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Pricing in Ride-sharing Markets : Effects of network competition and
autonomous vehicles
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Abstract— Autonomous vehicles will be an integral part of
ride-sharing services in the future. This setting differs from
traditional ride-sharing marketplaces because of the absence
of the supply side (drivers). However, it has far-reaching
consequences because in addition to pricing, players now have
to make decisions on how to distribute fleets across network
locations and re-balance vehicles in order to serve future
demand. In this paper, we explore a duopoly setting in the ride-
sharing marketplace where the players have fully autonomous
fleets. Each ride-service provider (RSP)’s prices depend on the
prices and the supply of the other player. We formulate their
decision-making problems using a game-theoretic setup where
each player seeks to find the optimal prices and supplies at each
node while considering the decisions of the other player. This
leads to a scenario where the players’ optimization problems
are coupled and it is challenging to find the equilibrium. We
characterize the types of demand functions (e.g.: linear) for
which this game admits an exact potential function and can
be solved efficiently. For other types of demand functions, we
propose an iterative algorithm to compute the equilibrium. We
conclude by providing numerical insights into how different
kinds of equilibria would play out in the market when the
players are asymmetric. Our numerical evaluations also provide
insights into how the regulator needs to consider network
effects while deciding regulation in order to avoid unfavorable
outcomes.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Motivation

When Uber started operations in San Francisco in 2010,
a new era of ride-sharing systems was ushered in. Ride-
sharing systems are examples of the ‘sharing economy’
where users log onto a platform (like Uber) to request
rides and the platform matches them with potential drivers
nearby. Since 2010, the ride-sharing market has taken off
rapidly and is expected to be worth 456bn $ by the end of
2023 ( [1]). The traditional ride-sharing marketplace is two-
sided and the ride-service provider (RSP) can control both
supply and demand sides by using the price signal. However,
competition pushes passenger fares down and driver wages
up and reduces the margin for the RSPs.

With significant technological advances over the last few
years, autonomous vehicles are the next big step in the ride-
sharing marketplace. Lyft has already introduced autonomous
fleets in Las Vegas, Miami and more recently in Austin,
Texas ( [2], [3]). Uber also has similar plans by the end of
2022 ( [4]). While such futuristic developments are exciting,
they alter the dynamic of the marketplace entirely. The
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supply side of the marketplace is now non-existent and
platforms are required to maintain their own autonomous
fleets. Hence, it is profitable for the RSPs to have a such
fleet as they do not need to incentivize drivers. A fixed supply
also means that apart from pricing, there are other important
considerations to be made, like what should be the optimal
fleet size and how to dispatch vehicles optimally. Thus, the
decision-making process becomes more convoluted. In this
paper, our goal is to study the following :

1) How can players with autonomous vehicles make de-
cisions about how to price, dispatch, and re-balance
effectively?

2) How will the above decisions be affected when there is
competition in the marketplace?

3) What kind of effects would imposing regulations (like
parking costs, and congestion taxes) have on the RSPs?

The readers may be wondering why these are questions worth
answering. Although the first two questions have been stud-
ied extensively for the traditional ride-sharing marketplace,
analysis of the case where autonomous vehicles are involved
is in its nascent stage. We have already explained how the
case with autonomous vehicles is different from the tradi-
tional case. Also, there are examples in recent times where
replacing human components of systems with autonomous
components, can lead to unfavorable consequences ( [5]). So
it is imperative that we study these hybrid systems exhaus-
tively before deploying them in the real world. Further, we
also need to understand how to regulate those marketplaces
to increase consumers’ welfare. Now, we highlight why some
of these problems are challenging. [6] has shown that under
restrictive assumptions (linearity) on the demand function,
there is an easy way to compute the equilibrium of the
problem using potential functions. However, the problem
becomes challenging when we relax the linearity assumption
(Refer Section [[). It is also not clear apriori how these
hybrid systems will respond to player asymmetries and
regulations. We investigate all these aspects of the problem
in the paper. We answer the questions using a duopoly setting
where only two platforms are involved in the marketplace.
While a duopoly setting might sound restrictive, however
we observe that many major ridesharing markets around the
world have evolved into duopolies like Uber-Lyft in the US
( [7D, Uber-Ola in India ( [8]). Further, [6] also considers a
duopoly setting.

B. Contributions

We summarize the main contributions of our paper below.



1) We consider a generic demand model (linear or non-
linear in prices) to capture the dynamics of a ride-
sharing marketplace. To the best of our knowledge, the
existing literature considers linear demand function which
is indeed a restrictive assumption because, in real life,
demand functions are estimated using data and are hardly
ever linear.

2) Our modeling choice makes the problem more challeng-
ing because it no longer admits a potential function
(which is one of the key solution concepts in network
games). So we develop an iterative algorithm to com-
pute the equilibrium which applies to any general de-
mand function. Even though we cannot provide formal
convergence guarantees on the algorithm at this time,
empirically our algorithm converges to the equilibrium
quickly.

3) We investigate the properties of the equilibrium in a vari-
ety of settings. We show through numerical experiments
that when the players in the market are asymmetric and
demands are unbalanced (unbalanced demand means that
different nodes in the network have significantly different
levels of demand), the smaller player may be forced to
exit the market meaning that they will not serve certain
origin-destination pairs leading to ‘localized monopolies’.

4) We also show that network effects play significant roles
in selecting regulations. This helps us to generate useful
insights on how regulators can design price regulations
that can achieve desired outcomes like increasing pas-
senger welfare and decreasing idle vehicles.

