arXiv:0808.2081v2 [cs.GT] 4 Oct 2008

Concurrent Imitation Dynamics in Congestion Gaimes

Heiner Ackermann Petra Berenbrink
RWTH Aachen University Simon Fraser University
ackermann@cs.rwth-aachen.de petra@cs.sfu.ca
Simon Fischer Martin Hoefef
RWTH Aachen University Stanford University

fischer@cs.rwth-aachen.de  mhoefer@cs.rwth-aachen.de

October 23, 2018

Abstract

Imitating successful behavior is a natural and frequentlyliad approach to trust in when facing sce-
narios for which we have little or no experience upon whichoae base our decision. In this paper, we
consider such behavior in atomic congestion games. We peofmostudy concurrent imitation dynamics
that emerge when each player samples another player andlgdsstates this agents’ strategy if the an-
ticipated latency gain is sufficiently large. Our main foési®n convergence properties. Using a potential
function argument, we show that our dynamics converge in aatemic fashion to stable states. In such a
state none of the players can improve its latency by imigegiomebody else.

As our main result, we show rapid convergence to approxireqtélibria. At an approximate equilib-
rium only a small fraction of agents sustains a latency ficamtly above or below average. In particular,
imitation dynamics behave like fully polynomial time appimation schemes (FPTAS). Fixing all other
parameters, the convergence time depends only in a logacifashion on the number of agents.

Since imitation processes are not innovative they canisebglier unused strategies. Furthermore, strate
gies may become extinct with non-zero probability. For theecof singleton games, we show that the
probability of this event occurring is negligible. Additially, we prove that the social cost of a stable state
reached by our dynamics is not much worse than an optima! istaingleton congestion games with linear
latency function. Finally, we discuss how the protocol carektended such that, in the long run, dynamics
converge to a Nash equilibrium.

1 Introduction

We study imitation dynamics that emerge if myopic playemaorently imitate each other in order to im-
prove on their own situation. In scenarios for which playeasge little or no experience upon which they can
base their decisions, or in which precise knowledge abauatailable options and their consequences is ab-
sent, itis a good strategy tmitate successful behavior. Thus, it is not surprising that sudgtaimg behavior
can frequently be observed, and has already been studetimtly in economics and game theory [20, 27].

We analyze such imitation dynamics in the context of symimetingestion games [24]. As an example
of such a game consider a network congestion game in whigiedatrive to allocate paths with minimum
latency between the same source-sink pair in a network. dteady of a path equals the sum of the latencies
of the edges in that path and the latency of an edge depentie autber of players sharing it.

*This work was in part supported by the DFG through German Wet€ellence cluster at RWTH Aachen University.
TSupported by an NSERC grant. Part of this work was done whileaa visited RWTH Aachen University.
fSupported by the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAB)imvthe PostDoc-Program.


http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.2081v2

We consider a simple imitation rule according to which playatrive to improve their individual latencies
over time by imitating others in a concurrent and round-ddashion. This MITATION PROTOCOL has
several appealing properties: it is simple, statelessdas local information, and is compatible with the
selfish incentives of the players. TheITATION PROTOCOL consists of a sampling and a migration step.
First, each player samples another player uniformly ateendThen he considers the latency gain that he
would have by adopting the strategy of the sampled playeteuthe assumption that no-one else changes
his strategy. If this latency gain is not too small our plagdopts the sampled strategy withmagration
probability mainly depending on the anticipated latency gain. The migjchnical challenge in designing
such a concurrent protocol is to avaidershooting effect®Overshooting occurs if too many players sample
other players currently using the same strategy, and iféllem migrate towards it. In this case their latency
might be greater than before the migration. In order to aweielshooting, the migration probabilities have
to be defined appropriately without sacrificing the benefit@icurrency. We propose to scale the migration
probabilities by theelasticity of the latency functions in order to avoid overshooting. Ehesticity of a
function at pointz describes the proportional growth of the function value Bssalt of a proportional growth
of its argument. Note that in case of polynomial latency fiors with positive coefficients and maximum
degreel the elasticity is upper bounded ky

A natural solution concept in this scenario is imitatioakslity. A state isimitation-stableif no more
improvements are possible based on thieThTiIoN PrROTOCOL We analyse convergence properties with
respect to this solution concept.

1.1 Our Results

As our first result we prove that the1ITATION PROTOCOL succeeds in avoiding overshooting effects and
converges in a monotonic fashion (Section 3). More pregiset show that a well-known potential function
(Rosenthal [24]) decreases on expectation as long as ttensysnot yet at an imitation-stable state. Thus,
the potential is auper-martingaleand eventually reaches a local minimum, corresponding tionéation-
stable state. Hence, as a corollary, we see that an imitatadyie state is reached in pseudopolynomial time.

Our main result, presented in Section 4, however, is a muohgr bound on the time to reach approx-
imate imitation-stable states. What is a natural definibbapproximately stable states in our setting? By
repeatedly sampling other agents, an agent gets to knowtrage latency of the system. It is approxi-
mately satisfied, if it does not sustain a latency much latigen the average. Hence, we say that a state is
approximately stable if almost all agents are almost satisfMore precisely, we consider states in which at
most aj-fraction of the agents deviates by more thatdraction (in any direction) from the average latency.
We show that the expected time to reach such a state is polghonthe inverse of the approximation pa-
rameters) ande as well as in the maximum elasticity of the latency functjcarsd logarithmic in the ratio
between maximum and minimum potential. Hence, if the marintatency of a path is fixed, the time is
only logarithmic in the number of players and independenhefsize of the strategy space and the number
of resources.

We complement these results by various lower bounds. Hiristclear that pseudopolynomial time is
required to reach exact imitation-stable states. ThioWadl from the fact that there exist states in which
all latency improvements are arbitrarily small, resultingarbitrarily small migration probabilities. Hence,
already a single step may take pseudopolynomially long. éanaept of approximate stable states one could
have requireall agents to be approximately satisfied, rather than only albldufraction. This, however,
would require to wait a polynomial number of rounds for thet lagent to become approximately satisfied,
as opposed to our logarithmic bound. Finally, we considgueatial imitation processes in which only one
agent may move at a time. We extend a construction from [1h¢ovghat there exist instances in which the
shortest sequence of imitations that leads to an imitagtable state is exponentially long.

The IMITATION PrROTOCOLIas one drawback: Itis not innovative in the following sersmight happen
with small but non-zero probability that all players cutttgmising the same stratedy migrate towards other
strategies and no other player migrates towdrdin this case, the knowledge about the existence of strategy
P is lost and cannot be regained. For singleton games, i.meg#n which each strategy is a singleton set,
in which empty links have latency zero, we show in Sectiondi the probability of this event occurring in



a polynomial number of rounds is negligible. This also hasngportant consequence: The cost of a state
to which the MITATION PROTOCOL converges is, on expectation, not much worse than the casiNafsh
equilibrium. More precisely, we show for the case of linegehcy functions that the expected cost of a state
to which the MITATION PROTOCOL converges is within a constant factor of the optimal sotutio

We conclude with a discussion of a possible extension of th&aArioN PROTOCOL in Section 6. In
cases, in which convergence to a Nash equilibrium is reduites possible to adjust the dynamics and
occasionally let players use arxBLORATION PrROTOCOL Using such a protocol, players sample other
strategies directly instead of sampling them by lookingtheoplayers. We show that a suitable definition of
such a protocol and a suitable combination with tkieThTION PROTOCOL guarantee convergence to Nash
equilibria in the long run.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that coassatoncurrent protocols for atomic conges-
tion games that are not restricted to parallel links andhblinatency functions.

1.2 Related Work

Rosenthal [24] proves that every congestion game possasSash equilibrium, and that better response
dynamics converge to Nash equilibria. In these dynamicgaptahave complete knowledge, and, in every
round, only a single player deviates to a better strategy ith@urrently uses. Fabrikant et al. [11], however,
observe that, in general, from an appropriately choseralrstate it takes exponentially many steps until
players finally reach an equilibrium. This negative restilt Isolds in games withe-greedy players, i. e., in
games in which players only deviate if their latency deceedwy a relative factor of at least+ € [1, 7, 26].
Moreover, Fabrikant et al. [11] prove that, in general, catimg a Nash equilibrium i®LS-complete. Their
result still holds in the case of asymmetric network congagjames. In addition, Skopalik and Vdcking [26]
prove that even computing an approximate Nash equilibrieiPLiS-complete. On the positive side, best
response dynamics converge quickly in singleton and nthtrmngestion games [1, 21]. Additionally, Chien
and Sinclair [7] consider the convergence time of best nespalynamics to approximate Nash equilibria in
symmetric games. They prove fast convergence to approgiMash equilibria provided that the latency of
a resource increases by at most a factor for each additieeal Einally, Goldberg [18] considers a protocol
applied to a scenario whereweighted users assign loaditoparallel links and the latency equals the load of
aresource. In this protocol, randomly selected playersasequentially, and migrate to a randomly selected
resource if this improves their latency. The expected tioneetich a Nash equilibrium is pseudopolynomial.
Results considering other protocols and links with latefiucyctions are presented in [9]

The social cost of (approximate) Nash equilibria in conigeasjames has been subject to numerous stud-
ies. The most prominent concept has been the price of anf@2hywhich is the ratio of the worst cost of any
Nash equilibrium over the cost of an optimal assignment. gRgarden and Tardos [25] conducted the first
study of general, non-atomic congestion games and showghitdound of 4/3 for the price of anarchy with
linear latency functions. For atomic games and linear tE&ex) Awerbuch et al. [2] and Christodoulou and
Koutsoupias [8] show a tight bound of 2.5. The special cage/eighted) singleton games has been of partic-
ularly strong interest, and we refer the reader to [23, dra@d] for an introduction to the numerous results.
In terms of dynamics, Awerbuch et al. [3] consider the numifdbest-response steps required to reach a
desirable state, which has a social cost only a constamtrfiectyer than that of a social optimum. They show
that even in congestion games with linear latencies therexgvonentially long best-response sequences for
reaching such a desirable state. In contrast, Fanelli gt2]lshow that for linear latency functions there are
also much faster best response sequences that reach dléestaze after at mo€d(n loglog n) steps.

