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Abstract

The study of equilibrium concepts in congestion games and two-sided markets with ties
has been a primary topic in game theory, economics, and computer science. Ackermann,
Goldberg, Mirrokni, Röglin, Vöcking (2008) gave a common generalization of these two
models, in which a player more prioritized by a resource produces an infinite delay on less
prioritized players. While presenting several theorems on pure Nash equilibria in this model,
Ackermann et al. posed an open problem of how to design a model in which more prioritized
players produce a large but finite delay on less prioritized players. In this paper, we present
a positive solution to this open problem by combining the model of Ackermann et al. with
a generalized model of congestion games due to Bilò and Vinci (2023). In the model of Bilò
and Vinci, the more prioritized players produce a finite delay on the less prioritized players,
while the delay functions are of a specific kind of affine function, and all resources have
the same priorities. By unifying these two models, we achieve a model in which the delay
functions may be finite and non-affine, and the priorities of the resources may be distinct.
We prove some positive results on the existence and computability of pure Nash equilibria
in our model, which extend those for the previous models and support the validity of our
model.

1 Introduction

The study of equilibrium concepts in noncooperative games is a primary topic in the fields of
game theory, economics, and computer science. In particular, the models of congestion games
and two-sided markets with ties have played important roles in the literature.

Congestion games, introduced by Rosenthal [35] in 1973, represent the human behaviour of
avoiding congestion. Each player chooses a strategy, which is a set of resources. If a resource
is shared by many players, then much delay is imposed on those players. The objective of a
player is to minimize the total delay of the resources in her strategy. Rosenthal [35] proved
that every congestion game is a potential game. A noncooperative game is called a potential
game if it admits a potential function, the existence of which guarantees the existence of a pure
Nash equilibrium. Moreover, Monderer and Shapley [32] proved the converse: every potential
game can be represented as a congestion game. On the basis of these results, congestion games
are recognized as a fundamental model in the study of pure Nash equilibria in noncooperative
games (see, e.g., [7, 36]).
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Table 1: Results of Ackermann et al. [1]. “NPS” stands for “Non-Player-Specific,” while “PS”
stands for “Player-Specific.” “Polynomial BR Dynamics” means that there exists a sequence of
a polynomial number of best responses reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

Consistent Priorities Inconsistent Priorities

NPS

Polynomial BR Dynamics

- Singleton Game (Theorem 2.6)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 2.10)

Potential Function

- Singleton Game (Theorem 2.7)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 2.11)

PS —

Potential Function

- Two-Sided Singleton Market (Theorem 2.9)
- Two-Sided Matroid Market (Theorem 2.13)
Polynomial Algorithm

- Singleton Game (Theorem 2.8)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 2.12)

A two-sided market consists of agents and markets, which have preferences over the other
side. Each agent chooses a set of markets. On the basis of the choices of the agents, the
markets determine an assignment of the players to the markets according to their preferences
over the agents. The objective of a player is to maximize her payoff, which is determined by the
assignment. Typical special cases of a two-sided market are the stable matching problem and
the Hospitals/Residents problem. Since the pioneering work of Gale and Shapley [14], analyses
on equilibria have been a primary topic in the study of two-sided markets, and a large number
of generalized models have been proposed. In particular, a typical generalization of allowing
ties in the preferences [24] critically changes the difficulty of the analyses (see [16, 29]), and
attracts intensive interests [15, 17, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 30, 42].

In 2008, Ackermann, Goldberg, Mirrokni, Röglin, and Vöking [1] introduced a model which
commonly generalizes congestion games and two-sided markets with ties, and is referred to as
congestion games with priorities. This model is briefly described as follows. Each resource e
has priorities (preferences) with ties over the players. Among the players choosing e in their
strategies, only the players most prioritized by e receive a finite delay from e, and the other
players receive an infinite delay. In other words, only the most prioritized players are accepted.
It is clear that this model generalizes congestion games, and it also generalizes a certain model
of two-sided markets with ties, correlated two-sided markets with ties.

For several classes of their model, Ackermann et al. [1] presented some positive results
on the existence and computability of pure Nash equilibria. These results are summarized in
Table 1 and will be formally described in Section 2.2. In player-specific congestion games, each
resource e has a specific delay function di,e for each player i. In a singleton congestion game,
every strategy of every player consists of a single resource. In a matroid congestion game, the
strategies of each player are the bases of a matroid.

Meanwhile, Ackermann et al. [1] posed an open question of how to design a model in which
the less prioritized players receive a finite delay caused by the more prioritized players. We
appreciate the importance of this question because such a model can include the many-to-many
models of the stable matching problem [4, 5, 9, 12, 38, 39] (see also [29]). In congestion games,
the fact that each resource accepts multiple players is essential, since the number of those
players determine the cost of the resource. In the models of stables matchings in which each
market accepts multiple agents, the preferences of the markets indeed affect the stability of the
matchings, but it is not the case that only the most preferred agents are accepted. Thus, such
a generalization of congestion games with priorities suggested in [1] is crucial to attain a more
reasonable generalization of the stable matching problem.
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Table 2: Summary of Our Results. “NPS” stands for “Non-Player-Specific,” while “PS” stands
for “Player-Specific.” “Polynomial BR Dynamics” means that there exists a sequence of a
polynomial number of better responses reaching a pure Nash equilibrium. “PNE” stands for
“Pure Nash Equilibrium.”

Consistent Priorities Inconsistent Priorities

NPS

Polynomial BR Dynamics

- Singleton Game (Theorem 4.1)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 6.2)
Existence of a PNE

- General Game (Theorem 6.7)

Potential Function

- Singleton Game (Theorem 4.4)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 6.3)

PS

Polynomial BR Dynamics

- Singleton Game (Theorem 4.1)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 6.2)

Potential Function

- Two-Sided Singleton Market (Theorem 5.3)
- Two-Sided Matroid Market (Theorem 6.5)
Existence of a PNE

- Singleton Game (Theorem 4.5)
- Matroid Game (Theorem 6.4)

The contributions of the paper are described as follows. We first point out that a generalized
model of congestion games by Bilò and Vinci [6] partially answers to the question posed by
Ackermann et al. [1]. In their model, the players more prioritized by a resource indeed produce
a finite delay on the less prioritized players. Meanwhile, this model only covers a special case
of the model of Ackermann et al. [1] in which the delay functions are of a specific kind of affine
functions and all resources have the same priorities over the players. We refer to the model of
[6] as a priority-based affine congestion game with consistent priorities.

