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Abstract

Several real-world networks exhibit a complex structurel ane formed due to strategic interactions among rationdl an
intelligent individuals. In this paper, we analyze a netwésrmation game in a strategic setting where payoffs ofviitlials
depend only on their immediate neighbourhood. We call tipes®ffs as localized payoffs. In this network formation garthe
payoff of each individual captures (1) the gain from immégliaeighbors, (2) the bridging benefits, and (3) the cost tim finks.
This implies that the payoff of each individual can be coregutising only its single-hop neighbourhood informations&hon
this simple and appealing model of network formation, oudgtexplores the structure of networks that form, satigfyame or
both of the properties, namely, pairwise stability and &fficy. We analytically prove the pairwise stability of sesdnteresting
network structures, notably, the complete bi-partite mekwcomplete equi-k-partite network, complete networll aycle network,
under various configurations of the model. We validate amthéu extend these results through extensive simulatidfesthen
characterize topologies of efficient networks by drawingruglassical results from extremal graph theory and digcthat the
Turan graph (or the complete equi-bi-partite network) is timique efficient network under many configurations of patens.
We next examine the tradeoffs between topologies of painstable networks and efficient networks using the notionrigfep
of stability, which is the ratio of the sum of payoffs of theapérs in an optimal pairwise stable network to that of an ieffic
network. Interestingly, we find that price of stability isued to 1 for almost all configurations of parameters in the proposed
model; and for the rest of the configurations of the parametge obtain a lower bound @f.5 on the price of stability. This
leads to another key insight of this paper: under mild caoly, efficient networks will form when strategic individsachoose
to add or delete links based on only localized payoffs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Several real world networks such as the Internet, socialarés, organizational networks, biological networks, dosebs,
co-authorship networks, citation networks, and many mateb& complex network structures. Complex networks, geatg
modeled as graphs in most of the mathematical literaturee baen extensively studied in recent years and they aragieev
in today’s science and technology (1;/2; 3; 4). Studying thapprties of the complex network structures helps to urideds
the underlying phenomena and developing new insights heasystem such as small-world phenomena, scale-free mppolo
and structural holes (5 6! 4} [7; 8).

Complex networks have also been studied extensively in dlo@alssciences| (4;19; 10; 11) (and the references therein).
These studies reveal that complex social networks play goitant role in spreading information (12;/13; 14] 15; 16).17
Individuals that participate in the process of informatitiasemination in such networks receive various kinds ofada@nd
economic incentives and at the same time they also incus @@$brming and maintaining the contacts (i.e. links) witiher
individuals in terms of time, money, and effort. For thisges, individuals do act strategically while selecting thetighbors.
Thus, in several contexts, the behavior of the system iedrby the strategic actions of a large number of individusdsh
motivated by self-interest and optimizing an individualjeattive function. Thus, it is important to study the dynasiaf
strategic interaction among the individuals in complexigonetworks in order to understand how such networks formh an
this is the primary motivation for this paper.

Many recent studies on network formation have used gamedtie@approaches (138; 119;/20;/21; 22] 23; 24; 25; 26) based
on the observation that individuals are strategic and aesdsted in maximizing their payoffs from the social intgi@ns.
These models capture the strategic interactions amonyididils and the analysis of these models satisfactorilyudesl the
topologies of equilibrium networks. In this domain, netkeithat are enforced by a central authority are known as efiici
networks. Understanding the compatibility between eftiilim networks and efficient networks has been the primacugo
of research in network formation (27;119; 20j 28} 29; 30; |33).3

The crux of most of the models for network formation in therétture (27, 33; 34; 8%; 36; 30;/31) is the underlying striateg
form game where the players, strategies, and utilities (Blemed as payoffs) are defined as follows: (i) the indivicdgents
in the complex network are the players, (ii) the strategyasfteagent is a subset of other agents with which it wishesrta fo
links, and (iii) the utility of each agent depends on the cite of the network.

Another key aspect of most of the existing work in the litaratis that the process of network formation is modeled in
a decentralized fashion where the individuals in the ndtwake autonomous decisions regarding whether to form aetelel
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links with other agents. However, most of these models reqthie agents to know the complete global structure (that is,
information about all nodes as well as all the links betwdenrtodes) of the network to compute their respective paybffs
many practical scenarios, this will be a very demanding irequent making the utility computation a cumbersome androft
intractable task. Moreover, empirical evidencel(8; 37) tlaarly shown that a significant fraction of the perceivedialoand
economic benefits for the individuals is derived from thieinop or2-hop neighborhood. Motivated by this, a few models of
network formation have been investigated that use locakimétion (such as information abolshop or2-hop neighborhood).
For instance, Kleinberg and co-authars! (38) propose a mktfesmation model where the utility function of each node is
based orm2-hop neighborhood information. However, in several reald examples, we observe that complete knowledge
about 2-hop information may be infeasible and nodes may need to geasonably accurate estimate of their payoffs by
using just their immediate neighborhood (chop) information. In fact, we can observe such constramteveral real-world
examples like distributed sensor networks and real-litgadmetworks. In distributed sensor networks, coalitiohsensors can
work together to track targets of interest and each sensmw&monly its immediate neighborhood. In real-life sociatwarks,

it may not be possible for an individual to know all the frisndf his/her immediate friends. Note that individuals cakn
partial information about thei2-hop neighborhood (i.e. friends of friends); however, thdstial information is inadequate to
accurately compute the payoffs of the individuals. Heneesuich settings, it becomes important to study the netwarkdtion
process using only single hop neighborhood information thiglis the primary motivation behind our work in this paper.

In this paper, we explore a novel model of network formatioocgss from an economic perspective in which individuals
derive payoffs (consisting of benefits from immediate nbims as well as structural holes and the costs to form linkB)gu
purely local neighbourhood information and we refer to #etting asnetwork formation with localized payoff§he primary
contribution of our work is to come up with a game theoreticdeloin the above setting and study the topologies of the
equilibrium networks and efficient networks that emergetnhsa network formation process. We next examine the trésleof
between topologies of equilibrium networks and efficiertivmeks using the notion of price of stability (35). Inforrhalprice
of stability is the ratio of the sum of payoffs of the playensan optimal (in terms of sum of payoffs of the players) pasevi
stable network to that of an efficient network. Interestngle find that price of stability id for almost all configurations of
the parameters in the proposed model; and for the rest ofathiggairations of the parameters in the proposed model, wairobt
a lower bound of).5 on price of stability. This indicates that, when some mildiditions are satisfied, efficient networks will
form when strategic individuals choose to add or deleteslibised on localized payoffs.

We note that our model assumes that a link forms with the ednsieboth the individuals (refer to Sectidqd Il), as social
contacts usually emerge in this manner. This assumptionidely considered in several models of network formation in
the literature (29| 33;_28; 39; 40; 41). In such situations,appropriate choice for the notion of equilibrium psirwise
stability (33). Informally, we call a network pairwise stable if no agean improve its utility by deleting any link and no two
unconnected individuals can form a link to improve theimpexgive payoffs. We call a netwosficientif the sum of payoffs
of the individuals is maximal. In this framework, our objeetis to investigate the tradeoff between topologies ofvpiae
stable and efficient networks. In the rest of the paper, wetlisdermsgraph and networkinterchangeably. We thus use the
terms nodes and individuals interchangeably throughaaiptiper. As a game-theoretic approach is used, we sometisees u
the terms players and individuals interchangeably througkhe paper.

A. Relevant Work

The field of network formation has been extensively studiediverse fields such as sociology, physics, computer sejenc
economics, mathematics and biology!(19; 20;121;/22; 28] 29/48;|38;.44] 45| 46; 24, 23; B1; 38;132;/47; 48] 39; 49; 50;
25;126). In this section, we have included a discussion ofntioelels that are most relevant to our work.

