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Abstract— We study a networked economic system com-
posed of n producers supplying a single homogeneous
good to a number of geographically separated markets
and of a centralized authority, called the market maker.
Producers compete à la Cournot, by choosing the quantities
of good to supply to each market they have access to in
order to maximize their profit. Every market is characterized
by its inverse demand functions returning the unit price
of the considered good as a function of the total avail-
able quantity. Markets are interconnected by a dispatch
network through which quantities of the considered good
can flow within finite capacity constraints. Such flows are
determined by the market maker, who aims at maximizing a
designated welfare function.

We model such competition as a strategic game with n+1
players: the producers and the market game. For this game,
we first establish the existence of Nash equilibria under
standard concavity assumptions. We then identify suffi-
cient conditions for the game to be potential with an essen-
tially unique Nash equilibrium. Next, we present a general
result that connects the optimal action of the market maker
with the capacity constraints imposed on the network. For
the commonly used Walrasian welfare, our finding proves
a connection between capacity bottlenecks in the market
network and the emergence of price differences between
markets separated by saturated lines. This phenomenon is
frequently observed in real-world scenarios, for instance in
power networks. Finally, we validate the model with data
from the Italian day-ahead electricity market.

Index terms: Game theory, Energy systems, Networked
systems, Game theory for natural resources, Power systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of network effects in modern marketplaces has
attracted significant attention in recent years [2]. In particular,
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a growing body of literature underscores the limitations of
classical competition models, which typically depict multiple
producers operating within a single, isolated market. These
models often overlook the increasing interconnectedness that
characterizes power systems [3], transportation and infrastruc-
ture networks, global supply chains and the internet, and they
fail to describe emergent features of such networked systems.
Consequently, several works in literature are devoted to extend
classical oligopoly models [4], such as Bertrand, Cournot and
Stackelberg competitions, to include network structures that
reflect real-world market interdependencies.

Our paper specifically contributes to the expanding literature
on networked Cournot competition. Originally introduced in
1838 [5], the Cournot competition is a fundamental economic
model wherein firms compete in a single market by selling a
homogeneous good. In this model, each firm sets the amount
of production in order to maximize its profit. The effect of
networks in Cournot competitions was first studied in [6] and
subsequently in [7], [8]. In these works, the classical model
of Cournot competition is extended by considering multiple
firms operating in different markets: producers and markets
are coupled via a bipartite graph, where edges indicate the
markets each producer can supply to. Moreover, producer’s
cost function are assumed to be non-separable with respect to
the markets it participates in.

Our work differs from the classical setting and in particular
takes a clue from [9], [10], where a networked Cournot
competition among multiple producers is studied together with
the presence of an additional player called market maker:
this is a centralized authority that moves supply between
geographically separated markets via the constrained network
to achieve a desirable state of the system.

This setting is particularly relevant in energy markets [3]
and contrasts with other popular Cournot game schemes where
producers decide their production quantities (a vector) over a
whole set of markets. In this latter framework, producers take
into account both the production and distribution of a specific
good in their decision-making process, thereby eliminating the
need for a market maker within the game. The aforementioned
approach is considered for example in [11]–[14]. However,
a competition without intermediaries nor market-to-market
energy exchange is not realistic when modeling an energy
market. The complexity of energy marketplaces as well their
significative impact on a government’s overall environmental
and economic policy often lead to the emergence of inter-
mediaries. In these markets, a centralized authority typically
solves a dispatch problem by leveraging the offers and bids
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from generators and retailers, with the objective of maximizing
a specific metric of social welfare, under the operational
constraints of the grid. This is precisely the model we aim
to capture by introducing a market maker that is in charge
of matching the demand and supply of goods and of their
transportation between different markets. The market maker
acts as an independent regulated entity and, through the design
of its utility function, it mitigates the potential exercise of
market power by producers.

In this paper, we consider a constrained dispatch network
modelled by a graph where nodes indicate the markets and
links represent the finite-capacity physical lines connecting
them. Producers engage in a networked Cournot game within
this framework alongside a market maker that can move the
good among different markets along the available links, while
striving to maximize a specific welfare function. In contrast to
[9], in our study firms are allowed to sell in multiple markets
and a more general class of price, cost and welfare functions
is considered. Additionally, the focus of our analysis is not
on the design of the market maker’s utility function, but it is
rather directed to studying the Nash equilibria of the game,
particularly the influence that the network and the capacity
constraints have on these equilibria

Our main contributions are the following. We first establish
the existence of Nash equilibria under standard concavity
hypotheses. In the special case when the market maker’s
utility function is the Walrasian welfare (see [15] and [9]) and
the price functions are affine, we show that the considered
game is potential. Moreover, the specific form of the potential
guarantees that in this case the Nash equilibrium is essentially
unique and can be efficiently computed by solving a concave
optimization problem. Second, we characterize the general
structure of the optimal flows chosen by the market maker and
analyze the restrictions posed on such flows by the capacity
constraints within the market network. Notably, these results
hold quite in general, when the system is not necessarily in
a Nash equilibrium, as they only require the market maker to
be selecting an optimal flow. Restricting to the case where the
market maker’s utility function corresponds to the Walrasian
welfare, we establish a key finding for optimal flows: any
discrepancy between prices across different markets indicates
the presence of critical links in the network that separate
these markets, i.e. there exist links connecting markets with
differing prices that are either fully utilized or completely
empty, with flows consistently moving from lower to higher
prices. This result formally connects price discrepancies with
capacity constraints—a phenomenon frequently observed in
real-world power networks [16], [17]. We further provide a
sufficient condition to ensure non-negativity of demand in each
market without requiring an explicit constraint to enforce this
(and thus avoiding the use of Generalized Nash equilibria).
Finally, we validate our model with real data from the Italian
day-ahead electricity market.

A. Related work
Following insights from [6], Network Cournot Competitions

(NCC) were first introduced in [7], where the authors consid-
ered bipartite graph models with firms on one side and markets

on the other side, where edges indicate whether a firm has
access to a market or not. They prove that the NCC with linear
price functions is an ordinal potential game. The potential
function is concave provided that the cost functions of the
firms are convex. In [8], the NCC is studied in a simpler setting
that features linear inverse demands and quadratic production
costs. The authors provide an explicit characterization of how
equilibrium quantities depend on the competition structure and
explore the implications of entry, mergers, or changes in the
environment’s primitives on welfare.

Models of competitions in networks were also considered
for Bertrand models [18], [19] and Supply Function Equilibria
[20], [21]. In the two latter papers, in particular, the authors
consider a transport-constrained network with local demand
shocks where spatially distributed oligopoly producers com-
pete with supply functions, as in wholesale electricity markets.

Our model of network competition is characterized by the
presence of a market maker. As previously mentioned, this
was done in [10] and [9] for Cournot models and in [22]
for the Stackelberg competition. In the first two papers, the
authors characterize the equilibrium outcomes, showing that
it is significantly influenced by the market maker’s objective
function. Additionally, they provide sufficient conditions for
the game to be a potential game.

