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Recently, we introduced in|1] a model for product adoptiesdcial networks with multiple prod-
ucts, where the agents, influenced by their neighbours, daptane out of several alternatives
(products). To analyze these networks we introduce soetalark games in which product adoption
is obligatory.

We show that when the underlying graph is a simple cyclegtiea polynomial time algorithm
allowing us to determine whether the game has a Nash equitibin contrast, in the arbitrary case
this problem is NP-complete. We also show that the problemietérmining whether the game is
weakly acyclic is co-NP hard.

Using these games we analyze various types of paradoxesahatrise in the considered net-
works. One of them corresponds to the well-known Braessdoaran congestion games. In partic-
ular, we show that social networks exist with the properst thy adding an additional product to
a specific node, the choices of the nodes will unavoidablyvevim such a way that everybody is
strictly worse off.

1 Introduction

Social networks became a huge interdisciplinary reseameh &ith important links to sociology, eco-
nomics, epidemiology, computer science, and mathemafidturry of numerous articles, notably the
influential [11], and books, e.gl./[[7] 3], helped to delimeheétter this area. It deals with many diverse
topics such as epidemics, spread of certain patterns dafldmhaviour, effects of advertising, and emer-
gence of ‘bubbles’ in financial markets.

Recently, we introduced in[Hocial networks with multiple products which the agents (players),
influenced by their neighbours, can adopt one out of sevéghatives (products). To study the situa-
tion when the product adoption is obligatory we introduceshsocial network games in which product
adoption is obligatory. An example of a studied situatiowlgen a group of people chooses an obliga-
tory ‘product’, for instance, an operating system or a nmbihone provider, by taking into account the
choice of their friends. The resulting games exhibit théofeing join the crowdproperty:

the payoff of each player weakly increases when more play@ese his strategy.

that we define more precisely in Subsecfiod 2.3.

The considered games are a maodification of the strategic gémewe recently introduced in [14]
and more fully in[[15], in which the product adoption was optl. The insistence on product selection
leads to a different analysis and different results tharottes reported there. In particular, Nash equilib-
ria need not exist already in the case when the underlyinghgsaa simple cycle. We show that one can
determine in polynomial time whether for such social nekga Nash equilibrium exists. We prove that
for arbitrary networks, determining whether a Nash equililm exists is NP-complete. We also show
that for arbitrary networks and for networks whose undadygraph has no source nodes, determining
whether the game is weakly acyclic is co-NP hard.
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The considered social networks allow us to analyze vari@radoxes that were identified in the
literature. One example is thparadox of choicdirst formulated in[[13]. It has been summarised.ih [6,
page 38] as follows:

The more options one has, the more possibilities for expeing conflict arise, and the
more difficult it becomes to compare the options. There is iatpshere more options,
products, and choices hurt both seller and consumer.

The point is that consumers choices depend on their frieamitd’acquaintances’ preferences.

Another example is a ‘bubble’ in a financial market, where eslen of a trader to switch to some
new financial product triggers a sequence of transactiaefasult of which all traders involved become
worse off.

Such paradoxes are similar to the renowned Braess paradoRk gtates that in some road networks
the travel time can actually increase when new roads aredadee, e.g., [12, pages 464-465] and a
‘dual’ version of Braess paradox that concerns the removabad segments, studied in| [4, 5]. Both
paradoxes were studied by means of congestion games. Howegentrast to congestion games, Nash
equilibria do not need to exist in the games we consider li@pwasequently, one needs to rely on different
arguments. Moreover, there are now two new types of paradiet correspond to the situations when
an addition, respectively, removal, of a product can leaagame with no Nash equilibrium.

For each of these four cases we present a social network:thitite the corresponding paradox.
These paradoxes were identified firstih [2] in the case wheadoption of a product was not obligatory.
In contrast to the case here considered the existence ajragsest paradox within the framework of [2]
remains an open problem.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Strategic games

A strategic gamdor n > 1 players, written a¢S;,..., S, p1,--.,Pn), consists of a non-empty sgtof
strategiesand apayoff function p; : S x --- x §,— R, for each player.

