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Abstract

Purpose — By studying the competition between a B2C platform and a third-party seller, the purpose
of this paper is to analyze and compare their optimal decisions and profits between cases with and
without sales effort of the platform or third-party seller.

Design/methodology/approach — This paper studies the competition between a B2C platform and a
third-party seller. The platform sells a product directly, and allows the third-party seller to sell a
competing product on the platform. Based on whether the platform or the third-party seller makes
sales effort, there are four scenarios. The paper analyzes the optimal decisions and profits of platform
and third-party seller under each scenario, respectively.

Findings — The transaction fee has a negative effect on third-party seller’s sales effort level. What is
more, the platform can take a free riding from the third-party seller’s sales effort, but the platform’s
sales effort has a negative effect on the profit of third-party seller.

Practical implications — These results provide managerial insights for the platform and the third-party
seller to make decisions.

Originality/value — This paper is among the first papers to study the competition between B2C
platform and third-party seller.

Keywords Pricing, Sales effort, Game theory, B2C platform, Third-party seller

Paper type Research paper

Nomenclature
ay, a, initial market potential D,, D, the demand
A the substitutability of two  IIg, Ip the profit of third-party
products seller and platform
my, Mo customers’ sensitivity to Ipp, Isp the platform’s profit from the
sales effort level direct sales of product, and
u the transaction fee from the third-party seller’s
D by retail price of product o transa?tiqn fee, ‘respectively
S Sy sales effort level Superscript ¢ scenario 4, and (=1, 2, 3, 4
€ Cy the marginal cost of two Superscript * optimal solutions
products Subscript 1, ¥ the notations of product X
Cs Cs, sales effort cost factor and product Y, respectively
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1. Introduction

As we all know, some B2C platforms, such as Amazon.com, JD.com and Suning.com,
have many self-run stores and third-party seller stores. There are more than two million
third-party sellers on Amazon.com platform, and more than 40 percent of units are sold
by these third-party sellers in 2014 (Amazon.com, 2014). As of December 31, 2014, there
were more than 60,000 third-party sellers on JD.com platform (JD.com, 2014). The B2C
platform sells products directly through its self-run stores, and also allows third-party
sellers to sell products on the platform. Some third-party sellers’ products and platform’s
products can substitute for each other partly. Therefore, there is competition between
B2C platform and some third-party sellers. However, the competition between the B2C
platform and the third-party seller is different from the competition between two retailers
of traditional supply chain, because the third-party seller should pay a transaction
fee to the platform for each unit sold. To our knowledge, no prior paper has studied the
competition between B2C platform and third-party seller, thus our paper fills this gap.
Please note that the platform in our paper refers to the B2C platform.

Due to the competition between platform and third-party seller, both of them want to
improve their products competitiveness. Besides pricing strategy, sales effort strategy
also plays a significant role in enhancing product competitiveness. Sales effort,
including gift wrapping, nice attitude before and after sale, coupon, faster shipment
and so on, is the selling effort by platform or third-party seller selling its products.
However, considering sales effort cost and sales effort privilege, platform or third-party
seller may not make sales effort. According to whether platform and third-party seller
make sales effort, our paper studies the competition of platform and third-party
seller under four scenarios. The first scenario is that neither platform nor third-party
seller makes sales effort, there is just price competition between the platform and
third-party seller. The second scenario is that only platform makes sales effort, for
instance, only self-run store offers extended warranty on JD.com and Suning.com
platforms. The third scenario is that only third-party seller makes sales effort, for
instance, only third-party seller promotes its product through cash promotion. The fourth
scenario is that both platform and third-party seller make sales effort, for instance, both
platform and third-party seller enhance demand through installment payment.

The purpose of this research is to study the competition between the platform and the
third-party seller under four scenarios, respectively. We present and analyze the optimal
decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller under four scenarios, and compare
the optimal decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller among four scenarios.

The rest of our paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we make a review of
related literature. In Section 3, we introduce key notations and some assumptions.
In Section 4, we present the optimal decisions and profits under four scenarios.
In Section 5, we discuss the optimal decisions and profits. In Section 6, numerical
experiments show the impact of customers’ sensitivity to platform’s (third-party
seller’s) sales effort on the profits of platform and third-party seller. In Section 7, we
summarize our major results, point out shortages of our paper and make a perspective
of future research areas of our paper. All the proofs are presented in the Appendix.

2. Literature reviews

In our paper, we study the competition between platform and third-party seller
considering sales effort. Therefore, our paper refers to three categories of studies: we
first discuss the research of dual sales channel, and then discuss the research of price
competition and sales effort competition, finally discuss the research of platform.
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2.1 The research of dual sales channel

In the early times, Moriarty and Moran (1990) study how to manage hybrid marketing
systems, and show that dual-channel expands market coverage. Dutta et @l (1995) use
empirical data to study dual distribution, and contend that firms deploy house account
to augment an independent rep system. Balasubramanian (1998) studies competition in
the multi-channel environment from a strategic viewpoint, and the results help
managers to assess the impact of various strategies in markets. With the advent of
direct channel, the channel conflict is also a serious problem. To avoid channel
conflicts, the manufacturer Levi halts web sales (Collett, 1999). Rather than fearing
channel conflict, manufacturers may want to use direct channel to motivate retailers to
perform more effectively (Chiang et al, 2003). And Chiang et al. (2003) present that
direct channel can reduce double marginalization and improve the manufacturer’s
profit. Yue and Liu (2006) study the value of demand forecast sharing in a dual-channel
supply chain, discover that the direct channel has negative effect on the profit of
retailer and is not always benefit to manufacturer. Huang and Swaminathan (2009)
study optimal pricing strategies in a dual-channel supply with internet and traditional
channels, and show that a new competing channel may not always be bad for the
incumbent firm. Except for above cannibalization problems, many researchers study
the synergy problems in dual-channel supply chain (e.g. Tsay and Agrawal, 2004;
Cai, 2010; Cao, 2014). Cai et al. (2009) study the impact of price discount contracts and
pricing schemes on the competition of dual-channel supply chain, and find that price
discount contract can coordinate the supply chain.

The context in our paper is different from dual sales channel. In our paper, the
platform sells a product directly and the third-party seller sells a competing product on
the platform. The third-party seller needs to pay a transaction fee to the platform for
each unit sold. However, in the dual sales channel, the manufacturer directly sells its
product to customers, and an independent retailer buys the products from the
manufacturer and sells them to customers.

