arXiv:2408.03116v1 [econ.TH] 6 Aug 2024
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ABSTRACT: We show that Execution Tickets and Execution Auctions dramatically
increase centralization in the market for block proposals, even without multi-block
MEYV concerns. Previous analyses have insufficiently or incorrectly modeled the in-
teraction between ahead-of-time auctions and just-in-time (JIT) auctions. We study
a model where bidders compete in an execution auction ahead of time, and then
the winner holds a JIT auction to resell the proposal rights when the slot arrives.
During the execution auction, bidders only know the distribution of their valua-
tions. Bidders then draw values from their distributions and compete in the JIT
auction. We show that a bidder who wins the execution auction is substantially ad-
vantaged in the JIT auction since they can set a reserve price higher than their own
realized value for the slot to increase their revenue. As a result, there is a strong
centralizing force in the execution auction, which allows the ex-ante strongest bid-
der to win the execution auction every time, and similarly gives them the strongest
incentive to buy up all the tickets. Similar results trivially apply if the resale market
is imperfect, since that only reinforces the advantages of the ex-ante strong buyer.
To reiterate, these results do not require the bidders to employ multi-block MEV
strategies, although if they did, it would likely amplify the centralizing effects.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Attester-Proposer Separation suggests splitting up attester duties (participating in con-
sensus) from proposer duties (proposing the next block). Currently, validators perform
both duties: all validators participate in consensus, while the validator responsible for
proposing the next block is determined via in-protocol randomization. However, con-
structing a valuable block from various sources (public mempool, private orderflow, trad-
ing bots, etc) is a specialized activity, and therefore, currently, the right to propose a block
is resold by the proposer in an out-of-protocol, real-time auction known as MEV-Boost.
The main reason to separate these duties is to then capture the revenues generated by
selling the right to propose a block in advance and in protocol.

Two instantiations have been proposed: Execution Tickets (ET),' and more recently,
Execution Auctions (EA).> Both are fairly easy to describe. In the EA design, the right to
be the proposer in slot n + d is instead sold in an earlier slot n. In the ET design, lottery
tickets are sold earlier by some mechanism and the winning lottery ticket for slot n+d is
drawn using on-chain randomness.

Concerns about both proposals have already circulated, mostly centering around the
fact that the block proposer being known in advance will enable multi-block MEV strate-
gies.” In this short paper, we present a more basic concern: we are already in a setting
where there are only a few competitive builders: 3 builders currently produce over 90%
of blocks. APS, implemented as either EA or ET, will lead to even more centralization at
the builder level, further entrenching the best builder(s). In what follows, we formally
state and prove the following result:

THEOREM (Informal). The ex-ante strongest builder is willing to bid higher than anyone else
in an Execution Auction, and therefore wins every Execution Auction. Analogously, this builder
places a higher valuation than anyone else for Execution Tickets and will buy up all of them.
Further, this builder, in equilibrium, produces a larger fraction of blocks than they would under
MEV-Boost, i.e., APS magnifies their inherent advantage over other builders.

We show this in the context of a game-theoretic model. The game proceeds in two
stages: In the first stage, there is the ahead-of-time execution auction for the slot. Since
this is an ahead-of-time auction, bidders do not know what their realized values for the
slot will be at this time (e.g., they do not know what transactions will actually be in the
mempool at the time of the slot, what arbitrage opportunities will exist, etc.). Instead,
they only know the distributions of their values. Critically, some bidders may be stronger
ttps://ethresear.ch/t/execution-tickets/17944

2https://ethresear.ch/t/execution—auctions—as—an—alternative—to—execution—tickets/19894
3See,e.g,.https://x.com/_charlienoyes/status/1806186662327689441.
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than others, in the sense that the distribution from which they may realize their value is
superior to others.*

In the second stage, bidders learn their value for the slot (drawn from their distribu-
tion). The winner of the execution auction in the first stage may then hold a resale auc-
tion (of his choosing) to resell the right to propose a block in that slot.” Since this is a
thin, oligopolistic market, we assume that the winner optimally exercises market power
in their resale, formally, reselling to maximize their net profit/ revenue. This is achieved
by setting a higher reservation price to resell the right than their own realized value for
the block.®

We solve for the subgame-perfect Nash equilibrium of this game, that is to say, bidders
bid in the execution auction taking into account that a) if they own the rights to propose
and have the option to either (optimally) resell this right, or to propose their own block,
and, b) if they do not own the rights then they can only bid in the resale auction run by
the original owner of the rights, and receive surplus, and prove the result shown above.

