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Abstract—We consider the decentralized bandwidth/rate
allocation problem in multi-rate multicast service provisioning
with strategic users. We demonstrate that such a situation
is the combination of a market problem and a public goods
problem. We present a mechanism/game form which possesses
the following properties when the users’ utilities are concave:
(1) It implements in Nash equilibria the solution of the
corresponding centralized rate allocation problem in multi-rate
multicast service provisioning. (2) It is individually rational.
(3) It is budget-balanced at all Nash equilibria of the game
induced by the mechanism/game form as well as at all off
equilibrium messages/strategies that result in feasible allocations.

Index Terms— Multi-rate Multicast Service Provisioning,
Strategic users, Mechanism design, Markets, Public goods, Nash
equilibrium.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Motivation and Challenges

Multicasting provides an efficient method of transmitting
data in real time applications from one source to many users.
The source sends one copy of a message to its users and this
copy is replicated only at the branching points of a multicast
tree. Real life examples of such multicast applications
are audio/video broadcasting, teleconferencing, distributed
databases, financial information, electronic newspapers,
weather maps and experimental data. Conventional multicast
studies the problem in which the rate received by all the
users of the same multicast group is constant. The inherent
problem with such a formulation is that a constant rate will
overwhelm the slow receivers while starving the fast ones.
multi-rate multicast transmissions can be used to address this
problem by allowing a receiver to obtain data at a rate that
satisfies its requirements. Single-rate and multi-rate multicast
problems have been extensively studied. A survey of the
existing literature on multicast and its comparison with the
results of this paper appears later in this section.

All existing literature on multi-rate multicast assumes non-
strategic users. As we explain in section I-B below, the
nature of the problem suggests that strategic behavior may
be beneficial to the users. Strategic behavior results in new
challenges (conceptual and technical) in multi-rate multicast.
In this paper we study, within the context of mechanism
design, the decentralized rate allocation problem in multi-
rate multicast with strategic users. We formulate the problem,
propose a mechanism for rate allocation, analyze the properties
of the proposed mechanism, compare our results with the
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existing literature on multi-rate multicast, and discuss open
problems.

B. Why is strategic behavior justified?

Strategic behavior in multi-rate multicast can be justified
as follows. The literature on multi-rate multicast with non-
strategic users reveals that the problem has characteristics of
the free-rider problem. That is, at any network link, a member
of a multicast group is charged only if it requests the maximum
rate/bandwidth within the group at that link. As a result of this
feature of the problem, users are incentivized to misrepresent
their demand for bandwidth; by slightly reducing its demand,
a user can increase its overall utility because it slightly reduces
its own satisfaction from the quality of service it receives, but
pays considerably less tax. Thus, strategic behavior may result
in higher overall utility for a user than non-strategic behavior.

C. Contribution of the paper

The main contributions of this paper are:

1) The formulation of the multi-rate multicast service provi-
sioning problem in wired networks with arbitrary topol-
ogy and strategic users.

2) The discovery of a decentralized rate allocation mech-
anism for multi-rate multicast service provisioning in
networks with arbitrary/general topology and strategic
users, which possesses the following properties.

(P1) The mechanism implements the solution of the
centralized multi-rate multicast service provisioning
problem in Nash equilibria. That is, the allocation
corresponding to each Nash equilibria (NE) of the
game induced by the mechanism is a globally
optimal solution of the corresponding centralized
multi-rate multicast service provisioning problem.
The mechanism is individually rational, that is, the
network users/users voluntarily participate in the
rate allocation process.

The mechanism is budget-balanced' at all feasible
allocations, that is, at all the allocations that corre-
spond to NE messages/strategies as well as at all
the allocations that correspond to off-equilibrium
messages/strategies.

(P2)

(P3)

The results of this paper are also a contribution to the theory
of mechanism design. In Section II we show that the multi-
rate multicast problem with strategic users is the combination
of a market and a public goods problem with strategic users.
Such problems have not been previously investigated within
the context of mechanism design.

'In a budget-balanced mechanism the sum of the taxes paid by a subset of
users is equal to the sum of subsidies received by the rest of the users.



D. Comparison with related work

Within the context of single rate and multi-rate multicast
problems, studies have addressed issues of bandwidth/rate
allocation [1]-[10], [16], [17], routing [8], [11]-[13] and
reliability [14], [15]. Most of the literature on rate allocation
is done via the notion of fairness [1], [2], [6], [7], [9].
The authors of [1] develop a unified framework for diverse
fairness objectives via the notion of fair allocation of utilities.
A more general approach to rate allocation is via utility
maximization. Utility maximization is more general because
rate allocation with the fairness property is utility maximizing
when the utility has a special form. The authors of [10],
[16] and [17] investigated multi-rate multicast problems with
a utility maximization objective. In all the aforementioned
papers, it is assumed the agents/users are not strategic, that
is, they are price-takers who are willing to follow/obey the
rules of the resource allocation mechanism.

In contrast to all the above papers, our paper considers
the multi-rate multicast problems with strategic users, that is,
users which are self-utility maximizers, and do not necessarily
obey the rules of the resource allocation mechanism, but have
to be incentivized/induced to follow them. To the best of our
knowledge, our paper is the first to present a mechanism
possessing properties (P1)-(P3) for the multi-rate multicast
service provisioning problem with strategic users.

E. Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section
IT we formulate the multi-rate multicast service provisioning
problem with strategic users. In section III we describe the
allocation mechanism/game form we propose for the solution
of the multi-rate multicast service provisioning problem. In
section IV we analyze the properties of the proposed mecha-
nism. We conclude in section V.

II. THE MULTI-RATE MULTICAST PROBLEM WITH
STRATEGIC NETWORK USERS, PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section we present the formulation of the multi-
rate multicast problem in wired communication networks with
strategic users. We proceed as follows, In section III-B we
formulate the centralized multi-rate multicast problem the
solution of which we want to implement in Nash equilibria.
In section II-C we formulate the decentralized multi-rate
multicast problem with strategic network users; We state our
assumptions, our objective and provide an interpretation of the
equilibrium concept (Nash equilibrium) in which we want to
implement the solution of the centralized problem of section
I-B.