The modeling of strategic formation in a general networkisgtwas first studied in the seminal work of Jackson and
Wolinsky (33). They basically consider a value function @mdallocation rule model where the value function defineslaeva
to each network and the allocation rule distributes thisi@ab the nodes in the network. They investigate whetheriefitic
networks will form when self-interested individuals carooke to form links and/or break links. The authors define tiylized
models. For these models, the authors observe that for lmidHoav costs the efficient networks are pairwise stable, loit n
always for medium level costs. They also examine the tenseween efficiency and stability and derive various condii
and allocation rules for which efficiency and pairwise digbiare compatible. An important feature their model do@&s$ n
capture is that of the intermediary benefits that nodes ggibding intermediaries lying on the paths between non-rmigh
nodes. In particular, they do not capture the benefits duérdataral holes.

Hummon (23) carries out several interesting investigatiorunravel more specific topologies using a specific moagigsed
by Jackson and Wolinsky (33). Two different agent-basedikition approaches, the multi-thread model and the dis@etnt
simulation model, are used in the analysis done by Hummah t(2&xplore the dynamics of network evolution based on a
model proposed in Jackson and Wolinskyl (33). Hummon idestifertain pairwise stable structures that are more spéuific
those anticipated by the formal analysis of Jackson andnalgi (38). Doreianl(29) explores the same issue in a sysiemat
manner and establishes the conditions under which diffgyainwise structures are generated. Some gaps in the &nalys
Doreian (29) are addressed by Xie and Cui (40; 41).



Jackson[(39) reviews several models of network formatiothin literature with an emphasis on the tradeoffs between
efficiency with stability. This work also studies the retaiship between pairwise stable and efficient networks inreetyaof
contexts and under three different definitions of efficiercyater paper by Jackson (47) presents a family of allocatides
(for example, networkolus) that incorporate informatidroat alternative network structures when allocating thsvaek value
to the individual nodes. The author provides a general niktiiadefining allocation rules in network formation games.

Goyal and Vega-Redondo (43) propose a non-cooperative ganael in which a nodeé can benefit from serving as an
intermediary between a pair of nodesandy. In their model, a nodeé could lie on an arbitrarily long path betweenandy.

The authors assume, however, that the benefits from fartilgsnare not subject to decay. They also assume that thetbenefi
of communication between any pair of nodes is alwaymit. This1 unit is distributed to the two communicating nodes and
only to certain so called essential nodes (43) on the pattveelea the two communicating nodes. In this setting, the @sth
show that a star graph is the only non-empty robust equilibrgraph. The authors also study the implications of capacit
constraints in the ability of individual nodes to form links other nodes and show that a cycle network emerges.

Ramasuri and Narahati (51) propose a generic model of nktfeomation that essentially builds on the model of Jackson-
Wolinsky (33). This model simultaneously captures four keyerminants of network formation: (i) benefits from immaadi
neighbors through links, (ii) costs of maintaining the Bnkiii) benefits from non-neighboring nodes and decay as¢hmenefits
with distance, and (iv) intermediary benefits that ariserfrmulti-step paths. The authots (51) analyze the proposetehio
determine the topologies of stable and efficient networks.

The aforementioned models of network formation have thétaimon that each individual (or node) needs to know global
information about the structure of the network in order tanpaite its utility. A few recent models (42;/52;/38) in the fla&ure
make an attempt to overcome the above limitation.

« Buskens and van de Rijt (42) propose a model that requirdsiadividual agent to know just its immediate neighbors (or
1-hop neighborhood) to optimize its own utility. Howeveretmodel captures only the cost to nodes and ignores various
benefits that nodes can derive from the network such as dierwfits from the neighbors and the bridging benefits.

« Arcaute, Johari, and Mannor (52) study the myopic dynanmaseitwork formation games. A key aspect of the dynamics
studied in this model is the local information and the auststrow that these dynamics converge to efficient or nearesffici
outcomes. However, the model does not characterize thdogips of equilibrium and efficient networks. Moreover, the
model works with Pareto efficiency whereas we work with a mmatural notion of efficiency, namely maximizing the
sum of payoffs of all the nodes.

« Kleinberg and co-authors (38) characterize the structdirstable networks withNash equilibriumas the notion of
stability. The authors propose a polynomial time algoritttma node to determine its best response in a given graph as
nodes can choose to link to any subset of other nodes. Theyshtswv that stable networks have a rich combinatorial
structure. However, the model needs each individual agehnow its 2-hop neighborhood (the set of all individuals
that are reachable within two hops) to compute and optintzewn utility. The model works with Nash equilibrium
while our proposed model works with the more natural notibpairwise stability as the notion of equilibrium. Also,
our model considers only single hop neighbourhood which asemappropriate for certain kinds of social networks as
already explained. Moreover, the model/(38) does not sthdyttadeoff between the topologies of stable networks and
the topologies of efficient networks.

B. Our Contributions

To the best of our knowledge, our current study is the first mneomprehensively explore the tradeoff between pairwise
stability and efficiency using the notion of price of statyilin the context of strategic network formation with lozad payoffs,
while taking into account several key factors such as linktgolink benefits, and bridging benefits. The following dre t
specific contributions of our paper.

« SectiorLdl: An Elegant Model for Network Formation with Léizad Payoffs\We propose a strategic form game to model
the process of network formation with localized payoffs areterm the game asetwork formation (game) with localized
payoffs(NFLP). The utility of each player in the proposed game takés account not only the benefits)(that arise
from routing information to and from its neighbors but albe ttost ¢) to maintain a link to each of its neighbors.

« Sectior{1ll: Analytical Characterization of Topologies Bdirwise Stable Networkd/Ve first analytically characterize the
topologies of the pairwise stable networks using the NFLRIehoSome of the networks that we consider for analysis
include the cycle, star, complete and null networks. In &oldj we also derive pairwise stability conditions for eémt
classes of k-partite networks namely bipartite completeioeks, complete equi-tri-partite networks and completei-
partite networks. We note that our findings extend the ptessidpologies for pairwise stable networks compared to that
of other models in the literature.

« Section1V: Simulation of Network Formation Process and ifhaithl Insights: Next, we simulate strategic dynamics
in NFLP to understand how pairwise stable networks evolver dime. Our simulation results validate our analytical
deductions and also reveal additional interesting insightthe topologies of pairwise stable networks. In addjtiamstudy



the emergent pairwise stable topologies during the netfiarkation process and study the evolution of pairwise stabl
network and its properties like the clustering co-efficiemmnvergence time, etc. over different configuration patans.

« Sectior V: Analytical Characterization of Topologies ofi&ént NetworksNext, we analytically characterize topologies
of efficient networks by drawing upon classical results frextremal graph theory. Our work leads to sharp deductions
about the efficient networks in NFLP. A striking discoveryafr study here is that the equi-bi-partite graph (popularly
known as the Turan graph) emerges as the unique efficienbrletmder many regions of values &fand c.

« SectiorMI: Price of Stability Investigation$he quality of optimal (in terms of the sum of payoffs of theliwviduals in
the network) pairwise stable networks is best understommlitih the notion of price of stability (PoS). PoS allows us to
explore the middle ground between centrally enforced goiuand completely unregulated anarchy/ (35). In most real-
world applications, the nodes are not completely unrdstliin their strategic behavior but rather agree upon a phest
equilibrium solution. In such scenarios, the prescripttam be chosen to be the best equilibrium thus making the price
of stability an important issue to study. We study the PoS KLR to reveal tradeoffs between pairwise stable networks
and efficient networks. Intriguingly, we find that PoSlisor almost all configurations of and c. For the remaining
configurations of§ and ¢, we obtain a lower bound of on PoS. This implies, under mild conditions érandc, that
the proposed NFLP model produces pairwise stable netwbeksatre efficient.

