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The Strategic Formation of Multi-Layer Networks

Ebrahim Moradi Shahrivar and Shreyas Sundaram

Abstract

We study the strategic formation of multi-layer networkdhere each layer represents a different type of
relationship between the nodes in the network and is dedigoemaximize some utility that depends on the
topology of that layer and those of the other layers. We $targeneralizing distance-based network formation to
the two-layer setting, where edges are constructed in oyer kith fixed cost per edge) to minimize distances
between nodes that are neighbors in another layer. We shaivd#signing an optimal network in this setting
is NP-hard. Despite the underlying complexity of the prablave characterize certain properties of the optimal
networks. We then formulate a multi-layer network formatgame where each layer corresponds to a player that
is optimally choosing its edge set in response to the edgeddethe other players. We consider utility functions
that view the different layers as strategic substitutesapplying our results about optimal networks, we show that
players with low edge costs drive players with high edgesosit of the game, and that hub-and-spoke networks
that are commonly observed in transportation systems asdéash equilibria in this game.

Index Terms

Multi-layer Network Formation, NP-hardness, Best Respddstwork, Game Theory, Nash Equilibrium, Trans-
portation Networks.

. INTRODUCTION

Examples of complex networks abound in both the naturaldualg., ecological, social and economic systems),
and in engineered applications (e.g., the Internet, theep@sid, etc.). The topological structure of such networks
(i.e., the relationships and interactions between theuarhodes) plays a fundamental role in the functioning of the
network. Early research on the structure of complex netaprimarily adopted a stochastic perspective, postulating
that the links between nodes are formed randomly [2], [3]. alernative perspective, driven by the economics,
computer science and engineering communities, has arpaédptimization (rather than pure randomness) plays a
key role in network formation. In such settings, edges areéal strategically(either by a designer or by the nodes
themselves) in order to maximize certain utility functipnssulting in networks that can be analyzed using game-
theoretic notions of equilibria and efficiendy [4]-[7]. A niaularly well-studied utility function is the so-called
distance-based utilityntroduced in [[8], [9], where the objective is to purchasgesito minimize the distances
between all pairs of nodes in the network. Subsequent wankstrategic network formation have looked at issues
such as individual decision making, price of anarchy, amdatiéd network formation [10]-[13].

While the existing literature on strategic network forroatfocuses predominantly on the construction of a single
set of edges between the nodes, many real-world networleydntly consist oimultiple layers of relationships
between the same set of nodes. Examples include friendsitppeofessional relationships in social networks,
policy influence and knowledge exchange in organizatioréivarks [14], and coupled communication and energy
infrastructure networks [15], [16]. While there has beemvgng research on different aspects of multi-layer network
in recent years [14]| [17]=[21], the problem stfategic multi-layer network formatidmas started to receive attention
only recently; aside from our initial work in_[1], the pap&2] considers a model where each node can construct
edges to a second high-speed network in order to minimizevaoncation costs.

Here, we begin a study of strategic multi-layer network fation by generalizing distance-utility network
formation to the case where one layer (or network) is formgdoptimizing the distances between nodes that
are neighbors in another layer (or network). As a motivagrgmple, consider the problem [n_[23], where both the
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physical infrastructure network and the traffic flow netwbdtween a group of cities are studied. Interpreting traffic
flow as the weight of the connection between the endpoirgs;ithe objective is to design an optimal infrastructure
network between cities with respect to the given traffic floattgrn. In the simplest case, this problem can be
modeled as a network formation problem with a distancedasiéty function where only the distances between
specific pairs of nodes matter (i.e., those pairs with seffity high traffic flow between them). We address this
class of problems by first defining a netwask capturing an existing set of relationships between nodesttzen
studying the formation of an optimal second netwa6ik based onz;. We call the optimally designed netwoék,
with respect toGG; the best responseetwork toG;. Distance-based utilities have also been used to studglsoci
networks (where each node is an individual and the edgesatelrelationships) [8]/ [9] and the Internet (where
each node represents a router and the edges indicate cooatiomilinks) [10]. Our formulation generalizes the
settings presented in those papers by allowing only dissbetween certain pairs of nodes (e.g., individuals in the
social network or routers in the Internet) to matter whenwating the utility of the network. For instance, in the
case of the Internet or other communication networks, tfereace layelG; represents the virtual communication
network indicating which pairs of nodes wish to exchangenmiation, and the designed layé% represents the
physical communication network.

While the best response networks have been completely abdreed in the case whei@; is the complete
network [8], [9], we show in this paper that finding a best mse network with respect to an arbitrary gragh
is NP-hard. We characterize some useful properties of thimmapnetworks that arise in this setting, including upper
bounds on the number of constructed edges, lower and upp@idban the utility of the best response networks,
and conditions for the empty network to be a best responsesellproperties enable us to find best response
networks with respect to certain specific reference netsdrk., forests and networks with a star subgraph.

We then use the notion of the best response network to modeémaso with multiple network designers,
each of whom is building a different layer of the network. Axample of this is when multiple transportation
companies build their individual service networks among@ug of cities, and each company prefers to provide
service between pairs of cities that are not already covbyedther companies. We capture these scenarios by
defining a non-cooperative multi-layer network formatiamge where each player corresponds to a specific layer of
the network. We develop a notion of distance-based mujlgfaetwork formation based mstrategic substitutes
where the presence of an edge in one layer makes it less ldestmahave that edge in another layer. Despite
the complexity of calculating best response networks, weraitterize the Nash equilibrium networks that arise
in this setting. In particular, we show that players with loasts for building edges drive out players that have
relatively high costs, and that our framework gives risehi® ‘thub-and-spoke” networks commonly seen in various
transportation systems [24].

Il. DEFINITIONS

An undirected network (or graph) is denoted &y= (N, E) where N = {vy,vs,...,v,} is the set of nodes
(or vertices) ande C {(v;,v;)|vi,v; € N,v; # v;}. The set of all possible graphs d¥i is denoted byG”. Two
nodes are said to be neighbors if there is an edge between Terndegree of a node € N is the number of
its neighbors in grapldz, and is denoted byleg,(G). A leaf node is a node that has degree one, i.e., it has only
one neighbor. A path from node to vy in graphG is a sequence of distinct nodesvs - - - v, where there is
an edge between each pair of consecutive nodes of the sequire length of a path is the number of edges in
the sequence. We denote the shortest distance betweenmaaiesdy; in graphG by dg (i, ). If there is no path
from v; to v;, we takedq(i, j) = co. The diameter of the grapfi’ is max,, ,en,v, 0, da(i,j). A cycle is a path
of length two or more from a node to itself. A gragi = (N’', E’) is called a subgraph af = (N, E), denoted
asG C G, if NCNandE' C EN{N’' x N'}. A graphG is said to be induced by a set of nod®¥$C N fif
E'=En{N' x N'}. A graph is connected if there is a path from every node toyewérer node. A subgraph
G' = (N',E') of G is a component if7’ is connected and there are no edge&/ibetween nodes iV’ and nodes
in N\ N'.

A tree is a connected acyclic graph. For a connected gfaph (N, E), a connected acyclic subgrafgh =
(N, Er) of G is called a spanning tree 6f. A spanning forest of a disconnected graph is a collectiospahning
trees of each of its components.

We denote the complete graph (i.e., the graph with an edgeebet every pair of different nodes) iy =
(N, E°). We useG* = (N, ¢) to denote the empty graph. Finallg® = (N, E®) is a star graph, which is a tree



graph with one node that is connected to all other nodes. Bheplement of graplG = (N, E) is denoted by
~ G = (N,~ E), where~ E = E¢\ E. Two graphs on the same set of nodes are said to be disjoimiif édge
sets are disjoint.

1. DISTANCE-BASED UTILITY

A canonical problem in network formation introduced by Jamk and Wolinsky involves distance-based utilities
[8]. In this model, there is a net benefit &f%) for each pair of nodes that akehops away from each other in the
network, whereb : {1,2,--- ,n — 1,00} — R>( is a real-valued nonincreasing nonnegative function, (hedes
that are further away from each other provide smaller bes)editdb(occ) = 0. There is a cost € R+ for each
edge in the network. The outcome of the network formatiorcess is a grapli’ = (N, E) € GV. The utility (or
value) of a given grapliy € G is given by the utility function

w@ = bdc(ij) —clEl. (1)
v;,U; EN
V; £V;
In this formulation, there is an inherent trade-off facedthg designer: adding links to a larger number of nodes
provides a larger benefit (by reducing the distances betwedss), but also incurs a larger cost invested in links.
An optimal (or efficient) networkG satisfiesu(G) > u(G'), VG’ € GV.