A. The centralized problem

We consider a wired network with N disjoint groups
of strategic users; we denote the set of groups by N =
{G1,Ga, -+ ,GN}. The network topology, the capacity of the
network links, and the routes assigned to users’ services are

fixed and given. We denote user j in group G; by (4, G;). The
utility function of user (j,G;), G; € N, has the form

tiey (D

The term Ugq,)(z(c,)) expresses user (j,G;)’s
satisfaction from the service x(;q,) it receives. The
term t(;,) represents the tax (money) user (j,G;) pays
for the services it receives. We assume that U q,) is a
concave and increasing function of the service z(;q,) user
(j,Gs) receives, and t(; g,y € R. When t(; g,y > 0 user
(j, G;) pays money for the services it receives; this money is
paid to other network users. When £(; o,y < 0 user (j,G})
receives money from other users. Overall, the amount of
money paid by some of the network users must be equal to
the amount of money received by the rest of the users so that

Vo (@G,costi.en) = Uban(@y,e) —

Denote: by L the set of links of the network; by ¢; the
capacity of link ; by R(j a, ) the set of links [, [ € L, that
form the route of user (j,G;), (as pointed out above each
user’s route is fixed); by G;(I) the set of users in G; who
use link I, ie., Gi(I) = {j : j € Gy and | € Rjg,)}: by
x¢g, (1) the maximum amount of bandwidth requested by

group G; at link [, ie., zg,(l) = maxjeq,{ry,a}
by G;™(I) the set of wusers in G; using link
[ and request zg,(l) amount of bandwidth, i.e.,

G = A0, Gi)  w,) = w6, (D} by (5, GP(D) a
user in G**(1); by Lg, the set links used by users in group
G, ie., Lg, := {l : 3(j,Gs) st. | € R a,))s by R’@"‘é)
the set of links [, I € R; a,), such that z(; ¢,y = z¢, (1), i.e.

pex = {111 € R, st (5.G:) = (.G(1)}: by
Q; the set of groups that include at least one user using link
[, i.e., Ql = {Gl e Lgi}.

We assume that a central authority (the network manager)
has access to all of the above information. The objective of
this authority is to solve the following centralized optimization
problem that we call Max.0.

max Z Z [ (4,G3) x(]G )) _t(j,Gi)}

GieEN jEG,;
subject to
Z max 7(jq,;) < Cl VieL, (2
GieQ JEG;(1)
> D teen =0, 3)
GiENjGGi
ra) >0, Vi€Gi,GieN, (4)

where (x,t) = (:r(j,Gi)7t(j,Gi)7j € G;,G; € N). The
inequalities in (2) express the capacity constraints that must
be satisfied at each network link. The equality in (3) expresses
the fact that the budget must be balanced, i.e., the total amount
of money paid by some of the users must be equal to the
amount of money received by the rest of the users. The
inequalities in (4) express the fact that the users’ received
rates z(; ¢y, Gi € N, must be nonnegative. Every (z,t) that



satisfies (2)-(4) is called a feasible allocation/solution.

Problem Max.0 is equivalent to problem Max.1 below,

m;ix Z Z U(j.,Gq‘,)(x(iji))

GiENjEGi

subject to
> 2

Gi€Qu (5,Gi)eG(1)

X(5,G4) <¢, Vje Gi(l),l eL
)]

Ta) > 0,Vj G, GieN, (6)

in the following sense. The set of inequalities in (5)
and (6) result in the same domain of solutions x as
the set of inequalities in (2) and (4). Thus, any optimal
solution (z(;a,),j € Gi,Gi € N) of problem Max.1
along with any t = {t(;¢,),J € Gi,G; € N} such that
d.Gien 2jec; t.gy = 0 is also an optimal solution
(x?j,G,i)vt?j,G,i)vj € G;,G; € N) of Max.0. We will refer to
Max.1 as the centralized multi-rate multicast problem.

Let E(l) be the set of inequalities defined by (5) for link I.
Evey element of F(l) is denoted by e(l)(e(l) € E(1)). Define
E(l, (5, Gi)) € E(I) by

E(l,(j,G:)) :=={e(l) € E(I) : 2(;,c,) appears in e(l)}.
Let U denote the set of functions
U:RyU{0} =Ry U{0} @)

where U is concave and increasing, and R denotes the
set of non-negative real numbers. Let T denote the set of
all possible network topologies, network resources and user
routes. Consider problem Max.1 for all possible realizations

XGienN Xjea Ugan x T e U=cien 195 (g)

of the users’ utilities, the network topology, its resources

and the users’ routes. Then the solution of Max.1 for each
(U,T) e U>=cien 191 T defines a map

I uXoen |Gl 5 A, 9)

Gi| . .

where A € R%Giem | is the set of all possible

rate/bandwidth allocations to the network’s users. We call T’
the solution of the centralized problem.

B. The decentralized problem with strategic users

We consider the network model of the previous section with
the following assumptions on its information structure.

(A1) Each user knows only his own utility; this utility is
his own private information. Each user also knows
the function space U to which the utilities of all other
users belong.

(A2) Each user behaves strategically, that is, each user
is not a price-taker. The users’s objective is to
maximize his own utility function.

(A3) The network manager knows the topology and re-
sources of the network. This knowledge is the man-
ager’s private information. The network manager is
not a profit-maker (i.e. he does not have a utility
function).

(A4) The network manager receives requests for service
from the network users. Based on these requests, he
announces to each user (j, G;),

1) The multicast group to which the user belongs.

2) The set of links that form user (j, G;)’s route,
Rj.6)-

3) The capacity of each link in R; g,).

(AS) Based on the network manager’s announcement,
each strategic user competes for resources (band-
width) at each link of his route with the other users
in that link>.

From the above description it is clear that the information
in the network is decentralized. Every user in each group
only knows his own utility but does not know the other
users’ utilities or the network’s topology and its resources.
The network manager knows the network’s topology and its
resources, but does not know the users’ utilities. It is also
clear that the network manager (which is not profit maker)
acts like an accountant who sets up the users’ routes, specifies
the users competing for resources/bandwidth at each link,
collects the money from the users (j,G;) that pay tax (i.e.
t(j,c,) > 0) and distributes it to those users who receive
money.

As a consequence of assumptions (Al)-(AS5) we have at
each link of the network a decentralized resource allocation
problem which can be studied/analyzed within the context
of implementation theory [18]. These decentralized resource
allocation problems are not independent/decoupled, as the
rate that each user receives at any link of his own route must
be the same. This constraint is dictated by the nature of the
multi-rate multicast service provisioning problem and has a
direct implication on the nature of the mechanism/game form
we present in section III.

Under the above assumptions the objective is to determine
a game form/mechanism which has the following properties:
for each realization (T,U(; ,),j € Gi,Gi € N),

(P1) All Nash equilibria (NE) of the game induced by
the mechanism result in allocations that are optimal
solutions of the corresponding centralized problem
Max.1.