II. AM ODEL FORNETWORK FORMATION WITH LOCALIZED PAYOFFS

We model network formation using a strategic form game (V8. consider a network setup with players denoted by
N ={1,2,...,n}. A strategys, of a player: is any subset of players with which the player would like ttabBsh links. We
assume that the formation of a link requires the consent tf thee players. Assume tha&t is the set of strategies of player
i. Let s = (s1,s9,...,5,) be a profile of strategies of the players. Also tete the set of all such strategy profiles. Each
strategy profiles leads to an undirected graph and we represent iZby). If there is no confusion, we just usg. If players
z andy form a link (z, y) in a graphg, then we represent the new graphy (x, y). We assume that players in the network
communicate using shortest paths - this is a standard assumysed in the literature for ease of modeling. In the rhset t
paper, we use the terms players, nodes, and agents intgezizn.

Degree of NodeThe degreel; of node: represents the number of neighbors of naede

Costs:If nodesi andj are connected by a link, then we assume that the link incusstces (0, 1) to each node. That is,
if the degree of node is d;, then node incurs a cost ofd;.

Benefits from Immediate Neighborsssume thaty € (0,1). If node is connected to a nodg by a direct link, then we
assume that node gains a benefit ob. That is, if the degree of nodeis d;, then nodei gains a benefit obd; from its
immediate neighbors.

Bridging Benefits:Consider a nodé. Assume that nodeg and k£ are two neighbors of nodésuch thatj and & are not
connected by a direct link. Suppose that noflasd i communicate using the lengghpath through nodé then (i) we assume
that a benefit ob2 arises due to this communication, and (i) we also assumnietieabenefits? entirely goes to nodée. We
refer to 62 as the bridging benefit to node The main motivation for this kind of bridging benefits is bycilogical studies
suggesting that in practice most of the bridging benefitseafriom bridging the communication between pairs of nomymsor
nodes in the network (53).

In this framework, we define the utility of nodesuch that it depends on the benefits from immediate neighbirscosts
to maintain links to these immediate neighbors, and thegbngibenefits. More formally, for any< N, the utility u; of node
¢ in an undirected graply is defined as follows:

()
whereg; is the number of links among the neighbors of nedie G. There are two terms in this utility function. The first term
specifies the net benefit to nodé&om its immediate neighbors. The second term specifiesuhred bridging benefits to node
i. Herel — %< is the fraction of pairs of neighbors of nodé¢hat are non-neighbors anl normalizes the level of bridging

benefits that node gains in the network. For example, the fraction of pairs dfjhkors of nodel that are non-neighbors in
both g1 and g3 in Figure[1 is1.0. However the degree of nodein g1 is d; = 5 and the degree of nodein g3 is d; = 2.
The normalization ternd; ensures that the bridging benefit for nadis higher ing1 than ing3. Note that the bridging benefit
of our proposed model can also be altered by introducing bitrary increasing, real-valued function df (call it f(d;)). In
this case, the utility model (Equati@h 1) becomes as follows
)52.

For ease of analysis, we work witf(d;) = d; throughout this paper.

Note: Assume that nodebridges the communication betwegrand k; and a benefit 062 is generated. In the literature,
there are three well known ways of distributing the ben&fito nodesi, j, andk: (i) only nodei gets entired?, (ii) node+

0

(%)

ui(G) = di(6 — ¢) + f(d;) (1 -
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Figure 1: An illustrative example

gets0, and (i) nodes, j, andk get equal share af?. In this paper, we work with scenario (i). A similar approashutilized
in (38) as well. We note that the analysis that we performgausitenario (i) can be easily extended to other two scenarios.

A. The Network Formation Game

The above framework defines a strategic form game= (N, (S;)ien, (Ui)iENP that models network formation with
localized payoffs. We refer to this as network formation gasith localized payoffs (NFLP). The following example Bhlnates
NFLP.

Example 1:Assume thatV = {1,2,3,4,5,6} is the set of6 players. Ifs; = {2,3,4,5,6}, s2 = {1}, s5 = {1}, s4 = {1},
s5 = {1}, s¢ = {1}, then the resultant grapji is the star graph as shown in Figlide 1.(i). Note that an edgadavith the
consent of both the nodes.

Following the NFLP model, the payoffs of the players in thar ggraph are as followsz;(g1) = 5(6 — ¢) + 562 and
uz(gl) = us(gl) = ua(gl) = us(gl) = ug(gl) = (6 — ¢).

If s1 ={2,3,4,5,6}, s2 ={1,3,6}, s5 ={1,2,4}, s4 = {1,3,5}, s5 = {1,4,6}, s¢ = {1,2,5}, then the resultant graph
g2 is the wheel graph as shown in Figlide 1.(ii). Following theLRFmodel, the payoffs of the players in the wheel graph are
as follows:uy(g2) =5(5 —¢) + % andus(g2) = u3(g2) = u4(g2) = us(g2) = ug(g2) = 3(6 — c) + 6%

On similar lines, ifs;y = {2,6}, so = {1,3}, s3 = {2,4}, sa = {3,5}, s5 = {4,6}, s¢ = {1,5}, then the resultant grapf8
is the cycle graph as shown in Figiide 1.(iii). Following thELN¥? model, the payoffs of the players in the cycle graph are as
follows: u1(g3) = u2(g3) = u3(g3) = u4(g3) = us(g3) = ue(g3) = 2(§ — ¢) + 25°.

I1l. ANALYTICAL DEDUCTIONS ONTOPOLOGIES OFPAIRWISE STABLE NETWORKS

In this section, we first recall the notion of pairwise stijilThen, we characterize the topologies of pairwise stalgtworks.
To begin with, we note that the notion of pairwise stabilisydefined by Jackson and Wolinsky |(33). Formally, we call an
undirected graplz = (V, E)) pairwise stable (33) if (iW(i,j) € E,u;(G) > u;(G — (4, )) andu;(G) > u;(G — (3, 7)), (ii)
W(i.5) ¢ B, if ui(G) < ui(G + (i,5)) thenu;(G) > u (G + (i. ).

We now focus on characterizing the topologies of the pagwisble networks that may emerge following the framework in
NFLP. Characterizing pairwise stable networks under varioetwork formation models has been addressed in thetlitera
(29), (20), (42), (43),1(38),.(36), (30), (31), (33), (2949, (50). In our approach, we consider the topologies ofager
standard networks (such as complete network, cycle nefvabak network, multi-partite networks) and then study ket
such topologies are pairwise stable following the framdwadrNFLP. We now present few results to establish certaindsed
networks are pairwise stable in the framework of NFLP.

Proposition 1:If (§ — ¢) < §2 and(c — §) < §2, then the complete bipartite network is pairwise stable.

Proof:

Consider a complete bipartite network, with a; andas nodes respectively in the two partitions. The utility of eadin
a partition witha; nodes isu;(G) = aa2(d — ¢) + a2d2. This proposition can be proved in two steps.

Step 1:Let us now add the edge, j) to G and call the resultant graph. It can be readily checked that(G) = (az+1)(5 —
c¢)+(az—1)d2. Since we are given that > (6—c), we get thatu;(G) = az(6—c)+a26? > (ag+1)(5—c)+(ag—1)8? = u;(G).
That is, no pair of non-neighbor nodes is better off by forgnanlink in G.

Step 2:Assume that nodé severs an edge i¥ and call the resultant grap. It can be shown thami(é) = (a2 — 1)(6 —
¢) + (az — 1)62. Since we are given tha > (6 — ¢), it is immediately seen that;(G) > u;(G). Nodei is not better off by
severing a link inG.

Note that we can apply similar analysis with respect to eaxtenn the other partition. Hence the complete bipartitevogk
is pairwise stable. ]

Proposition 2: (a) The complete network is pairwise stable(if— §) < 0 (b) The cycle network is pairwise stable if
1 < (c—6)/6% <2, (c) The null (empty) network is pairwise stable(i — ¢) < 0.

The result can be proved easily by using arguments similénabin Propositiofi]1.