A main contribution of this paper is to design a model which gives a positive and full answer
to the open problem of Ackermann et al. [1]. By unifying the models of Ackermann et al. [1] and
Bilò and Vinci [6], we present a model of congestion games with priorities in which the more
prioritized players produce a finite delay on the less prioritized players, the delay function may
be non-affine, and the priorities of the resources may be inconsistent. We refer to our model as
a priority-based congestion games with (in)consistent priprities. We then prove some positive
results on the existence and computability of pure Nash equilibria in our model, which extend
those for the previous models [1, 6] and support the validity of our model. Our technical results
are summarized in Table 2.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We review previous results in Section 2.
Emphases are put on a formal description of the model and results of congestion games with
priorities [1]. In Section 3, we describe our model of priority-based congestion games. In Section
4, we present some positive results on pure Nash equilibria in priority-based singleton congestion
games. Section 5 is devoted to a description of how correlated two-sided markets with ties are
generalized in our model. Finally, in Section 6, we deal with priority-based congestion games
which are not singleton games.

2 Preliminaries

Let Z denote the set of the integers, and R that of the real numbers. Subscripts + and ++
represent that the set consists of nonnegative numbers and positive numbers, respectively. For
instance, R+ denotes the set of the nonnegative real numbers and Z++ that of the positive
integers.
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2.1 Congestion Games

A congestion game is described by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , (de)e∈E).

Here, N = {1, . . . , n} denotes the set of the players and E that of the resources. Each player
i ∈ N has her strategy space Si ⊆ 2E , and chooses a strategy Si ∈ Si. The collection (S1, . . . , Sn)
of the chosen strategies is called a strategy profile. For a resource e ∈ E and a strategy profile
S = (S1, . . . , Sn), let Ne(S) ⊆ N denote the set of players whose strategy includes e, and let
ne(S) ∈ Z+ denote the size of Ne(S), i.e.,

Ne(S) = {i ∈ N : e ∈ Si}, ne(S) = |Ne(S)|.

Each resource e ∈ E has its delay function de : Z++ → R+. In a strategy profile S, the
function value de(ne(S)) represents the delay of a resource e ∈ E. The objective of each
player is to minimize her cost, which is the sum of the delays of the resources in her strategy.
Namely, the cost γi(S) imposed on a player i ∈ N in a strategy profile S is defined as γi(S) =
∑

e∈Si
de(ne(S)), which is to be minimized.

For a strategy profile S = (S1, . . . , Sn) and a player i ∈ N , Let S−i denote a collection of
the strategies in S other than Si, namely S−i = (S1, . . . , Si−1, Si+1, . . . , Sn). A better response
of a player in a strategy profile is a change of her strategy so that her cost strictly decreases.
Namely, when i ∈ N changes her strategy from Si to S′

i in a strategy profile S, it is a better
response if γi(S−i, S

′
i) < γi(S). In particular, a better response from Si to S′

i is a best response
if S′

i minimizes γi(S−i, S
′
i). A pure Nash equilibrium is a strategy profile in which no player has

a better response. Namely, a strategy profile S is a pure Nash equilibrium if

γi(S) ≤ γi(S−i, S
′
i) for each player i ∈ N and each of her strategy S′

i ∈ Si.

A potential function Φ is one which is defined on the set of the strategy profiles and satisfies

Φ(S−i, S
′
i)− Φ(S) = γi(S−i, S

′
i)− γi(S)

for each strategy profile S, each player i ∈ N , and each strategy S′
i ∈ S. The existence of a

potential function implies the existence of a pure Nash equilibrium, because a strategy profile
minimizing the potential function must be a pure Nash equilibrium. A game admitting a
potential function is referred to as a potential game. The following theorem is a primary result
on congestion games, stating that each congestion game is a potential game and vice versa.

Theorem 2.1 ([32, 35]). A congestion game is a potential game, and hence possesses a pure
Nash equilibrium. Moreover, every potential game is represented as a congestion game.

Hereafter, we assume that each delay function de (e ∈ E) is monotonically nondecreasing,
i.e., de(x) ≤ de(x

′) if x < x′.
Study on congestion games from the viewpoint of algorithmic game theory [7, 34, 36] has ap-

peared since around 2000. For singleton congestion games, Ieong, McGrew, Nudelman, Shoham,
and Sun [23] proved that a pure Nash equilibrium in a singleton congestion game can be attained
after a polynomial number of better responses.

Theorem 2.2 ([23]). In a singleton congestion game, starting from an arbitrary strategy profile,
a pure Nash equilibrium is attained after a polynomial number of better (hence, best)responses.
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This theorem is followed by a large number of extensions. Recall that a player-specific
congestion game is one in which each resource e ∈ E has a delay function di,e : Z++ → R+

specific to each player i ∈ N . Milchtaich [31] proved the following theorem for player-specific
singleton congestion games.

Theorem 2.3 ([31]). In a player-specific singleton congestion game, there exists a sequences of
polynomial number of best responses starting from an arbitrary strategy profile and reaching a
pure Nash equilibrium.

Note that Theorem 2.3 differs from Theorem 2.2 in that not any sequence of best responses
reaches to a pure Nash equilibrium.

A significant work along this line is due to Ackermann, Röglin, and Vöking [2, 3], who
employed the discrete structure of matroids into congestion games. For a finite set E and its
subset family S ⊆ 2E , the pair (E,S) is a matroid if S 6= ∅ and

for S, S′ ∈ S and e ∈ S \ S′, there exists e′ ∈ S′ \ S such that (S \ {e}) ∪ {e′} ∈ S. (1)

A set in S is referred to as a base. It follows from (1) that all bases in S has the same cardinality,
which is referred to as the rank of the matroid (E,S).

A congestion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , (de)e∈E) is referred to as a matroid congestion game if
(E,Si) is a matroid for every player i ∈ N . It is straightforward to see that a singleton congestion
game is a spacial case of a matroid congestion game. Ackermann, Röglin, and Vöking [2, 3]
proved the following extensions of Theorems 2.2 and 2.3 to matroid congestion games.

Theorem 2.4 ([2]). In a matroid congestion game, starting from an arbitrary strategy profile,
a pure Nash equilibrium is attained after a polynomial number of best responses.

Theorem 2.5 ([3]). In a player-specific matroid congestion game, there exists a sequence of
polynomial number of better responses starting from an arbitrary strategy profile and reaching a
pure Nash equilibrium.

Since these works, matroid congestion games have been recognized as a well-behaved class
of congestion games, and study on more generalized and related models followed. In the models
of congestion games with mixed objectives [11] and congestion games with complementarities
[10, 41], the cost on a player is not necessarily the sum of the delays in her strategy. A budget
game [8] is a variant of a congestion game, and their common generalization is proposed in
[28]. A resource buying game [19, 40] is another kind of a noncooperative game in which the
players share the resources. In all of the above models, the fact that (E,Si) is a matroid for
each player i plays a key role to guaranteeing the existence of a pure Nash equilibrium. A
further generalized model in which the strategy space is represented by a polymatroid is studied
in [18, 20]. A different kind of relation between matroids and congestion games is investigated
in [13].

