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Abstract— We investigate a traffic assignment problem on
a transportation network, considering both the demands of
individual drivers and of a large fleet controlled by a central
operator (minimizing the fleet’s average travel time). We for-
mulate this problem as a two-player convex game and we study
how the size of the coordinated fleet, measured in terms of share
of the total demand, influences the Price of Anarchy (PoA). We
show that, for two-terminal networks, there are cases in which
the fleet must reach a minimum share before actually affecting
the PoA, which otherwise remains unchanged. Moreover, for
parallel networks, we prove that the PoA is monotonically non-
increasing in the fleet share.

Index Terms— Transportation networks, Game theory, Traf-
fic control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Traffic assignment problems typically assume that traffic
demand consists of drivers exhibiting selfish behavior to
minimize travel time. However, technological advancements
have introduced new services (ride-sourcing services, nav-
igation apps) that, due to their widespread adoption, can
influence the behavior of a substantial portion of drivers,
potentially leading to a paradigm shift. Specifically, the
providers of such services may leverage their position to
minimize overall fleet metrics, such as total travel time, rather
than optimizing individual user experiences. This approach,
while potentially disadvantaging some users, aims to attract
and retain users by providing lower travel times on average.
In the following, we refer to groups of vehicles controlled
by a central operator aiming to minimize the fleet’s average
travel time as coordinated fleets. This work aims to study the
impact that the presence of a coordinated fleet has on traffic
efficiency in terms of the price of anarchy (PoA).

Contribution: We formulate the problem as a two-player
game, with one player associated with the individual users
and the other with the coordinated fleet. We study this game
by using a well-known reformulation in terms of solution
to a Variational Inequality (VI) (see [1], [2]). Specifically,
we establish conditions ensuring that the operator of the VI
associated to our game is strongly monotone. On the one
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hand, strong monotonicity ensures equilibrium uniqueness.
On the other hand, through this property we are able to
provide meaningful insights about the relationship between
traffic efficiency and the share of the coordinated fleet in
two-terminal networks. Using the Price of Anarchy (PoA)
as a measure of traffic efficiency [3], we prove that the
unique equilibrium and the PoA are Lipschitz continuous
functions of the fleet share. Additionally, we derive sufficient
conditions for the existence of a minimum share below which
the presence of a coordinated fleet has no effect on traffic
efficiency. Finally, for parallel networks, we show that the
PoA, the flow of individual users, and the shortest travel time
at equilibrium are monotonically non-increasing functions of
the fleet share, suggesting improved efficiency for larger fleet
share.

Related work: The multi-class traffic assignment problem
was initially defined in [4]. Coordination among users of the
same class was introduced in [5], where sufficient conditions
for equilibrium existence and uniqueness are established, and
then extended to more general settings in [6]. The impact on
efficiency of coordinated classes was first considered in [7]
for a three-class problem with:

• individual users, aiming at reducing individual travel
time;

• a coordinated fleet, aiming at reducing overall fleet
travel time; and

• a system-optimal fleet, aiming at reducing the system’s
average travel time.

Numerical simulations in [7] show that sufficiently large
coordinated and system-optimal fleets can lead to system
optimality even in the presence of individual users.

Two-class problems are considered in [8]–[12]. Specifi-
cally, [8]–[10] consider a two-class problem, with individual
users and a system-optimal fleet: [8] and [9] derived methods
to compute the minimum share of system-optimal users
necessary to induce system optimality, while [10] studied the
trade-off between the magnitude of the improvement and the
cost of deployment for the network manager.

More closely related to our contribution, [11] and [12]
both consider a two-class problem with individual users
and one coordinated fleet. In [11], sufficient conditions for
equilibrium existence and uniqueness are derived. Such con-
ditions are slightly weaker than the ones we use in this paper
and are not sufficient to ensure strong monotonicity, which
is instead crucial in our analysis. Their work also proposes
two algorithms for the computation of the equilibrium and a
control scheme to converge to the equilibrium in a dynamical
framework.
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Similarly to our work, in [12], the authors study the impact
of coordinated fleets on traffic efficiency. First, they provide
an example on a network with multiple origin-destination
pairs and show that coordinated fleets can have detrimental
effects on efficiency. Then, they investigate the minimum
fleet size necessary to achieve system optimality and the
maximum fleet size for which the user equilibrium persists,
developing mathematical programs to compute them. They
also provide analytical results about the threshold effect
associated with the coordinated fleet size on efficiency, but
only for parallel networks. In our work, instead, conditions
under which a minimum size of the coordinated fleet is
needed to affect the PoA are provided for general networks
with a single origin-destination pair. Moreover, we derive
results about the monotonicity of the PoA in the case of
parallel networks.