The following result from([8], [[9] shows that whe#{-) is a strictly decreasing function, there are only a few
different kinds of efficient networks, depending on the tieéavalues of the link costs and connection benefits.

Proposition 1:[9] Assume thatb(-) is a strictly decreasing function. In the distance-basdiyumodel,

o if ¢ <b(1) —b(2), then the complete network is the unique efficient network;

o if b(1) —b(2) <c < b(l)+ (n—2)b(2)/2, then the star is the unique efficient network;

o if b(1) + (n —2)b(2)/2 < ¢, then the empty network is the unique efficient network.

In the above proposition, whenevelis equal to one of the specified upper or lower bounds, thelleb@imore
than one efficient network: i€ = b(1) — b(2), then the complete network and star network are both efficard

if ¢=0b(1)+ (n—2)b(2)/2, the star network and the empty network are both efficienvords with zero utility.
Furthermore, for the more general case whgr¢ is nonincreasing, the three networks given by the abovdtresu
are still optimal for the corresponding ranges of costs amuefits, although they may no longer be unique.

In the next sections, we will generalize the distance ytfliamework to the two-layer network formation setting.
We will characterize the complexity of determining effidieretworks in such settings and provide properties of
such networks. We will then apply these results to study atifayler network formation game with multiple
network designers.

IV. Two LAYER DISTANCE-BASED UTILITIES:
BEST RESPONSENETWORK

In the traditional distance-based network formation peabldescribed above, the objective is to minimize the
distances between every possible pair of nodes. Howevenainy settings, one is only interested in minimizing
distances betweecertain pairs of nodes. For example, consider a communicationgsysthere each node only
wishes to exchange information with a subset of the otheespdnd the task is to design a physical network to
provide short paths between those pairs of nodes. To hahede ttypes of scenarios, in this section we generalize
the study of distance-based network formation tmaiti-layer setting. Specifically, suppose that we have a layer
(or graph)G; = (N, E7), where the edge sdf; specifies a type of relationship between the node&/inOur
objective is to design another layer (or gragh)= (N, E') on the same set of nodes, where the utility of the graph
is given by

w(GlG) = Y bldali.g) —clEl. @
(vi,v;)€EL
Note that the summation is only over edges in Bgt capturing the fact that only distances between those pairs

of nodes matter in grap&; the traditional distance utility function (1) is obtaith as a special case whéR is
the complete graph.



AssumeGs = (N, F») is a network that maximize§](2); we s&j is a best responséBR) network toG, or
equivalently, arefficientnetwork with respect to the utility functionl(2).

Remark 1:The utility function [2) does not necessarily have a uniqueimizer; indeed, in many cases, there
are multiple best response networks with respect to a gietnwark, as demonstrated by Example 1 below.

When G, is the complete network, the best response is trivially ageyth of G;. However, the following
example demonstrates that the best response network toesag@etworkG; does not necessarily have to be a
subgraph of that network.

Example 1:Consider the ring grapliz; with 6 nodes shown in Figuie 1{a). Suppdgeé) = ¢ + ¢, for some
small constant > 0. Then,

1) The utility (Z) of G; to itself isu(G1|G1) = 6(b(1) — ¢) = 6e.

2) Any subgraph of7; with 5 edges is a path graph. This has utilit$y(1) — ¢) + b(5) = 5e + b(5).

3) Any subgraph of7; with k edges, wheré < 5, has utility k(b(1) — ¢) = ke.

Thus, whenb(5) > ¢, the best subgraph @, is the path graph with the utility given above.

Now, the star graph shown in Figure J(b) has utit#y(1) + 4b(2) — 5¢. This is better than the path graph if
4b(2) — 3b(1) > b(5), which holds, for example, whei(2) is sufficiently close tad(1) andb(2) > b(5). Therefore,
for utility functions that satisfy this property, no subghaof G; can be a BR td7;.

For certain benefit functions a star is not a BR either. Thely@; given in Figure 1(d) has utilitylb(1) +
2b(3) — 5¢. This is better than the path grapheii(3) —b(1) > b(5), and better than the starif3) > 2b(2) — b(1).
For instance ifc = 1, b(1) = 1.01,5(2) = 0.85,b(3) = 0.8,b(4) = 0.2 andb(5) = 0.1, then the graplGs is better
than the star graph or any subgraph@f, i.e., u(G3|G1) > u(G|G1) whereG C G or G = Ga. In this example,
one can verify (e.g., using a brute-force search) thats in fact a BR network ta~;.

It is also instructive to consider the case whéfé) = b(2) = b(3) > max{c,b(4)}. In this case, the graphs
shown in Figur¢ 1(lh) and I(c) are both best response networks and have higher utility than any subgraph of

Gy
(3) @ (o) (v3) 2 (v3) (o) 2 ()
(@) Gy (b) G2 (c) G3

Fig. 1: lllustration of potential best response networkshaiespect to networks;.

The above example illustrates that BR networks to an arpigeaphG; are very sensitive to the relative values
of the benefit functiorb(-) and the cost. Indeed, the shape of the entire benefit function can playle iro
determining the best response to general graphs, wherdéashenvalue ofb(1) and b(2) matter whenG; is the
complete graph (as shown in Propositidn 1). One of the manlt® of this paper is to formally characterize the
complexity of finding a best response network to a given grdphdo this, we first cast it as a decision problem
(i.e., a question to which the answenyjgsor no) as follows.

Definition 1: Best Response Network (BRN) Praoblem.

INSTANCE: A networkG, = (N, E7), a nonincreasing benefit functian {1,2,--- ,n — 1,00} — R>p, an edge
costc € R~y and a lower bound on utility given by € R~.
QUESTION: For the utility functionu(-) given in equation{2), does there existGa= (N, E) € GV such that

u(G|Gy1) > r? 3)

Assuming that the input size to a problemvisif there is an algorithm that solves the problemn*) time
(for some positive constarti), the problem is said to be in the complexity class P. A denigiroblem is said to
be in the class NP if every “yes” answer has an accompanyirtficate that can be verified in polynomial-time.
Consider two decision problem$ and B and assume that there exists a polynomial-time transfaom#étom any
instanceb of problem B into some instance of problemA such that the answer tois “yes” if and only if answer



to a is “yes”. If such a transformation fron3 to A exists, it is called aeductionand problemB is said to be
polynomial-time reducibléo problemA. A problem A is NP-hard if for all problems3 € NP, B is polynomial-
time reducible toA; in particular, A is NP-hard if some other NP-hard problekhis polynomial-time reducible
to A [25]. An NP-hard problem that is also in the class NP is saith¢oNP-complete. The following theorem
is one of our main results and shows that finding a BR with retsfgean arbitrary graph with arbitrary cost and
nonincreasing benefit functions does not have a polynotinmeg-solution, unless the answer to the long-standing
open question of whether P = NP is affirmative.

Theorem 1:BRN is NP-hard.

We will develop the proof of Theoref 1 over the rest of thistieec We will require some intermediate properties
of best response networks, given by the following results.

A. Some Properties of Best Response Networks

Lemma 1:If Go = (N, E») is a BR network toG; = (N, E;), then the number of edges @, is less than or
equal to the number of edges @. If b(1) > b(2), thenG; and G5 have an equal number of edges if and only
if Go =Gj.

Proof: We use contradiction to prove the first part. Suppose €hais a BR and has more edges tha@n.
Then

u(Ga|Gr) = Y bldg,(u,v)) — c| By
(u,v)EE
< |E1[b(1) — c| By
< [E1|b(1) — c| Ex| = u(G1]Gh),

which contradicts our assumption th@s is a BR toG4. To prove the second part, note thatdf = G; then the

number of edges 72 andG; are equal. So we only need to show that wihéh) > b(2), if the number of edges
in Go is equal to the number of edgesa@h, thenG, = G;. If G, # G4, then there exists &u,v) € E; such that

da,(u,v) > 2. Thus

w(Ga|Gr) = Y b(dg,(u,v)) — c|By

(u,w)EE
< |E1[b(1) — c|Er| = u(G1]G),

contradicting the assumption thét, is a BR toGj. |
The next lemma discusses the connectivity of BR networks.
Lemma 2:Suppose thati; is a best response networkd@ andb(1) > ¢. Then any two nodes that are connected
by a path inG; will also be connected by a path @&. Specifically, ifG; is connected, thet¥s must be connected.
Proof: Let v andv be two nodes that are neighborsGh. By way of contradiction assume that there is no
path between: andv in the BR networkGy = (N, Es). For G, = (N, E}) with E, = Es U {(u,v)},

U(G,Z‘Gl) — U(GQ‘Gl) > b(l) —c>0,

contradicting the assumption th@t is a BR network. Now consider the case thaaindv are connected through
a path inG;. Then there must be a path fromto v in G5, since we showed that any two nodes that are directly
connected inG; remain connected iGs. [ |

Remark 2:Whenb(1) = ¢, the above proof can be applied to show that there exists tardégsonse network in
which any two nodes that are connected by a patlijinwill also be connected by a path @, (although this
does not have to be true efrerybest response network).