Proposition 3: For k£ > 3, the complete:-partite network is pairwise stable if () = ¢, and (i) a; = a,Vi € {1,2,...,k}
wherea; is the number of nodes in partitianin k-partite network and: is any positive integer.
Proof: We start with ak-partite graph(, satisfying condition (ii) given in the statement of thisoposition. Consider a
nodei in the pt" partition of G where1l < p < k. We construct the proof in two steps.
Step 1 (edge addition)We can see that, i@, the only link that can be added from nodis to a nodej in the p'* partition.
Let G be the network obtained after a new lifk 5) is added toG. For pairwise stability, we need;(G) — u;(G) < 0. This

implies
§—c) + (di +1)6° 1—7—;1 —d?(1- 2 ) <o
R () R ()

whereo; is the number of links among the neighbours of nede G ando; is the number of links among the neighbours of
nodei in G. Note thatd; = d; since nodes and; belong to the same partition ii. Now we get thab; =0;+d; =0y +d;.
Simplifying, we get

Yal 2 2 20;
, — =(6—¢) — 7 2
wi(@) —ui(@) = (5 —¢) = 8" +4 <di(di1) )
Since the term——""_ lies in the intervall0, 1] and the fact that = ¢ (given in the statement of this proposition), we get

d;(d; — 1)
that expressiorL{2) is non-positive. This implies that n@ pAnodes can form a link to improve their respective pagoff
Step 2 (edge deletion)in G, consider that nodédeletes a link to a nodgin the q'" partition wherel < g <kandp #q.
Let G be the network obtained after the lifik j) has been deleted fro. For pairwise stability, we need,(G) —u;(G) < 0.

This implies
—(5—¢)+ (d; — 1)52<1— U—_1> —di62<1— gi ) <0
(“27) (%)

Wherea; denotes the number of links among the neighbours of riddeG. We can see that; = 0; — d; + a;. Simplifying,

®3)

— 95 + 2d: — 2a; 20
_(6—0)—52—1—52( o; + 2d; al+ Uz)go

di —2 di — 1

erpry

Claim: expr; < 1.
Proof of the Claim:We know thatd; = Z#i a; . Now, we derive an expression for.

d; a di(d; —1) 1 ) di —32;405

U’:<2>_Z<2> -5 s> -—= )
JFi J#i J#i

Now, we show thatxpr; < 1. The proof is by contradiction. Supposepr; > 1.

720’1' 4+ 2dj — 2ai 2Ji
( di — 2 d; — 1) > 1
Q(dj —0; — ai)(di — 1) + (20’1)(d1 — 2) > (dl — 2)(6[1 — 1)
(dedi — 20; — 2a;d; — 2dj + 2@1') > (d? —3d; + 2) (5)
From condition(2) in Proposition B, we have; = 1,Vi andd; = d; = (k — 1)a. Also, using Equation{4) in Equatiohl(5)
and simplifying, we have
(k+1)a— (k—1)a* > 2 (6)
= (k+Da>2+(k—1)a*> (k—1)a?

e k+1
R
Let y(k) = (££1). As we know that the functiop(k) is a decreasing function df (as derivative ofy(k) with respect tok
is < 0), we can write

a<y2)=a<3

So, clearly we can conclude thatpr; > 1 for 0 < a < 3 (i.e.,a =2 anda = 1) andexpr; <1 fora > 3.



Now we will examine what happens when= 1 anda = 2. Substitutinga = 1 in Equation [[6) and simplifying, we get
2 > 2 which is absurd. Substituting = 2 in Equation [6) and simplifying, we gét < 2 which violates the hypothesis that
k > 3. Hence, by the above argumentspr, < 1,Va € {1,2,...},Vk > 3. This completes the proof of the claim.
Note that we are given that= c. Thus, from Equation{3),
720'1' + 2d] — 2ai 2Ui
d; — 2 d; —1

<1

752+52( )go = w(G) - w(G) <0

Thus, nodei does not have any incentive to add an edgé-tor delete an edge fro® when the conditions given in the
statement of the proposition are satisfied. As no@echosen arbitrarily frontz, we have thatz is pairwise stable. ]
USiPﬁ a similar approach, we can prove the stability resiatsother standard networks. We summarize these results in

Table[li and the graphical illustration of these results is depidteBigure[2.
Parameter Additional p.s? o - .
H Region ‘ Conditions H networks H Pairwise Stability Regions
(18 (6—c)>4° Complete as given in Table 1
1)s>c (Ib) (6 —c) <4 Complete
c.B.P* (3d)
(1c) (6 — ¢) < 2/357 CETP®
Complete (3c)
C.B.P
Complete, Null, 3b)
@é6=c C.B.P, 7o)
CEKP = (3a)
(3a) (c — 6) > 257 Null 5
Bb) (c—6) <4 C.B.P c o)
Null g
@d<ec (B0 02 < (c—0) <20 Cycle 1)
Null
3d) (c —0) <2/36 CETP 1(b)
Null
C.B.P 1(a)
Ip.S: Pairwise Stabl&C.B.P: Complete BiPartite ‘
SC.E.K.P: Complete EquiK -Partite 0 0.5 1
6C.E.T.P: Complete Equi Tri-Partite cost (c)

Table I: Characterization of pairwise stable

e - Figure 2: Graphical lllustration
network topologies in the proposed utility model 9 P

IV. SIMULATION : VALIDATION AND ADDITIONAL INSIGHTS ONTOPOLOGIES

In this section, we investigate various aspects of the ndgtviormation game through extensive simulations. The main
purpose of this exercise is to get a better understandingeohetwork formation process as theoretical analysis maiselil
scope in enabling the understanding of the cumulative &ffe€ many of the parameters like the initial network density
cost-benefit values, scheduling order of the nodes, etdrflaence the network formation process.

In the network formation process, starting from some ihitianfiguration of a network, the resultant topology of pagsv
stable network may not be any of the standard networks ceregidin the previous section. In other words, these sinuriati
results reveal that there could exist certain other togebthat satisfy pairwise stability apart from these statiaeetworks.

Starting with some initial network (the null network, foraxple), the network structure changes with time as variodes
in the network add or remove links to their neighbors, so am&ximize their own individual utility from the network. It
would be interesting to determine if, in the long run, thewwak reaches a stable state (an equilibrium or a near-bquith
state). If the network does reach a stable state, it woulthtegdsting to know the structure (i.e. shape) of the stabterark
and if this stable network is unique. One way of approachimg is to start with the initial network and model the dynasnic
of the system as a function of time (or an analogous parainetet analytically study the asymptotic network structure i
the limit as time tends to infinity. However, the dynamics loé system can become very complex even in a moderately sized
network, making such an approach infeasible. Further, seshlts would only be valid for those particular initial werks.

Another approach is to analyze the stability of some of thaddrd networks (complete network, cycle network, stavoek
etc.) under our utility model (as presented in Tdble I). ltbdbthen mean that if the network reaches any of these stdndar
stable networks, it is guaranteed to not deviate from thisvokk. However, one problem with this approach is that Bigrt
from some initial network, we may not reach any of these steshdhetworks. That is, some non-standard networks could be
stable and the dynamic network could emerge into one of thesestandard networks.

INote that the legends in the figure correspond to the numipespecified in Tabll |



A. Simulation Setup

We built a custom simulator using the C++ programming laigguia order to model the network formation process under
our proposed network model. To implement the standard graptines, we used the BOOST C++ libraries|(54) which has
efficient implementations of fundamental graph data stmeést and routines. We start with a random initial networksisting
of n nodes. The number of edges between these nodes is deterbyirthd parametedensity(y). For example, ify = 0,
we start with an empty network; i = 0.35, we start with a network that contaii3$% of the possible(g) edges. These
edges are chosen uniformly at random. As noted in SeEfica hipde obtains a benefit 6f(0 < é < 1) and incurs a coste(

(0 < ¢ < 1)) for maintaining a direct relationship (represented by dgeg with another node. In addition, each node reaps
additional indirect benefit because of its potential to peidks unconnected neighbors (determined by sparsity afioalships
among his neighbors).