The goal of the market maker is to maximize social welfare.
Social welfare in competition models has been explored in
several works. [15], [23] shed light on the robustness of the
pricing mechanism in network resource allocation when users
behave selfishly and anticipate the effects of their actions
on prices. In [24], the authors delve into the concept of the
"price of anarchy" in congestion games, examining how selfish
behavior affects system efficiency. [25] examines the classical
Cournot oligopoly model and investigates the potential gain in
profits if the oligopolists were to collude, or conversely, the
reduction in profits due to competition. Finally, [26] studies
the impact of coalition formation on the efficiency of Cournot
games in the presence of uncertainties.

In other studies where the market maker is not included,
the satisfability of physical capacity bounds is guaranteed
by introducing explicit constraints in the configuration space,
thus leading to Generalized Nash Equilibria (GNE). Due to
the presence of the shared constraints, computing a GNE is
usually hard and distributed algorithms have been developed
to efficiently compute equilibrium solutions [27]–[30]. In
particular, in [11], [31], an operator splitting approach is
proposed to compute GNE over network systems through a
fully-distributed algorithm. In this setting, each player only
needs to have local knowledge and share information with
its neighbors. However, each player needs to observe the
variables of its local objective function to evaluate its local
gradient. The partial-information setting has been studied in
[12], and several other scenarios have been considered, e.g.,
time-varying networks [13], [14] and stochastic cost functions
[32].

Other works have focused on specific applications, partic-
ularly electricity power models where the physical network
connecting different markets plays a crucial role [33]. In [34]
and [35], the authors analyze a constrained power network that
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connects various markets and producers under a Cournot com-
petition framework. The authors develop an iterative algorithm
to find the Nash equilibrium, which takes into account how
the production at a specific node affects the whole network,
consequently explaining the opportunities for the producers to
exercise market power. In [3] a numerical analysis is presented
regarding the sensitivity of Nash equilibria within a networked
Cournot competition in a transmission-constrained electricity
market, revealing that Cournot equilibria are indeed highly
sensitive to assumptions regarding market design. A two-
settlement electricity market incorporating both forward and
spot markets is introduced in [36], which accounts for flow
congestion, demand uncertainty, system contingencies, and
market power. The model assumes linear demand functions,
quadratic generation cost functions, and a lossless DC power
network.

B. Structure of the paper and notation
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The remainder

of this section is devoted to the introduction of some notational
conventions used throughout the paper. In Section II, we
present the model of networked Cournot competition with
market maker that is the object of our study. In Section III,
we prove existence of Nash equilibria under standard concave
hypotheses (see Assumption 1). We further prove that the game
with affine demand and Walrasian welfare is potential with a
unique equilibrium. In Section IV, we establish, under very
mild assumptions on the market maker’s utility function, a
key connection between optimal actions of the market maker
and saturated cuts in the distribution network. Moreover, for
the Walrasian welfare, we prove that the emergence of price
differences is linked with capacity bottlenecks and critical
edges in the distribution network. In Section V, we present
a case study featuring the Italian day-ahead market. Finally,
in Section VI we draw some conclusions and discuss current
and future research.

Throughout the paper, we shall denote vectors in lower case,
matrices in upper case, and sets with calligraphic letters. We
indicate with 1 the all-1 vector and with I the identity matrix,
regardless of their dimension. The transpose of a matrix A in
Rm×n is denoted by A′ in Rn×m. A subscript associated to
vectors, for instance, vU , represents the sub-vector that is the
restriction of the vector v in Rn to the set of indices U ⊆
{1, . . . , n}.

II. MODEL AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

A. Market Network, producers, and market maker
We consider a finite set N = {1, . . . , n} of competing

producers, each one selling some quantity of the same ho-
mogeneous good on a nonempty subset of a finite set of
markets M = {1, . . . ,m}. We assume that the markets are
interconnected by a finite set of directed links L = {1, . . . , l}.
Every link k in L is to be interpreted as a physical connection
that can carry flow of the considered good from its tail node
σk in M to its head node τk in M \ {σk} up to a limited
maximum flow capacity ck > 0. We stack all the link capacity
values in a vector c in Rl

+.

1

1

4

3
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Fig. 1: The network of Example 1. The labels on the links
represent their capacities.

The interconnection structure between producers and mar-
kets and among the latter is completely described by the
producer-market adjacency matrix1 A in {0, 1}n×m, whose
entries are defined by

Aij =

{
1 if producer i can sell on market j
0 if producer i cannot sell on market j , (1)

and the market-link incidence matrix B in {0,±1}m×l, whose
entries are defined by

Bjk =

 1 if τk = j
−1 if σk = j
0 otherwise ,

(2)

respectively. We shall refer to the triple (A,B, c), with A in
{0, 1}n×m, B in {0,±1}m×l, and c in Rl

+, as the market
network.

Notice that we allow for the possibility of parallel links
between markets (i.e., distinct links with both the same tail
node and the same head node), but not for self-loops, i.e.,
links whose tail node coincides with their head node. Also,
notice that, while we consider directed links, undirected links
can be recovered as special case when, for every link k in L,
there exists a reverse link k in L with σk = τk, τk = σk, and
the same capacity ck = ck.

Example 1: The network (A,B, c) displayed in Figure 1
has n = 3 producers (represented as square nodes), m = 4
markets (represented as circle nodes), l = 7 links, producer-
market adjacency matrix

A =

 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 0
0 1 1 0

 ,

market-link incidence matrix

B =


1 −1 1 0 0 0 0
0 1 −1 −1 −1 0 0
0 0 0 1 1 1 −1
−1 0 0 0 0 −1 1

 ,

and capacity vector

c = (2, 2, 2, 1, 2, 1, 2) .

1Notice that we allow producers to possibly sell on multiple markets. The
setting studied in [9] —where every producer can sell on a single market—
can be recovered as a special case in our framework, with

∑
j∈M Aij = 1

for every i in N .
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Notice that link 1 is directed from market 4 to market 1
and has capacity c1 = 2, while links 2 and 3 can jointly
be interpreted as an undirected connection between markets
1 and 2 of capacity c2 = c3 = 2 in both directions. On the
other hand, links 4 and 5 are parallel, as they both point from
market 2 to market 3, with capacities c4 = 1 and c5 = 2,
respectively. Finally links 6 and 7 are one the reverse of the
other, but with different capacities: c4 = 1 from market 4 to
market 3 and c7 = 2 from market 3 to market 4.

We model producers as strategic competitors who choose
the quantities of good to sell on the markets available to them,
with the objective of maximizing their profits. Specifically, the
quantity of good that a producer i in N sells on a market j
in M that it has access to (i.e., such that Aij = 1) is denoted
by xij ≥ 0. For mere notational convenience, we shall also
introduce the variable xij = 0 for every producer i in N and
market j in M not accessible to i (i.e., such that Aij = 0). All
these quantities are assembled in a vector xi = (xij)j∈M that
represents the action of producer i. The action set of producer
i, to which all such vectors xi belong, is defined as

Ai =
{
v ∈ Rm

+ : Aij = 0 ⇒ vj = 0
}
. (3)

Furthermore, we shall denote by x = (xij)i∈N ,j∈M in

X =
∏
i∈N

Ai ⊆ Rn×m
+ ,

the matrix collecting all the quantities sold by the different
producers in the different markets. For a producer i in N , we
shall also use the notation

x−i = (xhj)h∈N\{i},j∈M ,

to indicate the matrix in

X−i =
∏

i∈N\{j}

Ai ⊆ R(n−1)×m
+ ,

obtained by removing the i-th row from x: such matrix x−i

collects the actions of all producers but i.
A market maker joins the producers as an additional player

choosing, for every link k in L, the flow of good yk in [0, ck]
that gets moved from the market σk corresponding to the tail
node of link k to the market τk corresponding to the head
node of link k. As such, the action of the market maker is a
vector y belonging to the set

Y =
{
y ∈ Rl : 0 ≤ y ≤ c

}
. (4)

The quantities of good x sold by the producers and the flow
y moved by the market maker jointly determine the total net
consumption

zj =
∑
i∈N

Aijxij +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk , (5)

in every market j in M. Equation (5) can be more compactly
rewritten as

z = diag(A′x) +By , (6)

where z = (zj)j∈M is the vector of the market’s net con-
sumptions.

