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Abstract

We analyze the convergence of the price of anarchy (PoA) of Nash equilibria in atomic con-
gestion games with growing total demand 7. When the cost functions are polynomials of the
same degree, we obtain explicit rates for a rapid convergence of the PoAs of pure and mixed
Nash equilibria to 1 in terms of 1/T and dynq4 /T, where dyq, is the mazimum demand con-
trolled by an individual. Similar convergence results carry over to the random inefficiency of
the random flow induced by an arbitrary mixed Nash equilibrium. For arbitrary polynomial
cost functions, we derive a related convergence rate for the PoA of pure Nash equilibria
(if they exist) when the demands fulfill certain regularity conditions and dy,q, is bounded
as T — oo. In this general case, also the PoA of mixed Nash equilibria converges to 1 as
T — oo when d,,q, is bounded. Our results constitute the first convergence analysis for the
PoA in atomic congestion games and show that selfish behavior is well justified when the

total demand is large.

Keywords: atomic congestion games, pure and mixed Nash equilibria, price of anarchy

and inefficiency of equilibria

*Z Wu (wuzjOhfuu.edu.cn) is with Institute for Applied Optimization, Department of Artificial Intelligence and
Bigdata, Hefei University, Jinxiu 99, Hefei, Anhui, China.

TR Mohring (rolf.moehring@tu-berlin.de) is with Kombinatorische Optimierung und Graphenalgorithmen
(COGA), Fakultat II-Mathematik und Naturwissenschaften, Institut fiir Mathematik, Sekr. MA 5-1, Technische Uni-
versitat Berlin, Strasse des 17. Juni 136, Berlin, 10623, Germany.

1C Ren (renchunying@emails.bjut.edu.cn) and D Xu (xudc@bjut.edu.cn) are with Department of Operations
Research and Information Engineering, Beijing University of Technology, Pingleyuan 100, Beijing, 100124, China.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.14769v3

Contents

1 Introduction 3
1.1 Our contribution . . . . . . . ... L 4
1.2 Related work . . . . . . .. 6

1.2.1 Existence of equilibria . . . . . . . . ... 6
1.2.2  Worst-case upper bounds on the price of anarchy . . . . . . ... .. ... ... 6
1.2.3 Convergence of the price of anarchy . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... 7
1.3 Outline of the paper . . . . . . . . . . 9

2 Model and Preliminaries 9
2.1 Atomic and non-atomic congestion games . . . . ... ... L. 10
2.2 Atomic, non-atomic and mixed profiles . . . . . . .. .. .. L 11
2.3 Multi-commodity flows and their cost . . . . . ... ... oo oL 11
2.4 Social optima and equilibria . . . . . . . ... L 13
2.5 The price of anarchy . . . . . . . . .. 16

3 Convergence results of the PoAs in atomic congestion games 17
3.1 Convergence results for polynomial cost functions of the same degree . . . . . . . . .. 17

3.1.1 An upper bound for the atomic PoA . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 18
3.1.2 Upper bounds for the mixed PoA and the random PoA . . ... ... .. ... 21
3.2 Concergence results for polynomial cost functions with arbitrary degrees . . . . . . . . 22

4 Summary 25

A Detailed Proofs 30
A.1 The existence of mixed WE flows . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... 30
A.2 Stochastic inequalities . . . . . . . . ... 30
A3 Proofof Lemma 3.3 . . . . . . . e 31
A4 Proof of Lemma 3.4 . . . . . .. 32
A5 Proofof Lemma 3.5 . . . . . .. e 33
A.6 Proof of Theorem 3.3 . . . . . . . . . . . e 36
A7 Proof of Lemma A3 . . . . . .. 53



1 Introduction

The price of anarchy (PoA, [Papadimitriou, 2001]) is an important notion in algorithmic game theory
([Nisan et al., 2007]) and has been investigated intensively during the last two decades in conges-
tion games ([Dafermos and Sparrow, 1969, Rosenthal, 1973]), starting with the pioneering paper of
[Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002] on the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games
([Dafermos and Sparrow, 1969]) with affine linear cost functions. Much of this work has then been
devoted to worst-case upper bounds of the PoA for different types of cost functions 7,(-), and the in-
fluence of the network topology on these upper bounds, see, e.g., [Nisan et al., 2007] for an overview.

Much less attention has been paid to the evolution of the PoA as a function of the growing total
demand, although this is quite important for traffic and transportation networks in which the demands
tend to be high. Only recently, it has been shown empirically ([Youn et al., 2008, O'Hare et al., 2016,
Monnot et al., 2017]) and analytically ([Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020, Wu et al., 2021])
for non-atomic congestion games that the PoA of pure Nash equilibria actually converges to 1 with
growing total demand for a large class of cost functions that includes all polynomials.

Non-atomic congestion games have the special feature that every individual user (player) is in-
finitesimal and controls a negligible amount of demand, and so has a negligible influence on the
performance of the whole game. This can be stated alternatively as that the demands are arbitrar-
ily splittable. Prototypical non-atomic congestion games are traffic networks in which each (travel)
origin-destination pair has an arbitrarily splittable traffic demand that need to be distributed on
paths connecting the origin and the destination. A direct consequence is the essential uniqueness
([Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002]) of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games, which plays
a pivotal role in the convergence analysis of the PoA of pure Nash equilibria by [Colini-Baldeschi et al.,
2016, 2017, 2020] and [Wu et al., 2021].

In general, demands may not be arbitrarily splittable or even may not be split at all. This is
captured by atomic congestion games ([Rosenthal, 1973]). A prototypical such game is a transportation
network in which each user wants to transport a certain unsplittable demand of a good along a single
path of that network. In this case, the congestion game is finite ([Nash, 1950]), and each individual
user is no longer infinitesimal and has a non-negligible influence on the whole game, and thus in
particular on the existence and other properties of Nash equilibria. When the game is unweighted,
i.e., users have equal demands, then pure Nash equilibria exist, but may have different cost and so are
not essentially unique, see, e.g., [Rosenthal, 1973, Roughgarden and Tardos, 2007]. When the game
is weighted, i.e., users have unequal demands, then pure Nash equilibria need not exist and one has to

resort to mized Nash equilibria except for particular cases, see, e.g., [Nash, 1950, Fotakis et al., 200
Harks et al., 2011, Harks and Klimm, 2012].

This raises an important question if and how much the non-negligible role of individuals in atomic



congestion games may influence the total (transportation) inefficiency for growing total (transporta-
tion) demand compared to their negligible role in non-atomic congestion games. This asks for a
convergence analysis of the PoA of both, pure and mized, Nash equilibria for growing total demands

in atomic congestion games.

1.1 Our contribution

To address this question, we study the evolution of the PoA for growing total demand T in atomic
congestion games with unsplittable demands and polynomial cost functions. While our results hold for
arbitrary atomic congestion games, we will mostly use the notation of transportation networks, since
they are more intuitive.

Our analysis covers the PoAs for both, pure and mixed, Nash equilibria. When pure Nash equilibria
exist, then we call the ratio of their worst-case cost over the social optimum cost the atomic PoA,
see (2.8). This distinguishes it from the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games,
which is called the non-atomic PoA in this paper, see (2.9). Since mixed Nash equilibria are probability
distributions, they induce random flows on the transportation network. We then call the ratio of the
worst-case expected cost of these random flows induced by mixed Nash equilibria over the social
optimum cost the mized PoA, see (2.10), and call the ratio of the random cost of the random flow
induced by a specific mixed Nash equilibrium over the social optimum cost the random PoA of that
mized Nash equilibrium, see (2.11).

The atomic PoA measures the inefficiency of selfish deterministic choices, while the mixed and
random PoAs quantify the inefficiency of selfish random choices in expectation and as a stochastic
variable, respectively. They are thus different. In particular, the random PoA is a random variable,
and the atomic PoA is bounded by the mixed PoA, since pure Nash equilibria in atomic congestion
games can be considered as particular mixed Nash equilibria that result in deterministic choices of
users.

We first derive upper bounds on the atomic, mixed and random PoAs for polynomial cost functions
of the same degree, which cover BPR cost functions ([Burcau of Public Roads, 1964]) that are of the
form &, - #® + ~,. In this analysis, we apply the technique of scaling that was used implicitly in
[Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] and formalized and extended in [Wu et al., 2021] and [Wu and Mohring,
2021].

Using this technique, we show that the atomic PoA is 1+ O(%) + O(\/@) when pure Nash
equilibria exist, see Theorem 3.1. Here, T is the total demand and d,,q; is the mazimum demand
over all individuals (simply, mazimum individual demand), which reflects to a certain extent the

41/6

possible influence of an individual. Moreover, we show that the mixed PoA is 14+ O(%) + O( HeE),

see Theorem 3.2b. These upper bounds converge quickly to 1 as T — oo and dm% — 0. We also

explore the probability distribution of the random PoA of an arbitrary mixed Nash equilibrium and



obtain with Chebyshev’s inequalities in Theorem 3.2a that the random PoA is bounded from above by

1/6 1/3
14+ 0(3) + O(C;";‘;g) with an overwhelming probability of 1 — O(le,”}‘}gj ). This shows that an arbitrary

mixed Nash equilibrium is also efficient as a random variable. We further illustrate that both conditions

T — oo and d”%‘“‘ — 0 are necessary for these convergence results, see Example 3.1 and Example 3.2.

We then investigate conditions for the convergence of the atomic PoA and the mixed PoA for
arbitrary polynomial cost functions. We demonstrate first that the conditions T" — oo and d’”% — 0
are no longer sufficient for the convergence of the atomic PoA to 1, since the cost functions may have
different degrees and the (transportation) origin-destination pairs may have asynchronous demand
growth rates. This may result in significantly discrepant influences of different origin-destination pairs
on the limits of the PoAs, see Example 3.3 or [Wu et al., 2021].

To capture these discrepant influences, we employ the asymptotic decomposition technique intro-
duced by [Wu et al., 2021]. We show for arbitrary polynomial cost functions that both, the mixed
PoA and the worst-case ratio of the total cost of the expected flow of a mixed Nash equilibrium over
the social optimum cost, converge to 1 as T" — 0o, when the maximum individual demand d,,,; is
bounded from above by a constant independent of the growth of T, see Theorem 3.3a—b. Note that
the total cost of the expected flow of a mixed Nash equilibrium need not coincide with the expected
cost of the random flow of that mixed Nash equilibrium, which is used in the definition of the mixed
PoA, and that the condition “d,,q. is bounded from above” is necessary for these convergence results,
see Example 3.3. To obtain these results, we have coupled the asymptotic decomposition technique
with Chernorff-Hoeffding inequalities, see Appendices A.6—A.7.