Fix a strategic gamé& := (Sy,..., S, P1,---, Pn). We denotes; x - -- x S, by S call each elemerste S
ajoint strategy denote théth element obby s, and abbreviate the sequer{eg); tos_;. Occasionally
we write (5,S_j) instead ofs.

We call a strategys of playeri a best responséo a joint strategys_; of his opponents ifr's
S pi(s,s.i) > pi(5,s-i). We call ajoint strategg a Nash equilibriumif eachs is a best response ;.
Further, we call a strategy of playeri abetter responsegiven a joint strateggif pi(s,s-i) > pi(S,S-i)-

By a profitable deviationwe mean a paifs,s) of joint strategies such that= (s,s_;) for somes
andpi(s) > pi(s). Following [10], animprovement paths a maximal sequence of profitable deviations.
Clearly, if an improvement path is finite, then its last elaems a Nash equilibrium. A game is called
weakly acycliq(see [16, 9]) if for every joint strategy there exists a fimitgrovement path that starts at
it. In other words, in weakly acyclic games a Nash equilitrioan be reached from every initial joint
strategy by a sequence of unilateral deviations. Given tivit trategies ands' we write

e s>gsifforall i, pi(s) > pi(s).

Whens > § holds we say that is strictly worsethans.
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2.2 Social networks

We are interested in strategic games defined over a spegéiatysocial networks introduced inl/[1] that
we recall first.

LetV = {1,...,n} be afinite set ohigentsandG = (V,E,w) a weighted directed graph witl; €
[0,1] being the weight of the edge, j). Given a node of G, we denote byN(i) the set of nodes from
which there is an incoming edge io We call eachj € N(i) a neighbourof i in G. We assume that
for each node such thatN(i) # 0, 3 jeng)Wji < 1. An agenti € V is said to be aource nodén G if
N(i) = 0. Given a (to be defined) network’ we denote bysourcé.”) the set of source nodes in the
underlying graplG.

By asocial network(from now on, jusinetwork) we mean a tuple” = (G, £, P, 0), where

G is a weighted directed graph,

& is a finite set of alternatives @roducts

P is function that assigns to each ageatnon-empty set of producB(i) from which it can make
a choice,

0 is athreshold functionthat for each € V andt € P(i) yields a valued(i,t) € (0,1].

{ta}

0.5
1ttt}
=
{t2.t3} {tuts}
o} =53 05 2= (&}

Figure 1: A social network

Example 1. Figure[1 shows an example of a network. Let the threshold ®&o0 all nodes. The set of
productsZ is {t1,t,,1t3,t4}, the product set of each agent is marked next to the nodeidgriband the
weights are labels on the edges. Each source node is refg@dsrihe unique product in its product set.
O

Given two social networks” and.”’ we say that¥”’ is anexpansionof . if it results from adding
a product to the product set of a nodeifi We say then also tha? is acontractionof .”.

2.3 Social network games

Next, introduce the strategic games over the social nesvofthey form a modification of the games
studied in [14[ 15] in that we do not admit a strategy reprisgrihe fact that a player abstains from
choosing a product.

Fix a network.” = (G, &2,P,8). With each network” we associate a strategic gafié”). The
idea is that the agents simultaneously choose a producte§ubntly each node assesses his choice by
comparing it with the choices made by his neighbours. Fdgnak define the game as follows:

e the players are the agents (i.e., the nodes),

e the set of strategies for playeis S := P(i),
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e ForieV,teP(i)and a joint strategsg, let 4 (s) := {j € N(i) | 5; =t}, i.e.,.4(s) is the set of
neighbours of who adopted irs the product.
The payoff function is defined as follows, whexgis some given in advance positive constant:

— fori € sourcd.”),
pi(s) == Co,
— fori ¢ sourcé.”),
pi(s):i= S wj—0(it),wheres =tandt € P(i).
je(s)

In the first case we assume that the payoff function for theceaodes is constant only for simplicity.
The second case of the payoff definition is motivated by tileviing considerations. When ageinis
not a source node, his ‘satisfaction’ from a joint strateggehds positively from the accumulated weight
(read: ‘influence’) of his neighbours who made the same ehaéchim, and negatively from his threshold
level (read: ‘resistance’) to adopt this product. The agstion that6(i,t) > O reflects the view that there
is always some resistance to adopt a product.