Recently, concurrent protocols have been studied in vanmadels and under various assumptions. Even-
Dar and Mansour [10] consider concurrent protocols in arggetthere the links have speeds. However, their
protocols require global knowledge in the sense that thesusest be able to determine the set of underloaded
and overloaded links. Given this knowledge, the convergdimee is doubly logarithmic in the number of
players. In [4] the authors consider a distributed protémathe case that the latency equals the load that does
not rely on this knowledge. Their bounds on the converganteare also doubly logarithmic in the number
of players but polynomial in the number of links. In [5] thesudts are generalized to the case of weighted
jobs. In this case, the convergence time is only pseudopatyal, i. e., polynomial in the number of users,



links, and in the maximum weight. Finally, Fotakis et al.Jt@nsider a scenario with latency functions for
every resource. Their protocol involves local coordinatonong the players sharing a resource. For the
family of games in which the number of players asymptoticatiuals the number of resources they prove
fast convergence to almost Nash equilibria. Intuitivelyagmost Nash equilibrium is a state in which there
are not too many too expensive and too cheap resources. Jirg[i#ad balancing scenario is considered in
which no information about the target resource is availabhe authors present an efficient protocol in which
the migration probability depends purely on the cost of tineently selected strategy.

In [15] the authors consider congestion games in the Wardrogel, where an infinite population of
players carries an infinitesimal amount of load each. Thegicker a protocol similar to ours and prove that
with respect to approximate equilibria it behaves like aidfA&®, i. e., it reaches an approximate equilibrium
in time polynomial in the approximation parameters and épga@sentation length of the instance (e. g., if the
latency functions are polynomials in coefficient repreatah). In contrast to our work the analysis of the
continuous model does not have to take into account prabtibiffects.

Our protocol is based on the notion of imitation, a concegridiently applied in evolutionary game theory.
For an introduction to imitation dynamics, see, e g., [2Q, 27

2 Congestion Games and Imitation Dynamics

In this section, we provide a formal description of our modéle define congestion games in terms of
networks, that is, the strategy space of each player canelspto the set of paths connecting a particular
source-sink pair in a network. However, our results arepedelent of this definition and still hold in general,
symmetric congestion games. Furthermore, we introducgltipe and the elasticity of latency functions, and
give a precise definition of thev TATION PROTOCOL

2.1 Symmetric Network Congestion Games

A symmetric network congestion game is a tufilg (s, t), N, (¢.).cr), whereG = (V, E)) denotes a net-
work with verticesV andm directed edge#’, ands € V andt € V denote a source and a sink vertex.
Furthermore N denotes a set af agentsor players and (¢.).cr a family of non-decreasing and differ-
entiable latency function&.: R>o — R>o. We assume that for al € E, the latency functions satisfy
l.(x) > 0forall z > 0. The strategy space of all players equals the set of Fattsnnecting the source
with the sink¢. If G consists of two nodesandt only, which are connected by a set of parallel links, then
we call the game aingleton gameA statex of the game is a vectdr: p ) pc» Wherez p denotes the number
of players utilizing pathP in statexz, andz. = -, zp is thecongestiorof edgee € E in statex. The
latency of edge in statex is given by/.(z.), and the latency of patR € P is

Cp(w) = Le(ze) -

ecP

The latency of a player is the latency of the path it chooses.

For brevity, for allP € P, let 1p denote then-dimensional unit vector with the one in positidh In
statex a player has an incentive to switch from pdthto path( if this would strictly decrease its latency,
i.e., if

ﬁp(a:) > éQ(I +1g — 1P> .

If no player has an incentive to change its strategy, thesmat aNash equilibrium It is well known [24], that
the set of Nash equilibria corresponds to the set of stagasitnimize the potential function

O(x) = iée(i) :

eckE i=1



In the following, let®* = min, ®(x) be the minimum potential. Note that due to our definition efldtency
functions®* > 0. For every patP € P let

Up(z) = tp(z +1p) .
Note that for every patly € P
Uh(x) > lp(x+1p —1q)

Additionally, let
X
Lafz) = Y “Llp(x)

PcP
denote the average latency of the paths in stagnd let

T
Lifz) =Y szp(ﬂ 1p) .
PeP

Finally, let¢,,,x = max, maxpep £p(x) denote the maximum latency of any path. Throughout this pape
whenever we consider a fixed stateve simply drop the argumeiit) from ®, ¢p, ¢, Lay, andL,.

2.2 The Elasticity and the Slope of Latency Functions

To bound the steepness of the latency functions and thet éffgicovershooting may have, we consider the
elasticity of the latency functions. Ldtdenote an upper bound on the elasticity of the latency fanstii. e.,

)

d > max sup {
eck z€(0,n]

Now given a latency function with elasticity, it holds that for anyr anda > 1, £.(az) < £.(z) - o and
for0 <a < 1,l.(ax) > l(x)-a. As an example, the functianz? has elasticity.

For almost empty resources, we will also need an upper boarideoslope of the the latency functions.
Let v, denote the maximum slope on almost empty edges, i. e.,

= lo(z) — Le(z — 1)} .
v mef{ﬂl?.}id}{ () = Le(z — 1)}

Finally, for P € P, letvp =3 v, and choose such thatr > maxpep vp.

ecP

2.3 The Imitation Protocol

Our IMITATION PrROTOCOL (Protocol 1) proceeds in two steps. First, a player sampiethar agent uni-
formly at random. The player then migrates with a certairbptslity from its old pathP to the sampled
path @ depending on the anticipated relative latency dgdis(z) — ¢o(z + 1o — 1p))/¢p(x) and on the
elasticity of the latency functions. Our analysis concatets on dynamics that result from the protocol being
executed by the players in parallel in a round-based fashibese dynamics generate a sequence of states
x(0),z(1),.... The resulting dynamics converge to a state that is stalfleeirsense that imitation cannot
produce further progress, i. &t + 1) = x(¢) with probability 1. Such a state is called amitation-stable
state In other words, a state is imitation-stable if itddNash withe = v with respect to the strategy space
restricted to the current support. HereNash means that no agent can improve its own payoff undbydry

more thare.

As discussed in the introduction, the main difficulty in thesidjn of the protocol is to bound overshooting
effects. To get an intuition of this problem, consider twagtiel links of which the first has the constant
latency functior?; (z) = ¢ and the second has the latency functigfiz) = z?. Recall that the elasticity
of /5 is d. Furthermore, assume that only a small number of agentsilizes link 2 whereas the majority
of n — x5 users utilizes linkl. Letb = ¢ — 2¢ > 0 denote the latency difference between the two links.



Protocol 1 IMITATION PROTOCOL, repeatedly executed by all players in parallel.
Let P denote the path of the player in state
Sample another player uniformly at random. Letlenote its path.
if fp(x) > ZQ(:T + 1Q — 1p) + v then
with probability

_ A lp(x) — Loz +19—1p)
pre =74 p(2)
migrate from pathP to path@.
end if

A simple calculation shows that using the protocol withche tlamping factot /d, the expected latency
increase on link would be© (b - d), overshooting the balanced state by a fadtdfor this reason, we reduce
the migration probability accordingly. The constanwill be determined later.

Note that the arguments in the last paragraph hold foexpectedoad changes. Our protocol, however,
has to take care of probabilistic effects, i. e., the redlizgégration vector may differ from its expectation.
Typically, we can use the elasticity to bound the impact of #ifect. However, if the congestion on an edge
is very small, i. e., less tha#) then the number of joining agents is not concentrated gharugh around
its expectation. In order to compensate for this, we add aitiadal requirement that agents only migrate
if the anticipated latency gain is at leasaind use this to bound probabilistic effects if the congestibthe
edge is less thaih Let us remark that we will see below (Theorem 9) that for gdarlass of singleton games
it is very unlikely, that an edge will ever have a loaddaodr less, so the protocol will behave in the same way
with high probability for a polynomial number of rounds evéthis additional requirement is dropped.