2.2 Congestion Games with Priorities

Ackermann et al. [1] offered a model which commonly generalizes congestion games and a certain
class of two-sided markets with ties. This model is described by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , (pe)e∈E , (de)e∈E),

in which the player set N , the resource set E, the strategy spaces Si ⊆ 2E (i ∈ N), and the delay
functions de : Z++ → R+ (e ∈ E) are the same as those in the classical model in Section 2.1.
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What is specific to this model is that each resource e ∈ E has a priority function pe : N → Z++.
If pe(i) < pe(j) for players i, j ∈ N , then the resource e prefers i to j.

In a strategy profile S = (S1, . . . , Sn), the delay of e imposed on each player in Ne(S) is
determined in the following way. Define p∗e(S) ∈ Z++ ∪ {+∞} by

p∗e(S) =

{

min{pe(i) : i ∈ Ne(S)} if Ne(S) 6= ∅,

+∞ if Ne(S) = ∅.

For a positive integer q, define nq
e(S) ∈ Z+ by

nq
e(S) = |{i ∈ Ne(S) : pe(i) = q}| . (2)

Now the delay imposed on a player i ∈ Ne(S) by the resource e is defined as
{

de

(

n
p∗e(S)
e (S)

)

if pe(i) = p∗e(S),

+∞ if pe(i) > p∗e(S).

This model is referred to as a congestion game with priorities. A special case in which all
resources have the same priority function is called a congestion game with consistent priorities.
The general model is often referred to as a congestion game with inconsistent priorities.

It is straightforward to see that the model of congestion games with priorities includes con-
gestion games. An instance (N,E, (Si)i∈N , (de)e∈E) of a congestion game reduces to a conges-
tion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , (de)e∈E) reduces to a congestion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , (pe)e∈E , (de)e∈E)
with priorities in which all resources have the same constant priority function. As mentioned
above, the model of congestion games with priorities also includes correlated two-sided markets
with ties. See Section 2.2.2 for details.

2.2.1 Singleton Games

For singleton congestion games with consistent priorities, Ackermann et al. [1] proved the fol-
lowing theorem on the basis of Theorem 2.2.

Theorem 2.6 ([1]). In a singleton congestion game with consistent priorities, there exists a
sequence of a polynomial number of best responses starting from an arbitrary strategy profile
and reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

To the best of our knowledge, an extension of Theorem 2.3 to player-specific delay functions
is missing in the literature, and will be discussed in a more generalized form in Section 4.1.

Ackermann et al. [1] further proved that every singleton congestion game with inconsistent
priorities is a potential game.

Theorem 2.7 ([1]). A singleton congestion game with inconsistent priorities is a potential
game, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

We remark that the potential function establishing Theorem 2.7 obeys a generalized defi-
nition of potential functions. It maps a strategy profile to a sequence of vectors, which lexico-
graphically decreases by a better response. The details will appear in our proof of Theorem 4.4,
which extends Theorem 2.7 to priority-based singleton congestion games.

For player-specific congestion games with inconsistent priorities, Ackermann et al. [1] de-
signed a polynomial-time algorithm for constructing a pure Nash equilibrium. Let n denote the
number of the players and m that of the resources.

Theorem 2.8 ([1]). A player-specific singleton congestion game with inconsistent priorities
possesses a pure Nash equilibrium, which can be computed in polynomial time with O(n3m)
strategy changes.
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2.2.2 Correlated Two-Sided Markets with Ties

Here we describe a correlated to two-sided market with ties [1], and see that it can be represented
as a player-specific congestion game with inconsistent priorities. For unity, we apply the
terminology of congestion games to two-sided markets. For example, we use the terms players
and resources instead of agents and markets. We also assume that the objective of a player is
to minimize her delay, instead of to maximize her payoff.

A correlated two-sided market with ties is represented by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , (ci,e)i∈N,e∈E, (de)e∈E).

For each pair (i, e) of a player i ∈ N and a resource e ∈ E, a cost ci,e ∈ R+ is associated.
The costs implicitly determine the preferences of the players, since the objective of a player
is to minimize her cost. Moreover, each resource e also prefer players with smaller costs, and
in particular only accepts the players with smallest cost, which is formally described in the
following way.

Let S = (S1, . . . , Sn) be a strategy profile, and let e ∈ E be a resource. Let c∗e(S) ∈ R+ be the
minimum cost associated with a player in Ne(S) and e, i.e., c∗e(S) = min{ci,e : i ∈ Ne(S)}. Let
N∗

e (S) ⊆ Ne(S) denote the set of the players in Ne(S) with cost c∗e(S), and let |N∗
e (S)| = n∗

e(S).
Namely,

c∗e(S) = min{ci,e : i ∈ Ne(S)}, N∗
e (S) = {i ∈ Ne(S) : ci,e = c∗e(S)}, n∗

e(S) = |N∗
e (S)|.

Each player in Ne(S) \N
∗
e (S) receives an infinite cost from e. The cost on a player i ∈ N∗

e (S)
satisfies that it is nonincreasing with respect to n∗

e(S) and is equal to c∗e(S) if n
∗
e(S) = 1, i.e., i is

the only player in N∗
e (S). This is represented by a bivariate delay function de : R+×Z++ → R+

such that, for each x ∈ R+, de(x, 1) = x and de(x, y) is nondecreasing with respect to y. In
summary, the cost imposed on a player i ∈ Ne(S) by e is equal to

{

de(c
∗
e(S), n

∗
e(S)) (i ∈ N∗

e (S)),

+∞ (i ∈ Ne(S) \N
∗
e (S)).

(3)

A correlated two-sided market (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (de)) with ties reduces to a player-specific
congestion game with inconsistent priorities. For a resource e ∈ E, construct a priority function
pe : N → Z++ satisfying that

pe(i) < pe(j) if and only if ci,e < cj,e for each i, j ∈ N. (4)

Then, for each pair (i, e) of a player i ∈ N and a resource e ∈ E, define a player-specific delay
function d′i,e : Z++ → R+ by

d′i,e(y) = de(ci,e, y) (y ∈ Z++).

We refer to a correlated two-sided markets with ties in which each strategy of each player
is a singleton as a correlated two-sided singleton markets with ties. It follows from the above
reduction that Theorem 2.8 applies to a correlated two-sided singleton markets with ties. Ack-
ermann et al. [1] proved a stronger result that a correlated two-sided singleton markets with
ties has a potential function.

Theorem 2.9 ([1]). A correlated two-sided singleton market with ties is a potential game, and
hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.
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2.2.3 Extension to Matroid Games

Finally, Ackermann et al. [1] provided the following extensions of Theorems 2.6–2.9 from sin-
gleton games to matroid games. For a matroid game, define its rank r as the the maximum
rank of the matroids forming the strategy spaces of all players.

