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ABSTRACT

In the context of blockchain, MEV refers to the maximum value that can be extracted from block
production through the inclusion, exclusion, or reordering of transactions. Searchers often participate
in order flow auctions (OFAs) to obtain exclusive rights to private transactions, available through
entities called matchmakers, also known as order flow providers (OFPs). Most often, redistributing
the revenue generated through such auctions among transaction creators is desirable. In this work,
we formally introduce the matchmaking problem in MEYV, its desirable properties, and associated
challenges. Using cooperative game theory, we formalize the notion of fair revenue redistribution in
matchmaking and present its potential possibilities and impossibilities. Precisely, we define a charac-
teristic form game, referred to as RST—Game, for the transaction creators. We propose to redistribute
the revenue using the Shapley value of RST-Game. We show that the corresponding problem could
be SUBEXP (i.e. 2°("), where n is the number of transactions); therefore, approximating the Shapley
value is necessary. Further, we propose a randomized algorithm for computing the Shapley value in
RST-Game and empirically verify its efficacy.

1 Introduction

As defined in [1], blockchain is a distributed ledger of digital transactions maintained by a network of computers (or
nodes) that reach consensus using one of a variety of mechanisms, such as Proof-of-Work (PoW) [2] or Proof-of-Stake
(PoS) [3]. Maximal Extractable Value (MEV) in the blockchain context refers to “the maximum value that can be
extracted from block production in excess of the standard block reward and gas fees by including, excluding, and
changing the order of transactions in a block” [4]. MEV extraction is an integral part of the Ethereum blockchain — it
enhances revenue, supports sustainable post-block rewards, and contributes to the overall health of DeFi activities [5], [6],
[7]. However, MEV extraction possesses certain negative externalities such as worse execution price to transaction
creators due to MEV attacks such as front-running and sandwiching [8], consensus-security risks, centralization due to
shift in economic structure among blockchain participants, and legal and ethical concerns [9], [10], [11].

As MEV extraction becomes increasingly vital for sustaining the Ethereum blockchain’s economic ecosystem, develop-
ments in the Ethereum’s landscape [12], such as its transition to Proof-of-Stake, have reformed how transactions are
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processed. This shift introduced the concept of proposer-builder separation (PBS), where builders are responsible for
gathering transactions from the network, assembling them into blocks, and then bidding these blocks to the proposer,
who holds the authority to publish them on the blockchain [13]. Builders compete in an auction, known as the PBS
auction, for the opportunity to get their block included in the current slot [14], [15]. Proposers are heavily invested in
the staking process and prioritize earning through staking rewards rather than generating profits through block building
and MEV extraction. Searchers are individual or institutional entities that actively seek to capitalize on profitable
opportunities arising from various factors such as market inefficiencies during periods of high volatility [16], the price
of execution driven by supply-demand dynamics, and delays in transaction processing [17]. They use techniques like
front-running, back-running, sandwiching, etc [18], [19] to extract MEV. Occasionally, some participants take on dual
roles as both builders and searchers to maximize their profits [13].

The current paper focuses on searchers and transaction creators. Typically, searchers find MEV extraction opportunities
by analyzing unconfirmed transactions in the public mempool. Searchers strategically create a bundle of transactions to
earn profit and bid (proportional to their potential profit) for block space with block builders. Unconfirmed transactions
in a public mempool are accessible to all the blockchain participants, resulting in high competition among searchers
[20]. Hence, searchers look to include private transactions to increase their chances of winning [13]. Private transactions,
also called private order flows, are transactions that are not available in the public mempool.

Such MEV-rich private transactions are made available for sale by order flow providers (OFPs), which typically include
wallet service providers. OFPs collect intents from transaction creators, process them into transactions, and auction
them off to searchers in what is known as order flow auctions (OFAs) [21]. While this transaction pipeline is profitable
for searchers, there are two crucial points: (i) it might result in worse execution prices for transaction creators [8], and
(i1) some OFPs charge transaction creators for providing their wallet services and may aim to enhance the experience
for transaction creators by sharing the revenue generated from the OFAs with them. This has led to the mechanism of
Matchmaking.

Matchmaking is a mechanism to redistribute the revenue generated by the order flow auctions to the transaction creators
in exchange for the value that can be extracted from their transactions [15]. A matchmaker in blockchain is an OFP
with access to transaction creators’ private transactions. If the transactions are directly sent to the builders enforcing no
MEV extraction, the potential MEV that could have been generated in the system from the transactions is lost. So, the
matchmaker instead auctions off the transactions to searchers for efficient extraction of MEV. In return, the matchmaker
compensates the transaction creators for the value their transactions create [22], [23]. Figure 1 shows that as of 2024,
private transactions made up more than 30% of all smart contract transactions on Ethereum (which was nearly 3 out of
every 10 transactions). Though multiple authors have raised a need for such redistribution, as claimed in [24], [25],
designing a matchmaking mechanism is an open problem. This paper addresses how a matchmaker should redistribute
the revenue generated through an OFA among transaction creators in a fair manner. Some transactions add more value
to the system or receive worse execution prices than others; thus, sharing the revenue equally is unfair. It should be
shared proportional to how much value they add to the system. Hence, the Shapley values of an appropriately defined
game become a natural way of redistributing revenue back to transaction creators.

In this paper, we define a cooperative game RST-Game over transaction creators based on the revenue generated in the
system. We study RST-Game for two important types of valuations of the searchers-: (i) additive and (ii) single-minded.
Additive value settings mean the total value a searcher derives from the transactions shared with it, is the addition of
value for individual transactions.