Hence, the atomic PoA converges also to 1 in this general case when pure Nash equilibria exist.
To analyze its convergence speed, we show, with a result by [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] for the
convergence rate of the non-atomic PoA and with a result by [Wu and Mohring, 2021] for the sensitivity
of the non-atomic PoA, that the atomic PoA (if pure Nash equilibria exist) converges to 1 at a rate of
O(Tfm), when B4 = maxgea Bq > 0 is the maximum of the degrees 3, of the polynomial cost

functions 7,, the maximum individual demand d,,,, is bounded from above, and the ratio di of the

total demand dj. of each origin-destination pair k over 1" is bounded away from 0, see Theorem 3.

3c.

In summary, this paper presents for atomic congestion games with growing total demands the first
convergence analysis of the atomic and mixed PoAs, and the first probabilistic analysis of the random
PoA. While individual users have a non-negligible role in atomic congestion games, our convergence
results show that this does not significantly increase the total transportation inefficiency for a large
total demand T° when the maximum individual demand d,,q, is very small compared to 7. Our
convergence results imply, in addition to [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020] and [Wu et al.,
2021], that pure Nash equilibria, mixed Nash equilibria and social optima of an atomic congestion

game with a large total demand are almost equally efficient, and even as efficient as the social optima

of the corresponding non-atomic congestion games, see (A.28)—(A.31) in Appendix A.C.



Thus, both pure Nash equilibria and mixed Nash equilibria in congestion games with a large total
demand need not be bad. The selfish choice of strategies leads then to an almost optimal behavior,
regardless whether users employ mixed or pure strategies, and whether their transportation demands
are splittable or not. Users may then restrict to pure strategies and need not consider mixed strategies.
Although that need not lead to an equilibrium, it simplifies their decisions, and benefits both their

own cost and the total cost of the whole transportation network.

1.2 Related work
1.2.1 Existence of equilibria

The existence of equilibria in atomic congestion games was obtained in, e.g., [Rosenthal, 1973, Fotakis et al.,
2005, Harks et al., 2011, Harks and Klimm, 2012] and others. [Rosenthal, 1973] showed that an arbi-
trary unweighted atomic congestion game has a pure Nash equilibrium. [Fotakis et al.; 2005] showed
that an arbitrary weighted atomic congestion game I' with affine linear cost functions is a potential
game ([Monderer and Shapley, 1996]) and thus has a pure Nash equilibrium. Moreover, [Harks et al.,
2011] proved that if C is a class of cost functions such that every weighted atomic congestion game I’
with cost functions in C is a potential game, then C contains only affine linear functions. The existence
of pure Nash equilibria in weighted atomic congestion games was further studied by [Harks and Klimm,
2012]. Beyond these cases, we have to consider mixed Nash equilibria in atomic congestion games, as

[Nash, 1950] has shown that every finite game has a mixed Nash equilibrium.

1.2.2 Worst-case upper bounds on the price of anarchy

[Koutsoupias and Papadimitriou, 1999] proposed to quantify the inefficiency of equilibria in arbitrary
congestion games from a worst-case perspective. This resulted in the concept of the price of anarchy
(PoA) that is usually defined as the ratio of the worst-case cost of (pure or mixed) Nash equilibria
over the social optimum cost, see [Papadimitriou, 2001].

A wave of research has been started with the pioneering paper of [Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002]
on the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games with affine linear cost func-
tions. Examples are [Roughgarden, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2015, Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002, 2004,
Christodoulou and Koutsoupias, 2005, Correa et al., 2004, 2005, Perakis, 2007] and others. They
investigated the worst-case upper bounds of the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in both atomic and
non-atomic congestion games for different types of cost functions 7,(-), and analyzed the influence
of the network topology on these bounds. For non-atomic congestion games, this upper bound is
2 for affine linear cost functions ([Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002]), and @(%) for polynomial cost
functions of degree at most 8 ([Roughgarden and Tardos, 2004]). For unweighted atomic congestion

games, [Christodoulou and Koutsoupias, 2005] showed that this upper bound is % for affine linear



cost functions, and %) for polynomial cost functions of degree at most 8. Hence, the non-atomic
PoA is not larger than the atomic PoA in general. Moreover, these upper bounds are independent
of the network topology, see, e.g., [Roughgarden, 2003]. [Roughgarden, 2003, 2015] also developed
a (A, p)-smooth method by which one can obtain a tight and robust worst-case upper bound. This
method was then reproved by [Correa et al.; 2005] from a geometric perspective. Besides, [Perakis,
2007] generalized the analysis to non-atomic congestion games with non-separable and asymmetric

cost maps.

1.2.3 Convergence of the price of anarchy

Recent papers have empirically studied the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion
games with BPR cost functions ([Bureau of Public Roads, 1964]) of the same degree § > 0 and real
traffic demands. [Youn et al., 2008] observed that the empirical PoA of pure Nash equilibria depends
crucially on the total demand. Starting from 1, it grows with some oscillations, and ultimately becomes
1 again as the total demand increases. A similar observation was made by [O'Hare et al., 2016]. They
even conjectured that the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games with BPR cost
functions of the same degree S > 0 converges to 1 at a rate of O(T_Q'ﬁ) when the total demand T
becomes large. [Monnot et al., 2017] showed that traffic choices of commuting students in Singapore
are near-optimal and that the empirical PoA of pure Nash equilibria is much smaller than known
worst-case upper bounds. Similar observations have been reported by [Jahn et al., 2005].

These observations have been recently confirmed by [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020] and
[Wu et al., 2021]. [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020] were the first to theoretically analyze the
convergence of the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games with growing total
demand.

[Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016] showed that the PoA of pure Nash equilibria converges to 1 as
the total demand T° — oo when the non-atomic congestion game has a single origin-destination
pair and regularly varying ([Bingham et al.; 1987]) cost functions. This convergence result was then
substantially extended by [Colini-Baldeschi et al.; 2017] to multiple origin-destination pairs for both
the case T' — 0 and the case T" — oo, when the ratio of the demand of each origin-destination pair
over the total demand 7' remains a positive constant as T — 0 or oo. [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020]
further extended these results to the cases where the demands and the cost functions together fulfill
certain tightness and salience conditions that allow the ratios of demands to vary in a certain pattern
as T — 0 or oco. Moreover, [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] illustrated by an example that the PoA of
pure Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games need not converge to 1 as T' — oo when the cost
functions are not regularly varying. In addition, they showed that the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in
non-atomic congestion games with polynomial cost functions converges to 1 at a rate of O(%) when

the ratio of the demand of each origin-destination pair over the total demand T remains a positive



constant as T' — 0 or oo.

[Wu et al., 2021] generalized the work of [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020] for growing total
demand. They formalized the scaling technique used implicitly in [Colini-Baldeschi et al.; 2016, 2017,
2020], proposed a limit notion for a sequence of games with growing total demand, and developed
a general technical framework, called asymptotic decomposition, for the convergence analysis of the
PoA. With this framework, they showed for non-atomic congestion games with arbitrary regularly
varying cost functions that the PoA of pure Nash equilibria converges to 1 as the total demand tends
to oo regardless of the growth pattern of the demands. In particular, they proved a convergence rate of
o(T~P) for BPR cost functions of degree 8 and illustrated by examples that the conjecture proposed
by [O'Hare et al., 2016] need not hold.

[Wu and Mohring, 2021] extended the techniques of [Wu et al., 2021] to a sensitivity analysis of the
PoA. For an arbitrary non-atomic congestion game I' with Lipschitz continuous cost functions on [0, 77,
they proved that the cost of an e-approximate equilibrium of T" deviates at most by O(+/€) from that
of a pure Nash equilibrium of T', and that O(/€) is a tight upper bound of this deviation. Moreover,
they defined a metric ||T'y,'s|| for two arbitrary games in a set of non-atomic congestion games with
the same combinatorial structure. That metric induces a topological space of such games and permits
to consider continuous real-valued maps and the limit of a sequence of non-atomic congestion games.
[Wu and Mohring, 2021] used these notions for a comprehensive analysis of the Hélder continuity of the
PoA map of pure Nash equilibria in that topological space. They showed that the PoA map is point-
wise continuous, but neither Lipschitz continuous, nor uniformly Holder continuous. However, it is
point-wise Holder continuous with Holder exponent % on a dense subspace, i.e., |pnat(I'1) — prat(F2)| €
O(y/||T'1,T2]|) for any two non-atomic congestion games I'y and I'y of that subspace, where ppq:(I';)
denotes the PoA value of pure Nash equilibria of the game I';, i = 1, 2. This results in an approximate
computation of the PoA ppq(+), meaning that one can approximate p,q¢(I") for irregular cost functions
with pnet(TY) for relatively simpler polynomial cost functions when the polynomial cost functions of
I are sufficiently close to the irregular cost functions of T'.

As a byproduct of the above Holder continuity analysis, [Wu and Mohring, 2021] showed that
the total cost difference between Nash equilibria of two non-atomic congestion games I'y and I'y is
in O(y/||I'1 —T'2l|) when T'; and T's have the same Lipschitz continuous cost functions. Moreover,
when the two non-atomic congestion games I'y and I'y have the same demands but different Lipschitz
continuous cost functions, they proved a similar upper bound on the total cost difference between their
Nash equilibria. These results together with the convergence rate of [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] will
help us to obtain an explicit convergence rate of the atomic PoA for polynomial cost functions of
different degres, see Theorem 3.3c¢ and its proof in Appendix A.G.

Conditions implying the convergence of mixed Nash equilibria in atomic congestion games to pure

Nash equilibria in non-atomic congestion games have also been studied in, e.g., [Haurie and Marcotte,



1985, Milchtaich, 2000, Jacquot and Wan, 2018, 2019, Cominetti et al., 2021], and others.

Among these papers, [Cominetti et al., 2021] is the closest to our work. They showed that mixed
Nash equilibria of an atomic congestion game with strictly increasing cost functions converge in dis-
tribution to pure Nash equilibria of a limit non-atomic congestion game, when the total demand T
converges to a constant Ty € (0,00), the maximum individual demand d,,4, converges to 0, and the
number of users converges to co. Moreover, they showed that this convergence happens at a rate
of O(v/dmaz) when the cost functions have strictly positive first-order derivatives. Consequently, the
PoA of mixed Nash equilibria (i.e., the mixed PoA) in such an atomic congestion game converges also
to that of pure Nash equilibria in a “limit non-atomic congestion game” under these conditions.