A better response of a player i ∈ N in a strategy profile S from a strategy Si to another
strategy S′

i is referred to as a lazy better response if if there exists a sequence (S0
i , S

1
i , ..., S

k
i )

of strategies of i such that S0
i = Si, S

k
i = S′

i, |S
k′+1
i \ Sk′

i | = 1 and the cost on i in a strategy

profile (S−i, S
k′+1
i ) is strictly smaller than that in (S−i, S

k′

i ) for each k′ = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1. A
potential game with respect to lazy better responses is a game admitting a potential function
which strictly decreases by a lazy better response.

Theorem 2.10 ([1]). In a matroid congestion game with consistent priorities, there exists a
sequence of a polynomial number of best responses starting from an arbitrary strategy profile
and reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 2.11 ([1]). A matroid congestion game with inconsistent priorities is a potential
game with respect to lazy better responses, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 2.12 ([1]). A player-specific matroid congestion game with inconsistent priorities
possesses a pure Nash equilibrium, which can be computed in polynomial time with O(n3mr)
strategy changes.

Theorem 2.13 ([1]). A correlated two-sided matroid market with ties is a potential game with
respect to lazy better responses, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

2.3 Priority-Based Affine Congestion Games

In this subsection, we describe the model of priority-based affine congestion games with consis-
tent priorities [6], by using the terminology of congestion games with priorities. A priority-based
affine congestion game with consistent priorities is described by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , p, (αe, βe)e∈E).

Again, N and E denote the set of the players and that of the resources, respectively, and
Si ⊆ 2E is the strategy space of a player i ∈ N . Note that all resources have the same priority
function p : N → Z++. Each resource e ∈ E is associated with two nonnegative real numbers
αe, βe ∈ R+, which determine the delay function of e in the following manner.

Let S be a strategy profile, e ∈ E be a resource, and q ∈ Z+ a positive integer. Define
nq
e(S) ∈ Z+ as in (2), in which pe is replaced by p. Similarly, define n<q

e (S) ∈ Z+ by

n<q
e (S) = |{i ∈ Ne(S) : p(i) < q}| . (5)

Now the delay imposed on a player i ∈ Ne(S) by e is defined as

αe ·

(

n<p(i)
e (S) +

n
p(i)
e (S) + 1

2

)

+ βe, (6)

which is interpreted in the following way. The delay imposed on player i ∈ Ne(S) by e ∈ E

is affected by the n
<p(i)
e (S) players in Ne(S) more prioritized than i. It is also affected by the

n
p(i)
e (S) players with the same priority as i, which is reflected to (n

p(i)
e (S) + 1)/2 in (6). This

value is the expected number of the players more or equally prioritized than i when the ties of

the n
p(i)
e (S) players are broken uniformly at random.
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Bilò and Vinci [6] proved that every priority-based affine congestion game with consistent
priorities has a pure Nash equilibrium, and that it can be constructed by finding a pure Nash
equilibrium of the most prioritized players, and then inductively extending the pure Nash equi-
librium of the players with up to the k-th priority to those with up to the (k+1)-st priority. In
each step, the game restricted to the players with the (k + 1)-st priority is a potential game.

Theorem 2.14 ([6]). A priority-based affine congestion game with consistent priorities pos-
sesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

We should remark that Bilò and Vinci [6] further conducted an elaborated analysis on the
price of anarchy and the price of stability of the pure Nash equilibria of this model, which might
be a main contribution of their paper.

3 Our Model

We first point out that the model of Bilò and Vinci [6] described in Section 2.3 partially answers
to the open question of Ackermann et al. [1]. Indeed, the delay (6) of a player i ∈ Ne(S) is
finitely affected by the more prioritized players in Ne(S). Meanwhile, compared to the model of

Ackermann et al. [1], the delay (6) is specific in that it is a particular affine function of n
<p(i)
e (S)

and n
p(i)
e (S), and the priorities of the resources are consistent. Below we resolve these points

by providing a common generalization of the two models, which provides a full answer to the
open question in [1].

Our model is represented by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , (pe)e∈E , (de)e∈E),

which is often abbreviated as (N,E, (Si), (pe), (de)). Again, N and E denote the sets of players
and resources, respectively, each player i ∈ N has her strategy space Si ⊆ 2E , and each resource
e ∈ E has a priority function pe : N → Z++.

Let S = (S1, . . . , Sn) be a strategy profile, i ∈ N , and e ∈ Si. Reflecting the delay function
(6), our delay function de : Z+ × Z++ → R+ (e ∈ E) is a bivariate function with variables

n
<pe(i)
e (S) and n

pe(i)
e (S). Namely, the delay imposed on i by e is described as

de

(

n<pe(i)
e (S), npe(i)

e (S)
)

. (7)

We assume that each delay function de (e ∈ E) has the following properties:

de(x, y) ≤ de(x
′, y) (if x < x′), (8)

de(x, y) ≤ de(x, y
′) (if y < y′), (9)

de(x, y) ≤ de(x+ y − 1, 1) (for each x ∈ Z+ and y ∈ Z++). (10)

Property (8) and (9) mean that the delay function de is nondecreasing with respect to n
<pe(i)
e (S)

and n
pe(i)
e (S), respectively. These properties reflect the monotonicity of the delay functions in

the previous models. Property (10) means that the cost on i increases if the n
pe(i)
e (S)−1 players

in Ne(S) with the same priority as i are replaced by the same number of more prioritized players.
This property captures the characteristic of the models of [1, 6] that prioritized players produce
more delays than those with the same priority.

We refer to our model as a priority-based congestion game with inconsistent priorities, or
priority-based congestion game for short. If the resources have the same priority function, then
the game is referred to as a priority-based congestion game with consistent priorities.
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A priority-based affine congestion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , p, (αe, βe)e∈E) with consistent prior-
ity [6] is represented as a priority-based congestion game with consistent priorities p and delay
function de : Z+ × Z++ → R+ (e ∈ E) defined as in (6), namely

de

(

n<pe(i)
e (S), npe(i)

e (S)
)

= αe

(

n<p(i)
e (S) +

n
p(i)
e (S) + 1

2

)

+ βe. (11)

It is not difficult to see that the delay function de in (11) satisfies the properties (8)–(10).
A congestion game with inconsistent priorities [1] is also a special case of a priority-based

congestion game. Given a congestion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , (pe)e∈E , (de)e∈E) with priorities,
define a delay function d′e : Z+ × Z++ → R of a priority-based congestion game by

d′e(x, y) =

{

+∞ (x ≥ 1),

de(y) (x = 0).
(12)

Again, the delay function d′e in (12) satisfies the properties (8)–(10) if de is a nondecreasing
function. The properties (8) and (9) are directly derived. The property (10) follows from the
fact that d′e(x + y − 1, 1) 6= +∞ only if (x, y) = (0, 1), and in that case both d′e(x, y) and
d′e(x+ y − 1, 1) is equal to d′e(0, 1) = de(1).