Searchers may be interested in a bundle(s) of transactions, which is the more practical situation in the MEV world.
We abstract it through a case of single-minded searchers. Here, each searcher is interested in a particular bundle
of transactions. A single-minded searcher prefers not to be allocated any transactions than to be allocated a strict
subset of his interested bundle of transactions. It does not mind being allocated a superset of its interested bundle. In
general, computing the Shapley value of a game is EXP [26]. However, the researchers have shown that for certain
games, it could be computed efficiently, e.g., [27], [28]. We provide efficient computation even for RST-Game for
additive value settings. But, for single-minded cases, it is difficult to compute Shapley value efficiently. We provide
examples where computing the Shapley value of RST-Game is possibly subexponential in terms of the number of
transactions and exponential in terms of the number of searchers. Hence, we conjecture that the Shapley value of
RST-Game with single-minded searchers is SUBEXP !. Since an analytical solution to the RST-Game is infeasible to
compute for a large number of transactions or searchers, we resort to approximating the Shapley values. We design
a polynomial time algorithm called Randomized ShapleY Procedure (RSYP) to compute the Shapley value of all
transaction creators. RSYP computes the marginal contribution of a transaction for randomly selected O(n?) subsets of
transactions than all possible subsets and approximate Shapley value as an appropriately weighted combination of these

1Of the two commonly used definitions of SUBEXP, we use the following: SUBEXP(n) = 2°("™)
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Figure 1: Private Transactions on Ethereum [29]

marginal contributions. We experimentally validate RSYP’s computing efficiency and approximation. In summary, the
following are our contributions.

Contributions. (i) We define a cooperative game, RST—Game, over transaction creators based on the revenue generated,
(i1) we prove that the Shapley value of transaction creators in the RST—-Game is polynomial-time computable when the
searcher valuations are additive, (iii) we motivate that computing Shapley value in the RST—Game when the searchers
are single-minded bidders is possibly SUBEXP, (iv) we propose a randomized algorithm — Randomized ShapleY
Procedure (RSYP) that closely estimates the exact Shapley value of transaction creators, (v) we empirically show the
efficacy of our algorithm by comparing its outputs with the brute-force approach.

We believe our results provide valuable insights for the practical deployment of matchmaking in the future. We leave it
for future work to examine what guarantees one can give around fair redistribution among transaction creators.

2 Related Work

MEYV Auctions. [30] study various strategic interactions and auction setups of block builders with proposers. They
evaluate how access to MEV opportunities and improved relay connectivity impact bidding performance. [31] propose
an Ethereum gas auction model using the First Price Sealed-Bid Auction (FPSBA) between different bots and miners.

MEV redistributions.[32] model the MEV setting as a dynamical system with a fraction of MEV going to the miner
as a dynamical variable updated with every time step. The miners and builders are assumed to be one entity, with the
rest of the MEV returning to transaction creators. [33] discuss rebates in the context of liquidity providers in constant
function market makers and discuss the auction between searcher and builders with the assumption of perfect MEV
oracle that can compute the MEV extracted given the state of the blockchain and a new block of transactions. [34]
proposes MEV redistribution as a dynamical system in which lending and staking portfolios of block proposer are
chosen as a parameter that determines how much of the MEV extracted in a block is redistributed to staking.

Game Theory and Blockchains Researchers explored various game theoretic concepts in blockchains. E.g., the authors
of [35, 36, 37] use concepts from mechanism design to design transaction fee mechanisms and fairness. [38, 39] study
scalability issues in blockchains through game theory.[40] discusses on achieving fairness for Bitcoin in a transaction
fee-only model. [41] studies the equilibrium behavior of the miners. In this work, we explore the use of cooperative
game theory in matchmaking. [42] proposes a fair and secure distributed voting system that utilizes smart contracts
to ensure that votes remain anonymous and are not tampered with during the voting process. [43] explores an Al
framework designed for trustworthy data acquisition to enhance the reliability of data collection processes in multi-agent
systems. Furthermore, [44] proposes a mechanism that promotes decentralization through block reward systems, aiming
to enhance fairness and efficiency in blockchain networks.
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3 Preliminaries

3.1 Matchmaking

Matchmaking executes in two steps: (i) the allocation of transactions to searchers and (ii) the redistribution of revenue
generated through OFA. Consider a set of transactions 7 = {t1, to, . . .t } that can generate MEV, and a set of searchers
S = {s1, 82, ... 8m}, and a matchmaker M.

Matchmaking aims to assign these transactions to searchers to maximize their welfare. Each searcher s; has valuation
vs, : 27 — Ry. M an auction among the searchers. Each searcher makes appropriate bids. Each transaction is
allocated to one searcher based on the searcher’s bids. Then, the matchmaker collects payments p,, from each searcher
s;. The utility gained by searchers is due to the private transactions. Thus, transaction creators also play a significant
role in maintaining the MEV ecosystem. In order to compensate them, the matchmaker shares the revenue generated by
the auction, R = ZZ Ds,, among the transaction creators.

Definition 1 (Matchmaking). We define matchmaking as mechanism M which takes, (T, S, (vs,)s,cs) as inputs,
(conducts auction amongst S for T,) and outputs (A,T) where A represents allocation of T and T represents the
revenue distribution of R. Reward to t; is given by ry; = 'y, R and Zti ey, =1

Before discussing matchmaking mechanisms, we first discuss the possible valuation structures and corresponding type
of auction and its payments in the following sections.

