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Abstract

One key in real-life Nash equilibrium applications is to calibrate players’ cost
functions. To leverage the approximation ability of neural networks, we proposed
a general framework for optimizing and learning Nash equilibrium using neural
networks to estimate players’ cost functions. Depending on the availability of
data, we propose two approaches (a) the two-stage approach: we need the data
pair of players’ strategy and relevant function value to first learn the players’ cost
functions by monotonic neural networks or graph neural networks, and then solve
the Nash equilibrium with the learned neural networks; (b) the joint approach: we
use the data of partial true observation of the equilibrium and contextual informa-
tion (e.g., weather) to optimize and learn Nash equilibrium simultaneously. The
problem is formulated as an optimization problem with equilibrium constraints
and solved using a modified Backpropagation Algorithm. The proposed methods
are validated in numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

The concept of Nash equilibrium, introduced by John Nash [Nash Jr, 1950, Nash et al., 1950], has
found widespread application in various domains, including transportation systems [Fisk, 1984], fi-
nancial markets [Lin et al., 2024], and healthcare operations [Fargetta et al., 2022]. This fundamental
game-theoretic concept can be formally defined as follows: Consider a non-cooperative game with
N players, where each player i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , N selects a strategy xi from their feasible strategy set
Ki ⊆ Rni to minimize their cost function θi(xi, x−i). Here, x−i denotes the collective strategies
of all players except player i. The Nash equilibrium can be formulated as a system of N coupled
optimization problems:

{
min θi(xi, x−i)

s.t. xi ∈ Ki

}N

i=1

(1)

A Nash equilibrium is reached when no player can unilaterally deviate from their current strategy
to achieve a lower cost, given the strategies of all other players. Mathematically, a strategy profile
x∗ = (x∗

1, . . . , x
∗
N ) constitutes a Nash equilibrium if and only if:

θi(x
∗
i , x

∗
−i) ≤ θi(xi, x

∗
−i), ∀xi ∈ Ki, ∀i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , N (2)

This condition encapsulates the essence of strategic stability in non-cooperative games, where each
player’s strategy is optimal given the strategies of all other players.
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In practical applications of Nash equilibrium, the cost functions θi(xi, x−i) are often subject to un-
certainties arising from incomplete information, environmental variability, and unpredictable future
events. To address these stochastic elements, researchers have increasingly employed sophisticated
stochastic programming techniques [Xu and Sen, 2023, 2024, Zhang and Sen, 2024a,b]. These meth-
ods provide a robust framework for modeling and solving optimization problems under uncertainty,
allowing for more realistic representations of complex decision-making scenarios.

The development of advanced computational infrastructure, such as the Computational Operations
Research Exchange (cORe) [Deng et al., 2019], has significantly enhanced the implementation and
dissemination of these stochastic methods across various domains. This cyber-infrastructure facili-
tates the integration of advanced algorithms, data management, and collaborative research, thereby
accelerating progress in the field of stochastic optimization.

While stochastic programming offers powerful tools for modeling uncertainty in Nash equilibrium
problems, it is important to note its limitations. Traditional approaches often rely on predefined
probability distributions and scenario generation techniques, which may not fully capture the intri-
cate complexities and interdependencies present in real-world cost functions. This constraint high-
lights the need for more flexible and adaptive methodologies capable of representing and solving
increasingly complex Nash equilibrium problems under uncertainty.

Historically, cost functions in Nash equilibrium problems have often been manually estimated from
empirical studies based on historical data (e.g., [Manual, 1964]). However, this approach may lack
accuracy and flexibility in accommodating real-time conditions. To address these limitations, we
propose approximating the cost function θi(xi, x−i) using neural networks rather than traditional
empirical functions. Neural networks, a cornerstone of artificial intelligence and machine learn-
ing, have demonstrated remarkable efficacy in approximating complex functions across diverse do-
mains, include but not limied to machine learning [Du et al., 2024], image processing [Dan et al.,
2024a,b], anomaly detection [Chung et al., 2024], and natural language understanding [Alshemali
and Kalita, 2020]. Leveraging the generality and capability of neural networks, we present two novel
approaches for optimizing and learning Nash equilibrium. The main contributions of this study are
as follows:

• We introduce a learn-then-optimize approach and a learn-and-optimize approach for the
simultaneous optimization and learning of Nash equilibrium.