Paper organization: The model and the main concepts
are defined in Section II. Strong monotonicity, existence and
uniqueness conditions are given in Section III. Section IV
discusses the effect of a coordinated fleet on traffic efficiency
as a function of the fleet size. Section V contains numerical
studies illustrating our theoretical findings and providing in-
teresting insights about extending this work to more general
settings. Section VI contains concluding remarks and future
perspectives.

II. A TWO-CLASS ROUTING GAME

The transportation network is modeled as a directed graph
G = (N ,L ), with node set N and link set L , with links
representing roads of the network and nodes representing
junctions between them. Let O ⊆ N , called origins, be
the subset of nodes from which exogenous traffic demands
can access the network. Analogously, let D ⊆ N , called
destinations, be the subset of nodes through which traffic
can exit the network. Define the set of origin-destination
pairs (OD pairs) K = {(o,d) |o∈O,d ∈D}. Let Pk denote
the set of paths associated with OD pair k and let P :=
∪k∈K Pk. Let N, L, K, Pk and P be the cardinalities of N ,
L , K , Pk and P , respectively. Let A be the link-path
incidence matrix defined as

Al p =

{
1, l ∈ p
0, l /∈ p

. (1)

Suppose now that G supports two classes of demand,
namely class S and class C. Class S consists of selfish
individual users, whereas class C consists of a coordinated
fleet. Let Di be the total demand of class i, i = S,C. Each
OD pair k is associated with a fraction Di

k > 0, i = S,C,
of the total demand, i.e, ∑k∈K Di

k = Di. Let D := DS +DC

be the total demand. For each class i ∈ {S,C}, we define
the flow vector of class i zi ∈ RP

≥0 representing the traffic
assignment of traffic demand Di over the network paths. The
set of feasible flows of class i is

Z i :=
{

zi ∈ RP
≥0 : ∑

p∈Pk

zi
p = Di

k, ∀k ∈ K

}

and let Z =Z S×Z C. Each flow vector zi is associated with
the load vector of class i ( f i := Azi, i = S,C) representing
the load of each link of the network for class i. Then, the
set of feasible loads of class i is

F i := { f i ∈ RL
≥0 : f i = Azi, for some zi ∈ Z i}

and let F = F S ×FC. Let the flow vector z := (zS,zC) and
the load vector f := ( f S, f C) be the concatenations of the
flow and load vectors of the two classes and let Z := zS +
zC, F := f S + f C be the aggregate flow and load vectors,
respectively. The assignment of the two classes of vehicles is
determined by the delay functions characterizing the network
links.

Definition 1 (Delay functions): For every l ∈ L , the de-
lay dl : R≥0 → R≥0 of link l is a non-negative, strictly in-
creasing and C2([0,+∞)) function with d′

l(0)> 0, depending
on the aggregate flow Fl on link l only. Moreover, for every
p ∈ P , the function dp : RL

≥0 → R≥0 is the delay of path p
and corresponds to the sum of the delays of the links included
in p:

dp(F) = ∑
l∈L

Al pdl(Fl). (2)

The fact that link delays depend only on the aggregate
load means that the two classes of vehicles affect the link
delays in the same way.

We are interested in characterizing the equilibrium loads of
the traffic assignment problem emerging from the interaction
of the vehicle classes S and C. To do this, we reformulate the
problem as a two-player game, by associating each class to
a strategic player. The strategy of each player corresponds to
the load vector f i with strategy set F i, i= S,C, respectively.
The cost functions that player S and player C have to
minimize in order to attain the goals of the traffic assignment
problem are the following:

US( f ) := ∑
l∈L

∫ f S
l

0
dl(r+ f C

l )dr, (3)

UC( f ) := ∑
l∈L

f C
l ·dl(Fl). (4)

In deriving the cost function for player S we used a well-
know reformulation of the Wardrop equilibrium of strategic
agents in class S as an optimization problem (with potential
function as in (3)), [13, Chapter 3]. The cost of the player
C instead is the total travel time of vehicles in class C.

Definition 2 (Equilibria): An equilibrium load of the two-
class congestion game is a load vector f ∗ = ( f S∗, f C∗

) such
that

f S∗ := argmin
f S∈F S

US( f S, f C∗
),

f C∗
:= argmin

fC∈F S
UC( f S∗, f C).

(5)

All the feasible flows z∗ = (zS∗,zC∗
) such that f ∗i = Az∗i, i=

S,C are called equilibrium flow.
Note that from the fundamental theorem of calculus,

f C
l ·dl(Fl) =

∫ fC
l

0
(dl( f S

l + r)+ r ·d′
l( f S

l + r))dr.