3.2 Searcher-Matchmaker Auctions

The searcher-matchmaker auction is combinatorial in nature, with searchers competing for a subset of transactions.
Technically, the valuations for different transactions and bundles may have complex relationships. However, commonly
it is seen in two forms: one where the searcher values each transaction separately and another where the searchers bid
for a bundle of transactions. The former can be seen as searchers with additive valuations and the latter as searchers
with single-minded valuations.

Additive Valuations. Searchers with additive valuations compete for the subset of transactions for which they have
positive valuations. The valuation of any subset of items for a searcher is simply the sum of the individual valuations
for the transactions in that subset, v, (B) = th e Us; (tj). This model assumes that searchers value transactions

independently of each other. Each searcher s; € S submits the n-tuple b,

Definition 2 (Additive Valuations). A valuation v is called additive if v(B) = ), g v(i), where v(i) is the value of
transaction © and B is any subset of transactions.

The optimal allocation in such auctions is to give each transaction to the searcher that values it the most. The optimal
allocation in such auctions—where searchers have additive valuations and bid for individual transactions—can indeed
be implemented using second-price auctions with Vickrey-Clarke-Groves (VCG) payments individually for each
transaction. VCG payments ensure desirable properties such as incentive compatibility, individual rationality, and
optimal social welfare [45].

Single-Minded Valuations. To extract MEV, searchers often require the transactions in their bundles to be executed
atomically, and hence, they only value a bundle if it is received in its entirety. Such searchers are referred to as
single-minded searchers. A single-minded searcher values only one specific set or bundle of items, say B* and has no
interest in any other proper subset of B*.

Definition 3 (Single-minded Valuations). A valuation v is called single-minded if there exists a bundle of transactions
B and a value v € R such that v(B') = v for all B' 2 B, and v(B') = 0 for all other B'.

Finding the optimal allocation in this setting requires finding bundles that maximize social welfare while ensuring the
bundles in optimal allocation are mutually disjoint. Both finding the optimal allocation and finding an optimal allocation
that is better than m2 — ¢ is NP-hard [46]. Thus, such auctions are typically implemented using approximately social
welfare auction mechanisms. In this paper, we use [46]’s ICA-SM, which greedily computes the best allocation
and is y/m-approximate optimal. ICA-SM ensures incentive compatibility and individual rationality and produces a
\/m-approximation of optimal social welfare.

3.3 Towards Matchmaking Mechanism

We address the matchmaking problem as follows. The value generated by each transaction need not be the same for
all transaction creators. Thus, it would be equitable for all transaction creators to redistribute the generated revenue
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Algorithm 1 ICA-SM [46]
Input : Bids {(Bs,, bs,) 1,
R < Sorted indices of searchers based on by, /+/|Bs, |
W <+ 0.
for k € Rdo

if By, N (U,,ew Bs;) = 0 then

W« W U{B,,}.

end if
end for
Payments : For each s; € W, ps, = by, /+/|Bs,|/|Bs,|, where j € {i +1,...,n} is the smallest index such
that By, N B, # (), and for all [ < j,1 # 4, By, N B,; = () (if no such s; exists then p,, = 0).
Output : Set of Winners W

R A A A ey

_
e

proportional to their respective contribution to the system. This naturally leads us to the solution concept of Shapley
value. Towards this, we define a game known as RST-Game, and redistribute the revenue generated by the matchmaker
according to the Shapley value of each transaction in this game.

3.4 Characteristic Form Games and Shapley Value

Cooperative game theory analyzes scenarios where players, or agents, can form coalitions to achieve collective goals.
A characteristic form game (N, v) is (i) a set of players, and (ii) v : 2N 5 R, v(S) represents the value S C N can
generate by forming a coalition. For a cooperative game, many solutions are proposed to redistribute value collectively
among participants (or players).

Shapley Value Shapley value redistributes a cooperative game’s total value or payoff to individual players based on their
marginal contribution to every possible coalition. It is the only solution concept that satisfies all desirable properties of
fair redistribution, such as efficiency, symmetry, and additivity [47]. ¢;(v) of player j playing in characteristic form
game (N, v) is given as follows:

o) = Y BB s 0) - vis) m
SCN\j '

Alternatively, Shapley value can be computed via permutations of players 7 € II, where II is the set of all permutations
of players in which players could join the coalition. 7(j) represents the set of players that precede j in the permutation
7. The expression v(7w(j) U {j}) — v(n(j)) is the marginal contribution of player j to the coalition 7 (j).

pi(v) = ﬁ Y @GV )) — v ()] 2

mell

4 Our Approach

4.1 RST-Game

RST—-Game is a cooperative game (7, v) with T, the transaction creators being the players. v(T") where T' C 7T is the
value of transactions in 7. We define it as the revenue collected by the matchmaker if only transactions 7" had been
available i.e., the scenario when only searchers whose desired bundle 7 C T' are present. For each t;, its marginal

contribution to each T C T\ ¢, requires finding the revenue with 7' U ¢; and T'. T ¥4 is computed as Zﬁﬁ'
N i€[n i

For example, consider RST-Game with 3 searchers and 4 transactions, with corresponding (bundle, bid) pairs:
({1,2},10), ({3,4},9), ({2,4}, 8). In this case, the winners are s, so and each of them pays is (8/\ﬂ2)) %12 =8
and the revenue is 16. T77AP = TPHAP — (154, TJHAP — TEHAP — 0 346.
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4.2 Shapley Value of RST-Game with Additive Valuation Searchers

Searchers bid for the subset of transactions and valuation for each transaction. Each searcher s; € S submits bid b,
where b;, € R is an n-tuple where by, [j] is s; searcher’s bid for transaction ¢;.