3 Imitation Dynamics in Games with General Strategy Spaces

In this chapter, we considénitation dynamicghat emerge if in each round players concurrently apply the
IMITATION PROTOCOL At first, we observéhatimitation dynamics converge to imitation stable statesesin

in each round the potentidl(z) decreases in expectation. From this result we derive a pgelyghomial
upper bound on the convergence time to imitation-stabtesta

3.1 Pseudopolynomial Time Convergence to Imitation-Stakl States

Consider two states andz’ as well as anigration vectorAz = (Axzp)pep such thatt! = « + Az. We
may imagineAx as the result of one round of theitatioNn PrRoTOcCoOL although the following lemma is
independent of howAz is constructed. Furthermore, we consider to be composed of a set of migrations
of agents between pairs of paths, i.&spg denotes the number of players who switch from p@tto path
@, andAzp denotes the total increase or decrease of the number ofrplaiikzing pathP, that is,

A:vp = Z(l‘@p —,TPQ) .
QEP

Also, letAz, = )" -, Azp denote the induced change of the number of players utiligthgee € E. In
order to prove convergence, we define tirtual potential gain

Veq(z,Ar) = xpq - (lo(z + 1 — 1p) — lp())

which is the sum of the potential gains each player migrafiom path P to path@ would contribute to

Ad if each of them was the only migrating player. Note that if ayglr improves the latency of his path,
the potential gain is negative. The sum of all virtual potdrgains is a very rough lower bound on the true
potential gaimM\®(z, Az) = &(z+ Az) — ®(z). In order to compensate for the fact that players concugrent



change their strategies, consider émeor termon an edge € E:

Te+Axe
> le(u) = Le(we+1)  if Aze >0
F.(z,Az) = R
o ST le(we) —le(w)  if Az <0
U=Te+Aze+1
0 if Az, =0

Subsequently, we show that the sum of the virtual potensimgand the error terms is indeed an upper bound
on the true potential gaiA®(z, Az). A similar result is shown in [16] for a continuous model.

Lemma 1. For any assignment and migration vectorAz it holds that

Ad(z,Az) < Z Vpo(z, Ax) + ZFe(x,A:r) .
P,QeP e€l

Proof. We first express the virtual potential gain in terms of lateson the edges. Clearly,

> Veo(z,Az) = Y apq - (lo(z+1g — 1p) — Lp(x))
P,QeP P,QeP
< Z TpQ - Zée(xe—l—l)— Zée(:ce)
P,QeP eeQ eeP
< Z Az, - L CCe + 1 Z JAV R4 e e . (1)
e:Axe>0 e:Ax.<0

The true potential gain, however, is

Te+AT, Te

AD(z,Az) = Y PRAOEESY > te(w)
e:Ax. >0 u=ze+1 e:Ar.<0 u=z.—Azc+1
Te+Axe
= Y <Aze-ée(a:e+1)+ > (ée(u)—ée(:ce—l-l)))
e:Ax.>0 u=x.+1
+ Z (Ame' Te) + Z (ge(xe)_ée(u))>
e:Ax.<0 U=Te—Axc+1

Substituting Equation (1) for the left term of each sum areddéfinition of F, for the right term of each sum,
we obtain the claim of the Lemma. O

In the following, we consideAAx to be a migration vector generated by tivelaTION PROTOCOLrather
than an arbitrary vector. In this casey is a random variable and all probabilities and expectatiwagaken
with respect to theNlITATION PROTOCOL In order to prove that the potential decreases in expectatie
derive a bound on the size of the error terms. We show thatrtbeterms reduce the virtual potential gain by
at most a factor of two, or, put another way, that the trueqg@tegain is at least half of the virtual potential
gain.

Lemma 2. Letx denote a state and let the random varialde denote a migration vector generated by the
IMITATION PROTOCOL Then,

E[A®(z,Az)] < % S B [Vig(s, Ax)
P.QeP



Proof. For any given round, each term Wpg, P,Q € P andF,, e € E can be associated with an agent.
Fix an agent migrating from, saypP to (). Its contribution to thé/pq (z, Az) is{g(z + 1g — 1p) — £p(2)
(this is the same for all agents moving frafhto Q). It also contributes td,, e € P U . The size of this
term depends on the ordering of the agents. We will considentigrating agents in ascending order of the
migration probability.p, ¢, , whereP; and@; denote the origin and destination path of aggmespectively.
Ties are broken arbitrarily.

Fix an edge: € F and letA* (e) andA~ (e) denote the set of agents migrating to and away feomFE,
respectively. Letd(e) = At (e) U A~ (e). Let AZ. denote the contribution tAx. of agents inA(e) which
occur in our ordering with respect fo- before agent.

AN
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Figure 1: Potential gain of an agent migrating from edgwards edge. The hatched area is the agent’s
virtual potential gain. The shaded area on the left is thenggcontribution to the error term, caused by the
AZ. agents ranking before the agent under consideration (eghect tq:p¢).

Agenti’s contribution toF, (z, Az) is Al.(A%.) where we define the error functiah/, (6) = £.(z. +
1+46) — le(xe + 1). For anillustration, see Figure 1. Note that there is angtkoe: If e € Q N P, then the
contribution of agent to F. is zero and there is nothing to show. For brevity, let us wiite= ¢.(z.) and
0 =te(xe +1)aswelladp = {p(x) andég =/{lp(ze+1g — 1p). Fore € Q \ P we show that

E{AZ (A% )} < l(g — ). g_i_i 2)
e e >~ S P Q [5 Vo )
and fore € P\ Q,
~ L. Ve
E |:A£e (Aje)} < é -(lp — Ea) : <E + ;) . 3)

Thus, the expected sum of the error terms of an agent migrishm P to () is at most

ée Ve é: Ve 1 +
> <E+_>+ > S < e =43)

e€P\Q vp ecQ\P @ YQ

lp— 14

i. e., half of its virtual potential gain, which proves thenma. First, consider the case that ) where@
denotes the destination path of agént



For brevity, let us writel pg = ({p — %)/ﬁp for the incentive to migrate fron® to ). Again, consider
the case that € @) where@ denotes the destination path of agénthen, due to our ordering of the agents,

)\-.I'e-IpQ

x
E[AZ.]) <n-=. < ,
[AZ.] <n " HPQ < d

(4)

implying
> E[AZ.]-d
T XNIpg

Furthermore, due to the elasticity &f and using1 + 1/z)* < exp(1), we obtain

(5)

Tet+ 140 d_é
Te+ 1 €

d
< z;(ui) e

< g:.(ea—l) : (6)

Al(8) < £f- (

Subsequently, we consider two cases.
Case 1:E [AZ.] > &. Substituting Inequality (5) into Inequality (6), we obtdor everyx € R — > Oq
Al (kE[AZ]) < €F - (enMre —1)
Now, note that for every € N andx € [k, k + 1]
P[Ai. > kE[AZ]] < P[AZ, > kE[AZ]] and
Al(kE[AZ]) < Al((k+1)E[AZ.])

hold. Applying a Chernoff bound (Fact 16 in the appendix)ol&ain an upper bound for the expecta-
tion of E [All (A:i:e)} as follows.

E [AZB (Ai:e)] < ip [AZ, > kE[AZ]] - Al((k + 1) E [AZ))

k=1
< AIF(BE[AZ]) + Y P[AG, > kE[AZ]] - Ale((k+ 1) E[AZ])
k=5
< r. (emlm _ 1) + Ze—i]E[A:Ee]k Ik g+, (e(k-i-l))\IpQ _ 1)
k=5
S éj.(e5>\1PQ_1)+Ze—iE[Aie]k'€:' (62]€>\1PQ_1)
k=5
S é: . (e5>‘IPQ _ 1) +/Ooe7%]]§[Ajc]u é: . (eQUAIPQ _ 1) du
4

E[Az.]
IE[AZ] — 2\ Ipg

8AIpq _ 1 4 821prg
= é: . <e5’\1PQ — 1+ ¢ ElAZ] N * )



Now, due to Fact 17 in the appendix (with= 1) and our assumption th&t[Az.] > 1/64, we obtain

8(e—1)+8-64>

1

E [Aée (A:Ee)] < AL Ipg- (5 (e—1)+
lp— 0}

lp
T

+
EQ

IN

C.)\.g:.

< c~/\~€:~

for some constant The first inequality holds iA < 1/512, proving Equation (2) if\ is chosen small
enough.

Case 2:E [AZ.] < g;. Again, in this case we can apply a Chernoff bound (Fact 16)peuboundt [All (A:Ee)}.