For any integert > 1, a subgraphd = (N, Ex) of G; = (N, E) is called at-spannerif dg(x,y) <t for all
(z,y) € Ey, i.e., the distance between each pair of nodes that are baiglin G, is not more thart in H [26]. A
subgraphl’ = (N, Er) of the graphG; that is both &-spanner and a tree is calledrae t-spanner The following
important lemma characterizes a BR to graphs that have asp.

Lemma 3:Suppose grapli’; = (N, E;) has a spanning forésF = (N, Er) that is also a 2-spanner. Assume
thatb(1) — b(2) < c <b(1). ThenF is a BR toGj.

WheneverG, is a connected network, by a spanning forestGafwe mean a spanning tree.



Proof: Assume thatz; hasm components where: > 1. Since F' is a spanning forestEr| = |N| — m.
Using the fact thatip(z,y) < 2 for all (z,y) € E;, we have

w(F|G1) = (IN| =m)(b(1) = ¢) + (|E1| = (IN] —m))b(2). (4)

Now assume thatf = (N, Ef) is a best response network €& such that any two nodes that are connected in
G are also connected ifi. The existence of such a BR network is guaranteed by Lemmal RamarkP. Thus
|Ex| > |N| — m. Also by Lemmdll, we haveiy| < |E4|. Since at mostEy| pairs of neighbors inG; can be
directly connected inH, the remaining E;| — |E| pairs of neighbors irG; will be at least a distance of two
away from each other i#/. Thus we have

u(H|G1) < [Eg|(b(1) = ¢) + (|E1] = [Ex[)b(2) ()
= (IN[ =m)(b(1) = ¢) + (|En| = (IN] =m))(b(1) = ¢) + (|Ex| = |En|)b(2)
< (IN] =m)(b(1) = ¢) + (|Ex] = (IN] = m))b(2)
= u(F\Gl)

Thus F' is a BR to the networkG;. [ |
The next lemma provides lower and upper bounds on the utfiBR networks wherb(1) — b(2) < ¢ < b(1).
Lemma 4:Suppose thak(1) — b(2) < ¢ < b(1) andGy = (N, Ey) is a BR network with respect to an arbitrary

connected networks; = (N, E;). Then

[E1[(b(1) = ¢) Su(Ga|Gr) < (IN|=1)(b(1) = ¢) + ([Ex] = [N]+ 1)b(2). (6)

Proof: The lower bound follows from the fact tha{G2|G1) > u(G1|G1) = |E1|(b(1) — ¢), by virtue of G
being a BR network. For the upper bound, note that stifé¢ > ¢, G2 can be assumed to be a connected graph
(by Lemmd2 and RemafK 2) and thifs,| > |[N| — 1. The rest of the proof follows the same procedure as in the
proof of Lemmd B withm = 1. [ |

Remark 3:The inequalities given in the above lemma are sharp. As wieshilw later in this paper, a BR to a
tree is the same tree #{1) > c. For a tree, the left and right hand sides of inequalily (& equal. Also, for a
graphG; with a tree 2-spannéef, we know thatT" is a BR toG; by Lemma 8 with utility equal to the right hand
side of inequality[(B).

B. Proof of NP-Hardness of the BRN Problem

We now return to the BRN problem (Definitialh 1) and the claimN##-hardness given in Theordm 1. To prove
this theorem, we will construct a reduction from theee t-spanner Problenf26], defined below.

Definition 2: Tree ¢t-Spanner (TtS) Problem.
INSTANCE: A connected graplr = (V, E) and a positive integet.
QUESTION: Doeg~ have a treg-spanner, i.e., a subgraffh= (N, Er) such tha Er| = |[N|—1 anddp(z,y) <t
for all (z,y) € E?

The TtS problem is in P fot = 2, but NP-complete for alt > 4; the complexity of the problem fot = 3 is
still unknown [26]. We are now in place to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1:We will construct a reduction from the TtS problem to the BRidlgem, which will
then imply that the BRN problem is NP-hard. Consider an mstaof the TtS problem with grapf = (V, F)
andt = 4. Any spanning tree ofy with |N| < 5 is a tree 4-spanner which is easy to find. Thus, we assume that
|IN| > 6. Define the corresponding instance of the BRN problem asvisll The networkG; = (N, E,) is the
same as the grapfi, i.e., G; = G. The benefit functiorb(-) and edge-cost are chosen to satisfy

b(1) > b(2) = b(3) = b(4) > b(5),
b(1) —b(2) < e < b(1).
For examplec = 2, b(1) = 3, b(2) = b(3) = b(4) = 2 andb(k) = 0 Vk > 5 satisfies these conditions. Finally set
r= (N = 1)(b(1) — ) + (| Ea| — (IN] —~ 1))b(2). ®)

()



Clearly we can construct the above BRN instance in polynbtimee. Now assume that the answer to the instance
of the TtS problem is “yes”, i.e., grapfi has a tree 4-spannét = (N, Er). This means thaf’ is a subtree of
G1 anddr(z,y) < 4 for all (z,y) € E;. Thus we have that

wW(T|Gr) = Y bldr(z,y)) + (IN] = 1)(b(1) - ¢)

(SC y)EEl \ET

(11 = (INT=1))b(2) + (IN] = 1) (b(1) —¢)

Note that we used the fact tha2) = b(3) = b(4) to go from the first line to the second line in the above equatio
Therefore, the answer to the defined instance of the BRN @noli also “yes”.

To complete the proof, we have to show that if the answer tocthestructed instance of the BRN is “yes”,
then the answer to the instance of the TtS is “yes”. In otherdaiowe have to show that if there exists a graph
G2 = (N, E3) such that

w(Ga|Gh) = Y blda,(z,y)) — c|By| =,
(z,y)EE
whereb(-) andc satisfy [T) and- is given by [8), therG; has a tree 4-spanner. We claim that &ty with utility
at leastr must be a tree 4-spanner 6f.

Assume thatG, = (N, E») is a graph withu(G,|G1) > r. Sincer is equal to the upper bound of the utility
of the BR (by Lemmal4)(z> must be a best response@. Sinceb(1) > ¢, by Lemma2 we know that, is a
connected graph. Therefordy| > |N| — 1. First consider the case thgfz| > |N| — 1. Then similar to equation
(5), we have that

u(Ga|G1) < |Ea|(b(1) — ¢) + (|E1] — [E2|)b(2)
= (INT=1D)(b(1) = ¢) + (|E2| = (IN] = 1))(b(1) — ¢) + (|E1| — [E2[)b(2)
< (INT=1)(b(1) = ¢) + (|2 = (IN] = 1))b(2) + (|Ex] — [E2])b(2)

= (IN[=1)(b(1) = ¢) + (|Ex| = (IN] = 1))b(2) =,

which is a contradiction. Thus consider the case that = |[N| — 1, i.e., Gs is tree. DenotindEs N E4| = v, we
have

u(GolGr) =v(b(1) —¢) = (IN[ = 1=+ D> blda.(x.y)) 9)
(2,y)EE:\E,
(1) —¢) = (IN[ =1 =7)c+ (|Er] = 7)b(2)
=70(1) =) + (IN| =1 =) (b(2) = ¢) + (|E1| = (IN] = 1))b(2).
If v <|N|—1, sinceb(l) — ¢ > b(2) — ¢, by equation[(9) we have that
u(Ga|Gr) <(b(1) = ¢) + (IN| =1 =)(b(1) — ¢) + (|Ex| = (IN| = 1))b(2) =1,

which is again a contradiction. Therefoldj, N E1| = v = |N| — 1. This means thaf7, is a subtree of7;. Now
if there exists(u, v) € E; such thatdg, (u,v) > 4, then we have

u(Go|Gr) = IN| = 1)) =)+ > blde.(w.y))
(x,y)EEl\Eg
(INI — 1)) —c) + (|E1] = (IN[ = 1))b(2)

where the last inequality follows from the fact thaR) = b(3) = b(4) > b(d) for all d > 4. Therefore, for all
(u,v) € Eq, dg,(u,v) < 4 which means thatz, must be a tree 4-spanner for the gragh Thus the answer to
the instance of the TtS problem is “yes”. This shows that tiReHdrd problem TtS (fot = 4) is polynomial-time
reducible to BRN, and therefore BRN is NP-hard. [ |
There are certain NP-hard optimization problems (e.g.jmim vertex cover) whose solutions can be approx-
imated to within a constant factor by simple greedy algongh[25]. The following example considers a natural



greedy algorithm where edges are added or removed one atea dimal shows that this algorithm can produce
results that are arbitrarily far away from the optimal neatkvo

Example 2:Consider a greedy algorithm where at each step, we add orveemtink that provides the highest
increase in the utility until no further improvements canrbade. The following scenarios illustrate the pitfalls of
such an algorithm.