We call these gamesocial network games with obligatory product selectjdn short,social net-
work games

Example 2. Consider the network given in Example 1 and the joint strategghere each source node
chooses the unique product in its product set and nodes Id 3 ehooséds, t3 andt, respectively. The
payoffs are then given as follows:

e for the source nodes, the payoff is the fixed constgnt
p1(s) =0.5-0.3=0.2,
p2(s) =0.4—0.3=0.1,
ps3(s) =0.4—-0.3=0.1.

Let S’ be the joint strategy in which player 3 choosgsind the remaining players make the same
choice as given irs. Then(s,s) is a profitable deviation sincps(s) > ps(s). In what follows, we
represent each profitable deviation by a node and a stratsgytches to, e.g., 3t3. Starting ats, the
sequence of profitable deviations 8,1 :t4 is an improvement path which results in the joint strategy
in which nodes 1, 2 and 3 chookgts andts respectively and, as before, each source node chooses the
unique product in its product set. O

By definition, the payoff of each player depends only on thategies chosen by his neighbours, so
the social network games are related to graphical games|.oH8wever, the underlying dependence
structure of a social network game is a directed graph. Egrtiote that these games satisfy jibia the
crowd property that we define as follows:

Each payoff functiorp; depends only on the strategy chosen by plagad the set of players
who also chose his strategy. Moreover, the dependence ©8aahis monotonic.

The last qualification is exactly opposite to the definitidrcongestion games with player-specific
payoff functions of[[9] in which the dependence on the ab@téssantimonotonic. That is, when more
players choose the strategy of playethen his payoff weakly decreases.

3 Nash equilibria

The first natural question we address is whether the sodialonle games have a Nash equilibrium.
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3.1 Simple cycles

In contrast to the case of games studied_in [14] the answeegative already for the case when the
underlying graph is a simple cycle.

Example 3. Consider the network given in Figuré 2, where the producofeach agent is marked next
to the node denoting it and the weights are all equal and plabass on the edges.

1 {tate}

w w
{tata} {t2.t3}

<~
3 W 2

Figure 2: A simple cycle no Nash equilibrium

Let the thresholds be defined as follov1,t;) = 6(2,ty) = 0(3,t3) =r; andB(1,t;) = 6(2,t3) =
0(3,t1) = rp wherer; > rp. We also assume that> r1 — rp. Hence for alls, andss

P1(t1,S,t1) > pi(tz, S, ) > Pa(ts, o, 13)

and similarly for the payoff functionp, and ps. So it is more profitable for playerto adopt strategy
provided its neighbour also adoyis

It is easy to check that the game associated with this nethaskno Nash equilibrium. Indeed, here
is the list of all the joint strategies, where we underline #trategy that is not a best response to the
choice of other pIayers(Il,t_z,tl), (tl,t_g,t:g), (tl,t3,t_1), (t_l,t3,t3), (t_z,tz,tl), (tz,tz,t_g), (t_g,tg,tl), (tg,t_3,t3).
O

This example can be easily generalized to the case of amaagbdtimple cycle. Below,® 1 andie 1
stand for addition and subtraction defined cyclically overset{1,...,n}. Son®@l=1and I©51=n.
Indeed, consider a social network wittnodes that form a simple cycle and assume that each player
has strategie andtj;;1. Choose for each playethe weightswis; and the threshold functiof(i,t) so
that

Wic1i — 0(i,t) > —0(i,tig1) > —06(i,t),

so that (we put on first two positions, respectively, thetsgigs of players © 1 andi, while the last
argument is a joint strategy of the remainimg 2 players)

pi(ti.t,s) > pi(t',tiw1,9) > pitics,ti,s),

wheret’,s, s ands’ are arbitrary. It is easy to check then that the resultingesoetwork game has no
Nash equilibrium.