M reduces this auction to n independent second-price auctions with VCG payments. For each transaction, t; € T, M
determines the searcher with the highest bid for ¢; as the winner. The winner pays the amount of the second-highest bid.
The algorithm for the winner determination in this case can be found in appendix.

The Shapley value of each winning transaction ¢; € 7 is computed using the permutation method. Let II denote all
the possible permutations of winning transaction set 7 *. For each permutation 7 € II, 7(¢;) denotes all the transactions
present before ; in m. We compute Shapley value of ¢; as the average of the marginal contributions of ¢; for each
permutation 7 given by v(7(t;) U {t;}) — v(n(¢;)), where v(m(t;)) = Ztkeﬂ(tj) s rana [tk

o, ) = 25 37 wla(t) U {t5) — vl(t;)

" ren

Theorem 1. The Shapley value of RST—-Game (T ,v)) can be computed in polynomial time if v is additive.

Proof. As the searchers’ valuations are additive, the marginal contribution of ¢; in each k! permutation is exactly the

payment of the highest bidder b, ,[t;]. Hence, the Shapley value of ¢; is by, [t;] and redistribution fraction is
bs... j

FtSjHAP — Ssecond [tJ] D

th e bsgeona [5]”

4.3 Shapley Value of RST-Game for Single-Minded Searchers

Each searcher s; € S submits only a single subset B,, C 7 in bid { B;,, bs, }, where s;’s valuation v, is single-minded.
M reduces this auction to a combinatorial auction with single-minded bidders.

Let 7* C T denote the winning transactions in the auction. In most instances of the RST-Game generated at random,
the number of unique marginal contributions seems polynomial. However, we show in Theorem 2 that the number
of unique values of the marginal contribution in RST-Game can be subexponential in certain instances due to the
underlying (bundle, bid) structure.

Theorem 2. The number of unique marginal contributions in the computation of the Shapley value of transaction
creators in RST—-Game can be Q(2V™).

Proof. Proof by construction:

Consider an instance of the RST-Game with set of transactions 7 = {¢1,...¢,}. Let the set of searchers S =
{51, - .. 8m } be divided into two classes of searchers with equal cardinality, Sp and S; with corresponding set of bundles
By and B; satisfying the following 2 properties:

* None of the bundles in B or B; intersects with any other bundle in By or By, respectively, i.e., VB, Bs, €
Bo, Bs;, N BS.7 = ¢. In other words, bundles within By are mutually exclusive and bundles within B; are
mutually exclusive.

* Each bundle in By intersects with every bundle in B; and vice versa, i.e., VB, € Bo,VBs, € B1, B, N By, #

o.

Here is a construction satisfying the above properties:
Let m = 2/n. Thus, |By| = |B1| = m/2 = y/n. Let the size of each bundle be \/n, i.e., |Bs,| = v/n,Vs; € S.
Consider the arrangement of transactions as matrix £ shown below:

t t t3 N

bt tympe tymes o laym

E—= | toymrt  taymye  taymis 0 tagm
tn—\/ﬁ—i-l tn—\/ﬁ—&-Q tn—\/ﬁ—Q—S o tn
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{tl,tQ,...,t\/ﬁ},
By = {t\/ﬁ+17t\/ﬁ+27 s atzﬁ}a

{tn—\/ﬁ-l-lv tn—\/ﬁ+27 cee 7tn}

{tlat\/ﬁ+27t2\/ﬁ+3 s 7tn}’,
81 _ {t\/ﬁ+1at2\/ﬁ+27'"7tn71at\/ﬁ}7

{tn—\/ﬁ-i-lv lo, t\/ﬁ-&-S s ’tn—\/ﬁ}

Bundles in By are essentially individual rows from the matrix E. Bundles in B; contain one transaction from each row
and each column of matrix F 2. It can be shown that none of the bundles in B or B; intersects with any other bundle in
By or B respectively. It can also be shown that the intersection of a bundle from By and a bundle from B is a singleton
3

Let us denote the bundles of By as BY, ..., B, and the corresponding bids as b, 8, ..., b - such that 5] > b >
> b?/ﬁ. Similarly, we denote the bundles of B; as Bi, ..., B\l/ﬁ and the corresponding bids as b, b3, ..., bi/ﬁ
such that bj > b3 > ... > b! . For ease of exposition, we also require the bid values to be 3(2vn=2i+1) for h9 and
3(2v=21) for p!. Thus,
b =332vr=h 5 pl — 3(2vn=2) 5 B0 — 3(2vR—3)
> b =31 >0 =30

We now show that while computing Shapley values of all transactions using ICA-SM for the above construction, we
will encounter at least 2™ — 1 unique marginal values. The main insight in our approach is that corresponding to any
of the non-empty 2V™ — 1 combinations of bundles from B, there exists a unique transaction set 7" and transaction t;
such that v(T") — v(T '\ {t;}) gives a unique marginal contribution.