Hence (4) can be rewritten as

UC( f ) = ∑
l∈L

∫ fC
l

0
(dl( f S

l + r)+ r ·d′
l( f S

l + r))dr. (6)

The functions inside the integral in (6), that is,

ml( fl) := dl(Fl)+ f C
l ·d′

l(Fl). (7)

are known as marginal delay functions [3, Chapter 18].
We prove that under appropriate assumptions on the

marginal delays ml( fl), the game in (5) is convex.
Lemma 1: US( f ) is convex in f S for any f C. Moreover,

if
∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

> 0, ∀ f S
l , f C

l ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ L , (8)

then UC( f ) is convex in f C for any f S.
Proof: First, since dl is twice continuously differen-

tiable, ∀l ∈ L , the same is true for U s. The Hessian matrix
of US with respect to f S is

∇
2US( f ) = diag

(
d′

l(Fl)
)
≻ 0

Hence, U s is convex in f S, for any f C. As for UC, condi-
tion (8) ensures that its Hessian matrix with respect to f C is
positive definite:

∇
2UC( f ) = diag

(
∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

)
≻ 0

Hence, UC is convex in f C, for any f S.
Remark 1: The convexity of the cost functions (3) and

(4) implies that any equilibrium flow z∗ must satisfy the
following Wardrop conditions [13, Chapter 3]:

zS
p
∗
> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pdl(F∗
l )≤ ∑

l∈L

Alrdl(F∗
l ), ∀r ∈ P, (9)

zC
p
∗
> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pml( f ∗l )≤ ∑
l∈L

Alrml( f ∗l ), ∀r ∈ P. (10)

In words, at equilibrium, each vehicle in class S uses a
path among those of shortest delay, whereas each vehicle
in class C uses a path among those of shortest marginal
delay. Conditions (9) and (10) will be of key importance
when proving the results in Section IV.

III. VARIATIONAL INEQUALITY FORMULATION AND
STRONG MONOTONICITY

Under condition (8), the two-class routing game is convex
and is equivalent to the following variational inequality (VI)
[1, Proposition 1.4.2]:

(φ − f ∗)⊤H( f ∗)≥ 0, ∀φ ∈ F , (11)

where
H( f ) = ((dl(Fl))l∈L ,(ml( fl))l∈L ) , (12)

that is, equilibria of the two-class routing game correspond
to solutions of (11).

The main result of this section consists in providing suffi-
cient conditions for the operator H of such VI to be strongly

monotone on Ω := [0,D]2L ⊃ F , that is, for guaranteeing
that

∃c> 0 : (H(x)−H(y))⊤(x−y)≥ c||x−y||2, ∀x,y∈Ω. (13)

The strong monotonicity of H not only ensures the unique-
ness of the solution of (11) [1, Theorem 2.3.3], but also
allows us to assess the impact of the fleet size onto traffic
efficiency, as we shall demonstrate in the next section.

Proposition 1: The operator H in (12) is strongly mono-
tone on Ω if (8) holds and

d′
l(Fl)>

1
4

∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

, ∀ f S
l , f C

l ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ L . (14)

Proof: From [1, Proposition 2.3.2], we know that the
operator H is strongly monotone on an open set U if and
only if its jacobian matrix is uniformly positive definite on
U , i.e.,

∃η > 0 : φ
⊤JH( f )φ ≥ η ||φ ||2, ∀φ ∈ R2·|L |

+ , ∀ f ∈ U .

The condition above is equivalent to

∃η > 0 : JH( f )−ηI ⪰ 0, ∀ f ∈ U . (15)

Our proof proceeds in two steps: i) using the fact above
we show that (14) implies that H is strongly monotone on
int(Ω), ii) we show that strong monotonicity extends to Ω

by continuity.
i) We study the positive semi-definiteness of JH −ηI by

examining its symmetric part Jsym
H ( f )−ηI, where Jsym

H ( f )
is the symmetric part of JH . Define

Σ1( f ) := diag(d′
l(Fl))−ηI,

Σ2( f ) := diag
(

1
2

∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

)
,

Σ3( f ) := diag
(

∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

)
−ηI,

then

Jsym
H ( f )−ηI =

(
Σ1( f ) Σ2( f )
Σ2( f ) Σ3( f )

)
,

where we used the identity d′
l(Fl) +

∂ml( fl)
∂ f S

l
= ∂ml( fl)

∂ fC
l

. If

Σ1( f ) is positive definite, then Jsym
H ( f )−ηI is positive semi-

definite if and only if its Schur complement Σ( f ) := Σ3( f )−
(Σ1( f ))−1Σ2

2( f ) is. Σ1( f ) and Σ( f ) are positive definite and
positive semi-definite in int(Ω), respectively, if the following
conditions hold for all l ∈ L :

d′
l(Fl)−η > 0, ∀ f S

l , f C
l ∈ (0,D), (16)

∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

−η −

(
∂ml( fl)

∂ fC
l

)2

4(d′
l(Fl)−η)

≥ 0, ∀ f S
l , f C

l ∈ (0,D). (17)

By Definition 1,

∃η1 > 0 : η1 < min
l∈L

min
f S
l , fC

l ∈[0,D]
d′

l(Fl).