B. The Simulation Process

We run the simulations for each combination of possible eslof§ and ¢ as shown in Tablélll given below. A single
simulation run refers to a simulation with a particular \alef of § and c. Further, each simulation run is repeated multiple
times as per th&lum-Repetitionparameter. We now describe the details of a single simulatio below.

In a particular simulation run, each node is given an opmitguto act, based on a random schedule. Each node, when
scheduled, considers three actions - namely, add an edgaddeathat it is not directly connected to, delete an existidge
to a node, or do nothing. Each node chooses the action thamiaas its individual payoff (which is based on the paranste
0 andc), breaking ties randomly. Node when adding an edge to nogemay be allowed to do so only if it is beneficial to
both or if nodej is at least not worse off (mutual add (MA)). Similarly, noflewhen deleting an existing edge to nogle
may be allowed to do so unilaterally (unilateral delete). $tledy pairwise stable network evolution under these cdit

Table[] lists the various simulation parameters. At sonagatin the simulation, the network could evolve into a stable
state where no node has any incentive to modify the netwonle i@ration in which no node modifies the network isidle
iteration, and the parametédum-ldle-Terminaténdicates the number of idle iterations before we concluu the network
has reached a stable state. This is the case of normal teionired a simulation run. However, there may be cases where th
network does not emerge into a stable state and cycles throrgyiously visited states even after many iterations ¢ise
of dynamic-equilibriumas noted in Hummor_(28)). The paramekéax-Iterationsindicates the number of iterations before
we forcibly terminate the simulation run. However, we habserved that all the simulation runs achieved convergengghm
before the maximum iterations allowed indicating that thenfation of dynamic equilibrium is not possible in our uyili
model. However, we leave the formal proof of this observats a future work. The paramefdum-Repetitionindicates the
number of times each simulation run was repeated. The siibntawere averaged out over different initial conditiomsla

Parameters | Values |

random schedules.
N 3,4, 5, 10, 20

Cost (c) 0.05 to 1, in steps of 0.05

Benefit ©) 0.05 to 1, in steps of 0.05

Density ) 0, 0.35, 0.7 °
Experiment Mutual-Add, Unilateral-Delete

Num-Iterations 1000

Num-Repetitions 100 .

Num-Idle-Terminate| 30

Table II: Simulation parameters and Values

Figure 3: A stylized 5-node network

C. Metrics Recorded

At the end ofNum-Repetitionsiumber of repetitions, a number of metrics were recordee. fdHowing lists some of the
important metrics recorded.

1) The network structure (shape) for each repetition

2) The frequency with which each of the network structureSéetion IV-D resulted (across all repetitions)

3) The mean utility of the final network (across all repetigd

4) The mean time to reach the final network (across all répesj

5) The mean number of acts to reach the final network (acrbsstitions)

Before we present the results, we briefly describe the fieasson criteria used to identify pairwise stable networks



D. Classification of Pairwise Stable Network Structures

Once the network reaches a stable state, we classify th@restvucture as one of the network structures shown in Tdble
As in Hummon [(28), we use the sorted (descending order) degretor to characterize the structure of the stable network
For example, the Null network has a sorted degree vector,df,(Q ., 0), the Star network (n-1, 1, 1, ..., 1) and the Coteple
network (n-1, n-1, ..., n-1). We refer to a network structarshared network if it is a regular network (i.e., all nodegeha
same degree) of some uniform degree. For example, a cycl@-iegular graph and hence is a shared network.

Also as in Hummonl(28), we use total mean squared deviatioBO0Mto classify the resultant stable network as Near-
“standard network” (for example, Near-complete netwoHRqtther, if the mean squared deviation is above a certaestinld
(m) then we know its not close to any of the above topologies, lvem tcolor the graph using a greedy coloring algorithm
(54) and then classify it either as a general k-partite gr@ygterek equals the number of colors required to color the graph)
or any of the other network structures shown in Tdble IIl. ur simulations, we use the maximum deviatign ¢ 1)?2) for
calculating ther, i.e.,7 = 0.1 x (n — 1).

Note that whenever we classify a network as any type of Kieanetwork, we implicitly mean thaf{ > 3. The case
of K = 2 is the same as bipartite network and is handled as a sepgaeseaihown in TableTll. Turan network refers to a
complete bipartite network with the sizes of the two paitis to be as equal as possibleNfis even, then the Turan network
has equal sized partitions whereas\ifis odd, the size of one partition is one less than the othditipar

For classification of a sorted degree network as a neardheetvork, we first need to calculate the order of the regular
network with which this degree vector needs to be comparednAlummon|(28), to compute the total mean squared deviation
for the shared structure, the ideal order is defined by agenagnber of ties in the in-out degree vector, rounded to tlaeast
whole tie. In this example, if the degree vector is (3,21),1the average is 1.6, and the ideal type shared struct(®e?i,2,2).
However, note that a cycle network is necessarily a sharesdonle but a shared network need not always be a cycle network.

NULL STAR SHARED COMPLETE
NEAR-NULL NEAR-STAR NEAR-SHARED NEAR-COMPLETE
BI-PARTITITE-COMPLETE TURAN EQUI-K-PARTITE-COMPLETE | EQUI-K-PARTITE
K-PARTITE-COMPLETE K-PARTITE

Table Ill: Possible Network Structures considered in the simulations

The following example clarifies this procedure: Consider 3inode network as shown in Figuré 3. Suppose that we would
like to classify this network as one of the following stardiaetworks : Null, Star, Shared, Complete, Near-Null, N&tar,
Near-Shared or Near-Complete. This is done as follows. latethe given network does not classify as any of the first fou
networks in the list given above. Hence, we try to classify ¢fiven network as one of the remaining four networks (itee, t
‘near’ type networks).

We know that the sorted degree vector(is 3, 3,2,2) for the given network. The ideal order for the shared network
comparison is calculated by taking the average degree kwkiz.8) and rounding to the nearest integer (which gi8gsThis
means we have to compare the network t8-@egular network. The total MSD from the shared network isstf(4 — 3)2 +
(3-3)2+(3—-3)2+(2—3)2+(2-3)%))/5 = 0.6. The total MSD of this network from Star network (4 — 4)? + (3 —
12+ (3-1)2+(2-1)2+(2-1)?))/5 = 2. Similarly, the total MSD from Null network i$.4, and the total MSD from the
Complete Network i2. The value0.6 being the least among these and less théid of maximum deviationl6, we classify
the above network structure as Near-Shared.

E. Multiple Classification of Pairwise Stable Structures

We note that the classification of pairwise stable networlicstires according to Tablellll is not mutually exclusivéiefe
can exist networks which can be classified as more than onbkeofypes described in Tablellll. We illustrate a couple of
interesting network structures that we encountered dwingsimulations here. Figuté 4(a) refers to a pairwise stabtwork
that emerged when we ran the simulation witthdom seed= 6875, = 0.7, ¢ = 0.55. We observed that this network is both
a Near-Shared network as well as a Tri-partite complete ortwhose parititions ar€0, 6, 7,8), (1,2,5), (3,4,9). In such
cases, we classify the network structure as a K-Partite Gampetwork.

Another example is shown in Figuké 4(b) which is obtained mvihenning simulations withandom seed= 15256, =
0.5,¢ = 0.5. We observe that this graph can be classified as a regular@ne®) network with degreé=However, it turns
out that this graph is also an equi-partitioned bipartitemoek with partitions(0, 3,4,8,9),(1,2,5,6,7). In such cases, we
classify the graph as equi-bipartite network (or the Turatwork).