A natural question is what is the complexity of determininigether a Nash equilibrium exists. First
we consider this question for the special case when the lyimagigraph is a simple cycle.

Theorem 4. Consider a network” whose underlying graph is a simple cycle. It takg® Q2|*) time
to decide whether the gan#(.%) has a Nash equilibrium.

Proof. Suppose? = (G, Z,P,0). When the underlying graph o is a simple cycle, the concept of a
best response of playe® 1 to a strategy of playeris well-defined. Let

R :={(ti,tiz1) | ti € P(i),tig1 € P(i ®1),tie1 is a best response tg,
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= {(t1)|te 2},

and leto stand for the composition of binary relations.

The question whethe# (') has a Nash equilibrium is then equivalent to the problem hdrethere
exists a sequena@, ..., a, such that(ay,a;) € Ry, ..., (an-1,an) € Ry—1, (an,a1) € Ry. In other words, is
(Ryo---oRy) NI non-empty?

To answer this question we first construct successivelyl composition®R; o Ry, (R1oRy)oRs, .
(...(RioRy)---oRy_1) o Ry.

Each composition construction can be carried ol steps. Indeed, given two relatioAsB C & x
2, to compute their compositioAo B requires for each paifa,b) € Ato find all pairs(c,d) € B such
thatb = c. Finally, to check whether the intersectionRifo - - - o R, with | is non-empty requires at most
| 2| steps.

So to answer the original question tak@& - | 22| time. O

Note that this proof applies to any strategic game in whiekeis a reordering of playerg1),..., ri(n)
such that the payoff of playet(i) depends only on his strategy and the strategy chosen byrptéyei).

It is worthwhile to note that for the case of simple cycleg #xistence of Nash equilibrium in the
associated social network game does not imply that the gameakly acyclic.

1 {tutota) (titat) = (tutats) = (btats)

W W ﬂ U
{tat1,ta} {ta,ta ta} (it th) <= (Lt2)t1) <= (t2.t2,t3)
3 W 2
)

(b)

Figure 3: A simple cycle and an infinite improvement path

(a

Example 5. Consider the network in Figuié 3(a) which is a modificatiortha network in Figurél2.
We add a new produdy, to the product set of all the nodésvith 6(i,t;) > ri. We also assume that
w— 0(i,t4) > —ro. Then the joint strategyty, t4,t4) is a Nash equilibrium. However, Figuré 3(b) shows
the unique improvement path starting(in, ts,t1) which is infinite. For each joint strategy in the figure,
we underline the strategy that is not a best response. Toigssthat the game is not weakly acyclic)

In Section 4 we shall study the complexity of checking whetheocial network game is weakly
acyclic.

3.2 Arbitrary social networks

In this section we establish two results which show thatdiegi whether a social network has a Nash
equilibrium is computationally hard.

Theorem 6. Deciding whether for a social network’ the game?(.#) has a Nash equilibrium is NP-
complete.

To prove the result we first construct another example of &aknetwork game with no Nash equi-
librium and then use it to determine the complexity of thestice of Nash equilibria.

Example 7. Consider the network given in Figuré 4, where the producokeach agent is marked next
to the node denoting it and the weights are labels on the edgedes with a unique product in the
product set is simply represented by the product.
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{ta}
W1
1 (e}

Wa Wa
{tata} {tata}
3 W 2

Figure 4: A network with no Nash equilibrium

{} —; W s}

We assume that each threshold is a consarwheref < w; < w». So it is more profitable to a
player residing on a triangle to adopt the product adoptedidypeighbour residing on a triangle than by
the other neighbour.