It is useful, at this stage, to briefly discuss our assumptions:

(1) In advance of the actual slot, block builders draw values from different distributions: To
see why this is reasonable, note that currently there are 2 builders who win almost
all of the real-time MEV-Boost auctions. Further, the top builder wins roughly half
of the auctions, the second wins roughly four-tenths, and a long tail of builders
share the remaining tenth.”

Given that MEV-Boost uses a standard English auction format where it is a dom-
inant strategy to bid up to one’s value, to a first approximation, it is reasonable to
conclude that these builders are drawing values from different distributions.

(2) The winner of the EA or owner of the winning lottery ticket in ET may try to resell the
right: As we pointed out above, this is explicitly considered in the initial proposals.

(8) The winner of the EA optimally exercises market power in the resale market: we make this
assumption for analytical convenience, we show by means of a numerical example
that our main result also applies if they just apply a suboptimal markup (e.g. sell
the right for, say, 10% more than the value of their own best block).

We discuss the implications of our findings in Section 5

*We formalize this and show empirical evidence of this assumption below.

>The original proposals themselves identify this:
A secondary market will most likely develop where an EA ticket winner can resell their proposer
right before their turn to propose. Even if the protocol does not allow them to transfer that right,
this can be easily done via an out-of-protocol gadget.

®As we argue later, a similar result holds more generally if the resale market is imperfect.
7Source: www.mevboost .pics.
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2. MODEL
Formally, consider the following extensive-form game:
Players. The players are 2 builders and any number of non-builders.

Timing. The game proceeds over two periods:

(1) In Period 1 (Slot n), the execution auction is held, which sells the right to propose
the block for Slot n+d. We will model the execution auction as a standard English
(ascending) auction, or equivalently a sealed-bid second-price auction.

(2) In the Period 2 (Slot n+d), the winner in the previous period can either use the
right and propose a block, or resell it.

If the winner in Period 1 chooses to resell the right, the builders bid in an auction
of the current owner’s choosing, and the revenue accrues to that player.

Information and Payoffs. In period 2, players privately learn their value for actually
proposing a block (this is the sum of their values from sequencing orders in the public
mempool, private orderflow, arbitrage opportunities, etc.). Each builder i has a private
value v; which is a draw from a distribution with CDF F; and continuous density f; on
support normalized to [0, 1]. We assume that the these have non-decreasing hazard rates
as is standard in mechanism design (see, e.g., Myerson (1981)). Finally, we assume that
F; = F, where = denotes ordering in the Hazard rate ordering sense.® Any non-builder
has a 0 value to actually propose a block.

In period 1, the realized values are unknown, but the distributions are common knowl-
edge among the players.

All players are risk-neutral and expected utility maximizers and have quasilinear util-
ities. Payoffs are straightforward: the eventual owner of the proposal right realizes their
value v; from proposing the block. The winner in period 1 gets the revenues from resale.
There is no time discounting.

Strategies and Solution Concept. In period 2, the winner in period 1 resells the object

using the optimal auction (Myerson, 1981). In period 1, we consider the standard truth-

tul equilibrium of the execution auction where each player bids their value. Players are

forward-looking, i.e. we employ the appropriate subgame-perfection concept. In what

follows, we refer to an equilibrium satisfying these refinements as simply equilibrium.
We summarize the game in the following picture:

8This implies but is stronger than the assumption that F; first order stochastically dominates F,, see, e.g.,
Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007).
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3. RESULTS

We are now in a position to describe our main theorem.

THEOREM 1. There is a unique equilibrium of the execution auction game. In this equilibrium,
Builder 1 always wins the auction in Period 1.

PROOF. We solve this game via backward induction below:
Period 2: There are two cases in this period depending on who owns the rights to propose
from the period 1 auction.

(1) A non-builder owns the right: In this case, they put the right up for resale. The 2
builders bid, and the resulting revenue is the second highest out of v;,v,. Let us
denote this as py = E[v!?]. Let us call the expected surplus of the builders in this
case s§ and s3.

(2) Builder i owns the right: Say e.g., Builder 1 owns the right. In this case, Builder 1 will
offer to resell the right to the other builder. Since there is only one other builder
(no one else will bid since their value is normalized to 0), this is optimally in the
form of a take-it-or-leave-it-offer, which depends on their own realized value for
the block. Formally, if builder 1 owns the right, and realizes a value of v, then, by
Myerson (1981) the profit-maximizing price to offer the other builder is the value
v;(v1) which solves:

1-— Fz(’()é) B
R ¢

vy —

(1)
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The analogous formula in the case builder 2 is the initial owner defines their opti-
mal offer price, v (v7).