Hence (16) holds for any η ≤ η1. Now, let

Kl(η , fl) =
∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

−η −

(
∂ml( fl)

∂ fC
l

)2

4(d′
l(Fl)−η)

,

K(η) := min
l∈L

min
f S
l , fC

l ∈[0,D]
Kl(η , fl).

We aim at proving that K(η) > 0 for η small enough, as
that would imply (17). To this end, observe that given (8),
(14) is equivalent to

∂ml( fl)

∂ f C
l

−

(
∂ml( fl)

∂ fC
l

)2

4d′
l(Fl)

> 0, ∀ f S
l , f C

l ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ L .

Since the l.h.s of the above condition is continuous in fl
and the condition holds strictly for every l ∈ L and any
f S
l , f C

l ∈ [0,D], then K(0) > 0. We next prove that K(η) is
continuous in η ∈ I = [0,η1) by showing that

Kl(η) := min
f S
l , fC

l ∈[0,D]
Kl(η , fl)

is continuous, for every l. By continuity in both arguments
of Kl(η , fl), for every ε > 0,

∃δ > 0 : |η−µ|+|| fl−gl ||< δ ⇒|Kl(η , fl)−Kl(µ,gl)|< ε.
(18)

Take η3, η4 ∈ I such that |η3 − η4| < δ and define the
minimizers f ηi

l ∈ [0,D]2 : Kl(ηi, f ηi
l ) = Kl(ηi). Then, by (18)

with fl = gl = f ηi
l we obtain

0 ≤ |Kl(ηi, f ηi
l )−Kl(η j, f ηi

l )|< ε, i = 3,4, i ̸= j.

Hence,

Kl(ηi, f ηi
l )> Kl(η j, f ηi

l )− ε ≥ Kl(η j)− ε, i = 3,4, i ̸= j.

The above implies

Kl(ηi)> Kl(η j)− ε, i = 3,4, i ̸= j.

Combining the two conditions above we get

|Kl(η3)−Kl(η4)|< ε.

Hence, Kl(η) is continuous, ∀l ∈ L , thus K(η) is continu-
ous, as it is point-wise minimum of continuous functions.

The continuity of K(η) together with K(0) > 0, implies
that there exists η2 such that (17) is satisfied for all l ∈ L ,
for any η ∈ [0,η2). The existence of η1 and η2 ensure the
existence of η > 0 such that (16) and (17) hold for all l ∈L .
Therefore, there exists a η small enough such that (15) holds
on int(Ω), thus H is strongly monotone in int(Ω):

∃c > 0 : (H(x̃)−H(ỹ))⊤(x̃− ỹ)≥ c||x̃− ỹ||2, ∀x̃, ỹ ∈ int(Ω).
(19)

ii) Now, observe that cl(int(Ω)) = Ω. Then, consider any
x,y ∈ Ω and let {x(n)}, {y(n)} ⊂ int(Ω) be two sequences
converging to x and y, respectively. Then,

(H(x(n))−H(y(n)))⊤(x(n)− y(n))≥ c||x(n)− y(n)||2, ∀n.

By taking the limit and using the continuity of H,

(H(x)−H(y))⊤(x− y)≥ c||x− y||2.

This means that strong monotonicity of H extends to Ω.
The strong monotonicity of H ensures the uniqueness of
the solution of (11), that is, of the equilibrium load f ∗.
In [11], weaker conditions similar to (14) were derived to
ensure the uniqueness of the equilibrium load. Our slightly
stronger conditions are needed to guarantee that H is strongly
monotone and that thus the following assumption holds.

Assumption 1: Suppose that the operator H in (12) is
Lipschitz and strongly monotone in Ω = [0,D]2L.
Again, we remark that sufficient conditions for strong mono-
tonicity to hold are given in Proposition 1, whereas Lips-
chitz continuity follows from the smoothness of delay and
marginal delay functions (defined on a compact set).

Remark 2: A class of delay functions that satisfy condi-
tions (8) and (14), thereby ensuring strong monotonicity of
(12), consists of polynomial functions of degree at most 3
with non-negative coefficients and strictly positive derivatives
on [0,+∞), see [11] for similar examples. This demonstrates
that assuming strong monotonicity is not too restrictive, as
this property holds for a relevant class of delay functions.

IV. PRICE OF ANARCHY

The total delay experienced by all the vehicles travelling
across the network is defined as

T ( f ) := ∑
l∈L

Fl ·dl(Fl). (20)

A feasible load minimizing T ( f ) is called an optimal load
(denoted by Fω ∈F ). Then, the Price of Anarchy is defined
as the ratio between the total delay attained at the (unique
under Assumption 1) equilibrium f ∗ and the minimum total
delay:

PoA :=
∑l∈L F∗

l ·dl(F∗
l )

∑l∈L Fω
l ·dl(Fω

l )
≥ 1. (21)

We aim to study how the size of the coordinated fleet affects
the PoA. From now on, we focus our attention on two-
terminal networks.