• In the learn-then-optimize approach, we develop a method to construct monotonic neural
networks and a mix-of-experts architecture to build graph neural networks for learning the
cost function. Subsequently, we solve the Nash equilibrium using these learned neural
network representations.

• For the learn-and-optimize approach, we explore an end-to-end learning algorithm that
directly learns the Nash equilibrium from data, bypassing the need for explicit cost function
estimation.

These approaches represent a significant advancement in the field, offering more adaptive and data-
driven methods for solving Nash equilibrium problems in complex, real-world scenarios.

The remainder of this study is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the mathematical
formulation for Nash equilibrium. Section 3 presents the general frameworks for the two approaches,
followed by Section 4, where the solution algorithms are developed. In Section 5, we validate the
proposed models and algorithms in numerical experiments. Section 6 concludes this study and
points out future directions.

2 Mathematical Formulation of Nash equilibrium

We start by presenting a tractable reformulation of the Nash equilibrium (1). The following proposi-
tion establishes the equivalence between a Nash equilibrium and the solution to a set of inequalities
named variational inequality (VI; e.g., [Facchinei and Pang, 2003]).
Definition 1. (VI problem). Given a set K ⊆ Rn and a function F : K → Rn, the variational
inequality, denoted as VI(K,F ), is to find a vector x∗ ∈ K such that

(x− x∗)TF (x∗) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K
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Proposition 1. (Equivalence between Nash equilibrium and VI). Let the feasible set of player i’s
strategy Ki ⊆ Rni be convex and closed. Suppose that with other players’ strategy x−i fixed,
player i’s cost function θi(xi, x−i) is convex and continuous differentiable in xi. Then the set of
all players’ strategy x ≜ {xi}Ni=1 is a Nash equilibrium if and only if it solves VI(K,F), where
K ≜

∏N
i=1 xi and F(x) ≜ {∇xiθi(x)}

N
i=1. In other words, the definition of Nash equilibrium in

Eq. (1) is equivalent to the VI problem (3) below:

(x− x∗)TF(x∗) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K (3)

Remark 1. The proposition above provides the “vanilla” version of the equivalence between Nash
equilibrium and VI. For more advanced versions please refer to [Facchinei and Pang, 2003].
Remark 2. Since we have reformulated the Nash equilibrium (1) as a VI (3), we can directly esti-
mate the function F(·) in (3) instead of the function {θi(·)}Ni=1 in (1) using neural networks. In the
following section, we will discuss how to design neural networks to estimate the function {θi(·)}Ni=1.

3 The Overall Modeling Framework

With the VI formulation of Nash equilibrium in Section 2, we are now ready to introduce the overall
modeling framework for optimizing and learning Nash equilibrium. Based on the availability of
data, we propose two approaches: a two-stage approach in Section 3.1 that first learns the players’
functions using neural networks and then optimizes the Nash equilibrium with the learned neural
networks, and a joint approach in Section 3.2 that simultaneously learns the players’ functions and
optimizes the Nash equilibrium.

3.1 A two-stage approach: first learn then optimize

Suppose that we have the data of the pair {(x̂m, F̂
m
(x̂m))}Mm=1 in Eq. (3), namely players’ strategy

and relevant function value, then we propose a two-stage approach:

• First stage: Learn the function F(·) in Eq. (3) from the data of the pair {(x̂m, F̂
m
(x̂m))}Mm=1.

Denote Fλ(·) as the neural network with parameters λ to approximate the function F(·), then the
problem to learn the function F(·) in this stage can be formulated as to minimize the loss function
in training a neural network as follows:

min
λ

M∑
m=1

ℓ[Fm
λ (x̂m), F̂

m
(x̂m)] (4)

where ℓ(·) represents the loss function for training the neural network.