The results of [Cominetti et al., 2021] are inspiring and seminal. They confirm the intuition that
atomic congestion games can be thought of as non-atomic congestion games when d,,.; is tiny, the
number of users is huge, and T is moderate, i.e., neither too small nor too large. Our convergence result
for the mixed PoA actually generalizes those of [Cominetti et al., 2021] to the case that T'— co. This
is a non-trivial generalization, since it does not require the existence of the limit non-atomic congestion
game, which is a premise in the analysis of [Cominetti et al., 2021].

Our work also extends the convergence results for the PoA of pure Nash equilibria in non-
atomic congestion games that were obtained recently by [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020]
and [Wu et al., 2021] to convergence results for pure and mixed Nash equilibria in atomic congestion
games. This implies that selfishness is also good in “atomic congestion”. In particular, our results
show for arbitrary congestion games with a large total demand that selfish choice of users is almost
as efficient as social optima, regardless whether demands are splittable or not, and whether users use

pure strategies or mixed strategies.

1.3 Outline of the paper

The paper is organized as follows. We develop our results for arbitrary atomic congestion games.
These and their relevant concepts are introduced in Section 2 . We analyze the convergence of the
PoAs for atomic congestion games in Section 3. Section 3.1 then presents our convergence results for
polynomial cost functions with the same degree. Subsequently, Section 3.2 presents our convergence
results for arbitrary polynomial cost functions. We conclude with a short summary and discussion in

Section 4. To improve readability, all proofs have been moved to an Appendix.

2 Model and Preliminaries

Our study involves both atomic and non-atomic congestion games. To facilitate the discussion, we
introduce a unified notation in Section 2.1, and distinguish games implicitly by properties of their

strategy profiles, see Section 2.2.



2.1 Atomic and non-atomic congestion games

We define an arbitrary atomic congestion game with the notation of transportation games (see, e.g.,
[Rosenthal, 1973, Nisan et al., 2007]), since this is more intuitive and closer to practice. An atomic
congestion game T' is thus associated with a transportation network G = (V, A), and represented

symbolically by a tuple (K, P, 7,U,d) with components defined in (G1)—(G5).

e (G1) K is a finite non-empty set of (transportation) origin-destination (O/D) pairs (og,tr) €
V x V with oy # ti. We will denote an O/D pair (og, tx) simply by its index k& when this is not

ambiguous.

e (G2) P = Upex Py, with each Py C 24\ {0} denotes the non-empty set of all paths from the origin
oy, to the destination t;. Here, a path is a non-empty subset of the arc set A. Then P, NPy = ()
for k, k' € K with k # K.

e (G3) 7 = (T4)aeca is a cost function vector, s.t. 7, : [0,00) — [0,00) is non-negative, continuous
and non-decreasing and denotes the flow-dependent latency or cost of arc a € A. We assume

that no arc can be used for free, i.e., 7,(z) > 0 for all pairs (a,z) € A x (0,00).

e (G4) Associated with each O/D pair k € K is a finite non-empty set Uy of agents that are

individual users or players. Then U = Ugexcly, is the agent set of I'. We assume that U, NUy = ()
for all k, k' € K with k # K.

o (G5) d = (dii)kek,icu, is a demand vector, where dj; > 0 denotes an unsplittable demand to
be transported by agent i € Uy. So I' has the total (transportation) demand T = T(U,d) :=
> kek Ak, where dy, := Zz’euk dy ; is the demand of O/D pair k € K. We call dypq7 1= max;cy, rek
di,; the mazimum individual demand of I'. Note that I' is unweighted if dj; = v for all k € K

and all ¢ € Uy, for a constant v > 0. Otherwise, I' is weighted.

To unify notation, we view a non-atomic congestion game as a variant of an atomic congestion game,
in which each agent ¢ € Uy is no longer an individual user, but a population of infinitesimal users,
who together have the demand dy, ;. Hence, the demands dj ; can be split arbitrarily over paths in Py,
when I' is non-atomic. This differs from an atomic congestion game, in which the demands dj, ; cannot
be split. With a little abuse of notation, we denote a non-atomic congestion game again by the same
tuple I' = (K, P, 7,U,d). We will simply call a tuple I" a congestion game, and distinguish atomic and
non-atomic congestion games by their atomic and non-atomic profiles in Section 2.2.

The tuple (K, P) together with the transportation network G constitutes the combinatorial struc-
ture of T'. For ease of notation, we may fix an arbitrary network G and an arbitrary tuple (K, P), and
denote I" simply by (7,U,d). Viewed as a general congestion game, the arcs a € A and the paths p € P

correspond to resources and (pure) strategies, see, e.g., [Dafermos and Sparrow, 1969] and [Rosenthal,

10



1973]. Although we use the nomenclature of transportation networks, the analysis and results below

are independent of this view and carry over to arbitrary congestion games.

2.2 Atomic, non-atomic and mixed profiles

Users distribute their demands simultaneously and independently on paths in P. This results in a
strategy profile or simply profile Il = (IL;)ictr = (IL)ict, kex = (Wip)icu, pep, kek satisfying the
condition (2.1),

> My =1landIl, >0 VieclVpePpVkek. (2.1)
p'€Px

We put II; , = 0 when i € U, and p € Py for some k, k' € K with k # k. This extends a profile IT
naturally to a vector (II; ,)icis pep With components II; ,, satisfying condition (2.1).

A profile IT is called atomic if I1 is binary. In this case, II; , € {0,1},7 € Uy, p € Py, k € K, indicates
whether path p is used by ¢, i.e., II; , = 1, or not, i.e., II; , = 0. Condition (2.1) then means that each
i € Uy, satisfies his demand dy, ; by a single path p € Py in an atomic profile II. So a congestion game
I' with only atomic profiles is indeed an atomic congestion game whose demands dy, ; cannot be split.

In a non-atomic congestion game, each agent i € U is a population of infinitesimal users and
can split the demand dj,; arbitrarily, i.e., agents i € U} can send their demands dj,; along several
paths p € Pj,. This is captured by non-atomic profiles. The components II; ,, are then fractions of the
demands dj,; deposited by agents i € U}, on paths p € Py, i.e., agents i totally allocate dy, ; - 11; , units
of demands to paths p. Hence, these II;, can take arbitrary values in [0, 1] when II is non-atomic.
Condition (2.1) is then a feasibility constraint for non-atomic profiles that ensures that all demands
are satisfied. Clearly, a congestion game is non-atomic when it has only non-atomic profiles.

In a mized profile IT, each II; = (II; ;) pep, is a probability distribution over the set Py, for all i € Uj,
and all k¥ € K. Then the decisions are random, and every agent ¢ € U}, delivers his demand dj; on
a single random path py ;(Il;) drawn independently from II; = (II; p)pep,, where II;, € [0,1] is the
probability of the random event “py ;(II;) = p”. Note that we consider mixed profiles only for atomic
congestion games, although we use a unified notation for both atomic and non-atomic congestion

games. Note also that an atomic profile is a particular mixed profile with {0, 1}-probabilities.

2.3 Multi-commodity flows and their cost

Each profile II induces a multi-commodity flow f = (fp)per = (fp)pepr, kek. When II is atomic or
non-atomic, then f is deterministic with flow value f, := Zieuk dy;-11;, for all p € P and all k € K.
We then call f atomic and non-atomic, respectively. There are only finitely many atomic flows, as the
number [U| = >, s [Uy| of agents is finite and the demands d ; cannot be split in an atomic flow.
When II is mixed, then the flow f = (fp)pep is a random vector in which each component f,

is a weighted sum Zz‘euk dii - Ly (pm(Hi)) of mutually independent Bernoulli random variables
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L (pm-(l_[i)), where py, ;(II;) is the random path draw from the distribution II; by agent ¢ of O/D

pair k, and 1y, (-) is the indicator function of the membership of the singleton {p}. Then

En(fp) = Y dis- iy,

1€EU,

VARH(fp) = Z d%,i iy - (1- Hi,p)
1€EU,

(2.2)

for all p € P, and all k£ € K. Here, we used that agents choose their paths mutually independently,
that En[1,) (pr,i(1i))] = L, and VAR [1 0 (pri(1L))] = Ty - (1 — 1L ), and that every agent
i € Uy, transports his demand dy; entirely on the single random path py ;(II;) € P. We will write
En(f) := (En(fp))pep, and call Eyp(f) and f = (fp)pep the expected flow and the random flow of the
mixed profile II, respectively.

The expected flow E(f) is a non-atomic flow, and an arbitrary non-atomic flow is the expected
flow of a mixed profile. Moreover, an atomic flow f is a particular random flow, in which the random
flow values f, have a variance of zero. Note that each state of a random flow is an atomic flow, and the
finite set of all atomic flows is the state space of random flows, i.e., > ¢ i an atomic flow 1L = f1=1
for a mixed profile II with random flow f.

An arbitrary flow f induces an arc flow (fa)aca in which component f, := fp is the flow

pEP:acp
value on arc @ € A. When 1II is atomic or non-atomic, then f, is again deterministic for all a € A.

When IT is mixed, then each f, is random, and has the expectation and variance in (2.3),

En(f) =Y. > Ea(f)=>.> dwi- Y. I

keEK pEPy:aEp ke iUy, PEPL:aEP
= Z Z dk7l ' Hi7a7 (2.3)
ke ieUy,
VAR (fa) =D Y diy - Tia- (1),
ke i€l

Here, I;q := > cp, .aep Lip € [0, 1] is the probability that agent i of O/D pair k € K uses arc a € A.
Then (2.3) follows since agents use an arc a € A mutually independently, and only if the arc a belongs
to one of their random paths py, ;(IL;).

For a non-atomic flow, we need only to specify the O/D pair demand vector (dy)rex with dy =
Zz‘euk dy;, since the demands dj, ; are arbitrarily splittable, and two congestion games have the same
set of non-atomic flows if and only if they have the same (di)reic. Nonetheless, the demand vector
d = (dg i) kek icu, need to be specified for atomic and random flows, as the demands dj, ; can then be
not split.

Given a flow f, an arc a € A has the cost 7,(f,), and a path p € P has the cost 7,(f) := Zaép Ta(fa)-

When f is atomic or non-atomic, then these cost values are deterministic. Every i € Uj, then has the
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deterministic cost

Cri(f,T) = Cri(fo Uy d) := Y dii - T - 7p(f),

PEPkK

and all agents together have the (deterministic) total cost

=3 Cultf U =Yy (D) = e Talfa).

ke ieUy, peP acA

Note that the cost Cy;(f,I") can be expressed equivalently as Cy;(f,T") = di; - (f)(f) when f is
atomic and py, ;(f) € Py is the single path used by agent i in f.
The cost values 7,(f,) and 7,(f) are random when f is the random flow of a mixed profile II. Then

each 7 € U}, has the random cost

Cri(fsT) = dgsi - 7, 1) (f) = Z di,i - Lipy (pr,i (1)) - 7(f ),
PEPy
where py, ;(II;) is again the random path of agent ¢ € Uy. The random total cost is then C(f,T") :=
Y okek Zieuk Cri(f,T). Consequently, all agents together have the expected total cost

Z ZEH Ckz f F ZEH fa- Ta fa ZEH fp TP

ke iUy, a€A peP

The expected total cost Er[C(f,T')] of a random flow f need not equal the total cost C'(Ep(f),I") of
its expected flow Err(f). But they coincide when II is atomic.