Remark 1: Notice that, while the first addend in the right-
hand side of (5) is always nonnegative, the second addend may
be negative. In fact, we are allowing the quantity zj defined
in (5) to possibly take also negative values. When zj < 0, the
opposite value −zj > 0 is to be interpreted as a net quantity
of good produced in market j, that is to be understood as
a market of “prosumers”. In Section IV, we shall determine
sufficient conditions for zj to be nonnegative for every market
j in M in equilibrium.

We shall assume that every producer i in N incurs in a
production cost Ψi(xi) when choosing to sell a vector xi of
quantities in the different markets and that, the unit price for
the good sold on a market j in M is a function Φj (zj) of the
total net consumption in such market. The net profit of every
producer i in N is then given by the difference between its
revenue

∑
j∈M AijxijΦj(zj) and the production cost Ψi(xi)

it incurs. On the other hand, the market maker models a system
operator aiming at maximizing the total welfare ω(z, x) that
is a function of both the production quantity matrix x and the
net consumption vector z. A special case of welfare function
that is widely used in this framework (see, e.g., [15, Definition
1], or [9]) is the so-called Walrasian welfare

ω(x, z) =
∑
j∈M

∫ zj

0

Φj(s) ds−
∑
i∈N

Ψi (xi) , (7)

that is the difference between the aggregate consumer surplus
and the total production cost.

Example 2: For every producer i in N , consider the
quadratic cost function

Ψi(xi) =
∑

j,k∈M

xikθ
(i)
jk xij +

∑
j∈M

γ
(i)
j xij , (8)

where Θ(i) = (θ
(i)
jk ) in Rm×m

+ is a symmetric nonnegative
semi-definite matrix and γ(i) in Rm

+ is a nonnegative vector.
For every market j in M, consider the affine inverse demand
function

Φj(zj) = αj − βjzj , (9)

where αj > 0 and βj > 0 are positive parameters. Then, the
Walrasian welfare is given by

w(x, z)=
∑
j∈M

(
αjzj−

βj

2
z2j−

∑
i∈N

(
γ
(i)
j xij+

∑
k∈M

xikθ
(i)
jk xij

))
.

Remark 2: The general form of the production cost func-
tions Ψi(xi) that we consider encompasses both the following
scenarios: one in which producers incur separate costs for
the quantities sold in the various markets, and another one
in which they incur a single, aggregate cost that only depends
on the sum of the quantities sold across the various markets.
For instance, in Example 2, if Θ(i) is a nonnegative diagonal
matrix, then the cost function of producer i reduces to

Ψi(xi) =
∑
j∈M

(
θ
(i)
jj x

2
ij + γ

(i)
j xij

)
,

i.e., the sum of separate quadratic costs of the quantities
sold on the different markets. On the other hand, fr a rank-1
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symmetric nonnegative matrix Θ(i) = ηγ(i)(γ(i))′ for some
η > 0, the cost function of producer i reduces to

Ψi(xi) = η
( ∑

j∈M
γ
(i)
j xij

)2
+
∑
j∈M

γ
(i)
j xij ,

i.e., it is a quadratic function of the weighted sum∑
j∈M γ

(i)
j xij of the quantities sold on the different markets.

B. Network Cournot games with market maker
The competition is modeled as a strategic game with n+1

players (the n producers plus the market maker) where every
producer i in N chooses a quantity vector xi in Ai aiming
at maximizing its profit, whereas the market maker chooses
a flow vector y in Y aiming at maximizing the total welfare
ω(z, x). Precisely, we have the following definition.

Definition 1: A network Cournot game with market maker
(NCGMM) on a network (A,B, c), with production cost
functions

Ψi : Rm
+ → R+ , i ∈ N , (10)

market inverse demand functions

Φj : R → R , j ∈ M , (11)

and welfare function

ω : Rn×m
+ × Rm → R , (12)

is a strategic game with player set {0} ∪ N = {0, 1, . . . , n},
where the action space of player 0 (the market maker) is Y
as defined in (4), the action space of every player i in N (the
producers) is Ai as defined in (3), and the utility functions
are, respectively,

u0(y, x) = ω(x, diag(A′x) +By) , (13)

for the market maker, and

ui(x, y)= ui(xi, x−i, y)

=
∑
j∈M

AijxijΦj

(∑
h∈N

Ahjxhj+
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)
−Ψi (xi) ,

(14)
for every producer i in N .

Definition 2: For a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c), with
production cost functions (10), market inverse demand func-
tions (11), and welfare function (12):

(i) the best response of the market maker to the actions x in
X of the producers is

B0(x) = argmax
y∈Y

u0(y, x) ;

(ii) the best response of a producer i in N to the actions x−i

in X−i of the other producers and the action y in Y of
the market maker is

Bi(x−i, y) = argmax
xi∈Ai

ui(xi, x−i, y) ;

(iii) a configuration (x∗, y∗) in X × Y is a (pure-strategy)
Nash equilibrium if

y∗ ∈ B0(x
∗) , x∗

i ∈ Bi(x
∗
−i, y

∗) , ∀i ∈ N .

Fig. 2: On the left: the market network of Example 3. On
the right: an equivalent network for the special case (b) of
Example 3.

Remark 3: The utility functions of both the market maker
(13) and the producers (14) depend on the action y of the
market maker only through the vector By.2 Notice that the
market-link incidence matrix typically has rank(B) < l, so
that there may exist several actions y in Y with the same
image By. Clearly, y ∈ B0(x) is a best response of the market
maker to some to some action x in X of the producers if
and only if every ỹ in Y such that Bỹ = By is also a best
response, i.e., ỹ ∈ B0(x) (see, e.g., Figure 3). Symmetrically,
xi ∈ Bi(x−i, y) is a best response of producer i to (x−i, y)
if and only if xi ∈ Bi(x−i, ỹ) for every ỹ in Y such that
Bỹ = By. It follows that (x∗, y∗) is a Nash equilibrium for
a NCGMM if and only if (x∗, ỹ∗) is also a Nash equilibrium
for every ỹ ∈ Y such that Bỹ = By.

Example 3: Consider a single producer N = {1} selling
on two distinct markets M = {1, 2} that are connected by
an undirected link with the same capacity χ ≥ 0 in both
directions, so that

A =
(
1 1

)
B =

(
−1 1
1 −1

)
c = (χ, χ) .