4 Priority-Based Singleton Congestion Games

In this section, we present some theorems on pure Nash equilibria in singleton games in our
model.

4.1 Consistent Priorities

In this subsection, we present a theorem on pure Nash equilibria in priority-based player-specific
singleton congestion games with consistent priorities (Theorem 4.1). This theorem is not only
an extension of Theorems 2.2 and 2.6, which concern pure Nash equilibria in non-player-specific
singleton congestion games, but also implies the existence of pure Nash equilibria in player-
specific congestion games with consistent priorities (Corollary 4.2), which is missing in the
literature.

Hereafter, some theorems are marked with (⋆), meaning that their proofs appear in Ap-
pendix.

Theorem 4.1 (⋆). In a priority-based player-specific singleton congestion game G = (N,E, (Si), p, (di,e))
with consistent priorities, there exists a sequence of polynomial number of better responses start-
ing from an arbitrary strategy profile and reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.1.

Corollary 4.2. In a player-specific singleton congestion game with consistent priorities, there
exists a sequences of polynomial number of better responses starting from an arbitrary strategy
profile and reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

Remark 4.3. Corollary 4.2 does not imply that a pure Nash equilibrium in a priority-based
singleton congestion games which is not player-specific is obtained from an arbitrary sequence
of best responses. This is because, as described in the proof for Theorem 4.1, the order of the
players in the sequence is specified by the priority function.
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4.2 Inconsistent Priorities

In this subsection, we investigate priority-based singleton congestion games with inconsistent
priorities. We first prove the following extension of Theorem 2.7.

Theorem 4.4. A priority-based singleton congestion game (N,E, (Si), (pe), (de)) with incon-
sistent priorities is a potential game, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

Proof. For each strategy profile S = (e1, . . . , en), define its potential Φ(S) ∈ (R+ × Z++)
n as

follows. Let e ∈ E be a resource, and let Qe(S) = {q1, ..., qk∗} be a set of integers such that
Qe(S) = {q : nq

e(S) > 0} and q1 < · · · < qk∗ . The resource e ∈ E contributes the following
ne(S) vectors in R+ × Z++ to Φ(S):

(de(0, 1), q1), . . . , (de(0, n
q1
e (S)), q1),

(de(n
q1
e (S), 1), q2), . . . , (de(n

q1
e (S), nq2

e (S)), q2),

. . . ,
(

de
(

n<qk
e (S), 1

)

, qk
)

, . . . ,
(

de
(

n<qk
e (S), nqk

e (S)
)

, qk
)

,

. . . ,
(

de
(

n<qk∗
e (S), 1

)

, qk∗
)

, . . . ,
(

de
(

n<qk∗
e (S), nqk∗

e (S)
)

, qk∗
)

. (13)

For two vectors (x, y), (x′, y′) ∈ R+ ×Z++, we define a lexicographic order (x, y)�lex(x
′, y′)

if

x < x′, or x = x′ and y ≤ y′.

The strict relation (x, y)≺lex(x
′, y′) means that (x, y)�lex(x

′, y′) and (x, y) 6= (x′, y′) hold.
The potential Φ(S) is obtained by ordering the n vectors contributed by all resources in the

lexicographically nondecreasing order. We remark that the order in (13) is lexicographically
nondecreasing, which can be derived from (8)–(10) as follows. It follows from (9) that

de(n
<qk
e (S), y) ≤ de(n

<qk
e (S), y + 1) (k = 1, . . . , k∗, y = 1, . . . , qk−1), (14)

and from (8) and (10) that

de
(

n<qk
e (S), nqk

e (S)
)

≤ de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S)− 1, 1

)

≤ de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S), 1

)

(k = 1, . . . , k∗ − 1). (15)

We then define a lexicographic order over the potentials. For strategy profiles S and S′,
where

Φ(S) = ((x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn)), Φ(S′) = ((x′1, y
′
1), . . . , (x

′
n, y

′
n)),

define Φ(S′)�lex Φ(S) if there exists an integer ℓ with 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n such that

(x′ℓ′ , y
′
ℓ′) = (xℓ′ , yℓ′) for each ℓ′ < ℓ, and (x′ℓ, y

′
ℓ)≺lex(xℓ, yℓ).

The strict relation Φ(S′)≺lex Φ(S) means that Φ(S′)�lex Φ(S) and Φ(S′) 6= Φ(S) hold.
Suppose that a player i has a better response in a strategy profile S, which changes her

strategy from e to e′. Let S′ = (S−i, e
′). Below we show that Φ(S′)≺lex Φ(S), which completes

the proof.
Let pe(i) = q and pe′(i) = q′. Since the delay imposed on i becomes smaller due to the

better response, it holds that

de′(n
<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1) < de(n
<q
e (S), nq

e(S)). (16)
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Note that e′ contributes a vector

(de′(n
<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1), q′) (17)

to Φ(S′) but not to Φ(S). To prove Φ(S′)≺lex Φ(S), it suffices to show that a vector belonging
to Φ(S) but not to Φ(S′) is lexcographically larger than the vector (17).

First, consider the vectors in Φ(S) contributed by e. Let Qe(S) = {q1, . . . , qk∗}, where
q1 < · · · < qk∗. The better response of i changes the vectors in Φ(S) whose second component is
larger than q, because the first argument of the delay function de decreases by one. If q = qk∗,
then those vectors do not exist and thus we are done. Suppose that q = qk for some k < k∗.
Among those vectors, the lexicographically smallest one is

(

de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S), 1

)

, qk+1

)

.

Recall (15), saying that

de
(

n<qk
e (S), nqk

e (S)
)

≤ de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S), 1

)

,

and thus
de′
(

n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1
)

< de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S), 1

)

follows from (16). Hence, we conclude that

(

de′
(

n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1
)

, q′
)

≺lex

(

de

(

n
<qk+1
e (S), 1

)

, qk+1

)

.

Next, consider the vectors in Φ(S) contributed by e′. Without loss of generality, suppose
that there exists a positive integer q′′ such that q′′ ∈ Qe′(S) and q′′ > q′. Let q′′ be the smallest
integer satisfying these conditions. The lexicographically smallest vector in Φ(S) contributed
by e′ and changed by the better response of i is

(

de′
(

n<q′′

e′ (S), 1
)

, q′′
)

.

It follows from the property (10) that

de′
(

n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1
)

≤ de′
(

n<q′′

e′ (S), 1
)

,

and thus
(

de′
(

n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1
)

, q′
)

≺lex

(

de′
(

n<q′′

e′ (S), 1
)

, q′′
)

,

completing the proof.

We next show the following theorem, which corresponds to Theorem 2.8 but does not include
a polynomial bound on the number of strategy changes.

