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Abstract: We model a system of n asymmetric firms selling a homogeneous good in a common
market through a pay-as-bid auction. Every producer chooses as its strategy a supply function
returning the quantity S(p) that it is willing to sell at a minimum unit price p. The market
clears at the price at which the aggregate demand intersects the total supply and firms are
paid the bid prices. We study a game theoretic model of competition among such firms and
focus on its equilibria (Supply function equilibrium). The game we consider is a generalization
of both models where firms can either set a fixed quantity (Cournot model) or set a fixed price
(Bertrand model). Our main result is to prove existence and provide a characterization of (pure
strategy) Nash equilibria in the space of K-Lipschitz supply functions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The progressive liberalization of electricity markets mo-
tivates the need to develop realistic and robust models
for the analysis of the strategic bidding problem (Ventosa
et al. (2005), Roozbehani et al. (2010), Tang et al. (2016),
Paccagnan et al. (2016)). Pricing rules in oligopolistic
wholesale electricity auctions are mainly two: the uniform
price rule and the pay-as-bid rule (Rassenti et al. (2003),
Fabra et al. (2006)). In a uniform price auction, electricity
is paid/sold at the market-clearing price, regardless of the
offers that bidders actually made. On the other hand, in
the pay-as-bid auction (also called discriminatory price
auction), the remuneration is the bid price.

From a game-theoretic point of view (Kamgarpour (2018)),
appropriate models for studying wholesale markets for
electricity are Supply Function Equilibrium (SFE) models.
With this approach, instead of setting their price bids
(Bertrand) or quantities (Cournot), see Mas-Colell et al.
(1995), firms bid their choices of supply functions and
the predicted outcome is a Nash equilibrium of the game.
SFE models were first introduced by Klemperer and Meyer
(1989), and then applied to electricity markets by Green
and Newbery (1992)). While there is a vaste amount
of literature directed to the study of SFE outcomes in
uniform-price auctions (e.g., David (1993), Baldick and
Hogan (2001), Anderson and Philpott (2002), Baldick
et al. (2004), Holmberg and Newbery (2010), Correa et al.
(2014)), less clear is the behavior of SFE models when
discriminatory prices are considered. In pay-as-bid auc-
tions, firms overbid to ensure profit and their behavior is
less predictable. In Karaca and Kamgarpour (2017) and
Karaca et al. (2019), the authors use tools from auction
theory to propose an alternative mechanism based on
Vickrey–Clarke–Groves (VCG) mechanism to incentivize
truthful bidding.

Our focus is on existence and characterization of Nash
equilibria in supply functions with the pay-as-bid remu-
neration and asymmetric firms. We determine conditions
on the strategy space under which existence is guaranteed
and best responses can be characterized with piecewise
affine functions. Our work is related to Holmberg (2009),
where uncertainty is considered. The authors determine
conditions on the hazard rate of the demand distribution
to ensure existence of Nash equilibria which is in general
not guaranteed. We instead study the problem from a de-
terministic perspective with the objective of determining
a rather tractable model. Although different in the pur-
pose, it is relevant to mention Genc (2009), where supply
function equilibria game models are compared for uniform-
price and pay-as-bid auctions. Our model differs from the
one in Genc (2009) as they consider inelastic time-varying
demand and single-step marginal cost functions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we present the general setting and the model. In Section
3, we state and comment the main result. In Section 3.1,
we show an example of pay-as-bid auction game and we
compare the Nash equilibrium outcomes depending on the
choice of the strategy space. In Section 3.2, we discuss the
supermodularity of the game and anticipate some current
work. Section 4 concludes the paper and discusses some
further research.

2. MODEL

Throughout, R+ will stand for the set of nonnegative reals.
For a non-empty interval I ⊆ R, we shall denote by C0(I)
and Ck(I), respectively, the sets of continuous and k-times
continuously differentiable functions f : I → R.

2.1 Problem setting

We consider a system with:
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Fig. 1. The equilibrium marginal price (on the left) and
the pay-as-bid remuneration (on the right).