C. Literature Review

In recent years, the ride-hailing marketplace has been an
area of active research. The pricing problem is a consistent
theme in the existing literature and two notable papers which
explore this are [9] and [10]. [9] uses a queuing theory
framework for matching passengers with rides. In contrast to
studying the temporal variation, [10] considers the effect of
spatial variation. There have also been other work which has
explored pricing for ride-sharing platforms using tools like
reinforcement learning ( [11]). However, this line of work
is with respect to a single platform (which operates in a
traditional two-sided marketplace) and does not consider the
competition. Hence, those analyses can not be extended to
our setting.

The network effect on a single platform or market maker
has been studied [12]-[15]. In [12], [13] the market maker or
platform procures supply across multiple locations and then
transports those supplies to meet the demand. Multiple firms
compete at each node as in the Cournot competition model.
In [14], [15] the platform creates a network by assigning
edges between the supply and the demand side where sup-
pliers/firms can only serve the customers connected through
edges. However, in our setup, multiple platforms (RSPs)
are competing across multiple locations instead of a single
platform. Further, the competition model we consider is
different from the networked Cournot model considered in
the above papers.
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Fig. 1. Network Structure

More recently, researchers have considered how to opti-
mally re-balance (sending idle vehicles from one location
to serve the demand at other locations) [16], and selecting
prices [17] when the RSP has autonomous vehicles. [18]
considers the setup where the RSP selects optimal prices and
rebalances the vehicles jointly. However, these papers do not
consider the effect of competition of multiple RSPs. There
has also been some work that considers competition among
ride-sharing platforms. [19] explores how competition on the
supply side of the marketplace can affect driver wages and
passenger welfare. However, as we pointed out earlier, the
competition with autonomous vehicles is a different scenario.

In terms of context, the works which are closest to ours
are [20] and [6]. [20] looks at price competition in a duopoly
setting with two platforms that own fully autonomous fleets.
However, it assumes that the platforms have identical op-
eration costs which leads to a symmetric equilibrium (i.e.,
identical prices for both players for each source-destination
pair). However, the firms may differ significantly in terms of
fleet sizes and this can lead to asymmetric equilibria which
we have considered in our paper, but has not been taken
into account in [20]. This allows us to get insights into
the properties of asymmetric equilibria. As we mentioned
earlier, [6] also investigates the competition between two
ride-sharing platforms with autonomous fleets. However, [6]
considers a linear model. Compared to both [6], [20] we
consider generic demand functions. We also provide an
iterative algorithm on how to find equilibrium for these
generic demand functions. For a special non-linear demand
model, we observe that such an algorithm indeed converges
quickly. Further, unlike the above papers, we also investigate
the impact of various forms of regulation which guides us
on how to attain outcomes that will be beneficial to the
passengers.

II. MODELING

A. Network

We consider a simple two-node network which is repre-
sented by the complete directed graph G = (.4, %7) (Refer
Fig. . Clearly, A4 = {1,2} and &/ = {61 1,€12,€21 ,622}. We
also assume that transit times along all arcs are the same.
Note that our analysis and insights go through for larger
networks (with |.#"| > 2) and different arc transit times.
The primary reason for considering a small version of the
network is to visualize and interpret the network effects on
the decisions more meaningfully.



B. Players & Interactions Model

There are RSPs A and B who operate in the marketplace
(i.e., a duopoly setting). Each RSP has a fixed number of
vehicles in its fleet, however, the number may be different
across the RSPs (asymmetric players). Vehicles are used in
one of three ways: i) they serve passengers, ii) they are routed
empty (which we denote as re-balancing throughout this
paper) to places of high expected demand, and iii) they stand
idle at one or multiple locations (equivalent to be ‘parked’).
We assume that a vehicle can only serve one passenger
in a trip. Each RSP earns revenue by serving demand.
They also incur costs for operating the fleet (fuel costs/
‘congestion taxes’) or for keeping vehicles idle (‘parking
costs’). Therefore, the RSP has to decide how to set prices
and use vehicles judiciously so that they can maximize their
profits. Market competition makes the pricing decision more
convoluted because players|'| now have to take into consider-
ation prices set by the other player. We will capture the effect
of one player’s prices on the other using the demand function
which we explain subsequently. The players are assumed to
be rational and selfish, so we model their interaction as a
simultaneous, non-cooperative game. Note that our model
does not consider any temporal aspects as our focus is on
investigating the spatial effect. The characterization of the
model for the temporal variation of demand has been left
for the future.

C. Demand Function Modeling

The demand function outputs the fraction of the market
share acquired by an RSP, given its own price and the price of
the competitor. Let f(pa, pg) represent the demand function
for player A which depends on the prices of both players A
and B, given by p4 and pp respectively (similarly, player
B’s demand function would be given by f(pg,pa)). We
assume that all prices are normalized by P and hence are
in the interval [0,1]. P can be thought of as the price of an
alternative commuting option, so no price in the network
should exceed P, otherwise, passengers will avail of the
outside option. In order to qualify as a candidate demand
function, it is necessary that f(-) have the following desirable
properties :

P1. 0< f(pa,pp) <1 :1Itis not possible to capture a market
share that is negative or greater than 1.

P2. f(pa,ps) + f(pB,pa) < 1 : The total market share
captured by both players cannot exceed 1.

P3. pa=pg = f(pa,pe) = f(pp,pa) : This means that
if both players set equal prices, they should capture
identical market shares. It also reflects an inherent
assumption in our model that no passenger has specific
preferences for a particular ride-service provider. Also,
note £(0,0) = 1.