We denote atomic, non-atomic and random flows by for = (fatp)pers frnat = (fratp)per and fran
= (franp)pep, respectively, and will not refer explicitly to the corresponding profiles since they are

clear from the context.

2.4 Social optima and equilibria

Consider an arbitrary congestion game I'. An atomic flow f7, is an atomic system optimum (atomic
SO),if C(fr,T') < C(fau,T) for every atomic flow fu;. Similarly, a non-atomic flow f;},; is a non-atomic

SO it C(f}:T) < C(fnat,I') for every non-atomic flow fyq:, and a random flow is a mized SO if

ran
En-[C(frm, T)] < EnlC(fran,I')] for each random flow fy4y, where II* and II are the mixed profiles
of f,, and frqn, respectively.

The expected total cost of an arbitrary mixed SO flow coincides with that of an arbitrary atomic
SO flow, since the set of atomic flows is the state space of random flows and every atomic flow is a
random flow with zero variance. Moreover, the total cost of an atomic SO flow is not smaller than

that of a non-atomic SO flow, since every atomic SO flow is also a non-atomic flow. We summarize

this in Lemma 2.1.
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*
ran

IT*, an atomic SO flow f3, and a non-atomic SO flow f},,. Then En«[C(f}.,,T)] = C(f&.T) >
C( I).

Lemma 2.1 Consider an arbitrary congestion game I' with a mized SO flow of a mized profile

*
nat’

Similar to the different types of SO flows in Lemma 2.1, congestion games admit also Nash equilib-
rium flows of different types. In each of them an individual does not benefit from unilaterally changing
his strategy. Hence, a Nash equilibrium flow is essentially a steady-state of the network that is stable
under unilateral selfish behavior. Since we consider three types of flows, i.e., atomic, non-atomic and
random flows, we define their Nash equilibria separately.

An atomic flow fu = (farp)pep is an atomic (pure) Nash equilibrium (NE), if Cy;(fu,T) =
dy.i - Tpk,i(fat)(f“t) < Cri(fl,T) = diyi - 7 (fly) for all k € K, all ¢ € Uy, and all p’ € Py, where

)

pk,z‘(fat) € Py is the path used by agent i € U, in atomic flow fu, and f/, = (fatp)pep is an atomic

flow with components f, , defined in (2.4).

fat,p lfp ¢ {pk,i(fat)apl}7
fatp = fatp — i it p = il far), vpeP. (2.4)

fatp +dei ifp=1p,

Clearly, f!, is the atomic flow obtained by only moving ¢ from py, ,( fat) to p/, and so differs slightly
from fat when d;,q; is tiny. [Rosenthal, 1973] has shown the existence of atomic NE flows for un-
weighted atomic congestion games. Weighted atomic congestion games usually do not have atomic
NE flows, except for particular cases, e.g., affine linear cost functions, see [Harks et al., 2011] and
[Harks and Klimm, 2012].

Since the cost functions 7,(-) are non-decreasing, non-negative and continuous, and since each
agent in a non-atomic flow is a population of infinitesimal users, non-atomic (pure) NE are identical to
Wardrop equilibria (WE, [Wardrop, 1952]), see, e.g., [Beckmann et al., 1956, Roughgarden and Tardos,
2002]. Thus a non-atomic flow fra = ( fnat,I))pep is a non-atomic NFE if and only if it fulfills Wardrop’s
first principle, i.e., 7, (fnat) < Tp/(fnat) for any two paths p,p’ € P, with fnat,p > 0 for each k € K.
Here, we note that the cost of each path does not change when an infinitesimal user unilaterally
changes his path. Hence a path p € P} is used, i.e., fnat,p > 0, in a non-atomic NE flow fpq only
if 7, ( fmt) = minycp, Tp/( fnat). [Dafermos, 1980] has shown that non-atomic NE flows always exist,

and can be characterized equivalently by the variational inequality (2.5),

Z Ta (.]Enat,a) : (fnat,a - fnat,a) >0, (25)

acA

for all non-atomic flows f,4:. Moreover, [Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002] have shown that non-atomic

NE flows are essentially unique, i.e., 74( fnat,a) = 74( f,’wt’a) for each a € A for two arbitrary non-atomic
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NE flows fnat and fr'mt. Clearly, atomic and non-atomic NE flows differ. Nonetheless, both of them
are pure Nash equilibria.
Mixed NE flows directly generalize atomic NE flows by considering random flows of mixed profiles.

Formally, a random flow fmn is a mized NE flow if, for each ¢ € Uy and each k € IC,

Ef[ [Ck,i(franar)] :Eﬁ_i [dk,i 'Tp(fran\i,p)] SEfI_i [dk7i'Tp’(fran\i,p’)] (2'6)

when p,p’ € Py, are two arbitrary paths with ﬁ@p >0, 1= (1:[]) jeu is the mixed profile of fran, and
;= (ﬁj)jeu\{i} is the mixed profile of all agents other than i in I, see also [Cominetti ot al., 2021].
Herein, fmnlﬁp = (framp//“m)p//e'p is the random flow in which agent ¢ uses the fixed path p and the

others still follow the mixed profile O, ie.,

fran,p” if p” € Uk”GIC\{k}P "y
Franplio =\ dii + 3 jepo gy g - Loy (i (L)) i 9" = p,

> et \{i} Pk - Ly (pr,5(T1)) if p" € P\ {p},

for all paths p” € UgrexcPrr. Inequality (2.6) then means that each support of the mixed strategy I,
of an agent i € U is the best response to the mixed profile IT_; of his opponents when f is a mixed NE
flow with mixed profile IT. Hence, no agent can reduce his (expected) cost by unilaterally changing his
mixed strategy when the random flow is a mixed NE. Since atomic congestion games equipped with
only atomic profiles are finite games, mixed NE flows always exist, see [Nash, 1950]. Note that atomic
NE flows are mixed NE flows with zero variance, but mixed NE flows need not be atomic NE flows,

see, e.g., [Nisan et al., 2007].

Remark 2.1 (The mixed Wardrop equilibria) Note that one may consider also random flows

fran in which all paths with positive expected flow values have minimum expected cost, i.e.,

Enlrp(fran)] < Enlry (fran)] (2.7)

for two arbitrary paths p,p’ € Py with Er(franp) > 0 for each k € K, where I is the mized profile
of fran- Such random flows then generalize WE flows of non-atomic congestion games in atomic con-
gestion games. We thus call them mixed WE flows. Using Brouwer’s fixed point theorem (/Brouwer,
1910]) and an argument similar to that in [Dafermos, 1980] for the exzistence of WE flows in non-
atomic congestion games, we can show easily that mixed WE flows always exist in atomic congestion
games, see Lemma A.1 in Appendix A.1. The convergence results presented in this paper carry also
over to the inefficiency of mixed WE flows. In fact, we can even view mized NE flows as mized

WE flows in the convergence analysis of the PoA of mixed NE, since mized NE flows approrimate
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mized WE flows when dm% is tiny, see, e.g., (2.6)—~(2.7), (A.11) in Appendiz A.5, and Appendix A.0.

Nonetheless, we will not go deeper into the discussion of mixzed WE flows, so as to save space.

Example 2.1 Consider the congestion game T' with one O/D pair (o,t) (i.e., K = {1}) and two
parallel paths (arcs) shown in Figure 1. We label the upper and lower arcs as u and £, respectively. T
has cost functions T,(z) = x? and T¢(x) = 2, and two agents with O/D pair (o,t) and demand 2 each.

Then I' has a unique atomic NE flow fat = (fat,u7f~at,é) = (0,4), since an agent using the upper arc

Figure 1: An example of atomic, non-atomic, and mixed NE flows

u has a cost of at least 4 > 1y(x) = 2 and can always benefit by moving to the lower arc £. Moreover,
I has the unique non-atomic NE flow fra = (V2,4 — /2), since demands can be arbitrarily split in
a non-atomic flow, and a non-atomic NE flow fulfills Wardrop’s first principle. So the sets of atomic
and non-atomic NE flows of I' do not overlap.

Clearly, fa is also the unique mized NE flow, since the expected cost of the upper arc u is always
larger than the constant cost of the lower arc £ when either of the two agents uses the upper arc.
Hence, neither the set of mized NE flows nor the set of their expectations need to intersect the set of
non-atomic NE flows. Moreover, by a little calculation, one can also see that neither the set of mized
WE flows (Remark 2.1) nor the set of their expectations intersects the sets of atomic and non-atomic
NE flows in this Example. This means that these equilibrium notions are mutually different, although

atomic and mized NE flows coincide in this Example.

2.5 The price of anarchy

Since we consider non-atomic, atomic and mixed NE flows, we define four PoAs in (2.8)—(2.11), in
which fnar, fi'y; and £ are an arbitrary non-atomic NE flow, an arbitrary non-atomic SO flow and an
arbitrary atomic SO flow, respectively. We call p,;(T") the atomic PoA, ppq:(I") the non-atomic PoA,
Pmiz (L) the mized PoA, and p( fran,F) the random PoA of the mixed NE flow f,q,. Here, we recall

that non-atomic NE flows are essentially unique.

pat(T) ::max{% . fat is an atomic NE flow of F} (2.8)
o C(fnat, F)
pnaeD) = G pe T (29)

Ef[ [C(frana F)]
Err- [C(f:an’ F)]

Pmiz (L) ::max{ : fmn, frm are mixed NE and SO ﬂows}
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ax {W . fran is a mixed NE flow of F} (2.10)
~ C ~T(ln’r
p(franar) = % (2.11)

Note that p( fran,F) is a random variable and thus differs from the deterministic values pq(T),
Pnat(T) and ppiz(T). Moreover, ppq(I") differs from pg(T) and ppi.(T'), see Example 2.1, in which
Pnat(T) = ﬁ > pat(T) = pmiz(T) = 1. Although pa(T) and pp.(T') coincide in Example 2.1, they
differ in general, and ppiz(I') > pat(T). In particular, neither ppq(T) > pat () nor ppat(I') > pmiz (L)
holds in general, see, e.g., [Christodoulou and Koutsoupias, 2005]. Thus the known convergence results
of the non-atomic PoA in [Colini-Baldeschi et al.; 2016, 2017, 2020] and [Wu et al., 2021] do not
naturally carry over to random, atomic and mixed PoAs.