• Second stage: With the functions of the players, Fλ(·), learned in the first stage, we solve the
equivalent VI problem of the Nash equilibrium using the functions approximated by neural net-
works. The formulation of this stage can be written as below:

(x− x∗)TFλ(x
∗) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K (5)

The key to this two-step approach is to design the neural network Fλ(·) in the first stage appro-
priately so that the Nash equilibrium (5) in the second stage is solvable. How to design the neural
networks properly will be introduced in Section 4.1.

3.2 A joint approach: learn and optimize simultaneously

Suppose that we only have the partial true observation of the Nash equilibrium {x̂m}Mm=1 and con-
textual information (e.g., weather) {dm}Mm=1, then we develop a joint approach to learn the function
F(·) in Eq. (3) and optimize the Nash equilibrium simultaneously. Let d ≜ {dm}Mm=1. Denote
Fλ(·) as the neural network approximation for function F(·), x∗ as the solution of the VI(K,Fλ),
ℓ(x∗, x̂m) as the loss function between the computed Nash equilibrium solution x∗ and the observed
true Nash equilibrium data x̂m. Then the joint approach can be formulated as an optimization prob-
lem below.

3



min
λ

L ≜
∑M

m=1 ℓ(x
∗, x̂m)

s.t. (x− x∗)TFλ(x
∗,d) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K

(6)

In Eq. (6) above, the objective is to minimize the total loss between the computed Nash equilibrium
solution and the observed true Nash equilibrium data. This objective is the same as that in traditional
machine learning. The main difference with traditional machine learning is that Eq. (6) includes
constraints. In particular, the constraints in Eq. (6) are formulated as a VI problem, namely, the
solution of Eq. (6) needs to satisfy Nash equilibrium conditions.

4 Solution Algorithms

In this section, we develop the solution algorithms for the proposed general framework to optimize
and learn Nash equilibrium in Section 3. In Section 4.1, we introduce how to solve the two-stage
approach that first learns the players’ functions and then optimizes the Nash equilibrium using the
learned functions. Section 4.2 presents the algorithm for solving the joint approach that simultane-
ously learns the players’ functions and optimizes the Nash equilibrium.

4.1 Algorithm for the two-stage approach

In this section, we discuss two approaches for constructing neural networks so that the approxima-
tion of cost functions is accurate and the Nash equilibrium is solvable. The neural networks could
be either monotonic, or capture the interaction between the players by a graph structure. The design
of the monotonic neural network and the graph neural network are presented in Sections 4.1.1 and
4.1.2, respectively. Section 4.1.3 introduces how to solve the Nash equilibrium with the learned
neural networks.

4.1.1 Monotonic neural network

Many existing algorithms for solving VI require the monotone property of the function F(·) (e.g.,
[Facchinei and Pang, 2003]). Let K ∈ Rn, we say that a multivariate function f : K → R is
partially monotonically increasing with respect to xi if

f(x1, ..., x
0
i , ..., xn) ≤ f(x1, ..., x

1
i , ..., xn), ∀x0

i ≤ x1
i .

A simple way to construct a monotonic neural network is to constrain signs on its weights. Unfor-
tunately, this construction does not work with popular non-saturated activation functions as it can
only approximate convex functions. We consider an approach to maintain the monotone property
for neural networks. The main steps are listed below. The pseudo-code for constructing a monotonic
neural network is summarized in Algorithm 1. Theoretical guarantee for the prediction accuracy is
established in Proposition 2.

• Design constrained linear layer. Let f : Rn → Rm, given an (m× n)-dimensional matrix
W , we define the operation | · |t assigning an (m × n)-dimensional matrix |W |t to W
element-wise as follows:

(|W |t)i,j =


|wi,j | if ∂f(x)i

∂xj
≥ 0, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m}

−|wi,j | if ∂f(x)i
∂xj

≤ 0, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m}
wi,j o.w.

Let the linear coefficient W ∈ Rn×m, the bias b ∈ Rm and the output h ∈ Rm. The
constrained linear layer is constructed as

h = |W T |t · x+ b.

• Build combined activation function. Let Ā denote the set of all zero-centered, monotoni-
cally increasing, convex, lower-bounded functions. We will build three functions

4



ρ̄ ∈ Ā

ρ̂(x) = ρ̄(−x)

ρ̃(x) =

{
ρ̄(x+ 1)− ρ̄(1) if x < 0
ρ̂(x− 1) + ρ̄(1) o.w.

