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Numerous scholars have tried to unravel the mystery of IPO underpricing, , wherein IPO shares are sold on the first day of trading at a price lower  on the first day of trading than that set for issuancethe price they were issued. The research proposal  suggestsoffers a offer  novelfresh explanation for IPO underpricing, situating it within the broader framework of the rise in institutional investors’ power. Our hypothesis posits that these powerful investors leverage their collective  market power to pressure issuers into lowering their IPO price, forcing issuers to “leave money on the table” while the investors reapreaping the benefits of buying underpriced shares. At the core of our theory is the contention that, in essence, IPO underpricing constitutes, at its essence, an antitrust problem. This perspective, situated within the broader discourse on the anticompetitive risks linked to the rising domination of large institutional investors over capital markets, shedscasts a revealing light on the increaseupswing in IPO underpricing observed in recent years. Our preliminary results support our hypothesis, finding that U.S. IPOs featuring the participation of the largest three institutional investors participate—BlackRock, Vanguard, and Fidelity—exhibit underpricing at a ratethat is 13% higher than that ofcompared to other IPOs.	Comment by Susan Doron: Consider adding large or giant (per your title)	Comment by Susan Doron: Giant?	Comment by Susan Doron: Does this mean with 13% more frequency or 13% in value?
	To enhance the robustness of our hypothesis, we plan to extend our empirical examination of the correlation between underpricing levels and the participation of key institutional investors, particularly the three largest institutions, in U.S. IPOs and underpricing levels. This analysis will meticulously control for various factors, including the identity of underwriters and investor sentiment. The second stagephase of our research endeavors to pinpoint additional influential institutional investors capable of affectingimpacting underpricing. To achieve this, we will explore pertinent parameters beyond sheer size that heighten the probability of collusion, such as secondary market activity and affiliations with other participants. The third stagefacet of our proposal entails a comparative analysis of regulatory frameworks that explores how levels of IPO underpricing are impacted affected by the prevailing IPO pricing method. This stage aims to identify pivotal junctures in the IPO pricing process wherein collusion is more prone to manifest. 	Comment by Susan Doron: You identify four phases in the text of your proposal – please clarify.
This research carries broad implications across multiple disciplines, addressing a critical void in existing IPO underpricing theories by considering the antitrust implications of the rapid rise in institutional ownership. Our exploration of the potential existence of buyers’ cartels in capital markets presents a significant avenue of inquiry relevant to both corporate finance and antitrust scholarshipstudies. Furthermore, our study questions the efficacy of the traditional book-building method and seeksaspires to offer normative recommendations for fostering a more transparent and competitive IPO process, mitigating the potential susceptibility to collusion among dominant institutional investors. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Large?