Theorem 4.5 (⋆). A priority-based player-specific singleton congestion game with inconsistent
priorities possesses a pure Nash equilibrium, which can be computed with a finite number of
strategy changes.
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5 Generalized Correlated Two-Sided Markets with Ties

In this section, we introduce the model of generalized correlated two-sided markets with ties,
which generalizes correlated two-sided markets with ties described in Section 2.2.2. We show
that this model is a special class of priority-based player-specific congestion games with incon-
sistent priorities, and it includes priority-based congestion games with inconsistent priorities.
This is in contrast to the situation of correlated two-sided markets with ties, in which it is un-
clear whether correlated two-sided markets with ties include congestion games with inconsistent
priorities. We then prove that a generalized correlated two-sided market with ties is a potential
game, which extends Theorem 2.9.

5.1 Model

A generalized correlated two-sided market with ties is described by a tuple

(N,E, (Si)i∈N , (ci,e)i∈N,e∈E, (de)e∈E).

Again, N and E denote the sets of the players and resources, respectively. For each player i ∈ N
and each resource e ∈ E, a nonnegative real number ci,e ∈ R+ is associated, which implies the
preferences of i and e, and are reflected in the delay function de of e in the following way.

Let S = (S1, . . . , Sn) be a strategy profile and e ∈ E be a resource. In the same way as (2)
and (5), for a nonnegative number q ∈ R+, define nq

e(S), n
<q
e (S) ∈ Z+ by

nq
e(S) = |{i ∈ Ne(S) : ci,e = q}| ,

n<q
e (S) = |{i ∈ Ne(S) : ci,e < q}| .

Note that n
ci,e
e (S) > 0 if e ∈ Si. The delay function de is a trivariate function de : R+ × Z+ ×

Z++ → R+. The cost imposed by e on a player i ∈ Ne(S) is

de

(

ci,e, n
<ci,e
e (S), n

ci,e
e (S)

)

.

Here, the delay functions de (e ∈ E) have the following properties:

de(c, x, y) ≤ de(c
′, x, y) (if c < c′), (18)

de(c, x, y) ≤ de(c, x
′, y) (if x < x′), (19)

de(c, x, y) ≤ de(c, x, y
′) (if y < y′), (20)

de(c, x, y) ≤ d(c, x + y − 1, 1) (for each x ∈ Z+ and y ∈ Z++). (21)

The properties (18)–(20) represent the monotonicity of de, while (19)–(21) corresponds to the
properties (8)–(10) of the delay functions in priority-based congestion games. We also remark
that de(c, 0, 1) is not necessarily equal to c, whereas de(c, 1) = c in correlated two-sided markets
with ties.

5.2 Relation to Other Models

A correlated two-sided market with ties (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (de)) is represented as a generalized
correlated two-sided market with ties (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (d

′
e)) by defining the trivariate function

d′e : R+ × Z+ × Z++ → R+ by

d′e(c, x, y) =

{

de(c, y) if x = 0,

+∞ if x ≥ 1
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for each resource e ∈ E.
The following propositions show that generalized correlated two-sided markets with ties lie

between priority-based congestion games with inconsistent priorities and priority-based player-
specific congestion games with inconsistent priorities.

Proposition 5.1 (⋆). A priority-based congestion games with inconsistent priorities is repre-
sented as a generalized correlated two-sided market with ties.

Proposition 5.2 (⋆). A generalized correlated two-sided market with ties is represented as a
priority-based player-specific congestion games with inconsistent priorities.

5.3 Pure Nash Equilibria and Potential

From Proposition 5.2 and Theorem 4.5, it follows that a generalized correlated singleton two-
sided market has a pure Nash equilibrium and it can be computed with a finite number of
strategy changes. What is more, the proof for Theorem 4.4 applies to a generalized correlated
singleton two-sided market, and hence it is indeed a potential game.

Theorem 5.3 (⋆). A generalized correlated two-sided singleton market (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (de))
with ties is a potential game, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

6 Extension Beyond Singleton Games

In this section, we discuss extensions of the above results on priority-based singleton congestion
games into larger classes with respect to the strategy spaces. We present extensions of Theo-
rems 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, and 5.3 into matroid games, followed by an investigation of priority-based
congestion games with consistent priorities without any assumption on the strategy spaces of
the players.

6.1 Matroid Games

The following is a fundamental property of matroids, which is essential to the extension of our
arguments for singleton games to matroid games.

Lemma 6.1 (see, e.g., [33, 37]). Let (E,S) be a matroid, S ∈ S be a base, and we ∈ R be a
weight for each e ∈ E. If there exists a base S′ ∈ S such that

∑

e∈S′ we <
∑

e∈S we, then there
exists an element e ∈ S and e′ ∈ E \ S such that (S \ {e}) ∪ {e′} ∈ S and we′ < we.

It follows from Lemma 6.1 that we can implement an arbitrary better response of a player
in a matroid game as a lazy better response. On the basis of this fact, the proofs for Theorems
4.1, 4.4, 4.5, and 5.3 can be adapted to matroid games.

Theorem 6.2. In a priority-based player-specific matroid congestion game with consistent pri-
orities, there exists a sequences of polynomial number of better responses starting from an arbi-
trary strategy profile and reaching a pure Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 6.3. A priority-based matroid congestion game with inconsistent priorities is a po-
tential game, and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 6.4. A priority-based player-specific matroid congestion game with inconsistent pri-
ority possesses a pure Nash equilibrium, which can be computed with a finite number of strategy
changes.

Theorem 6.5. A generalized correlated two-sided matroid market with ties is a potential game,
and hence possesses a pure Nash equilibrium.
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6.2 Arbitrary Strategy Spaces

For a priority-based congestion game (N,E, (Si)i∈N , p, (de)e∈E) with consistent priorities, let
N q denote the set of the players with priority-function value q, namely N q = {i ∈ N : p(i) = q}.

Lemma 6.6 (⋆). Let G = (N,E, (Si)i∈N , p, (de)e∈E) be a priority-based congestion game with
consistent priorities. Let S = (S1, . . . , Sn) be its strategy profile and let q ∈ Z+. Fix the strategy
of each player j ∈ N \ N q to Sj, and let Gq denote the game restricted to the players in N q.
Then, the game Gq is a potential game with potential function

Φ(Sq) =
∑

e∈E

ne(Sq)
∑

k=1

de(n
<q
e (S), k) (Sq = (Si)i∈Nq ).

It directly follows from Lemma 6.6 that a pure Nash equilibrium of a priority-based conges-
tion game G with consistent priorities can be constructed by combining pure Nash equilibria
Sq of a game Gq for each priority-function value q, where Gq is defined by fixing the strategies
of the players in N q′ to form a pure Nash equilibrium of Gq′ for each q′ < q.

Theorem 6.7. A priority-based congestion game with consistent priorities possesses a pure
Nash equilibrium.