Due to the “no free arc” assumption in (G3), all PoAs are different from 8, and take values in
[1,00). This follows from Lemma 2.1, and the fact that the non-atomic SO cost is strictly positive,

see [Wu and Mohring, 2021].

3 Convergence results of the PoAs in atomic congestion games

We now analyze the convergence of the PoAs for atomic congestion games with polynomial cost

functions, i.e., all 7,(-) have the form

Ba
() =Y nag-a” 7l Vo e 0,00), (3.1)
=0
where , > 0 is an integer degree, and 14, [ =0,..., B4, a € A, are the coefficients. Since all 7,(-) are

nondecreasing and no arc can be used for free, see (G3), all leading coefficients 7,0, a € A, are strictly
positive. We assume, w.l.o.g., that all other coefficients 7,; are also non-negative. This will simplify
our analysis. Note that this is not restrictive, and our results carry over to arbitrary polynomial cost

functions. We will come back to this later in Section 3.1.1, Section 3.1.2 and Section 3.2, respectively.

3.1 Convergence results for polynomial cost functions of the same degree

We consider first polynomial cost functions 7,(-) of the same degree 5, = 8 > 0, i.e., they have the

form (3.2)

B
To(z) = Zna,l 2Pt Ya > 0Va e A (3.2)
1=0

This covers BPR cost functions, which are of the simpler form 7,0 - zB + Na,3 and frequently used in

urban traffic to model travel latency, see [Bureau of Public Roads, 1964].

Bl
With these cost functions, the total cost of a non-atomic SO flow is at least w > 0
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when T' > 0, where 7o min = mingea nq0 > 0, see [Wu and Mohring, 2021]. Note that there is at

least one path with a flow value of at least % in an arbitrary non-atomic SO flow. Note also, that
Z - 7o () > 10, min 2Pt for all a € A and all = > 0.

3.1.1 An upper bound for the atomic PoA

Theorem 3.1 presents an upper bound for the atomic PoA in congestion games with polynomial cost
functions of the same degree, see (3.2). Here, Nmax := max{n,; : a € A, =0,...,8} > 1o,min > 0,
and kK := B max - (1 + Zle %) > 0, which is a Lipschitz bound for the Lipschitz continuous functions
ra(l's) S NN

on the compact interval [0, 1], i.e., x satisfies the condition that |5~ |z — vy

for all z,y € [0,1] and all a € A.

Theorem 3.1 Consider an arbitrary congestion game I' = (1,U,d) with cost functions 14(-) of the

form (3.2). If I has atomic NE flows, then

B

B Nmax - ‘,P’BH 1 Ak ‘,P’BH dmaz
<1+ . — . Pl Al - —=
par(T) o ;Tl o [Pl 1Al =%
+ ‘A’ TR ‘P’B+2 ) dmaa:
710, min T
Here, we use the convention that Zle % =0 when B = 0.

The upper bound holds for all 7 and dyqs, and converges to 1 at arate of O(%)+0(y/ d”““‘ )asT —
oo and dm% — 0. So the atomic PoA decays to 1 quickly when I' has atomic NE flows. Examples 3.1—

3.2 show that the conditions “I" — c0” and “dmﬁ — 07 are necessary for this convergence.

Example 3.1 Consider an unweighted congestion game I' with the network of Figure 1, but cost
functions x and x + 1 for the upper and lower arc, respectively. Assume that T has [U| = 4 - n agents
with 7 demand each. Then T =1 and dpar = ﬁ. Clearly, T has only one atomic NE flow fa, in

which all agents use the upper arc. So C(fat, I') = 1. T has also a unique atomic SO flow f2,, in which
3-n agents use the upper arc and the remaining n agents use the lower arc. Then C(f},I') = %, and

pat() = = fm’ all n, which does not converge to 1 when only dm” = dmaz — 0.

Example 3.2 Consider an unweighted congestion game I' again with the network of Figure 1, but
now with cost functions x and 2 - x for the upper and lower arc, respectively. Assume that there are
two agents with demand n each. Then T = 2-n, which tends to oo as n — co. However, M — l >0
as n — oo. Obviously, I has only one atomic SO flow f},, in which one agent uses the upper and the
other the lower arc. So C(f%,T) = 3-n2. However, T' has two atomic NE flows. One atomic NE flow
is just the unique SO flow. In the other atomic NE flow, both agents use the upper arc, and its total

cost is 4 -n?. Consequently, pq(T') = % A 1lasT=2-n— oo.
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We now prove Theorem 3.1 with the technique of scaling from [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] and

[Wu et al., 2021].

Definition 3.1 (Scaled games, [Wu et al., 2021]) Consider an arbitrary congestion game I' =

(1, U,d) with arbitrary cost functions, and an arbitrary constant g > 0. The scaled game of T" w.r.t.

scaling factor g is the congestion game T'l9) = ( 9l u, CD whose cost function vector 719! = (nﬁg])aeA
has a component 79 () = M for each pair (a,r) € A x [0,1], and whose demand vector d =

(d_k,i)ielxlk,kelC has a component dk,i = %" for each i € Uy, and each k € K.

Lemma 3.1 shows that scaling does not change the four PoAs. We omit the straightforward proof.

Note that a flow f of I' corresponds to a flow fl9l := % of T'l¥l and C(f,T) = C(fldl, Ty . ¢.T.

Lemma 3.1 Consider an arbitrary congestion game T, an arbitrary mized NE flow fran of T, and
an arbitrary scaling factor g > 0. Let T9) be the scaled game with factor g. Then par(T19) = pay(T),
Pnat(T9) = prat (D), and ppiz(T9) = priz(T). Moreover, f,[%}n = ﬁ% is a mized NE flow of the scaled
game U9, and p(fH, 1) = p(fran, 7).

Lemma 3.1 enables us to prove Theorem 3.1 by bounding pu:(T'l9)) instead of pg (). We can

thus purely concentrate on the influence of d"%‘”‘ on the convergence, as the total demand of I'l9 is
T=TU,d) := Zkelc,z‘euk cz;m- = 1. However, the scaling factor ¢ must be chosen carefully, so as to
ensure that the total cost in I'9 is moderate, i.e., neither too large nor too small. Following [Wu et al.,
2021], we use g := T? for polynomial cost functions of the same degree 3. Then 'Yl has the scaled

cost function

B AT . )P
T(gg](x)zzlzonayl g( z) p— +Z77al _ (3.3)

for arc a € A, the bounded demand dy; = dl“

€ [0,1] for i € Uy, and the bounded demand dj, :=
di € [0,1] for k € K. Consequently, each flow fl9! of Tl9) has bounded arc flow values f; ol ¢ € [0,1], and
C(f[glj[g]) > 0.min

|P ‘5+1

Definition (2.8) of the atomic PoA and Lemma 2.1 together imply that

|max C(f, 1)~ C(fd, T
C(frat T

pat(T) = par(T¥) < prar(T19) + : (3.4)
where f, ., 79l and f at are arbitrary non-atomic NE and SO flows of T'l9, respectively, and the maxi-
mization is taken over all atomic NE flows f ot Of Il With (3.4), we can then prove Theorem 3.1 by

upper bounding

m C(£. T = C(f T) (3.5)

and pmt(l“[g}), respectively. Here, we observe that C( f;([lgt],l“[ }) > |777§‘g‘;"1 > 0. To that end, we need

the notion of e-approximate non-atomic NE flow and a result from [Wu and Mohring, 2021].
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Definition 3.2 We call an arbitrary non-atomic flow frqt of I' an e-approximate non-atomic NE flow

for a constant € > 0 if 37 c 4 Ta(frata) - (frata — frat.a) < € for an arbitrary non-atomic flow f},,, of

r.

[Wu and Mohring, 2021] have shown that the total cost difference between e-approximate and

accurate non-atomic NE flows is in O(y/€), see Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.2 ([Wu and Mohring, 2021]) Consider an arbitrary congestion game I' = (1,U, d) with
a total demand of 1 and an arbitrary e-approrimate non-atomic NE flow ffmt. If all cost functions
are Lipschitz continuous (or Lipschitz bounded) on [0, 1] with a Lipschitz constant k > 0, i.e., |74(x) —
W) < k- |z —y| for all (a,z,y) € A x [0,1]2, then |C(fnat,T) — C(fu, )| < |A| - /K - € + €, and
\Ta(fmm) — Ta( Nﬁam)\ < k€ for alla e A and all non-atomic NE flows frat.

Lemma 3.3 below shows that f ot 1S an O(dTa )-approximate non-atomic NE flow of T'l9). Then
Lemma 3.2 yields a desired upper bound for (3.5), see Lemma 3.3c. We move the proof of Lemma 3.3

to Appendix A.3.

Lemma 3.3 Consider an arbitrary congestion game I’ as in Theorem 5.1. Let Tl9) be its scaled game

with factor g = TP, and let ft and fnat be arbitrary atomic and non-atomic NE flows, respectively.

Then:
a) [g](fg]) < TIE?} (f[ }) + Alrdmas ”dm” for all k € K and all p,p’ € P). with f[g]
-approzimate non-atomic NE flow of T'9,

¢) |C(f¥, Ty —C(f¥,, Tl < |Al-k-\/|P|| Al L5e= 4 |- | A| - - Laa

Lemma 3.4 yields an upper bound for p,q(I'9)), which results in a convergence rate of O(%). Note

b) fc[g} is a IP\-\AI-TH-dmaz

that [Wu et al., 2021] have shown a stronger convergence rate of 0( 5) for BPR cost functions, and
that [Colini-Baldeschi et al.; 2020] have shown a similar rate as in Lemma 3.4 for arbitrary polynomial
cost functions under the condition that > &, > 0 for some constant & independent of T for each

k € K. We move the proof of Lemma 3.4 to Appendix A.4.

Lemma 3.4 Consider an arbitrary congestion game T' as in Theorem 3.1. Let T19) be the scaled game

with scaling factor g = TP. Then ppat(T) = ppat(T9) < 1 + 57711;?:7“’\3“ D %

Theorem 3.1 then follows from Lemma 3.1, (3.4), Lemma 3.3c and Lemma 3.4.
The above proofs build essentially on inequality (3.4), Lemma 3.2 and the Lipschitz continuity of
the scaled cost functions T[g]( ) on [0,1], but not on the sign of the coefficients 75, { =1,...,5,a € A.

