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Abstract

Social media influencers account for a growing share of marketing worldwide.
We demonstrate the existence of a novel form of market failure in this advertis-
ing market: influencer cartels, where groups of influencers collude to increase their
advertising revenue by inflating their engagement. Our theoretical model shows
that influencer cartels can improve consumer welfare if they expand social media
engagement to the target audience, or reduce welfare if they divert engagement to
less relevant audiences. We validate the model empirically using novel data on influ-
encer cartels combined with machine learning tools, and derive policy implications

for how to maximize consumer welfare.
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1 Introduction

Collusion between a group of market participants to improve their market outcomes

is typically considered an anti-competitive behavior. While some forms of collusion,
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such as price-fixing, are illegal in most countries, new industries provide new collusion
opportunities for which regulation is not yet well-developed. In this paper, we study one
such industry—influencer marketing. Influencer marketing combines paid endorsements
and product placements by influencers. It allows advertisers fine targeting based on
consumer interests by choosing a good product-influencer-consumer match. Influencer
marketing is a large and growing industry, with 31 billion U.S. dollars in ad spending in
2023, it is almost as large as the print newspaper advertising.

Many non-celebrity influencers are not paid based on the success of their marketing
campaigns; instead, their compensation depends on past engagement.? This gives in-
centives for fraudulent behavior—for inflating their influence. Inflating one’s influence
is a form of advertising fraud that leads to market inefficiencies by directing ads to the
wrong eyeballs. An estimated 15% of influencer marketing spending was misused due
to exaggerated influence.® To address this problem, the U.S. Federal Trade Commission
in 2023 proposed a new rule that would prohibit selling and buying false indicators of
social media influence, such as fake followers or views.? In this paper, we study a way
of obtaining fake engagement that does not directly fall under the proposed rule, but
is in the same spirit. We study influencer cartels where groups of influencers collude
to increase each others’ indicators of social media influence. While there is substantial
literature in economics on fake consumer reviews (Mayzlin et al., 2014; Luca and Zervas,
2016; He et al., 2022; Glazer et al., 2021; Smirnov and Starkov, 2022) and other forms of
advertising fraud (Zinman and Zitzewitz, 2016; Rhodes and Wilson, 2018), the economics
of this fraudulent behavior has not been studied.

We study how influencers collude to inflate engagement, and the conditions under
which influencer cartels can be welfare-improving. Our research makes three key contri-
butions. First, we develop a new theoretical framework for influencer cartels, a setting
that has not been studied before. Second, we use a novel dataset of influencer cartels and
machine learning tools to generate engagement quality measures from text and photos.
Third, for each type of cartel, we estimate whether it is likely to be welfare-improving or

not. We document that general interest cartels generate lower-quality engagement than

!Source: https://www.statista.com/outlook/amo/advertising/worldwide, accessed March 17,
2024.

2While influencers with large followings are typically paid based on campaign success (tracked through
sales from personalized links or coupons), only 19% of firms employing influencer marketing tracked sales
as of 2020 (ANA, 2020).

3Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Influencer_marketing, accessed April 6, 2024.

4Source: Federal Trade Commission, June 30, 2023, ”Federal Trade
Commission Announces Proposed Rule Banning Fake Reviews and Testi-
monials” https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/06/

federal-trade-commission-announces-proposed-rule-banning-fake-reviews-testimonials,

accessed March 18, 2024.
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topic-specific ones, which are closer to natural engagement. This suggests that narrow,
topic cartels could improve welfare, while general interest cartels are detrimental to all
involved.

In an influencer cartel, a group of influencers colludes to inflate their engagement, in
order to increase the prices they can get from advertisers. Like in traditional industries,
influencer cartels involve a formal agreement to manipulate the market for members’ ben-
efit. In traditional industries, the agreement typically involves price fixing or allocating
markets.® Influencer cartels involve a formal agreement to inflate the engagement mea-
sures to increase their prices. Instead of smoky backroom deals, influencer cartels operate
in online chat rooms or discussion boards, where members submit links to their content
for additional engagement. In return, they must engage with other members’ content by
providing likes and comments. An algorithm enforces the cartel rules.

Our theoretical model focuses on the key market failure in this setting—the free-
rider problem. Engaging with other influencers’ content brings attention to someone
else’s content, creating a positive externality. Without cartels, influencers do not engage
with each others’ content enough, because they do not internalize the externality. A
cartel could lessen the free-rider problem by internalizing the externality. By joining
the cartel, influencers agree to engage more than the equilibrium engagement. They get
compensated for this additional engagement by receiving similar engagement from other
cartel members. If the cartel only brings new engagement from influencers with closely
related interests, this could benefit cartel members but also consumers and advertisers.®
However, the influencer cartel can also create new distortions. The cartel may overshoot
and create too much low-quality engagement. The low-quality engagement may hurt all
involved parties, consumers, advertisers, and indirectly, even the influencers themselves.