2.2 The research of price competition and sales effort competition

As we all know, in nineteenth and twentieth centuries, there are many famous classic
competition models, such as Cournot, Bertrand, Hotelling, Stackelberg and so on. After
then, Osborne and Pitchik (1986) study the price competition in a capacity-constrained
duopoly, they present that the firms use mixed strategies when demand is in an
intermediate range. Choi (1991) studies price competition between two manufacturers
under four scenarios, and shows that the characters and results depend on the form of
demand function. The above literatures and models are mainly studied the issue of
price competition, but there are many non-price competitions in our real society, such as
sales effort, quality, environmental improvement, warranty and so on.

For the sake of comparing with our paper, we introduce sales effort competition
subsequently. Grénroos (1994) studies a management perspective for the age of service
competition, and present that firm should have to understand and manage service
elements in their customer relationships. Tsay and Agrawal (2000) study price and
service competition in a supply chain with two retailers and a common manufacturer,
and then present that wholesale pricing mechanisms can coordinate the system. Xiao
et al (2005) introduce a supply chain coordination model with one manufacturer and
two retailers under retailer service (demand promotion), and the manufacturer needs to
change production quantity only when service sensitivity coefficient has a larger
enough change. Yao and Liu (2005) study competition in a dual-channel under either
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the Bertrand or the Stackelberg game models, and show that direct channel encourages
cost effective retail services. Chen et al (2008) study that a manufacture’s dual sales
channel management with service competition, and determine when the manufacturer
should establish a direct channel or a retail channel. Dumrongsiri ef al. (2008) study a
dual-channel supply chain in which a manufacturer sells product directly as well as
sells product by an independent retailer, and find that the retailer’s service quality may
have positive effect on the manufacturer’s profit. Yan and Pei (2009) study the strategic
roles of the retail services in a dual-channel supply chain, and find that the improved
retail services improve the profits of both manufacturer and retailer and effectively
alleviate the channel conflict. Wu (2012) studies that price and service competition
between new and remanufactured products, and yields insight that the intensities of
price and service competition affect optimal decisions, the remanufacturer will do more
effort for remanufactured product under competition. Xing and Liu (2012) study service
free riding and coordination with price match and channel rebate contract in a supply
chain with one manufacturer and two retailers, and find that the selective rebate
contract can coordinate the supply chain.

Our paper analyzes price and sales effort competition from a new perspective. We
study price and sales effort competition between platform and third-party seller, and
the competition is different from the competition between two retailers of traditional
supply chain. It is because third-party seller should pay a transaction fee to platform
for each unit sold.

2.3 The research of platform

With the advent of e-commerce, more and more scholars begin to study platform. Rochet
and Tirole (2003) study platform competition with two-sided markets, and introduce the
concept of two-sided markets. Then Armstrong (2006) studies competition in two-sided
markets based on cross-group externalities, and analyze whether agents join one or two
platform. After then, some researchers study seller or platform investment problems.
Belleflamme and Peitz (2010) study seller investment incentives under two competing
platforms market, and show that for-profit intermediation may lead to overinvestment
when free access would lead to underinvestment. Anderson et al (2013) study the
platform investment problem, present a strategic model to analyze the trade-off between
higher platform performance vs lower investment, and provide optimum investment in
platform performance of three distinct settings. As we all know, many platform’s profits
are derived from advertising income, so some researchers study advertising problems on
platform. Reisinger (2012) studies platform competition for advertisers and users in
media markets, and finds that platforms profits increases as negative externality rises.
Some researchers, like Hagiu and Wright (2014) study different levels of information of
two-sided participants, and the results show that monopoly platform prefers facing
informed users and less market power platform has opposite preference. For new
perspective, some researchers study B2C platform’s and third-party seller’s strategies.
Jiang et al (2011) study firm strategies in the “Mid Tail” of platform-based retailing, the
platform owner may cherry picking successful products, and an independent seller may
mask its high demand by lowering its sales with a reduced service level. And they find
that it may not always be beneficial for the platform owner to identify the demand of
seller. Abhishek et al. (2015) study when should online retailers choose agency selling or
reselling under various channel structures in electronic retailing, and they find that
agency selling is an efficient selling format, but whether an online retailers should use it
or not depends on the demand spillover extend and the competition intensity.

B2C platform
and third-
party seller

1087




Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 21:39 14 November 2016 (PT)

45,7

1088

The above papers study platform decisions based on two-sided markets, network
externalities, investment platform performance, symmetric and asymmetric information
and so on. However, no prior paper has studied the competition between platform and
third-party seller, and it is a universal problem in B2C platform. Our paper studies the
competition between platform and third-party seller under four scenarios, and presents
some interesting findings.

3. Problem description
Consider a competition between a B2C platform and a third-party seller, the platform
sells a product, and the third-party seller sells a competing product on the platform.
The third-party seller should pay a transaction fee to the platform for each unit sold.
What is more, some platforms like JD.com also charges third-party seller a fixed
membership fee, in which only affect whether third-party seller access platform or not,
but not affect the competition between platform and third-party seller when seller has
accessed platform. Therefore, the profit of platform can be divided into two parts: one is
the platform’s profit from the direct sales of product, the other is the platform’s profit
from the third-party seller’s transaction fee. For the sake of convenience, we refer to the
platform’s profit from the direct sales of product as the platform’s direct sales profit,
and refer to the platform’s profit from the third-party seller’s transaction fee as the
platform’s transaction fee profit.

In this paper, we denote product X as the third-party seller’s product, and denote
product Y as the platform’s product. For the sake of clarifying our model, some key
notations are shown in nomenclature section:

Assumption 1. We consider four kinds of demand functions, each of which
corresponds to one of four scenarios.

First, we introduce the demand function under the fourth scenario. Both platform and
third-party seller make sales effort, there is not only price competition but also sales
effort competition between platform and third-party seller. Some literature, like Tsay
and Agrawal (2000), Xia and Gilbert (2007) and Wu (2012), whose demand functions
are defined as linear form of two competing products’ retail prices and sales effort
(service) levels. And some literature, like Liu ef al (2012) assume that the
substitutability of the two products is A. Our demand function under the fourth
scenario 1s similar to above demand functions. What is more, we also consider the
different influence of platform’s unit sales effort level and the third-party seller’s unit
sales effort level on its own product’s demand. It makes sense that customers are
more likely to be attracted by platform’s advertisement due to the recognition and
reputation of platform brand.