The game associated with this network has no Nash equitibrilt suffices to analyze the joint
strategies involving nodes 1, 2 and 3 since the other nodes déxactly one product in their product
sets. Here we provide a listing of all such joint strategidisere we underline the strategy that is not a
best response to the choice of other playéists,to), (t1,t1,13), (t1,t3,t2), (t1,13,t3), (t2,t1,t2), (t2,t1,13),
(to,t3,12), (2, t3,13). In contrast, what will be of relevance in a moment, if we aggl{t;} by {t{}, then
the corresponding game has a Nash equilibrium, namely thegtrategy corresponding to the triple
(tz,t3,t3). Od
Proof of Theoremh]6As in [1], to show NP-hardness, we use a reduction from thecbiRplete PAR-
TITION problem, which is: givem positive rational numberéa, ..., a,), is there a se§ such that
Yiesd@ = Yigs&? Consider an instandeof PARTITION. Without loss of generality, suppose we have
normalised the numbers so thglht ; & = 1. Then the problem instance sounds: is there &sath that
Yicsd = Yigsdi = 37

To construct the appropriate network we employ the netwgiksn in Figure 4 and in Figurg 5,
where for each nodec {1,...,n} we setwi; = Wi, = @, and assume that the thresholds of the nades
andb are constant and equsl

{ttg}
1

{taty} {taty}
2 n

Wha
Figure 5: A network related to the PARTITION problem

To finalize the construction we use two copies of the netwarkrgin Figurd 4, one unchanged and
the other in which the produtt is replaced everywhere lty, and construct the desired netwask by
identifying with the node marked bft; } in the network from Figurgl4, the nodeof the network from
Figurel% and with the node marked fty } in the modified version of the network from Figlife 4 the node
b.

Suppose that a solution to the considered instance of thd HABN problem exists, i.e., for some
setSC {1,...,n} we haveyi.sa = Jizsa = 3. Consider the gam&(.#) and the joint strategy
formed by the following strategies:

e t; assigned to each node Sin the network from Figurgl5,
e t; assigned to each nodle {1,...,n}\ Sin the network from Figurgl5,
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e t] assigned to the nodesandt; to the nodeb,

e t, assigned to node 1 artg assigned to the nodes 2, 3 in both versions of the networks fro
Figurel4,

e t; andtsz assigned respectively to the nodes markedtby and{ts}.

We claim thats is a Nash equilibrium. Consider first the player (i.e., node)The accumulated
weight of its neighbours who chose strategys % Therefore, the payoff foa in the joint strategys is
0. The accumulated weight of its neighbours who chose giydids % as well. Therefore] is indeed
a best response for playaras both strategies yield the same payoff. For the same reasem best
response for playds. The analysis for the other nodes is straightforward.

Conversely, suppose that a strategy pradile a Nash equilibrium ir7 (). From Examplé17 it
follows thats, =t; ands, = t;. This implies that; is a best response of nodeto s_, and therefore

Yie(L...n}s=t, Wia = Yic{1....n}js=t, Wia- By & similar reasoning, for nodewe haveyic(; . njjg=t, Wib >

.....

S:i={ic{l,....,n} |5 =t1}, Jics& = Jigsa. In other words, there exists a solution to the considered
instance of the partition problem. O

Theorem 8. For a network whose underlying graph has no source nodes, deciding whitthgame
4 (.#) has a Nash equilibrium is NP-complete.

Proof. The proof extends the proof of the above theorem. Given dannoe of the PARTITION problem
we use the following modification of the network. We ‘twin’aanode € {1,...,n} in Figurel% with a
new node’ with the product sefts,t; }, by adding the edgé$,i’) and(i’,i). We also ‘twin’ nodes marked
{t2} and{t3} in Figure[4 with new nodes with the product &t} and{ts3} respectively. Additionally,
we choose the weights on the new edggs w;; and the corresponding thresholds so that whand

i’ adopt a common product, their payoff is positive. Then théeulying graph of the resulting network
does not have any source nodes and the above proof remah$ovahis new network. O

4 Weakly acyclic games

In this section we study the complexity of checking whethepeial network game is weakly acyclic.

We establish two results that are analogous to the onedisbtabin [15] for the case of social networks
in which the nodes may decide not to choose any product. Téwfpare based on similar arguments
though the details are different.

Theorem 9. For an arbitrary network?’, deciding whether the gan#(.%) is weakly acyclic is co-NP
hard.