Thus Theorem 3.1 indeed carries over to arbitrary polynomial cost functions of the same degree

B > 0. When 7n,; < 0 for some terms [ = 1,...,3 and some arcs a € A, then M.min may be larger
\7)|/8+
than C(f;([lgt],l“[g]) Instead, C(fngt}, I'l9)) can be bounded from below by minge 4 |P\ Tl }(\PI) € O(1).
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The Lipschitz bound for the scaled cost functions is still K = 8+ Jmax - (1 + Zlﬁzl %) > 0, but with
Nmax = {|Ma1| 1@ € A,1=0,1,...,3}. Lemma 3.3 then still holds, since its proof in Appendix A.3 does
not involve the sign of coefficients 7,;, but only the Lipschitz continuity of the scaled cost functions
on [0, 1]. Although the proof of Lemma 3.4 in Appendix A.4 does involve the sign of coefficients 7,

it can be adapted accordingly.

3.1.2 Upper bounds for the mixed PoA and the random PoA

Theorem 3.2 below proves similar upper bounds for p( fmn,f’) and pmiz(T), respectively, in terms

of T, d”%‘”‘ and constants M;, ¢ = 1,...,5. We hide the detailed values of these constants M; in
Theorem 3.2, since they are complicated expressions. Interested readers may find their values in the

proof. When T' — oo and dm% — 0, these upper bounds converge (with an overwhelming probability

for p(fran,T)) to 1 at a rate of O(7)+O( T”}%:‘) Note that ppm,(I") converges more slowly than pg (I")

since pat(r) < pmix(r)'

Theorem 3.2 Consider the same congestion game T' as in Theorem 3.1. Let fran be an arbitrary

mized NE flow of I'. Then the following statements hold.

~ /6
a) The random event “p(fran,T') < 1+ My - —|—M2 T”{%” 7 occurs with a probability of at least
JL/3

M3 Tnib7'§

J1/6

b) pmix(T) <14 My + Ms - T”f%

Herein, M; > 0,i=1,...,5, are constants independent of dpas and T.

We also prove Theorem 3.2 with the scaled game T'l9) and Lemma 3.1. Let f ot and fnat be an
arbitrary non-atomic NE flow and an arbitrary non-atomic SO flow of T'l9), respectively. We obtain

by Lemma 2.1, (2.10) and (2.11) that

EgC(fi9,, Tl —C(f19, Tl

e (1) < (1) 0 e , (3.6
C(fnat ) P[g})
and that d ]
(711, T19) < g (1) 1O D)= C U, T (3.7
O£ Tla))

where ﬂ%}n is an arbitrary mixed NE flow of Tl Using Lemma 3.4, we now only need to derive upper
bounds for the numerators of the two fractions in (3.6) and (3.7), respectively.

Lemma 3.5a below shows that the expected flow Eﬁ(f ig}n) of a mixed NE f,[ﬂ}n is an e-approximate

non-atomic NE flow with € € O(T”{‘;;f) Lemma 3.2 then yields |C(Eg( ~7[g]n) rlly — (fT[Lth,F )| €
7la]

1/6
O(dT”;‘;g ). Then Lemma 3.5b—c upper bound the total cost difference between a mixed NE flow fran

and its expected flow Eﬂ(f mn) both in expectation and as a random variable. Moreover, Lemma 3.5
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together with Lemma 3.4 and (3.6)—(3.7) prove Theorem 3.2. We move the detailed proof of Lemma 3.5
to Appendix A.5.

Lemma 3.5 Consider the congestion game T’ in Theorem 3.2, and the scaling factor g = TP. Let T'19!
be the scaled game with factor g, and let f,[ﬂ}n be an arbitrary mized NE flow of T19 with mized profile
I1.

a) When B > 0, then the expected flow Eg( NT[Z]”) is an e-approximate non-atomic NE flow with e =

~ | 1/6
3P| AL (145) - (%), and |C(Fi, T —C (B (7). T¥)| < Al VA~ e+e € O(ais)

nat’
for an arbitrary non-atomic NE flow f,[fgt of TY. When B = 0, then Eq( )[g]n) i$ a non-atomic

NE flow of Tl9).

b) Consider an arbitrary constant § € (0,1/2). The event “|C(f,[ZL,F[9]) - C(Eﬁ(fv[glm),r[g]ﬂ <

|A| - (K + Nmax - Zlﬁzo %) . (dm%)é” occurs with a probability of at least 1 — % . (%%)1—2-6.

) [Eq [C(fHh, TI)] = € (B (F). T1)| < 1A]- (x4 (14 51 s - S0 ) - (=)

Q2R

Similar to the proof for Lemma 3.3 in Appendix A.3, the proof of Lemma 3.5 in Appendix A.5
does neither involve the sign of the coefficients 7, ;, but only the Lipschitz continuity of the scaled cost
functions on [0, 1] and the finite upper bound max,e 4 T(gg](l) € O(1). Hence, Lemma 3.5 carries also
over to arbitrary polynomial cost functions of the same degree, and so does Theorem 3.2.

Note that [Cominetti et al.; 2021] have shown that the mixed NE flow fran of an atomic congestion
game [' converges in distribution to a non-atomic NE flow fmt of a limit non-atomic congestion game
I'(*) when the cost functions T, are strictly increasing, T" — Ty for a constant Ty > 0, dpez — O,
and the number |U| of agents tends to co. Combined with the scaling technique, this may imply also
that the mixed PoA in the scaled game I'l9) converges to 1 for polynomial cost functions of the same
degree when dm% — 0 as T — o0, although the cost functions of the atomic congestion games in
the analysis of [Cominetti et al., 2021] are fixed and equal those of the limit non-atomic congestion
game, and although the scaled cost functions T(gg} here depend on T and vary with the growth of T
While implying a similar convergence, we aim at upper bounding the mixed and random PoAs, and
so have results for arbitrary demand vectors d, i.e., neither need 7' — oo nor need dm% — 0 in the
proofs. Moreover, the results of [Cominetti et al., 2021] do not imply the convergence of the mixed
PoA in atomic congestion games with arbitrary polynomial cost functions for growing total demand,

since then the atomic congestion games cannot be scaled to have a unified limit non-atomic congestion

game for all O/D pairs, see [Wu et al., 2021].

3.2 Concergence results for polynomial cost functions with arbitrary degrees

We consider now polynomial cost functions with arbitrary degrees, i.e., 8, # By may hold for some

arcs a # a’. Example 3.3 below shows that the conditions “dm% — 0”7 and “T" — o0” are no longer
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sufficient for the convergence of pp:(I') and pgt(T) in this case.

Example 3.3 Consider a congestion game I' with the network of Figure 2. T' has two non-overlapping
O/D pairs (o1,t1) and (02,t2), and both of them have two parallel arcs. Assume that (01,t1) has 2-/n
agents with each a demand of \/n, and that (02,t2) has 2 agents with the same demand of \/n each.

S0 dpmaz = /n. Then, asn — oo, T =2-n+2-/n — oo and d”%‘“‘ = 2_%\@_\/5 — 0. Howewver,
T 3
01 [ A 09 ® 1o
x 8- 2341

Figure 2: The PoA need not converge to 1

pat(T) — % > 1 as n — oo. This follows since I' has the worst-case total cost of 2 -n + 16 - n? for

atomic NE flows, and the total cost of 2-n +9-n? + \/n for atomic SO flows when n is large.

While the game I' in Example 3.3 is artificial, it shows that the convergence of the PoAs can be
ruined by O/D pairs with small demands but polynomial cost functions of higher degrees, since they
may dominate the PoAs completely when T' — oo and d;,4, is unbounded. To ensure the convergence
of the PoAs for polynomial cost functions of arbitrary degrees, we may thus need to impose a stronger

condition that d,,.. is bounded when T — oo. Theorem 3.3 below confirms this.

Theorem 3.3 Consider an arbitrary congestion game T' with cost functions 74(-) defined in (3.1).
Assume that dpqe, is bounded from above by a constant v > 0 independent of T. Then the following

statements hold.

max ; C(Eg ffy‘an T L. . . .
fm"c(<* g) ) ) — 1 as T — oo, where the mazximization in the numerator is taken over
nat’

all possible mized NE flows fran of .

b) pmiz(T) = 1 as T — oo.

ety Wi

¢) IfT has atomic flows for all demand vectors d, if Bpmaz = MaxXqea Ba > 0, and zdek = 7 >

&k > 0 for all k € K and some constants £ > 0 independent of T, then pq(T') = 1+0(T Zmas ).

Theorem 3.3a states that the expected flow Eﬁ[ fmn] of a mixed NE flow fmn is as efficient as a
non-atomic SO flow for large T" when the polynomial cost functions have arbitrary degrees and diqz
is bounded. Theorem 3.3b then shows that p,i.(I") converges to 1 for growing 7" in this more general
case. Hence, if the atomic NE flows exist, then p,(I') — 1 as T — o0, since pa(I') < ppmix(D).
In addition to the pure convergence in Theorem 3.3a-b, Theorem 3.3c shows that p.(I') converges
at a rate of O(T_m). This demonstrates how fast the convergence of the PoAs can be in this

more general case, when each O/D pair demand dj has a positive ratio di as T — oo. So far, we
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are unable to remove this restrictive condition, as we do not see a way to compute a concrete upper
bound in terms of % for pe:(I') when the cost functions have different degrees and the O/D pairs have
significantly asynchronous demand growth rates.

Theorem 3.3c can be proved by a scaling technique similar to the proofs of Theorem 3.1 and
Theorem 3.2. However, due to the absence of a unified scaling factor, similar arguments will not

3.3a—b, for which we need a more sophisticated technique

be applicable in the proofs of Theorem
called asymptotic decomposition developed by [Wu et al., 2021]. In fact, Example 3.3 has shown that
different O/D pairs k € K may have significantly discrepant influences on the limits of the PoAs
for polynomial cost functions with arbitrary degrees. These discrepant influences are caused by the
different degrees of polynomial cost functions and the asynchronous growth rates of the demands of the
O/D pairs. The asymptotic decomposition technique enables us to capture these discrepant influences
from different O/D pairs k € K. It puts O/D pairs k € K with a similar influence on the limits of
the PoAs together to form a “subgame”, then analyzes the resulting subgames independently and
combines the convergence results for these subgames to a convergence result for the whole game I'.
Interested readers may refer to [Wu et al., 2021] for a detailed introduction of this general technique.
We move a description of the asymptotic decomposition and the very long proof of Theorem 3.3 to
Appendix A.6 in order to save space and improve readability.