Therefore, the two demand functions under the fourth scenario are given as follows:

D} = Ax—Dy+ APy +1M1Sy—Amssy, Dy4 = ay—py+ APy +masy—Amys,,

where m;, 1s the customers’ sensitivity to third-party seller’s sales effort level
and ms, the customers’ sensitivity to platform’s sales effort level. This means that
if the third-party seller’s (B2C platform’s) sales effort level increases by one unit,
my (my) unit of the demand of product X (product Y) will increase (Dan et al, 2012).
Linear demand functions are used to characterize consumers demand in our papetr,
which due to the tractable, comprehensible and widely used of linear demand functions
(Chen et al, 2013).
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Second, we introduce the demand function under the first scenario. Compared with
the fourth scenario, neither platform nor third-party seller makes sales effort, so we
have m; = ms = 0. The demand functions under the first scenario are given as follows:

Dxl zax_px-’_;“pyv Dyl Zdy—py+/1px

Third, we introduce the demand function under the second scenario. Compared with the
fourth scenario, only platform makes sales effort, so we have 71, =0, m5 # 0. The demand
function under the second scenario are given as follows (similar to Dan et al, 2012):

Dx2 = ax_px"'/{py_)“mZSya DJ/Z = ﬂy—py+;upx+m23y~

Fourth, we introduce the demand function under the third scenario. Compared with the
fourth scenario, only third-party seller makes sales effort, so we have n1, #0, ms=0. The
demand functions under the third scenario are given as follows (similar to Dan ef al, 2012):

D} = Ay—Dy+ APy +m1Sy, Dy3 = ay—py+ Ap—7mSy.

Assumption 2. The sales effort cost of product X (product Y) is ¢, s, (csysyz) where
the quadratic form indicates diminishing returns on such
expenditures and c¢;, (csj) the sales effort cost factor, represents
the platform’s (thlrd -party seller’s) cost effectiveness by making
sales effort (Tsay and Agrawal, 2000). Similar assumption to sales
effort cost has been used in some other papers (e.g. Chen, 2005;
Gurnani and Erkoc, 2008; Wu, 2012).

4. The optimal decisions of the platform and the third-party seller

In this section, we present the optimal decisions of the platform and the third-party
seller under four scenarios. Compared with third-party seller, platform has more
decision-making power, so the platform can be seen as a leader. Platform first makes
decisions, third-party seller makes decisions subsequently. However, the platform as
the leader, who knows the reaction function of the seller, and will take this reaction
function into account.

4.1 The optimal decisions under the first scenario
Under the first scenario, no one makes sales effort, there is only price competition
between two products. The decision variable of the third-party seller is the product X’s
retail price, and the decision variable of the platform are the transaction fee and the
product Y’s retail price.

The profit function of third-party seller is:

1 "
HS (bx) = (ax—px + /“py)(px_ﬂ_cx)~
The profit function of platform is:

1
Hp (py’l“) = Hsp + Hdp ax Px“'}py) (ay—py‘i')“pJf) (py_cy)’

where:

H;P w(ax=bst7by), HDP (ay=by+20:) (By—y)-

B2C platform
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The objective of seller and platform are:
1 1
max [ T @), max 11, @)

Third-party seller conditions its retail price on the retail price of product Y and the

transaction fee. The third-party seller’s reaction function can be derived from the

following first-order condition: 8]_[5 /(0py) = ax pr—i—lpy—i—u—i—cx =0, and it

can be easily seen that the second-order condition: & [T § /(@) = -2 <0,
Therefore, the resulting reaction function is:

pglc( ys,u) = (ax+)‘py+,u+cx)/2

Then put this reaction function into the profit function of platform, the optimal
solutions can be solved.

The optimal decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller under the first
scenario are shown in Table 1.

4.2 The optimal decisions under the second scenario
Under the second scenario, only the platform makes sales effort. The decision variable
of the seller is the product X’s retail price, and the decision variable of the platform are
the transaction fee, its’ sales effort level and product Y’s retail price.

The profit function of third-party seller is:

2 N
1L @) = (ac—ps+2by—imas,) (py—p—cy).
The profit function of platform is:

2 2 2 ,
HP (py: .Uasy) = HSP + HDP = .u(ax_px_’_ipy_/LmZSy)
+ (ay_py + 2D+ m23y) (py_cy) _Csysi’
where:
HZP (=D, + Apy—rmysy), HDP (ay—py+ 2D, +mssy) (Dy—cy) —csysjz,.

The objective of seller and platform are:
2 2
max” , max” , U, Sy).
by LA :) (i) (015

Third-party seller conditions its retail price on product Y’s retail price, the platform’s
sales effort level and the transaction fee. The third-party seller’s reaction function can
be derwed from the following first-order condition:

GHS /(6D,) = ax— pr+xpy+ w+ci— mlesy =0, and it can be easily seen that
the second-order condition: &* H S J(@p,)? = =2 <0,

Therefore, the resulting reaction function is:

Dby 1) = (ax+2py+ptci—malsy) /2.
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Scenario Optimal decisions and profits
Scenario 1 ¥ = (co+iey) J4+ [(3—2%)au+22ay] | (4-477)
ms = 8; ¥ = (Jar+ay)/(2—27%) +¢,/2
1 = (a:+2ay) [ (2—207) —c, /2
H:l = (¢,—c,+70,)° /16

[ = (@—ctdast72) [2(a,—¢)) + Mar+co)+ A% ] /(8-872)

1091

H:; = (ar—ce+Acy) (ax—cx—i-icy—i-izcx)/(S—Siz)

[17 = [(+2)e2+4iaa,+202] ) (8-872)

- [Zax (ce+Acy) +4ayey +c (22e,—ci) — (2—77) cﬁ] /8

Scenario 2 1% = [(8cs,—m3) (ax+7ay)] /[ (2—27%) As)
" e + [Ac, (@x+ 20y + ) —ml (e + 2, +24a,)] /(2A)
p;"Z [8cs, (Aax+ay) —im3 (a, + 2ay)]/ [(2—2/12)A2}

+ [Amdes+ (8cs, —4m3 +222m3) ¢, ] /A

3*2 = my[Aax+2ay+ice—(2— )cy] /As

1 = (a:+2ay) [ (2—207) —c, /2
H:Z: [46&,(@—@—&-2@)2 (ac+2ay)m+ (12 )crmz] /(443)

#)A ]

H*Z = ¢, (ay—cy+dax+22¢,) [Aa+2ay+ dc,—(2— )y ] /[ (1-
H:i (ar—ce+Aay+7%c;) [4% (at—cx—i—)cy (ax+2ay)m ]/ (1-7%)A

DP

+ (@y—cy+ Ay +22c,) (1-72 )ctmzz/[ (1- )Az}
H;Z = {[4csy(1+). )i +42aay+2a; ] (ax+2ay) mo}/[zl
+ [2@4—22@—(1—22)64 com’ ) (4As)
—de, (2, (e 76) +a,6,+ (206, —c) - (2-) ] /(4Ae)
where Ay = 8¢;,—(2—27)m3
Scenario 3 5 = [(deg —m3) (a:+ay)] [ [(2—20%) As] + [2¢5, (ax+ ey +c) —micy] /(2As)
o i%’ P = (Jar+ay)/(2—24%) +¢,/2
5 = m [ai—ci+ 6] [20g) 1 = (ax+7ay) [ (2-20%) =y /2
[15 = e (ar—catic) f4As)

Table L.
) The optimal
(continued)  decisions and profits
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Table L.