P [AZ. = k]| - Al (k)

WE

E[Al (A3.)] <

E
Il
—

P {A:Ee > E[zje] E[AZ]| - Al (k)

NE

k=1

e~k (n(k/BIAZD 1) L A, (k)

NE

>
Il
—

There are two sub-cases:
Case 2a:x. > d. In order to bound the expected latency increase, we applidsticity bound ord.:

E[AEE(A:EE)} < Y e knb/EA) D). g:.(e%_l)
k=1

n

3

< - Ze—k(ln(k)—ln(E[Aie])—l) ) (egg _ 1)
k=1
< 0 Zn: (E [AZ] (ekE[Me]kfl)) e~k (nk) (e— — 1)

k=1

< €j~E[A:Ee]-Zn:e’k(lnk)~(e’;_:—l) .
k=1

Now, splitting up the sum, we define

| %5
L = E[AZ] e—“‘“’“)-(e% —1)
k=1
8ze
8 |_ d J
< E[Ad] (e*—1)d ok (k)
8z,
k=1
I . d
L1 S Z ']E[Al'e]x—e
68
< Z-€:~)\IPQ ,
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where the firstinequality uses the observationthiat < 8 sincek < L&fce/dj and Fact 17 (with
r = 8). Additionally, where the third inequality uses the obsgion thaty "~ k(nk) k<2,
and finally where the last inequality uses Inequality (4).

For the second part of the sum, let

o0

Ly = E[AZ] Y e Finh. (e’;—: _1)
e=Tee]
< A:ve Z ok (nk)+
o=l
= E[AZ.] Z g k(nk-1) (sincez, > d)
k=[22%e
< E[AZ,] Z e~ 3k Ink (sincek > [8%=] > 8)
k=l
oo 1k
d 2
< E[Az]
< Eaid 3 ()
k=[5
Due to Fact 18 and since. > d
d )%
Ly = E[AZ] 87 )
1— d
8z,
S [A‘%e] x_
< Alpg

Reassembling the sum, we obtain

IN

05 (L + La)
e8
< E;" <Z+1) /\IPQ .

Again, by the same arguments as at the end of Case 1 this deguedion (2) if\ is less than
1/(2e% + 8).

E [M;(A;ze)]

Case 2b:z. < d. Inthis case we separate the upper boundt Me(me) into the section up td

and abovel. For the first section we use the fact that each additiongkplan resource causes
a latency increase of at mogt as long as the load is at mast We define the contribution to
the expected latency increase by the events that dp-ta. join resource:, i. e., afterwards the
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congestion is still at most. In this case, we may use to bound the contribution of each agent:

d—z.

L; < Z ek (%) 1) kv
k=1

d—x,

< e E[AZ] + v E[AZ]? Z ek (n(k)-1) 1.
k=2

< e E[AF)- <1+LE[A )

(§
< 3v.E[AZ] ,

where the third inequality holds singg¢—2 e=* (n(k)=1) . | < 8, and where the last inequality
holds sinceE [AZ.] < 1/64.

For the contribution of the agents increasing the load ooue®e to aboveal we use the elasticity
constraint again. This time, we do not consider the latencyeiase with respect & (z.) but
with respect td, (d):

Ly = Z e_k'(ln(m)_l) le(d) - (eid (e—(f=se)) 1)
k=d—x.+1

As in case (2a),

Ly < {.(d)-E[Az.]- Z o~k W k+k—(d—z.)
k=d—z.+1
= ée(d) . ]E [Aje] . Z e_(k""(d—we)) lﬂ(k-i-(d—me))-l,-k
k=1
= ée(d) . ]E [Ai‘g] . e_(d—me) . Z e_(k+(d—:€e)) ln(k-l—(d—me))_’_k_;’_d_we '

k=1

Consider the series in the above expression as a function-ofd — x.) and denote it bys(u).
Note thatS(u) converges for every > 0 andS(u) — 0 asu — oo. In particular,S(u) < 8 for
anyu > 0, so

Lo (d) - E[AZ,] - e~ (472

< 84
S 8 (ée(xe) + (d - xe) Ve) K [Aie] . e—(d—me) )
Since(d — z.) - e~ (47%<) < 1/2,

Lo <4 (lo(xe) + ve) -E[AZ,] .

Altogether,
E [Aée(mze)} < Li+ Lo
< TUE[AZ] +40u(z.) E[AZ,]
< Tu.E[AZ]+ 4“8% ()
7 Ve 4\ Te IPQ
< _ple ety
= 0 v d fe(ze)
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where we have used Equation (4) for the third inequality, gredinequalitie [Az.] < 1/64
andv > v for the last step. Since. < d and{p — ég > v,

ve  AX(tp—£5)

~ 1
~ < - o+ e AR N 2
E [Me(me)} < -t — 0o(ze)
again proving Equation (2) ik < 1/32.
Finally, the case € P is very similar. O

Note that all migrating players add a negative contributmthe virtual potential gain since they migrate
only from paths with currently higher latency to paths witlver latency. Hence, together with Lemma 2, we
can derive the next corollary.

Corollary 3. Consider a symmetric network congestion gdhand letz andz’ denote states of such that
7' is a random state generated after one round of executingmiiaTioN PRoTOCOL Then,

E[®(2)] < @(x)
with strict inequality as long as is not imitation-stable. Thu® is a super-martingale.

Itis obviousthatthe sequence of states generated bytheATioN PROTOCOLterminates at an imitation-
stable state. From Lemma 2 we can immediately derive an upperd on the time to reach such a state.
However, since for arbitrary latency functions the minimpossible latency gain may be very small, this
bound can clearly be only pseudo-polynomial. To see thiesider a state in which only one player can
make an improvement. Then, the expected time until the plengves is inverse proportional to its latency
gain.

Theorem 4. Consider a symmetric network congestion game in which ajfgrs use thémITATION PRoO-
TocoL. Letx denote the initial state of the dynamics. Then the dynantnoserge to an imitation-stable

state in expected time
0 <dn£ma;(<1)(x)>
1%
Proof. By definition of the MITATION PROTOCOL, the expected virtual potential gain in any statevhich
is not yet imitation-stable is at least

v

E Z Vpg(z', Ax') S—I/-ﬁ-

l
P,QeP max

Hence, also the expected potential gRIA® (z')] in every intermediate staté of the dynamics is bounded
from above by at least half of the above value. From this libfes, that the expected time until the potential
drops from at mosP () to the minimum potentiab* is at most

AN Lliax (P(z) — O*)
Av? '

Formally, this is a consequence of Lemma 20 which can be fautite Appendix. O

It is obvious that this result cannot be significantly impedwsince we can easily construct an instance
and a state such that the only possible improvement thateamglde is.. Hence, already a single step takes
pseudopolynomially long. In case of polynomial latencydiions Theorem 4 reads as follows.

13



Corollary 5. Consider a symmetric network congestion game with polyaldatency functions with maxi-
mum degre@ and minimum and maximum coefficieats, and am.x, respectively. Lek = maxpep |P|.
Then the dynamics converges to an imitation-stable stadgpected time

2
O [ d? k2 22 (amaX)
Amin
Let us remark that all proofs in this section do not rely onahsumption that the underlying congestion

game is symmetric. In fact, the lemma also holds for asynimetmgestion games in which each player
samples only among players that have the same strategy. space

3.2 Sequential Imitation Dynamics and a Lower Bound

In the previous section, we proved that players applyindthegaTioN PROTOCOLreach an imitation-stable
state after a pseudopolynomial number of rounds. Recdllinhhis case each player decreases its latency
by at least if it were the only player to change its strategy. In this EetGtwe consider sequential imitation
dynamics such that in each round a single player is permitidchitate someone else. Furthermore, we
assume that each player changes its path regardless ofttbipated latency gain. Now, it is obvious that
sequential imitation dynamics converge towards imitatable states as the potentialstrictly decreases
after every strategy change. Hence, we focus on the convegdiene of such dynamics.

For such sequential imitation dynamics we prove an expaaldoiver bound on the number of rounds to
reach an imitation-stable state. To be precise, we preskmidy of symmetric network congestion games
with corresponding initial states such that every sequendaitation leading to an imitation-stable state is
exponentially long. To some extent, this results compldm&heorem 4 as it presents an exponential lower
bound in a slightly different model. However, in this lowexundv is arbitrary large and almost every state
is imitation-state with respect to thelITATIoN PROTOCOL

Theorem 6. For everyn € N, there exists a symmetric network congestion game wighayers, initial
stateS™, polynomial bounded network size, and linear latency fionstsuch thaéverysequential imitation
dynamics that start is™ is exponentially long.

Subsequently, we do not give a complete proof of the theorenwie discuss how to adapt a series
of constructions as presented in [1] which shows that theistsea family of symmetric network congestion
games with the same properties as stated in the above theaotmnthatvery best response dynamstarting
in S™ is exponentially long. To be precise, they prove that in gwetermediate state of the best response
dynamicsexactlyone player can improve its latency. Recall that in best nespalynamics players know the
entire strategy space and that in each round one playernsped the switch to the best available path.