Consider a reference netwofk . Suppose we attempt to build a BR network by starting with mptg network
G and repeatedly adding edges.blfl) < ¢, then adding any single edge € will result in negative utility, and
thus the algorithm stops with the empty network. Since thene exist nonempty BR networks whéfl) < ¢
whose utility is unbounded im (e.g., see Propositidd 1), the network produced by the abtyerithm can be
arbitrarily bad in comparison to the true BR network.

Now suppose that we attempt to build a BR network by startintfy ¥he reference networks; and removing
edges one at a time. Consider the graphdepicted in Figuré 2(a) and define= 1, b(1) = 2=1, b(2) = 0.5,
b(k)=0for3<k<n-1.

Starting withG'1, removing any of the edges increases the utilitypy®) — (b(1) —c). Thus any edge is a candidate
for removal. Consider removing the ed@e, v2) which results in networlGy. Now no further improvements are
possible by adding or removing a single edge. Next, consigénork G shown in the Figuré 2(c). As we will
show in Propositiof]3 in Sectidn V73 is a best response network €. We have

(GG L (= D) — o) + (0= 2h(2)
w00 w(GalGr)  wove 2(n— 2)(b(1) — ) + b(2)

é@ ®

(v2)
AN
(@) Gu (b) G (c) Gs

Fig. 2: Performance of a greedy algorithm. Gragly in (a) is the reference network. Graphs in (b) is the output of the
greedy algorithm discussed above. Gra@h in (c) is a best response 6.

Note that same conclusion is reached even if we start witlcdingplete graph, i.e., we can remove the edges in
such a way that we end up in netwaf. Thus this greedy algorithm can perform arbitrarily podrlycomparison
to the optimal solution.

An important avenue for further research is to find approfiomaalgorithms (and achievable approximation
ratios) for the BRN problem.

C. Comparison to Other Network Design Problems

The problem of optimally designing networks is classicalttie computer science and algorithms literature.
Perhaps the most common instance is the minimum spanni@dNt8T) problem which is to find a spanning tree
of a weighted graph that has the least overall weight; thexgeeedy algorithms that solve MST in polynomial time
[25]. Here, we compare the BRN problem to two canonical nétvdesign problems that also attempt to minimize
distances between pairs of nodes: the Optimal Communic&mnning Tree (OCST) problem introduced(in| [27],
and the Simple Network Design problem (SNDP) introduced®i.[

In the OCST problem, for each pair of nodesv; € IV, there is acommunication requirement; € N. The
goal of the network designer is to construct a t#een the node selN such thaty_, ., r;;dr(é, j) is minimized.
This problem is polynomial-time solvable for any setrof [27].

In the SNDP problem, one is given an undirected grapt (N, E) and a criterionC' € N. The objective is to
determine if there exists a subgraph= (N, £') of G with at most|N| — 1 edges such that_, ,; de (i, j) < C.

It was shown in[[28] that this problem is NP-complete.
The relationships between the BRN, OCST and SNDP problemasfollows.



o« The OCST and SNDP problems explicitly constrain the numifexdges in the designed network, whereas
the BRN problem includes the cost of edges in the utility fiorc

« The SNDP problem requires the designed network to be a spivgrbanother given network, whereas the
BRN and OCST problems place no such constraint.

« The objective of the SNDP problem is to minimize the sum ofafises betweeall pairs of nodes, whereas
the BRN and OCST problems allow the objective function toyatépend on distances between selected pairs
of nodes (the OCST problem does this by settig= 0 for those pairs that do not wish to communicate).

Despite the apparent similarities between the BRN problech the OCST problem, Theorellh 1 shows that the
BRN problem is NP-hard, even though the OCST problem can beddn polynomial-time. This increase in
complexity is a byproduct of the additional flexibility affted by the general nonincreasing benefit function in the
BRN problem (as opposed to the scaled distances in theyduiilitction for the OCST problem), which allows it
to capture the treé-spanner problem as a special case.

In the next section of this paper, we will characterize farthbroperties of BR networks; these will allow us to
find BR networks with respect to certain specific classes aplgs, which in turn will allow us to formulate and
study a multi-layer network formation setting with mulgphetwork designers.

V. FURTHER PROPERTIES OFBEST RESPONSENETWORKS

The proofs of all results in this section are given in Apperif

Lemma 5:Let G, be a BR network toG;, and suppose that’, is not connected. LeGy; = (N;, Es;),
i=1,...,k, be the components @F,. Let G1; = (N;, E1;), i =1,2,...,k, be the subgraphs induced by vertex
setsN; on G;. Then networkGs; must be a BR network t6:1; for : =1,2,... k.

The following lemma considers the case when there are esblabdes in7;.

Lemma 6:Let G; = (N, E;) and suppose € N is an isolated node. Thenis isolated in any BR td;.

The properties described above are independent of théveelatlues of the benefit function and edge costs. The
following set of results provide more details of the BR netwgofor certain ranges of benefits and costs.

Lemma 7:Let Gy = (IV, Eq) be an arbitrary graph.

1) If b(1) — ¢ > b(2), then the unique BR network tG; is G2 = G1.

2) If b(1) < ¢, thenG; is not a BR network td7;, unlessG; is the empty network.

3) Define B (5.5)|

A G\,

aclsisen  [S[—1 b (10)
whereEq¢, (S, S) denotes the set of edgesah that have both of their endpoints in the $et.e., Eq, (S, S) =
Ein(SxS).If ¢>b(1)+ ab(2), then the uniqgue BR network with respect@ is the empty network.

The parametew is a measure of the edge density of the underlying dﬁamhd thus the threshold to have the

empty network as the best response network increases aadieeying graph becomes more dense. The following

example illustrates the implication of for various graphs.

Example 3:In the following, we definéN| = n.

o Assume thatd; = (N, E,) is the complete graph. Theig, (S, S)| = (‘g') for any (non-singletony C N
and thusa = ”T‘2 in equation [(ID). This means that the BR to the complete graghe empty graph for
c>Db(1)+ "T‘Qb(2), yielding part (iii) of Propositiori ]l (obtained inl[9]) as pexial case of Lemmid 7.

« Suppose that; = (IV, E) is a tree. Since any induced subgraph of a tree is a forest éttree when the
subgraph is connected), we ha\&;, (S, S)| < |S|— 1 for any non-singletors C N. Thus

|Eg, (S, 9)]
IS| -1

This means thatv = 0 (which happens for any that induces a connected subgraph@y). Therefore, we
can conclude that the BR network to a tree is the empty netwdrwnc > b(1).

(01

~1<0 VSCN, |S|>2.

2There exist efficient algorithms to find maximally dense sapbs in networks [29].
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« Consider a cycle graptyy = (N, Ep) with n nodes Any induced subgraph aff; on a non-singleton node
setS C N is an acyclic graph and thu#, (S, S)| < |S| — 1. For S = N, we have|Eg, (N, N)| = n. Thus
a = -1, and the BR network t@, is the empty network for > b(1) + —L-b(2).

Remark 4:Note that wherb(2) = 0, LemmalY indicates that fdr(1) > ¢, G is a unique BR to itself (for any
network G1), and whenb(1) < ¢, the empty network is a unique best response (liothand the empty network
are best responses with utilitywhenb(1) = ¢). Thus, in the rest of the paper, we will assume &) > 0.

In the next lemma, we consider the case that we have nodeglegifee one in the graph.

Lemma 8:Let G; = (N, Ey), and suppose € N is a leaf node. Define the induced subgraplGefunder the
node setV \ {v} asG11 = (N \ {v}, E11) (i.e., the graph obtained by removing nodend its incident edge).
Then a BR toG; can be obtained by first finding a BR &,; and then adding as an isolated node if(1) < ¢,
or addingv together with a single edge to its neighborGh if b(1) > c.

The above lemma provides the following method to simplifg thsk of finding a best response network. Given
a graphGy, we recursively remove nodes of degreentil we are left with a graph where all nodes have degree
two or larger (this is known apeelingthe graph, and the resulting subgraph is known &scare [30]). A best
response to th@-core can then be found using whatever means necessaryhandhe removed nodes can be
recursively added back as isolated noded((lf) < ¢), or with the single edge that was removedi(it) > c).