Scenario Optimal decisions and profits

L = (@ -+ 2ae—c,+ 2¢,) (2, (2a,—2¢, +27a, + 27c, +2%c,)
—mi?(ay—cy+Ja,+27¢)) | [4(1-7%) Ag)
HZSP = ¢, (ar—c+20y) (@ + 2ay—c+7%c;) [ [2(1-77) As)
H;S = {(Fax+a,) [(dcs—m?3) ay+ (2kes, —im?)a.] +2(a, +ay ) cs,a. b/ [4(1-77) Ag)
—{4(er+7ey)cs,a0— [2(Gay +ay)m? + (1-137) (2e5,—m2 )¢y ¢y } [ (4A3)
—2¢q, [Aayey— (cx—Acy ) ex— (cy—Acx) ¢y ] /(4A3)

where Az = 4csx—m%

Scenario 4 = [(IGCstsy*2m§Cs.«*4’”%%) (ax+’1”y)*4csym%0x (1*’12)}/ [2(1*12)&@
my #0,
my #0 + [8cs,¢s, (ax+ Ay + Acy+ ) +mims (ax +cx—)v20x)] /(2Ay)

—cs, M (2a:+2ay+c:) /Ay
Pt = [(8cs,06—2¢s, m3) (ay+2a.) —dcs, m3 (ax+2ay)] /[ (1-7%) Ad]
+ [(1=22)memiey — (4ey—27%cy— ey ) cs,m5 +2 (4es, —m3 ) ¢ 6] /A
¥ = my [Aeg, (ar—co+2¢y) —m3 (ar—co+22c+ay) ] /(2A)
= my |2, (2ay + dax+ dee—2c,+ A2c)) —m (ay—cy + 22cy+Aay) | | Au
1 = (ac+iay)/ (2—22%) —c. /2

H? = ¢, (4cs,—m3) [Aes, (@r—co+2ey) —mb (@ —cx+A2c+ )| 2/ (4A4%)

3k
S, 'y

I = 26505, (@ +has—c,+ 2%.) (20,~26,+ 200, + 2ic,+ 20%;) /[(1-72) Ag]
—eymn2(ay+ dax—cy+ %) /[(1=1%) As]
H:}t = 20y, ¢, (@ + day—ce+2%¢;) (ar—ce+ ey ) /[ (1-72) As]
—co,m (@, + Aay—cy+ AZCx)Z/ [Z(I—AZ)AS}
H:4 = [7263}_1%12 (lzaﬁ +af,> +4(1+ )?)csxcsyaxz 74)vcsyaxaym12] / [2(17/12) Ay4]
+cs, [16&@)_ a.ay+8c,, a§ —(aymz+ )vaymg)z] /[2(1-7%)Ad]
—des 05, 2, (e 26+ 26,) + 2, ~20 + 126 —EE) ] (243)
+ [2c5,cym (2ay+20a,—cy + 27¢y) + 5, com3 (Zkay + 2a,—c + 7%c;) | (2A4%)

where Ay = 16¢;,¢5, — (4—22%) co,mo®—des m + (1=22 ) memi}

Then put this reaction function into the profit function of platform, the optimal
solutions can be solved.

The optimal decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller under the
second scenario are shown in Table 1.



Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 21:39 14 November 2016 (PT)

4.3 The optimal decisions under the third scenario

Under the third scenario, only the third-party seller makes sales effort. The decision

variables of the seller are its’ sales effort level and the product X’s retail price, and the

decision variable of the platform are the transaction fee and the product Y’s retail price.
The profit function of third-party seller is:

3
HS (D Sx) = (ax_px + ipy + mlsx) (Px—M—Cx)—CsXSZ-
The profit function of platform is:
3 3 3
HP (By> 1) = HDP + HSP
= p(ax—py+py+misy) + (ay—py+ Ap—Imisy) (Dy—cy),

where:

HZP = p(ar—po+py+ms.), Hzp = (ay—py+ip,—7ms) (by—cy).

The objective of seller and platform are:

3 3
max HS (D25 2) gﬁ; Hp (by- 1).

Third-party seller conditions its retail price and sales effort level on the retail price of
product Y and the transaction fee. The third-party seller’s reaction functions can be
derived from the following first-order condition:

3 :
o] I /(@) = ax=2p, 4 ipy+u+cotms, = 0,

3
o] [ /@s0) = mip,—p—c)—2¢.,5. = 0,
and it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Jacobian matrix:

PIR /@) PIE/@os)] [-2 m
PIE J@sdpy)  PTT/@s? |~ |m =2

is negative-definite.
Therefore, the resulting reaction functions are:

DDy ) = [265,a0+ (265, —mi®) (+c2) + 2205, 0] / (s, —mi?)

3;?; (pya .“) =m (ax_cx_ﬂ+ j~py) / (405; —WL12) .

Then by putting these reaction functions into the profit function of platform, the
optimal solutions can be solved.

The optimal decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller under the third
scenario are shown in Table 1.
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4.4 The optimal decisions under the fourth scenario
Under the fourth scenario, both platform and third-party seller make sales effort, there
is not only price competition but also sales effort competition between two products.
The decision variables of seller are its’ sales effort level and the product X’s retail price,
and the decision variable of platform are the transaction fee, its’ sales effort level and
product Y’s retail price.