The dimension that separates socially beneficial cooperation from welfare-reducing
cartels is the quality of engagement. By high quality we mean engagement coming from
influencers with similar interests. The idea is that influencers provide value to advertisers
by promoting the product among people with similar interests, e.g., vegan burgers to
vegans. If a cartel generates engagement from influencers with other interests (e.g.,
meat-lovers), this hurts consumers and advertisers. Consumers are hurt because the
platform will show them irrelevant content, and advertisers are hurt because their ads
are shown to the wrong consumers. Whether or not a particular cartel is welfare-reducing
or welfare-improving is an empirical question.

In our empirical analysis, we combine data from two sources: cartel interactions from

Telegram and data from Instagram. Our cartel data allows us to directly observe cartel

5Collusion in cartels doesn’t always occur via fixing prices or output (Genesove and Mullin, 2001).
6Even in traditional industries, collusion can sometimes be socially desirable (Fershtman and Pakes,
2000; Deltas et al., 2012).



activity (not predict or estimate it). We observe which Instagram posts are included in
the cartel and which engagement originates from the cartel (via cartel rules).” Our dataset
includes two types of cartels differentiated by cartel entry rules: three topic cartels that
only accept influencers posting on specific topics and six general cartels with unrestricted
topics.

We use machine learning to analyze text and photos from Instagram to measure en-
gagement (match) quality. Our goal is to compare the quality of natural engagement to
that originating from the cartel. We measure the quality by the topic match between the
cartel member and the Instagram user who engages. To quantify the similarity of Insta-
gram users, first, we use a Large Language Model (Language-agnostic BERT Sentence
Embedding) and an analogous large neural network for text and photos (Contrastive
Language Image Pre-training model) to generate numeric vectors (embeddings) from the
text and photos in Instagram posts. Then we calculate cosine similarity between the
users based on these numeric vectors. To compare the quality of natural engagement to
that originating from the cartel, we estimate a panel data fixed effects regression, where
the outcome variable is the cosine similarity of the cartel member to the users engag-
ing with their content. To further analyze the topic match of influencers and users who
engage with their content, we use the Latent Dirichlet Allocation model to map each
Instagrammer’s content to a probability distribution over topics.

We find that engagement from general cartels is significantly lower in quality com-
pared to natural engagement. Specifically, the quality of engagement from these cartels
is nearly as low as that from a counterfactual engagement from a random Instagram
user. In contrast, engagement from topic cartels is much closer to the quality of natural
engagement. Our back-of-the-envelope calculations show that if an advertiser pays for
cartel engagement as if it is natural engagement, they only get 3-18% of the value in the
case of general cartels and 60-85% in the case of topic cartels. Our results are robust to
alternative ways to construct outcome variables and alternative samples. Our estimates
also validate our outcome measures: advertisers are known to pay higher fees for more
engagement, and we show that users with higher similarity are more likely to engage.
This implies our similarity measures capture what advertisers value.

Our empirical and theoretical results have three policy implications. First, as general
cartels are likely to be welfare-reducing, shutting these cartels down would be socially

beneficial. Second, regulatory rules that prohibit buying and selling fake social media in-

7Ability to directly observe cartel activity is rather unique. Most studies of cartels in traditional
industries have to rely on either historical data of known cartels from the time cartels were legal (Porter,
1983; Genesove and Mullin, 2001; Roller and Steen, 2006; Hyytinen et al., 2018, 2019) or data from the
court cases (Igami and Sugaya, 2022), including of bidding-rings in auctions (for example, Porter and
Zona (1993); Pesendorfer (2000); Asker (2010); Kawai et al. (2022)), for an overview see Marshall and
Marx (2012).



dicators, should also prohibit obtaining these fake indicators via in-kind transfers. Third,
the current practice of advertisers to reward past engagement encourages harmful collu-
sion. A better approach would be to compensate influencers based on the actual value
they add.® Alternatively, platforms could improve the outcomes by reporting match-
quality-weighted engagement.

The trade-offs studied in this paper arise in other settings. Academics citing other
works create a positive externality for the cited authors. Since the citing authors do
not internalize this externality, there are not enough citations in equilibrium. Forming a
group that agrees to cite each others’ papers helps the participants of the group. Whether
this is helpful to readers depends on how closely related the group members’ topics are. If
the group members work on similar issues, agreeing to cite each others’ papers a bit more
might be helpful even for the readers. However, agreeing to cite unrelated papers does
not help readers to find relevant works. There is evidence of such agreements in academic
journals (Franck, 1999; Van Noorden, 2013; Wilhite and Fong, 2012). Due to anomalous
citation patterns, Thomson Reuters regularly excludes journals from the Impact Factor
listings.? In contrast to journal citation cartels, where explicit agreement data is limited,
the collusion and outcomes are directly observable in influencer cartels. The literature
on patents documents similar trade-offs. Lampe (2012) shows that patent applications
strategically withhold citations. To overcome the free-rider problem, firms have formed
patent pools—agreements to cross-license their patents (Lerner and Tirole, 2004; Moser,
2013).