The market network is shown on the left of Figure 2. Let both
inverse demand functions of the two markets be affine:

Φ1(z1) = 1− z1 , Φ2(z2) = 2− 2z2 . (15)

Following (6), let

z = diag(ATx) +By = (x11 −∆, x12 +∆) ,

where
∆ = y1 − y2 .

The market maker’s utility is

u0(y, x) = ω(x, z)
= z1 + 2z2 − z21/2− z22 −Ψ1(x11, x12)
= x11 + 2x12 − 1

2x
2
11 − x2

12 −Ψ1(x11, x12)
+(1 + x11 − 2x12)∆− 3

2∆
2 ,

and its best response function is

B0(x) = {y ∈ [0, χ]2 : y1 − y2 = ∆∗(x)} , (16)

2On the other hand, observe that the capacity constraints affect directly the
action y and not simply By, so that one cannot simply rewrite the problem
using the variable r = By.
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0 χ

χ

y1

y2

Fig. 3: The best response set (16) for the market maker in
the NCGMM of Example 3 in four special cases: (i) for x11−
2x12+1 ≤ −3χ, B0(x) is the grey bullet point; (ii) for −3χ <
x11 − 2x12 + 1 ≤ 0, B0(x) is the grey segment; (iii) for
0 < χ < x11 − 2x12 + 1 ≤ 3χ, B0(x) is the black segment;
(iv) for x11 − 2x12 + 1 ≥ 3χ, B0(x) is the black bullet point.

where (see Figure 3)

∆∗(x) =


χ if 1 + x11 ≥ 2x12 + 3χ

(1 + x11 − 2x12)/3 if |1 + x11−2x12|< 3χ

−χ if 1 + x11 ≤ 2x12 − 3χ .

We now consider two special cases, differing in the choice
of the production costs.

(a) Assume the production cost function to be quadratic as
in (8) with Θ(1) = 11′ and γ(1) = 0, so that

Ψ1(x11, x12) = (x11 + x12)
2 . (17)

The producer’s utility is then

u1(x, y) = x11Φ1(z1) + x12Φ2(z2)−Ψ(x1)
= x11 − 2x2

11 + 2x12 − 3x2
12 − 2x11x12

+(x11 − 2x12)∆ ,

and its best response is

B1(y) =



{(
1 + ∆

4
, 0

)}
if ∆ ≥ 3

5{(
1 + 5∆

10
,
3− 5∆

10

)}
if −1

5
< ∆ <

3

5{(
0,

1−∆

3

)}
if ∆ ≤ −1

5
.

It follows that, on the one hand, for every χ > 1/3, the set of
Nash equilibria is the segment {(x∗, y∗)}, where

x∗ =

(
4

15
,
2

15

)
, y∗ ∈

{
y ∈ [0, χ]2 : y1−y2 =

1

3

}
,

on the other hand, for every 0 < χ ≤ 1/3, there exists a
unique Nash equilibrium (x∗, y∗), where

x∗ =

(
1 + 5χ

10
,
3− 5χ

10

)
, y∗ = (χ, 0) .

Thus, in every Nash equilibrium there is a positive net flow
∆∗ = min{χ, 1/3} from market 1 to market 2. Indeed, the
demand is higher in market 2 than it is in market 1, hence,
when the quantity of good sold on the two markets is the same,
the unitary price is higher in market 2 than it is in market 1.
The best response of the market maker aims at reducing the
gap between these two prices by moving the net quantity ∆∗

from the market with the lowest price to the one with the
highest price. When the link capacity χ ≥ 1/3 is sufficiently
high, the market maker is able to move an optimal quantity
∆∗ = 1/3 from market 1 to market 2, in this way succeeding
in equating the unit prices

Φ1(z
∗
1) = Φ1

(
4

15
− 1

3

)
=

16

15
= Φ2

(
2

15
+
1

3

)
= Φ1(z

∗
2) .

In contrast, when the link capacity χ < 1/3 is not large enough
to allow the market maker to move the desired quantity of
good, the link from market 1 to market 2 saturates and

Φ1(z
∗
1) = Φ1

(
1 + 5χ

10
− χ

)
=

9

10
+

χ

2
,

Φ1(z
∗
2) = Φ2

(
3− 5χ

10
+ χ

)
=

7

5
− χ > Φ1(z

∗
1) ,

so that a price difference persists between the two markets for
every 0 < χ < 1/3. Finally, observe that, while

z∗2 = min{(3 + 5χ)/10, 7/15} > 0 ,

for every value of χ > 0, we have that

z∗1 = max{(1− 5χ)/10,−1/15} ,

that is nonnegative if and only if χ ≤ 1/5. Hence, for every
χ > 1/5, we have z∗1 < 0, i.e., the consumption in market 1
at equilibrium is negative (c.f. Remark 1).

(b) Consider now separable quadratic cost functions as in
(8) with Θ(1) = I and γ(1) = 0, so that

Ψ1(x11, x12) = x2
11 + x2

12 . (18)

In this case, the producer’s utility is

u1(x, y) = x11 − 2x2
11 + 2x12 − 3x2

12 + (x11 − 2x12)∆ ,

and its best response is

B1(y) =

{(
1 + ∆

4
,
1−∆

3

)}
.

It follows that, on the one hand, for every χ > 7/25, the set
of Nash equilibria is the segment {(x∗, y∗)}, where

x∗ =

(
8

25
,
6

25

)
, y∗ ∈

{
y ∈ [0, χ]2 : y1−y2 =

7

25

}
,

on the other hand, for every 0 < χ ≤ 7/25, there exists a
unique Nash equilibrium (x∗, y∗), where

x∗ =

(
1 + χ

4
,
1− χ

3

)
, y∗ = (χ, 0) .

Thus, in every Nash equilibrium there is a positive net flow
∆∗ = min{χ, 7/25} from market 1 to market 2. Observe that,
when χ ≥ 7/25, we have

Φ1(z
∗
1) = Φ1

(
8

25
− 7

25

)
=

24

25
= Φ2

(
6

25
+

7

25

)
= Φ1(z

∗
2) ,

i.e., the equilibrium prices are the same in the two markets. In
contrast, when χ<7/25, so that link from market 1 to market
2 saturates and

Φ1(z
∗
1) = Φ1

(
1 + χ

4
− χ

)
=

3

4
(1 + χ) ,
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Φ1(z
∗
2) = Φ2

(
1− χ

3
+ χ

)
=

4

3
(1− χ) > Φ1(z

∗
1) ,

so that a price difference persists between the two markets for
every 0 < χ < 7/25. Notice that, in this case, we have that

z∗1 = max

{
1−3χ

4
,
1

25

}
> 0 , z∗2 = min

{
1+2χ

3
,
13

25

}
> 0 ,

so that, at equilibrium, the consumption in both markets is
positive for every value of χ. Finally, observe that, since in this
case the cost (18) of the producer is a separable function of the
quantities sold in the two markets, the Nash equilibria of this
game coincide with the Nash equilibria of a game with two
producers with cost functions, respectively, Ψ1(x11) = x2

11

and Ψ2(x22) = x2
22, each one selling on a different market

(see the graph in the right side of Figure 2).