Although we have assumed at the beginning of Section 3 that the polynomial cost functions have
only non-negative coefficients, the proof of Theorem 3.3a—b in Appendix A.6 is essentially independent
of this condition. The proof of Theorem 3.3c uses the nonnegativity of the coefficients to obtain explicit
lower and upper bounds of the scaled cost function values on the domain [0, 1], which carries also over
to polynomials of arbitrary degrees when we slightly adapt the constants in those bounds. Hence,
the convergence results in Theorem 3.3 hold for arbitrary polynomial cost functions, even with non-
negative real-valued exponents.

With the asymptotic decomposition, the convergence results for the non-atomic PoA in [Wu et al.,
2021], and Lemma 2.1, we can actually show in the proof that all the flows, fran, Eg( fmn), fmt,

o [r e, are equally efficient when 7" — oo and diee is bounded, see (A.29) in Appendix A.6. In
particular, to obtain the convergence results in Theorem 3.3a—b, we have considered a mixed NE flow
as an approximate mixed WE flow (see Remark 2.1) in the proof, and so these convergence results
carry also over to the “PoA” of mixed WE flows. Hence, we need not distinguish between atomic and
non-atomic congestion games for quantifying the inefficiency of selfish choices of users, when the cost
functions are polynomials, the total demand T is large, and the individual maximum demand d,q, is

bounded.
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4 Summary

We have studied the inefficiency of both pure and mixed Nash equilibria in atomic congestion games
with unsplittable demands.

When the cost functions are polynomials of the same degree, we derive upper bounds for the
atomic, mixed and random PoAs, respectively. These upper bounds tend to 1 quickly as T' — oo and
dm% — 0.

When the cost functions are polynomials of arbitrary degrees and d;nq, is bounded, we show that
the mixed PoA converges again to 1 as T' — oco. Moreover, we illustrate that this need not hold when
dmae is unbounded. To demonstrate the convergence rates in this more general case, we show in
addition that the atomic PoA converges to 1 at a rate of O(Tfm) under the relatively restrictive
condition that all O/D pairs have demand proportions di that do not vanish when T" — oco. However,
it is still open and challenging to obtain concrete convergence rates without this condition.

Nevertheless, our results already imply, under rather mild conditions, that pure and mixed Nash
equilibria in atomic congestion games with large unsplittable demands need not be bad. This, together
with studies of [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2016, 2017, 2020] and [Wu et al., 2021], indicates that the selfish
choice of strategies leads to a near-optimal behavior in arbitrary congestion games with large total
demands, regardless whether users choose mixed or pure strategies, and whether the demands are
splittable or not.

The convergence rate of the PoAs for arbitrary polynomial cost functions under arbitrary demand
growth pattern remains an important future research topic. It is a crucial step for further bounding
the PoAs in a congestion game with a high demand and arbitrary analytic cost functions. Note that
analytic cost functions can be approximated with polynomials, and that the Hélder continuity results
in [Wu and Mohring, 2021] seem to indicate that this approximation of analytic cost functions may
also be used for the PoAs.

While pure Nash equilibria need not exist in arbitrary finite games, [Nash, 1950] has shown that
every finite game has a mixed Nash equilibrium. Since the user choices in a mixed Nash equilibrium
are random, the probability distribution of the random PoA might be a more suitable measure for the
inefficiency of mixed Nash equilibria. Our analysis of the random PoA for atomic congestion games
with polynomial cost functions of the same degree has already provided the first positive evidence in
that direction, which may apply also to finite games of other types. Thus another important future
research topic is to generalize the probabilistic analysis of the random PoA to finite games of other
types.

In our study, we have assumed that the cost functions are separable, i.e., each arc a € A has a
cost function depending only on its own flow value f,. However, it may happen also that the cost of

some arc a € A depends not only on f,, but also on flow values f; of other arcs b € A. Then the
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cost functions are called non-separable, see, e.g., [Perakis, 2007]. A convergence analysis of atomic,
mixed and non-atomic PoAs for congestion games with non-separable cost functions would also be an
interesting future research topic, as worst-case upper bounds of the non-atomic PoA in such games
have already been obtained by [Chau and Sim, 2003] and [Perakis, 2007]. In fact, the expected flow
En[fran] of a mixed WE flow f,4, introduced in Remark 2.1 is essentially a non-atomic NE flow of a
congestion game with the expected cost Er[7,(fran,a)] s non-separable cost when viewed as a non-
atomic flow of that congestion game. Hence, the proof of Theorem 3.3 has already provided a first

positive example for a convergence analysis of the PoAs for non-separable cost functions, although the

expected cost is still rather simple compared with general non-separable cost functions.
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A Detailed Proofs

A.1 The existence of mixed WE flows

Lemma A.1 Every congestion game I' = (1,U, d) has a mized WE flow.

Proof of Lemma A.1:
We use Brouwer’s fixed point theorem and an argument similar to that in [Dafermos, 1980]. In-

equality (2.7) is equivalent to the variational inequality that

Z Z EH[Tp(fmn)] : (EH[fmn,p] Erv [fv"an p]) <0

ke pEPy

for an arbitrary mixed profile II' with random flow f/_ . Brouwer’s fixed theorem implies that there

ran*

is a fixed point II% of the continuous map

DQ(HI = arg mln Z Z {EH” franp — Epp [fvian,p] +a - Eip [Tp(f;an)] {2
ke pePy,

for an arbitrary a > 0. This follows since D,/(-) maps the space of all mixed profiles continuously
into a subspace, and since the space of all mixed profiles is convex and compact. This fixed point I1I¢

fulfills the condition that

5 S B )] (Bt ) — ity

keK peP
R ) (A.1)
< g2 2 Enelffuns) = Envlffun,))
ke pEPy
for an arbitrary mixed profile II” with random flow f/ ., where f%,, is the random flow of II*. Since

the mixed profile sequence (II*),¢(0,00) is bounded, there is an infinite subsequence (o, )nen such that
ay, — 0o and that (II%"),cn converges to a limit mixed profile II, as n — oo. This limit mixed profile
IT has a mixed WE flow f,4,, since inequality (A.1) holds for an arbitrary a > 0 and an arbitrary
mixed profile IT”. Here, we used that lim, o Eran [frun ] = Enilfran,p) and limy, o Eren [7,(fi0,)] =

Ett[mp(fran)] as n — oo, when II** — II as n — oo. This proves the existence of mixed WE flows. [

A.2 Stochastic inequalities

Our proofs will use Markov’s inequality, Chebyshev’s inequality and Jensen’s inequality. We summarize

them in Lemma A.2 below.

Lemma A.2 Let X be a non-negative random variable whose expectation E(X) exists, and let A > 0

be an arbitrary constant. Then
a) (Markov’s inequality, see, e.g., [Neuts and Wolfson, 1973]) P(X > A) < %.
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b) (Chebyshev’s inequality, see, e.g., [Budny, 201/]) P(|1X —E(X)| > A) < VAEgX).

¢) (Jensen’s inequality, see, e.g., [McShane, 1937]) E(h(X)|E) > h(E(X|E)) for every convez func-

tion h: R — R and an arbitrary random event .

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Note that Lemma 3.3 holds trivially if the integer degree 8 = 0, since all cost functions T[g]( \) are
then positive constants, and so the total cost of atomic and non-atomic NE flows coincide. We thus
assume that 5 > 1.

Proof of Lemma 3.3a:

Consider now an arbitrary k € K and an arbitrary ¢ € Ug. Lemma 3.3a follows if

f[gl) [s,ﬂ( )+ |A| - & . Gmax (A.2)

pk: z(f[g] ( p T

for all paths p’ € P, where we recall that p;, Z(f[g]) is the path of agent ¢ and that x = 5 - Mmax - (1 +
lel W) > 0 is the Lipschitz constant of scaled cost functions 79 on [0, 1].

To prove (A.2), we consider an arbitrary path p’ € Py. Since fc[g] is an atomic NE flow, we obtain

’ d
Cha 7lgl F[g] . #lgl ; l9]" ploly— 2ksi l9)’ A3
il i) = SR () < O T = S g, (43)
where f(%z}/ is an atomic flow of I'l9 as defined in (2.4), e, fau 9" is the resulting flow obtained by

moving i from py Z(f[ }) to p’ in the atomic NE flow f[g] (A.3) implies further that

Pk A f[gl) (f[g]) Z T(Eg} (-fc[bt}a) =T [9] f[g] Z Ta at a (A4)
aepri(fi1) acp!

Note that the atomic flows f,; 79 and for A9 Qiffer only in the choice of i. Note also that ¢ controls an

amount dy; < dm% of demand in Tl9. So we obtain for all @ € A that \f(g]a — ] <d; < d”“”‘,

ata

where we recall that i uses only a single path in any atomic flow. This and (3.3) imply that

e (718) 79 ()| < AT~ T = kg < n P Ve A (A.5)

Here, we used that T[g]( ) is Lipschitz bounded on [0, 1] with the constant x, and that all arc flow
fgl) < [g]( [9]) +|A] k- e

values of 9 are in [0,1]. Then (A.5) and (A.4) imply that 71l (f[g])( <7,
Ph,i

\Jat

which proves (A.2) due to arbitrary choice of p’ € Pj. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3a.
Proof of Lemma 3.3b:

(7Y < mingep, 7 (F9) 4 Almdnes for cach k € K.

Lemma 3.3a yields that max a

pE’Pk : f(&i],p
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This in turn implies for an arbitrary non-atomic flow f o that

Z Ta at a ’ 7[wt a” at a Z T, ’ nat D ftggt]]p)

acA peEP

=33 (G - DG - (£ T

ke peEPy,

> Z Z ( [g](f(gt]) —7-[9](]’[9])) (fr[gl]t,p ~at}p)

REX pepy,: i3l >0

(A.6)

d
>_ Al g . Zmaz
> [P|-|4] -

Here, we used that the total demand of T is T = 1, and that

Z Z V[Lga]t Ny c[g]p Z T[g] [g] Z (fr[zga]t,p fc[g]p) -

ke pePy, ke PEP)

where p; is the least costly path in P, w.r.t. the atomic NE flow f By Definition 3.2, f, [t} is an
e-approximate non-atomic NE flow of T'l9) with € := W#
In the sequel, we will use without further proof that a flow f is a |P| - e-approximate non-atomic

NE flow when it satisfies the condition that

(9] < mij 9]
peax 7 (f) < min 7 (f)+e VkeK.

This can be justified by an argument similar to that in (A.6).

Proof of Lemma 3.3c: It follows immediately from Lemma 3.3b and Lemma 3.2.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3.4

Let fl9 and f*l9 be non-atomic NE and SO flows of the scaled game T'l9 respectively. Then
Lol flaly flal ~
pnat(T19)) = LacaTo o Vo Nopo that fl9)is an optimal solution of the non-linear program (NLP) (A.7),

o (fa)-fa
= [T

acA
dk 7 dk:
s.t. Zyp_dk_Z—:T Vk e K, (A7)
PEP) 1EU,
yp >0 VpeP,

see, e.g., [Roughgarden and Tardos, 2002, 2007]. So ®(flol) < &(f*l9).