- an agent set N = {1, . . . , n} of n firms equipped with
cost functions Ci(q) = ciq

2 , with ci ≥ 0 for i in N ,
where q denotes the sold quantity;

- an aggregate demand function D = N − γp with
N ≥ 0 and γ > 0, which returns the quantity D(p)
that consumers are willing to buy at a (maximum)
unit price p. We define p̂ as the price such that
D(p̂) = 0, i.e., p̂ = N

γ .

The strategy of an agent i in N is a supply function
belonging to a predetermined nonempty subset A of the
set of non-decreasing continuous functions that are 0 in 0,
i.e.,

F = {S ∈ C0([0, p̂]) , Si(0) = 0 , S non-decreasing} . (1)

The supply function Si returns the quantity q = Si(p)
that the agent is willing to produce at (minimum) unit
price p. The strategy configuration of the game combines
all strategies, that is, S = (S1, . . . , Sn). For an agent i in
N and a strategy configuration S, we shall refer to the
other agents’ strategies with S−i = {Sj}j ̸=i.

Given a demand function D(p) and a strategy configura-
tion S, the equilibrium marginal price is determined as the
price that matches total demand and total supply, that is,
p∗ in [0, p̂] satisfying

D(p∗) =

n∑
i=1

Si(p
∗) . (2)

We remark that existence and uniqueness of an equilib-
rium marginal price p∗ in [0, p̂] are guaranteed by the
assumptions of a strictly decreasing continuous demand
function and increasing continuous supply functions satis-
fying Si(0) = 0 for all i. The equilibrium marginal price
determines the total quantity that will be sold by each
agent in the auction, that is, q∗i = Si(p

∗) for every i in N .
An example of equilibrium marginal price is depicted on
the left of Fig.1.

2.2 Pay-as-bid auction game

We define the following class of games based on the pay-
as-bid remuneration. For a given A ⊆ F , the pay-as-bid
(PAB) auction is a game with agent set N , strategy space
A and utilities, for every i in N ,

ui(Si, S−i) := p∗Si(p
∗)−

∫ p∗

0

Si(p) dp− Ci(Si(p
∗)) , (3)

where p∗ := p∗(Si, S−i) is the equilibrium marginal price
satisfying (2). We shall denote the PAB auction game with
U = (N ,A, {ui}i∈N ),

In words, agent i sells Si(p
∗) at the bid price and the final

utility is given by the total revenue minus the production
cost. Indeed, notice that, when Si is differentiable∫ p∗

0

pS′
i(p) dp = p∗Si(p

∗)−
∫ p∗

0

Si(p) dp .

Also, if Si is invertible, the total revenue in the PAB
auction game equals the integral from 0 to Si(p

∗) of the
inverse of Si, that is, the price function Pi(q) := S−1

i (q)
of agent i. The price function assigns to each quantity
the marginal price at which agents are willing to sell such
quantity for. Therefore, its integral from 0 to q∗i determines
the total pay-as-bid remuneration for agent i for a quantity
q∗i . By considering the formula in (3), we do not need to
make any assumption on Si.

An example of remuneration of the PAB auction game
is depicted on the right of Figure 1. When the supply
function is S1 and the equilibrium marginal price is p∗,
the total revenue for agent 1 coincides with the green area
(the utility is then given by revenue minus costs).

Throughout the analysis, we shall focus on existence and
characterization of Nash equilibria of the PAB auction
game. A strategy configuration S is a (pure strategy) Nash
equilibrium if, for every i in N , Si maximizes the utility
given the other agents’ strategies. Let S−i in AN\{i}. We
shall refer to the set

Bi(S−i) = argmaxSi∈Aui(Si, S−i) (4)

as the best response of agent i to Sj . Then, S
∗ is a Nash

equilibrium if and only if S∗
i in Bi(S

∗
−i) for every i in N .

Let us observe that, when the supply functions can be
generic non-increasing continuous function, that is, when
A = F as in (1), the PAB auction game does not admit
Nash equilibria in general. Let S0 ≡ 0 denote the supply
function that is zero in all the interval [0, p̂]. Then, the
set of Nash equilibria is either empty or equal to S∗ =
{S0}i∈N . More precisely, we shall prove that the best-
response is either S0 or does not exist. We remark that
the case when S∗ = {S0}i∈N is Nash equilibrium is a limit
case, which is not particularly interesting as all agents are
selling a zero amount of quantity.