(P2) The mechanism is individually rational, that is, the
network users voluntarily participate in the decentral-
ized bandwidth allocation process.

(P3) The budget is balanced at every equilibrium point of
the game induced by the game form as well as off
equilibrium.

2Since in this paper we present decentralized resource allocation mecha-
nisms in equilibrium form, it is reasonable to assume that during the play of
the game at each link [ € L, each user of link [ learns the set of the other
users competing for bandwidth at .



Before we proceed with the specification of our game
form/mechanism we comment on the appropriateness of NE as
an equilibrium/solution concept for the decentralized resource
allocation problem under consideration. Two aspects/features
of the problem and the solution we seek are crucial in
establishing NE as an appropriate solution concept. (F1) The
fact that the problem’s environment (i.e. the users’ utilities, the
network topology and resources) is stable, that is, it does not
change before the network users/agents reach their equilibrium
behavior. (F2) The fact that we are looking for mechanisms
in equilibrium form that possesses (P1)-(P3). Because of these
features NE is an appropriate solution concept for the problem
under consideration. As Nash points out in his “mass-action”
interpretation of NE points, (which is valid under (F1)-(F2)),
“It is unnecessary to assume that participants have full knowl-
edge of the total structure of the game...but the participants are
supposed to accumulate empirical information on the relative
advantages of the various pure strategies at their proposal”,
J. Nash, PhD thesis ( [19] pg. 21). An interpretation similar
to that of Nash also appears in [21] (pp. 69-70) and in [20]
where the authors state: “We interpret our analysis as applying
to an unspecified (message exchange) process in which users
grope their way to a stationary message and in which the
Nash property is a necessary condition for stationarity”. In
this paper we adopt NE as an equilibrium/solution concept,
and interpret it in the same way as in [19]-[21]. A philosophy
similar to ours has also been adopted in [22]-[24].

C. Key features/natures of the problem

Multi-rate multicast service provisioning with strategic users
is the combination of a market problem and a public goods
problem. Thus, the model as well as the allocation problem
are new, even within the context of the mechanism design.
Specifically, resource allocation among groups is a market
problem; resource allocation among the users of the same
group is a public goods problem.

The market component: One can see that bandwidth allo-
cation among groups is a market problem as follows. One
can consider a group as a single agent. The demand of this
group at each link of the network is the maximum of demands
of the users of the group on that link. So, with each group
considered a single agent/singleton the multi-rate multicast
service provisioning problem with strategic users becomes
equivalent to the unicast service provisioning problem with
strategic users. It is well known [22] that the unicast service
provisioning problem with strategic users is a market problem
with strategic users. At each link, the price per unit of
bandwidth paid collectively by each group® using the link is
the same.

The public goods component: One can see that the resource
allocation problem among the users of the same group is a
public goods problem as follows. At equilibrium, the group
receives at each link of the network a bandwidth/rate equal
to the maximum requested by a user in the group. Each

3The price per unit of bandwidth paid collectively by each multicast group
at a link [ is equal to the sum of the prices paid by the members’ of the group
who use the link /.

user of the group receives, in general, different rate, and the
members of the group that use the link must collectively pay
the price per unit of bandwidth charged at the link. At each
link, each user of a group using the link contributes, in general,
a different percentage of the price per of unit of bandwidth
charged at that link; this percentage depends on the amount
of bandwidth received by the user, the user’s utility, and the
number of users that are present in the group and use the link.
Consequently, the resource allocation problem along users of
the same group is a public goods problem.

In the following two sections we present a mechanism/game
form for the problem formulated in this section and prove that
it possess properties (P1-P3) stated in section II-B.

III. A MECHANISM FOR RATE ALLOCATION

Based on the characteristics of the multi-rate multicast
problem, we present guidelines for the design of rate allocation
mechanisms in section III-A. In section III-B, we specify a
mechanism/game form for the decentralized rate allocation
problem formulated in section II. In section III-C, we discuss
and interpret the components of the mechanism.

A. Guidelines for the design of the mechanism

In section II-C we pointed out that the multi-rate multicast
problem with strategic users is the combination of a
market problem and a public goods problem. Therefore,
the mechanism for rate allocation must capture both
aspects/components of the problem. We now discuss the
attributes a mechansim must have so that it can capture the
market component and the public goods component of the
multi-rate multicast problem.

To address the market characteristics of the problem the
mechanism must be such that:

(1) All groups that use a particular link must pay the same
price per unit of bandwidth at the link.
(i) The bandwidth allocation to groups at each link must
satisfy the link’s capacity constraint.
(iii)) The budget must be balanced, that is the sum of payments
of all the groups that use the network must be equal to
zero at equilibrium and off equilibrium.

To address the public goods characteristics of the problem
the mechanism must be such that:

(iv) At any link [, different users of the same group that
use the link pay, in general, different prices per unit of
bandwidth at link /. Specifically: if user a of group G
requires more bandwidth than user b of group G at link
[, user a must not pay less per unit of bandwidth at link [
than user b. In general, if users a and b require the same
amount of bandwidth at link [, they do not necessarily
pay the same price per unit of bandwidth at [ because
they may have different utility functions.

(v) The price that user ¢ of group G pays per unit of band-
width at a particular link that he uses must not be under
his control; that is, the price must be determined by the
messages/strategies of the other users that use the same



link. This feature of the mechanism is a consequence of
the users’ strategic behavior.

With these considerations in mind we proceed to specify our
mechanism.

B. Specification of the mechanism

A game form/mechanism ( [18], [22], [23]) consists of
two components M, f. The component M denotes the users’
message/strategy space, M defines the information the users
are allowed to communicate with one another during the
message exchange process. The component f is the outcome
function; f defines for every message/strategy profile, the
bandwidth/rate allocated to each user and the tax (subsidy)
each user pays (receives). For the decentralized resource
allocation problem formulated in section II we propose a game
form/mechanism the components of which we describe below.

Message space: The message/strategy space for user (j,G;),

j € Gi,Gi € N, is given by M(;q,) = Rmu G >\+1
Specifically, a message of user j is of the form

. . IR
m;,Gi) = z(j,Gi)’”é;fGi)vﬁéfGi)’ o (]‘G(])G o )
where |R(; ¢,)| denotes the number of links along the route
R(j.c;)- The component x(; ) denotes the bandwidth/rate
user (j, G;) requests at all the links of his route. The compo-
nent 7 ) € [0,114, 0< T < oo, k=12,
denotes the price per unit of bandwidth user (j, G;) is willing
to pay at link /;, of his route.