Let s = (s̄, ŝ, s̃) such that s̄ + ŝ + s̃ = m. Then the output of the combined activation
function ρs : Rm → Rm is defined element-wise as follows:

ρs(h)j =

{
ρ̄(hj) if j < s̄
ρ̂(hj) if s̄ < j < s̄+ ŝ
ρ̃(hj) o.w.

(7)

• Construct monotone constrained fully connected layer. Let y ∈ Rm be the output, then the
monotone constrained fully connected layer is

y = ρs(|W T |t · x+ b).

Algorithm 1: Construct Monotonic Neural Network
Initialization: x ∈ K, ρ̄ ∈ Ā, W ∈ Rn×m, and b ∈ Rm.
Step 1: Set h = |W T |t · x+ b.
Step 2: Construct ρs(h) based on Eq. (7).
Step 3: Set y = ρs(|W T |t · x+ b).
Step 4: Output y.

Proposition 2. (Universal approximation) Any multivariate continuous monotone function on a
compact subset of Rm can be approximated with a monotone-constrained neural network of at most
m layers using ρs as the activation function.

4.1.2 Graph neural network

Graph neural networks have emerged as a powerful tool for tackling various problems in structured
data domains. These networks leverage the inherent graph structure of many datasets, where data
points and their relationships can be naturally represented as graphs. The design of the graph neural
network is shown in Fig. 1. The proposed graph neural network distinguishes itself from a stan-
dard graph convolutional network by incorporating a mix-of-experts architecture, which allows for
dynamic weight gating in the network, thresholding the contributions for three experts (tackling dif-
ferent types of nodes). This results in a model that can adapt more flexibly to complex data patterns,
i.e., the node type, attribute, and adjacent matrix of the network. This enhances prediction accuracy
across the flow graph structures.

Figure 1. The structure of the proposed graph neural network.

The proposed mix-of-experts neural network type model consists of two main components: the
expert blocks and the mix-of-experts graph neural network module. Each expert block is a simple

5



neural network module that processes input features through a graph convolutional network layer
followed by a linear transformation and non-linear activation functions. It aims to capture node-
specific patterns in the data. The mix-of-experts graph neural network module integrates three expert
blocks and applies a gating mechanism to dynamically weigh the contributions of each expert to the
final prediction. This allows the model to adaptively leverage different experts based on the input
features.

Algorithm 2: Extragradient Algorithm

Initialization: x0 ∈ K and τ>0.
Step 0: Set k = 0.
Step 1: If xk solves the VI(K,Fλ), stop.
Step 2: Compute

xk+1/2 = ΠK(xk − τFλ(x
k)),

xk+1 = ΠK(xk − τFλ(x
k+1/2));

set k ← k + 1 and go to Step 1.

4.1.3 Solving the Nash equilibrium

With the neural network approximation Fλ(·) learned in the previous sections, the second-stage
problem is a VI problem in Eq. (5). With the monotonicity of Fλ(·) guaranteed in Section 4.1.1,
any algorithm for solving the monotone VI can be used to solve Eq. (5).

In this section, we use the extragradient algorithm to solve the VI problem in Eq. (5), which is based
on a projection operator. The pseudo-code of the extragradient algorithm is in Algorithm 2.

Definition 2. (Projection operator). The projection operator ΠK with respect to the Euclidean
norm is defined as

ΠK(x) = argmin
x∗∈K

∥x− x∗∥ .