Our paper adds to the literature on social media and attention (for an overview,
see Aridor et al. (2024)). While the literature on social media has extensively studied
the consumption and production of social media content, there is less work on strategic
engagement, which is the strategic choice of which content to engage with. Our paper is
most closely related to Filippas et al. (2023), who uses Twitter data to study attention
bartering. Similarly to our paper, they model social media users’ decision to engage
(in their setting, whether to follow other users). Our theoretical model of influencer
engagement and advertisement builds on classic models of product differentiation (Salop,
1979) and models of attention and advertising (Anderson and Coate, 2005; Anderson and
de Palma, 2012; Anderson and Peitz, 2023). Unlike all these papers, we focus on the
users’ agreement to collude when deciding whether to engage.

Our paper adds to a small but growing literature in economics on influencer marketing.
The empirical literature has analyzed advertising disclosure (Ershov and Mitchell, 2023;
Ershov et al., 2023), while the theoretical literature has studied the benefits of mandatory

8In recent years, such contracts have become more common.
9Source: https://jcr.help.clarivate.com/Content/title-suppressions.htm, accessed April 6,
2024.
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disclosure (Pei and Mayzlin, 2022; Mitchell, 2021; Fainmesser and Galeotti, 2021) and
the prioritization of content (Szydlowski, 2023). In contrast to these papers, we study
collusion between the influencers.

In our empirical analysis, we build on the recent literature in economics that uses
text and photos as data.' In particular, we use Large Language Models and large neural
networks to generate embeddings from text and photos. Large Language Models with
social media data have been used in economics before, for example, by Ershov et al.
(2023). We also use the Latent Dirichlet allocation model (Blei et al., 2003), which has
been recently used in economics, for example, to extract information from Federal Open
Market Committee meeting minutes (Hansen et al., 2018). We combine these tools with
the use of the cosine similarity index. This and other similarity indexes have been used
as quality measures in economics, for example, by Chen et al. (2023) and Hinnosaar et al.
(2022). While many studies have made use of text as data, using photos is still rare in
economics (examples include Adukia et al. (2023); Ash et al. (2021); Caprini (2023)).!*
As Instagram as a platform is primarily used to share photos, extracting information
from photos is particularly important in our setting.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we provide some
institutional details of influencer marketing and influencer cartels. Section 3 introduces
the theoretical model and discusses the welfare implications of influencer cartels. Section 4
describes the dataset used in our analysis. Section 5 presents the empirical results.

Section 6 discusses the policy implications. Section 7 concludes.

2 Influencer Marketing and Influencer Cartels

In influencer marketing, firms pay influencers for product placement and product en-
dorsement. Compared to TV or newspaper advertising, influencer marketing allows fine
targeting, generating a great product and influencer match, and hence, a great product
and consumer match. Influencer marketing is a large industry: in 2023, influencer mar-
keting ad spending was about $31 billion, which is close to the ad spending for print
newspaper ads. Instagram is one of the leading platforms for influencer marketing. It is a
platform where users share photos and videos, engage with other users’ content by liking
and commenting on their posts, and follow other users to see more of their content.
Many influencers are not compensated based on the actual success of their current

marketing campaigns but rather on past engagement, such as comments and likes from

For recent surveys of the uses of text as data in economics, see Gentzkow et al. (2019); Ash and
Hansen (2023).

1One exception is the use of satellite images mostly in development economics, and typically, to
measure electricity use, air pollution, land use, or natural resources (Donaldson and Storeygard, 2016).



previous posts. This payment model encourages fraudulent behavior, including inflating
one’s influence. An estimated 15% of influencer marketing spending is misused due to
exaggerated influence. While influencers with large followings are typically paid based on
campaign success (tracked through sales from personalized links or coupons), only 19% of
firms employing influencer marketing tracked sales as of 2020 (ANA, 2020). Instead, most
smaller influencers receive payment before a campaign begins based on their historical
influence metrics. Originally, Instagram influencers were compensated based on follower
count, which led to the acquisition of fake followers. The industry responded by starting
to detect fake followers and measure genuine engagement through likes and comments.
There are alternative ways of generating fake engagement. Some fake engagement is
generated by automatic bots, which are relatively easy to detect. In this paper, we
study a more challenging type of fraud: Instagram cartels, where real humans create
real engagement that mimics natural interactions, making it difficult to distinguish from

genuine engagement.

Instagram influencer cartels. In Instagram influencer cartels, influencers collude
to inflate each other’s engagement in order to increase the prices they can get from
advertisers. As the cartels’ activity of artificially increasing engagement is fraudulent,
the groups are secret. Instagram considers these groups to be violating Instagram’s
policies.!?