Remark 1: Due to the nature of the multi-rate multicast ser-
vice provisioning problem (see section II) the bandwidth/rate
allocated to any user (j,G;), j € G;,G; € N, must be the
same at all links of his route. Thus, the nature of message
m;,a,) is a consequence of the above requirement.

Outcome Function: The outcome function f

[ Xgien Xjea, Mgy —

ZG’,;EN |G1‘

R’ « REcen 2G,6peaq; IRG.apl

is defined as follows: for any

m = (MicG,, MjcGy> " »MreGy) € M

where
M = XGiEN XjEGL' M(j;G'i)7
f(m)

f(mzeGlamJEGza o 7mkeGN)

( x(z G1)» t(z G1)) (J?(k GN)7t(k;GN))) ’

wheret(jg) “t’2-~-,t ‘RJG‘)

IS I for every (j?GZ)’
j € G;,G; € J\/, is the tax (subs1dy) that user (j,G;)
pays (receives) to (from) the other users, through the
network manager, for each link [;,

S R(j,Gi)7 and
TG,a,Jd € GiGi € N, represents the amount of

4For technical resons (c.f. Theorem 5) we choose Y to be arbitrary and
large but finite.

bandwidth/rate allocated to user (j,G;).

The tax £/%,k = 1,2, ,|Ran|, Vi € Gi, Gy € N, is
defined in accordance with the number of multicast groups
using link I. We consider four cases.

o Case A. |Q)| =1
Let Q; = {G¢}. Then, for any j € G¢(1),

Nz = ()}

X {0 . H{xgc(l) < Cl} +

1
ti.co)

1-—- I{I‘GC(Z) >}

The function I{-} denotes the indicator function, i.e.,
{A} = { 1 if A holds;

0 otherwise.
The function 1{A}, used throughout the paper, is defined as
follows

Hag, (1) > e} }

1—¢

1{A}:{ 0

where € is bigger than zero and sufficiently small’; € is chosen
by the mechanism designer.

o Case B. |Q;| =2
Let @ = {G¢,G¢q1}. We consider two subcases,
G (0] > 2 and |G (D) = 1.

if A holds;
otherwise.

Part BL |G (1)| > 2.

Let the label of (j,G¢) in GF*(1) be (k, GF**(1)). Then:

If (j,G¢) € GE(1),

(1)2
! _ Gemex()
ke = Tow1eems@)2660 + e )

o Fecawm= Gomex(l) 2o+ Zyey —
|G<mdxu)| < Y
4= (10)
=(3,G¢)

If (k,G¢) ¢ G*<(l) then tl(kG ) =0,

where o and vy are sufﬁcwntly large constants, Pcrcmx(l) =
D jeGemax (1) T(j,Gemx(1))» and k+ 1 is defined mod (|GZ'*|),
and

Pgmaxpy = Pggmoep) = Pagma=q)
=l _ 1{35(7'-,@4) > 0}1{xG<+1(1) 26y —a > 0}
(,G¢) 1-— l{x(j)gg) > O}I{JEGCH(Z) + Z(j,Ge) — € > 0}

Part BIIL: If |G™**(I)| = 1. Then:
If (j, G¢) € GE™(D),
G max(i)

FPersswrieo +—

l
G
mGul(Z) + T, —a

v

—2Pg,, max (1) B me 1)

=l
TEG.Go (an

1{A}1{B}

5Therefore, when A and B (both) hold, then ToITATI(ET ~ 0% is well

defined and it becomes a large number.



If (j,G¢) ¢ GE**(1) then tl(j’GC) =0.
o Case C. |Q;| =3
Let @ = {GO Geqr, Gg+z}. We consider two

subcases,| G (1)| > 2 and |G (1)| = 1.

Part CL: |G:™**(l)| > 2. Then:
Let the label of (j,G¢) in GF**(1) be (k, GF***(1)). Then:
If (j, G¢) € GE™(D),

@2
Gmax(l)

7r(k+1,G<max(l))w(j7G<) + m
_ M‘G mex ) Egemex() +T(j,6¢)

[0 -

=l

26,60
If (j,G¢) ¢ GE**(1) then tl(j’Gc) =0.

Part CII: |G (1) = 1.
If (j,G¢) € Gx(1),

!
.60

12)

!
.o P_g max () j,6o)

E_gemax) + 2(j,60)

—2P_g max P ()

5
(52
Gem () | 20
T TE66
(13)
If (4, G¢) ¢ GE¥¥(1) then t{; ., =0, where
E_aemax() TG () + 264, (1) —a,
Pagmexy = D, GG
JEGmx (1)
P PGCH'““U) + PG<+2""”‘(1)
—Gemex (1) 5 :
Caemer) = Fogmx) = Facamow),
= Megeo > OH{E g T a6 > 0}
(4,G4) 1-— 1{‘r(j;G<) > 0}1{876?2"3*([) —+ T(5,G¢) > O}

e Case D. || >3
Let G; € ;. We consider two subcases, |G;™**(I)| > 2
and |G;"* ()| = 1.

Part DI: |G;"**(1)| > 2.
Let the label of (j, G;) in G***(l) be (k, G***(1)). Then:
If (7, Gi) € GP™(D),

e

th, I i O
G.G) T TG O)TE6) F gma )

P gomax - E_gmax1) + 2,00
— 2 = max 7y Gmex 1' -
GIE@] e g
I'g
+ (J7G1)+ ‘G;nax(l)‘ ( )

If (j,G;) ¢ G (1) then

tl(j?Gi) =0. (15)

where S,Gimax(l),PGimax(l), and PfGimax(l) are defined by
equations similar to (18)-(20).

Part DIL: |G;"**(])| = 1.
If (j, Gi) € G"™(1),

1 BH2
t(j,Gi) P—Gim"‘xxj,Gi + q)G?1ax(l)

E_gmax() + 2(j,6.)

