** 14.90*** 9.10*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
497 692 800 1,425 898 752 

Within R² 0.0376 0.0366 0.2959 0.0121 0.0400 0.0582 

Observations 171,338 214,866 311,005 499,732 310,820 259,330 

Notes: The dependent variable is the weekly average retail price. Standard errors are clustered at the store-product level and reported in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Store-product 

fixed effects are tested jointly using an F-test comparing the within estimator to pooled OLS; note that this test does not accommodate clustered standard errors, unlike the main specification. 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 
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Table 8: Regression Results: Results by Product Category - Specification with Local-Market Controls 

 

 (1) 

Ice Cream 

(2) 

Delicatessen, 

seasonings, 

convenience 

(3) 

Breakfast, baby food, 

and other food 

products 

(4) 

Basic food products 

(5) 

Hot beverages 

(6) 

Canned food, ready 

meals, and instant 

products 

DiD interaction term 
0.0256 

(0.0226) 

0.0067 

(0.0140) 

0.0182 

(0.0156) 

0.0051 

(0.0131) 

0.0268 

(0.0531) 

-0.0061 

(0.0080) 

Post-merger period 
-0.0274 

(0.0175) 

0.0057 

(0.0101) 

-0.0565*** 

(0.0135) 

0.0098 

(0.0093) 

0.0936*** 

(0.0334) 

0.0332*** 

(0.0059) 

Population 
0.0061*** 

(0.0021) 

0.0013 

(0.0008) 

0.0057*** 

(0.0016) 

-0.0019*** 

(0.0007) 

-0.0015 

(0.0076) 

-0.0025*** 

(0.0005) 

Purchasing power 
0.0392*** 

(0.0079) 

-0.0018 

(0.0034) 

0.1012*** 

(0.0071) 

-0.00814* 

(0.0041) 

-0.0259 

(0.0176) 

0.0281*** 

(0.0024) 

Standard land values 
-0.0008*** 

(0.0002) 

0.0001 

(0.0001) 

-0.0003** 

(0.0001) 

-0.0003** 

(0.0001) 

-0.0004 

(0.0004) 

0.0007*** 

(0.0001) 

Discounter share 
-0.2416 

(0.3662) 

0.1527 

(0.2189) 

0.1121 

(0.2217) 

0.1069 

(0.1733) 

-0.5813 

(0.7328) 

0.3689*** 

(0.1179) 

HHI 
-0.0114 

(0.4887) 

-0.2470 

(0.2512) 

0.2613 

(0.3083) 

-0.2526 

(0.2672) 

-0.1447 

(0.9614) 

-0.4067*** 

(0.1492) 

Market size 
0.1058 

(0.0745) 

-0.0063 

(0.0393) 

0.0724 

(0.0760) 

-0.0310 

(0.0455) 

0.0565 

(0.1602) 

0.0469* 

(0.0260) 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
5,962.04*** 22,402.99*** 12,825.60*** 4,456.95*** 3,527.35*** 7,738.71*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
18.88*** 8.96*** 11.24*** 7.43*** 16.76*** 25.28*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
417 616 983 554 756 1,584 

Within R² 0.0141 0.0050 0.1074 0.0047 0.0062 0.1111 

Observations 151,774 236,139 348,049 214,596 270,920 593,389 
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(7) 

Dairy products: self-

service cheese 

(8) 

Dairy products: milk, 

yoghurt, and related 

products 

(9) 

Edible fats and oils 

(10) 

Confectionery and 

long-life bakery 

products 

(11) 

Frozen foods 

(12) 

Sausage products: 

self-service 

DiD interaction term 
0.0107 

(0.0167) 

0.0139 

(0.0128) 

0.0149 

(0.0250) 

-0.0106 

(0.0283) 

-0.0240 

(0.0161) 

-0.0014 

(0.0107) 

Post-merger period 
0.0417*** 

(0.0124) 

0.0350*** 

(0.0094) 

0.4213*** 

(0.0183) 

0.0153 

(0.0111) 

0.0873*** 

(0.0105) 

0.0317*** 

(0.0075) 

Population 
-0.0013 

(0.0010) 

-0.0032*** 

(0.0009) 

-0.0010 

(0.0014) 

0.0033** 

(0.0013) 

-0.0029*** 

(0.0011) 

-0.0036*** 

(0.0006) 

Purchasing power 
0.0083* 

(0.0043) 

-0.0026 

(0.0039) 

-0.0315*** 

(0.0055) 

0.0373*** 

(0.0066) 

-0.0058 

(0.0040) 

0.0146*** 

(0.0032) 

Standard land values 
0.0003* 

(0.0002) 

0.0006*** 

(0.0001) 