P4. f(p,p) is non-increasing in p : This captures the
price sensitivity of passengers. Even if both players
set the same price p, as p increases, fewer and fewer

'We will use the terms ride-service providers, players, and RSPs inter-
changeably.

people would be availing of a ride as it exceeds their
willingness-to-pay threshold.

P5. pa > pp = f(pa,ps) < f(ps,pa) : If player A sets
a higher price than B, then A cannot capture a strictly
larger market share than B.

P6. pa > py = f(pa,ps) < f(P,pp) : This means
that with player B’s price fixed, if player A increases
its price, then its market share will reduce. If f()
is differentiable with respect to p4, this condition is
equlvalent to 37~ <0

P7. pp<pp = f(pA,pB) > f(pa,py) : If the competitor
B increases its price, then player A’s market share
should increase for the same price p4. If f(-) is differ-
entiable with respect to pp, it is equivalent to f >0

P8. f(1,pgp) =0 : If player A sets py = 1 (the hlghest
possible price), then its market share goes to zero,
irrespective of pp. Alternatively, ps = 1 represents a
scenario where player A does not compete in the market
and B has a monopoly.

P9. f(0,1) =1 : If player A has a monopoly, then it can
capture the whole market by setting ps = 0. This is
again intuitive.

In recent ride-sharing literature, [6] uses a specific piecewise
linear form. It can be easily verified that it satisfies all
the aforementioned properties. However, linearity is a very
strong assumption because, in reality, demand functions
are hardly ever linear. Thus, our goal is to analyze any
demand model which captures all the above properties. As an
example of a non-linear model for which we will evaluate
our numerical results, we consider the following bi-linear
form:

1
s(I=pa)(1+pp) YO<pa,pp<1l (D

2 (
D. RSP’s Optimization Problem

f(PAJ’B) =

Each RSP seeks to maximize its profit. Profit for an
RSP is expressed as the difference between total revenues
earned and operation costs incurred. Revenues are earned
from serving demand in the network. Operation costs are
classified into two components :

1) Re-balancing costs : The RSP has the option to route
empty vehicles to other locations where demand is higher.
Thus, re-balancing costs may represent fuel costs for the
empty cars plying on the network. However, sometimes,
re-balancing vehicles can also cause a nuisance by con-
tributing to higher congestion. To prevent such behavior,
the central planner may impose penalties on empty rout-
ing vehicles. All such penalties are also included in this
cost.

2) Parking costs : If demand is low, the RSP will be forced
to keep some of its fleets idle. Sometimes, the RSP might
also have the incentive to keep vehicles idling deliberately
to create an artificial lack of supply in the market and jack
up the price. If the RSP chooses to keep vehicles parked
at any node, it has to pay parking costs. For example,
during certain periods of the day, the central planner may



choose to impose high parking fees at specific locations
to specifically avoid idling behavior.

Each ride-service provider has to make the following deci-
sions :

1) How to choose ride fares p?, for every arc in the
network ? The RSP wants to earn higher revenues, so
it may be tempted to set high prices but there is a trade-
off because high prices mean that a lower number of
passengers would be willing to ride and there is the risk
of losing out of market share to the competitor. Pricing is
also important for matching supply with demand. Since
the supply is limited, pricing too low would mean that
demand exceeds supply and many passengers who want
to avail of a ride, do not get matched with a vehicle.

2) Given a fixed fleet (m.) size, how to allocate supplies m’é,)
optimally across all the network nodes? This decision de-
pends on a lot of factors. Intuitively, it is more profitable
to allocate larger supplies to nodes with high expected
demand. However, it might happen that competition at
the other node is low. In case some part of the fleet is
not in use and will be kept idle (low demand regime), it
may be more favorable for the RSP to place those vehicles
at a location that has lower parking costs.

3) How to choose re-balancing flows of empty vehicles
(given by rl() ) throughout the network effectively? Again,
it is not apriori straightforward to optimally decide. When
rides carry passengers from one location to another, it
leads to the accumulation of vehicles at the destination
node. If demand along the reverse direction is scarce, the
RSP has to re-route some of these empty vehicles to meet
demand in other locations because supply is limited.

1) Assumptions: We make the following assumption : We
treat vehicles like divisible commodities. This enables us to
model them as continuous variables and retain the convexity
of the solution space (ideally, they should be modeled as
integer variables because the number of passengers or vehicle
supply cannot be fractional). It is well-known that mixed-
integer models are difficult to solve and solution methods
often do not scale well.

2) Notation Key: In this segment, we introduce the no-
tation for our formulation. Unless otherwise specified, this
notation applies to the rest of the paper. (Refer Table

Notation | Description
ma,mp Total fleet sizes of players A and B respectively
mly,mp supply of vehicles at node i € A
pe transit cost per trip along arc e;; € &/
)2 parking cost per vehicle at a node i € A"
pX, pg ride fare along arc ¢;; € o/
X, x rate of serving demand along e;; € </
iy rate of re-balancing along e;; € &/
DY rate of demand generation along ¢;; € &/

TABLE I

. NOTATION SUMMARY .
3) Formulation: We now introduce our formulation for

player A’s optimization problem (given by .% /). Player B’s
optimization problem will be similar, so we will omit it here.

max Z (py fpij)xxf Z pijrgj
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As described earlier, player A seeks to maximize its profit
(Revenue - rebalancing costs - parking costs). (2a) is the
demand constraint (note that we can omit this constraint by
substituting xX’s_ throughout, however, it makes the problem
non-linear in pX). is a supply constraint at every node
because the total outflow rate of vehicles from node i €
A cannot exceed the supply rate of vehicles at the node.
The equality constraint in (2c) represents a flow balance
constraint at each node. This is needed as the total inflow
rate must equal to the total outflow rate from any given
node. Observe that we deliberately omit flows along the
self-loops (edges e;;) because it cancels out on both sides of
the equation. The next constraint implies that the total
supply across the network must add up to the fleet size of the
RSP. Finally, we have the bounds on the prices (2¢) and the
non-negativity constraints (2f). Since prices are normalized,
they cannot exceed 1.