In the following, we summarize the constructions preseimed]. At first, a PLS-reduction from the
local search variant dflaxCut to threshold games is presented. In a threshold game, eaghrmither
allocates a single resource on its own or shares a bunchmfness with other players. Hence, in a threshold
game each player chooses between two strategies only. €bis@definition of these games is given below.
Then, aPLS-reduction from threshold games to asymmetric network estign games is presented. Finally,
the authors of [1] show how to transform an asymmetric neétvemngestion game into a symmetric one
such that the desired properties of best response dynareipseserved. AIPLS-reductions are embedding,
and there exists a family of instancesM&ixCut with corresponding initial configurations such that in gver
intermediate configuration generated by a local searchittigoexactly one node can be moved to the other
side of the cut. Therefore, there exists a family of symmatdtwork congestion games with the properties
as stated above.

A naive approach to prove a lower bound on the convergenae dinimitation dynamics in symmetric
network congestion games is as follows. Building upon thveelobound of the convergence time of best
responses dynamics, a player for every path is added to the.g@hen the latency functions are adopted
accordingly. However, in this case we would introduce anoagmtial number of additional players. In
threshold games, however, the players’ strategy spaces siag two only. Hence, we could apply this
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approach to threshold games. In the following, we presentithails of this approach. It is then not difficult
to verify that thePLS-reductions mentioned above can be reworked in order togpftxeorem 6. However,
note that this does not imply that computing a imitatiorbiastate iSPLS-complete since one can always
assign all players to the same strategy which obviously isn@ation-stable state.

Threshold gameare a special class of congestion games in which the setafiressRk can be divided
into two disjoint setsk,, andR... The setR,, contains exactly one resouregfor every playeri € N.
This resource has a fixed laten€y called thethresholdof playeri. Each player has only two strategies,
namely a strategy? = {r;} with r;, € R,,, and a strategy” C R,.. The preferences of playércan be
described in a simple and intuitive way: Playgprefers strategy! to strategyS" if the latency ofS}" is
smaller than the thresholf}. Quadratic threshold gamesre a subclass of threshold games in which the set
R., contains exactly one resoureg for every unordered pair of playe{s, j} C A. Additionally, for every
playeri € N of a quadratic threshold gamé} = {r;; | j € N,j # i}. Moreover, for every resource
rij € Rin: r,;(x) = 45 - © With a;; € N, and for every resourcs: ¢, (z) = 1/2 Z#i a;j - xtor;.

LetI" be a quadratic treshold game that has an initial st&tesuch that every best response dynamics
which startsS™ is exponentially long, and every intermediate state hasiguerplayer which can improve
its latency. Suppose now that we replace every playei by three players;, ic andiz which all have the
same strategy spaces as playkas. Additionally, suppose that we choose new latency fomst’ for every
resourcer; as follows: £, (z) = 1/23°.,,aij -« +3/23_,,; a;;. Hence, we add an additional offset of
3/2 Z];ﬁz Qjj-

Suppose now that we assign every playeio S, and every playei, to S;". For every possible strategy
that theis players can use, their latency increasesztiv:#i a;;, compared to the equivalent state in the
original game, in which every playérchooses the same strategy as playedoes. Hence, if if we assign
every playeris to the strategy chosen by playein S™ and if the players; andi, were not permitted to
change their strategies, then we would obtain the desisgdrlbound on the convergence time of imitation
dynamics in threshold games. However, since ajsandi, are permitted to imitate, it remains to show
that whenever playel; has changed its strategy, then béthandi, do not want to change their strategies
anymore.

First, suppose that playéy switches from the strategy of playerto the strategy of player. Obviously,
playeri, does not want to change its strategy as otherdgiseould not have imitated,. Suppose now that
i2, whose strategy is dropped by, also wants to imitateé; . In this case all three players would alloc&t,
and hence have IatenGyZTe#i a;j. However, if playeri, would stay with strategy™ then its latency is
upper bounded b® > i a;;. Hence, players,, i, i3 will never selectS* at the same time.

Second, suppose that playierswitches from the strategy of playarto the strategy of playek. Now,
playeri, does not want to change its strategy as otheréjseould not have imitated,. Suppose now that
i1, whose strategy is dropped by also wants to imitaté;. In this case, the latency would increase to at least
3 Zrej# a;j, whereas player would have latencg > a;; if it would stay with strategys*". Hence,
playersiy, is, i3 will never selectS™ at the same time.

By applying the argument that all three players never atlottee same strategy at the same point in time
we can conclude our claim and Theorem 6 follows.

rejFL

4 Fast Convergence to Approximate Equilibria

Theorem 4 guarantees convergence of concurrent imitagioardics generated by theiTATION PROTO-
COL to an imitation-stable state in the long run. However, itginet give a reasonable bound on the time due
to the small progress that can be made. Hence, as our malf) vesgresent bounds on the time to reach an
approximate equilibriumHere we relax the definition of an imitation-stable staténn aspects: We allow
only a small minority of agents to deviate by more than a saralbunt from the average latency. Our notion
of an approximate equilibrium is similar to the notion used8, 15, 17]. It is motivated by the following
observation. When sampling other players each player gédsaw its latency if it would adopt that players’
strategy. Hence to some extend each player can compute ¢hagaviatency., and determine if its own
latency is above or below that average.
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Definition 1 ((9,¢,v)-equilibrium). Given a stater, let the set ofexpensivepaths beP, = {P € P :
Cp(x) > (14 ¢€) Li, + v} and let the set otheappaths beP_, = {P € P : {p(x) < (1 —€) Lay — v}. Let
Pep = P;F,j U P., . A configuratione is at a(d,e,v)-equilibriumiff it holds that} . p... zp < 6 - n.

Intuitively, a state atd,e,v)-equilibrium is a state in which almost all agents are alnsasisfied when
comparing their own situation with the situation of otheeats. One may hope that it is possible to reach
a state in whictall agents are almost satisfied quickly . This would be a relaraif the concept of Nash
equilibrium. We will argue below, however, that there is apid convergence to such states.

Theorem 7. For an arbitrary initial assignmentz, let = denote the first round in which tHe/ITATION
ProTOCOLreaches ad,e,v)-equilibrium. Then,

o (%))

Proof. We consider a state(t) that is not at ad,¢,~)-equilibrium and derive a lower bound on the expected
potential gain. There are two cases. Either at least hali@faigents utilizing paths iR, , utilize paths in
P, or atleast half of them utilize paths .

Case 1: Many agents use expensive paths, i-EPeru xp > dn/2. Let us define the volum& and
the average ex-post latency of potential destination paths, i. e., paths with ex-potgriay at most
(14 €)La, by
rQ 1 LQ i
T= — == —=05 .
> % oaao-p Y 2
Q5 <(1+e) L, Q5 <(1+e)Ld,

Clearly,
L;V:Z%Pé;2T~O+(1—T).(1+E)L;V ,
P

and solving forT" yields
eLd,

2(1—}—6)L;{\,—C . )

We now give a lower bound on the expected virtual potential gaven that the current state is not at
a (0,e,v)-equilibrium. We consider only the contribution of agenti#izing paths inP,, and sampling
paths with ex-post latency belof + ¢) LZ,. Then,

n
PepPt, Q:0+<(14€) L,

2
A IQ ZP_ZZ)
= -7 2 wlr ) 7( o)

PcPt, Q:+<(14¢€)L,

A Ip— ¢ +1g -1
E Y Veg| < 3 >oawp Y = E Q(Iép = P)MP—EQ(HlQ—lP))
P.Q

Using Jensen’s inequality (Fact 19) and substitutipg> L, yields

2

/\ €T ép—£+ 1
E|Y Veg| < 215 Y ap| Y .0 .
d n lp Yot L 22
PQ PP, Q:+<(14+¢)LL, QUL<(1+e)Ld

Now we substitut¢» > (1 + €) L7, and use the fact that the squared expression is monotahe in
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Furthermore, we substitute the definitionfindC to obtain

zo lh
A T(1+€)Lay— Xgur<ator W

B2 Vro| < —Gla 3 wr 1+l
P,Q PG,P:U "

A

Nl =

IN

+ 2
R (T(l—l—e)La\, TC> 1

— L
d pept. (14+¢)Lay T

+ _ 2
= _ALJr.(w) T Z Tp .

d av +
(1+¢€)Lay pept,

We can now use the tradeoff shown in Equation (7% L{, and} .+ xp > dn/2to obtain

A 1+¢Lf,—C
E|> Vre| < _E'L;r"'(((lﬁﬁ'd;;" > o
P.Q &) S PePs,
< A _cla dn

d T 1te? 2
2,
< —Q(edé-nL;v)

SincenLZ}, > ®, we have by Lemma 2

E[®(x(t +1))] < D(x(t)) — %E > Veg| < (1)) (1 -9 (E f))
P,Q

Case 2: Many agents use cheap paths, i.EPeP;U xp > dn/2. This time, we define the voluniE and
average latencg' of paths which are potential origins of agents migratingawg?P, .

xrQ 1 rQ
T= 9 and == 19y
>, o T 2 Gl
Q:lo>(1—€)Lay Q:lo>(1—€)Lay
This time,
LavST'C+(1—T)'(1—€)LaV

implying

T> ¢ Lav (8)

- C- (1 - 6) Lav '

Similarly as in Case 1 we now give a lower bound on the contidbuto the virtual potential gain
caused by agents with latency at le@ist- ¢) Lay Sampling agents if®_,,.

