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Such that
1.  For buyer ∀𝑖, 𝑎$  maximizes  𝑖’s utility
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First Welfare Theorem: Walrasian allocations maximize SW

Max Walrasian prices: for seller ∀𝑗	 𝑝% = 𝑊 𝑆, 𝐵 −𝑊(𝑆 ∖ 𝑗 , 𝐵)

𝑗’s contribution to welfare
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1. Market is given: sellers, buyers, valuations, active/inactive links
2. Platform chooses fee 𝛼
3. Sellers form an equilibrium in the game (Platform breaks ties)

Seller 𝑖 joins the platform if 1 − 𝛼 ⋅ 𝑝!"# > 𝑝!
"$$

Platform’s goal: maximize its revenue

What’s the efficiency gain?
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𝑣! = 10

Apple 1

…

… …

Apple 2 Apple 𝑖

…
Apple 𝑛

𝑣" = 4 𝑣# = 1 𝑣$ = 2
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Our results also extend to mixed Eq. 
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Next Steps

•More general valuation
• Competing platforms
• ?

Extensions
• Beyond unit-demand
• Effects of production costs
• Platform matching



One Liner
Under slight regulation, 
platforms can give robust welfare guarantees