Assumption 2: The network has a single OD pair. Let
DS = (1−α)D and DC = αD represent the demand of class
S and C entering the network from its unique origin, where
α is the share of class C, which we refer to as the fleet share.

We provide three main results in this section. First, we
prove that the equilibrium load and the PoA are Lipschitz
continuous functions of the fleet share α . Second, we derive
a sufficient condition for the existence of a minimum fleet
share below which the coordinated fleet has no impact on
the PoA. Finally, we show that the PoA of the equilibrium
load is a non-increasing function of α for the case of parallel
networks. To make explicit their dependence on α , we will
indicate the feasible set by F (α) the equilibrium load as
f ∗(α) and we will indicate as PoA(α), dl(α), ml(α) the
PoA and the associated delay and marginal delay functions
at equilibrium.



A. Lipschitz continuity

Proposition 2: Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The equi-
librium load f ∗(α) is Lipschitz continuous in α , i.e., there
exists k > 0 such that

∀α1,α2, || f ∗(α2)− f ∗(α1)|| ≤ k|α2 −α1|. (22)

Proof: Assume w.l.o.g. that α1 < α2. Define v :=
(−vS,vC), where

vS :=
α2 −α1

1−α1
f S∗(α1), vC :=

α2 −α1

α2
f C∗

(α2),

are scaled versions of f S∗(α1) and f C∗
(α2), respectively,

both associated with a total demand equal to (α2 −α1)D
and such that

0 ≤ vS ≤ f S∗(α1), 0 ≤ vC ≤ f C∗
(α2).

Since vS and vC are both associated with a total demand
equal to (α2 −α1)D, it must hold that

0 ≤ vi
l ≤ (α2 −α1)D, ∀l ∈ L , i = S,C,

which implies that ||v||2 ≤ 2LD2(α2 −α1)
2. Hence ||v|| ≤

k′|α2 −α1|, with k′ =
√

2LD. Now, define

f (1) = f ∗(α2)− v ∈ F (α1), f (2) = f ∗(α1)+ v ∈ F (α2).

By (11), one can write

( f (i)− f ∗(αi))
⊤H( f ∗(αi))≥ 0, i = 1,2.

By summing these two inequalities and using the definition
of f (i), one gets

(H( f ∗(α2))−H( f ∗(α1)))
⊤v ≥

(H( f ∗(α2))−H( f ∗(α1)))
⊤( f ∗(α2)− f ∗(α1))≥

c|| f ∗(α2)− f ∗(α1)||2,
(23)

where the last line follows from strong monotonicity of H
over Ω (notice that F (αi) ⊂ Ω, i = 1,2). From Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality and (23)

c|| f ∗(α2)− f ∗(α1)||2 ≤ ||H( f ∗(α1))−H( f ∗(α2))|| ||v|| ≤
≤ Q · || f ∗(α1)− f ∗(α2)|| · k′|α2 −α1|,

where Q is the Lipschitz constant of H. The proof is complete
by picking k = Qk′/c.
Since the PoA is Lipschitz continuous in the equilibrium load
and the flows are defined on a bounded set, the PoA is also
a Lipschitz continuous function of α .

B. Critical fleet share

A first question that one may ask is if introducing a
coordinated fleet always helps in reducing the PoA. In this
section, we show that this is not the case. Specifically, we
derive a sufficient condition under which there is a positive
minimum critical fleet size needed to induce changes in the
PoA.

Theorem 1 (Critical fleet size): Let P i(z(α)) indicate
the set of paths used by class i at the equilibrium flow z(α),
i=C,S, respectively. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Suppose

that ∃α̃ ∈ (0,1) such that f ∗(α̃) admits an equilibrium flow
z∗(α̃) such that PC(z∗(α̃))⊆ PS(z∗(α̃)). Then,

f ∗(α) =

(
f S∗(α̃)+

α̃ −α

α̃
f C∗

(α̃),
α

α̃
f C∗

(α̃)

)
, (24)

and PoA(α) = PoA(0), ∀α ∈ [0, α̃].
Proof: Consider the equilibrium load f ∗(α̃) and the

associated equilibrium flow z∗(α̃). Clearly,

zS
p
∗
(α̃)> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pdl(α̃)≤ ∑
l∈L

Alγ dl(α̃), ∀γ ∈ P,

zC
p
∗
(α̃)> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pml(α̃)≤ ∑
l∈L

Alγ ml(α̃), ∀γ ∈ P.

(25)
Consider the following feasible flow (obtained by moving
part of the flow from C to S):

z∗(α) =

(
zS∗(α̃)+

α̃ −α

α̃
zC∗

(α̃),
α

α̃
zC∗

(α̃)

)
. (26)

We show that z∗(α) is an equilibrium flow when the fleet
share is α , i.e.,

zS
p
∗
(α)> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pdl(α)≤ ∑
l∈L

Alγ dl(α), ∀γ ∈ P,

zC
p
∗
(α)> 0 ⇒ ∑

l∈L

Al pml(α)≤ ∑
l∈L

Alγ ml(α), ∀γ ∈ P.