VI. BESTRESPONSES TCSPECIFICNETWORKS

We will now apply the above results to characterize bestaesgs to acyclic networks and networks with a
star subgraph. The latter models, for example, sensor oneotitation networks where one or more base stations
or fusion centers wish to communicate with all nodes, while tther nodes only need to communicate locally
amongst themselves. The proofs of the following two projimss are provided in Appendix|B.

Proposition 2:Let G; = (N, E) be a forest.

o If b(1) < ¢, the empty network is the unique BR ).

e If b(1) > ¢, thenGy = Gy is a BR network toG;.

o If b(1) = ¢, the empty network and:, = G; are both BR networks t67;.

o Forb(1) > max{b(2), c}, the unique BR td7; is Gy = Gj.

Proposition 3:Let G; = (N, E1) be a graph that has a star subgraph centered at medd’.

o If b(1) —b(2) > ¢, thenG is the unique BR ta7;.

o If (1) —b(2) < c < (1), then the star network centered at nadis a BR network toG; .

e If b(1) < ¢, one of the following networks is a BR tG':

1) A star network onV with center at node.
2) A network where one component is a star and all other comisrare isolated nodes.
3) The empty network.

VII. M ULTI-LAYER NETWORK FORMATION GAME WITH STRATEGIC SUBSTITUTES

In the previous sections, we considered the scenario wheeenrk designer chooses an optimal graph (or layer)
G4 with respect to a given grapfi;. In this section, we will build on this formulation to consida scenario where
multiple network designers are building layers, with aitytifor each layer that depends on the structure of that
layer and the layers constructed by the other designers.fibdels, for instance, different mail and courier service
companies designing their individual networks to serviogrtcustomers, or different transportation networks, (air
rail, bus) arising between a set of cities|[21],/[24].][31]e \&tart by defining am-player game where each player
corresponds to one of the layers.

Definition 3: A Multi-Layer Network Formation Gamieas a set ofn playersP = { Py, P», ..., P, }. The strategy
space for each of the players is defined tod®€ where N = {v1,vs,...,v,}, i.e., the set of all graphs on node
setN. For eachi € {1,2,...,m}, letG; = (N, E;) € GV denote the action of playd?;. The utility of playerP;
is given by a functiond; : GV x GV x --- x GV — R, where thej** argument is the action of thg" player for
1<j<m.

3A cycle graph withn nodes consists of only one cycle of length
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We will use G_; to denote the vector of actions of all players except playerand useAd;(G;, G_;) to denote
the utility of playerP; with respect to the given vectd6, Gs, ..., G, ). Based on the definition of the game, we
say that a vector of network®s, Gs, ..., G,,) is aNash equilibriumif and only if G; € argmaxg A;(G,G_;)
forall i € {1,2,...,m}. In this case(; is said to be a BR network t6'_; with respect to the utility functiom;.

The characteristics of the game and the optimal strategiesdch player will depend on the form of the utility
functions A;. Here, as a starting point for studying such games, we wili$oon distance-based utilities (thereby
building on our results from the first part of the paper). Tékerence networks for the distance-based utility function
for each player will depend on the networks constructed byother players. In the remainder of the paper, we will
explore functions that view different layers of the netwaskstrategic substitutesvhere the presence of a link in
one layer makes it less desirable for that link to appear otleer layer; this captures the notion that the different
network layers are attempting to fill gaps in connectivitiy by the other IayerE.As a motivating example, consider
competing transportation companies offering servicewden a common set of cities. Suppose that for economical
reasons, each company would prefer to design its trangjportaetwork to provide short routes between those
cities that are not directly serviced by any other compamyther words, each company designs its network with
respect to theeomplemenbf the transportation networks provided by all other conigsinif we impose further
structure on such games by assuming distance-based dititions, we obtain the game defined below. In the
following definition, for a set of graph&/; = (N, Ej;), j = 1,2,...,m, on a common set of nodes, we use the
notationU’ , G; to indicate the graplix = (N, UL, E;), andn’., G; to indicate the graplé: = (N,N7L, E;).

Definition 4: The game in Definitio]3 is said to be Multi-Layer Network Formation Game with Strategic
Substitutes and Distance-Utilitigsthe utility functions are of the form

Ai(Gr,., i) = ui(Gil ~ (Ul j2G)) (11)
= Y bilde(n,y) - alEi,

(:E’y)gugl:l,k;ﬁiEk

where the functionu; is defined in [(R); the benefit functioris(-) are nonnegative, nonincreasing and satisfy
bi(c0) = 0, and all costs; are positive. The benefit functions and costs can be diftdoerthe different players.

It is clear from the definition of the game thé&,Gs,...,G),) is a Nash equilibrium if and only if for
all 1 <i < m, G; is a BR network with respect te- (U?”:L#ZG]-) for the utility function [2). Although we
showed in Theorerql1 that finding a BR network with respect ts thility function is NP-hard in general, we
now show that certain insights can nevertheless be obtainéite multiplayer setting (regardless of the number
of nodes and players). To develop our results, we partitienset of players® into three setshigh-cost players
Sy ={P; € Plc; > b;i(1)}, medium-cost player§y, = {P; € P|b;j(1) > ¢; > b;i(1) — b;(2)} andlow-cost players
S ={P; € P|b;(1) — b;(2) > ¢;}. We start by considering the case where the game containsdetplayers.

A. Games Containing Low-Cost Players
Proposition 4:SupposeSz| > 1. Then in every Nash equilibrium, every playerSg chooses the empty network.

Furthermore, any vector of disjoint networkS,, Go, . .., G,,) forms a Nash equilibrium whe{iGy| P, € Sis} is
a set of disjoint forests and;cs, G; = ~ Ujes,, Gi-
Proof: Let (G1,Go,...,G,,) be any vector of networks in Nash equilibrium. Since theristexat least one

player P; whose edge cost satisfies< b;(1)—b;(2), the Nash equilibrium vector must satisty’ , G; = G°, where
G° is the complete network. To see this, suppose that the urfidtheographs is not the complete network; then
there exists some edge, v) that does not appear in any network, and thus appears in thplement of the graph
UL, ;G- By LemmalY, the BR tov UJ, .,,G; with respect to playef;’s utility function is ~ U7, ,_.G;,
and thus the edgeu, v) appears in graply;, contradicting the fact that it does not appear in the uniballothe
graphs.

Next, note that since)j’,G; = G°, for any playerP, € P, the graphGy = (N, Ey) is a BR to the graph
Ge\{UTL, ;,.G;} € Gy. By Lemmall, a BR to a graph cannot be a strict superset of tiaghgand thus we
have thatGy, is a best response to itself with respect to the utility fiorctof player P,. Now if P, € Sy, we

“One can also considersirategic complementgersion of this class of games where each player wishes tddar@hort paths between
those pairs of nodes that share an edge in each of the othaslafghe analysis of such games is relatively straightfoiveand thus we
focus on strategic substitutes in this paper.
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know from Lemmdl7 that7;, must be the empty network, completing the first part of theoprBor the second
part, note that for any vector of networks satisfying theegiyproperties, Propositidd 2 and Lemia 7 indicate that
a best response 1@}, is indeedGy, for P, € S); U Sy, completing the proof. [ |

The above result shows that the presence of a player with tiye eosts (relative to its own benefit function)
guarantees the existence of a Nash equilibrium in the gantefiathermore, such low-cost players drive players
with sufficiently high edge costs out of the game; the prapmsiprovides the threshold for costs at which this
occurs (namely;(1) < ¢;). Players with medium edge costs, on the other hand, cannobgatain nonempty
networks in equilibrium, and the players with low edge casgthit all of the remaining edges amongst themselves.

We now study the situation where there are no low-cost ptaiyethe game (i.e §;, = #). We start by considering
games that contain only high-cost players.

B. Games Containing Only High-Cost Players
SupposeP = Sy (i.e., S = Sy = (). For each playeP; € P, define the index; as

t—2
k; £ min{t eN | c; < bz(l) + Tbl(2)} .

Sincec; > b;(1), we havek; > 3 for all P, € P. If k; > n, by Lemmd¥, the empty network is a BR of play@rto
any set of networks;_; (sincex in (10) satisfiesy < "T‘Q for any reference graph). Thus without loss of generality,
assume that all players hage< k; < n and players are sorted according to thgiri.e., k1 < ko < --- < k,, <n.
We will now partition the set of player® into different sets.
Define the index; as
i1 2max{i € {1,2,...,m} | k; <n—i+1}.