2
E(Y Vo] < 5 Y wale Y %,(EQ—ZIﬁ) |
P,Q

lq
Q:lg>(1—€)Lay PePs,
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we rearrange the sum, apply Jensen'’s inequality (Fact 1&htain

2
E|Y Veg| < —2 Yowr Y IQngQ'(gQ_g}g)
PQ

14
PePc, Q:lg>(1—€)Lay Q
2
= 7y P — o = S
P&Pey Qtoz(1=e)La Qito>(1—)La 1~
2
A T 1
- S X el X -
PePe, Q:lg>(1—€)Lay
A + 2 1
PeP:,
A 1
< _E(T (C— (1 —¢)Lay)) et Z op
PEP:,
Finally, using Equation (8) an@ T < Lay,
A |
E Y Veg| < —5(cLa) o7 3 ap
P PEPZ,
A2 L
< - 6d s,

52
< —
< (27

In both cases, the potential decreases by at least a factar ofQ(¢26/d)) in expectation, which, by
Lemma 20, implies that the expected time to reach a state @fit{t)) < ®* is at most the time stated
in the theorem. O

From Theorem 7 we can immediately derive the next corollary.

Corollary 8. Consider a symmetric network congestion game with polyaldaiency functions of maximum
degreed and with minimum and maximum coefficieats,, and a.,i,, respectively. If all players use the
IMITATION PrROTOCOL then the expected convergence time of imitation dynamias {9,¢,)-equilibrium

is upper bounded by
0 (L. 1o (nmtzes
€26 s\ Gmin

Let us remark, thatd(e,v)-equilibria are transient, i. e., they can be left againeotiey are reached,
for example, if the average latency decreases or if agemggatei towards low-latency paths. However, our
proofs actually do not only bound the time until@e(v)-equilibrium is reached for the first time, but rather
the expected total number of rounds in which the system isnat,¢,v)-equilibrium.

Note that in the definition ofd(e,v)-equilibria we require the majority of agents to deviatertmymore
than a small amount from,. This is because the expected latency of a path sampled kyeant ia L5, but
the latency of the destination path becomes larger if thatagéegrates. We uséZ, as an upper bound in our
proof, although we could use a slightly smaller quantity ases where the origi@) and the destinatio®
intersect, namelyp(z + 1p — 1¢). Using an average ovédt and( of this quantity rather thai, would
result in a slightly stronger definition 06 &,v)-equilibria. However, we go with the definition as presente
above for the sake of clarity of presentation.
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Let us conclude this section by showing that there are furddahlimitations to fast convergence. One
could hope to show fast convergence towards a state in wdlickgents are approximately satisfied, i.e.,
0 = 0. However, any protocol that proceeds by sampling eitheraegty or an agent and then possibly
migrates, takes at least expected tiff(e) to reach a state in which all agents sustain a latency thaitlisnw
a constant factor of.,. To see this, consider an instance with= 2 m agents and identical linear latency
functions. Now, letr; = 3, zo = 1 andxz; = 2 for 3 < ¢ < n. Then, the probability that one of the players
currently using resourcesamples resourcis at mostO (1/m) = O (1/n). Since this is the only possible
improvement step, this yields the desired bound.

5 Imitation Dynamics in Singleton Games

In this section, we improve on our previous results and a@rsimitation dynamics in the special case of
singleton congestion games. A major drawback of therAtTioNn PRoTOCOL is that players who rely on
this protocol cannot explore the complete set of edge if hadhics start in a state in which some edges are
unused. Even worse, the event that an edge becomes unusgeristates, although it has been used in the
initial state, is not impossible. It is clear, however, thditen starting from a random initial distribution of
players among the edges, the probability of emptying an édgemes increasingly unlikeBs the number
of players increases

Subsequently, we formalize this statement in the follonsegse. Consider a family of singleton con-
gestion games over tleameset of edges with latency functions without offsets. Théme, probability that
an edge becomes unused is exponentially small in the nunfilpdayers. To this end, consider a vector of
continuous latency function$ = (£.);ec[,) With £, : [0,1] — R>. To use these functions for games with a
finite number of players, we have to normalize them apprtglgiaFor any such functioh € £, let £ with
" (z) = £(z/n) denotes the respective scaled function. We may think ofthisaving: agents with weight
1/n each. Note that this transformation leaves the elasticighanged, whereas the step sizéecreases as
n increases. For a vector of latency functiahs- (£c);cpm, 16t L™ = (£2)icim)-

Theorem 9. Fix a vector of latency functions with £.(0) = 0 for all ¢ € [m]. For the singleton congestion
game overL™ with n players, the probability that thémITATION PROTOCOL with random initialization
generates a state with, = 0 for somei € [m] within poly(n) rounds is bounded by ("),

Proof. Let d denote an upper bound on the elasticity of the functions,iand letopt, = min,{La/(y)}
where the minimum is taken over all€ {y’ € RZ, | > y. = 1}. In other wordsppt, corresponds
to the minimum average latency achievable in a fractionhlt&m. For anye € [m], by continuity and
monotonicity, there exists an > 0 such that.(y.) < opt, /4% andy. < 1/m.

Consider the congestion game withplayers and fix an arbitrary edge< [m]. In the following, we
upper bound the probability that the congestion on ed¢gls belown y./2. First, consider the random
initialization in which each resource receives an expentedber ofn/m agents. The probability that <
ny./2 < n/(2m)is at mos2~("¥). Now, consider any assignmenwith z; > ny;/2 for all e € [m].
There are two cases.

Case 1:z. > y.n. Since in expectation, our policy removes at most/d fraction of the agents from edge
e, the expected load in the subsequent round is at [@ast\/d) z.. Since for sufficiently smalh it
holds thatl — \/d > 3/4, we can apply a Chernoff bound (Fact 16) in order to obtaingreubound
of 2-%(z<) for the probability that the congestion erlecreases to below. /2 > y. n/2.

Case 2:y.n/2 < z. < y.n. Hence,("(z.) < opt, /4% In the following, letn~ denote the number of
agents on edgeswith ¢ (z, + 1) < ¢%(z.), and letn ™ denote the number of players utilizing edges
with latency abovept .. There are two subcases:

Case 2a:n~ = 0. Then, the probability that an agent leaves ed@0.
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Case 2b:n~ > 1. We first show thath™ > 4 max{n~,z.}. For the sake of contradiction, assume
thatn™ < 4n~. Now, consider an assignment where all of these playershdited to edges
r with latency " (z,.) < ¢"(z.) < opt, /4%, where edge receivesn* - z,./n~ (fractional)
players. In this assignment, the congestion on all edgexisased by no more than a factor of
nT/n~ < 4. Hence, due to the limited elasticity, this increases thenley by strictly less than
a factor of4?. Then, all edges have a latency of less tban, /4 - 4 = opt; and some have
latency strictly less thaopt ;, a contradiction. The same argument also holds if we consiulg
resources rather than all resourcesconsidered above. Hence, als6 > 4 z..
Now, consider the number of players leaving edg€learly,

_ A Tr An~
E[AXG]SIBE Z ;—xe'm.
TP (z.+1)<L2(xe)

All players with current latency at leasbt, can migrate to resource since the anticipated
latency gain is larger tham Hence, the number of players migrating towardis at least

Ao - (O () — 2(xe + 1))
E[AXT] > - r e
aX] =2 2 nd ()

P (z,.)>opt .

AT 0 (zy) — 24 07 (z,)
> e .
- nd Z o ()

rifn(xz,)>opt,

Az 1
> €. (1= —=—).-nt
- nd (1 2‘i) "
> 2.z 2 max{n e
> Te n max{n ,xe} .

The third inequality holds sinc& > opt . and?” < opt,. /4% and the last inequality holds since
d > 1. ForanyT' > 0 it holds that

P[AX, >0 > P[AX]>T)A(AX] <T)]
> (1-P[AXS <T])-(1-P[AX, >T])

Due to our lower bounds of [AX ] andE [AX_] we can apply a Chernoff bound (Fact 16)
on these probabilities. We s& = 1.5 X\ max{z.,n~} z./(dn) which is an upper bound on
E[AX_]and alower bound oR [AX ], so

PAXS <T] < 2797 <2720l/(dm)  gng
PAX, >T] < 2790 <o 00/Wdm)

P[AX,>0] > <1_29(215)>'<1_2Q(A;z>>
= 1_2_9()\;?) .