0.0003* 

(0.0002) 

-0.00002 

(0.0001) 

0.0009*** 

(0.0002) 

0.0007*** 

(0.0001) 

Discounter share 
0.1291 

(0.2639) 

0.2553 

(0.1923) 

0.2295 

(0.3291) 

0.5198 

(0.3344) 

0.6280** 

(0.2422) 

0.1706 

(0.1698) 

HHI 
-0.0957 

(0.2996) 

-0.6131** 

(0.2765) 

0.03258 

(0.4103) 

0.4857** 

(0.2230) 

-0.9059*** 

(0.2891) 

-0.4996** 

(0.1993) 

Market size 
0.0413 

(0.0531) 

0.0247 

(0.0407) 

0.0485 

(0.0668) 

0.0221 

(0.0423) 

0.0384 

(0.0478) 

-0.0003 

(0.0338) 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
2,174.17*** 4,251.36*** 1,798.63*** 5,649.87*** 7,224.03*** 9,427.74*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
20.76*** 12.06*** 27.52*** 17.57*** 15.22*** 8.76*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
497 692 800 1,425 898 752 

Within R² 0.0401 0.0484 0.2982 0.0166 0.0502 0.0762 

Observations 171,338 214,866 311,005 499,732 310,820 259,330 

Notes: The dependent variable is the weekly average retail price. Standard errors are clustered at the store-product level and reported in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Store-product 

fixed effects are tested jointly using an F-test comparing the within estimator to pooled OLS; note that this test does not accommodate clustered standard errors, unlike the main specification. 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 
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Table 9: Regression Results: Alternative Specifications with Local-Market Controls 

 
(1) 

Price 

(2) 

Price 

(3) 

Price 

(4) 

Price 

(5) 

Price 

(6) 

Price 

DiD interaction term 
0.0002 

(0.0069) 

0.0070 

(0.0085) 

0.0026 

(0.0073) 

0.0077 

(0.0090) 

0.0041 

(0.0071) 

0.0054 

(0.0067) 

Post-merger period 
0.0602*** 

(0.0040) 

0.0670*** 

(0.0053) 

0.0658*** 

(0.0053) 

0.0700*** 

(0.0063) 

0.0554*** 

(0.0045) 
- 

Population 
-0.00004 

(0.0007) 

0.0006 

(0.0007) 

0.0012** 

(0.0005) 

0.0017*** 

(0.0005) 

-0.0002 

(0.0007) 

-0.0005 

(0.0007) 

Purchasing power 
0.1736*** 

(0.0021) 

0.1791*** 

(0.0021) 

0.0154*** 

(0.0228) 

0.0161*** 

(0.0024) 

0.0192*** 

(0.0020) 

0.0017 

(0.0121) 

Standard land values 
0.0002*** 

(0.0001) 

0.0001 

(0.0001) 

0.0001 

(0.0001) 

-0.00004 

(0.0001) 

0.0002*** 

(0.0001) 

0.0001** 

(0.0001) 

Discounter share 
0.2236** 

(0.0965) 

0.1599* 

(0.0967) 

0.1474 

(0.1059) 

0.1056 

(0.1149) 

0.2246** 

(0.0931) 

0.1543* 

(0.0914) 

HHI 
-0.1309 

(0.1117) 

-0.0745 

(0.1215) 

-0.0905 

(0.1365) 

-0.0313 

(0.1515) 

-0.1230 

(0.1074) 

-0.1440 

(0.1159) 

Market size 
0.0353* 

(0.0193) 

0.0225 

(0.0201) 

0.0164 

(0.0243) 

0.0092 

(0.0255) 

0.0353* 

(0.0193) 

0.0125 

(0.0191) 

Store-product fixed 

effects, F-test 
9,099.39*** 7,660.07*** 3,425.41*** 2,933.28*** 7,997.35*** 9,115.82*** 

Calendar-week fixed 

effects, F-test 
32.67*** 24.31*** 27.55*** 21.74*** 32.24*** 33.84*** 

Year fixed effects, F-

test 
     101.48*** 

Number of store-

product combinations 
9,977 9,970 9,939 9,843 13,437 9,974 

Within R² 0.0223 0.0244 0.0188 0.0194 0.0196 0.0242 

Observations 3,583,165 3,099,182 1,621,734 1,401,203 3,928,081 3,581,958 

Notes: The dependent variable is the weekly average retail price. Standard errors are clustered at the store-product level and reported in parentheses. Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. Store-product 

fixed effects are tested jointly using an F-test comparing the within estimator to pooled OLS; note that this test does not accommodate clustered standard errors, unlike the main specification. 

Source: Düsseldorf Competition Economics, based on data provided by Edeka. 
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