If the other builder declines this offer, then Builder 1 simply proposes their own
built block and realizes the value of that block, v;.

Let us define the net profit of builder 1 when they are the owner of the right by
p1 and the surplus of the other builder 2 by s?. Similarly, when builder 2 wins we
denote this by p, and the surplus of the other builder 1 by s.

Period 1: Parties bid in the Execution auction. Note that this is a second-price auction, and
we consider the standard truthful equilibrium where everyone bids their values. Firstly,
note that any non-builder will bid py, since they get 0 if they lose the auction. Conversely,
builder 1 stands to gain p; if they win; while if they lose they will still make either s}
or si. Therefore their maximum willingness to pay is p; — min(s}, s}). The maximum

willingness to pay of builder 2 can be computed similarly.

Lemma 1 shows that under our maintained assumptions, p; — sy > p2 —s7 > po.

Therefore, builder 1 has the highest willingness to pay in the first-period auction and
wins under the standard truthful equilibrium in weakly dominant strategies. n

Of course, it isn’t just the winner of the first-period auction that concerns us. The fol-
lowing Corollary shows that an execution auction would result in the ex-ante strongest
builder also then proposing blocks more often than they would have under MEV-Boost.
This is an additional concern— if private order flow were to exclusively contract with a
single builder, as is rumored to be in some cases (for example certain Telegram bots send
their flow to a single builder they have contracted with), they are more likely to choose
the dominant builder for quality of execution reasons etc.

COROLLARY 1. In equilibrium, Builder 1 proposes the block with higher probability than if the
right to propose had been sold in Period 2 (e.g., via MEEV-Boost).

PROOF. This follows straightforwardly from the theorem (Builder 1 wins the execution
auction). Further, we showed that when builder 1 owns the right to propose, and has a
value of v, it will offer this right to builder 2 for a take-it-or-leave it price of v;(vy) >
v1, so builder 2 will only accept and propose the block when v, > ©v3(v;). Note that
since MEV-Boost is an English auction, we have under the usual equilibrium in truthful
(weakly dominant) strategies, Builder 2 wins the right auction whenever v, > v;. The
former event is clearly a subset of the latter, so the result follows. n

This corollary straightforwardly implies that the expected surplus (profit) of Builder 2
is lower than under the MEV-Boost auction.” This has additional long-term consequences

9Forrnally this is a trivial consequence of revenue equivalence, see, e.g. Krishna (2009).
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for the builder market: for example, smaller/ fringe builders may find it even harder to
sustain their presence than currently, resulting in further centralization.

4. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

The theorem above may be more concrete via some straightforward numerical exam-
ples. The first is analytic. The second considers the case that there are more than 2
builders.

Example 1

To see this by example, consider the simple case where buyer 1 has a value distributed
U|0,5/4] while buyer 2 has a value distributed U[0, 1]. Note that in this case, buyer 1 wins
a JIT auction with a probability of 3/5 while buyer 2 wins with a probability of 2/5.1°

Now let’s do some simple calculations. Firstly, note that a JIT auction in this case will
achieve a revenue of

1 . 1 P 1 11
5 2 5 3 30°
~ ~— ~ ~
Probability of builder 1 =~ Expected revenue = Complementary  Expected revenue
having value in [1,5/4] probability of second price

Straightforward calculations show that builder 1’s expected surplus in this auction is 5 +
25 while builder 2's expected surplus in this auction is 5.

Next, suppose the winner in the EA in period 1 is builder 1. In this case, in period 2
with probability 1/5, builder 1 has a value in [1,5/4] and keeps the right to themselves.
Conversely, with the remaining probability, builder 1 has a value in v; € [0,1], and op-
timally offers the right to builder 2 at a take-it-or-leave-it price of 12—01 to maximize the
expected profit (i.e., either getting a profit equal to the price if buyer 2 accepts, and oth-
erwise getting a profit equal to v1). Some straightforward algebra implies that the total

expected profit to builder 1 in this case is

3
P1—40-

Buyer 2’s expected surplus is s7 = %.