Proof. We again use an instance of the PARTITION problem in the fofm positive rational numbers
(a1,...,an) such thaty{' ; & = 1. Consider the network given in Figdre 6. For each niodg1,...,n}
we setP(i) = {t1,t2}. The product set for the other nodes are marked in the figusebefore, we set
Wig = Wjp = &;.

Since for alli € {1,...,n}, & is rational, it has the forna; = :—'I Lett = Tlrn The following
property holds.

Property 1. Given an instancéay,...,a,) of the PARTITION problem and defined as above, for all
SC{1,....n}
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:
g {ts}

Figure 6: A network related to weakly acyclic games

() if 3icsa < & thengisa <3,

(i) if Yiesa > 3, thenyicsa > 3 +1.

Proof. By definition, eacls and% is a multiple oft. Thusy.sa =X-T and% =Yy- T wherex andy are
integers.

() If x-T<y-1,thenx- T < (y—1)- 1. Thereforey;.sa < % —T.

The proof of(ii) is analogous. O

Note that given(ay,...,a,), T can be defined in polynomial time. Let the thresholds be defase
follows: 8(a,t;) = 6(b,t;) = 3 and 0< 6(a,ts) = 6(b,ts) < 7. The threshold for nodes d andeis a
constantf; such thai; < w; < wy. Thus, like in the network in Figuid 4, it is more profitableatplayer
residing on a triangle to adopt the product adopted by highteiur residing on a triangle than by the
other neighbour.

Suppose that a solution to the considered instance of theHABN problem exists. That is, for
some seBC {1,...,n} we haveycsd = igsadi = 1. Inthe gameZ(.7), take the joint strateggformed
by the following strategies:

e t; assigned to each node Sand the nodea andc,
e t assigned to each node {1,...,n}\ Sand the nodeb andd,

e t3 assigned to the nodesandg.

Any improvement path that starts in this joint strategy wik change the strategies assigned to the
nodesa,b andg. So if such an improvement path terminates, it produces & Basilibrium in the game
associated with the network given in Figlie 4 of Exanmiple 7. v2aiargued that this game does not have
a Nash equilibrium. Consequently, there is no finite improgst path in the gam&(.#) that starts in
the above joint strategy and theref¢f€.#) is not weakly acyclic.

Now suppose that the considered instance of the PARTITIQIemM does not have a solution.
Then we show that the gan®.) is weakly acyclic. To this end, we order the nodes6fas follows
(note the positions of the nodesd ande): 1,2,...,n,0,a,b,c,e,d. Given a joint strategy, consider an
improvement path in which at each step the first node in theelist that did not select a best response
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switches to a best response. After at mosteps the nodes 2, ...,n all selected a produdf or t,. Let
sbe the resulting joint strategy.

First suppose thafic(1.. .. njjs—t, Wia > 3. This implies thatSic(1 . nys—t, Wi < 3. By Property1,
Yic{L. . .n}s=t, Wib < %— 1. The payoff of the nodé depends only on the choices made by the source
nodes 12,...,n, so we havey(tz,sp) < —T1. Sincef(b,ts) < 1, we also havey(ts,s_p) > —T and
thereforets is a best response for notte Let s° be the resulting strategy in which nobeselectsts.
Consider the prefix of starting ats® (call it £°). We argue that ir®, t, is never a better response for
noded. Suppose thaﬂg = t3. We have the following two cases:

o £ =13 thenpy(s®) = wo — 6; and sat3 is the best response for node

o L =1t;: thenpy(s®) = —6; and if noded switches tat, then py(tz,s°,) = — 61 (sinces) = ts).
Thusts is not a better response.
Using the above observation, we conclude that there existsfix of £° (call it £9) such that nodel
never chooses. This means that i§9 the unique best response for nadie t; and for nodeeist;. This
shows tha€ 9 is finite and hencé is finite, as well.
The case Wheic(1 ... nyjs—t, Wib > % is analogous with all improvement paths terminating in atjoi
strategy where nodechooses, and nodec chooses,. O

Theorem 10. For a network.¥ whose underlying graph has no source nodes, deciding whétbe
game¥ () is weakly acyclic is co-NP hard.