Finally, sincez. > ny./2, P [AX, < 0] < 22 nye/d) = 9-Q(e)

In all cases, the probability that the edge becomes unusmliisded by —?(#<) = 2-2(") Hence, the same
holds also forn = poly(n) edges angoly(n) rounds. O

Altogether,

The proof does not only show that edges do not become emgptyhigh probability, but also that the
congestion does not fall below any constant congestiorevdiu particular, for the constantthis implies
that with high probability the dynamics never reach casefZzheproof of Lemma 2. This is the only place
where our analysis relies on the parameterence, for a large number of players we can remove it from the
protocol and the dynamics converge to an exact Nash equitibr
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5.1 The Price of Imitation

In the preceding section we have seen that it is unlikely thsdurces become unused when the granularity
of an agent decreases. If the instance, i. e., the latenagtifuns and the number of users, is fixed, it is an
interesting question, how much the performance can suffen the fact that theMITATION PROTOCOL is

not innovative. We measure this degradation of performdmycmtroducing thePrice of Imitationwhich

is defined as the ratio between the expected social cost dftéte to which the MITATION PROTOCOL
converges, denotelg, and the optimum social cost. The expectation is taken ¢nerandom choices of the
IMITATION PrROTOCOL, including random initialization.

We answer this question here for the case of linear latenogtions of the forn?.(x) = a.x. Then,

d = 1 is an upper bound on the elasticity and= a;,.x = max.cg{a.}. Choosing the average latency
SC(x) = > .cp(we/n)-Le(x.) as the social cost measure, we show that the Price of Imitetioounded by

a constant. It is, however, obvious that the same also hblds consider the makespan, i. e., the maximum
latency, as social cost function.

The performance of the dynamics can be artificially degrdmethtroducing an extremely slow edge.
Thus,a,.x Can be chosen extremely large such that any state is inmitatable. However, such a resource
can be removed from the instance without harming the optsuohltion at all since it would not be used
anyhow. We will call such resourceseles@and make this notion precise below.

Let us first define some quantities used in the proof. For afsessources\/, let Ay, = > .y, ai and
let Ar = Ay, ForM C [m] letT'\ M denote the instance obtained frditby removing all resources in
M. In the proof, we do not compare the outcome of therhTioN PrROTOCOL to the optimum solution, but
rather to a lower bound, namely the optimal fractional solut The optimal fractional solutiofi. can be
computed ag. = n/(Ar a.). For this solution, the latency of all resourcesis Z. = n/Ar. A resource
is uselessf Z. < 1. In the following, we assume that there are no useless ressurhen, we can show that
the social cost at an imitation-stable state in which albbueses are used, does not differ by more than a small
constant from the optimal social cost (Lemma 11) and thaPitiee of Imitation is small. In fact, whereas
Z. > lis required for Lemma 11, we here need a slightly strongemapsion, namely that. = Q(logn).

Theorem 10. Assume that for the optimal fractional solutial, = Q(logn) large enough. The price of
imitation is at mos{3 + o(1)). In particular, for§ > 0, and anyn > n(9) for a large enough value(9)
(which is independent of the instance),

Ir < (3+9)

n

Ar

We start by proving two lemmas.

Lemma 11. Letx be a state in which no agent can gain more than,. Then,

n
— < <3— .
SC’(x)_3AP

Proof. The lower bound has been proven above sintér is the social cost of an optimal fractional solution.
Also note that, since there are no useless resoutges,1 and hencer/Ar > amax-

For the upper bound, consider a statén which no agent can gain more thap.... For the sake of
contradiction assume that there exists a resoeiregm| with £.(z.) > 3n/Ar. Sincex # Z there exists a
resourcef # e with z; < Z;. In particular,ls(zy + 1) < n/Ar + amax < 2n/Apr < Le(Xe) — Amax. The

last inequality holds due to our assumptionofr.) and sincer/Ar > amax. Hence, any agent on resource
e can improve by, by migrating tof, a contradiction. O

Lemma 12. ThelMITATION PROTOCOL converges towards an imitation-stable state in ti@lén4 log n)
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Proof. Consider a state(¢) in which there is at least one agent who can make an improveofien, .
Since its current latency is at most a,,.x and the probability to sample the correct resource is at lgas
the probability to do so is at least (1/n) - (amax/ (7 amax)) = A/n? and the virtual potential gain of such a
step isumax > ®/n%. Hence, the expected virtual potential gain in stete is at least\ ®(z(¢))/n*. Hence,
by Lemma 2,

C2pt

Note that®* > n amin aNdamax < 1 amin by the assumption that no resource is useless. Ai$p(0)) <
n? amax. NOW, the theorem is an application of Lemma 21 in the appendi O

E [@(x(t +1))] < B(a(t)) - (1 A )

Based upon the proof of Theorem 9 we can now bound the pratyah#t a resource becomes empty for
the case of linear latency functions more specifically.

Lemma 13. The probability that all resources of the subdétC [m] become empty in one round simultane-
ously is bounded from above by

T2 (=)

ecM
Proof. Recall the bounds on the probability that a resoureelm| becomes empty in the proof of Theorem 9.

Since we now consider linear latency functions, we may eiplicompute the value of. = 1/(Ar a.).
Recall the two cases and the failure probability in the atitation:

Initialization:  Here, the error probability was at m@st<¥(7ve) —= 2_Q(Arnae) .
Case 1:z. > y. n. Here, the error probability was at mastS(ze) = 2_Q(Arnae )
Case 2:y. n/2 < z. < y.n. Here, the error probability was at mast®(=:/n) = 2_Q<<Arze>2 )

In all cases, the probability that resoutdegecomes empty is at mo&fqﬁ) .

Furthermore, consider resoureeande’ and letE and £’ denote the events thatande’ become empty,
respectively. It holds thaP [E’ | E] < P [E’]. ThereforeP [ENE'| =P[E]-P[E' | E] <P[E]-P[F'].
Extending this argument to several resources yields therstnt of the lemma. O

Using the above two lemmas, we can now prove the main theofémsasection.

Proof of Theorem 10The proof is by induction on the number of resourgesClearly, the statement holds
for m = 1, in which case there is only one assignment. In the followirggdivide the sequence of state
generated by theMITATION PROTOCOL into phasesonsisting of several rounds. The phase is terminated
by one of the following events, whatever happens first:

1. A subset of resourced becomes empty.
2. The MITATION PROTOCOLreaches an imitation-stable state.
3. The protocol enters rourtd(n° logn).

If a phase ends because Event 1 occurs, we start a new phaise fiostanc&™ \ M. If it ends because of
Event 3, we start a new phase for the original instance.

The probability for Event 1 is bounded by Lemma 13. Note thatprobability is also bounded for up
to poly(n) many rounds. If a phase ends with Event 2 we have< 3 3~ (Lemma 11). We bound the

r

probability of this event by, which is trivially true. Event 3 happens with a probabildymostO (1/n).
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This can be shown using Lemma 12 and Markov’s inequality.eNbat the expected social cost is still at
most/r. Summing up over all three events, we obtain the followiraureence:

1
< > JI2 (x5 ) IF\M+3-A%+O(E)-IF

McC[m]eeM

implying

Ir~(1—(9( )><3 —+ > H2 (as) I -

MC[m]eeM

Substituting the induction hypothesis fif 5;, and introducing a constaafor the constant in the(),

Ip-(1—0(1)) 3. —+ Y [ 4
" McC[m]eeM

IN

AF\M

_cnAy Ar
3. — +4— 9~ AT . .
AF AF Z AF\M

Now, by our assumption that for alle M, . = n/(Ar - a.) > Q(logn), we know that for alk, 1/a. >
¢ Ar -logn/n for a constant’ which we may choose appropriately. In particulég, > |M|c’ Ar -logn/n
andAp\ s > ¢’ Ar - log n/n. Altogether,

IN

1 n / n
Ir-1-0|(- — | 3+4 g—cc [Mllogn =
c(1-0(3) = a2 Tlogn

McC[m]

m—1
n m / n
= — (3 4 9—cc klogn
Ar < + = <k> c 1ogn>
m—1
< i 344 nk.2—cc/klogn. n
Ar Pt ¢ logn
m—1
< i <3+4 9- (cc’=1)klogn n )
- Ar c logn
k=1
m—1 __(cc'—1) k+1
n n
< —|3+4 _—
- Ar ( + ; c logn )
n
< (3 1)) =
< B+o(1) 4 -
since the last sum is bounded b ). This implies our claim. O

6 Exploring New Strategies

In Section 3, we have seen that, in the long run, the dynaresslting from the MITATION PROTOCOL
converges to an imitation-stable state in pseudopolynidimia. The MITATION PROTOCOLand the concept
of an imitation-stable state have the drawback that the myescan stabilize in a quite disadvantageous
situation, e.g. when all players play the same expensiatesty. This is due to the fact that the strategy space
is essentially restricted to the current strategy choi¢dbeagents. Strategies that might be attractive and
offer a large latency gain are “lost” once no player uses thagmore.