In the reverse case where Builder 2 wins the EA, and then realizes a value v, € [0,1],
they optimally offer the right to builder 1 at a take-it-or-leave-it price of 5/4% to max-
imize the expected profit. Their total expected profit is therefore p, = % ~ 0.629.
Buyer 1s expected surplus in this case is 145 = 15

10These probabilities are proportional to the relative frequencies with which the top two builders win in
the current MEV-Boost auction.
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By simple backward induction, therefore, in the first period auction, buyer 1 is willing
to pay % — % ~ 0.758 which is larger than buyer 2's WTP which is 0.629 — % ~ 0.596,
both of which are larger than any non-builder-buyer’s willingness to pay!

In short, in line with our Theorem, builder 1 will win any execution auction and be

willing to purchase any ET ahead of time.

Example 2

Of course, in practice there are more than 2 builders. At the time of this writing, there
are 3 major builders, and a long tail of smaller builders. The current market shares are
roughly ~ 50% for the largest, ~ 40% for the second, and ~ 7% for the third, with the
remainder split across several smaller builders.

To validate our model in this richer setting, let us instead consider a setting with 3
builders, with market shares of 50%, 40% and 10% respectively.

We assume that each builder i has a Lognormal distribution with parameters (u;,1).!!
Assume that y; > up > p3, in particular, y; = 2.18,, yo = 1.99 and u3 = 1. For these
values, the probability that builder i has the highest value among independent draws
from these distributions is approximately 0.5,0.4,0.1, i.e. roughly the outcome of MEV-
Boost as described above.

When buyers are ex-ante heterogeneous, the optimal auction is also discriminatory
(Myerson, 1981). To simplify, we instead suppose that the winning builder runs a second-
price auction among the other builders but adds a reserve price that is a marked-up ver-
sion of its own realized value. Optimal revenues are achieved at a markup of 3 (i.e., the
winning builder in the execution auction offers to resell to the other two in a second price
auction with a reservation price that is three times its own realized value). Our findings
are summarized in the diagram below.

e choose the Lognormal distribution because among “standard” distributions, this distribution most
closely matches observed bids in the MEV-Boost auction.
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MEV-Boost
P(win JIT) Surplus
Valuations
—
P(win EA) P(win JIT) Surplus
EA

In text: Numerical simulations then show that when Builder 1 wins the execution auc-
tion, it achieves a total expected value of 16.497 in period 2, while builder 2 and builder
3’s surpluses are 2.645 and 0.273 respectively. Similarly, if Builder 2 wins the execution
auction its expected value in period 2 is 14.63, while builders 1 and 3 have expected sur-
pluses of 4.338 and 0.307 respectively. Finally if Builder 3 wins the execution auction, its
expected value is 9.576 while builders 1 and 2’s surpluses are 6.071 and 4.157 respectively.

By backward induction, therefore, in the execution auction in period 1, builder 1’s will-
ingness to pay for the right to is 16.497 — 4.338 = 12.159, builder 2’s willingness to pay is
14.63 — 2.645 = 11.985, while builder 3’s is < 10. Therefore, builder 1 wins the execution
auction.

Finally, our simulations also show that in the resulting equilibrium, the block is actu-
ally proposed by Builder 1 with probability 0.795, Builder 2 with probability 0.171, and
builder 3 with probability 0.034. Compared to the MEV-Boost shares of (0.5,0.4,0.1) the
execution auction essentially decimates builder 3’s share and halves builder 2’s share,
while entrenching builder 1.

5. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, our model strongly suggests Execution Auctions will result in even fur-
ther centralization of the builder market. The execution tickets proposals do not formally

specify how the underlying tickets will be priced/ sold. Nevertheless, our results imply
9
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that the ex-ante strongest builder will place a higher willingness to pay on a ticket than
the other parties and will, therefore, be at a substantial advantage. Similar results triv-
ially apply if the resale market is imperfect, since that only reinforces the advantages of
the ex-ante strong buyer. Similar results trivially apply if the resale market is imperfect.
For example if there is no resale market, it is obvious that the ex-ante strongest buyer wins
the auction.

The biggest concern, in our minds is what such proposals might do to the health of
competition in the overall builder market. We are already in a setting where two builders
produce most blocks (~ 90% as of this writing), and three builders produce almost all.
In the long run, such proposals will, in our opinion, further restrict builder entry and/or
lead to the exit of smaller builders currently in the market.

To our minds, as a result, these proposals are inherently flawed and unworkable. Sell-
ing a “right” ex-ante when different parties are highly heterogeneous inherently advan-
tages the party that is ex-ante stronger, and removes the role of randomness (e.g. ran-
domness in realized flows to each builder etc.) in creating a more competitive builder
market.