The profit function of third-party seller is:

Hj (s> $2) = (ax —Dy+ ipy + mlsx_i”’@sy) (px_,“_cx)_csxs;zc
The profit function of platform is:
4 4 4
HP (bys s 8y) = HSP + HDP = p(ax—py+ APy +misg—Amgs,)
+ (@y=py+ 2D, +masy—Imysy ) (py—cy) — €5,
where:

4 .
HSP = p(ax—py+ Ap, +misy—imssy),

H;P = (ay—py+ s+ masy—dmisy) (py—cy) —Cs S5

The objective of seller and platform are:

. Hi: (px’ Sx)’ (Il;nax) Hi (py’ /.L,Sy) :

0Sx) Sy

Third-party seller conditions its retail price and sales effort level of product X on
product Y’s retail price, platform’s sales effort level and the transaction fee. The third-
party seller’s reaction functions can be derived from the following first-order condition:

51_[2 [(0bs) = @x—2Pc+ 7Py + ptcx+misy—Amas, =0,

4

o] [ /(@s2) = mi(py—p—c)—2¢s,5: = 0,

and it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Jacobian matrix:
FIls /@y &Ils/@hes)] [-2 m

115 /@scdps) & T1s /(@) m =2,

1s negative-definite.
Therefore, the resulting reaction functions are:

P (by 1, 8y) = 26,0+ (2¢s, —m%) (U )+ 205 py—27mocs sy / (4cs, —m%)

st (Dys 11 8y) = M (a—cx—,u—l—JJ)y—)Lmzsy)/(llcsx—mz).

Then by putting this reaction functions into profit function of platform, the optimal
solutions can be solved.

The optimal decisions and profits of platform and third-party seller under the fourth
scenario are shown in Table 1.
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5. Results and analysis
There are two sub-sections: one is the optimal decisions analysis, and the other is the
optimal profits analysis.

5.1 The optimal decisions analysis
In this sub-section, we analyze the optimal decisions of the platform and third-party
seller based on nomenclature section:

P1. The size relationship and character of the optimal transaction fee are given as
follows:

(@) p=p = =y,
(b) p* is decreasing in C,.

Pl(a) shows that the optimal transaction fee is equal under four scenarios. It implies
that the platform should set the same transaction fee whether the platform or the third-
party seller makes sales effort or not.

P1(b) shows that the optimal transaction fee is decreasing in product X’s marginal
cost. It occurs because as the marginal cost of product X increases, the product X’s
retail price increases, then the demand of product X decreases. If the transaction fee
decreases, the demand of product X increases, the positive effect on the platform’s
profit due to the increase of the demand is larger than the negative effect on the
platform’s profit due to the decrease of the transaction fee, so the platform should
reduce the transaction fee:

P2. The size relationship and characters of optimal sales effort level are given as
follows:

R
@ s> s >80

(b) s*3 and s* are increasing in C,, and decreasing in C,.
© s;“z and s;"4 are increasing in C,, and decreasing in C,.

P2(a) shows that the third-party seller’s sales effort level under the third scenario is
larger than that under the fourth scenario, and the platform’s sales effort level under
the second scenario is larger than that under the fourth scenario. It occurs because
compared with both platform and third-party seller make sales effort, the platform or
third-party seller will improve sales effort level to occupy more market share when only
platform or third-party seller makes sales effort.

P2(b) shows that the third-party seller’s sales effort level is decreasing in product X’s
marginal cost. It occurs because that the third-party seller decreases its sales effort
level for considering the total cost. P3(b) also shows that the third-party seller’s sales
effort level is increasing in product Y’s marginal cost. It is because the third-party
increases its sales effort level to occupy more market share for the sake of the decrease
of product Y’s competitiveness.

P2(c) shows that the platform’s sales effort level is increasing in product X’s marginal
cost, and decreasing in product Y’s marginal cost. The reason is similar to P3(0):

P3. 5™ is decreasing in p*°, and s** is decreasing in p**.

From third-party seller’s reaction functions, we know that the transaction fee has
a negative effect on the third-party seller’s sales effort level. It occurs because the

B2C platform
and third-
party seller

1095




Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 21:39 14 November 2016 (PT)

45,7

1096

Table II.

The profits
comparison among
four scenarios

increasing transaction fee reduces the third-party’s enthusiasm to improve sales
effort level. Therefore, the transaction fee has a negative effect on third-party
seller’s sales effort level.

5.2 The optimal profits analysis

In this sub-section, we first compare the optimal profits of third-party seller among four
scenarios. After then, we compare the platform’s direct sales profit and the platform’s
transaction fee profit among four scenarios. At last, we compare the platform’s profit
among four scenarios. The intuitive profits comparisons among four scenarios are
shown in Table II:

P4. The size relationship of the third-party seller’s profits among four scenarios are

showed as follows:

@ I% <I1¢, I < 0%

(b) =!§1 < #53’ 22 < #54 .
P4(a) shows that third-party seller’s profit under the first scenario is larger than that
under the second scenario. It also means that when the third-party seller does not make
sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s sales effort can
decrease the third-party seller’s profit. P4(a) also shows that third-party seller’s profit
under the third scenario is larger than that under the fourth scenario. It also means that
when the third-party seller makes sales effort, compared with the case of without sales
effort, the platform’s sales effort can decrease the third-party seller’s profit.

P4(b) shows that third-party seller’s profit under the third scenario is larger than
that under the first scenario. It also means that when the platform does not make sales
effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort
can increase its own profit. P4(b) also shows that third-party seller’s profit under the
fourth scenario is larger than that under the second scenario. It also means that when

Retailer without sales effort Retailer with sales effort
(a) The retailer’s profit
Platform without sales effort i < w
\ \4
Platform with sales effort o < u
(b) The platform’s direct sales profit
Platform without sales effort o > A
A AN
Platform with sales effort HZ%? > 1_11*3D
(c) The platform’s transaction fee profit
Platform without sales effort o < 1
Vv \2
Platform with sales effort HEIZD < HﬂSdP
(d) The platform’s total profit
Platform without sales effort I < w3

A AN
Platform with sales effort ¥ < "
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the platform makes sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the
third-party seller’s sales effort can increase its own profit.

P4(a) implies that compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s sales
effort can decrease the third-party seller’s profit. P4(b) implies that compared with the
case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can increase its own profit:

P5. The comparisons of the platform’s direct sales profits among four scenarios are
showed as follows:

%2 %1 %4 %3
@ Ilpp > Ilpp> T > Tlpp-

#3 #1 s %2
®) Tlpp < Ilpp» Tlpp < Tlpp-

P5(a) shows that the platform’s direct sales profit under the second scenario is larger
than that under the first scenario. It also means that when third-party seller does not
make sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s sales
effort can increase its own direct sales profit. P5(a) also shows that the platform’s direct
sales profit under the fourth scenario is larger than that under the third scenario. It also
means that when third-party seller makes sales effort, compared with the case of
without sales effort, the platform’s sales effort can increase its own direct sales profit.