Transaction selection: Let the bundles selected from By in the combination be BY,..., BY. Then, we define our
transaction setas 7' = | J7_- BY U B.. We note the following:

1. Let {t,} = BYN B} and {t,} = B) N B,. Then, if BY # B) = t, # t,.
We can prove this by contradiction. Suppose
0 RO|IRO 0 _
HB$7By|Bm # By Nty =1,
= t, € BY Aty € B)
— t, € By N By
0 0

= B,NB, #¢

Given that all bundles in B are mutually exclusive, this is a contradiction.

2. Let {t,} = BY N BL. If BY is selected, ¢, € T
This is trivially true because 7' = |J B2 U B for all selected bundles BY.

3. Let {t,} = BYn BL. If BY is not selected, t,. ¢ T
We prove this by contradiction. Let Bg and B; represent any selected bundle. Suppose t; € T

= (3B)|t, € B)) vV (3B,|t, € B,)
= (ty € B)A3B)|t, € By)V
(t. € By A3Byt, € B))
= (3B,|t. € By N BY)V (3B, |t, € B, N B})
— (3By|B, N BY # ¢) vV (3B, |B, N B, # ¢)

“Note that (/n)! such selections of B are possible, given the same Bo.
*More specifically, B2 N Bg is the transaction in B € B; with the row number y in matrix £ where bundle Bg € By is the
bundle corresponding to row y in matrix E.
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Given that all bundles within By and B; are mutually exclusive, this is a contradiction.

4. While aggregating which searchers are allotted their bundles given the set of transactions 7', only the following
two cases are possible:

* All allotted bundles are from By and their payments are some bids b’, i.e. bid value of a bundle in B;.
* All allotted bundles are from B; and their payments are some bids b, i.e. bid value of a bundle in Bj.

This is true because our construction obeys the two properties mentioned above: i) mutual exclusion within By
and 1, and, ii) non-empty intersection between any bundle from By and ;.

5. The ICA-SM payment * corresponding to BY is bl.
Transactions of both BY and B_. are present in T'. Also, according to our assigned bid values, 7ib, |b2 < b, < bl,
i.e., bid b} is the highest bid smaller than bid b2. Given that B? and B. intersect, the searcher corresponding
to bundle BY pays bl.

6. The ICA-SM payment corresponding to the bundle B is either 0 (if BY was the bundle with the least bid
among the selected bundles) or b)) for some bundle By, where b} is the highest bid less than b

7. Let BY be the selected bundle with the highest bid. Let B be one of the unselected bundles (if all bundles are
selected, consider the least valued bundle B? instead). Thus, 3¢, € BY N BL.
When the transaction setis 7 = T'\ {t,, }, v(7 U {t,}) = >, bl and v(7) = (3, b0) — b, where BY is the
bundle with the highest bid.
Thus, the marginal contribution of coalition 7 for Shapley value of ¢, is > bL — >89 +80.

Using (1), (2) and (3), it can be argued that corresponding to every bundle BY, there is a unique transaction ¢, which
belongs to 7' if and only if BY is selected. Thus, while considering all non-empty selections of bundles, we are

considering 2V — 1 unique subsets of 7. Each of these unique sets of transactions is involved in marginal contributions
of some transaction t,,, as shown in (7). The marginal contributions > b% — >~ 5% + b2 are the sum of all bids with
coefficients either —1,0 or 1. Thus, for these bid values (powers of 3) and bundles and coefficients —1, 0, or 1, all
possible summations, and hence the marginal contributions are unique. Refer to the Appendix for the proof.

Thus, we proved that there exist instances of RST—Game in which the number of unique marginal contributions:

* in terms of n: is more than (2*/5 — 1). Thus, time complexity is Q(Z\/E), i.e., SUBEXP in n.

* in terms m;: is more than (2™/2 — 1). Thus, time complexity is ©(2™/2), i.e., EXP in m.
O

Games in which Shapley values can be computed in polynomial time often compute unique marginal contributions and
find out how many times they occur. Both these steps must take polynomial time. In addition to these requirements, such
games have a more well-defined structure that allows for optimizing the computation of Shapley value. RST-Game
allows searchers to propose any arbitrary bundles. Any proposed algorithm must work for all such possible arbitrary
bundles. With these two insights, we conjecture the following:

Conjecture 1. Shapley value computation of transaction creators in RST—Game with single-minded searchers can be
SUBEXP in number of transaction creators n.

Unanimity Games and Shapley Value. The structure of RST-Game can be derived from unanimity games. Let
Us = (T,wg) be unanimity game such that

1 SCT

0 Otherwise 3)

VI'CT,ws(T) = {

The Shapley value of t; € T in Us is given by ¢y, = I—é‘ The set of all unianimity functions W = {wg|S C T’}

forms a basis for the characteristic function v : 27 — R and v can be represented as a linear combination of elements

*As the size of all bundles in By and By is /n, ICA-SM ordering is the same as ordering of the bids — the common factor /n
cancels out. Similarly, the payments (Step 9 in Algorithm 1) ps, = bs,/+/|Bs;|/|Bs;| = bs; as |Bs;| = |Bs;| = v/n
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of W,ie.,VC C T\ ¢,v(C) = Y peory Arwr(C), where Ars are referred to as Harsanyi dividends. Based on
unianimity game, the Shapley value can be written as

o= Y 2T )

S~ T
Te2T\¢, t;€T

The Harsanyi dividends A7 can be computed using the following equation

Ap =Y (-1)TI=Cy() ©)

cCT

Note that A7 can be computed efficiently when |{v(C)|C € 27 \ ¢}| is polynomial in  and m i.e., the number of
possible different revenues generated over all subset of searchers are polynomial. With the construction provided
above, one can observe that Vz € {1,...y/n}, T, = B2 U B! the value of v/(T,) is unique and thus, the number of
distinct possible revenues can be sub-exponential. Hence, computing the dividends requires finding all the values.
Therefore, the Shapley value computation via Unamity games would be sub-exponential. Further, one can empirically
verify Theorem 2 and observe that variation in the number of marginal contributions with an increasing number of
transactions is sub-exponential. The details of our analysis are provided in the Appendix. To this end, we propose to
use a randomized approach to approximate the Shapley value.