How do the influencer cartels operate? They operate on other online platforms, either
in a chat room or a discussion board (typically on Telegram or Reddit).!® In the chat
room, members of the cartels submit links to their Instagram content for which they
would like to receive additional engagement. In order to receive that engagement, they
themselves must engage with a fixed set of links submitted by other users. Specifically,
before submitting a link themselves, they must like and write meaningful comments to
previous N posts from other members. The rules of the cartel are enforced automatically
by an algorithm.

The cartel increases engagement via both direct effect and indirect effects. The direct
effect is the cartel members engaging with each other’s posts. This additional engage-
ment generates two types of indirect effects. First, the Instagram algorithm gives higher
exposure to posts with higher engagement, leading to even more engagement. Second,

an influencer engaging with another user’s post increases the likelihood of it being shown

12Qource: Devin Coldewey, Apr 29, 2020, “Instagram ‘pods’ game the algorithm by coordi-
nating likes and comments on millions of posts”, TechCrunch. https://techcrunch.com/2020/04/29/
instagram-pods-game-the-algorithm-by-coordinating-1likes-and-comments-on-millions-of-posts/.

13For more details, see a computer science overview of Instagram cartels operating on Telegram
(Weerasinghe et al., 2020) or for example: Apr 9, 2019 “Instagram Pods: What Joining One Could Do For

Your Brand”, Influencer Marketing Hub. https://influencermarketinghub.com/instagram-pods/.
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to its followers. This happens as the Instagram algorithm is more likely to show posts
that the user’s social network has engaged with, that is, posts that the users who the
user follows have commented on or liked.

The cartels in our sample operate in Telegram chatrooms and advertise themselves as
a way to ”attract lucrative brand partnerships” (see screenshots in Online Appendix Al).
The cartels in our sample have the requirement that before submitting a post, the mem-
ber must like and write comments to the last five posts submitted by other members.
The process ensures that each post receives five likes and comments when submitted.
Figures A1.3 and A1.4 in Online Appendix show an example of a post submitted to the
cartel receiving the required comments. The rules are enforced by an algorithm that
deletes submissions by users who don’t follow the rules. The cartels in our sample have
entry requirements: either thresholds for the minimum number of followers (ranging from

1,000 to 100,000 followers) or restrictions on the topics of the posts.

3 Theoretical Model

To build intuition, we present the theoretical results in three steps. We start with a basic
model of influencer engagement without collusion and the advertising market. We then
add collusion and, finally, the advertising market. Our focus is solely on engagement
between influencers, we abstract away from all other aspects of influencer marketing,

including content creation. All proofs are in appendix A2.

3.1 Basic Model

We assume that there is an infinite sequence of players (influencers), indexed by t €
{—00,...,—1,0,1,...,00}. Player t is characterized by two-dimensional type (ay, R;).'
The first parameter o captures the topic, which we model as Salop (1979) circle, it
is an angle from 0° to 360° on the circle. The second parameter is the player’s reach
R; > 1, which measures how many people the player’s content regularly reaches (number
of followers and typical search traffic). The distribution of topics is assumed to be uniform

and reach has a power law distribution with mean 2. That is, the probability density

MFigure A1.5 in Appendix A1 shows a screenshot of an Instagram post that was suggested to the user
because the user’s friend has liked it.

15Qur treatment of player types is inspired by conventional wisdom in influencer marketing practice
(Burns, 2020), which emphasizes the importance of “three R’s”: (1) Relevance: how relevant is the
content to the audience, (2) Reach: the number of people the content could potentially reach, and (3)
Resonance: how engaged is the audience. We model the first one as a; and combine the latter two into
Ry, which we call reach for brevity.



function is f(R;) = 2R; >.'® Both parameters are independent draws from corresponding
distributions.

In this analysis, we focus on engagement. Player t has a piece of content and chooses
between two actions a; € {0,1}: to engage with the previous player’s content a; = 1
or not to engage a; = 0. This can be thought of as a wall of content and the choice is
whether to like and comment the previous post or not. We normalize all payoffs without
engagement to zero.

Player t’s choice to engage creates a social benefit and a social cost. We think of
the benefit as providing information and entertainment to the audience and the cost
as attention by the audience. The cost and benefit are both proportional to reach R,
which measures the size of the audience. Both are also function of the topic difference
of the influencer and the content she is engaging with. If the topics are similar, then the
benefit is high and cost is low. If the topics are different, then the cost is high and the
benefit is low.!” We model the cost and benefit separately, because we need to model the
externality.!®

Specifically, we assume that the social benefit is R; cos(4A;), where A; = oy — ay_1]|
is the difference between players’ ¢ and t — 1 topics.'? If A; is close to 0° (so that
cos(A;) = 1), the players’ content is on similar topics, whereas if the difference is close
to 90° their content is unrelated (cos(A;) = 0), and if it is close to 180° the content is
contradictory (e.g. political content, then we can have cos(A;) = —1). The engagement
generates also a social cost R;C'(A;), where C'(A) = sin(A) for all A < 90° and 1

otherwise.?? Formally, the social welfare generated by action a, by player ¢ with reach R,

6The uniform assumption for the topic is the standard in literature since Salop (1979). Power law
distribution is a natural assumption for reach as it is the prevalent distribution for the number of readers,
followers, comments (Gabaix, 2016). The mean 2 assumption is for tractability.