This leaves us with the question of what should Ethereum do? The current out-of-
protocol solution is meant to be temporary, and there are several technical implemen-
tation issues in conducting such a JIT auction in protocol (“ePBS”). In our opinion, this
dichotomy is a false one, and instead of focusing attention on bringing current MEV pay-
ments into protocol, Ethereum research should focus its attention on other proposals that
decrease the central role of the builder and/or the reliance on a monolithic proposer.
These include our preferred solution, Multiple Concurrent Proposers (Fox, Pai, and Resnick,
2023), and others such as Inclusion Lists.'? Even more straightforward design choices like
speeding up the block production rate (currently a block is produced every 12 seconds)
should greatly reduce the amount MEV and may decrease the ex-ante differences between
buidlers.
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LEMMA 1. Under the maintained assumptions of Section 2, we have that p; — s} > py —s3 > po.

125ee, e.g., https://ethresear.ch/t/fork-choice-enforced-inclusion-lists-focil-a-simple-committee-based-in
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PROOE. Note that:

p1 = Eo, [03(01)(1 = F2(v3(v1))) + v1Fa(v3 (v1))],
p2 = Eo, [07(02) (1 — F1(v1(v2))) + v2F1 (01 (v2))],
sh = Eo, 0, (v1 — 07 (v2)) 7],
51 = Eoyu,[(02 — 03(01)) *]-

Here (x)™ = max{x,0}.
Therefore:

1 2
pP1—8S > P2 — 9]

<= By, [05(01)(1 = B(03(01))) + 01E2(03(01))] = Boy0,[(01 — 07 (v2)) 7]
> By, [07 (v2)(1 — F1 (07 (v2))) + v2F1 (0 (02))] — Eoy 0, [ (02 — 05 (01)) "],
< By, [0152(03(01))] = Eoy0,[01 10,501 (0,)] > Eo, [02F1(01(02))] = Eoy 0, [(v210, 508 (015

= Ey, [01F2(v3(01))] + Eoy,0,[(v210,505(0y)] > Eo, [02F1(01(02))] + Eoy 0, [01 10, 501 (o))

(o Ul
<~ / / ? Ul 2 Uz dszl 01 dUl +/ /v szz (%) dszl(Ul)dl)l
1(02)
> /0 /0 UZfl (Ul)dvlfz(vz)dvz +/O /Ui‘(z;z) Ulfl (Ul)dvlfz(vz)dvz.

Now define two functions, g1, ¢ : [0,1]*> — [0,1]. as

vy if vy > v5(vy),
gl(vleZ) { 2( 1)

01 ow.

and, similarly,

U2 O.W.

v1  if v > v](vy),
$2(v1,02) =

We can therefore rewrite the previous inequality as:

/01 /01 ¢1(v1,v2) f1(v1)doy fo(v2)dvy > /01 /01 $2(v1,v2) f1(v1)dvy fo(v2)dov;

1 1
— /0 /O (21(01,02) — g2(01,02)) fi(01)doy fo(02)dvs > O
Now, note that:

0 if vy > v5(v1) Vo > 05 (02),
81(v1,02) — 82(0v1,v2) = { : '

v1 — vy ifvy < v3(v1) Avp < 0 (v2).
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The result now follows since our assumptions of monotone hazard rate, we have that
v (), v5(-) are both strictly increasing. Further from the assumption that that F; domi-
nates F, in the hazard rate order, we have that for any x € [0,1], vj(x) > v;(x). Finally,
from the definition of hazard rate we have that v;(1) = v3(1) = 1. To see , consider the
function g3 defined as:
0 if v > v3(v1) Vo > 0] (v2),

g3(v1,v2) = ,

v1 — vy ifvy <vi(v1) ANvp < 05(02).

Note that by symmetry of the function g3 around the diagonal v; = v, we have that
fol fol 23 (Ul, Uz)fl (Ul)dvlfz(vz)dvz = 0, Finally note that that

v1—vy  ifog > 05(v1) Avp < v3(01),
81— 8 —&3(v1,02) =

O.W.

Finally note that this function is non-negative on its entire domain. Therefore we have

f01 fol (¢1(v1,v2) — §2(v1,v2)) f1(v1)dvq fa(v2)dva > 0 as desired.
An analogous argument shows that p; — si > pg and concludes the proof.
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