Proposition 1. Consider the PAB auction game with strat-
egy space A = F as in (1). Then, for every i in N and S−i

in AN\{i}, Bi(S−i) = ∅ or Bi(S−i) = S0.

Proof. See Appendix A. 2

Remark The proof of Proposition 1 suggests that best
responses would exist if one could use step functions.
However, enlarging the strategy space to discontinuous
functions would lead to a number of different technical
difficulties. For instance, one has to solve some techni-
cal problems in the definition of the game. Indeed, the
existence of a unique marginal equilibrium price p∗ as
the unique solution of (2) is not guaranteed anymore.
Anyway, even when we technically solve such problem,
Nash equilibria might fail to exist.

Thus, we observed that, in the general settings, Nash
equilibria might fail to exist. This gives the motivation for
the K-Lipschitz assumption, which guarantees existence
and characterization of Nash equilibria.



3. MAIN RESULT

In this section, we state and comment the main result of
the paper. Under the assumption of K-Lipschitz supply
functions, we prove existence and characterization of Nash
equilibria in the PAB auction game. We then illustrate and
comment some examples and we discuss the supermodu-
larity of the game.

As previously observed, one of the main issues is that,
without any particular restriction on the strategy space,
the best response is a step function and existence of Nash
equilibria is not guaranteed. Indeed, the best response is
an empty set when F = A. We solve this problem by
restricting the strategy space of the agents to the space of
K-Lipschitz supply functions, for a fixed K > 0.

We recall that a function S : [0, p̂] → [0,∞) is K-Lipschitz
for K > 0 if

|S(x)− S(y)| ≤ K|x− y| , ∀x, y ∈ [0, p̂] , x ̸= y .

Let us then define

AK := {S ∈ F : S is K-Lipschitz} . (5)

By restricting the strategy space to K-Lipschitz supply
functions, that is, with A = AK , we can characterize best
response functions and prove existence of Nash equilibria,
as showed in the following result.

Theorem 2. Consider the PAB auction game with strategy
space A = AK as in (5). Then, there exists at least one
Nash equilibrium S∗ such that for every agent i in N :

S∗
i (p) = K[p− pi]+ , (6)

for some pi in [0, p̂].

Theorem 2 guarantees existence of Nash equilibria. Also, a
characterization is given: in Nash equilibria, the strategies
of the agents are piecewise affine functions with slope K.

The analysis that led to the proof of Theorem 2 is struc-
tured as follows. First, we prove that, if the strategy set
of all agents is restricted to K-Lipschitz supply functions,
not only best responses do exist, but it is rather simple to
determine their structure. They are a subset of piecewise
affine that can be parametrized by a single scalar value
for every agent (see Remark 1). This in particular implies
that Nash equilibria of the original PAB auction game
correspond to those of a finite dimensional game whereby
the bidders have to choose such scalar parameter. Then,
it is possible to define and study such finite-dimensional
game, in particular showing that the utility functions
are continuous and quasi-concave in such parameters and
proving existence of Nash equilibria as a consequence (see
Proposition 20.3 in Osborne and Rubinstein (1994), or also
Debreu (1952), Glicksberg (1952), and Fan (1952)).

Remark 1. In Fig. 2, we illustrate the idea behind the
characterization of best responses. Consider two generic
supply functions S1 and S2 as in Fig.1. Notice that when
playing S̃1(p) = K[p − p1]+ for p1 as in figure, agent 1
receives a higher utility than the one obtained by playing
S1. Indeed, the remuneration increases (colored areas),
while the equilibrium price does not change, thus yielding
to the same sold quantity. The same happens for agent 2
when playing S̃2(p) = K[p− p2]+ instead of S2. Then, for
any strategy Si, it is possible to construct another supply

Fig. 2. Idea behind characterization of best responses (see
Remark 1).

S̃i of the form in (6) yielding to a higher utility. Thus, best
responses must have such form.

