(JEBO-D-10-00245) by Dirk Engelmann and myself and the invitation to revise and resubmit it. We apologize for the long delay in resubmitting the paper. This delay was due to the fact that both Dirk Engelmann and myself have new affiliations and moved to new places.

The revision addresses all the issues raised by the editor and the referees. In what follows we describe in detail how we responded to the editor's and the referees' comments.

Sincerely,

Wieland Müller

*Response to Reviewers

A c c e p t e d M a n u s c r i p t

In response to the editor's comments, we did the following:

We have shortened the paper to 25 pages, mainly by briefly summarizing our analysis of the number of colluding pairs that we presented on pages 14-17 in the original version of the paper. The table and detailed discussion have been moved to Appendix B in the supplementary content to be published online. We moved the proof of Proposition 1 to Appendix A in the document "Supplementary Content."

We have changed the style of the references into proper JEBO format.

In response to the comments of referee #1, we did the following:

We provide the instructions of our experiments in Appendix C in the document "Supplementary Content" to be made available on JEBO's homepage.

We have corrected the typos.

In response to the comments of referee #2, we did the following:

As mentioned above, we have shortened the paper. We follow the referee's suggestion of explicitly acknowledging the use of undergraduate university students in the implementation subsection where we add that our subjects where (largely undergraduate) students from a wide variety of subjects. We also discuss in the introduction in more detail possible reasons why our study using student subjects may not be easily generalizable. However, we actually do believe that most arguments why firms would behave differently than our subjects make it rather less than more likely that they would use price ceilings as collusive focal points. How convincing our arguments are should in our mind be ultimately be left to the eventual readers. We also added the following footnote (footnote 19) in the conclusions where we discuss possible routes for future research: "Among possible alternatives for further research are to check the effect of allowing sellers to communicate, having groups instead of individuals act in the role of sellers and of using experienced subjects." 

  for the reports we received on our paper "Collusion through price ceilings? In search of a focal-point effect"