III. EXISTENCE OF EQUILIBRIA AND POTENTIAL

In this section, we consider NCGMMs satisfying the fol-
lowing assumption and prove that they always admit a Nash
equilibrium. We shall then consider a subclass of NCGMMs
that satisfy additional assumptions and prove that they are
exact potential games.

Assumption 1: (i) The production cost functions (10) are
continuous, strictly increasing, convex, and such that
Ψi(0) = 0;

(ii) the markets’ inverse demand functions (11) are continu-
ous, strictly decreasing, concave, and such that

Φj(zj) = 0 , (19)

for some finite zj > 0;
(iii) the welfare function (12) is continuous and such that

ω(z, x) is concave in z in Rm for every x in Rn×m
+ .

Notice that Example 3 satisfies Assumption 1.

A. Existence of Nash equilibria
Definition 3: In a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c), with

production cost functions (10), market inverse demand func-
tions (11), and welfare function (12), an action xi in Rm

+ is
strictly dominated for a producer i in N if there exists another
action x̃i in Rm

+ such that

ui(xi, x−i, y) < ui(x̃i, x−i, y) ,

for every action profile x−i in R(n−1)×m
+ of the other produc-

ers and action y in Y of the market maker.
Lemma 1: Every vector xi in Rm

+ such that

Aij = 1 , xij > zj +
∑
k∈L:

Bkj=−1

ck , (20)

for some market j in M is a strictly dominated action for a
producer i in N .

Proof: Let j in M be a market such that (20) holds
true, and let x̃i in Ai be an action of producer i with entries
x̃ij = 0 and x̃ig = xig for every g in M\{j}. For every x−i

in RN\{i}
+ and y in Y , we have that

zj =
∑
h∈N

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk ≥ xij −
∑
k∈L:

Bkj=−1

ck > zj ,

so that Assumption 1(ii) implies that

Φj(zj) < Φj(zj) = 0 .

It then follows from Assumption 1(i) and (14) that

0 < Ψi(xi)−Ψi(x̃i)− xijΦj(zj)

= ui(x̃i, x−i, y)− ui(xi, x−i, y) ,

for every x−i in RN\{i}
+ and y in Y , so that action x̃i strictly

dominates xi.

We are now in a position to prove the first main result of
the paper, guaranteeing existence of a Nash equilibrium for
NCGMMs satisfying Assumption 1.

Theorem 1: Consider a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c),
with production cost functions (10), inverse demand functions
(11), and welfare function (12) satisfying Assumption 1. Then,
a Nash equilibrium exists.

Proof: Thanks to Lemma 1, we may remove the strictly
dominated actions and consider the restricted game where the
action space of the producers is the hyper-rectangle

Ai =
{
v ∈ Ai : vj ≤ Aijzj +

∑
k∈L:

Bkj=−1

ck , ∀j ∈ M
}
,

for every i in N , while the actions space of the market
maker remains the hyper-rectangle Y . Notice that the action
spaces Y and Ai, for i in N are non-empty, convex, and
compact. Moreover, Assumption 1 ensures that the utility
functions ui, for i in {0} ∪ N , are continuous, that y 7→
u0(y, x) = ω(x,diag(A′x) +By) is concave for every x and
so is xi 7→ ui(xi, xx−i

, y) for every producer i in N , x−i in
R(n−1)×m

+ , and y in Y . Hence, existence of a Nash equilibrium
follows from a classical result in game theory [37, Theorem
1.2].

B. Sufficient conditions for exact potential game
In this subsection, we determine sufficient conditions for a

NCGMM to be an exact potential game. We start with the
following definition (c.f. [38]).

Definition 4: A NCGMM is an exact potential game if there
exists a function

P (x, y)

to be referred to as the potential function, such that

P (x̃, y)− P (x, y) = ui(x̃, y)− ui(x, y) , (21)

for every x and x̃ in Rn×m
+ such that x̃−i = x−i and y and ỹ

in Y , and

P (x, ỹ)− P (x, y) = u0(x, ỹ)− ui(x, y) , (22)

for every x in Rn×m
+ and y and ỹ in Y .

Theorem 2: Every NCGMM on a network (A,B, c), with
production cost functions (10) satisfying Assumption 1(i),
affine inverse demand functions (11) with Φ′

j = −βj < 0
for every market j in M, and Walrasian welfare function (7)
is an exact potential game with potential function

P (x, y) = ω(x, diag(A′x)+By)−
∑
i∈N

∑
j∈M

Aijβj

2
x2
ij , (23)
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and the set of its Nash equilibria coincides with

argmax
x∈X ,y∈Y

P (x, y) . (24)

Moreover, for every two Nash equilibria (x∗, y∗) and (x̃∗, ỹ∗),
we have that x∗ = x̃∗ and By∗ = Bỹ∗.

Proof: To prove relations (21) and (22), we can equiv-
alently prove that, for every producer i in N , the difference
ui(x, y) − P (x, y) is constant in the vector variable xi, and
that the difference u0(x, y)−P (x, y) is constant in the vector
variable y. For every producer i in N , we have

ui(x, y) =
∑
j∈M

Aijxij(αj − βjzj)−Ψi (xi)

=
∑
j∈M

Aijαjxij −
∑
j∈M

Aijβjx
2
ij −Ψi (xi)

−
∑
j∈M

Aijβjxij

(∑
h∈N
h̸=i

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)
.

On the other hand, the candidate potential function P (x, y)
can be equivalently expressed as

P (x, y) =
∑
j∈M

αj

(∑
h∈N

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)

−
∑
j∈M

βj

2

(∑
h∈N

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)2

−Ψi (xi)−
∑
h∈N

∑
j∈M

Ahjβj

2
x2
hj

=
∑
j∈M

αjAijxij −
∑
j∈M

βj

2
Aijx

2
ij −Ψi (xi)

−
∑
j∈M

Aijβjxij

(∑
h∈N
h̸=i

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)

−
∑
j∈M

βj

2

(∑
h∈N
h̸=i

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)2

−
∑
j∈M

βj

2
Aijx

2
ij −

∑
h∈N
h̸=i

∑
j∈M

Ahjβj

2
x2
hj .

Therefore, the difference

ui(x, y)− P (x, y) =
∑
j∈M

βj

2

(∑
h∈N
h̸=i

Ahjxhj +
∑
k∈L

Bjkyk

)2

+
∑
h∈N
h̸=i

∑
j∈M

Ahjβj

2
x2
hj ,

does not depend on any of the variables in the vector xi.
Concerning the market maker, notice that both u0(x, y) and
P (x, y) depend on y through the same addend ω(x, z) and
thus also u0(x, y) − P (x, y) is constant y. This proves that
the game is exact potential with potential P .

Equations (21) and (22) imply that every Nash equilibrium
of the NCGMM satisfies the first-order optimality conditions
for the potential function P (x, y) on the domain X × Y .

Finally, observe that the assumptions that the production costs
Ψi(xi) are strictly increasing and that the inverse demand
functions Φj(zj) are strictly decreasing imply that if (x∗, y∗)
and (x̃∗, ỹ∗) both satisfy the first-order optimality conditions
for the the potential function P (x, y) on X × Y , then neces-
sarily x∗ = x̃∗ and By∗ = Bỹ∗. This proves the last point of
the claim.