Next, define
i2émax{i€{l,2,...,il—1}’kigil—i-i-l},
iz 2 max {i € {1,2,...,49 — 1} | ks <ig —i + 1},

: (12)
i 2 max {i € {1,2,... 4,1 — 1} | ky <ip_q —i+1},

wherei, satisfiesi,. < k1 (so that no further sets of this form can be defined).
The above indices satisfy < i, < i,_1 < --- < i; < m. Partition the set of players and nodes as follows

Hy={Py,....,P },\ Ve ={v1,...,v; }
HT—I — {})Z'T—i-ly e 7})%71}7‘/7"—1 = {UiT-i-l) e 7UiT,1}

! (13)
Hl = {P’ig-i-la e 7Pi1}7‘/1 = {vig-i-la e JU'il}'

Also defineHO = {Pil—i-lv Hl_,_g, o ,Pm} andVO = {Ui1+1, Vi, 42y« - - ,Un}.

Proposition 5:For each playeP; € H; (for 1 <[ < r), define the networks; to be the star network centered on
nodew; with peripheral nodeSJf;OVt, whereH; andV; are defined as in equation {13). For each pla§ee H,
defineG; to be the empty network. Then the set of netwofks, G», ..., G,,) forms a Nash equilibrium.

The proof of the above proposition is given in Appendix C. Tokowing example illustrates the structure of
the Nash equilibrium specified by the above proposition.

Example 4:Suppose that there are 11 nodes and 9 high-cost playergeyit for 1 <i <5, kg =4, k7 =5
and ks, kg > 5. From the equations il (12), we g&t = 7,i, = 5,i3 = 3 andiy = 1. Figure[3 demonstrates
the networks of players’, P», P, and Py in the Nash equilibrium defined in Propositioh 5. Play&r has a
similar network to player”, (except that the star of her network is centeredgin PlayersP; and P; have similar
networks to that of?, and Py, respectively (the only difference being that playgrhas a star centered ag, and
P; has a star centered an). PlayersPy and Py each have the empty network.

Despite the stylized nature of the multi-layer network fatimn game in Definitionl4, it is of interest to note that
the “hub-and-spoke” networks that arise in the above Nasiililequm are predominant in real-world transportation
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Fig. 3: A multi-layer network formation game considered iraBple[# with9 high-cost players and1 nodes. Nodes are
partitioned into 5 sets as shown in Figyre 3(a), based on theracteristics of the players. Each node in each of the sets
1, Va, Vs, V, will be chosen by a different player as the center of a stagsaiph in the Nash equilibrium. The Nash equilibrium
networks of players”;, P, P, and Ps; are shown i 3(B), 3(¢], 3(H) arid 3[e), respectively. Thevaeks of playersPs, Ps

and P; are not shown; they have stars centeredwgnvs and vz, respectively, with the same peripheral nodesPas P, and

Ps, respectively. Player$s and Py choose the empty network.

systems (airline networks, in particular) [21], [24], [33hile previous work has shown that such networks are
optimal in the single-layer setting (e.g., Proposifién I),[®ur analysis shows that these structures also arise when
players selfishly optimize their individual networks in coatitive environments. We will now consider games with

a mix of medium-cost and high-cost players, and show that streictures also arise as a Nash equilibrium in that
setting.

C. Games With Medium and High-Cost Players

Proposition 6: Suppose thatS; = (), and assume without loss of generality that the fiisplayers in P
are medium-cost players, with < y < n. Forj € {1,2,...,u}, define the networks; to be the star net-
work centered on node; with peripheral nodeqv;1,vj42,...,v,}. For the set of high-cost playersy, let
(Gut1,Gusga, . .., Gy, be the Nash equilibrium networks on node g€t 1, v,12, ..., v, } defined in Propositionl 5.
Then the set of network&=1, Ga, ..., Gyy,) is a Nash equilibrium.

Proof: In the proof, we will use the fact that each netwdark, 1 < j < m, only contains edges from node
to nodes with index larger than For each player;, let G, ,.; £ UiZ1.iz; G be the union of the networks of
the other players.

Consider a medium-cost playé?;, wherej € {1,2,...,u}. Since all players with index smaller thgnare
medium-cost players, for each nodg with i < j, G;,.; contains an edge from nodg to v, for all & >
i. Furthermore,GG;,.; contains no edge fromy, to v; for any & > j. Thus, in the network~ G ,.r, nodes
v1,v2,...,vj_1 are isolated, and there is an edge fropto each nodey, with £ > j. By Lemma[®, the isolated
nodes in~ G, s remain isolated in the BR; applying Propositidn 3, a stawoekt centered abt; with edges to
{vj+1,...,v,} is @ BR with respect tev G, ;.. Thus,G; is a BR to~ G ;5.

Now consider a high-cost playét;, wherej € {141, 4 +2,...,m}. Arguing as above, nodes, v, ..., v, are
isolated in the network- G ,..;. Thus by Lemmal6, those nodes remain isolated in the BR @ ,..;. Since this
is true for all high-cost players, we can remove the nades,, . .., v, from consideration, and focus on showing
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that the subgraph af; induced by the node s¢b,,11,v,42,...,v,} is @ BR to the graph&G,,+1,Gi2, ..., Gn)

on that node set. This is true by construction, and thus thengset of networks is a Nash equilibrium. |
Example 5:Consider a game with 13 nodes, 2 medium-cost play&sand P) and 9 high-cost players

(Ps,---, P11). Assume that the 9 high-cost players are the same as thecbgjtplayers in Examplel 4. Based

on Propositiori 6, each of the medium-cost playBrsand P, will have a star network centered on nodeand

ve, With peripheral node¥ \ {v;} andV \ {v1,v2}, respectively. These networks are shown in Fidure|4(b) and

[4(c), respectively. The networks of the remaining playevhi¢h have high costs) have the same structure as in

Example[4 with two extra isolated nodes, andv,. Once again, we see that hub-and-spoke networks arise as a

Nash equilibrium in this setting.

OO 000000006 e

M | V3 Va % Vo

(a) Partition of the nodes.

(b) G (€) G2

Fig. 4: Figure[4(a) demonstrates the partition of the set ofies into 6 sets. The first set (denofey contains nodes that
will form the centers of the star networks chosen by the nmediast playersP, and P,. These star networks are depicted

in Figures[4(b) and 4(¢). The networks of the remaining higist players have the same structure as the networks shown in
Figures[3(D) td 3(@), with); and v, as isolated nodes.

The following corollary immediately follows from Proposihs[4,[5 and 6.
Corollary 1: The multi-layer network formation game with strategic ditbtes and distance-utilities has a pure
Nash equilibrium for any set of players.

VIIl. SUMMARY AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we introduced and studied the problem ofesgratmulti-layer network formation. We generalized
distance-based network formation to multi-layer netwprksd showed that the problem of finding an optimal
network in this setting is NP-hard. We characterized cenpaoperties of optimal networks, and found the optimal
networks for certain special cases of reference graphst, Mexformulated a multi-layer network formation game
where each player builds a different layer of the network.ewlhe layers are viewed as strategic substitutes, we
showed that the Nash equilibria of the game exhibit certatumral characteristics. Specifically, the presence of low-
cost players pushes high-cost players out of the game, anéimdrspoke networks arise in the Nash equilibrium
when there are no low-cost players.

There are many interesting avenues for further researghDétiving approximation algorithms with provable
performance guarantees is a natural approach to dealihghétinherent complexity of finding optimal networks; a
deeper investigation of the connections betwiespanners and the best response network design problent leagh
to such algorithms. (2) Our initial simulations show thatjgential best response dynamics converge to the Nash
equilibria that we identified in this paper; providing forhp@oofs of convergence and understanding other non-
simultaneous variants (such as Stackelberg games) is artemp avenue for research. (3) While we have focused
on distance-based utilities with strategic substitutethis paper, it would also be of interest to study other classe
of utility functions in the multi-layer network formationagne. (4) A mechanism to incorporate stochasticity and
partial information into the network formation process Wbbe of value in modeling and gaining further insights
into the formation of realistic networks.
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APPENDIX A
PrROOFS FORSECTION[V]

A. Proof of Lemm&l5

Proof: Consider the utility of networkz, with respect ta;. Since there are no edges between the components
in G, for any(u,v) € Ey with u andv in different components af, d, (u, v) = co. Thusy_,, , g, b(da, (u,v)) =
Zle > (w)ehy, b(da., (u,v)), and the utility function can be written as

w(GalGh) = Y b(dg,(u,v)) — c| Byl

(u,v)EEL
k
=> 1 D blde,,(u,v)) - c|Eal
=1 \(u,v)€Ey;
= u(G21’G11) + -+ U(ng’le).
Now, if Go; is not a BR toGy; for somei € {1,2,...,k}, replace it with a BR. This will increase the utility,
contradicting the fact thads is a BR. |

B. Proof of Lemm&l6

Proof: Let G2 = (IV, E») be a BR network with respect t6';, and suppose by way of contradiction that
v not isolated inGs. If v is a leaf node inG;, (i.e., it has a single neighbor), then the edge incident e not
used in any of the shortest paths between node¥ in{v}. Removing that edge increases the utility@f by c,
contradicting the fact that it is a BR.