_2P7Ginlax i)G;_nax(l)

Y
+Z¢.an + Tk, (16)
If (§,G;) ¢ G (1) then
=0 an)
where,
E_gymax (1) 12{ > a?Gk(l)} —a, (18)
GreQ
Gr#G;
Pomex(ty = D WGGm()s (19)
JEG™ax(1)
Lag: Povmme
P_ max k i
G Qi =1
ngeg; D jeGme ) T(G,Grme (1))
e ,(20)

Qi —1
FZG =

Z Z GS’Gre% (2PG5max(l)PGrmax(l) (1 + z%(l)))

T s i

(1@l = D)(Qi] —2)

232220 G..GrGiequ Pa,maxqy Pa mex)Eq,max()
Gi#G#G#G;

(1@l = 1)2(|Q:| — 3)y
232220 G..GnGieq Pa,maxqy Pomexyza, (1)
_ G£G

s s i

(1Qul = D)2(|Qu| = 3)v

2 Z Z GS;G7~€QL PGrmax(l)PGSmax(l)gGrmax(l)
G #Gr#Gi

(1@l = D)2(|Quf — 2)v

2 Z Z Gs,GreQ) PGTInax(l)PGTxnax(l)l'Gs (l)
G #Gr#G

(1Qul = 1)2(1Qi] — 2)v
S c.eq Pa,m)’
G=G

+

_ 2P3Gimax(l) g_Gimax(l)

gl (I = 1)
— P2 g maxp)- Q1)
Next we specify additional subsidies S' that user

(4,Gi),j € Gi,G; € N, may receive. For that matter we
consider all links [ € L where |Q;| < 3. For each such link [,
we define the quantity

s - Yy

GeeQy (3,G¢)eGm™ax(1)

DY

G¢€Qu (4,G)eG™ (1)

ftl(jﬁGC)]I{Case B}

—tl(jGC)H{Case C} (22)



Since « and v are sufficiently large,

S = o(l)= D Pamepwa, (){Case B(Part BI)}
G¢,GeeQy

— Y Pemegywa, (D{Case C(Part CD}
G¢,GeeQy
— Y Pgmxrg ()I{Case B(Part BID}
Ge,GeeQy
— Y. P_gmxgrg ()I{Case C(Part CID}
Ge,GeeQy

= o(1)— 5. (23)

For each | € L where |@Q;] < 3 the network manager
chooses at random a user k; ¢ (Jg, cg, Gi and assigns the
subsidy S to user k;. Let I1,l,--- 1, be the set of links
such that |@Q;,| < 3, and let k;, be the corresponding users
that receive S'.

Based on the above, the tax (subsidy) paid (received) by
user (§,G;),j € G;,G; € N, is the following. If (j,G;) #
kll R k’lz, ce - kl,. then

_ 1
tien = D, theo
leR,ay)

(24)

where for each | € R(j a,)» tl(j G is determined in accordance
with |@Q]. If (j, G;) = ki, for some k;, € |, _, ki,,., then

bk, = Z tgﬂi + S,

lERklv
7

(25)

where S’ is defined by (22) and szi is the set of links used
by user ki,. /

Note that S% is not controlled by user k;,. Thus, the
presence (or absence) of S% does not influence the strategic
behavior of user k;,. We have assumed here that the users
ki, ki,, -, ki, are distinct. Expressions similar to the above
hold when the users k;,, ki,, - - - , k;,. are not distinct.

C. Discussion/Interpretation of the Mechanism

We now interpret the mechanism presented in section III-B,
based on the guidelines for its design, presented in section
III-A. We focus on Case D (Part DI). The mechanism’s
interpretation is similar in all other cases. To proceed with
the interpretation we define:

.
Agﬂ )(l) = ﬁgk+1,Gi“‘ax(l))$(j,Gi),
AGEY gy o e

’ |G ()]

_QM_2 E-gimxq) + 2.6
G (1) @ Y

. Fl
A(chz) I Gy

s = )

.
AP = Hagey =xe D)}

Note that Egs. (14) and (15) can be collectively rewritten as
follows,

i,Gi ,Gi G j,G i
thiay = AP0 +AFD ) + ATD 0] x AT ).

Agj’Gi)(Z),Agj’Gi)(l),Aéj’Gi)(l), and Aflj’G'i)(l) collectively
represent the tax (subsidy) user (j,G;) pays (receives) for
using link I. The terms Agj ’Gi)(l) and Aflj G (1) (respectively,
Agj’Gi)(l) and Agj’G")(l)) capture/describe the public good
(respectively, market) component of the problem.

We begin with the interpretation of the public good terms.
Note that user (j, G;) pays taxes (receives subsidies) at link
[ only if his bandwidth demand is the maximum among the
users of group G; at link . This is expressed by the term
Aff’Gi)(l). By assumption the cardinality of the set users
from G; who have maximum bandwidth demand at link [
is greater than one. Assume now that (j,G;) is one of the
users of group G; that have maximum bandwidth demand
at link I, and let (k, G**(1)) be the index of this user in
G**(]). The price per unit of bandwidth at link [ that this
user pays is not under his control; it is determined by the
message/strategy (T (x41,q,mex(y)) of user (k + 1, G{**(1)),
that is user k + 1 of the group G™®*(1)°. This is reflected
in the term Agj’ci)(l) which represents the amount of tax
user (j, G;) pays for the bandwidth he receives at link /. The
two terms are consistent with the design guidelines associated
with the public good features of the mechanism presented
in section III-A. Specifically, terms A(lj ’Gi)(l) and Aff ’Gi)(l)
demonstrate that: (i) at any link [, if user a of group G;
receives more bandwidth than user b of the same group, then
user a pays no less for this bandwidth than user b; (ii) if two
users a and b of the same group require maximum amount
of bandwidth at link [/ they do not necessarily pay the same
price per unit of bandwidth at that link. As a result of the
specification and interpretation of the terms Agj ’Gi)(l) and
Aff ’Gi)(l), the price group G; pays per unit of bandwidth at
link [ is the sum of the prices its users with maximum demand
at link [ pay. That is,

>

(4,GPxD) eGPl

Pemox(1) = TG (1)

We continue with interpretation of the market terms of
the tax function. The term Aéﬂ ’Gi)(l) provides the following
incentives to the groups using link [: (1) To bid/propose
the same price per unit of bandwidth at that link. (2) To
collectively request a total bandwidth that does not exceed
the capacity of the link. The incentive provided to all groups

to bid the same price per unit of bandwidth is described by the

term Soperw (PGimaX7P7Gimax)2 The incentive provided
[Gom=] = G P

to all users to collectively request a total bandwidth that does

The situation where (j,G;) is the only user of group G; with the
maximum demand at link [ is discussed in other cases (e.g. Case D (Part
DII)), where it is shown again that the price user (j,G;) pays per unit of
bandwidth at link [ is not controlled by him.



not exceed the link’s capacity is captured by the term
1{1‘(] G > 0}1{5 Gmdx l) + .Z'(J G, ) > O}
1-— 1{.%‘(] a) > 0}1{5 Gmax (1) + 23,6 > 0}

By =

Note that each group is very heavily penalized if it requests a
nonzero bandwidth at [, and, collectively, all the groups using
[ request a total bandwidth that exceeds the link’s capacity ¢;.
A joint incentive provided to all users to bid the same price
per unit of bandwidth and to utilize the total capacity of the
link is captured by the term

Pom(y [Eam+o6a

=2 max gy L
|G (@) v

The goal of the term Agj"Gi)(l) is to lead to a balanced
budget. It is important to note that the term A(j’Gq‘)() i
not controlled by group G, consequently, by any user in
group G;. Therefore, the presence of A (3:Cs ( ) does not affect
the behavior of any user of group G;. The terms A(] i )(l)
and A(] i )( l) are consistent with the guidelines that were
presented in section III-A concerning the market features of
the mechanism.