(27)
We prove each of the above conditions. The first easily
follows after noticing that i) z∗(α) and z∗(α̃) induce the
same aggregate load, i.e., F∗

l (α) = F∗
l (α̃), so none of the

path delays has changed, and ii) the set of paths used by
vehicles in class S is the same, i.e., PS(z∗(α̃)) =PS(z∗(α))
(since PC(z∗(α̃))⊆PS(z∗(α̃)) ). Hence, the first inequality
in (25) ensures that all vehicles in class S still use shortest
delay paths. As for the second condition, similarly, one has to
prove that vehicles in class C still use shortest marginal delay
paths. Because of the expression of (26), one can observe
that:

• PC(z∗(α)) = PC(z∗(α̃))⊆ PS(z∗(α̃));
• for every p ∈ P , since the aggregate loads have not

changed, the marginal delay is

mp(α) = ∑
l∈L

Al p

(
dl(α̃)+

α

α̃
f C
l
∗
(α̃)d′

l(α̃)
)
,

By multiplying the first inequality in (25) by 1−α/α̃ , the
second one by α/α̃ , then summing them, one obtains

mp(α) = ∑
l∈L

Al p

(
dl(α̃)+

α

α̃
f C
l
∗
(α̃)d′

l(α̃)
)
≤

≤ ∑
l∈L

Alγ

(
dl(α̃)+

α

α̃
f C
l
∗
(α̃)d′

l(α̃)
)
= mγ(α),

(28)

∀p ∈ PC(z∗(α)), ∀γ ∈ P . Hence, every PC(z∗(α)) is
still a shortest marginal delay path. Therefore, z∗(α) is a
equilibrium flow when the fleet share is equal to α . The
equilibrium load associated with z∗(α) is

f ∗(α) =

(
f S∗(α̃)+

α̃ −α

α̃
f C∗

(α̃),
α

α̃
f C∗

(α̃)

)
,



which must correspond to the unique equilibrium of the
problem.

To conclude, notice that for all α ∈ [0, α̃] all links have
the same aggregate load. Hence PoA(α) = PoA(0) for all
α ∈ [0, α̃].

C. PoA monotonicity for Parallel Networks

In this section, we show that the PoA is non-increasing in
the fleet share α under the following assumptions.

Assumption 3: G is a parallel network, that is, it consists
of an OD pair connected by finitely many links directed from
the origin node to the destination node. Again let α be the
fleet share.

Assumption 4: The delay function dl is convex, ∀l ∈ L .
The assumption of parallel networks simplifies the analysis
as, in that case, the notion of link and path coincides. The
convexity of the delay functions instead ensures that d′

l(Fl)
is non-decreasing in Fl . Note that in particular this implies
the following monotonicity property

F̄l > Fl and f̄ C
l > f C

l ⇒ ml( f̄l)> ml( fl). (29)

Let θ(α) and µ(α) indicate the minimum delay and the
minimum marginal delay realised at equilibrium when the
fleet share is α , respectively. Observe that, since links and
paths coincide, the equilibrium condition implies

l ∈ L S(α)⇒ dl(F∗
l (α)) = θ(α),

l ∈ L C(α)⇒ ml( f ∗l (α)) = µ(α).

Proposition 3: Let Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 hold. Suppose
there exists α1,α2 ∈ (0,1) such that α1 < α2 and L S(α1) =
L S(α2) and L C(α1) = L C(α2). Then,

1) θ(α1)≥ θ(α2);
2) µ(α1)≤ µ(α2);
3) f S

l
∗
(α1)≥ f S

l
∗
(α2), ∀l ∈ L ;

4) f C
l
∗
(α1)≤ f C

l
∗
(α2), ∀l ∈ L .

Proof: Since L i(α1)=L i(α2), i= S,C, let us indicate
both as L i, i = S,C for convenience. Along with them, con-
sider also the set L C\S := L C \ (L S ∩L C), corresponding
to the set of links used by class C only. Notice that also this
set remains constant in passing from α1 to α2. Also, since
it is used by vehicles of class C only,

f C
l
∗
(αi) = F∗

l (αi), ∀l ∈ L C\S, i = 1,2. (30)

We distinguish two cases: If L C\S = /0 the conclusion
follows from Theorem 1. We next discuss the case in which
L C\S ̸= /0.
1) By contradiction, suppose that θ(α1) < θ(α2). This
implies that the aggregate load increased on all links in L S,
i.e., F∗

l (α1)< F∗
l (α2), ∀l ∈ L S. Now, since the demand of

class S decreased, there must exist a link j ∈ L S such that
the load of class S on it decreased, i.e., f S

j
∗
(α1)> f S

j
∗
(α2).