1"We do not explicitly model the mechanisms that generate these costs and benefits. For example,
Figure A1.5 in Appendix A1l shows that Instagram suggests posts to users based on their friends’ likes.
Therefore, liking a post (1) increases the likelihood that followers are shown the same post, and (2) if
the followers don’t appreciate the post (for example, from the opposite political party), there is a chance
they can stop following the influencer.

B0Our modeling assumptions regarding the costs and benefits of attention are similar to models of
attention and advertising (Anderson and Coate, 2005; Anderson and de Palma, 2012; Anderson and
Peitz, 2023), who also model the cost of attention as a difference between consumers preferences and the
content they consume. This literature does not differentiate the costs and benefits as they don’t consider
the externality that is our main focus.

YDistance |ay — az_1] € [0°,180°] denotes the shortest angle difference on a circle. Formally, |a; —
a¢—1| = min {abs(a: — as—1),360° — abs(ay — az—1)}, where abs(x) is the absolute value.

29The assumption that the cost function is 1 beyond the 90° threshold simply accounts for the fact
that sin(A) function would be decreasing. Any weakly increasing function in this region would give
similar results.



and topic difference A; with the previous player ¢ — 1, is

Wt(at) = Q¢ Rt COS(At) — Q¢ RtC(At) . (1)
Benefit Cost

The costs and benefits of engagement are divided asymmetrically between players. We
assume that players capture a constant fraction S of social costs and benefits. As factor
B multiplies all payoffs related to engagement, without loss in generality we normalize
to one. If a player engages with previous content, then only she pays the cost, but the
benefits are divided between the creator of the content and the one who engages. These
assumptions capture the long-term relationships with the audience. If the influencer
engages with content that her audience is not interested in, she incurs the full cost of
misdirected attention. It captures the idea that her followers will pay less attention to
her future content, they may even stop following her. On the other hand, the influencer
who engages gets only a fixed fraction v < 1 of the benefit, the remaining 1 — v goes
to the content creator. Thus, engagement creates a positive externality to the content
creator.

In summary, the payoff of player ¢ depends only on actions a; and a;,, as follows:

wp(ag, agp1) = ap YRy cos(Ay) —ay RiC(Ay) +azi1 (1 — ) Ryp1 cos(Aypq) . (2)
— —— N ~~ o
Internalized benefit Cost Externality

We assume that players’ actions are not observable to the following players.2! We also
assume that player ¢ observes the topic o1 of preceding player ¢t — 1, but does not know
the follower’s type. We consider Bayes-Nash equilibria, where players choose optimal
action a;, observing their own and previous player’s type, and taking an expectation over

the follower’s type.

The free-riding problem. The positive externality of engagement creates a free-riding
problem and therefore in equilibrium, there is less engagement than socially optimal.
Specifically, in equilibrium player engages only with players whose topic is sufficiently
similar (A; is small enough). We can therefore say that only high quality engagement
(in terms of match value) occurs in equilibrium. On the other hand, when taking into
account the positive externality, it would be socially optimal to also engage with play-
ers whose topic is less similar. We can therefore say that in equilibrium there is too
little engagement and even somewhat lower-quality engagement is socially optimal. The

following proposition formalizes this intuition.

21This assumption eliminates equilibria, where players engage conditional on past engagement.

10



Proposition 1. There is more engagement in social optimum than in non-cooperative

equilibrium, but the additional engagement is of lower quality. In particular,

1. in non-cooperative equilibrium, a; = 1, <tan—1()>

2. in soctal optimum, a; = 1a,<4s50.

The comparison between socially optimal and equilibrium engagement shows that
there is room for improvement from cooperation. If players could commit to engage

somewhat more and get more engagement in return, they would be happy to do so.

3.2 Influencer Cartels

Our model of influencer cartels is simple, as the rules in those cartels are enforced by an
algorithm. Therefore, we do not need to model the incentives of the cartel members to
follow the rules as tacit collusion or repeated game. Instead, we model a cartel as an entry
game, where they choose whether to enter a given cartel agreement. After learning their
own types (ay, R;), but before learning other players’ types, players simultaneously choose
whether to join the cartel. A player who does not join the cartel gets outside option,
which we normalize to 0. Players who join, form a subsequence (..., s_1, So, S1, S2, - .. ),
where s; is the t’th member of the cartel.

We model cartel as a simple agreement defined by a single parameter A. The cartel
member s; must engage with the content of previous member s;_; whenever their topic
difference is less or equal than A, that is A, = |as, — ag,_,| < A. The topic-difference
parameter A is a convenient way to model how topic specific is the cartel. In a cartel that
is not topic-specific, the parameter A = 180°, while in a narrowly topic specific cartel the
topic difference is small.