4) Essential Insights: Even before we proceed to finding
the equilibrium of the game, several interesting observations
can be made about player A’s optimization problem %, .

Observation 1: When player B’s prices are known and we
consider the form of the demand function in Eq[I] player A’s
optimization problem admits a unique solution (and vice-
versa).

Proof: This is easy to verify. When we use the demand
function form in Eq. [I} the objective function is concave
in pj (quadratic in py with negative leading co-efficient),
rX and mg. Also, the feasible set is convex and compact.
Maximizing a concave function over a convex compact set
always leads us to a unique solution. [ ]
Note that Observation [Tl will be used later to ensure the
uniqueness of the equilibrium in Section for any given
price vector pp and the demand function form in Eq.

Note that if f(-) is non-linear in p,, the constraint in (2a)
makes the problem non-convex for a given price in pp, hence,
we can not guarantee the above observation. However, we



can still use any non-linear solver to find p4 for a given
price of the other player B.

The next observation tells us that even if the lower bound
of the price is 0, under a competitive setup, no player would
choose a price smaller than 1/2.

Observation 2: All prices on th_¢ network will be > %

Proof: Observe that p} > p¢ always. This is because
setting a price lower than p¢ would lead to negative revenues
from serving demand on ¢;; and is not favorable to the RSP.
pX = 1 is equivalent to player A not competing on e;; at all,
so this case is not very interesting. (Also, when p = 1, the
observation is trivially correct.) So, we now look at cases
when p¢ < pj < 1. Using the KKT-conditions on Problem
2l we can show that :

pi= %(1 +0Y)

where Q" is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the non-
negativity constraint 7§ > 0. Since 0%/ > 0, this implies py >
%. Equality holds when Q' = 0, that is whenever rX >0
(using complementary slackness). For a detailed analysis of
the KKT-conditions, please refer to Appendix section of the
paper. ]

Remarks : Although our main focus in this paper is to
study competition in the duopoly setting, note that our model
can also be used to simulate monopoly scenarios in the ride-
sharing marketplace. This can be done by simply setting the
price vector of one of the players equal to 1. By property
[P§] of the demand function, it ensures that the market share
of this player goes to zero, irrespective of the price point of
the other player. This is very convenient because it allows
us to compare the properties of the monopoly market with
the competitive market.

IT1I. COMPUTING EQUILIBRIA

From player A’s optimization problem in Eq. 2] it is
clear that A cannot solve for the optimal decisions without
considering the prices set by player B. Similarly, player
B’s decisions are also dependent on prices set by A. Thus,
their optimization problems are coupled. In this setting,
we define an equilibrium as the combination of decisions
({p1 01 i 1 AP 4}, (o} ) from where neither
player A nor player B has the incentive to deviate unilater-
ally. We assume a complete information setup where both
players have knowledge of the other player’s fleet sizes. The
characterization of equilibria for the incomplete information
setup is an interesting future direction and is out of the scope
of this paper.

A. Potential functions

Nash equilibrium in general is difficult to obtain compu-
tationally even if a game admits equilibrium. Potential func-
tions are extremely useful tools to compute the equilibria of
multi-player games. They involve finding a global potential
function ®(-) which tracks the change in payoffs whenever
any player unilaterally changes their strategy. It has been
established that the local optima of the potential function

correspond to the pure Nash equilibria of the underlying
game. [6] has already shown that there exists an exact
potential game corresponding to a 2-player duopoly setting in
the ride-sharing marketplace with fully autonomous vehicles,
for a specific choice of the demand function. Our aim is to
investigate if and when the potential game approach can be
applied more generally.

Observation 3: For the bi-linear demand function defined
in Eq.[T} this game does not have an exact potential function.

Proof: The proof is by contradiction. Details can be
found in the Appendix section of the paper. [ ]
Now, we have already seen an example where if the structure
considered in [6] is not satisfied, we may not have a potential
function. Naturally, this leads to the question: Under what
conditions on the demand function f(-) can the game admit
a potential function? We take a small step towards answering
this question which leads to the following result.

Theorem 1: When the demand function f(pa,pg) is of
the form f(pa,pr) = g(pa) + h(ps), the game does have
an exact potential function if and only if i(pp) is a linear
function in pp (that is, h(pg) = Cpp for some C > 0,C € R).

Proof: Detailed proof can be found in the Appendix.

|
Note that when the game admits a potential function, we can
solve the potential function to obtain the equilibrium as has
been done in [6].

Remark : 1t is easy to see that the demand function used
in [6] is a special case of the functional form in Theorem
where g(pa) is linear in ps. Hence, it must admit an exact
potential function.