The latter fact, combined with the increase of the aggregate
loads on all link in L S, implies that the load of class C
on link j increased, i.e., f C

j
∗
(α1) < f C

j
∗
(α2). By (29), the

increase of both the aggregate load and the load of class C

on link j implies that its marginal delay increased. Hence,
µ(α1)< µ(α2).

On the other hand, the fact that the aggregate load in-
creased on all links in L S implies that the aggregate demand
directed toward the set L S increased, which is equivalent
to say that the aggregate demand toward the set L C\S

decreased. Then, there must be at least one link e ∈ L C\S

whose aggregate load decreased, i.e., F∗
e (α1) > F∗

e (α2).
From (30), this is equivalent to f C

e
∗
(α1) > f C

e
∗
(α2), which

implies that µ(α1) > µ(α2), contradicting what proved
above. Therefore, θ(α1)≥ θ(α2).
2) From 1), θ(α1)≥ θ(α2), which implies that the aggregate
load on none of the links in L S can increase. This implies
that the aggregate demand toward L S cannot increase, which
is equivalent to say that the aggregate demand toward L C\S

cannot decrease. From (30), this means that the demand asso-
ciated with class C directed toward L C\S did not decreased.
Hence, there exists e ∈ L C\S such that f C

e
∗
(α1)≤ f C

e
∗
(α2).

Hence, µ(α1)≤ µ(α2).
3) By contradiction, suppose that ∃l ∈ L S | f S

l
∗
(α1) <

f S
l
∗
(α2). Since on all links in L S the aggregate load did not

increase (Fl(α1)≥ Fl(α2)), the above implies that f C
l
∗
(α1)>

f C
l
∗
(α2). This implies µ(α1)> µ(α2), contradicting point 2).

4) Suppose that there ∃l ∈ L C | f C∗
l (α1) > f C∗

l (α2). By
point 3) we also know that f S∗

l (α1) ≥ f S∗
l (α2). Hence

Fl(α1)>Fl(α2). By (29), this implies µ(α1)> µ(α2), which
contradicts 2).

Remark 3: The result above and its proof implicitly as-
sumes that (L S ∩ L C) ̸= /0. To see that this is always
true, assume by contradiction that (L S ∩L C) = /0. Then,
it follows

∀l ∈ L S(α), ml( f ∗l (α)) = dl(F∗
l (α)) = θ(α),

∀e ∈ L C(α), me( f ∗e (α))> de(F∗
e (α))≥ θ(α),

which is impossible as vehicles in class C at equilibrium
must use links of minimal marginal delay.

Proposition 4: Let Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 hold. Sup-
pose there exists α1,α2 ∈ (0,1) such that α1 < α2
and L S(α1) = L S(α2) and L C(α1) = L C(α2). Then,
PoA(α1)≥ PoA(α2).

Proof: First of all, notice that it suffices to consider only
the numerator (20) of PoA, as its denominator is constant.
The numerator (20) can be written as follows:

T ( f ∗(α)) = ∑
l∈L

f S
l
∗
(α) ·dl(α)+ ∑

l∈L

f C
l
∗
(α) ·dl(α) =:

:= T S( f ∗(α))+TC( f ∗(α)).

From 1) of Proposition 3,

T S( f ∗(α2)) = ∑
l∈L

f S
l
∗
(α2) ·dl(F∗

l (α2)) =

= θ(α2) ∑
l∈L

f S
l
∗
(α2)≤

≤ θ(α1) ∑
l∈L

f S
l
∗
(α2) =

= ∑
l∈L

f S
l
∗
(α2) ·dl(F∗

l (α1)).

(31)



Moreover, because of 3) of Proposition 3, one can observe
that

f C∗
(α1)+( f S∗(α1)− f S∗(α2)) ∈ FC(α2).

Therefore, if one defines ϕ := f S∗(α1)− f S∗(α2)≥ 0:

TC( f ∗(α2)) = ∑
l∈L

f C
l
∗
(α2) ·dl(F∗

l (α2))≤

≤ ∑
l∈L

( f C
l
∗
(α1)+ϕ) ·dl(F∗

l (α1)),
(32)

where the inequality follows from the fact f C
l
∗
(α2) mini-

mizes ∑l∈L f C
l · dl( f S

l
∗
(α2) + f C

l ). The proof is concluded
after noticing that summing the inequalities (31) and (32)
one gets

T ( f ∗(α2))≤ ∑
l∈L

( f S
l
∗
(α1)+ f C

l
∗
(α1)) ·dl(F∗

l (α1)) =

= ∑
l∈L

F∗
l (α1) ·dl(F∗

l (α1)) = T ( f ∗(α1)).