Now suppose that has two or more neighbors @, and denote those neighbors by the.set {v;,,v;,, ..., v} C
N\ {v} with [ > 2. Construct a new network's = (N, E3) with
E3 = (E2 \ {(U> Uj1)> (U> Uj2)> ceey (U> sz)}) U {(anvjz)» (’Ujmvjs)» sy (’Ujmvjz)}» (14)

i.e., we remove thé edges fronv to its neighbors and add edges frem) < J to the other nodes id. This results

in a net removal of at least one edge from the graph. Supp@asdlté shortest path between some pair of nodes
in N'\ {v} passed through in G»; the shortest path now passes throughin G3, and is at least as short as the
original shortest path. Thus(G3|G1) > u(G2|G1) which contradicts the assumption th@s is a BR network to
G'1. Thereforeppy must be an isolated node Hs. [ |

C. Proof of Lemm&l7

Proof: In order to prove the first property, assume by way of conttaah thatG, is a BR network and
G2 # G;. Sinceb(1) > b(2), by Lemmall, we know that the number of edgesiinis less than inG;. So there
are verticesu andv such that(u,v) € Ey anddg,(u,v) > 1. Adding the edg€u,v) to E; increases the utility
by at leastb(1) — ¢ — b(2) > 0 which contradicts the assumption th@s # G, is a BR network. Therefore, the
BR network must be equal t6;.

For the second property note thatGh, = G; # ¢, thenu(G2|G1) = |E1|(b(1) — ¢) < 0 due to the assumption
thatb(1) < c¢. Thus it must be the case th@, # G4, or G, is the empty network.

Finally in order to prove the third property, consider anitaaloy graphG, = (N, E1) with n nodes. By way of
contradiction assume that, # ¢ is a BR network with respect t6r;. Let Go; = (N1, E2;) be a component of
network G5 with 1 < |N;| < n. By Lemmal’b, we know thafis; must be a BR to the subgraph induced by the
node setV; on G, which we denote by, = (N1, E11). Thus

u(G21]G11) < [Ea|(b(1) —¢) + (|Eu| — [E21])b(2)
= |Exn|(b(1) — ¢+ ab(2)) + (|Er1| — [E2al(1 + «))b(2)

= Bl 1) = e+ ab(2) + [Bn] (2] - (1 ) ) o) (15)
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Due to the assumption that> b(1) + ab(2), the first term in[(15) is negative. Also, we have that
B < [Eul  _ [Ee,(Ni, M) < max |Eg, (S,9)]
’Egl‘ ‘Nl‘ -1 ‘le —1 2<|S|,SCN ’S’ —1

The first inequality above follows from the fact th@b; is a component and thus has at lefdét| — 1 edges. Thus

the second term in equation (15) is nonpositive. Therefof€2;|G11) < 0 which is a contradiction. As a result
G2 (and therebyG,) must be the empty network. [ |

=a+1.

D. Proof of Lemmal8

Proof: Let the neighbor ofv in G; be denoted by, and assume that netwold = (N, Ey) is a BR to

network G;. We reason as we did in the proof of Lemfa 6, with a few additiatetails.

Consider the case thatl) < c. Suppose that nodeis not isolated ind, and letJ = {v;,,vj,,...,v;} € N\{v}
be the neighbors of in H. If | =1 (i.e., v has a single neighbor i#), the edge(v,v;,) is not used in any of
the shortest paths between nodes\in {v}. Removing that edge saves a costcpand loses at most a benefit of
b(1) (due to the loss of the path fromto v in H). Sinceb(1) < ¢, the resulting graph has utility at least as large
asH.

Now suppos€ > 1. Construct the new networK; = (N, Ey,) with edge set

En, = (Bg \{(v,v,), (v,v5,), -, (0,05)}) U{(vj,v5,), (vj,,03,), - -, (0, 05) }- (16)

In other words, we remove all of the incident edges frorm H and add edges from each nodeJn {v;, } to

vj,. This saves at least one edge, ahd (z,y) < dg(x,y) for all (x,y) € E;. Thus, the only drop in utility in
graph H; arises from the loss of the path from nodéo «. Again, sinceb(1) < ¢, the graphH; has utility at least
equal to the utility of the networld and thusH; is also a best response. The above two cases show that when
b(1) < ¢, there exists a best response where the leaf modesolated.

Now consider the case wheligl) > c. Then by Lemmal2 and Remadrk 2, there exists a BR netdek (N, Er)
containing a path from to w. If v is a leaf node inH, it is straightforward to show that there exists a BR network
H' wherewv is connected ta:.. Thus suppose is connected to the node sét= {v;,,v;,,...,v;} € N\ {v} in
H, with [ > 2. Construct a new grapH, = (N, Ey,), whereEy, = Ey, U{(v,u)} with Ey, as defined in[{16).
Arguing as above, the utility off» is at least as high as the utility df, and thusH; is a BR toG;. Since the
edge(v,u) cannot be in the shortest path between any pair of nodéé \n{v}, we see that the subgraph &
induced byN \ {v} must be a best response to the corresponding subgra@h.dfhis proves the result. =

APPENDIX B
PrRoOFSs FORSECTION[VI

A. Proof of Propositioi 12

Proof: Whenb(1) < ¢, we use part 3 of Lemma 7. Following the same argument as imfBbed3 for trees,
we havea = 0 for G;. Thus the unique BR network to a forest is the empty networkmiiil) < c.

Forb(1) — b(2) > ¢, the unique best response to any network is the same netwadithelfirst part of Lemmal7.
Forb(1) — b(2) < ¢ < b(1), note thatG; is a 2-spanner forest of itself, and thGs is a BR to itself by Lemmal3,
proving the second statement. Since this BR has a utilityeod zvhenb(1) = ¢, the empty network is also a BR
for this value of¢, proving the third statement.

Finally, we prove the uniqueness of the BR wtigh) > max{b(2), c}. If G; hasr connected components, then
|E1| = |N| —r. By Lemmal2, we must havigs| > |N| — r. By Lemmall, we know thatFs| < |Ey| = |[N| —r.
Thus|Es| = |E;| and sinceb(1) > b(2), we haveGy = G. [

B. Proof of Proposition 13

Proof: The first statement is a direct result of Lempia 7.
In order to prove the second statement we use Lefiima 3GEdte the star network centered at nadeSince
G* is a 2-spanner tree @, it is a BR toG;.
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Next, we prove the third statement. DefiGé as the star network centered at nadeBy equation[(R), we have

w(G®|Gr) = (IN| = 1)(b(1) = ¢) + (|Ex| = (IN| = 1))b(2). 17)
Now assume thatis = (N, F») is a BR network. Using the same argument as in equalibn (5have
u(G2|Gr) < [E|(b(1) — ¢) + (|E1| — [E2])b(2). (18)
Using equationd (17) and_(18) we obtain
w(G®|G1) = u(Ga|Gh) = ([E2| = (IN] = 1))(b(2) — b(1) +¢). (19)

According to the assumption of the Propositien;- b(1) > 0 and thus the right hand side of equatidnl(19) is
nonnegative for al|E;| > |N|— 1. Therefore, the utility of7* with respect ta&; is as high as any other connected
network.