B. Algorithm for Finding Equilibrium

In this segment, we propose a heuristic algorithm (Refer
Algorithm [I)) to compute the equilibrium of the game for
general demand functions which do not admit potential
functions. In particular, we consider that the demand function
is of the non-linear form in Eq. [I| Unfortunately, we are
unable to provide formal convergence guarantees on the
algorithm at this time. However, empirically, we find that
the algorithm converges quickly to the equilibrium.

We introduce some more notation here. Let %, and .% 4
be the optimization problems of players A and B respectively.
Now,

Definition 1: $BH(F . | pp) represents the best response

price of player A to the price pp set by player B. Similarly,
for player B, we denote BZ (%% | pa) as the best response
price of player B when player A sets its price py.
Note that finding the best response price given the other
player’s price just involves solving a convex optimization
problem and hence, can be done very efficiently using any
standard convex-opt solver.

The high-level idea: We can think of B%Z(OPTy | ps)
as a function ®(pp) and similarly BZ(OPTp | pa) as a
function §(p,). Then from the iteration algorithm, we have

pgk) = ®(pg€)) and p](_,;k) = (pf(lkfl)) which implies p/gk) =

®o¢(pi ).



Algorithm 1 Iteratively Computing the Equilibrium

Require: initializing price vector pg)>

Requlre tolerance level e>0

P BR(F |pB )
Ue%ﬁ’(
p< ) e%ﬁ’ (Z. | ?1
while [|p{ — p4 1||°°>€or||p3) YD), > e do
Pg(+l)<—<%’<%’(e92@
p(k+l) — BR(F ?kﬂ
k< k+1
end while

Why is it difficult to show convergence guarantee?
Proving convergence of the algorithm is equivalent to show-
ing that the function composition ®o { has a fixed point
and by symmetry, { o® also has a fixed point. However,
that requires us to show that {(-) and 6(-) are continuous
mappings which is difficult in this setting.

Comment on convergence from empirical evaluations

1) Even though we can not show theoretical convergence,
the algorithm was empirically found to converge quickly
to the equilibrium, usually within 5 iterations for € =
0.01.

2) For a given price vector of the other player (say B), the
algorithm will always produce a unique solution to the
player A. This follows directly from Observation [T}

3) The algorithm was empirically found to converge to the
same equilibrium, irrespective of the initial points.

Remark: For non-linear functions other than Eq. we
can still apply this heuristic algorithm. However, since the
optimization problem for a player may not be convex (given
the price of the other player), we need to rely on a non-
linear optimization problem solver and we can not guarantee
uniqueness of the equilibrium.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we will explore the properties of the equi-
librium in a variety of settings using numerical experiments.
We will start by describing the simulation setup for the
experiments.

A. Simulation Setup

We fix the total supply on the network to be . = 1000 for
all our experiments. We use a parameter m to determine the
total demand & across the network according to the relation
2 =m.¥. For example, m = 0.5 indicates that 2 = 500 and
it is a low-demand regime. m = 1 indicates that total demand
and supply are exactly matched while m > 1 indicates high
demand regimes. The distribution of demand across the
different arcs is controlled by another parameter ¢ (explained
in detail in Section[[V-B). We also have a parameter 8 which
determines what fraction of total supply . is owned by
which player. Player A has a fleet of size f. while player
B has a fleet of size (1 —f).. B =0.5 indicates that both

players are symmetric while 8 < 0.5 indicates that B is the
larger player in the market (vice-versa for 8 > 0.5).

Parameter Range Description
S 1000 Total Supply on network
9 Depends on m Total Demand on network
m 0.5-2.0 Demand multiplier wrt .&
B 0.2-0.5 Fraction of . owned by A
a 0.0—1.0 Demand distribution parameter
TABLE II

SIMULATION PARAMETERS

B. Demand Patterns

We consider the following demand patterns in our exper-
iments:

1) Pattern I : Here, the demand is equally split between the
two nodes. We use control parameter & to choose how
much of the demand at each node flows towards node
1. a is varied in the range [0.5,1]. o = 0.5 represents
a perfectly balanced network while @ = 1 represents the
scenario where all demand is concentrated on arcs which
end in node 1. Let Z represent the total demand across the
network. Then the demand distribution can be represented
by matrix D where D;; is the demand on arc e;; :

0502 05(1—0)2

D=l0s502 051-a)2

The case with & close to 1 may be similar to the busy
downtown area (node 1) of a city which attracts most of
the traffic in the network.

2) Pattern 2 : This demand pattern is used to model scenarios
where demand originates out of a single node increasingly
with increase in a. At a = 0.5, the demand is perfectly
balanced, but at o = 1, all demand originates out of node
1 and is equally split between arcs ej; and ejy. The
demand matrix D is as follows :

0.5092
05(1—a)2

0.5009

b= 0.5(1— )2

One possible example of this type of demand pattern at
a close to 1 could be evening traffic from a busy office
area.

3) Pattern 3 : This demand pattern captures two extreme
scenarios. When o = 0, demand is localized only along
the cross-arcs e, and e1. When o = 1, all demand is split
equally between the two self-looping arcs and represents
a setting where there is no network effect at all. The
demand matrix D is given by :

0.5009
0.5(1—a)2

05(1-a)2

D= 0502

This could be similar to a scenario where each node
represents a professional hub. During the daytime, people
travel mostly between the two places for work (@ = 0),
but at night, traffic is localized at the individual nodes
(ax=1).



Fig. 2.