3.1 Examples and discussion on the choice of the strategy
space

In this section, we show an example of the PAB auction
game and we compare Nash equilibria for different values
of K > 0.

Let us consider the following setting. There are n = 4
agents partecipating in the auction game and their costs
functions are:

C1(q) =
1

4
q2 , C2(q) =

1

2
q2 ,

C3(q) = q2 , C4(q) = 2q2 .

The aggregate demand function is given by D(p) = 100−
10p and, therefore, p̂ = 10 (recall that, by definition,
D(p̂) = 0).

We now consider the PAB auction game with strategy
space AK for K = 5. Theorem 2 guarantees that there
exists at least one Nash equilibrium S∗ = (S∗

1 , S
∗
2 , S

∗
3 , S

∗
4 )

of the form
S∗
1 (p) = 5[p− p1]+ S∗

2 (p) = 5[p− p2]+
S∗
3 (p) = 5[p− p3]+ S∗

4 (p) = 5[p− p4]+

for some pi ∈ [0, p̂] with i = 1, . . . , 4. The configuration
S∗ is indeed a Nash equilibrium for p1 ≈ 5.68, p2 ≈ 6.53,
p3 ≈ 7.09 and p4 ≈ 7.42. In Figure 3, we see the aggregate
demand and suppy when agents bid the Nash equilibrium
supply functions. The equilibrium price is then p∗ ≈ 7.79
and the utilities are u1(S

∗) ≈ 43.2, u2(S
∗) ≈ 25.25,

u3(S
∗) = 13.78 and u4(S

∗) = 7.22.

Let us now study the PAB auction game in the same
setting when K = 10. In this case, we find the Nash
equilibrium:

S∗
1 (p) = 10[p− p1]+ S∗

2 (p) = 10[p− p2]+
S∗
3 (p) = 10[p− p3]+ S∗

4 (p) = 10[p− p4]+

with p1 ≈ 6.36, p2 ≈ 6.9, p3 ≈ 7.22 and p4 ≈ 7.39.
In Figure 4, we see the aggregate demand and suppy
when agents bid the Nash equilibrium supply functions.
The equilibrium price, in this second case, is p∗ ≈ 7.57
while the utilities are u1(S

∗) ≈ 47.74, u2(S
∗) ≈ 26.07,

u3(S
∗) ≈ 13.66 and u4(S

∗) ≈ 7.

Notice that, with a higher value ofK, the equilibrium price
decreases, while utilities increase for firms with lower costs
and decrease for firms with higher costs. This observation
leads to a discussion on the value of K. Indeed, our
model requires K to be fixed, but for any K we obtain
different equilibrium outcomes. Recall that, according to
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Fig. 3. Aggregate demand and supply curves at Nash
equilibrium for the setting in Section 4 and K = 5.
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Fig. 4. Aggregate demand and supply curves at Nash
equilibrium for the setting in Section 4 and K = 10.

Proposition 1 and the following remark, best responses
would exist in the general setting if one could use step
functions. Also, as K increases, we are enlarging the
strategy space. Therefore, a fundamental example that
requires a deeper study is the case when K approaches
infinity.

For instance, let us consider K = 1000. In this case, we
find the Nash equilibrium:

S∗
1 (p) = 1000[p− p1]+ S∗

2 (p) = 1000[p− p2]+
S∗
3 (p) = 1000[p− p3]+ S∗

4 (p) = 1000[p− p4]+

with p1 ≈ 7.261, p2 ≈ 7.269, p3 ≈ 7.272 and p4 ≈ 7.274.
In Figure 4, we see the aggregate demand and suppy
when agents bid the Nash equilibrium supply functions.
The equilibrium price, in this second case, is p∗ ≈ 7.276
while the utilities are u1(S

∗) ≈ 52.84, u2(S
∗) ≈ 26.45,

u3(S
∗) ≈ 13.23 and u4(S

∗) ≈ 6.62.