Thus assume thaf, is a non-empty disconnected network. Suppose that itheemponentszo, = (Ng, Eo)
for k € {1,2,--- ,v}. Denote byGy; = (Ny, E1), k € {1,2,--- ,~}, the subgraphs induced by, on Gj;.
Without loss of generality, let € N;. Then, sincg~; contains a star subgraph (centeredvpnandGs; is a BR
to G11 (by Lemmalb) and connected, we can take it to be a star by theeadmgument. Next, we aim to show
that there exists a BR (constructed based:ai such that all of the components are isolated nodes exegpt

Suppose that some component@f (not containingv) has more than one node and take this component to be
G492 without loss of generality. We know thétss is a BR toG12 based on Lemmil 5. Arguing as in equatibh (5),
we have

u(G22|Gi2) < [Eg|(b(1) — ) + (|Er2| — [E22|)b(2). (20)

If Ga2 has zero utility, we can replace it by the empty network arfiseguently, we have the result. Thus assume
by way of contradiction that it has some positive utility.Fafore, the right hand side of equatidn](20) is positive.
SinceGy. is a connected networkFs,| > |No| — 1. Hence

|[Era| — |Eoo| _ |Ero] = (IN2| — 1) (%) = (V2| - 1)
|E2| [No| —1 [No| —1
Using the assumption that the right hand side of inequdBif) {s positive and by inequality (1), we have that

0 < |E2n|(b(1) — ) + (|Er2] — [E22])b(2)

) ((b(l) o4 %b@

< [Eaa| (b(1) — ¢ + (| V2| = 1)b(2)) -

< |Ng| — 1. (21)

<

Now consider a grapli’s obtained by removing all edges 6f,, and connecting all of its nodes to nodeSince
b(1) — ¢+ (|N2| — 1)b(2) > 0 we have,

u(Ga|Gr) =D u(GailGri) + I N2|(b(1) — ) + | E1a|b(2)

i#£2

>3 w(Gail Gi) + [Na| (b(1) — ) + | E1a]b(2) — (b(1) — ¢ + (|N2| — 1)b(2))
i#£2

= u(Gai|Gri) + (IN2| = 1)(b(1) — ) + (|Era| — (| N2| — 1))b(2), (22)
i#£2

where the first inequality follows from the fact that the indd subgraph oV, U N, on G5 is a connected network
and we neglect the benefit (if any) from indirect connectibesveen nodes iV, \ {v} and N,. The second term
in the first inequality captures the direct benefits and cofthe | N,| edges from nodes iV, to v, and the third
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term captures the benefits due to each pair of node$,imaving a distance of from each other inGs (via v).
Next, note that
u(G22|Gi2) < [Ex|(b(1) — ¢) + (|Er2| — [E22])b(2)
= (|N2| = 1)(b(1) = ¢) + (| E22| — (|N2] = 1))(b(1) — ¢) + (| Er2| — [ E22])b(2)
< ([N2| = 1)(b(1) = ¢) + (|E22| — (|N2] = 1))b(2) + (|Er2| — [E22])b(2)
= (V2| = 1)(b(1) — ) + ([ Er2| — (|N2| —1))b(2).
Substituting inequality[(23) in inequality (P2), we haveth
w(GalGr) > > u(GailGri) + (|Na| = 1)(b(1) — ) + (|Ena| — (| Na| = 1))b(2)
i#2
> ZU(G22‘|G12‘) + u(G22|G12) = u(G2|Gh).
i#£2
However this is a contradiction to the assumption tfiatis a BR toG. Thus all of the nonempty components of
G4 (exceptGa;) must have zero utility and therefore, we can replace eadhesh by the empty network. m

(23)

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONS]

To prove Propositiof]5, we will first need the following intezdiate result.

Lemma 9:Let b(1) < c. Consider networkG = (N, E) with componentsG; = (N;, E;) for 1 < i < r
(N =U[_;N; and E = U]_, E;). Assume that every induced subgraphfas a 2-spanner forest. Then every
BR of networkG is composed of a BR to each componenicaf

Proof: Let F' = (U]_, N;, Er) be a BR toG. Suppose by way of contradiction th&t contains a non-empty
componentF; = (W, R) with nodes fromp different N; wherep > 2. Let G, = (W, Er,) denote the induced
subgraph ofi¥ on G andT" be a 2-spanner forest @¢f,. The spanner forest’ hasq components wherg > p.
Also note that R| > |W| —1 > |W| — q. Then we have

uw(F1|Gr) < |R[(b(1) —¢) + (IEFR | — [R])b(2) (24)

= (IR[ = (W] = g))(b(1) = ¢) + (W] = ¢)(b(1) = ¢) + (|EFR, | — |R[)b(2)

< (IR = (W[ =)b2) + (W] = ¢)(b(1) — ¢) + (IEFR | — [R])b(2)

= (W] =q)(b(1) = ¢) + (IEr| = (IW] = q))b(2)

= U(T|GF1)>
where the first inequality comes from the fact that at mé&Stpairs of nodes that are neighborsaGfy, have direct
connections inF; and the remaining pairs of nodes are at a distance of at leias¥2 The second inequality is
due tob(1) — ¢ < b(2).

Inequality [24) means that by replacing with 7', we can increase the utility of network which is a
contradiction to the assumption th&tis a BR toG. Therefore, no component @f contains nodes from multiple
components inG and thus by Lemmal6, the subgraph ®finduced by N; must be a BR ta&; for 1 <i <r,
yielding the result. [ |

We are now in place to prove Propositioh 5.

Proof: (Propositior b)

Consider playe’; wherel < j < m. If j > i, (ie., P; € Ho), thenG =~ U, , .G, consists of disjoint

complete graphs on node séfs V,._1,...,V}. Since
kj > ki,41>n—1
kj 2 ki, > i1 — 2

kj > kir-l-l > dp_1 — iy
kj 2 kl > iTa
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a best response of play&y to any of these complete networks is the empty network (bp&siion[1 or Lemmal7).
Every induced subgraph @ has a star network on its non-empty components (which meamssia 2-spanner
forest). Thus using Lemnid 9, the empty netwétkis a BR to the network of the other players.

Next, we prove that for playeP; € H; wherel <[ < r — 1, the networkG; is a BR to the other players’
networks. From the definition of the seif in (L3), we have that;,; < j < ;. Note thatG =~ u;gl,#jGt,
consists of disjoint complete graphs on node 3¢ts, ..., V;. It also has a component = (U._,V;, E¢) of size
n — i;41. The structure of the network’ can be described as a set of complete networks ofisize; + 1,47 —
io+1,...,4—1 — 14 + 1,4, — 441 where all of them have the common node These complete networks are on
node setd U {v;}, Vi U{v;},...,Vi—1 U{v;}, V. Network G satisfies the condition of Lemnia 9 and thus a BR
to G can be obtained by finding a BR network to each componenteSinc

kj > ki1 > g1 — 42

kj > kiﬁ-l > dp_1 — iy
k’j > ]{71 > Z'T,

the best response of playét; to each of the complete networks on node dgts;,...,V; in G is the empty
network.

Network C' has a star subgraph centered at nogieand hence by Propositidd 3, there exists a BR network
S = (U_yV4, Eg) that is a star network centered at nogdewith potentially some isolated nodes. Now assume
that in the networkS, there are edges from; to a nonempty strict subset of nod&g C V, for some0 < ¢ </,
and the set of nodes i, \ R, are isolated. Note that edges between nogdand the set of nodeg, are only
useful for connections between nodesiipuU {v;} and produces a utility of

Ry —1
| Ry (bj(l) —¢ + %@@) >0, (25)
where the inequality follows from the fact that this grapts hdility at least as large as that of the empty network.
Now construct a new networ®’ = (U!_,V;, Eg/) by connecting a node € V,\ R, tov;, i.e., Eg: = EsU{(v;,u)}.
Then we have that(S’|C) — u(S|C) = bj(1) — ¢; + |R4|b;(2) which must be a positive value by inequalify(25).
This contradicts the assumption th#is a BR toC'. Therefore, for each <t <1, nodev; is either connected to
all of the nodes inV; or to none of them. Since

kjgkilgn—il+1
ki <k, <ip—i2+1

ki <k <i_1—1i+1,
a BR to all of the complete networks on nodgsJ {v;} in C is the star network fod < ¢ < [ — 1. However,
sincek; > k;,,,+1 > i — i14+1, the BR to the complete network on the set of noligss the empty network and
thus all of the nodes iV, \ {v;} must be isolated nodes.

Therefore, we can conclude that a star network centeredeondtlev; with peripheral node$v;,11,...,v,} =
ui;évt, and all other nodes being isolated is a BR to the network @other players; this is precisely the network
G; given in the statement of the proposition.

Finally, we have to show that playef}, 1 < j <, (i.e., P; € H,) are in Nash equilibrium. Similar to the above,
for player P;, G =~ U{';L#jGt consists of complete networks of sime- i1 + 1,41 —ia+1,... 4.1 — i + 1,4,
with the common node;. These complete networks are on node 3gts) {v;}, Vi U {v;},...,V,—1 U{v;}, V;.
By an argument similar to the above, since> k; > i, and

ki <k, <n-—i+1
kj <k, <i1—i2+1

kj < k/’ir < ir—l _ir+17
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a star network centered an with peripheral node$uv; .1, ...,v,} = U/_3V; (i.e., G;) is a BR to the network of
the other players.

Therefore, for each playeP; € P, G; is a BR toG =~ U/, , .G, and thus the given networks are in Nash
equilibrium. |
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