4.4 Approximating Shapley Value

The Shapley value computation can go sub-exponential due to the underlying structure of the game, as shown in our
construction. The occurrence of such structures is typically rare as the real world closely follows some distribution
3. Due to this behavior (the number of different bundles submitted < the total number of all possible bundles), the
number of unique marginal contributions in Shapley value computation is O(n) (since most of them would be 0). So,
we propose RSYP a randomized algorithm to compute the approximate Shapley value of each transaction. Algorithm 2
describes RSYP. Let II be the set of all permutations of transactions II. Let II the set of k different permutations
sample from II. Let II;, denote the set of permutations sampled from II. For each transaction ¢;, the approximate
Shapley value ; is computed marginal contribution of ¢; to each m € II, averaged over k. Among the winning
transactions selected via greedy approximation, the fraction of revenue redistributed to transaction creator j is given
by [V F = % using RSYP. We empirically show, for k = O(n?), Vt; € T,T;°*" computed via RSYP
j€[n J
approaches oy (/).

Algorithm 2 RSYP

Input : I, n, k
for j = 1tondo
A4C’sumi= 0
for 7 € I do
MC = v(r(j) U j) - v(x(j))
MCgym +=MC
end for
9075_7‘ (V) = Mcl'jum
end for
for j = 1tondo
. RSYP _ %1, (¥)
e B = e w

YRIdN RN

12: end for
13: Output :{ ngyp}je[n]

4.4.1 Error Analysis

The computation of the Shapley value of any transaction ¢; is essentially a sum of marginal contributions weighted
by ﬁ as shown in Equation 2. A marginal contribution of ¢; to T C 7 in RST-Game is the difference in revenue

>We often see some transactions being more lucrative than others to almost all of the searchers and occasionally, some transactions
being relatively highly valued by only a few (specialized) searchers [48]
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(sum of payments) when only the searchers s; : Bs, C T'U {t;} are present and {s; : B;, C T} are present. Thus, the
marginal contribution in ¢; computation is at most the maximum revenue and at least the minimum revenue.

Let I1° be set of all elements of II, ordered with a some total order on II. Let 7; represent the permutation at i'th index
in I1. Let X; represent the marginal contribution of ¢; to 7; (). Then ¢, can be written as x7 >,y X7 - Let K

represent the indices of permutations drawn uniformly at random from I1, then we have, @;, = + >, c ;e Xi.

We want to find out the following P(¢;, — ¢, > t) < 1 — 6. Since X f are bounded, we use Hoeffding’s inequality to
find the upper bound on P (gbtj -, 2 t). From Hoeffding’s inequality, we know that, for S,, = > ien] X, where
X; are independent random variables and X; € [a;, b;],

72t2n2

P(Sn _ E[Sn] > t) < 6216["]“““”? (©6)

Elgr,] = B[} Xrer X1] = w1 Diepvy X7 = @1, Thus, P(@; — ¢; > t) = P(¢; — E[@;] > t). Thus, we have,

—2¢2k2 —242k

P(@j —pj > 1) < eZrex(=a? = ¢l o

Let the sum of all bids ) _;, . b; = R*. Since, the revenue is at most R*, we have Vi € [N!], —-R* < Xij < R*, Using
this, we get k > 2R

*2
= 1n(%_6).

5 Experimental Analysis

5.1 Setup

We demonstrate the efficacy of RSYP in RST-Game by comparing the redistributions of Shapley values from the exact
and approximation methods across 10K randomly generated RST—Game instances, each with varying searcher bids and
transaction bundles.

5.2 Results

‘We observe the mean redistribution fraction via exact Shapley value and RSYP are almost the same. Figures 2 and 3
show similar behavior over all the transaction creators for varying n and m. Hence, ['zsyp — I‘fjH AP in RSYP with

k= 0O(n?).

] RSP
1.0 " rSHAP
Z 0.8 —  Mgsyp
S 0.
3 =~ Hshap
©
- 0.6
C
.©
5
3 0.4
7 0r2p0 0.199
5 T .1
§ 021 0.2491 10 _Ess -1_E18
: .1687 0.1106
0.0
4 5 6 7

Number of Transactions

Figure 2: Distribution of T®Y®  T5¥4% ysn form = 6
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©
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3041
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I
S 0.2 0. _? 0. _E 5
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0.01
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Figure 3: Distribution of T**F [ T5"™*" ygm forn = 6

6 Conclusion

In this work, we explored the problem of matchmaking in MEV. We defined a cooperative game RST—-Game over
transaction creators and proved that computing Shapley value for fair revenue redistribution among transaction creators
is SUBEXP. We proposed a randomized algorithm that approximates the Shapley value very well for O(n?) where n is
the number of transactions.