The payoff from joining the cartel are the similar to the payoff without cartels, but in-
stead of choice whether to engage, now the engagement is defined by the cartel agreement.
When deciding whether to join the cartel, players take an expectation over other cartel
members’ types. A player with type (as,, Rs,), who joins the cartel, gets the expected
payoff:

ucartel(Rst) = |:1Ast§A (’yRSt COS(Ast) - RstC(Ast))}

+E |:1Ast+1 SA(l - 7)R5t+1 COS(ASt+1>] ) (3)

where Ag, and A

cartel respectively, and the expectations over A, , A

are the topic differences with previous and next member of the
and R

St+1

are taken over the

St419 St41

distribution of cartel members.

11



Equilibria. We focus on symmetric equilibria, where players join the cartel indepen-
dently of topic a;. Therefore, the distributions of A,, and A,
first focus on the case where A < 90°, so that the cost function C(A;,) = sin(A;,). Then

the cartel benefit from equation (3) is

are still uniform. Let us

A
ucartel(RSt) — R8t2 / [’y COS(Ast> - Sin(Asz)] dAt
0

A
+ (1 - 7)ERSH12/ cos(Ag,,, )dA,,
0

AAA—7) (1—7
= ER,,., — Rs, |, 4
)\2+1 (A_,y t+1 ( )

A ) 22
5)-
Using this expression, we can study the entry to the cartel and formalize it with

where we simplified the expressions by using a monotonic transformation A = tan (

proposition 2 below. There are three cases depending on the engagement requirement
A. If the engagement requirement is low, then all players join the cartel. It is easy to
see this when A < tan™!(v) as then the direct benefits exceed the costs. But even if the
engagement requirement is slightly larger, benefits the player expects from the cartel are
larger than the costs of fulfilling the engagement requirement. If engagement requirement
is moderate, only players with smaller reach join the cartel. This is because the benefit
of the engagement from the cartel depends on the average reach of a cartel member,
ER,,.,, but the cost depends on the player’s own reach R,,. Hence, the first players to
stay out of the cartel are with the highest reach. Therefore the equilibrium is described
by a threshold R, so that only players with reach R,, < R join the cartel. Finally, if the
engagement requirement is A = 90°, nobody joins the cartel. Furthermore, if A > 90°,
then equation (4) is an upper bound for the cartel payoff, and it is strictly negative, so

in this case also nobody joins the cartel.

Proposition 2. Depending on cartel agreement, we can have three possible types of equi-

libria in the entry game to the cartel:
1. If X <, all players join the cartel.
2. If v < A < 1, all players with R, < R = % join the cartel.

3. If A > 1, nobody joins the cartel.

Welfare. The proposition implies that only cartels with engagement requirement less

than 90° are sustainable. Within this range, all cartels are welfare-improving. In ap-

22Note that 1;210(51\(?) =tan () = X and sin(A) = sin(2tan~1(\)) = )\gj‘_l.
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pendix A3, we derive welfare-maximizing cartels and show that the engagement require-
ment is always weakly less than 45°. In other words, based on this model of influencer

cartels, we would only expect to see cartels with some restrictions on topics.??

3.3 Advertising Market

We model the advertising market as a competitive market, where a continuum of ad-
vertisers each has an ideal target topic . The target topic captures the audience the
advertiser tries to reach rather than the characteristics of the product. For example, an
advertiser of vegan burgers instead of choosing vegan food, could choose animal rights
or diabetes as the target topic. Each influencer ¢ is matched with an advertiser with the
same target topic o = ay.

We study how the existence and type of cartel affects the price that advertisers pay
to influencers. The key aspect of the analysis is that the advertiser cannot observe the
quality of engagement and hence the price that the advertiser offers reflects the expected
quality of such engagement instead of its true value. In other words, the advertiser pays
for the quantity of engagement.

The realized value of engagement from the follower ¢ + 1 to the advertiser is

ary1(1 =) Riyy X cos(Dpn) x v, (5)

o

-~ -~

quantity of engagement  match quality marginal value

where v is the value of a marginal unit of engagement. This expression captures the idea
that advertisers can measure the quantity of engagement quite accurately (number of
views, clicks, likes, comments), but it is much harder to determine whether the engage-
ment comes from the target audience. The product of the last two terms, cos(Asyq)v, is
the unit value of engagement to the advertiser and its expectation determines the price
of engagement.?*

As we assume that the advertising market is competitive, the price of engagement is

equal to the expected unit value of engagement to the advertiser,
pengagement =F [COS(At_H)] v, (6)

where the expectation is taken over the distribution of the influencers who engage, con-

23In appendix A3 we also show that having a minimal reach requirement could be beneficial for the
cartel. This can explain why some cartels have a minimum reach requirement in practice.