Theorem 2 (PoA monotonicity): Let Assumptions 1, 3
and 4 hold. PoA(α) is non-increasing in the fleet share α .

Proof: Proposition 2 establishes that the equilibrium
load f ∗(α) is a Lipschitz continuous function of α and
Proposition 4 ensures that on any interval over which the
support of the two vehicles classes is constant, the flow of
links used by class S can only decrease and that of class C
can only increase. Hence it must be that for any α1 < α2,
L S(α2)⊆L S(α1) and L C(α1)⊆L C(α2). Since there are
a finite number of links, there are a finite number of points
in which the support of either class S or C changes. Since: i)
the PoA is Lipschitz continuous, ii) it is non-increasing with
α for any interval in which the support doesn’t change and
iii) the support changes in a finite number of points, one can
conclude that the PoA is non-increasing with α everywhere.

V. EXAMPLES

Below, we present two examples. The first example aims
to illustrate the theoretical results presented in the preceding
section. The second example, on the other hand, aims to
suggest which results can be expected to persist in more
general contexts and which may not.

Example 1: Consider the example in Figure 1. The plots
showcase the evolution of the PoA(α), the equilibrium loads
f i
l
∗
(α), l = 1,2,3, i = S,C, and the link delays dl(α), l =

1,2,3, as functions of α , for α varying in [0,1]. According
to Proposition 3 and Theorem 2, the three plots demonstrate
that Price of Anarchy, the flows associated with class S and
the minimum delay at equilibrium are non-increasing in the
fleet share α , while the flows associated with class C are non-
decreasing in α . Notice also that, as long as α ≤ α̃ ≈ 0.25,
the support of C is included in that of S and PoA(α) =
PoA(0) for any α ≤ α̃ , consistently with Theorem 1. Hence
this is an example in which a minimum fleet size (α̃) is
needed for affecting the PoA.

Fig. 1: Example of parallel network. Link labels stand for
the link delays. We set D = 4. In the bottom row, violet
lines refer to the top link, green lines refer to the middle
link and light-blue lines refer to the bottom link. Solid lines
with circles refer to the flows associated with class S, while
dashed lines to those associated with class C. Finally, the
vertical gray dashed lines identify the changes occurring in
the support of the two vehicle classes as α varies.

Fig. 2: Example of network consisting of seven links and four
paths. Link labels stand for the link delays. We set D = 3. In
the bottom row, blue lines refer to Path 1, orange lines refer
to Path 2, yellow lines refer to Path 3 and magenta lines to
Path 4. Solid circled lines refer to the flows associated with
class S, while dashed lines to those associated with class C.
Finally, the vertical grey dashed lines identify the changes
occurring in the support of the two vehicle classes as α

varies.



Example 2: Consider the example in Figure 2. The plots
depict the behavior of the PoA(α), the unique equilibrium
path flows zi

p
∗
(α), p = 1,2,3,4, i = S,C and the path delays

dp(α), p= 1, . . . ,4, as functions of α , for α varying in [0,1].
Although not guaranteed in general, in this case uniqueness
of the equilibrium flow z∗(α) follows from the uniqueness
of the equilibrium load f ∗(α), ∀α ∈ [0, 1]. This is due to
the fact that each path of the network in Figure 2 possesses
a link not shared with any other path. This means that the
load of a class on that link determines the flow of the class
on the corresponding path. Hence, since the equilibrium load
is unique, so is the equilibrium flow. Now, as in the parallel
network case, the PoA, the equilibrium flows associated with
class S and the minimum path delay are non-increasing with
respect to α . Different from parallel networks, we note that
in this simulation the path flows associated with class C are
instead not necessarily monotone (see the flow of path 4).
Whether monotonicity of the PoA can be proven in this more
general case remains an open problem.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study contributes to a better understanding of the
impact exerted by coordinated fleets of vehicles on the
efficiency of transportation networks. Under the assumption
of strong monotonicity, for the case of two-terminal networks
we highlight two phenomena. Firstly, we identify settings in
which the coordinated fleet needs to reach a certain threshold
of share in the total demand before affecting the PoA of
the unique equilibrium load. Secondly, we proved that for
parallel networks, the PoA weakly decreases as the share of
the coordinated fleet increases.

The future perspectives we aim to explore are multiple. On
the one hand, we would like to characterize more precisely
the threshold phenomenon associated with coordinated fleet
share, providing conditions that clearly outline the occur-
rence of this phenomenon. On the other hand, we would
like to investigate whether the monotonicity of the PoA
and equilibrium flows persists in the case of more general
two-terminal networks, as suggested by the last example in
Section V. Lastly, we also aspire to expand the discussion
to networks with multiple origins and destinations. For
this setting, we remark that [12] already proved that PoA
monotonicity does not hold in general. Yet, we believe
that establishing sufficient network conditions guaranteeing
that the presence of coordinated fleets improves network
efficiency would represent an important future contribution.
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