We can observe that, as K increases, all pi approach the
equilibrium price p∗, while utilities are different among
agents (due to the heterogenous costs). Current work in-
cludes a characterization of Nash equilibria that could lead
to a comparison between our model and the classic eco-
nomic models, such as Bertrand and Cournot models. Our
conjecture is that, as K goes to infinity, the equilibrium
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Fig. 5. Aggregate demand and supply curves at Nash
equilibrium for the setting in Section 4 and K = 1000.

outcome of our model will approach the Bertrand equilib-
rium, when it exists. Indeed, in the limit case, agents will
basically bid the equilibrium price. On the other hand, for
lower values of K, we could observe similarities between
our model and the Cournot model. The optimal value of
K shall be set by the auctioneer depending on the desired
equilibrium outcome.

3.2 Discussion on supermodularity

Supermodular games (Topkins (1979); Vives (1990); Top-
kins (1998); Milgrom and Roberts (1990)) are an impor-
tant class of games. They are characterized by “strategic
complementarities”, that is, when one agent increases the
strategy, the others have an incentive in doing the same.
In the previous sections, we observed that, in order to
find Nash equilibria, we can restrict the strategy space to
considering just functions as in (6), which are parametrized
by just one parameter, that is, pi ∈ [0, p̂], for i in N .
Below we recall the definition of supermodular games and
we briefly discuss the properties of the restricted game
in this setting. First, we formally define the restricted
game Ur and we observe that it is not supermodular in
general. Anyway, our conjecture is that, when the demand
is linear, the game is somehow ”piece-wice supermodular”.
Current work includes a deeper analysis in this direction
that could allow to exploit the fundamental properties of
supermodular games.

Let x, y in RI for some finite set I. In the following,
we shall consider the component-wise partial order ≤,
formally defined by

x ≤ y ⇔ xi ≤ yi ∀i ∈ N .

A game (N ,A, {ui}i∈N ) is supermodular if for all i ∈ N
(1) A is a compact set of R;
(2) ui is upper semi-continuous in A and AN\i;
(3) ui has increasing differences in (pi, p−i), namely, if for

all p′i ≥ pi and p′−i ≥ p−i it holds

ui(p
′
i, p

′
−i)−ui(pi, p

′
−i) ≥ ui(p

′
i, p−i)−ui(pi, p−i) . (7)

The restricted game Ur = (N ,Ar, {ur
i }i∈N ) has finite-

dimensional strategy space Ar = [0, p̂] and utilities, for
i in N ,



ur
i (pi, p−i) := p∗K[p∗ − pi]+ − (K[p∗ − pi]+)

2

2K
− Ci (K[p∗ − pi]+)

s.t.: D(p∗) =

n∑
i=1

K[p∗ − pi]+ ,

(8)

where p−i = {pj}j ̸=i denotes the actions of all the
remaining players. Let us first observe that conditions (1)
and (2) are satisfied for Ar = [0, p̂] and ur

i in (8). In other
words, the game Ur is super-modular if the marginal utility
ur
i (p

′
i, p−i) − ur

i (pi, p−i) of every agent i is a monotone
nondecreasing function of the strategy profile p−i of the
other agents.

Supermodularity of the restricted game Ur is not guaran-
teed in the general case, as shown in the following example.
Example 1. Let us consider a game with two agents, that
is, n = 2, and let D(p) = N − γp with N = 100 and
γ = 1. Let us also assume that agent 1 has quadratic
costs, that is, C1(q) =

1
2c1q

2 with c1 = 1. We shall discuss
the supermodular property of the restricted game Ur with
K = 1.

Let p2 = 0 and p1 = N
γ+1 = 50. Observe that, for such

values of p1 and p2, we find

N − γp∗ = [p∗ − p1]+ + [p∗ − p2]+ ⇔ p∗ =
N

γ + 1
= 50 .

Therefore, agent 1 does not sell any quantity and her
utility is u1(p1, p2) = −C1(0) = 0 . The same holds if she
increases her strategy. For instance, for p′1 = 50.2, we find
u1(p

′
1, p2) = −C1(0) = 0 .

On the other hand, the utility of agent 1 changes when
agent 2 increases her strategy. Let p′2 = 1. Then, we find

N − γp∗ = [p∗ − p1]+ + [p∗ − p′2]+

⇔ p∗ =
N + p1 + p′2

γ + 2
= 50.33̄

Observe that p∗ > p1 and therefore agent 1 sells a quantity
p∗ − p1. The utility is then given by

u1(p1, p
′
2) =

(p∗)2

2
− (p1)

2

2
− c1

2
(p∗ − p1)

2 = 50/3 .