IV. PROPERTIES OF THE MECHANISM

We prove that the mechanism proposed in section III has
the following properties. (P1) It implements the solution of
problem Max.0 in Nash equilibria. (P2) It is individually
rational. (P3) It is budget-balanced at every feasible allocation.

We establish the above properties by proceeding as follows.
First, we prove that the game induced by the mechanism
proposed in section III has at lest one pure NE (Theorem
1), and that all NE of the game induced by the game
form/mechanism of section III result in feasible solutions of
the centralized problem Max.0 (Theorem 2). Afterwards, we
establish that the mechanism is budget-balanced at all feasible
allocations. (Lemma 4). Then, we show that network users
voluntarily participate in the allocation process. We do this
by showing that each user’s utility/payoff resulting from the
allocations corresponding to all NE of the game induced by the
mechanism is greater than or equal to zero, the payoff each
user receives when he does not participate in the allocation
process (Theorem 5). Finally, we show that the mechanism
implements in Nash equilibria the solution of the centralized
allocation problem Max.0 (Theorem 6).

We present the proofs of the following theorems and lemmas
in the Appendix.

Theorem 1 (EXISTENCE OF NE): The game induced by the
mechanism of section Il has at lest one pure NE.

Theorem 2 (FEASIBILITY): Ifm* = (z*,7*) is a NE of the
game induced by the game form of section IIl and the users’
utility functions, then the allocation x* is a feasible solution
of problem Max.0.

The following lemma presents some key properties of NE
prices and rates.

Lemma 3: Let m* = (z*, ") be a NE of the game induced
by game form of section III. Then for everyl € L and G; € Q)

we have,

PjGi[“ax(l) - Pc*;imax(l) =: PC*YVmax(l) V GL S Ql (26)

E* g maxyy + 2. (1)
* —Gimax(l) <
PG!nax(l) [ = 0

Y
For every user (j,G;™**(l)) where G; € Q, we have,

27)

at

(4, Gmdx l)) Wzkj—‘,-l,Gi”]ax(l))’ if |Glmax(l)| 2 2’
0rg, () Im=m= Pémx(l), otherwise,
and

Ol max
_ GErW) | _ ¢

8£C( - ~max
x 5,GPe(1)
IERGG

U, e (1) (T (j,Gmax 1))
O (j,Gmax (1)

An immediate consequence of Lemma 3 and the specifica-
tion of the tax for each user, defined by Egs. (10)-(25), is the
following.

Corollary 1: At every NE m* of the mechanism the tax
function has the following form,

m*) =

l
. qmas iy (
G, () Case B, Part BI;
Case B, Part BII;
Case C, Part CI,;
Case C, Part CII,

Case D, Part DI,

TG+1,ape ()
Pémery, (1)
Tir1,arex ) ¥a, ()
Pemasg, (1)

Plmax 7. (1)
* * _ Pgmaxyz-g
Tl1,ames (1) 26, () — ——jgmeg =

T
|G|

Py (28, (1) —26,(1)) Case D, Part DII
where .
> a wg,()
G;#G;
* G‘EQl
¥ ()= —
el =01
When (j,G;) & G**(1), tl(jﬂi)(m*) = 0. Therefore,
than(m) =Y tha)m), (28)
lE'RE’J‘aé )

for (3,G;) # ki, ki, - ki, (cf section IIl), and for

j:kls7S: 1727"' , T
thanm) = > thg,(m*)—8Y (29)
IERE

In the following lemma, we prove that the proposed mech-
anism is always budget balanced.

Lemma 4: The proposed mechanism/game form is budget
balanced at every feasible allocation. That is, the mechanism
is budget-balanced at all allocations corresponding to NE
messages as well as to all off-equilibrium messages/strategies
that result in feasible allocations.

The next result asserts that the mechanism/game form
proposed in section III is individually rational.

Theorem 5: (INDIVIDUAL RATIONALITY): The game form
specified in section Il is individually rational, i.e., at every
NE the corresponding allocation (x*,t*) is weakly preferred



by all users to zero, the payoff each user receives when he
does not participate in the allocation process.

In the following theorem we show that every NE of the
game induced by the game form proposed in section III is
efficient.

Theorem 6: (NASH IMPLEMENTATION): The allocation
(f(m*) = (z*,t*)) corresponding to a NE message m™ is an
optimal solution of the centralized problem Max.0.

V. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a mechanism for rate/bandwidth alloca-
tion in multi-rate multicast service provisioning and performed
an equilibrium analysis of the mechanism. We discovered that
when the users’ utilities are concave, the mechanism possesses
the following properties: (i) It implements in Nash equilibria
the solution of the corresponding centralized rate allocation
problem. (ii) It is individually rational. (iii) It is budget-
balanced at all feasible allocations.

We don’t have an algorithm/tatonnement process for the
computation of NE of the game induced by our mechanism.
The discovery of such an algorithm is an important open
problem in decentralized resource allocation problems with
strategic users who possess private information. The main
difficulty in addressing this open problem is the following.
Consider an algorithm for our problem. At each stage of the
algorithm each user updates his strategy/message. Since the
users’ utilities are not common knowledge, after each update
a user, say user 4, can report any strategy he deems to be bene-
ficial for himself; that is, user ¢ can misreport/misrepresent his
update and the other users may not be able to check whether or
not user ¢ is following the rules of the algorithm. Consequently,
the algorithm must provide incentives to the users/agents to
follow its rules at each one of its stages. Such a provision of
incentives must be based, in general, on all the information
available at the current stage, and must take the whole future
into account. We have not been able to discover an algorithm
with the above feature.