Example 4: Consider the same setting as in Example 3 (a),
that is, one producer with the quadratic cost in (17) that sells
on two markets with inverse demand functions as in (15). If
we consider the Walsarian welfare, then the assumptions of
Theorem 2 are satisfied. Starting from the computations in
Example 3, we obtain that the potential function in (23) takes
the form

P (x, y) =u0(y, x)−
1

2
x2
12 − x2

12

=x11 + 2x12 − 2x2
11 − 3x2

12 − 2x11x12

+ (1 + x11 − 2x12)(y1 − y2)− 3(y1 − y2)
2/2 .

IV. PRICE DIFFERENCES, LINK SATURATION, AND
NON-NEGATIVITY OF THE DEMAND

In this section, we investigate the relationship between
price differences and link saturations, and explore their con-
sequences on the sign of the consumption in the different
markets.

A. Market maker’s best response and link saturation

We start by with the following general result establishing a
key connection between the optimal flow chosen by the market
maker and the capacity constraint.

Theorem 3: Consider a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c),
with production cost functions (10), inverse demand functions
(11), and welfare function ω(x, z) that is differentiable in the
variable z in Rm. For x in Rn×m

+ and

y ∈ B0(x) , (25)

let z = diag(A′x) +By. Then,

∂ω

∂zσk

(x, z) <
∂ω

∂zτk
(x, z) =⇒ yk = ck , (26)

and

∂ω

∂zσk

(x, z) >
∂ω

∂zτk
(x, z) =⇒ yk = 0 . (27)

for every link k in L.
Proof: Consider a link k in L such that

∂ω

∂zσk

(x, z) <
∂ω

∂zτk
(x, z) , (28)

and assume by contradiction that yk < ck. Then, there would
exist a value ε > 0 such that y + εδ(k) ≤ c for every ε such
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that 0 ≤ ε ≤ ε, so that

d

dε
u0

(
y + εδ(k), x

)∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
d

dε
ω
(
x, z + εBδ(k)

)∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
d

dε
ω
(
x, z + εδ(τk) − εδ(σk)

)∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∂ω

∂zτk
(x, z)− ∂ω

∂zσk

(x, z)

> 0 ,
(29)

where the first equality follows from (13), the second one from
(2), and the last inequality from (28). Inequality (29) implies
that we can find ε∗ > 0 such that u0(y, x) < u0(y+ε∗δ(k), x)
while still satisfying the capacity constraint yk+ε∗ ≤ ck, thus
contradicting assumption (25). This proves (26).

Arguing similarly, we find that, for a link k in L such that

∂ω

∂zσk

(x, z) >
∂ω

∂zτk
(x, z) , (30)

if by contradiction yk > 0, then we would have

d

dε
u0

(
y + εδ(k), x

)∣∣∣∣
ε=0

< 0 ,

which implies that we can find ε∗ > 0 such that u0(y, x) <
u0(y − ε∗δ(k), x) while still satisfying the nonnegativity con-
straint yk − ε∗ ≥ ck, thus contradicting assumption (25). This
proves (27), thus concluding the proof.

Theorem 3 can be used to prove the existence of critical cuts
with mono-directional saturated flow, as stated below. For a
subset of markets U ⊆ M define the in- and out-boundaries
(c.f. Figure 4)

∂+
U = {k ∈ L : σk ∈ M \ U , τk ∈ U} ,

∂−
U = {k ∈ L : σk ∈ U , τk ∈ M \ U} .

Corollary 1: Consider a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c),
with production cost functions (10), inverse demand functions
(11), and welfare function ω(x, z) that is differentiable in the
variable z. Let x in Rn×m

+ , y in B0(x), and z = diag(A′x)+
By. Then, for every nonempty proper subset of markets U ⊆
M such that

max
j∈U

∂ω

∂zj
(x, z) < min

j∈M\U

∂ω

∂zj
(x, z) , (31)

we have that
yk = ck , ∀k ∈ ∂+

U , (32)

yk = 0 , ∀k ∈ ∂−
U . (33)

Proof: The result follows directly from Theorem 3.

We notice that conditions (30) and (31) have a natural
interpretation in terms of a price mismatch when w is the
Walrasian welfare. We show it in the following Corollary that
particularizes Theorem 3 and Corollary 1 to that specific case.

Corollary 2: Consider a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c),
with production cost functions (10), inverse demand functions
(11), and Walrasian welfare function (7). Let x in Rn×m

+ , y
in B0(x), and z = diag(A′x) +By. Then:

(i) for every link k in L

Φσk
(zk) < Φτk(zk) =⇒ yk = ck , (34)

U

∂U

Fig. 4: A cut in a network.

and

Φσk
(zk) > Φτk(zk) =⇒ yk = 0 . (35)

(ii) for every nonempty proper subset of markets U ⊆ M
such that

max
j∈U

Φj(zj) < min
j∈M\U

Φj(zj) , (36)

we have that (32) and (33) hold true.
Proof: Observe that for the Walrasian welfare (7), we

have
∂

∂zj
ω(x, z) = Φj(zj) , ∀j ∈ M .

Then, point (i) immediately follows from Theorem 3 and point
(ii) from Corollary 1.

Corollary 2 rigorously establishes a connection between ca-
pacity bottlenecks and price differences, a phenomenon widely
observed in real-world power networks. More precisely, when
flows are determined according to the market maker’s best
response, a price discrepancy between two markets connected
by a link implies that the link is saturated. In this scenario, the
flow will move from the node with the lower price to the node
with the higher price. We remark that this holds true for any
value of x and does not require that producers maximize their
best responses. Readily, this result applies to Nash equilibria,
whenever they exist. We will illustrate this effect in Example
6 and in the case study presented in Section V.

B. Non-negativity of the demand
As mentioned in Remark 1, the demand vector z can have

negative entries in general. Enforcing the constraint z ≥ 0
while computing the market maker’s best response comes at
the cost of complicating the model, requiring the analysis of
the resulting generalized Nash equilibria of the game. With
the following result, we provide a sufficient condition for the
non-negativity of z.

Theorem 4: Consider a NCGMM on a network (A,B, c),
with production cost functions (10), inverse demand functions
(11), and welfare function (12) satisfying Assumption 1. If

Φj(0) = a , ∀ j ∈ M , (37)

for some constant a > 0, then

z = diag(A′x) +By ≥ 0 , (38)

for every x in Rn×m
+ and y in B0(x).
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Proof: Consider the subset of markets

U = {j ∈ M : zj ≥ 0} .

First, observe that, if U were empty, then we would have

0 >
∑
j∈M

zj = 1′z = 1′ diag(A′x) + 1′By

=
∑
i∈N

∑
j∈M

xij ≥ 0 ,

which is a contradiction. Hence, necessarily U is nonempty.
Observe that by Assumption 1(ii) the inverse demand func-

tions are all strictly decreasing so that

Φj(zj) > Φj(0) = a , ∀j ∈ M \ U , (39)

Φj(zj) ≤ Φj(0) = a , ∀j ∈ U , (40)

Now, assume by contradiction that U ≠ M. Then (39) and
(40) imply that (36) is satisfied so that Corollary 2(ii) would
imply that (32) and (33) hold true. In turn, this would imply
that ∑

j∈M\U

(By)j =
∑
k∈∂−

U

yk −
∑

k∈∂U+

yk =
∑
k∈∂−

U

ck ,

so that

0 >
∑

j∈M\U

zj =
∑

j∈M\U

(By)j

+
∑

j∈M\U

∑
i∈N

Aijxij ≥
∑
k∈∂−

U

ck ≥ 0 ,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, it must be U = M, thus
proving the claim.