Similarly, for p′1 = 50.2 and p′2 = 1, we find p∗ ≈ 50.4 and
u1(p

′
1, p

′
2) ≈ 10.04.

The game is supermodular if the utilities u1 and u2 satisfy
(7) for all p′1 ≥ p1 and p′2 ≥ p2. According to our
previous computations, for p′1 = 50.2 ≥ p1 = 50 and
p′2 = 1 ≥ p2 = 0, we obtain

u1(p
′
1, p

′
2)− u1(p1, p

′
2) ≈ −6.63

≱ u1(p
′
1, p2)− u1(p1, p2) = 0 .

Therefore, the game is not supermodular.

Example 1 shows that the restricted game Ur can fail to
be supermodular also in the case with two agents, affine
demand and quadratic costs. Anyway, we observed that,
if the demand is affine, the restricted utility ur

i of an
agent i in N satisfy (7) in some intervals. More precisely,
we need to require that, for all possible combinations of
pi, p

′
i, p−i, p

′
−i:

(1) agent i always sells a non-zero quantity, and
(2) the number of agents selling a non-zero quantity in

the game remains constant.

Current work includes a precise definition of the piecewise
supermodularity. We aim to exploit this observation for
the the study of uniqueness of Nash equilibria. Also, we
intent to investigate conditions for the convergence to
Nash equilibria in this setting.

4. CONCLUSION

We have studied a supply function equilibrium model
with pay-as-bid remuneration and asymmetric firms. We
have proved existence of (pure strategy) Nash equilibria
when the strategy space of the agents is restricted to the
space of K-Lipschitz supply functions. In this setting, a
characterization of Nash equilibria is given: strategies at
equilibrium take the form of stepwise affine functions with
slope K.

In Section 3.1, we discuss with some examples the choice
of the strategy space, i.e., the choice of the parameter K.
Current work includes a characterization of Nash equilib-
ria and a comparative statics for the special case when
K approaches infinity. In Section 3.2, the supermodular
property of the game is briefly discussed. The game is
not supermodular in general, although we observed that,
when the demand is affine, the restricted game is some-
how ”piece-wice” supermodular. Current work includes a
deeper analysis in this direction. Our conjecture is that
convergence to Nash equilibria is guaranteed when the
demand is affine.

Further work comprehends conditions for uniqueness of
Nash equilibria. Also, we intend to include uncertainty
in our model. Motivated by the current structure of
electricity markets, we aim to study the concatenation of
a uniform-price auction and a pay-as-bid one, modeled as
a two-stage game.
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Appendix A

Proof. We shall prove that for every feasible supply
function Si ̸= S0 in A, there exists another feasible supply
function S̃i in A yielding to the same equilibrium price
and a higher utility. Formally, let Si ̸= S0 be any non-
decreasing continuous function yielding to an equilibrium
price p∗ ̸= 0. We shall then define

S̃i(p) := Si

(
p2

p∗

)
.

Observe that S̃i(0) = Si(0) and S̃i(p
∗) = Si(p

∗). Also

Si(p) ≥ S̃i(p) for all p in [0, p∗]. More precisely, we have

that Si(p) = S̃i(p) for all p ∈ [0, p∗] if and only if Si is
constantly equal to 0. Therefore, if Si(p) ̸= 0 for some
p ∈ (0, p̂), then there must exist p0 ∈ (0, p∗) such that

Si(p0) > S̃i(p0). For continuity, this implies that ∃ϵ > 0

such that Si(p) > S̃i(p) for all p ∈ (p0− ϵ, p0+ ϵ). We then
obtain that ∫ p∗

0

S̃i(p) dp <

∫ p∗

0

Si(p) dp ,

while the other terms remain constant. Consequently,
we find that ui(S̃i, S−i) > ui(Si, S−i) . Then, the best
response is either S0 or does not exist. This concludes the
proof.