F. Interpretation of Pairwise Stability

In a pairwise stable network, if a hode adds a link to anotloetenand gains strictly from it, the other node should lose
strictly. Hence, the addition of the link becomes infeasilol this case. However, nodes in a pairwise stable netwarksth
add links if adding these links does not change the payoftstber of the nodes. In this case, the nodes are indiffelemtita
adding the link. In the case of deletion, a node will deletén& from the current network unilaterally if it strictly befits
from doing so. We use this interpretation of pairwise stgbduring the course of our simulations.
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(b)

Figure 4: Possibility of multiple classifications for a given netwastkucture

G. Model Validation

We now proceed to understand some of the results of our diimga First, in this section, we focus on the validation of
our theoretical results on pairwise stability as shown iguFe[$. We are interested in knowing the following aspectthan
simulations.

« Do the pairwise stable networks identified in Tafle | actualinerge in the simulation process?

« If so, under what values of andc do they emerge?

« Do the conditions match with the theoretical results?

We conducted our simulations for all combinationsdofind ¢ as explained before. Figufé 5(a)-Figlide 5(r) validate the
analytical results derived in Table | . The vertical axis atle plot in Figurdb is the benefit valué)( ranging fromo0 to 1,
and the horizontal axis represents the cost parameterapging from0 to 1. In general, given a particular value éfandc,
there may be multiple network structures that may be pa@stable. The type of network structure emerging in the netwo
formation process depends on a number of factors like thlimetwork, the scheduling order of the nodes along with th
parameters ob andc. Hence, we run each simulation riNum-Repetitionsimes each time starting with random schedules
and starting with different initial networks with the hopkgetting all possible pairwise stable networks. In paticuwe start
with three different initial networks with densiti€8, 0.35,0.7) respectively as shown in Tatlg II.

We plot the pairwise stable regions for different networ&mely bipartite complete network, null network, completéwvork,
etc and compare with the theoretical predictions. Figuied-&q) show theoretical results and Figlite 5(e)-(r) shogvrésults
from the simulations.

Figure[3(e) shows the regions where the Bipartite CompBEC) network emerged as one of the pairwise stable network
when the simulation run was started with number of nodés=(10) and initial network with density(= 0). Clearly, we can
see that BPC does not emerge as pairwise stable in the regloer®d < c as the null network (which coincides with the
initial network) is also pairwise stable and the nodes prefs to add any links to the initial network. However, Fig[&) and
Figure[®(g) show that if the starting network is already hgvsome existing links then nodes try to form BPC network even
in the regions wheré < c. This shows the importance of the initial network in the rateformation process. Figufé 5(h) is
obtained by merging all the regions of Figlite 5(e)-(g) arisl ttosely corresponds to the theoretical predictions of BRability
shown in Figuréb(a). Figuld 5(i)-(l) similarly show resufor N = 20. In this case, however, we observe that Fiddre 5(l) is
not as close to Figurg 5(a) which is due to the fact that theag be many more pairwise stable topologies that may emerge
as the number of nodes increase which illustrates a fundaneifficulty in characterizingall pairwise stable networks for
everypossible value of number of noded’).

Another observation is that the complete network is thémaky proven to be the unique pairwise stable network in the
region shown in FigurE]5(c). We can clearly see the simulatisults in Figuré€l5(h) and Figulé 5(1) that this region sacly
excluded from the BPC stable region as starting with anyainitetwork, only the complete graph emerges as unique the
pairwise stable network in the region specified by Fidgure.5(c

We similarly show the stability regions for complete andlmgtworks in Figuréd b(m) and Figufé 5(0) respectively which
corresponds to the theoretical predictions of Figure 5¢) Bigure[b(d) respectively. As explained earlier, Fidufe) again
illustrates the importance of initial network in making thell network as the pairwise stable network.

As shown in Proposition] 3, the equi-kpartite network is ialhend = ¢ and Figurd_b(p) shows that indeed in this region,
the equi-kpartite network does emerge as the pairwiseestabiwork whenN = 20. Proposition B was only a sufficient
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Figure 5: Validation of theoretical results through simulations pe#tions= 100: for each §, c) pair ]

condition, we observe from the figure that there are otheiloresgof § and ¢ (which we have not analytically characterized)
at which equi-kpartite network emerges as the pairwiselestabtwork.

As explained earlier, our characterization of pairwisébletanetwork structures as shown in Table | is not exhaustie a
hence, we used simulations to depict the region of stalfitityimportant types of network structures namely the néarad
network and k-partite complete network. We show the resoligure[%(q) and Figurgl 5(r).

H. Emergent Network Topologies During Simulations

Figure[® shows the simulation results fai-node and20-node networks. The exact parameter configurations anchitia i
network densities are marked in Figlide 6. The vertical akisazh plot in Figurél6 is the benefit valug),(ranging from0
to 1, and the horizontal axis represents the cost paraméterahging from0 to 1. As noted earlier, for & ¢, d > pair, we
repeat the simulation fdlum-RepetitionsEach repetition for the simulation results in a network tten be classified as one
of the structures mentioned in the theoretical analysis.pli#é the most frequentnfodal) network structure as determined
by the frequency with which each of the network structuresiited inNum-Repetitionsimulation runs. The experiment was
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Figure 6: Network topologies obtained during simulations

NULL

repeated starting with different network densities= 0,0.35 and0.7. We list some of the abbreviations used in the legends
of the plots in Tablél6.

In each of the plots in Figurg 6, we observe that the compleaphyis the resultant pairwise stable network (whien c,
(6 — ¢) > %) which concurs with the theoretical deductions that the iete graph is the unique pairwise stable network in
this region (Tabléll and Figuid 5(c)).

We can also infer from Figufé 5(a), Figlide 5(b) and Fidure 8{dt there is an overlap in the stability regions among detep
and complete bipartite and also between null and complgiartite networks. However, as observed through simulation
(Figure[®), we see that the complete bipartite network eeses thenodal pairwise stable network in its regions of overlap
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[ TUR_GRA [ Turan Graph][ BIPARCOMP [ BiPartite Complete]
| NRSHARED | Near-Shared|| KPARCOMP [ KPartite Complete |

Table IV: Some abbreviations used in Figlie 6

with the aforementioned networks. This can be attributethto fact there are a large number of possible bipartite graph
whereas there is only one null network and one complete nktwéence, the likelihood of the null and complete emerging
in a region where the bipartite network is also pairwise Istails small.

We also observe from some of the plots in Figlure 6 that Neareshand K-Partite Complete networks emerge as pairwise
stable networks under some regions of the parameters. Aaiegg in earlier sections, this can be attributed to thé¢ tiaat
our analytical results (as shown in Table 1) is not exhaestind there exist some new topologies ( which we charactasze
Near-Shared or K-Partite Complete networks) which are piovise stable.

I. Network Evolution

Having studied the macroscopic behaviour of our simulatiome investigate the network formation process from a mi-
croscopic viewpoint. We examine various snapshots dutiegnetwork formation process of a single simulation run Wwhic
is repeated just once for a fixed parameterdodnd c. We considerd = ¢ = 0.5 as our parameter configuration. We can
observe from the our proposed utility model (Equafibn 1} fbathis configuration the benefits from direct linksisand so,
nodes try to maximize the benefits due to bridging behavibe modes form/delete links such that they emerge as a bnidge i
connecting their unconnected neighbors. Hence, we woyl@éahthe final pairwise stable network to be consisting ofasod
who are filling the positions of structural holes in the netivdn other words, the emergent pairwise stable graph shbel
a triangle-freeas nodes form links with nodes who are themselves are notectesh with each other.

We depict the snapshots of network formation process inrEigu We can see that initially the nodes are forming links
in such a way that triangles are not present but eventuadgdtes eventually do form due to the cumulative action dieot
nodes in the network. When triangles emerge in the neightomat of a node, it leads to deletion of links from that node
(as the node will benefit strictly from deletion) and the fieahergent network (Figuild 7(l)) is a bipartite complete roekwv
(which is triangle-free) with alternate nodes in the ringdat depiction in Figur&]7(l) belonging to the same panttio

In complex network literature, the number of triangles ie tietwork is a important parameter which was first studied by
Watts and Strogatz |(5) by definition the notionafistering sometimes also known as network transitivity. Clusteriefgrs
to the increased propensity of pairs of people to be acqeaiwith one another if they have another acquaintance in @omm
Watts and Strogatz |(5) definecdustering coefficien{denoted byC) that measures the degree of clustering in a undirected
unweighted graph.