Demand Patterns 1 (left) and 3 (right)

C. Duopoly Setting

1) Symmetric Players: For this setting, we have § = 0.5,
so each player has a fleet size of 500 autonomous vehicles.
We study the effects of the demand multiplier m and the
demand distribution parameter o on player profits.

o Nature of the equilibrium : When the players are sym-
metric, we end up with a symmetric equilibrium where
both players choose identical prices, supply patterns and
rebalancing flows. This observation is intuitive and in line
with the findings of [20] and [6].

o Effect of m : As the multiplier m increases, player profits
are found to increase across all demand patterns. This can
be attributed to higher price points and higher utilization
of vehicles as m increases (Refer Fig. [3). Intuitively,
for small values of m (like m = 0.5), the demand is
much smaller compared to supply, so the players cannot
operate at full capacity which leads to costs either in
terms of re-balancing or parking costs. Additionally, the
smaller demand forces the players to lower their prices
because higher prices will alienate most of the passengers.
However, in the high demand regime (m = 2), players have
the flexibility to set high prices and still capture a sizeable
portion of the market. Also, their fleets are operating close
to full capacity which leads to higher revenues and lower
incurred costs.

o Effect of a : For demand patterns 1 and 2, as we increase
a from % gradually to 1, the demand across the network
becomes unbalanced. This leads to lowering of player
profits. This observation is aligned with the findings of
[10]. One possible reason for this finding is that as demand
gets more unbalanced, the operating inefficiencies for the
players increase. For example, let us consider the case with
o =1 for pattern 2. All the demand is restricted to arcs
e1; and epp. So, many vehicles which serve customers
along ey, are forced to re-route empty back to node
1 (Refer Fig. [). Re-balancing incurs costs and reduces
the profits. However, in demand pattern 3, player profits
remain unchanged with variation in o. This is because
there is no need for re-balancing (the demand in the cross-
arcs match exactly). So, the player just has to choose the
steady state supply at each node optimally.

2) Asymmetric Players: For this setting, we will look at
values of B < 0.5, so player A has a smaller fleet than player

gl arcs (a = 0.5)

= arcen(a=1)

=eesarcez(a=1)
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Fig. 3. Variations with m and « for demand pattern 2. For the plot on
the right, when o = 0.5, we report only one price because all edges have
same price. When a = 1, we report pj; and pj» because other arcs have
zero demand.

 Profit — 234!

z=0,r=118

Fig. 4. Demand Pattern 1 under m = 2. As « increases from 0.5 to 1,
demand gets restricted to ey and ej7. r2; increases rapidly leading to decline
in profits.

B. Note that we do not consider 8 > 0.5 because it is identical
to the (1 — f3) scenario (where the identities of players are
reversed).

o Big player, Big profits : We find that as we decrease 8 from
0.5 (asymmetry increases), player B’s profits increase. The
increase in profit is much more significant in the higher
demand regime (m = 2) compared to the low demand
regime (m = 0.5). This outcome is expected because at
high demand, owning a larger fleet provides player B with
a large competitive advantage over player A. With increase
in asymmetry, the market approaches a monopoly market
for player B. It is well-known that monopoly markets are
inefficient, so intuitively it appears that the total size of
the market served would decrease with decrease in f.



However, surprisingly, that does not seem to be the case.
Player B’s market share definitely increases when it has
a larger fleet at its disposal, but the total market served
remains unchanged with changes in 3.

o Forced market exits : Asymmetry creates other adverse
effects. In the high demand regime, the player with the
smaller fleet might be forced to exit certain markets
because serving out of multiple locations may not be
profitable with a small fleet. This gives rise to ‘localized
monopolies’ where the larger player has unilateral control.
This leads to high prices and is not favorable for the
passengers. Refer to Fig. [5] where we identify a scenario
where this phenomenon is observed.

PaA = 0.6 pa= 0.7
pg = 0.55 (@) pr—0.55 (b)
paq =0.69 pa =09
pp = 0.6 pp = 0.6
pa =077
pp =0.77 (c)
pa=1
pp = 0.8
Fig. 5. Setting with a =1 and § = 0.2 for demand pattern 1. (a) m = 0.5,

(b) m=1.0, (¢) m=2.0. Player A forced out on ey for m =2.0.

D. Regulations

In this segment, we will explore how different forms of
regulation affect the dynamics of the marketplace. We will
specifically look at rwo types of price regulation :

1) Parking costs at nodes

2) Penalties on re-balancing vehicles
Also, note that we will study regulations only in the high de-
mand regime (m = 2). The purpose of regulations is primarily
to prevent strategic behavior from players (like unnecessary
re-balancing of empty vehicles) that leads to unfavorable
outcomes for passengers or the network as a whole (lesser
passengers served, more congestion on the network). That
is why regulations generally would not be imposed in the
low demand regime (because demand < supply and fleets
are already under-utilized, incentive to engage in strategic
behavior is small) and there is no motivation to study those
scenarios.

e Regulations affect players’ profits disparately : We
find that when players are highly asymmetric (small )

and demand is unbalanced, regulations affect the larger
player’s profits much more than the smaller player. Since
the regulations are in the form of high parking costs or
penalties for re-balancing vehicles, they have negligible
effect on the smaller player because it has no re-balancing
or parked vehicles (its entire fleet is serving demand).
However, regulations do not necessarily lead to passenger
welfare because prices increase and number of rides
completed, decreases. Refer Tables [ITI] and

Consider the scenario with demand pattern 2 and o = 1.
This means that there is high demand originating in node
1. The intuition here is that players would try to capture
the high demand at node 1 by re-routing empty vehicles
from node 2 to node 1 or keep a large supply at node 1.
So, one possible form of regulation could be to increase
parking costs at node 1 and penalize empty vehicles on
e>1. We simulate the scenario with and without regulation.
We set § =0.2.

