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Cartels in public procurement ï

potential adverse effects of 

competition law enforcement 

against tenderers

ïA critical view of recent case law in Sweden



Caveats in enforcement

ÅType 1 errors
Å Error credulitas; false positives, 

excessive credulity

ÅType 2 errors
Å false negatives, excessive 

scepticism
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What else can go wrong?

ÅType 3 errors - getting it utterly wrongé
Å System theory: Asking wrong questions and using wrong null 

hypothesis

Å Correctly rejecting the null hypothesis for wrong reasons

Å òéthe error committed by giving the right answer to the wrong problem" 

(Kimball, 1957)

Å òIt is better to solve the right problem the wrong way than to solve the wrong 

problem the right wayò (Hamming)

ÅType 4 errors - correct reasoning, wrong solution
Å Incorrect interpretation of a correctly rejected hypothesis

Å Ex: Correct diagnosis of a physician and prescribing the wrong medicine 

(Marascuilo and Levin, 1970)

Å Solve the right problem too late (Raiffa, 1969)



The problem in a nutshell

Rule consistency with purpose according to economic theory
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+ Risk for enforcement failure, corruption, budgetary constraints etcé



Collusion (?) to raise pricesé
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Case: MD 2004:21, The Road building cartel
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Case: PMT 17299-14, SCA v GothNet/TeliaSonera

ÅData communication 

services