Future Work. We leave the future to analyze the complexity of the fair revenue redistribution for more general
valuations of searchers. We believe the complexity would be at least as much as in the single-minded case.
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A Matchmaking

A.1 Matchmaking vs OFA

A regular OFA only ensures that private transactions are sold off to the highest bidder but doesn’t ensure the timely
execution of the transaction. Consider the scenario where the searcher chooses not to send the transactions to a block
builder and retain them for the future. While an OFA can introduce a penalty for the searcher that misses the slot, where
an OFA waits for a deterministic amount of time and forwards the transaction by itself or auctions it again, it is hard
to identify if the transactions did not make it to execution solely due to searcher and not due to network latency, high
competition for blockspace. Hence, potentially enforcing cooperation is not easy. Further, the auctioneer can increase
the revenue by selling multiple transactions simultaneously as a bundle to searchers rather than individually [22].
Matchmaking is a recent introduction in the MEV world, where a matchmaker aggregates transactions from transaction
creators, exposes transaction data to searchers, collects bids along with partial bundles, creates final bundles, and bids to
builders for inclusion [23]. Searchers bid different subsets of transactions, and the matchmaker computes to find optimal
allocation. This requires optimizing for the best bundles in a finite amount of time and redistributing the revenue back
to the transaction creators to compensate for the value they create.
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Desirable Properties of Matchmaking

We now discuss the desirable properties of matchmaking. Matchmaking involves allocating transactions to searchers
and compensating transaction creators. Mathematically, let:

* v; be the true valuation of searcher ¢ for the allocation A € A (set of possible allocations).

* b; be the bid of searcher i.

» A(b) be the allocation rule based on all bids b = (by, ba, ..., b,).

* p;(b) be the payment rule for searcher i.

* 7;(b) be the reward for transaction creator ¢

Some of the generally desired properties of auction mechanisms are:

1. Incentive Compatibility (Truthfulness): A mechanism is incentive-compatible (or truthful) if each searcher’s best
strategy is to bid their true valuation of the good, regardless of what others are doing. In such a mechanism, searchers
have no incentive to misrepresent their preferences. The mechanism is incentive-compatible for searchers if:

i (A(bi, b—i)) — pi(bi, b_;) > vi(A(b],b_;)) — pi(b;, b—_;), (8)

for all b;, where b_; are the bids of all other agents.

2. Allocative Efficiency (Social Welfare) Allocative Efficiency or Social Welfare Maximizing allocation refers to the
allocation that maximizes total value for all searchers, i.e.,

maxz v; (A(D)). ©

AcA 4

3. Individual Rationality A matchmaking M is individually rational if it is individually rational for both searchers
and transaction creators. Each searcher is at least as well off by participating in the matchmaking as they would be
if they chose not to participate. Similarly, the utility of each transaction creator is at least as well by including it in
matchmaking as they would if they choose not to be involved in matchmaking. Formally, the utility u$ of searcher i
and utility u] should be non-negative:

uf = v;(A(b)) = pi(b) > 0. (10)
ul =ri>0 (11)

4. No-deficit A matchmaking M is no-deficit if the total payments collected from the searcher S equal the total rebates
paid to transaction creators of the winning transaction. That is, no money is lost from the process of matchmaking. The

condition for no deficit is:
D pib) =" (12)
ies* ieT*

5. Fair redistribution A matchmaking M is fair to transaction creators if rebate to the transaction creator of each
winning transaction 7* is such that (i) ZieT* r; = R, where R is the revenue generated from searchers, (ii) Vi, j
similar MEV transactions generating same value, 7; = r;, and (iii) r; = 0 for all transactions 4 that do not create any
MEV.

A.2  Winner Determination with Additive Searchers

B Proving Uniqueness of Marginal Contributions
Theorem 3. V(ag,...,an—1) € {—1,0,1}", the summation s = 222871 3 % a; is unique.

Proof. Proof by induction:
Basecase:n =1

14
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Algorithm 3 SPA with VCG Payments

1: Input: Bids bs,,bs,,...,bs,,
2: Initialize ps, = 0 for each searcher s;
3: for each transaction t; € T" do

4:  Find by, [t;] of each searcher s;.

5:  Lets;* = argmaxy, by, [t;] {Identify the participant with the highest bid}
6: Letbs,,,[t;] = maxs,zs,+ bs,[t;] {Find the second-highest bid}
7.  Payments:

8:  for each searcher s; do

9: if s; = s;* then
10: Ps; = Ps; + bsunalt;] {Winner pays the second-highest bid }
11: else
12: Ds; = Ps; + 0 {Non-winners pay nothing}
13: end if
14:  end for
15: end for

16: Output: Winner s;* and payments ps, , Ps,, - - -, Ps,,

For ag € {—1,0, 1}, the summation s can take value either —1, 0 or 1. Thus, all three possible summations for n = 1
are unique.
Inductive step: Assume the theorem to be true for n = k.

The minimum summation possible for (ag, . ..,ax—1) is when all a; = —1.
3k -1 3k -1

min:_1 = -
s 371 2

. The maximum summation possible for (ag, ..., ar—1) is when all a; = 1.

3k—1 3k _1
3-1 2

Smax = 1 X

Forn = k + 1, a4 can take values either —1,0 or 1.

- _1-40, — _3"1 0 3% 41
*app1 = —Llisy, = S5 —and s, = — 5
—0 &l — _3°~1 13"
e ap+1 = 0: sy, = —%5— and s, = 5
— - g2 — 341 2 3k—1
* apy1 = 1 sy, = =55 and s, 5

0 1.0 2 1 2 : . : :
AS Spax < Smins Smax < Smin A0 Sy < 87, neither ranges of values overlap. Thus, if all possible summations for
n = k are unique, then the summations for n = k + 1 are also unique.