4.2 Algorithm for the joint approach

In order to solve the joint approach in Eq. (6), we propose a modified Backpropagation Algorithm.
Similar to the traditional Backpropagation Algorithm, our modified Backpropagation Algorithm
includes forward and backward passes. The main difference includes: (a) In the forward pass, we
need to solve the Nash equilibrium; (b) In the backward pass, when we update the gradient using the
chain rule, the calculation of the first term ∂L

∂x is the same as that in a normal neural network, while
the calculation of the second term ∂x

∂λ relies on implicit function theorem. The pseudo-code of the
modified Backpropagation Algorithm is in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Modified Backpropagation Algorithm
Forward Pass:

Step 1: Use Algorithm 2 to compute the Nash equilibrium x∗:

(x− x∗)TFλ(x
∗,d) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K

Step 2: Calculate the loss between x∗ and data:

L ≜
M∑
i=1

ℓ(x∗, x̂m)

Backward Pass: Update the gradient

∂L

∂λ
≜

∂L

∂x

∂x

∂λ
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5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we validate the proposed models and algorithms in numerical experiments. Section
5.1 introduces the setting of our experiments. The results of the two-stage approach are presented in
Section 5.2. The results of the joint approach are shown in Section 5.3.

5.1 Setting of the congestion game

As a special case of Nash equilibrium, the congestion game has been studied for over fifty
years [Wardrop, 1952, Sheffi, 1985]. The basic setting of the congestion game is as follows. Sup-
pose there is a network with a set of nodes N and a set of arcs A. Travelers in this network want
to travel from origins in a set O ⊆ N to destinations in a set D ⊆ N . Denote W as the set of
origin-destination (OD) pairs, namelyW ⊆ O ×D. There is a set of path Pw connecting each OD
pair w ∈ W . Travelers’ total demand for each OD pair w ∈ W is denoted as dw. Let ca(·) and Cp(·)
be the cost function for each arc a ∈ A and each path p ∈ Pw, respectively. In the literature, the arc
cost function is the BPR function [Manual, 1964] as in Eq. (8), which is a polynomial function.

ca(•) = ta ×

(
1 + b

[
•
αa

]4)
, ∀a ∈ A (8)

Notate δa,p as the indicator function to represent whether a path p ∈ Pw includes an arc a ∈ A or
not. If a path p ∈ Pw includes an arc a ∈ A, then δa,p = 1; δa,p = 0 otherwise. Assume that the
arc costs are additive, the path cost function of a traveler using path p ∈ Pw can be calculated as the
summation of the costs of all arcs along the path as in Eq. (9) below.

Cp(•) =
∑
a∈A

[ca(•)× δa,p], ∀p ∈ Pw,∀w ∈ W (9)

The network we used in the experiments is the Braess Network, as in Fig. 2, which contains four
nodes and five arcs. All travelers want to go from the origin node to the destination node. In a Nash
equilibrium state, no traveler can reduce the travel time by unilaterally switching the path.

Figure 2. The Braess network.

5.2 Results of the two-stage approach

In this section, we present the result of the two-stage approach using the solution algorithm proposed
in Section 4.1. The accuracy of the monotonic neural network and the graph neural network for
approximating the arc cost function (8) is demonstrated in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2, respectively.
With the trained neural networks, in Section 5.2.3, we solve the congestion game and present the
equilibrium solution.
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Arc 1 Arc 2 Arc 3

Arc 4 Arc 5

Figure 3. Predicted travel times and true travel times under different
traffic flow conditions using the monotonic neural networks.

5.2.1 Results of the monotonic neural network

We use Algorithm 1 to construct the monotonic neural network to approximate the travel time func-
tions for all arcs in the Braess network. Each of the five arcs is approximated using one monotonic
neural network. When the feature range in the dataset is narrow, we apply data standardization solely
to the training dataset. Additionally, we record the minimum and maximum values of the features
from the training dataset. This enables us to standardize the test dataset while preventing data leak-
age. The comparison between predicted travel times from the monotonic neural networks and the
true travel time values under different traffic flow conditions are summarized in Fig. 3. Results show
that our proposed design of the monotonic neural network can guarantee monotonicity. Moreover,
the proposed monotonic neural network provides accurate predictions for travel times under various
traffic flow conditions, i.e., the prediction errors are within 10−5.

(a) Training loss (b) Prediction v.s. ground truth

Figure 4. Training loss and prediction error for the graph neural network.