Metrics el e €21 (%)
#Rides completed (A) 200 0 - -

#Rides completed (B) 200 200 - -
Prices (A) 0.77 | 1.00 - -
Prices (B) 0.77 0.8 - -

TABLE III
RESULTS WITHOUT REGULATIONS IN PLACE, PLAYER A’S PROFIT = 134
AND PLAYER B’S PROFIT = 254,

Metrics el e e | exn
#Rides completed (A) 200 0 - -

#Rides completed (B) 200 150 - -
Prices (A) 0.77 | 1.00 - -
Prices (B) 0.77 | 0.85 - -

TABLE IV
RESULTS WITH REGULATIONS IN PLACE, PLAYER A’S PROFIT = 134 AND
PLAYER B’S PROFIT = 157. PRICES INCREASE AND # RIDES COMPLETED
DECREASES.

o Network effects of regulation : One consistent pattern
that we observe in our numerical experiments is that the
larger player does not use all its fleet to serve customers
even when the total demand across the network is high.
This means that a lot of passengers go unserviced which
is clearly not a favorable outcome for social welfare.
In this segment, we investigate if regulations can be
used appropriately to compel the larger player to serve
more demand instead of parking/re-balancing vehicles
deliberately. Since we operate in the high demand regime
(m = 2), price regulations have negligible effect on the
smaller player.

Consider the following setup of demand pattern 1 with
a =0.75. Set B =0.2 which indicates that the players are
highly asymmetric and player B’s fleet is 4 times the size
of player A’s fleet. We re-define p¢ slightly to include a
regulatory component:

ij ol i)
¢ =Dy tVv



where p;f represents the transit cost on the edge (that
applies to all vehicles) while v/ is a penalty that applies
only to re-balancing vehicles on e;;. For now, we set
p’bf = 0.1 for all ¢;; € «/. When there is no regulation,
v =0V ;. We report our solutions in the form of a
table. Variables/parameters which are arc-dependent are
reported as 2 x 2 matrices while node-dependent quantities
are reported as vectors of size 2 x 1.

Scenario 1 (No regulation) : Observe that player B

Variables/Parameters Values
Parking cost (p.) [0;0]
Penalty for re-balancing (v) [10,0];[0,0]]
Supply (mp) [495;303]
Prices (1) 0.71,0.5]:[0.73,0.55]]
Rides (xp) 200, 111];[200, 103]
Rebalancing (rp) [[0,89];10,0]]
Idling Vehicles [95;0]
TABLE V
SCENARIO 1

has a large number of vehicles (95) idling at node 1
(Table [V). Total supply at node 1 is 495, out of which
200+ 111 =311 serve passengers while 89 are routed to
node 2 for re-balancing. All the supply at node 2 is used
to serve demand. The most intuitive regulation here is to
impose parking costs at node 1.

Scenario 2 We have now increased the parking
Variables/Parameters Values
Parking cost (p.) [0.5;0]
Penalty for re-balancing (v) [[0,0];10,0]]
Supply (mp) [400; 400]
Prices (pg) [[0.71,0.5];[0.73,0.55]]
Rides (xp) [200, 111];[200, 105]
Rebalancing (rp) [[0,89];[0,0]]
Idling Vehicles [0,95]
TABLE VI
SCENARIO 2

cost at node 1 to 0.5 (Table [VI). As we can see, it has
no impact on player B whatsoever in terms of prices
or passengers served. Player B only adjusts the supply
in such a way that the idling vehicles from earlier are
now parked at node 2. This also highlights that localized
regulations may not always produce the desired effect.

Scenario 3 : We now impose an additional regulation
in terms of parking costs at node 2. This does force
player B to use some of the extra supply for serving
demand along ey, (rides served increases from 105 to
116). However, this is not a good outcome because it has
created a scenario where the number of vehicles moving
around without any passengers has increased significantly.
The intuition here is that the RSP finds it more favorable
to route the extra supply on the network (because there
are no penalties currently) than actually serve demand.

The key takeaways from this discussion are as follows :

Variables/Parameters Values
Parking cost (p.) [0.5;0.5]
Penalty for re-balancing (v) [[0,0];[0,0]]
Supply (mp) [463,337]
Prices (pp) [[0.71,0.5];[0.73,0.5]]
Rides (xp) [[200, 111];[200, 116]]
Rebalancing (rp) ([43,109];[21,0]]
Idling Vehicles (0,0
TABLE VII
SCENARIO 3

1) Regulations do not affect all players in the same way.
They affect the larger player in the market significantly
more than the smaller player.

2) Localized regulations often may not have the desired out-
come. This is primarily due to network effects. Since the
RSP has control over its whole supply, it can circumvent
local price regulations by diverting supplies in the most
cost-effective way possible.

3) This also gives us some insights into how we can design
effective regulations for ride-sharing marketplaces with
autonomous vehicles. The regulations need to be coordi-
nated over the entire network to achieve the best possible
outcome.

V. CONCLUSION & FUTURE SCOPE

In this paper, we use game theory to study the networked
competition of two players in the ride-sharing marketplace
where the players have fully autonomous fleets. We propose
a non-linear demand function that captures the effect of one
player’s price on the other. Unlike linear demand functions
in literature, we show that the non-linear form does not
admit a potential function, so it is technically challenging
to solve. We propose an iterative algorithm to compute
the equilibrium of the game for any general form of the
demand function. We use our model to empirically study
properties of the equilibrium under a variety of settings
like asymmetric competition and price regulations and
develop insights that can help regulators design informed
policies/regulations for these markets that can achieve
desired outcomes like increased passenger welfare.