P5(b) shows that the platform’s direct sales profit under the first scenario is larger
than that under the third scenario. It also means that when platform does not make
sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales
effort can decrease the platform’s direct sales profit. P5(b) shows that the platform’s
direct sales profit under the second scenario is larger than that under the fourth
scenario. It also means that when platform makes sales effort, compared with the case
of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can decrease the platform’s
direct sales profit.

P5(a) implies that compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s
sales effort can increase its own direct sales profit. P5(b) implies that compared with the
case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can decrease the
platform’s direct sales profit:

P6. The comparisons of the platform’s transaction fee profits among four scenarios

are showed as follows:

@ I0% < I 11 < 115

O I > M5 I15 > 1%
P6(a) shows that the platform’s transaction fee profit under the first scenario is larger
than that under the second scenario. It also means that when the third-party seller does
not make sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s
sales effort can decrease the platform’s transaction fee profit. P6(a) also shows that the
platform’s transaction fee profit under the third scenario is larger than that under the
fourth scenario. It also means that when the third-party seller makes sales effort,
compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s sales effort can decrease
the platform’s transaction fee profit.

P6(b) shows that the platform’s transaction fee profit under the third scenario is
larger than that under the first scenario. It also means that when the platform does not
make sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s
sales effort can increase the platform’s transaction fee profit. P6(b) also shows that the
platform’s transaction fee profit under the fourth scenario is larger than that under the
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second scenario. It also means that when the platform makes sales effort, compared
with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can increase the
platform’s transaction fee profit.

P6(a) implies that compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s
sales effort can decrease the platform’s transaction fee profit. P6(h) implies that
compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can
increase the platform’s transaction fee profit:

P7. The size relationship of the platform’s profits among four scenarios are showed
as follows:

@ I <TI0 I < I3
b I <0 I < 103

P7(a) shows that the platform’s profit under the second scenario is larger than that
under the first scenario. It also means that when the third-party seller does not make
sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform'’s sales effort
can increase its own profit. P7(a) also shows that the platform’s profit under the fourth
scenario is larger than that under the third scenario. It also means that when the third-
party seller makes sales effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the
platform’s sales effort can increase its own profit.

P7(b) shows that the platform’s profit under the third scenario is larger than that
under the first scenario. It also means that when the platform does not make sales
effort, compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort
can increase the platform’s profit. P7(b) also shows that the platform’s profit under the
fourth scenario is larger than that under the second scenario. It also means that when
the platform makes sales effort, compared with case of without sales effort, the third-
party seller’s sales effort can increase the platform’s profit.

P7(a) implies that compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s
sales effort can increase its own profit. P7(b) implies that compared with the case of
without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can increase the platform’s
profit. The platform can benefit from the sales effort of third-party seller, which is a free
riding phenomenon.

6. Numerical experiments

It is difficult for us to get the real data of the platform or third-party seller’s sales effort
level, so we use numerical experiments instead to verify the results obtained from our
model. Specifically, we think that customers’ sensitivity to third-party seller’s
(platform’s) sales effort level might have important impact on the profits of the third-
party seller or the platform. Thus we use a set of numerical experiments to verify P4-P7
by varying the impact of customers’ sensitivity to third-party seller’s (platform’s) sales
effort level my (ms). Furthermore, we examine the impact of 7 (25) on the profits of
platform and third-party seller to get some management insights.

A selected set of parameters in the numerical experiments is as follows: a, = 100,
a,=80, ¢;=3, ¢,=2, A=05, ¢;, =3, ¢, =2. We first examine the impact of
customers’ sensitivity to third-party seller’s sales effort level #; on the B2C platform
and third-party seller’s profits. We set m,=0.8 and m, is varying from 0 to 2, the
results are showed in Figure 1. After that, we examine the impact of customers’
sensitivity to platform’s sales effort level #2, on the profits of platform and third-party
seller. We set m; =1 and m, is varying from 0 to 2, the results are showed in Figure 2.
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Figures 1(a) and 2(a) show the impact of changing m; and m, on the third-party
seller’s profit under four scenarios. It is easy to find that: [T < [T5, [T < [1%,

! < [T¥ and ¥ < [T%, which confirms P4 We also find that both [T% and
H§4 are increasing in ;. Another observation is that both H*Z and H>§4 decreasing in ..

Figures 1(b) and 2(b) shows the impact of changmg m and m% on the B2C platform $
profit under four scenarios. It is easy to find that: H < H < H P < H
and [T P <1 p » which confirms P7. We also find that both [T5 and I p are 1ncreasmg n
my. Another observation is that both H and H p are increasing in .

Figures 1(c) and 2(c) shows the impact of changing m; and ms on the B2C

platform S dlrect sales prof1t under four scenar1os It is easy to find that: H > 15 P

> HDP HDP < [Thp and TThp < [Tie, which confirms P5. We also f1nd that
both ES DP and [[5p are decreasing in ;. Another observation is that both [hs and
[T5p are increasing in .

Figures 1(d) and 2(d) shows the impact of changing my and ms on the B2C
platform S transact1on fee prof1t under four Scenar1os It is easy to find that
[15 < IToe [T8 < IT% [T% > 1% and [T5p > [15p, which confirms P6. We
also find that both [T&, and [T, are increasing in 7,. Another observation is that both

15 and [[¢p are decreasing in m..
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Figure 1.

The impact of
changing 7 on the
profits of platform
and third-party seller



http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showImage?doi=10.1108/K-01-2016-0009&iName=master.img-001.jpg&w=112&h=112
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showImage?doi=10.1108/K-01-2016-0009&iName=master.img-002.jpg&w=113&h=107
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showImage?doi=10.1108/K-01-2016-0009&iName=master.img-003.jpg&w=118&h=112

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 21:39 14 November 2016 (PT)

45,7

1100

Figure 2.

The impact of
changing . on the
profits of platform
and third-party seller
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Therefore, besides confirming P4-P7, Figures 1 and 2 present some managerial
insights. Figure 1 implies that 7 has a positive effect on platform’s profit, third-party
seller’s profit and platform’s transaction fee profit, but it has a negative effect on
platform’s direct sales profit. Figure 2 implies that 725 has a positive effect on platform’s
profit and platform’s direct sales profit, but it has a negative effect on third-party
seller’s profit and platform’s transaction fee profit. Therefore, both platform and third-
party have the motivation to improve #, but only platform has the motivation to
improve ms. Many methods are used to improve customers’ sensitivity to sales effort
level, such as advertisement, marketing, incentives and education and so on.