5.2.2 Results of the graph neural network

We show the results of the mix-of-experts graph convolutional network proposed in Section 4.1.2.
There are three types of arcs in the Braess network, namely (a) arc 1 and 4, (b) arc 2 and 3, and
(c) arc 5. Therefore, we introduce three experts in the mix-of-experts model. Each expert is in
charge of one type of arc. The overall training loss and prediction error of the graph neural network
are summarized in Fig. 4, while the comparison between the predicted travel times and the true
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Figure 5. Prediction v.s. ground truth for three types of arcs using the graph neural network.

travel times for each type of arc is shown in Fig. 5. Results reveal that our proposed graph neural
network provides accurate prediction for the travel times in the Braess network. In particular, the
mean squared errors for the results in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 are within 10−7.

5.2.3 Results of the congestion game

With the monotonic neural network approximation learned from the first stage, we then use the
extragradient algorithm to solve the congestion game. The Nash equilibrium solution for flows on
each arc is shown in Fig. 6. We observe an interesting phenomenon in this network. As listed in
Table 1, if we remove arc 5 in the Braess network, the travel time and vehicle miles traveled will
decrease by 19.2% and 18.2%, respectively. This validates the Braess’s paradox: road construction
in a transportation network could make congestion even worse.

Figure 6. Flows on each arc under a Nash equilibrium state in the Braess network.

Table 1. The Braess’s paradox.

The Braess Network The Braess Network without Arc 5
Travel Time 4.36 3.52

Vehicle Hours Travelled 0.22 0.18

5.3 Results of the joint approach

We again use the Braess network in Fig. 2, and the travel time function (8) for each arc now includes
contextual information (e.g., weather) d:

ca(•; d) = ta ×

(
1 + b

[
•

α(d)a

]4)
(10)

where ta = (1, 2,
√
2,
√
3, 1), and α(d) ≜ α̃ ⊙

(
1 + P[−ε,ε](wd)

)
for ε = 0.4 and α̃ =

(0.4, 0.8, 0.8, 0.6, 0.3). The clamp operator P[−ε,ε](·) clamp the value to the range [−ε, ε]. We
sample the vector w uniformly from [−10, 0) and d uniformly from (0, 0.25]. The vector d rep-
resents the raining amount, and the vector w is negative in the sense that a larger raining amount
decreases the capacity of each arc. After obtaining the travel time data, we solve the Nash equilib-
rium problem (3) to derive the equilibrium data x̂ for each data pair as training data.

The neural network structure we use to approximate the travel time function is described in Fig. 7.
We train the algorithm using 700 epochs, and the training loss through time is shown in Fig. 8. We
can observe from the figure that the training loss is as small as 10−5 at the end of the training epochs.
On the test set, the loss is also as small as 10−5.
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Figure 7. Design of the neural network for the joint approach.

Figure 8. Training loss for the joint approach.

To visualize the Nash equilibrium state on both sunny and rainy days, we test two cases with d =
0.05 and 0.2. To obtain the true equilibrium travel flow, we use function (10) to calculate the
travel time and then solve the Nash equilibrium (3). We set d as input and leverage the iteration
algorithm to derive the predicted traffic flows under the Nash equilibrium condition. The capacity
and utilization (i.e., the ratio of traffic flow over capacity) of each arc are presented in Fig. 9. We can
observe from the figure that, on a rainy day, when the capacity of Arc 3 and Arc 4 becomes smaller,
the utilization of those arcs will be larger. This also causes an increase in utilization on Arc 5. On
both rainy and sunny days, the predicted value is close to the true value, with prediction errors less
than 10−5.

Figure 9. Comparison of the predicted flow and true flow values for
the joint approach under different weather conditions.
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6 Conclusion

In this study, we develop a general framework for optimizing and learning Nash equilibrium. Based
on the availability of data, we propose two methods and validate both of them in numerical experi-
ments:

• Given the data of the pair {(x̂m, F̂
m
(x̂m))}Mm=1 in Eq. (3), namely players’ strategy and relevant

function value, we propose a two-stage approach to first approximate players’ cost functions using
monotonic neural network or graph neural network, and then solve the Nash equilibrium using the
learned neural networks.

• Given the data of partial true observation of the equilibrium {x̂m}Mm=1 and contextual information
(e.g., weather) {dm}Mm=1, we develop a joint approach to optimize and learn the Nash equilibrium
simultaneously. A modified Backpropagation Algorithm is proposed to solve this problem.
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