_ 3 x Number of triangles on the graph

~ Number of connected triples of vertices
The factor three accounts for the fact that each trianglebeaseen as consisting of three different connected triples,with
each of the vertices as central vertex, and assure0tkaC < 1. A triangle is a set of three vertices with edges between

each pair of vertices; a connected triple is a set of thretcesrwhere each vertex can be reached from each othert{direc
or indirectly), i.e. two vertices must be adjacent to anotrertex (the central vertex).

It can be observed from the utility model proposed in equiaf) in Sectiori ]l that| % component in the utility model

corresponds to the clustering coefficient of naderhus, in our utility model, nodeszenefit from having lesskistering
coefficient as this will lead to the formation of structurallds, which in turn leads to increase in the payoff for theendtfe
elaborate more on this when we discuss efficient networklogpes in Sectiof V.

We now study how the clustering coefficient changes as theanktevolves through the different phases shown in Figuire 7.
We plot this result in Figurel8(a). We see that upto time epitlclustering coefficient i$). Later there is a increase in the
value which is followed by the reduction in the clusteringeffiwient back to0 (at time epochl50) when the pairwise stable
network emerges. As explained before, this is indeed thearp behaviour during the network formation process fer th
parameter® = ¢ = 0.5.

We also study the average clustering co-efficient in all thiewise stable networks that emerge for different values afid
c. We take the average over runnihigm-repetitionsiumber of times. The result is shown in the 3d plot in FiguréB {Ve
can see that the clustering coefficient assumes valueifthe regions where the complete network is stable @mden the
null network is stable. In other regions, the clusteringfiicient value is betweef and1 which indicates a tradeoff between
the benefits from direct links and the benefits from bridgiegédfits to the nodes in the network.

J. Average Number of Actions before Convergence

In this section, we will study the effect the initial netwodensity has on the effort needed by the nodes to achieve
convergence to a pairwise stable network. A single additioan edge or a single deletion of an edge by a node is considere
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Figure 7: Evolution of the network formation procesd/(= 20, = 0.5,¢ = 0.5)

to be a single ‘act’ by that player. We now study the mean numbacts performed by the players to converge to a pairwise
stable network starting from various initial random netk®rWe can see from Figufé 9(a) that the number of changes to
the network is more when th& > ¢ region and this is because the initial network is a null neknand the players need to
perform a lot more additions/deletions to the network befe@aching the final stable network which is the complete ogtw
Whend < ¢, the players need not perform any change to the network asitied null network is already pairwise stable. In
fact, we can observe from the Figlide 9 that the number of aged to reach the complete network is maximum (ab&j
when starting with null network than when compared to otleenarios ofy = 0.35 andy = 0.7 (mean acts is about30).

We observe a reversal of the work needed to reach null netimoFkgure[®(c) where more number of changes is needed
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N =20, y=0, 0.35, 0.7
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Figure 8: Study of Clustering Coefficient\ = 20)
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Figure 9: Study of number of acts before converging to pairwise stablevork (V = 20 )

to reach null network than reaching the complete networks Thn be attributed to the fact that the initial network ieatly
a dense network to start with and it takes relatively lesereto reach the complete network than the null network under

appropriate configurations éfandc.

Initial network density 0f).35 corresponds to a medium-dense network (Figlire 9(b)) andehiriere is a non-zero effort to
reach any of the pairwise stable network under any paraneetdiguration. However, as in Figuré 9(a), it takes morereffo
for players to reach the complete network than the null nekwo

V. ANALYTICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF TOPOLOGIES OFEFFICIENT NETWORKS
In this section, we study the structure of efficient netwoiles, networks that maximize the overall utility, underieas
conditions ofé andc. First, we begin by introducing a few useful classical resit extremal graph theory and we use these
results later in our analysis.

A. Triangles in a Graph
If three nodes, j, andk in G(V, E) are such that andj, j andk, k andi are connected by edges, then we say that nodes
1, j, k form a triangle inG. The number of triangles in a simple graghplays a crucial role in the computation of payoffs to
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the nodes and we state here some classical results. We koowTiaran’s theorem| (55), that it is possible to have a triang|
free graph if the following holds: ,
e < V—J @)

4

Here e denotes the number of edges amdhe number of vertices of the graph. Moreover,zfrom (56), wevk that the

number of triangles]’, can be lower bounded, if the number of edges exceed the alatwe | “- |, by

n(4e —n?)

_ 8
5 ®)

In what follows, we refer to the graph having maximum numbkedges with no triangles as thRuran Graphand we

represent it byGr..«n. It is €asy to verify that such a graph is a complete bipagitgph, and the the number of vertices in
each partition differs at most by.

T>

B. Finding the Efficient Graph

Definition 1 (Efficient Graph):The utility (u(G)) of a given networkG is defined as the sum of payoffs of all the nodes
in that network. That is,

= Z Uz(G) (9)

A graph that maximizes the above expression (i.e. sum offfspb nodes) is called an efficient graph.
We now present a series of results on the topologies of efficietworks using the proposed framework. These results are
based on different ranges for the valuessadnd c.
Proposition 4: Whend < ¢ andé? < (c — §), the null graph is the unique efficient graph.
Proof: For any nodei, d; > 0 implies that the utility of that node is negative thus redigcthe overall network utility.
This follows from (§ — ¢ + §%) being negative. [ |

Proposition 5: When o = ¢, the Turan graph is the unique efficient graph.
Proof: We will analyze the efficiency of an arbitrary graph (denobgd’) as follows.

2 20;
=0 Zd Z (di — 1)

n
<

where, T3(G) is the number of triangles in the gragh The last step of the above simplification is due to the faat the
number of links among the neighbours of a néde the number of triangles in the graph in which nads one of the vertices
of the triangle. The factoB in the last step is due to the fact that every triangle coutei to thes; of 3 nodes. We know
that, for an efficient graph, Equatiopn_{10) should be maxédiand that happens when the number of triangles in a graph is
minimized while simultaneously maximizing the number ofjed in the graph.

The Turan graph (refer Equatidnl (7)) is a graph with maximulges that has no triangles. So an efficient graph must have
an efficiency greater than or equal to that of a Turan graplusTh is clear that there is no need to consider graphs with
edges lesser than that of a Turan graph. Let us consider Hgevdaen a graph (denoted 1) has more edges than the Turan

graph. LetG have | Z- J + x edges where: > 0. From Equation[(7]0), we know that
N\ X _ 2 52 T
G)—;uz( 5Zd 5Zd71)

< (> Qﬂ +x>> - (n‘f 5 (6T(@) (11)

whereT3(G) is the number of triangles i6/. From Equation[{8), we have

=0 (([2]22) 55 o (55%)
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SinceT5(Gruran) = 0, the efficiency of the Turan graph is:
2
U(GTuran) = Zui(GTuran) = 62 <2 X {%J) (13)

The change in efficiencyXu) between the two graphs is

_ 4x
Au = — an) <282 (- 22 14
u=u(G) — uw(Gruran) < 20 (m =23 ) (14)
which is clearly negative for any > 0. This implies that the Turan graph is the unique efficienpbra ]

Proposition 6: Whend < ¢ andd® > (¢ — d), the Turan graph is the unique efficient graph. .
Proof: We prove this by contradiction. Assume th@tis any graph other than the Turan graph ards efficient. We

show below thatG cannot have lesser number of edges tBan.on,

n

W@ =3 w(@ = (6D di+ Y dis <1 -

K
i=1 2

)

<(0—c+6)) di
=1

n TL2
< u(Gruran) Whenever,; d; < 2{ 1 J

And observe, ifG has same number of edges@s,..,, and is different from it, it can contain triangles and willveaan
utility less than that of=,,,.,, as the benefit from bridging would go down and the benefit fdbract links would remain
unchanged.