7. Conclusion

This paper studies the competition between a B2C platform and a third-party seller.
The platform sells a product directly, and also allows the third-party seller to sell a
competing product on the platform. Based on whether the platform or the third-party
seller makes sales effort, there are four scenarios. We analyze the optimal decisions and
optimal profits of platform and third-party seller under four scenarios, and compare
the optimal profits of platform and third-party seller among four scenarios.

Our analysis results yield the following managerial insights. First, as third-party seller’s
marginal cost increases, the platform should reduce the transaction fee. The transaction fee
has a negative effect on the third-party seller’s sales effort level. It also means that a high
transaction fee will reduce the enthusiasm of third-party seller to improve sales effort level.
Therefore, the platform can stimulate the third-party seller to improve sales effort level by
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reducing the transaction fee. Compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s
sales effort can increase its direct sales profit and decrease its transaction fee profit.
Compared with the case of without sales effort, the third-party seller’s sales effort can
increase the platform’s transaction fee and decrease the platform’s direct sales profit.
Compared with the case of without sales effort, the platform’s sales effort can increase its
own profit and decrease the third-party seller’s profit. It also means that the platform’s sales
effort has a negative effect on the third-party seller’s profit. Compared with the case of
without sales effort, the third-party seller’'s sales effort can increase its own profit
and increase the platform’s profit. It also means that the platform can take a free riding
of third-party seller’s sales effort. Compared with other three scenarios, both platform and
third-party seller achieve the biggest profits under the fourth scenario.

In this paper, we assume that the platform’s sales effort or the third-party seller’s sales
effort has negative effect on the demand of the rival’s product. Assuming positive effect of
the platform or the third-party seller’s sales effort has on the demand of the rival’s product
may be a fruitful research direction in the future. Furthermore, it would be interesting to
study multi-period competition between platform and third-party seller in future research.
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Appendix

1. Proof of the optimal solutions under the first scenario
The resulting reaction function is p}((py, W) = (ax+Apy+p+cy)/2, then put this reaction
function into profit function of platform:

1, (00 1) = (@c—bs By 1) +20,) + (a—b,+ 0 (b 1)) ()

The platform’s optimal solutions can be derived from the following first-order condition:

oT1p/(p,) =0, o[Ip /(@w) = 0.

And it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Jacobian matrix:

2TT! 1

‘I L 2

BF e | [-2422 4
AL CIL| T 4
0oucp, ou?

is negative-definite. Therefore, the optimal solutions and optimal profits are shown in Table 1.

2. Proof of the optimal solutions under the second scenario
The resulting reaction function is pfc(py, W) = (ax +2py+u+ cx—mz/lsy) /2, then put this reaction
function into profit function of platform:

L (s 15) = (@r—bi By 1.50) + 2, imas,) 4 (ay—y + 20, (byo 15))

+masy) (by—cy) _CSySyz

The platform’s optimal solutions can be derived from the following first-order condition:

oT1} /(@) =0, 8TTp /(w) =0, oTI; /(@s,) = 0.

And it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Hessian matrix:

2 T2 5 T2 5 T2
I, 21, 21l

22
oy 0py0 0,0y 24+ 22 i mg—~ é"z
o112 2TTE T2
&Hp &HP H‘HP — A -1 _my
0Oucp, op? Ouodsy s 2
o TT2 2 T2 Mo —2D _Jmy —2¢c.
¢ HP aZHP g ]._.[P 2 2 2 i

Os,0p, 05,0 os?

is negative-definite. Therefore, the optimal solutions and optimal profits are shown in Table L
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K 3. Proof of the optimal solutions under the third scenario
457 The resulting reaction functions are:
M

Dby 1) = 205,00+ (205, —m5) (ut€) 42700,y ) / (45, —m3)

5t (Bys 1) = i (@x—cx—pt-2,) [ (des,—m3).
1104 Then put these reaction functions into profit function of platform:

3
Hp (Py, '“) = ”(ax—px (py’ ﬂ) + by +msy (pw #)) + (“y_py + by (pyﬁ “) —/m Sx (py’ “)) (py_cy)
The platform’s optimal solutions can be derived from the following first-order condition:

oTL3 /(@p,) =0, oITp /(@w) = 0.

And it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Jacobian matrix:

& Hi & Hf, —2((4-22)cy, —(1-1%)m2) ey,
2

op? 0pyOp 4o, —m? 4o —m?
2T 2177 | — 4icy, ey
3 H‘" HP r— yr—
uop, o2 T e

is negative-definite. Therefore, the optimal solutions and optimal profits are shown in Table 1.

4. Proof of the optimal solutions under the fourth scenario
The resulting reaction functions are:

DE(bys 1 8y) = [206,ax+ (205, —1m1®) (u+ )+ 275, py—20macs, sy | [ (Acs, —m®) st (Dys . Sy )
= my (a—ce—p+Apy—imss,) [ (dcs, —m®)

Then put this reaction functions into profit function of platform:

H; (Bys 1:y) = p(@x—Ds (D, 1, Sy) + A0y + 1185 (by, 11, Sy) — Az, )

+ (dy _py + ;“px (pys K Sy) + mZSy_;“mlsx (pys H, Sy) ) (py _CJ’) _Csyst/
The platform’s optimal solutions can be derived from the following first-order condition:

oTIp /(@) =0, aIIp /(@) =0, &ITp /(@s,) = 0.

And it can be easily seen that the second-order condition Hessian matrix:

2 T2 2 ) .
1L 21l 2IL (422 —(1=)m?)  aie,  mo((4—22)es —(1-2)m?)

oby* OpyO OpyOsy deg,—m? g, —m? e, —m?

2 T2 2 p —2ms

2 Hp 2 HP 2 HP _ z 4/Lc_ij , - 453,’ , 42).12:5;

oudp,y ou? 0Oudsy Cox =M Cox =M sy =7

2 2, 2 ;
1L ¢IL 216 (420 )es (1= )i —2imyey ~2,
L

4es, —m7 Acs —m

1 1

0sy0py,  0sy01 0s,?

is negative-definite. Therefore, the optimal solutions and optimal profits are shown in Table L
5. Proof of P1
W= = B = = (e ay) (2-207) —co /2
oW [(0cy) = —1/2<0

therefore, the optimal transaction fee y* decrease as c, increase.
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6. Proof of P2 B2C platform
S¥—s® = dmym3 [ (des,—m?)ay + 2(2¢;,—m?) a,— (1=22) ¢y (205, —m? ) pgﬁ(}if tsk(lallligl:
V2 (ieemcy)es /(80 -2mi?) A1

where: 1105

Ay = 16¢,¢5,— (4—20%) ¢ mi—Acs, m? + (1—2%)mim}

and:

D;kB = [(des,—mi?)ay+ (25, —m?) ax— (1—7%) ¢y (2c5, —m?) +2 (ke —cy )¢5, | / (8¢5, —2m3) > 0

SO:

*3_ 4
s;=s; >0, s

*3 x4
>80

s;‘Z—sj“ = Jmimy [ (e, —m?)a, + imbay, + (1=22Ymiee—4 (co—Aey ) cs, | /[ (8cs, —2m3 + 2°m3) Ad]

and:
D¥* = [(4eg—m3) s+ imiay+ (1=77)mic,—4(co— ¢y )¢, ] / [16¢5, —2(2—22)m3] > 0
so:
2_ 2
sy =s)t >0, s)°>sy
053 [(0cy) = —m [ (8cs,—2m2) <0, 0s3*/(dcy) = imy/ (8cs,—2m3) >0
ast* [(0cy) = —my (des, — (1=2%)m3) /(2As) < 0, 0s2*/(8cy) = dhmucs, /(2A4) > 0
therefore, ¢** and ¢** increases as ¢, increase, and decrease as ¢, increase:

052 /(Bcy) = Jma/ [8cs,— (2—A%)m3] >0 , 852/ (8cy) = —(2—7%)ma/ [8cs,— (2—27)m3] <O

0S¥ /(8cy) = 2205, ma /Ay >0, 8sy*/(8c)) = —ma[(4—227)c,— (1—22)m¥] /Ay <O
therefore, s;’,‘z and sj‘”‘ increases as c, increase, and decrease as c, increase.

7. Proof of P3
Because the reaction function of third-party seller’s sales effort level under scenario 3 is:

si( NI (ax—cx—uvay)/(4Csx_m§),
and:
as® /(o) = —my / (4cs,—m2) <0,

therefore, ef,* decreases as p*° increases.
Because the reaction function of third-party seller’s sales effort under scenario 4 is:

SE(Dys 11, Sy) = my (a—co—p+2p,—Imos,) [ (des, —m?),
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K and:

457
ast/(0p) = —m / (4es,—m3) <0

therefore, s¥* decreases as ¥ increases.

1106 8. Proof of P4

£ 1

=1Ly =m02=7) (@ +ia—c,+7¢,)Dy /[16(1-77)c; ] > 0.

therefore, [[hs > [Thp -

1L~ 115 = 7 (ay+ 2ar—c,+ %) [2% (2-2%)—m3(1-72) | D} ) [8cs, (1-4%) (4csx—m%)] >0.

therefore, [Thp < [Thp-

%3 %1

op— Ly = 472 (ay+hax—c,+ 2%, ) DY/ [8(72 1) ¢y, ] < 0.

therefore, [Tho < [T5p .

T =115, = dcs m3 (ay+ 2ay—c,+ 226, D e, (22—1) (8¢, 205 + 2m3)] <.

therefore, [Thp < [[rm.
9. Proof of P5

Lo~ 115 = 23 (@ +2ay—cot 2 D/ [16(721)c, ] <O.

therefore, [Thn < [Tk

11— T = Aesmd (@t iay—ce+ 72, D  [acs, (22 -1) (4ee,—mi3) .

therefore, H’;‘; < Hﬁ,

1o~ T = 7 @+ 2ay—cot 22¢) DF  [8(1-2)c,.] > 0.

therefore, H’;ﬁ, > Hﬁ,
1o~ 15 = m2 (de, —me® + 22m3) (@ + day—c,+ 3%, [Aes, (1-2%) As) > 0.

sp~ 1lsp =

therefore, H’;‘; > H}%
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10. Proof for P6

\/H’;l— \/—E = I [2ay + Jax+dei— (2—27)¢y] / [32¢5, —4(2—2*)m3] > 0

therefore, [T < 5.
H:S — :4 =, (ax—cx—f-icy)z/ [166&—47}’1%]

—cs, (des, —m?) [deg, (@r—cy+ Acy) —m (ax—cy + 2%c, + Jay )| ? /(4A3)

and we set:

A = (ar—ci+7cy), B= (des,—m?)[4es, (ax—cx+/16y)—m%(ax—cx—i-izcx—i-/lay)}/A4

A—B = (ay—ce+2c,) — (4es,—m3) [dcs, (ax—cx+cy) —mj(ax—cy+ 22+ ray)| /A
= 2/m5 (4cs,—m3) D [Ay > 0
[15-TT5 = co (4%=B2) /[4(4e,,—m2)] > 0.
therefore, [T < [T5 .

H:S - 21 = m? (ax_cx+)Lcy)z/(64csr_16m%) >0.

therefore, [T5 < [T& .
because:

TT% = e Cheq =) e (@) i (s e+ 20,) ] (487)

> (4c, —m%)2 [de, (ax—cy+Acy) —mij (ax—c, + 22+ Jay) ] 2/ (IGAZ)

H?— :2 = ¢, (des,—mi?) [4cs, (ax—ce+ Acy) —my? (ax—cx+},26x+}~ay)}2/(4A42)
2
— [4csy (ax—cx—f—icy)z—(ax—i-/lay)mf + (l—iz)cxmzz} /(4A22)
> (4csx—m12)2 (45, (ax—cy+ Acy) —my* (as—cy +2%¢, +)Lay))2/(16A42)

2
- [465‘, (ax—ci+ ),cy)z— (a+2ay)mo? + (1-7%) cxmzz] /(4A5%)
we set:

C = (4e;,—mi?) [4cs, (ax—cx+Acy) —m3 (ax—cx—f—izcx—f—iay)] /(4Ay)
_ 2 2 22\ 2
D = [de, (@x—co+76,)"— (ar+2a,)mi+ (1=72)eom3| /(20)

C—D = PmmiD¥ /(2A4) > 0

B2C platform
and third-
party seller

1107
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x4 %2 2 2
1L -1I =>¢-p*>o.

therefore, [T* < ™.

11. Proof for P7

11~ 11 = m(2a,+ dar—(2—i2)c,+ 2ce [Bdcq —8(2—i2)m3] > 0

therefore, [T < [5.

Hf — :3 = m} [ (des, —m?)ay + A (2cs, —m? ) ay—2cs, (2¢,—icy—APcy) —A'szcy]z

/ [4(4es,—m3) Ay] = m? (4e;, —m3) (D;‘3>2/A4 >0

therefore, [T5 < [T5.

H:S - Zl me (ay—c, +/16y)2 /(32cs,—8m?) >0

therefore, [T < 5.

I -TI5 = 3 (8, —(2-22)m3) (DjZ)Z/A4 >0
therefore, [[5 < [[5-
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