Example 5: Let us now consider the same setting as in
Example 3, except for the inverse demand functions of the
two markets that we now set to be affine as in (9) with
α1 = α2 = 1, β1 = 1, and β2 = 2, so that

Φ1(z1) = 1− z1 , Φ2(z2) = 1− 2z2 .

Observe that Φ1(0) = Φ2(0) = 1 and therefore condition (37)
is satisfied. Let

z = diag(A′x) +By = (x11 −∆, x12 +∆) ,

where ∆ = y1 − y2. The market maker’s utility is then given
by

u0(y, x) = ω(x, z)

= z1 + z2 − z21/2− z22 − (x11 + x12)
2

= x11 + x12 − 3
2x

2
11 − 2x2

12 − 2x11x12

+(x11 − 2x12)∆− 3
2∆

2 ,

and its best response function is

B0(x) = {y ∈ [0, 1]2 : y1 − y2 = ∆∗(x)}

where

∆∗(x) =


χ if x11 − 2x12 ≥ 3χ

(x11 − 2x12)/3 if |x11 − 2x12| < 3χ

−χ if x11 − 2x12 ≤ −3χ .

Observe that for every x in X we have

z∗1 = x11 −∆∗(x) =


x11 − χ if x11 − 2x12 ≥ 3χ
2
3 (x11 + x12) if |x11 − 2x12| < 3χ

x11 + χ if x11 − 2x12 ≤ −3χ .

z∗2 = x12 +∆∗(x) =


x12 + χ if x11 − 2x12 ≥ 3χ
1
3 (x11 + x12) if |x11 − 2x12| < 3χ

x12 − χ if x11 − 2x12 ≤ −3χ ,

so that both z∗1 ≥ 0 and z∗2 ≥ 0, as predicted by Theorem 4.

Remark 4: In contrast to Example 5, note that, in Example
3 we had Φ1(0) = 1 ̸= Φ2(0) = 2 and therefore (37) was
not satisfied. We noticed need that the equilibrium demand z∗1
can be negative in that case. Observe that Theorem 4 gives
a sufficient condition, and indeed there are some cases where
z∗ is nonnegative even if the condition is not satisfied (see
Example 3 (b), for instance).

Example 6: Let us consider the network (A,B, c) of Exam-
ple 1. We consider the same affine inverse demand function
for all markets and the same quadratic cost function for all
producers: Φj(zj) = 14 − 3zj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4 and Ψi(qi) =
0.3qi + 0.7q2i for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3. Moreover, we set the market
maker utility w equal to the Walrasian welfare (7). Notice
that the assumptions of Theorem 2 are satisfied, this means
that the game is potential with a unique Nash equilibrium that
can be found solving (24).

Fig. 5 describes the variables at a Nash equilibrium. We
notice the emergence of two different prices at equilibrium:
markets 1, 2, and 3 achieve an equilibrium price of 7.64
while in market 4 the price is 8. By Theorem 3, this implies
the existence of a critical cut between markets 4 and 3. In
particular, we can see that the link going from market 3 to
market 4 is saturated while the link in the opposite direction
has no flow. This is coherent with what we expected from
the Theorem as market 4 has a higher price than market 3 at
equilibrium. Finally, notice that since Φj(0) = α = 14 for
j = 1, 2, 3, 4, we know from Theorem 4 that the demand will
be positive in each market and this is confirmed once again by
the simulation: we find zj = 2.11 for j = 1, 2, 3 and z4 = 2.

V. A CASE STUDY

In this section, we study the prediction accuracy of the
proposed model starting from real data from the Italian elec-
tricity market [39]. The Italian electricity market, liberalized
in 1999, is divided in a spot market (Mercato elettrico a
pronti) and a futures market (Mercato elettrico a termine). The
Italian electricity spot market is again articulated in a series
of branches: the day ahead market (Mercato del giorno prima
- MGP), several intraday markets (Mercato infragiornaliero -
MI), the ancillary services market (Mercato del servizio di
dispacciamento - MSD) and the balancing market (Mercato
di Bilanciamento - MB). In this case study, we focus on the
day-ahead electricity market, where the majority of electricity
is traded. Firms take part into hourly auctions by bidding
offers in which they state both the amount they are willing
to buy/supply and the corresponding marginal price. The
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1.93
2

1.56

0.33

0.84

1.59

0

7.64

7.64
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7.64

1.67
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Fig. 5: Production quantities, flows, prices and bottlenecks at
equilibrium. The grey numbers represent the total production
of each producer, the colored numbers next to each market
are the respective equilibrium prices and the numbers close
to each link are the actual flow at equilibrium. In red, we
highlighted the saturated link.

offers are accepted after the market session closes, based on
economic merit and taking into consideration the transit limits
between zones. The offers for sale are remunerated at the zonal
price, that is, the market-clearing price of the zone they belong
to, while the purchase bids are cleared at the National Unique
Price (PUN).

The following analysis is based on two datasets publicly
available at [40]. The first dataset gathers the zones and
the transit limits between them, while the second one con-
tains records of every bid (pairs quantity/price) submitted by
the participating firms at each hour of the day. In partic-
ular, we focus on the following features: the identification
code for each producer/consumer participating in the mar-
ket (UNIT_REFERENCE_NO), the binary variable that deter-
mines whether it is a demand or offer bid (PURPOSE_CD), the
macro-zone of the bid/offer (ZONE_CD), the quantity offered
and the quantity awarded once the market is cleared (QUAN-
TITY_NO and AWARDED_QUANTITY_NO, respectively), the
offered price associated with the transaction and the awarded
price (ENERGY_PRICE_NO and AWARDED_PRICE_NO, re-
spectively). Quantities are expressed in MWh, while marginal
prices are expressed in e/MWh.

From the provided data, it is possible to extract a number of
statistics describing the composition of the Italian electricity
production landscape. In this analysis, we focus on a specific
date and time, that is, October 24th at 8 pm, 2024, and we
consider only zones where production/consumption takes place
and only bidders that are offering positive quantities on such
hour of such day. We then obtain the Italian (and neighboring
countries) power network shown in Fig. 6 consisting of m =
10 markets (the nodes of the network numbered from 0 to
9) and 9 links. We have a total of n = 1444 producers,
each selling on a single market. The actual distribution of
producers in each market is shown in Table I and in Fig. 6 (the
red number next to each market) together with the maximum
capacity for each line, measured in MWh.

In the real market, both producers and consumers participate

in the auction. Anyway, in order to apply our model, we
assume that only producers are players in the game and we
estimate the demand based on consumers’ bids. More pre-
cisely, we consider affine inverse demand functions Φj(zj) =
αj − βjzj for all markets 1 ≤ j ≤ m (measured in e/MWh)
and quadratic cost functions Ψi(qi) = γiqi + θiq

2
i for all

producers 1 ≤ i ≤ n (measured in e). We set the market
maker utility w equal to the Walrasian welfare in (7).