A stronger result would be convergence towards a Nash equii. In the literature, several other pro-
tocols are discussed. For all of the protocols we are awatb@probability to migrate from one strategy to
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another depends in some continuous, non-decreasing feashithe anticipated latency gain, and it becomes
zero for zero gain. Hence, in a setting with arbitrary latefunctions which we consider here, there always
exist simple instances and states that are not at equitibaind in which only one improvement step is possi-

ble which has an arbitrarily small latency gain. Hence ketapseudopolynomially long, until an exact Nash

equilibrium is reached. Still, it might be desirable to dgsa protocol which reaches a Nash equilibrium in

the long run. There are several ways to achieve this goal. Wdiscuss three of them here.

Theorem 9 states the following for a particular class of lgitun congestion games. With an increasing
number of players it becomes increasingly unlikely thatfulsgtrategies are lost. This allows to omit the
parameter from the protocol. If no strategies are lost for a long pewbtime, the dynamics will converge
towards an exact Nash equilibrium.

Second, we may add an additional “virtual agent” to evergtetyy, such that the probability to sample a
strategy never becomes zero. This has two implications omamalysis. On the one hand, there is a certain
base load on all resources, denoted:pyWe then need to have an upper bound on the elasticity(of- 20)
which may be larger than the elasticityQfx) itself. Furthermore, we have to afil| virtual agents, which
leaves the analysis of the time of convergence unchanggdfanl= Q(|P|).

As a third alternative, we can add an exploration comporeettig protocol. With a probability af/2, the
agents can sample another path uniformly at random rataerthother agent. In this case, however, the elas-
ticity d cannot be used as a damping factor anymore, since the egpectease of congestion may be much

larger than the current load. Rather, we have to reduce thration probability by a factamin {1, %}

n
wheref is an upper bound on the maximum slope dpg, = min.cg £.(1) is the minimum latency of an
empty resource.

Protocol 2 EXPLORATION PROTOCOL, repeatedly executed by all players in parallel.
Let P denote the path of the player in state
Sample another pat) € P uniformly at random.
if fp(x) > éQ(x + 1Q — 1p) then
with probability

HPQ = min{l A [Pl bmin Lp(x) — lo(r + 1 — 1p)}

Bn Lp(x)

migrate from pathP to bin Q.
end if

Lemma 14. Let x denote a state and lekx denote a random migration vector generated by ExeLo-
RATION PROTOCOL Then,

E[A®(z,Az)] < % S B [Veg(s, Ax)
P.QeP

Proof. Recall that Lemma 1 states the following for every statnd every migration vectakz

AD(z,Azx) < Z VpQ(x,Ax)—i—ZFe(x,A:v) .
P,QeP ecE

Now, in order to proof Lemma 14, we apply the same approaahmtheiproof of Lemma 2. Hence, it remains
to adapt the upper bound (ﬁh[AZ&(Aﬁce)} to the EXPLORATION PROTOCOL Note that this is quite simple,
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since due to the linearity of expectation,
E[AL(Az)| < BE[AZ]
buin [P] 1 Lp =1

< n.)\. i

< 8 Bn |P| {p
2 +

<Nty

where we have substituted the migration probability of tre#qcol and the fact that there are at mostgents
that may sample a path containiag This proves Equation (2) ik is chosen small enough. With opposite
signs, the same argument holds i P. O

Since we have omitted the parameterom the protocol, we now need a lower bound on the minimum
improvement that is possible when the system is not yet anéation-stable state in order to give an upper
bound on the convergence time. Formally, let

Kk = min min {p(z) —Llo(z+1g —1p)} .
r P,QeP
lp(z) > Llo(x+1g —1p)
Theorem 15. Consider a symmetric network congestion game in which ajfgas use th&XPLORATION
PrRoTOCOL Letz denote the initial state of the dynamics. Then the dynanoicgarge to a Nash equilibrium

in expected time
D(x) Bnlmax
© < émin 52 >

Proof. In every state which is not a Nash equilibrium there existagent currently utilizing pat® € P
and a path) € P such thatg < ¢p — x. Hence, the expected virtual potential gain is at least

1 A |P| gmin K A gmin IQQ
E[Vpo] < —— - 21 min . 2 o Zmin . 2
Vedl < 1 =0 B ST B
and the true potential gain is at least half of this. Agaimrmbea 20 yields the expected time until the potential
decreases from at mostto &* > 0. O

It is obvious that an analogue of Lemmas 2 and 14 also holdarfpmprotocol that is a combination of
the IMITATION PROTOCOL and the XPLORATION PROTOCOL, e.(g., a protocol in which in every round,
every agent executes the one or the other with probabilieyfwadf. Then, in order to bound the value of

E AZE(A:%Q) , we must make a case differentiation based on whether giopal or uniform sampling

dominates the probability that other agents migrate tosvegdource. Such a protocol combines the advan-
tages of the MITATION PrROTOCOL and the XPLORATION PROTOCOL: In the long run, it converges to a
Nash equilibrium, and reaches an approximate equilibrismuackly as stated by Theorem 7 (up to a factor
of 2).

7 Conclusion

We have proposed and analyzed a natural protocol based @tiirgiprofitable strategies for distributed self-
ish agents in symmetric congestion games. If agents usevoualioN PROTOCOL, the resulting dynamics
converge rapidly to approximate equilibria, in which onlyraall fraction of players have latency significantly
above or below the average. In addition, in finite time theadyits converges to an imitation-stable state,
in which no player can improve its latency by more thahy imitating a different player. ThevMiTATION
PrRoTOCOL and the concept of an imitation-stable state have the drelnibat dynamics can stabilize in a
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quite disadvantegous situation, e.g. when all players thlaygame expensive strategy. This is due to the fact
that the strategy space is essentially restricted to theegustrategy choices of the agents. Strategies that
might be attractive and offer large latency gain are “losit® no player uses them anymore. For singleton
congestion games we showed that this event becomes uniikelycur as the number of players increases.
Then, by removing parameteifrom the protocol, the dynamics become likely to converddédsh equilibria.
Another approach to avoid losing strategies is to inclugedaation of the strategy space. Towards this end,
we can use an ¥ LORATION PROTOCOL, in which players sample from the strategy space directtiythan
migrate with a certain probability. If every player uses #ahly designed EPLORATION PROTOCOL (Or

any random combination of>PLORATION PROTOCOL and IMITATION PrOTOCOL), then the dynamics are
always guaranteed to converge to a Nash equilibrium. Horvaequiring information about possible strate-
gies and their benefits might be a complex and costly proceggactice, and hence such an action should
be invoked only rarely. In addition, exploration requiresadl migration probabilities, because the danger of
overshooting is more severe. Thus, on the downside, if ket BRATION PROTOCOL is used exclusively,
this results in significantly larger convergence times.
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A Appendix
A.1 Useful Facts

Throughout the technical part of this paper, we will apply tbllowing two Chernoff bounds.

Fact 16(Chernoff, see [19])Let X be a sum of Bernoulli variables. Theh[X > k- E [X]] < e EX]k-(nk=1)
and, fork > 4 > %3, P[X > k-E[X]] < e 3EXIk Ik Equivalently, fork > 4E[X], P[X > k] <

e~ 1k In(k/E[X])
The following fact yields a linear approximation of the ergatial function.
Fact 17. For anyr > 0 andz € [0, 7], it holds that(e” — 1) < z - <=L,

Proof. The functionexp(x) — 1 is convex and it goes through the poiigs0) and(r,e” — 1), as does the
functionz - <=1 O

Fact 18. For everyc €]0, 1[ it holds

s c
> =

1—c
k=0

& l

c
S

1—c
k=l

Fact 19(Jensen’s Inequality)Let f: R — R be a convex function, and let, . .., ax, x1,..., 2, € R. Then
k k
f <Zi—1 am) < iz if(@)
k — k '
Dim i D @

If f(x) = 22, then
S e\ X )
i=1 @i < i=1 (T
Zf:l @i - Zf:l @i

IN

1 k 2 k
& = a;T; CLl'f i) .
Zf:l @; (; ) ; )

Lemma 20([14]). Let Xy, X1, ... denote a sequence of non-negative random variables andnasthat for
alli >0

EX; | Xioi =21 <ai-1—1
and letr denote the first timeésuch thatX; = 0. Then,

E[T|X0:1‘0]§$0 .

Lemma 21([14]). Let Xy, X1, ... denote a sequence of non-negative random variables andnasthat for
alli > 0E[X; | X;—1 = x;—1] < x;—1 - « for some constant € (0,1). Furthermore, fix some constant
x* € (0, 0] and letr be the random variable that describes the smallesich thatX; < z*. Then,

2 T
E[T|X0:IO]SW'IOg(gE_§)

Again, as a consequence of Lemma 20 the expected time unpibtential decreases from at mdstto ¢
can be found in the appendix, and which is proved, e.g., if [14
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