Thus G contains more edges tha#,..,,. Observe, that the benefit from direct links is negati¥e- ¢) Z?:o d; < 0, and
G has an higher utility compared to that 6%,,..,,. It has to be that the bridging benefits @ has to be greater than that of
the Turan graph, as the utility due to direct links term hasobge more negative compared to its valugain, qn

)

u(@) = Zul(a) = (6 — C) Zdz +Zd152 (1 — (Z:)

negative utility more thanGryran
This implies that this graph would give a higher utility fdvet§ = ¢ case, as the first term & there. This contradicts
TheorenTh and so our assumption must be wrong. Hence the Guaph is efficient. ]
Parameter Range Efficient Topologies

§ <canddé? < (c—0) Null network

§ <canddé? > (c—90) Turan network
d=c Turan network

0 > canddé? > 3(5 —c) || Turan network
§>cand(§ —c) > 252 || Complete network

Table V: Characterization of Topologies of Efficient Networks in NfEL

Proposition 7: When§ > ¢ andé? > 3(6 — ¢), the Turan graph is the unique efficient graph.
Proof: Let G be the efficient graph. Using a similar analysis that leadqadfion [I2), we can see that

u(G) < (64 c+d°) (QQ”;J +x)) ,%(M(%;n?))
—arerd) (2(| 5] +0)) - 725 (5) (15)

For the Turan graph, it can also be seen by simple analysis tha
2

w(Gruran) = 2 Vﬂ (6—c+0)

= u(a) — U(GTuran) S 2z <(5 —c+ 62) - %)

<2 <(5—c+ 6% — %) (16)
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Thus, whens? > 3(§ — ¢), the Turan graph is the unique efficient graph. ]
Proposition 8: Whend > ¢ and (§ — ¢) > 252 , the complete graph is the efficient graph.
Proof: It can be shown that starting with an arbitrary gra@hwhich is not a complete graph), adding an edge between
two nodesi and;j (with smallest degree) increases the cumulative utilityhefse two nodes by at lea&i?. At the same time,
there is a decrease in utility ofammomeighbour of nodesandj, say node, as there is a decrease in the bridging benefits

of nodek. It can be shown that the cumulative decrease in utility b§ath common neighbours formedzrlsé—mm (di, dj)

which is less than equal ®52. Repeating the above process, we get the complete network. ]
Conjecture 1: When§ > ¢ and(§ — ¢) < §? < 3(§ — ¢), the Turan graph is the efficient graph.
Conjecture 2: Whend > ¢ and (§ — ¢) < 26%
Nif (0—c¢)> ﬁéQ, then the complete graph is the efficient graph.
(i)if (0—¢) < %62, then the Turan graph is the efficient graph.
We summarize the above results on efficiency in Table V.

V1. PRICE OFSTABILITY (PoS)OF THE PROPOSEDMODEL

Recall that PoS (35) is the ratio of the sum of payoffs of theyels in a best pairwise stable network to that of an efficient
network. In NFLP, a best pairwise stable network means amisér stable network with a maximum value of the sum of
payoffs of the players. By invoking the results derived ie ffrevious sections, we now present our results on PoS for the
proposed model.

Theorem 1:The price of stability (PoS) ig in each of the following scenarios:
(i) § > cand(§ —c) > 262,
(i) 6 >c, 02> (6 —c) andd? > 3(6 — ¢),
(iii)o = ¢,
(iv) 6 < candé? > (c—9).

This theorem can be proved easily using the results sumethniz Table[ll and TablglV.
Note: Since the null network is the only efficient network whie< ¢ and§? < (¢ — ), PoS is not defined in this region.

In view of Conjecturé1l, the following result presents bosiod PoS.

Proposition 9: Whend > ¢ and (6 — ¢) < 6% < 3(6 — ¢), PoS> 1

Proof: We know that, under the conditions> ¢ and (6 — ¢) < 62 < 3(§ — ¢), the pairwise stable graph with the highest

utility is the Turan graph (as seen from Table I). Let Conjeefl be false. In this scenario, let us denote the efficiesplyr
by G. We will now evaluate an upper bound on the maximum efficiavicgs. G has to have more direct links than the Turan

2
graph (asy > ) to be a candidate for efficient graph. L&thave ( VZJ + x) edges where: > 0.
G)=> u(G)=(—-c)> di+y did’ <1 - )
i=1 i=1 =1 (21)
s 2 2 20
=(6—c+6 );dz 5 (di—l)

Sinced, can be at mosfn — 1),

By Equation [(8), we have

2
Since( 0°n > <8—$) > 0, we have
n—2 9
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The Turan graph is pairwise stable under these conditia@fer(Tabldll). Hence we get the following:

w(Gruran) = (6 = ¢+ 6%) (2 VTQD

21
§—c+t 82 (”—)
Pos > UGTuran) ( N\ =

1
w@) T (6—c+d)n(n-1) 2

L

2n
This implies thatPoS > 1. [ ]
Remark:In view of Conjecturé P, it can be noted that a similar bouna ke obtained in the regioh> ¢ and (6 — ¢) < 262
The details are not provided here due to space constraints.

From Theoreni]l and Theordm 9 along with the simulation resule conclude that, under mild conditions, the proposed
NFLP produces efficient networks that are pairwise stabiés | desirable from the view of system design.

VIlI. CONCLUSIONS ANDFUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed a network formation game withliped payoffs (NFLP) and studied the topologies of pairwise
stable and efficient networks. We gained additional insigtitout the network formation process through detailed Isitions.
We also studied the tradeoff between pairwise stability effidiency using the notion of PoS. In particular, we compluitee
PoS of the proposed NFLP. Except for a few configurations ahdc, we have shown that PoS 1s This means that, under
mild conditions, that NFLP produces efficient networks thag pairwise stable.

In the utility function we defined in Sectidnl Il, the payoff ahy node had two components - benefit from direct links and
benefit from bridging. The pairwise stable network topoésgof our model (Sectionll) shows that there are no bridges i
the equilibrium networks. Bridges can also be consideredatdenecks of information flow. Since every node is striyvio
obtain a bridging position there are no bridges in the elgpiilm networks, this suggests that the proposed utility ehagtoids
bottlenecks in decentralized network formation. Here afenapointers for future work. First, the framework in thispga can
be extended to the case of directed graphs and weighed grapissinvolves certain challenges such as defining thetytili
model appropriately. Second, the setting in this paper @aextended by varying the notions of stability and efficielt
note that there are several possible notions of stability efficiency that exist in the literature. The choice of anrappate
notion of stability as well as efficiency is a topic of debate.

Further, our model gives us some valuable hints at the n&svformed in real world as well. Some noted work in complex
network literature has observed the emergence of bipatéphs in real world scenarios (6;57). An important exantae
been the class of collaboration networks. It has been obdetivat the network of actors basically is a uni-mode bitearti
graph (5F7). Other important examples of real world bipantietworks include boards of directors of companies, coevship
networks of companies and collaboration networks of sisenand movie actors. In the analysis of our proposed madel i
this paper, we have seen the emergence of important grapttses like the Turan graph and in general, bipartite ggaph
and k-partite graphs during the network formation process umdany configurations. Though our model does not precisely
solve the difficult problem of identification afll parameters affecting network formation, it nevertheldtsr® valuable hints
about some of the important parameters affecting real woeltvork formation. The studies on our utility model of netwo
formation also offers strong evidence that incorporatibimgportant game theoretic concepts like pairwise stabittvital to
the understanding of complex network formation behaviour.

It is the goal of our future work to expand the horizon of ouderstanding of other class of real world networks namely
the Internet (or the world wide web), epidemic networkseridship networks, power grid networks, etc, and propodatsei
strategic complex network formation models that, at leapproximately imitate the formation behaviour of some afsth
important real world networks.
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