24A good way to think of this assumption is that if the engagement occurs, then (1 — v)R;y1 more
people see the advertisement by influencer ¢, and each of them will buy the product with probability
cos(A¢+1). This is analogous to the way the attention literature models the benefits of advertising
(Anderson and Coate, 2005).
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ditional on their equilibrium behavior.?

Benchmark: only natural engagement. Before studying the impact of cartels, let
us consider the case when all engagement comes from natural equilibrium behavior, as
discussed in section 3.1. Adding the advertising value to the influencer’s payoff function,
we get

U?d(ata at—i—l) = Ut(at7 at—i—l) —+ at+1(1 — /Y)Rt_’_lpnatural’ (7)

where wu;(as, ary1) is the payoff defined by (2) and price of engagement is the price of

natural engagement p"*"? = yE[cos(A,,,, )| Natural].

natural

Notice that the new term a;;1(1 —)Ry11p is independent of player t’s action ay,

therefore equilibrium behavior is unchanged. By proposition 1, player ¢ engages if and

only if A; < tan~1(7). Hence, the price of natural engagement is

<tan"'(v)] = v 7 € (0.9v,v).  (8)

natural
P = vE | cos(A, A
[ ( t+1)| tan~!(7)y/72 + 1

St+1

Cartels with advertising market. We assume that the advertiser is unable to dis-
tinguish cartel engagement from natural engagement. In particular, we assume that with
probability 1 — ¢, the engagement is natural, i.e., comes from equilibrium behavior dis-
cussed above, and with the remaining probability ¢ € (0,1) the engagement comes from

a cartel. The price of engagement is therefore

engagement _
peresEement = (1 ep™,

o g)pnatural 4 cartel (9)

where p@™a! is the price of natural engagement from (8) and p***! = vE[cos(A;, , , )|Cartel]

is the price of engagement coming from cartels.
To determine the equilibrium price of engagement, we need to study how the adver-
tising market affects the engagement within a cartel. The payoff function of a player

joining the cartel with the added value from advertising is

St41 =

ucartelJrad(Rst) — ucartel<Rst) 4 E [1A <A<1 o 7)R8t+1pengagement:|

— ucartel(Rst) +

180° (1 -7v)E[R,,., |Cartel|pereasement, (10)

where u®(R,,) is defined by (3) and E[R;,,, |Cartel] is the expected reach of a cartel
member.

For clarity, let us focus on the case when the advertising market incentives are large,

250ur results remain unchanged if players are able to capture a constant fraction of the value the
advertiser gets from the engagement, for example via Nash bargaining.
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engagement is 1arge’

i.e., the marginal value of engagement, v is large enough. Then also p
because by (8) and (9), p™eeement > (1 — £)0.9v. For any fixed reach Rj,, the first term
u(R,,) in equation (10) is bounded, so with sufficiently large pe&agement the second
part of the expression dominates. This means that for any A > 0 there is v > 0, such that
the payoff from joining the cartel is positive for players with reach below some threshold

R > 1. This implies the following result.

Proposition 3. With advertising market, for all A > 0 and any R > 1, there exists
v > 0, such that all players with R, < R join the cartel.

We can conclude that if the incentives from the advertising market are large, then
a cartel with A = 180° is sustainable. In fact, it is even in some sense desirable for
cartel members, as joining such a cartel brings more engagement than a cartel that limits
engagement to a narrower topic. Thus, we would expect to see such general cartels in
practice. Indeed, most of the cartels in our sample are non-specific cartels that require
engagement regardless of the topic and do not put any restrictions on the topics of the

posts.

Welfare impact of general cartels. Such general cartels reduce the welfare of con-
sumers and influencers outside cartels, and can also be undesirable for the advertisers
and some influencers within the cartel. In particular, as the following corollary 1 states,
they unambiguously reduce the welfare of consumers and influencers outside the cartel.
Such cartels provide no social value in expectation, but create substantial cost due to the
attention cost for the audience. They always hurt influencers who do not belong to the
cartel, because these influencers get a lower price of engagement from their advertisers.

The effect on other parties is subtler. The advertising market is competitive, so that
their expected value is always zero. General cartels drive down the price of engagement,
so that the advertisers who happen to be matched with an influencer involved in nat-
ural engagement, actually benefit from the cartel by paying a lower price, whereas the
advertisers who are matched with cartel members, pay for worthless engagement. The
expectation over the two possibilities is zero, just the outcomes are more uncertain, and
the uncertainty itself could be undesirable for advertisers.

Finally, let’s consider the members of the cartel. They receive a positive expected
benefit from belonging to the cartel; otherwise, they would not have joined. However,
when the share of engagement coming from cartels becomes large enough (with e > 1/2),
even members of general cartels would prefer that these cartels would have a stricter
engagement requirement A < 180°. This is because the reduction in the quantity of

engagement is offset by the increase in the price.
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Corollary 1. With sufficiently large v, general cartels with A = 180° are sustainable.