There are several interesting avenues of future work. One
immediate extension is to investigate the equilibrium of this
game under incomplete information settings. It may also be
worthwhile to explore if it is possible to provide formal
convergence guarantees or find necessary conditions for the
convergence of our iteration algorithm. In our work, we
highlight why it is important to coordinate regulations across
the network. Designing effective price regulations that take
network effects into account, could be another interesting
direction of work.
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APPENDIX
A. Analysis of Observation 2

Consider player A’ s optimization problem in [2] Since
x| are functions of py, we will substitute x7s throughout
the problem. Additionally, define C;; = 1 D% (1 +pj). Since
we are solving player A’s optimization problem given the
prices of player B, we treat C;; as constants. Now, we
will convert this constrained optimization problem into an
unconstrained one by constructing the Lagrangian (.¢). Let
us define the Lagrangian multipliers associated with some of
the constraints we need :

o K; for (2b)

o L;; and H;; for the lower and upper bounds in (2¢)

. Qij for (2f)

Therefore, we have the following first order KKT condition

0.Z
—7 =Cn (—1+2py' —pt' +ps —Ki) —Liy +Hiy =0
ap,

— —1+2p) —plt 4 pl K =0

3)

Note that we have already argued about why L;; and Hj;
can be zero (from complementary slackness). Also, C;; # 0.
We can obtain a similar condition involving "/141 :

A

1n_ 1
507 = Pe —Pe T K1
ary ¢ ¢

—011=0 4)

Combining Eqgs. I and I we get p
derive similarly for all other p”’

= J(1+011). We can

B. Proof of Observation 3

Proof: We will prove this by contradiction. Suppose,
there exists a potential function & for this game. Let Uy ()
and Ugp(-) represent the objectives of players A and B
respectively. Then the following must hold :

0® Uy 1 .. i o i

R

aCI) aUB 1

o8 %o (1)
B

8CI>_8UA_ i i dUg JP

8rj{ B 8rj{ “hem P = 8rg B 8rg

0P JdUy  ; JUg IP

omi,  omy ' Omly  omiy

It is easy to see that 7/, Bj, mA and m% will appear in ®(-)

as linear terms. Now, we will try to reconstruct the rest of
®(-) from the conditions above.

o 1 .. . g
i-:*D”(1+pé)<1*2p/1+p2’*p2)
apy 2
1 .. y
= O = fD”l—i-’// 1—2p + )dp +Y ®(p
%2 ( pB)pA( P+ p — pi)dp} Z

= X0k oy )+ Xk~ ) ()
L L]

Note that W(+) is purely a function of pgj, otherwise it would

have contributed terms to ;q,)] This also gives us :
P4
P 1 A . ;o
= 20 (P = pl) = ()?) + ¥ ()
dpg 2

But, we know that ;IZ- =1Di(1+pY) (1 —2pl +
Therefore, we must have :

DY +pl) (1 =20 + PV~ pl)

:%Dij< J(1+pi —pl)— (pi{)2>+‘1‘/(193)

—pi)-



This gives us an expression for w( pg). But it turns out to be
a function of both p and p} which is clearly a contradiction.
This concludes the proof. [ ]

C. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof: In this proof, we will recycle the same tech-

niques we used in the last proof. Since this is an if and only
if statement, we need to prove both directions.
(<=) We know that the demand function f(pa, pg) is of the
form g(pa)+h(pg). Suppose, there exists an exact potential
function admitted by this demand function. Let’s call it ®.
Then, the following must hold :

od B . .
— Dl L !
57 = 2 () 1)+ Gl 4 11)
P i ij N R
— —D”( (Pg) +h(pi)+s (pé)(pé—pC’+Pe>)

Ipy

P 0P IP L)
a']’ag’am and BmB
the same as in the earlier proof and we will reuse them
directly. By reconstruction from the partial wrt p%/ 4 » @ should

be of the following form :

D= ZD” ( N+h(p)+pl— )+Z‘P
—Zpe (1 +- i) + Y (ph = pl) (1 +rB)
i ij

=W (pid) + D pili (pi) which should be

The other partial derivatives

equal to D"f( o #)-+h(p)+& (P (P — Pl + L) ). Now,
since ¥’ (pj) is only a function of pj, the following must
be true :

PR (p) = h(pY)

hpy)
—3>=h(pg)
A

Therefore, h(p) must be the zero function or h(p) = Cp.
Since h(p) represents the effect of the competitor’s price
on a player’s demand, h(p) = 0 is unrealistic. Therefore,
h(p) = Cp. Also, note from the properties of the demand
function f(p,q) that ‘3—{; > 0. This implies C > 0 (we have
already ruled out the zero case).

( = ) For this direction, we have to show that if
there is a demand function f(pa,ps) = g(pa) +h(pg) with
h(pp) = Cpp for some C > 0, then it admits a potential
function. So, if we can come up with a valid potential
function, we are done. We claim that the following is
a potential function for the game for the above demand
function :

@ = ZD” [P + Pl + (v~ pi) (2(pi)) + 8P

+CZD”pApB X7 (i + +Z L=y ()
iJ

It can be easily verified that the above is a potential function
for this game. This concludes the proof. [ ]
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