7 Conclusion

We have presented a common generalization of the models of congestion games by Ackermann
et al. [1] and Bilò and Vinci [6]. This generalization gives a positive and full answer to the open
question posed by Ackermann et al. [1]. We then proved some theorems on the existence of
pure Nash equilibria, extending those in [1] and [6].

Once the existence of pure Nash equilibria is established, a possible direction of future work
is to design an efficient algorithm for finding a pure Nash equilibrium in our model. Analyses
on the price of anarchy and the price of stability in our model is also of interest, as is intensively
done for the model of Bilò and Vinci [6].
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A Omitted Proof

A.1 Proofs from Section 4

In a singleton game, a strategy {e} is simply denoted by e. We use a term state to refer to
a collection of the strategies of some of the players in N , and let N(S) denote the set of the
players contributing a state S. In other words, a strategy profile is a special case of a state S
for which N(S) = N . For a state S and a resource e ∈ E, let Ne(S) denote the set of players
choosing e as the strategy, and let |Ne(S)| = ne(S).

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let {q1, q2, . . . , qk} denote the set of the priority-function values of all
players, i.e.,

{q1, q2, . . . , qk} = {p(i) : i ∈ N}, where q1 < q2 < · · · < qk.

For each k′ = 1, 2, . . . , k, define Nk′ ⊆ N by Nk′ = {i ∈ N : p(i) = qk′}.
Let S = (e1, . . . , en) be an arbitrary strategy profile of G, and let Sk′ be a state of G

consisting of the strategies of the players in Nk′ in S for each k′ = 1, 2, . . . , k. We prove the
theorem by induction on k′. First, define a player-specific singleton congestion game

G1 = (N1, E, (Si)i∈N1 , (d′i,e)i∈N1,e∈E)

in which the delay function d′i,e : Z++ → R+ (i ∈ N1, e ∈ E) is defined by

d′i,e(y) = di,e(0, y) (y ∈ Z++).

It then follows from Theorem 2.3 that G1 has a pure Nash equilibrium Ŝ1, which is attained by
a polynomial number of best responses from S1.

Now let k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1} and suppose that we have a state Ŝk′ of the players in
⋃k′

ℓ=1 N
ℓ

in which no player has an incentive to change her strategy. Then construct a player-specific
singleton congestion game

Gk′+1 = (Nk′+1, E, (Si)i∈Nk′+1 , (d
′
i,e)i∈Nk′+1,e∈E)

in which

d′i,e(y) = di,e(ne(Ŝ
k′), y) (y ∈ Z++)
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for each e ∈ E. It again follows from Theorem 2.3 that the game Gk′+1 has a pure Nash
equilibrium and it is attained by a polynomial number of best responses from an arbitrary
strategy profile.

By induction, we have proved that a pure Nash equilibrium of a player-specific priority-based
singleton congestion game can be attained through a polynomial number of best responses from
an arbitrary strategy profile.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. We prove this theorem by presenting an algorithm for computing a pure
Nash equilibrium of a priority-based player-specific singleton congestion game (N,E, (Si), (pe), (di,e)).
The algorithm constructs a sequence S0, S1, . . . , Sk of states in which N(S0) = ∅, N(Sk) = N ,
and

each player in N(Sk′) has no incentive to change her strategy (22)

for each k′ = 0, 1, . . . , k, implying that Sk is a pure Nash equilibrium.
It is clear that (22) is satisfied for k′ = 0. Below we show how to construct Sk′+1 from Sk′

under an assumption that Sk′ satisfies (22) and N(Sk′) ( N .
Take a player i ∈ N \N(Sk′), and let i choose a resource e ∈ E imposing the minimum cost

on i if i is added to Ne(Sk′). We construct the new state Sk′+1 by changing the strategy of each
player j ∈ Ne(Sk′) in the following way. The other players do not change their strategies.

For the players in Ne(Sk′), we have the following cases A and B.

Case A. No player in Ne(Sk′) comes to have a better response when i is added to Ne(Sk′).

Case B. Some players in Ne(Sk′) comes to have a better response when i is added to Ne(Sk′).

In Case A, we do not change the strategies of the players in Ne(Sk′). In Case B, if a player
j ∈ Ne(Sk′) comes to have a better response, it must hold that pe(j) ≥ pe(i). We further
separate Case B into the following two cases.

Case B1. There exists a player j ∈ Ne(Sk′) having a better response and satisfying pe(j) =
pe(i).

Case B2. Every player j ∈ Ne(Sk′) having a better response satisfies pe(j) > pe(i).

In each case, the strategies are changed as follows.

Case B1. Only one player j ∈ Ne(Sk′) having a better response and pe(j) = pe(i) changes
her strategy by discarding her strategy. Namely, j 6∈ N(Sk′+1). The other players do not
change their strategies.

Case B2. Every player j ∈ Ne(Sk′) having a better response discards her strategy.

We have now constructed the new state Sk′+1. It is straightforward to see that the state
Sk′+1 satisfies (22). We complete the proof by showing that this algorithm terminates within a
finite number of strategy changes.

For a resource e ∈ E, let q∗e = max{pe(i) : i ∈ N}. For each state Sk′ appearing in the

algorithm, define its potential Φ(Sk′) ∈
(

×e∈E Z
q∗e
+

)

× Z++ in the following manner. For each

resource e ∈ E, define a vector φe ∈ Z
q∗e
+ by

φe(q) = nq
e(Sk′) (q = 1, 2, . . . , q∗e),

which is a contribution of e to the first component of Φ(Sk′). The first component of Φ(Sk′) is
constructed by ordering the vectors φe (e ∈ E) in the lexicographically nondecreasing order.
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For a resource e ∈ E and a player i ∈ Ne(Sk′), define tol(i, Sk′) ∈ Z++ as the maximum
number y ∈ Z++ such that e is an optimal strategy for i if i shares e with y players having the
same priority as e, i.e.,

di,e(n
<pe(i)
e (Sk′), y) ≤ di,e′(n

<pe′(i)
e′ (Sk′), n

pe′(i)
e′ (Sk′) + 1)

for each e′ with e′ 6= e and {e′} ∈ Si. Note that i herself is counted in y, and hence
tol(i, Sk′) ≥ 1 for each i ∈ N(Sk′). Now the second component of the potential Φ(Sk′) is
defined as

∑

i∈N(Sk′ )
tol(i, Sk′).

We prove that the potential Φ(Sk′) increases lexicographically monotonically during the
algorithm. Let a state Sk′+1 is constructed from Sk′ and the involvement of a player i ∈
N \ N(Sk′) choosing a resource e ∈ E. It is straightforward to see that φe′ is unchanged for
each e′ ∈ E \ {e}. Consider how the vector φe changes.

Case A. The unique change of φe is that φe(pe(i)) increases by one, implying that the
first component of Φ(Sk′+1) is lexicographically larger than that of Φ(Sk′).