1. General cartels strictly reduce consumer welfare.
2. General cartels strictly reduce the welfare of influencers outside the cartel.
3. General cartels create uncertainty for the advertisers.

4. If e > 1/2, then all members of general cartels would prefer that these cartels would
have slightly lower A.

4 Data and Measures of Engagement Quality

4.1 Data Sources

We combine data from two sources: first, the detailed cartel communications from Tele-
gram, and second, Instagram posts and engagement data. A detailed description of our

data collection is in Online Appendix A4.

Telegram cartel history. From Telegram, we collected the communication history of
nine cartels: six general interest cartels and three topic-specific cartels: fitness & health,
fashion & beauty, travel & food. This history provided us with three relevant pieces of
information for each submission: the Telegram username, Instagram post shortcode, and
the time of submission. According to the rules of these cartels, a user must comment
on and like the five posts preceding their own submission before submitting a post to
the cartel for engagement. This rule allows us to clearly identify which cartel members
were bound to engage with which Instagram posts. In other words, we directly observe,
instead of having to infer, which posts are included in the cartel. Similarly, we observe,
instead of having to infer, which engagement originates from the cartel according to the
cartel rules. The Telegram cartels include 220,893 unique Instagram posts that we were

able to map to 21,068 Instagram users.

Instagram data. Our goal is to compare natural engagement to that acquired via car-
tels. In engagement, we focus on comments instead of likes or views because information
on who views the post is not available, and data on who likes the post is more difficult
to collect than comments. We already know which cartel members have to comment ac-
cording to the cartel rules. For comparison, we needed to collect information on natural
engagement.

We define natural engagement as comments from users who don’t belong to any of

the cartels in our data. To obtain information on natural engagement, we focus on each
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cartel member’s first post in any of the nine cartels. For each cartel member’s first post
in cartels, we collected information on who commented on the post. Then, we used a
random number generator and picked a random non-cartel user who had commented on
the post. The randomly chosen commenting Instagram users who don’t belong to any of
our cartels form our control group. Since these are from the earliest post in the cartel,
they are less likely to be indirectly affected by the cartel activity.

We collected the text of all public Instagram posts and a photo for cartel members
and for the randomly picked non-cartel users. We were unable to collect the content if the
initial post had been deleted or made private. We were also unable to collect information
on the non-cartel commenters if the initial post had no non-cartel commenters, or if
the commenting user’s account was private. We also didn’t collect information on non-
cartel commenting users if they had less than ten Instagram posts. Additionally, we
excluded about 5% of the non-cartel commenting users who had associated posts with

cartel members.?6

4.2 Measuring Engagement Quality

Our goal is to compare engagement that originates from cartels to that of natural engage-
ment. Motivated by our model, we consider engagement to be of high quality if it comes
from Instagram users whose own Instagram content has similar topics.2” Therefore, we
measure the similarity of the posts of commenting users to those of the post author. To
analyze similarity, we use text and/or photos in Instagram posts and three alternative
methods.

4.2.1 Text Embeddings and Cosine Similarity of Users

First, we use a large language model named Language-agnostic BERT Sentence Embed-
ding (LaBSE) to construct embeddings of text in Instagram posts (Feng et al., 2022).
An embedding represents text as a numerical vector in a multidimensional vector space.
The vector representation of text is useful, allowing quantitative similarity comparison
of texts via cosine similarity. Cosine similarity is a standard measure of text similarity.
This measure is defined as the cosine of the angle between two vectors, providing a simi-
larity score between -1 and 1, where close to 1 means that the texts (vectors) are highly

similar. LaBSE builds upon one of the first large language models, Bidirectional Encoder

26The association can happen as Instagram allows posts to be associated with multiple users (this is
different from tagging a user), or it can happen when the user changes usernames.

2In the Online Appendix (Table A5.1), we look at the engagement quality in its literal sense: whether
the comment is substantial and relevant to the post. We find that cartel comments are longer and
more related to the post, while non-cartel comments are more likely to include only emoticons. This
demonstrates that cartel participants follow the cartel rules in writing the required substantial comments.
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Representations from Transformers (BERT), which was developed by Google researchers
(Devlin et al., 2019). While BERT was originally implemented for the English language,
LaBSE extends it to more than 100 languages. The multilingual effectiveness is necessary
for us because our sample is multilingual. The LaBSE model transforms each post into
a vector of length 768. It does so using a large neural network with approximately 470
million parameters. This enables the model to capture a large range of semantic features
in multiple languages.

To create the input for the embedding, we restrict the sample in the following way.
First, we restrict the sample to users who have at least ten posts. In the main analysis,
we focus on 100 posts per user closest in the symmetric time window to the first post
for the cartel member and to the post they commented on for the non-cartel users.
Results are qualitatively similar when using a random sample or all posts from 2017 to
2020 (presented in Online Appendix A5). In our main analysis, we create an embedding
o