By the principle of mathematical induction, the summations s = Z:ig_l 3¢ % a; are unique. O

C Empirical Analysis

Figure 4 demonstrates the relationship between the number of unique values and the number of transactions, n. The
observed growth rate of the number of unique values closely follows the theoretical prediction of Q(Q*/ﬁ ). This validates

our theory that the number of unique values scales asymptotically as Q(2\/ﬁ) with respect to n, confirming the expected
behavior.
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Figure 4: Variation of Unique Marginal Contributions

D Unianimity Games

A unanimity game is a fundamental concept in cooperative game theory, characterized by a coalition structure in which
a specific subset of players, called a winning coalition, must act unanimously for any payoff to be generated. The
game’s value depends on whether a coalition contains the required subset.

Let IV be a finite set of players, and let S C N be a coalition (a subset of players). A unanimity game is represented by
a characteristic function v : 2 — R defined as:

1, ifSCT
T — ) — )
v(T) {0, otherwise.

where S is the winning coalition, i.e., the minimal subset of players required to generate a value. 7' is any coalition
under consideration. v(7") gives the value of the coalition T'. It is 1 if 7" contains all players in S, and 0 otherwise.
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The Shapley value of RST-Game can derived from unanimity games in the following way. Let Us = (7 ,wgs) be
unanimity game defined on set of transactions 7 such that
1 SCT

0 Otherwise (13)

VT C T,ws(T) = {

Theorem 4. VT C T, the value function can be uniquely expressed in terms of unanimity functions in By with
Harsanyi dividends as the coefficients

v(T)= Y A, sws(T) (14)

Se2T\¢

Proof. Let E =27\ ¢pie, E={T,..., Ty _1}

Let A be the matrix formed using unanimity functions A(; ;) = wr, (T)Vi,j € {0,...,2/71 — 1}

TZ\T\fl

IS

OOOOOOHj
=

coococorof
ooooaooc’ﬁ
coor—or—H

— e e e

00 0 0 0 0 1

wT2|7—\—1

Assume there is a linear combination of unanimity functions that equals the zero function:

Z bsws(T)=0, VT €F
SEE

For this to hold, bg must be zero for all S C 7. The unanimity function wg(7) is nonzero (equal to 1) if and
only if S C T. This means wg(T") activates only those terms where S C T. If bg # 0 for some S C T, then
> scgbsws(T) # 0 for some T'. This contradicts the assumption that the sum equals 0 for all 7. Thus, bs = 0 for all

S. This proves {wg : S € E'} are linearly independent.

Further, consider the following equations:

v(Ty) =Y bsws(Th)

SeE

v(Tp) = bsws(Ty)
SeE

v(Ts) = ) bsws(Ts)
SeE

v(Tyiriq) = Z bsws(Toim_1)
SeB

From the A, it can be observed that there are 2!7! — 1 independent equations and 2171 _ 1 variables, hence there exists
unique solution {br : T'C T}.

Hence, By = {wr : T C T \ ¢} forms the basis for the characteristic function v. These bg are nothing but Harsanyi
dividends represented as A, s.
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v(T)= Y A, sws(T)

Se2T\¢

Theorem 5. The Shapley value of t; in the unanimity game (T ,wr) is:

1 .
i, (wr) {o, ift; ¢ T.

Proof.

]-7 T\{tj}gcv

Awr(C)(t)) = {0’ T\{t;} £ C.

- th ¢ S, Pt; (wT) =0.

oJT(T) = 1.

uler) = 3 3 1OHN = €)= Dier(CU D - wr (€)

From symmetry, each transaction in .S receives an equal share of v(7):

1

= ViesS, ¢, wr)= ik

15)

Theorem 6. Any characterisitic function v : 27 \ {0} — R, the Shapley value can be expressed in terms of the

Harsanyi dividends as:

A,
QDtj (V) = Z |T:r—'

TC2T\{0},t;€T
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Proof. Let Ng = |C|! (|T|—|C| —1)!

mu):ﬁ S Nefw(C Ut} - v(O)).

CCT\{t;}
From Theorem 4, 5, we have
v(C)= > Ayrwr(C)and
TC27\{0}
1
o1, (wr) = ] or 0.

sotj<u>:‘%“ S Ne{WCU{t}) - v(C))

CCT\{t;}

:% Z NC< Z A, rwr(CU{t;})—

CCT\{t;} TC2T\D

Z AV’TUJT(C)>

TC27T\0

= Y Y NeAur(wr(CU L)) - ws(0))

71 CCT\{t;} TC27\0

- ﬁ > Y Nedur(wr(CU{t)) - wr(0))
CCT\{t;} TC2T\O,t;€T
- ﬁ > Y Nedur(wr(Cufi)) —wr(C)

T TC2T\D,ieT TCT\{t;}

_ 1 Z Ay Z Ne¢ (wr(C U{i}) —wr(C))

|
71! TC2T\D,t; €T CCT\{t;}
1
= Y A (7.“ > Ne(wr(Cuit;}) - WT(C))>
TC2T\0,t; €T T CCT\t,
= Z AI/,T@M ((‘UT)
TC2T\O,t;€T

o All,T
- IT|

TC2T\¢,t; €T
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