Proof. The proof extends the proof of the above theorem. Given darioe of the PARTITION problem
we use the following modification of the network given in Figis. We ‘twin’ each nodé < {1,...,n}
with a new node’, also with the product set;,t,}, by adding the edges,i’) and(i’,i). We also ‘twin’
the nodeg with a new nodey, also with the product seft3}, by adding the edge,d’) and(d’,9).
Additionally, we choose the weights;; andw;; and the corresponding thresholds so that wihamndi’
adopt a common product, their payoff is positive.

Suppose that a solution to the considered instance of theTAABN problem exists. Then we
extend the joint strategy considered in the proof of Thed@doy additionally assigning to each node
i’ such that € S t, to each nodé such thai € {1,...,n}\ Sandts to the nodey'. Then, as before, there
is no finite improvement path starting in this joint strategy? (.’ is not weakly acyclic.

Suppose now that no solution to the considered instancedARTITION problem exists. Take the
following order of the nodes of”:

l? 1/727 2/7 i ‘7n7 n/7g7 g/7a7 b7 C? e7d7

and as in the previous proof, given a joint strategy, we amrsan improvement pathin which at each
step the first node in the above list that did not select a lesgionse switches to a best response.

Note that each node from the list11,2,2',....n,n’,g,d is scheduled at most once. So there exists a
suffix of & in which only the nodesg, b, c,e d are scheduled. Using now the argument given in the proof
of Theoreni® we conclude that there exists a suffif dfiat is finite. This proves th&(.7) is weakly
acyclic. O

5 Paradoxes

In [2] we identified various paradoxes in social networkswntultiple products and studied them using
the social network games introduced|inl[14]. Here we cartyaolanalogous analysis for the case when
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the product selection is obligatory. This qualificationstjlike in the case of social network games,
substantially changes the analysis. We focus on the mampfanadoxes that we successively introduce
and analyze.

5.1 \ulnerable networks

The first one is the following. We say that a social netwsfks vulnerableif for some Nash equilibrium
sin 4(.7), an expansion”’ of . exists such that each improvement patt¥i6s’) leads froms to
a joint strategys which is a Nash equilibrium both i#(.’) and ¥ (%) such thats > s. So the
newly added product triggers a sequence of changes thabidally move the players from one Nash
equilibrium to another one that is strictly worse for everg.

The following example shows that vulnerable networks exiftre and elsewhere the relevant ex-
pansion is depicted by means of a product and the dotted awowing to the relevant node.
Example 11. Consider the directed graph given in Figlie 7, in which thedpct set of each node is
marked next to it.

et} ~— 2450

otV ot
{tz 3}3 4{_2 3}
\_/

Figure 7: A directed graph

We complete it to the desired social network below. Let ‘dnst for an arbitrary strategy of the
relevant player. We stipulate that

P2(_t2, _,t2) > pa(ty,ty, ),

Pr(ts,to, _, ) > pa(te,to,_, ) > pa(ta,to,_, ),
p3(t3, a3, ) > (L te,te),
Pa(_, _,t3,t3) > pa(_ ,_,t3,t2),

P2(_ta, ) > p2(Lt2, _13),
pl(t47t47_7_) > pl(t37_7_7_) > pl(t17t47_7_)'

sothat21,,1:t3,3:t3,4 :13,2 :t4,1 :t4 is @ unique improvement path that startstint;, t»,t;) and ends
in (t4,t4,t3,t3).
Additionally we stipulate that

pr(te,ty, ) > pa(tats,_, ),
P2(t1,t1,_, ) > p2(ta,ta, _, ),
P3(_, 2, t2) > p3(_,_ita,t3),
Pa(_, _t2,t2) > pa(_, _13,13),

SO that(tl,tl,tz,tz) >g (t4,t4,t3,t3).
These requirements entail constraints on the weights aedtblds that are for instance realized by
W12 = 0, Wo1 = 0.2, Wyo = 0.3, W13 = 0.2, W34 = 0.2, W43 = O,

and
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It is useful to note that in the setup 6f [2], in which for eadhyer the ‘abstain’ strategy is allowed, it
remains an open problem whether vulnerable networks (tHikre because of various other alternatives
Vs-vulnerable networks) exist.