The value of the parameters has been tuned to fit the real
data following similar ideas as in [41], [42]. The demand
parameters in each zone, that is, αj , βj for j in M, have been
estimated in the following way. Starting from all the submitted
bids and their merit order, we estimate the demand curve in
each zone. We then estimate the demand parameters through
a standard linear regression. The resulting set of intercepts are
presented in Table I. We remark that most of the production
takes place in the North (see node 5).

The estimation of the costs parameters γi and θi for each
producer i in N is more challenging. The parameter γi
represents the minimum price at which it is strategically
convenient for firm i to bid a nonzero quantity to the market.
Consequently, we considered the minimum offered marginal
price for each production unit, scaled by a factor of 0.99 in
case the bid was not truthful. The parameter θi, instead, was
used to incorporate the capacity limits of each producer. More
precisely, starting from Ψ′

i(qi) = γi + 2θiqi, we derive the
formula

θi =
p̂− γi
2q̂

where p̂ denotes the awarded price and q̂ denotes the awarded
quantity. As a consequence, firms that produce higher quanti-
ties will result in a lower parameter θi, while θi is high and
the costs grow fast when firms produce low quantities. The
distributions of γ and θ among the producers are shown in
Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, respectively.

In this setting, assumptions of Theorem 2 are satisfied,
this means that the game is potential with a unique Nash
equilibrium that can be found solving (24). By doing that,
we find the equilibrium prices as shown in Fig. 9 and detailed
in Tab. I.

Market Name α, β Num. Prod. Eq. Price e
MWh z

0 Switzerland 177.34, 0.14 42 127 339.23
1 Malta 619.49, 2.63 0 197 160.20
2 Montenegro 3933.86, 9.22 22 155 409.87
3 South 5019.16, 1.92 282 155 2537.83
4 Sicily 5094, 16, 2.03 138 197 2416.15
5 Nord 4940.46, 0.20 436 127 23390.72
6 Calabria 5079.5, 5.97 80 197 817.72
7 C-Nord 4747.99, 1.32 131 155 3477.99
8 C-Sud 4818.71, 0.63 234 155 7427.78
9 Sardinia 4918.54, 4.16 79 155 1145.22

TABLE I: Parameters, producers, price and demand in each
market at equilibrium.

We observe the emergence of four distinct price groups,
each characterized by a unique equilibrium price. According
to Theorem 3, and in particular Corollary 2, the power lines
connecting these groups must be saturated, facilitating energy
flow exclusively from lower-priced markets to higher-priced
ones. This observation aligns perfectly with our numerical
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Fig. 6: Italian power network with, the number of producers
in each market is indicated by the red numbers. The black
numbers denote the power line capacities in both directions,
with the convention that the top number corresponds to the
capacity of the link connecting the node with the lower label
to the one with the higher label, while the bottom one is the
link capacity in the opposite direction.

Fig. 7: Distribution of the cost parameter γ. The value of γ
represents the marginal cost of the producer in zero, that is,
the minimum price at which he is willing to produce.

Fig. 8: Distribution of the cost parameter θ. We recall that
higher values of θ represent producers with lower capacities,
while lower values of θ allow for higher capacities. There are
few producers with very high values of θ (that is, producing
very low quantities) therefore the distribution is shown for first
for all producers and then only for producers with θ less than
20.
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Fig. 9: Flows, prices, and capacity bottlenecks in the Ital-
ian power network at equilibrium. Different colors highlight
groups of markets that have different prices at equilibrium.
Dashed lines denote saturated power lines connecting these
groups and the arrows indicate the actual direction of the
energy flow. Links with no flow have been removed. The actual
flow in both directions is represented by the black numbers
next to each link, with the convention that the top number
corresponds to the flow in the link connecting the node with
the lower label to the one with the higher label, while the
bottom one is the flow in the opposite direction.

results. Figure 9 visually illustrates the groups using distinct
colors, with the equilibrium prices labeled next to each node.
Dashed lines represent the saturated links, while links with no
flow are omitted for clarity.

By comparing our findings with the real data from the GME
website we can make several interesting observations.

• In Fig. 9, 10 and 11, we can see the predicted prices
at Nash equilibrium and the real observed ones, respec-
tively. As expected, we do not recover the exact real
prices through our model due to the parameter estimation
and some approximations made (such as affine inverse
demand functions and quadratic costs). We do, however,
predict increasingly higher costs as we go from the north
to the south and we recover exactly the saturated link
from North to Center-North, as shown in Fig. 12. In our
prediction of the Nash equilibrium the link from Center-
North to Center-South is also saturated, while according
to the data it was not. On the other hand, one can observe
that there is a consistent flow that goes from Center-North
to Center-South which is near the transit limit and this is
consistent with our prediction.

• The real data reveal the presence of three distinct price
groups. Consistent with the predictions of Theorem 3, the
links connecting these groups are saturated, facilitating
flow from lower-priced markets to higher-priced ones,
while no flow occurs in the opposite direction. This
behavior is precisely mirrored in our simulations, albeit
with the emergence of four price groups due to previously
discussed approximations. Thus, Theorem 3 provides a

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
9

Φ ≈ 142

Φ ≈ 179
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Saturated link

Fig. 10: Flows, prices, and capacity bottlenecks in the Ital-
ian power network extracted from the data. Different colors
highlight groups of markets that have different prices at equi-
librium. Dashed lines denote saturated power lines connecting
these groups and the arrows indicate the actual direction of
the energy flow. Links with no flow have been removed.

formal explanation of the intrinsic relationship between
price differences and capacity bottlenecks.

• The demand at equilibrium in each market is positive,
even though the hypothesis of Theorem 4 is not satisfied.
Our conjecture is that, in this real world example, the
demand and the supply in each region are sufficiently
balanced to avoid anomalous behaviors.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have studied a model of a networked
Cournot competition involving producers and a market maker
competing on multiple markets connected by links with finite
capacity. This model is suited to describe energy marketplaces
where the links connecting the markets represent physical
power lines. We first provided conditions for existence and
uniqueness of Nash equilibria. Then, we proved a very general
result concerning the optimal action of the market maker and
the presence of critical links and cuts in the power network
where the flow is saturated and only moves following a
specific direction. This result allowed us to shed light on the
implications of capacity bottlenecks in the power network on
the emergence of price differences between different markets.
This phenomenon is often observed in real-world scenarios
and our model replicates this behavior, as pointed out in the
case study of the Italian day-ahead electricity market.

Ongoing research is focused on exploiting our results on
critical links and cuts to develop optimal network interven-
tion/design policies. Possible problems involve finding the
critical cut and how to optimally create new links or allocate
additional capacity among the lines of the power network in
order to level price differences or maximize certain welfare
functions. We are also interested in studying the game as a
Stackelberg competition where first the producers choose the
quantities and then the market maker establishes the flows, as
in real-world scenarios.
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Fig. 11: Zonal prices in Italy on October 24th, 2024, at 8pm.
This map can be obtained through the GME website by
selecting the button MAP. In red, we show for comparison
the predicted prices at Nash equilibrium.
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