Case B1. Let j∗ ∈ Ne(Sk′) denote the unique player who discard her strategy. Recall
that pe(j

∗) = pe(i). It follows that φe is unchanged, and hence the first component of Φ(Sk′+1)
is the same as that of Φ(Sk′). The second component of Φ(Sk′+1) is strictly larger than that of
Φ(Sk′), because

N(Sk′+1) = (N(Sk′) ∪ {i}) \ {j∗},

tol(j, Sk′+1) = tol(j, Sk′) for each j ∈ N(Sk′) \ {i, j
∗},

tol(i, Sk′+1) ≥ npe(i)
e (Sk′) + 1,

tol(j∗, Sk′) = npe(i)
e (Sk′).

Case B2. It holds that nq
e(Sk′+1) = nq

e(Sk′) for each q < pe(i) and n
pe(i)
e (Sk′+1) =

n
pe(i)
e (Sk′) + 1. Thus, the first component of Φ lexicographically increases.

A.2 Proofs from Section 5

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Given a priority-based congestion game (N,E, (Si), (pe), (de)) with in-
consistent priorities, construct a generalized correlated two-sided market (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (d

′
e))

with ties by defining

ci,e = pe(i) (i ∈ N, e ∈ E),

d′e(c, x, y) = de(x, y). (e ∈ E, c ∈ R+, x ∈ Z+, y ∈ Z++).

It is straightforward to see that the delay function d′e (e ∈ E) satisfy (18)–(21) in which de is
replaced by d′e, if the original delay function de satisfies (8)–(10).

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Given a generalized correlated two-sided market (N,E, (Si), (ci,e), (de))
with ties, construct a priority-based player-specific congestion game (N,E, (Si), (pe), (d

′
i,e)) with

inconsistent priorities as follows. For each resource e ∈ E, construct its priority function
pe : N → Z+ in the same way as in (4), and define its delay function d′i,e : Z+ × Z++ → R+

specific to a player i ∈ N by

d′i,e(x, y) = de(pe(i), x, y) (x ∈ Z+, y ∈ Z++).

It is straightforward to see that the delay function d′i,e (i ∈ N , e ∈ E) satisfies (8)–(10) in which
de is replaced by d′i,e, if the original delay function de satisfies (18)–(21).
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Proof of Theorem 5.3. For each strategy profile S = (e1, . . . , en), define its potential Φ(S) ∈
(R+ × Z++)

n as follows. Let e ∈ E be a resource, and let Qe(S) = {q1, ..., qk∗} be a set of
integers such that Qe(S) = {q : nq

e(S) > 0} and q1 < · · · < qk∗. The resource e ∈ E contributes
the following ne(S) vectors in R+ × Z++ to Φ(S):

(de(q1, 0, 1), q1), . . . , (de(q1, 0, ne(S, q1)), q1),

(de(q2, n
q1
e (S), 1), q2), . . . , (de(q2, n

q1
e (S), nq2

e (S)), q2),

. . . ,

(de(qk, n
<qk
e (S), 1), qk), . . . , (de(qk, n

<qk
e (S), nqk

e (S)), qk),

. . . ,

(de(qk∗ , n
<qk∗
e (S), 1), qk∗), . . . , (de(qk∗ , n

<qk∗
e (S), nqk∗

e (S)), qk∗).

The potential Φ(S) is obtained by ordering the n vectors contributed by all resources in the
lexicographically nondecreasing order. We can observe that the order of the ne(S) vectors shown
above is lexicographically nondecreasing in the following way. It follows from the property (20)
that

de(qk, n
<qk
e (S), y) ≤ de(qk, n

<qk
e (S), y + 1)

for each k = 1, . . . , k∗ and for each y = q1, . . . , qk−1. It further follows from the properties (18),
(19) and (21) that

de(c, x, y) ≤ de(c, x+ y − 1, 1) ≤ de(c
′, x+ y, 1) (23)

if c < c′, and in particular

de(qk, n
<qk
e (S), nqk

e (S)) ≤ de(qk+1, n
<qk+1
e (S), 1) for each k = 1, . . . , k∗ − 1. (24)

Suppose that a player i has a better response in a strategy profile S, which changes her
strategy from e to e′, and let S′ = (S−i, e

′). Below we show that Φ(S′)≺lex Φ(S), which
completes the proof.

Let ci,e = q and ci,e′ = q′. Since the delay imposed on i becomes smaller due to the better
response, it holds that

de′(q
′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1) < de(q, n
<q
e (S), nq

e(S)). (25)

Note that e′ contributes a vector

(de′(q
′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1), q′) (26)

to Φ(S′) but not to Φ(S). To prove Φ(S′)≺lex Φ(S), it suffices to show that a vector belonging
to Φ(S) but not to Φ(S′) is lexcographically larger than the vector (26).

First, consider the vectors in Φ(S) contributed by e. Let Qe(S) = {q1, . . . , qk∗}, where
q1 < · · · < qk∗. Due to the better response of i, the vectors in Φ(S) whose second component is
larger than q changes, because the second argument of the delay function de decreases by one.
If q = qk∗ , then those vectors do not exist and thus we are done. Suppose that q = qk for some
k < k∗. Among those vectors, the lexicographically smallest one is

(de(qk+1, n
<qk+1
e (S), 1), qk+1).

It follows from (24) and (25) that

de′(q
′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1) < de(q, n
<q
e (S), nq

e(S)) ≤ de(qk+1, n
<qk+1
e (S), 1).
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Hence, it holds that

(de′(q
′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1), q′)≺lex(de(qk+1, n
<qk+1
e (S), 1), qk+1).

Next, consider the vectors in Φ(S) contributed by e′. Without loss of generality, suppose
that there exists a positive integer q′′ such that q′′ ∈ Qe′(S) and q′′ > q′. Let q′′ be the smallest
integer satisfying these conditions. The lexicographically smallest vector in Φ(S) contributed
by e′ and changed by the better response of i is

(de′(q
′′, n<q′′

e′ (S), 1), q′′).

It then follows from the properties (18) and (21) that

de′(q
′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1) ≤ de′(q
′′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1) ≤ de′(q
′′, n<q′′

e′ (S), 1)

and thus
(de′(q

′, n<q′

e′ (S), nq′

e′(S) + 1), q′)≺lex(de′(q
′′, n<q′′

e′ (S), 1), q′′),

completing the proof.

A.3 Proof from Section 6

Proof of Lemma 6.6. Let i be a player in N q, and Si ∈ Si be an arbitrary strategy of i. For
each S′

i ∈ Si, it holds that

Φ(Sq
−i, S

′
i)− Φ(Sq) =

∑

e∈S′

i\Si

de(n
<q
e (S), ne(S

q) + 1)−
∑

e∈Si\S′

i

de(n
<q
e (S), ne(S

q))

= γi(S
q
−i, S

′
i)− γi(S

q),

and hence the function Φ is a potential function of Gq.
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