5.2 Fragile networks

Next, we consider the following notion. We say that a socévork .~ is fragile if ¢4 (.’) has a Nash
equilibrium while for some expansio”’ of .7, ¢4 (') does not. The following example shows that
fragile networks exist.

Example 12. Consider the network” given in Figurd 8, where the product set of each node is marked
next to it.

o} 1<———¢

w w
{tata} {tats}

3<——— 2

Figure 8: A fragile network

Let the thresholds be defined as follovg2,t,) = 6(3,t3) =r; andO(1,t;) = 08(2,t3) = 6(3,t1) =r2
wherery > r,. We also assume that>rq —ro.

Consider the joint strategsy, in which nodes 1, 2 and 3 choogg t, andt; respectively. It can be
verified thatsis a Nash equilibrium i7(.’). Now consider the expansia#” of .# in which product;
is added to the product set of node 1 anddt,t;) =r;. Then.””" is the network in Examplel 3 which,
as we saw, does not have a Nash equilibrium. O

5.3 Inefficient networks

We say that a social networK’ is inefficient if for some Nash equilibriunsin ¢ (%), a contractions”

of .7 exists such that each improvement patlyif”’) starting insleads to a joint strategy which is

a Nash equilibrium both i7(.#") and¥(.#) such thats' > s. We note here that if the contraction was
created by removing a product from the product set of ripdes impose that any improvement path in
¢ ("), given a starting joint strategy frofi(.~), begins by having nodemaking a choice (we allow
any choice from his remaining set of products as an impromemeve). Otherwise the initial payoff of
nodei in ¢(.~") is not well-defined.

Example 13. We exhibit in Figuré B an example of an inefficient network.eeight of each edge is
assumed to be, and we also have the same product-independent threghdtat,all nodes, withw > 6.
Consider as the initial Nash equilibrium the joint strategy (t2,t2,t1,t1). It is easy to check that this
is indeed a Nash equilibrium, with the payoff equaise- 0 for all nodes. Suppose now that we remove
productt; from the product set of node 3. We claim that the unique imgmoent path then leads to the
Nash equilibrium in which all nodes adapt
To see this, note that node 3 moves first in any improvemehtgat it has a unique choidg, Then
node 4 moves and necessarily switcheis td his yields a Nash equilibrium in which each node selected
t> with the payoff of 2v— 8, which is strictly better than the payoff & O
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Figure 9: An example of an inefficient network

5.4 Unsafe networks

Finally, we analyze the following notion. We call a sociakwerk . unsafeif ¢ () has a Nash
equilibrium, while for some contractioy’” of ., 4 (") does not. The following example shows that
unsafe networks exist.

Example 14. Let .71 be the modification of the network” given in Figure 2 where node 1 has the
product set{ty,t2,t4}, where6(1,t4) < ro. Then the joint strategyty,ts, t3) is a Nash equilibrium in
¢ (~1). Now consider the contractio®; of .1 where product, is removed from node 1. The#] is
the networks”, which as we saw in Examplé 3 has no Nash equilibrium. O

6 Conclusions

In this paper we studied dynamic aspects of social networks multiple products using the basic
concepts of game theory. We used the model of social networiginally introduced in[[1] that we
subsequently studied using game theory in [14], [15] and [2]

However, in contrast to these three references the prodiagitian in this paper is obligatory. This
led to some differences. For example, in contrast to the cBfel], a Nash equilibrium does not need
to exist when the underlying graph is a simple cycle. Furtlmecontrast to the setup dfl[2], we were
able to construct a social network that exhibits the strenfggm of the paradox of choice. On the other
hand, some complexity results, namely the ones concerngakly acyclic games, remain the same as
in [14]], though the proofs had to be appropriately modified.
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