To the best of our knowledge, multi-rate multicast service
provisioning with strategic users provides the first instance that
is a combination of a market and a public goods problem.
Thus, the results of this paper are also a contribution to the
state of the art of mechanism design.
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APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 1: We prove in Theorem 2 that any
NE of the game induced by the mechanism of section III (if
such an equilibrium exists) results in a feasible allocation of
Problem Max.0. Therefore, we restrict to the space

M = Xgen Xjea; Mya) 30)

of strategies that result in feasible allocations of problem
Max.0. Then, the users’ utilities

Vien (@G, tig.en) = Ugan(@ge)) —tge) GD



(4, Gi) € Gi, G; € N (where t(; ,) is specified by the game
form of section III) are concave in m(; g,) = (x(j)(;i), 7r(j7gi))
and continuous in m = (m;q,), (J,Gi) € Gi,G; € N).
Furthermore, the message spaces M(j,gj) are compact, con-
vex and nonempty. Therefore, by Gliksberg’s theorem, [26],
there exists a pure NE of the game (M, f,V{; a,), (4,G:) €
G;,G; € N) induced by the game form of section IIL ]

Proof of Theorem 2: By the construction of the mech-
anism z(; ) > 0 for all (§,G;),G; € N. Suppose that z*
is such that the capacity constraint is violated at some link [
and xg; (1) > 0. Consider an agent (k,G;) € GJ***(I) whose
index in G™®(1) is (4, G™**(1)) and change his strategy to
T(k,c;) = 0. Then

‘/(kai)(m(kaGi)’mi(k,Gi)) > V(J}Gi)(m?k,Gi)’mi(k,GT;))’

and this is in contradiction with the fact that m* is a NE.
Consequently, every NE results in a feasible allocation of
problem Max.0. ]

Proof of Lemma 3: We prove this lemma for Case D,
Part DI. In a way similar to the following we can prove the
assertion of the lemma for all other cases.

CASE D (PART DI): Consider G; € Qy, and (j, G**(1)) €
GP*(1).
Since user (j, Gi***(1)) does not control I'(; ,), then

O Gar=q@y _ OGar=w) _

dea )

om(j,Gmex (1))

Therefore, we must have

l * * *
ey | _ _QPGim“*<l><5Gimxm%(l))
On(,Gomox) I |G ()] g

2

DY ax
+|Gimax(l)| Grax(1)

= 0. (32)

Define A(j g, max()) as follows,

A P gy (€ Gemanqy + 25, (1)
(4,G™2x(1)) - |GlmaX(l)| ~y
(i)*
Gmax (1)
17' 33

Summing over all the users in G**(I) and using (32) we
obtain

(8*Gimax(l) + g, (1)
Y

)

(34)

Z A(ijimax(l)):_PjGimax(Z)
(§,Gax)eGymax (1)

+i)2v?nx(l) = 0

Moreover, summing over all |@,;| multicast groups and using
(32)-(34) we get

D 2.

Gi€Qi (,G* (1)) eGy™a(1)

2 2.

Gi€Qi (4,G ()G (1)

l
Ot amonqy)

Om(j,Gemes(1))

A = 0-35)

Furthermore we note that
Z PGinlax(l) = Z P_Gimax(l).
G,eQ G,eQ
Equations (34)-(36) along with Theorem 1 and the fact that

(36)

PjGi‘“a"(l) > 0 for every G;, G; € @y, imply that
giG.max + x*Gz (l)
chima"(l)( ; (l; ) =0, VG € Q. (37)
From Egs. (34) and (37) it follows that
PjGimax(l) = Péimax(l) = Pémax(l), N GZ € Ql. (38)
Consequently,
E* ormaxpy + 25 (1)
Pg;max(l)< Gy~ T ) = 0. (39)
Y
Egs. (38) and (39) along with (14) give
l *
O G . oy FPame o,
(%Gi (l) . 7+1,G;™m2x(1)) 7|Gimax(l)| GPax(l)
ﬂz‘j-&-l,Gimax(l))' (40)
|

Proof of Lemma 4: Equation (28) together with (28)
and (29) imply that
Z(j,Gi) Ug,en Gi tzkij) = ZlEL ZGite ZjEGi t?Jl',Gi) =0.
Thus, the mechanism is budget balanced at allocations corre-
sponding to NE. Now, we prove that the proposed mechanism
is also budget balanced off equilibrium.

For that matter, we first consider links [ € L where |Q;| > 3.
Based on Egs. (19) and (20) we obtain for every G; € Q,

! _
Lganeamtien =
). @41

PGimaX(l)I‘Gi (l) + i)QG;nax(l) + FlGl
_ g_Gimax 1 + xGl (l)
_2P_Gimax(l)@G;nax(l) ( ( )
Furthermore, by little algebra, we can show that for every
I € L where |Q'| > 3 the following equalities hold,

Y
> Fane >
G (l)]

ZGJ' €Q, Pé;nax(l)
G;#G;

Qi —1

GieQ GieQ

D

GieQ

(D)
E:E:ZGian»GkEQl .=
Ci# Gy

)
£G4
(|Qil = 1)(Qi] —2) 7

8

|:2PG;nax(l)PG;nax(l) + 2P,G;_nax(l)PG?ax(l)




g_ngax(l) .

> PrapswParq
GieQ

222022 2.G1,G, G GreQu 2Pgmax ) Pamax ) Egma= (1)
Gi#G; £Grt Gy

(@il = 1)?(|Qu] = 3)
2020 2.61,Gy.GreQi 2P Pamax (i Ecpax (1)

4 Gi#G;#Gk
'Y(|Ql|_1)2(|Ql|_2) ’

(l)
3 P2 ey =
G,eQ
ZZZGi,GJ‘,GkGQL Z GreQ el (l)PGI;\ax(l)
Gi#G;#G Gr#Gi,G;,Gr

(1@l = 1)2(1Qi] — 3)
Z Z ZGian,erQl ra; (l)PGZ]aX(l)
Gi i 7#G'r

Consequently, it is sufficient to find a m; g,) € M; so that

Vii.ao gmi(j Gi),m(jﬁgi)> > 0. Set x(j q,) equal to 0. We
separately examine different cases, as follows.
. I.f xg(i)a; 0 then, t(] G ltm= GGy MGG) 0 because
J &G,
o If 27, (1) = 0, then in accordance to the possible cases
we define,
Z‘Jl g,  for Case B, Part BL;
Pé}mdx(l), for Case B, Part BII;
%1 .
Wé‘G») — 7T(J Gi)» for Case C, Part CI; (46)
D& Pémax(l), for Case C, Part CII,;
wh; (1), for Case D, Part DI;
why(1), for Case D, Part DII

where, @) (1) :=

+ (42)
(@il = 1)*(1Qi] = 2) 1
Py~ 3 e 4 G0
Using Eq. (21) and (41) - (42) we obtain |Gmax ()| | €@ et 3G v
J
_ — (‘:,G max(l + l‘G -7757’
Z [@26?13,)((1) - 2P7G‘Lmax(l)¢G;‘nd,X(l) ( P* % l
j . * 2 Gmax (] ZGJ',GJ'EQ[ xG( )
G, eQ 5 G-m‘"‘x(l) () GG, J
+ > To = @y e | F Q-1 ’
G, €Qu
Next we consider all links [ € L where |Q;| < 3; let these and .
link be ly,l5, -+ ,l.. Then, by using the above equality and () = P 14 E—Gf"'d"(l)
the specification of the tax function for the links Iy, lg, - , I, DIIR = 2 Gmex(l) v
(cf. section III, cases B and C) we obtain
Z . o £ 2 PGInax (1) ZGJ,G €Q, :EG (l)
(,.Gi)eUg, en Gi “(3:G1) 4 || pr —G ™% (1) n G;#G;
_ l Gme() ™y Q-1
=22 2 tue
leL Gy G i .
€L Gi€Q: (3,Gi)eC: () We can’ show that tl(j G for every | € R; q,) is equal to
= 2 > X e zero at -
10,1=2 G G EG,mex _ _ l IRG,Gyl
leL:|Qi|=2 G:€Qu (4,G:)€Gi™2* (1) l me,Gh) = (077T(},Gi)"" TG GJ) ) when ”(;G y» 1<k<
+ Z Z Z .G |R(j,c.| is defined by (46).
LEL:|Q|=3 G:€Qu (5,G;)€G™*(1) In the other hand, by m(;q,) where its arguments are
defined in the above, we obtain
tl b .
+ Z Z . Z G.ay T ZS Vii.ao (mf(j Gy MGGy
leL:|Qi|>3 Gi€Q (j,Gi)eG;™ax(1) T
= 0. 44 l *
W Ve - Y the (Mg mecn)
The last equality in (44) is true for the following reason. lE€R G,
By Eq. (43) the third sum on the right hand side of the =Uy,6,(0) =0, 47)
second equality in (44) is equal to zero. The sum of the three .
a Y 1 when (jaGi)7ékllvklza"' ’klr'

remaining terms is also equal to zero because of Eqs. (10)-
(25). ]

Proof of Theorem 5: We need to show that

D

lER j,6,)

>0

Vian(m®) = |Uian (@) = t.a.) >0,
for every (j,G;),G; € N. By the property of NE, it follows
that

Visen (m*) = Vg (M cpimien ) - (45)

When (JaGZ) = quaq: 1727"' T

Viiao (m*—(j,Gi)’m(j»Gi)
Ujcn©) = D they (mt(j,Gi)’m(jyai)) -8
lE€R (e
= -8'>0 (48)

7Since ~ is sufficiently large then it is guaranteed that wwpr and wprr
are positive.



Combining (45), (47) and (48) we obtain

‘/(j,Gi)(‘r?j,Gi)vt*) > ‘/(j,Gi)(‘rat) >0

m:(m(j,Gi)vm*_(j‘Gl))

Proof of Theorem 6: Let m* be an arbitrary NE of
the game (M, f,V) induced by the proposed game form.
Consider problem Max.1, since the functions U q,),J €
G,,G; € N, are concave and differentiable and the constraints
are linear, Slater’s condition ( [25]) is satisfied, the duality gap
is equal to zero, and Karush Kuhn Tucker (KKT) conditions
are necessary and sufficient to guarantee the optimality of
any allocation z that satisfies them. Let )\ be the Lagrange
multiplier corresponding to the capacity constraint for link /
and v; be the Lagrange multiplier corresponding to the demand
constraint. The Lagrangian for problem Max.1 is
Lz, \,v) =

2. 2. U

GieN (4,Gi)eG;

= D A

) (TG.60)

Z x(]GJH{(L

Gl) S Gl(l)} —C]

IEL e(D)EE() GieQ,
DY YGanTean (49)
GieN (4,G:)EG;

and the KKT conditions are:
AL(x*, N v*)  OUga)(af;q,)
dx(j,c.) 9z (5,61

p> 2.

lER(j,.q;) e(1,(4,G:))€E(,(4,G4))

+ VEKJ'»Gi)

ANG.ey =0 (50)

N | S ale)HG.G) € G} — e | =051 (51)
G, eQ
I/z‘j,Gi)xzkj,G,‘,) =0 VGl S N and ] € Gz (52)

Now, define ¥ L € L, G € Q1, j € G™™(1)

>

e (1,(4,Gq)) e Erax(l,(4,G1))

i = Acagay O3
where, E™#*(]) is a subset of equations, e™**(l) of (5),
such that every element z( g,y € e™*(l) is equal to
x¢g, (1), and accordingly, we can define E™**(l, (j,G;)) and
emax(l, (.7’ Gl))

Furthermore, (51) implies the following, V [ € L and G; €
Qla ] € Gz(l)a

if z(j,6,) <z, (1) then A, (; ¢,y =0. (54)

Since m* is a NE then for every user (4,G;),G; € N, j € G,
there exists at least a link in R;qg,) such that x(;q,) =
zg,(l). Now, by using (53) and (54) we can reformulate
the KKT constraints as follows, suppose that at link [ &
R(iji)7x(j7G7‘,) =g, (l), then

8£($*,A*’1}*) B aU(j’G‘L)(m*GI (l))
o) oea,)
Y Miey Ty =0 (55)
IGRE‘;“‘E‘; )
NS g, () —a| =0, YIEL  (56)
GieQ,
Va0, (D) =0 VG e Nand je G (57)

where \* ;= 2 jeGmax(l) )x (j.c:) forevery G; € Q. Because
of the characteristics of problem Max.1, KKT conditions are
necessary and sufficient for any optimal solution of Max.1.
Therefore, to show that any arbitrary NE m™* of the specified
game, induced from the game form presented in section III, is

correspondent to an optimal solution, it is enough to find v}
A, and X(” , for every G; e N,j € G;, l € L, approprl-
ately, such that Eqs (55), (56) and (57) are satisfied. If we set
(j G ,G; € N, j € G;, equal to zero, then (57) is satisfied. In
addltlon if we set A\l* = = Pluax(p» | € L and )\*J  equal to
(28), then the correctness of (56) and (57) will be 1mphed from
(27) and (28), respectively. Furthermore, by the construction of
the game form .\ Z]GG ZleR(J . t(]l G, is equal to
zero. Consequently, the NE m* results in an optimal solution
of problem Max.0. Since the NE m* was arbitrary chosen,
every NE m™ of the game induced by the game form proposed
in section III results in an optimal solution of problem Max.0.
|