32



As the scaled cost functions Tc[ﬂl(-) have the form (3.3), we obtain that

B
Ya 1
lq] dr = —— [B+1 Ta,l B—I+1
/O Ta (I’)I’ +1 77@,0 ya +;(,8—l+1)Tl ya
= (A.8)
B
1 l-
— .7l ) Na,l Bl
+1 7 Wa) y“+z(5—l+1)-(ﬁ+1)-Tl a

|~
I
o
=
=
@
B
=
I
o
z

for all @ € A and all y, € [0,1]. Here, we employ the convention that Zlﬁzl ;

S

thus obtain that

B
ST - i < (8 1) @(F) < (5 1) @) < S ) L4 B - Y
=1

a€A acA

which in turn implies that pnat(F[g]) <1+ Bethmas: [P

T . 216:1 % Here, we recall that 1gmin =

minge A 74,0 > 0, and that the total cost > . 4 Tc[ﬂl( fa [g}) - fa 9 is bounded from below by ";;)iginl. This

completes the proof of Lemma 3.4. O

A.5 Proof of Lemma 3.5

Recall that § is the common degree of the polynomial cost functions, and is thus a non-negative
integer. When 8 = 0, then the scaled cost functions T,ﬁg](-) are positive constants, and Lemma 3.5
holds trivially. We thus assume 8 > 1.

Consider now an arbitrary mixed NE flow fr[%]n of Tl9). Chebyshev’s inequality, see Lemma A .2b,

implies that

3 3 dma:v T . e
Pf[ |:‘fr[g]n,a - Ef{( v[g]n,aﬂ > (T)é} < (dmam )2 ’ ’ VARﬁ(ff["z,}n,a)
T (25 di,i
G X T (49)
1€U kEK
1 dma:r 1-2:6 1
SZ'(T) Va € AVS € (0,5).

~ a2 . ~ ~ ~ ~
Here, we used VAR ( r[g],w) = Zz‘euk,kelc % 11 o+ (1—1II; 4). This follows since II; , = Zpépk:GEp 1L
is the probability that agent ¢ € U} uses arc a, since the demand of agent i € U}, is % in the scaled

game ' and since T'9! has total demand T = Zkelc icly % =1.

We now show that the mixed NE flow f}[%L is an approximate mixed WE flow (see Remark 2.1).

Consider an arbitrary k € K and an arbitrary p € P with ﬁz}p > 0 for some i € Uj,.
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Note that \f[g] = flal | < dm%. for all @ € A and all p/,p” € P,. Here, we recall that

ran,ali,p” ran,ali,p’

fig} _, is the random flow of arc a when agent i uses the fixed path p’ and the other agents j € U\ {i}

anya"va

still follow their random paths drawn from ij. Then

B () -Eg_ [ )l

e D W ) R AT I | I 1

p///epk
. [9] #lg]

< Z H’ S Z E i rcm ,ali, p”’) - T(Eg} (fran,a|i,p”)‘

P EPy, acp’

i _ | fl] Flg]
<K Z Hl’vp/// Z EH_Z ran,ali,p’”’ fran,a|i,p”
P EPy, acp’
d

<Alr-—=2= W' EP, (A.10)

since each T[g] is Lipschitz bounded on [0, 1] with Lipschitz constant . (A.10) implies that fr [Z]n is an
approximate mixed WE flow, i.e.,

Eq[r (719, = Bg_[[(79 ) <Eg_ [nd(79,. )]

(3

dmaaz
< B[ ()] + 4] - - e

(A.11)

for an arbitrary p’ € P,. This follows since fig]n is a mixed NE flow and ﬁ@p > 0.

We now show with (A.9) and (A.11) that the expected flow Eg( ~7[Z]n) is an e-approximate non-

atomic NE flow with € tending to 0 as meC”” — 0.

(A.9) implies

Palva e A: |fH .~ Ba(h0)] < (222)?]

T
ML ey Y
= - 4 T =1L =Ly,
where Py := % . (dm%)l_z'é. Consequently,
Pafrac A: (10070, - EF ) < ne (2] 21 (A1)

again since the scaled cost functions are Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1] with the Lipschitz constant k.

Note that |, [g]( T[Z]ma)—Ta[Lg}( il T[Z]n a))| ch[Lg](l) < % :Zfzo % with probability 1 for all a € A.

This, together with (A.13), implies that

Eg (v (Fl9), ) -7 (B (fiz%a>>|< Eq(Ir9 (4, ) — 7N Ea (£, 1)

S(l_Pé)"‘i'( T ,8
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. dmaz(S |A|
=n ()T

Admaz\1-25 K 1
. - = A =). A.14
(F=)! 05 Vacavae(0.5) (A.14)
(A.14) uses that the random event “k - (dm‘“”) <. [g]( v[g]na) - Tc[Lg] (Eg( ~7[g]na))| < %” occurs with
a probability of at most Pg, since the random event of (A.13) occurs with a probability of at least
1-—Ps.
Putting § = % in (A.14), we obtain that

B (19715, ) — 19 (B (715, )| < - (Lo AL (onaw g

T 4 \T 8
(1+ﬂ) (d )3 Yae A )
4.8 T ‘
(A.15) in turn implies that
9] ( flo) 9 lg] Al \  dimazy1/3
|Eﬁ (Tp (fran)) - 7—p (Eﬁ(fran))| < K- |A| : (1 + M) : (T) Vp eP. (A16)
(A.16) and (A.11) together then yield
] (B, (714 19l 7lo] A ALy | (dmay1/3
( (fran)) ( (fran))+ﬁ'| | (1+m) ( T )
A dma:r dma:r
<E ([g](fia}n))_i_ﬁ_’A‘.(l_F%),(T)I/B_i_‘A’.K.T
(A.17)
A dmax dmaa:
<7 (E(FY) +2- k1A (1+ ’.‘ﬁ) (= )2 |Al k- S
|A| dma:v
< T (En(f19,) +3 514 (1 m) ' (T)l/g

for all k£ € IC, and any two paths p, p’ € K with expected flow value Ej( }[2]”,,,) > 0.

(A.17) yields with a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.3b that the expected non-atomic

719l

flow Eg[f#n] is an e-approximate non-atomic NE flow with € := 3 |P|-x-|A]- (1 + ﬂ) . (M)I/B’.

1B T

Lemma 3.5a then follows immediately from Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.5b then follows from (A.12) and (A.13), since they together imply that the random event

Vae A:|fld) . 79, )-Eq(f19, ) - T (Eq (flg), )]
B

1 dma:v d
< (b3 ) - (2e)
=0

(A.18)

occurs with a probability of at least 1 — Ps. Here, we use that T[g]( ) is Lipschitz bounded in [0, 1]
with Lipschitz constant k, that |z - T(EQ}( )—y- T[g]( ) < z- \Ta (x) — 7 (y)| + Tig}(y) e —y| <
(k + TC[LQ](y)) e —yl < (k+ T[g](l)) |z — y| for all z,y € [0,1], that Tl9) has arc flow values in [0, 1],

and that maxae max(g 1] 7 [g]( ) < Zlﬁzo %
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(A.12) and (A.18) yield

|E (fi%]na T (fioha) —Eq (Fh o) - 7 (B (Foh.0)]
<Eqy (|80 T o)~ By () - 7 (B (732,0) )

B B
1 d 1
< (H‘i‘nmax'Zﬁ)'( T;?x)é‘i‘Pé'nmax'Zﬁ (Alg)
=0 =0
o 1 dmax é ’A‘ dmax 1-2:0 0 1
:(ﬂ"i_nmax';ﬁ)'( T ) +T( T ) 'nmax';ﬁ

for all @ € A and all 6 € (0, %) Here, we use that max,e4 max,c(,1) 2 - TC[LQ]( ) < Zl o I, and that
the random event (A.18) occurs with a probability of at least 1 — Py, and so the complement event
of (A.18) occurs with a probability of at most Ps. Lemma 3.5¢ then follows immediately from (A.19)

when we put § = % O

A.6 Proof of Theorem 3.3

We first show Theorem 3.3c, and then prove Theorem 3.3a—b with the technique of asymptotic de-
composition proposed by [Wu et al., 2021].

Proof of Theorem 3.3c:

We define 8 = maxyex min,ep, maxqep Bq, and put the scaling factor g := T#. Here, we recall that
the degree 3, > 0 of arc a € A is an integer. We call a path p € P = UpexPy with max,e, 8, < 8 a
tight path, and an arc a € A with 5, < 8 a tight arc. Clearly, each O/D pair k € K has at least one
tight path p € Py. We denote by T'9! the resulting scaled game with scaling factor ¢g. This has a total
demand of 1.

Let fr[Lga]t be an abitrary non-atomic NE flow of I'l9), and let fg] be an arbitrary atomic NE flow of
T,

[Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2020] have shown that ppa¢(T) = pras(T19)) = 1+0(%) under the condition
of Theorem 3.3c, i.e., di > &, for each k € K for constants £, > 0 independent of T. To obtain the
convergence rate of the atomic PoA put(T) = pat(T19)), we again need to upper bound only the cost
difference |C ( at Ty — ¢( fT[Lth,I’ )| because of inequality (3.4). Here, we observe that non-atomic
SO flows of T'9! have a cost of Q(1), since every O/D pair k € K has a total demand of di € 0(1) in
'Yl and since there is at least one O/D pair k € K with minyep, max,ep S, = B.

When all arcs are tight, i.e., 8, < 8 for all a € A, then all the scaled polynomial cost functions
Tc[ﬂ] (x) of 'Y have bounded coefficients and degrees smaller than 5, and are thus Lipschitz continuous
on [0, 1] with a Lipschitz constant independent of 7. Moreover, with arguments similar to those for
Theorem 3.1, we obtain immediately that |C(f, at}, gly — (fT[Lth,I‘ )| € O(\/j) and so pg(T'l9)) =
1+ O(\/;) by inequality (3.4). Here, note that the maximum individual demand in I' is dyax < v for
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a constant v > 0 independent of T'.

Now assume that there are non-tight arcs a € A, i.e., arcs a € A with 5, > . Then the scaled cost
functions T(Qg](-) of these non-tight arcs a € A need not be Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1], since their
coefficients may tend to oo with growing 7. A natural idea here is to remove the influence of these

non-tight arcs in the analysis.

Since each O/D pair k € K has at least one tight path p € Py, we obtain that
Moamin - 777 (Joa)P < 7N Fl) < - (B+1) - A4], Va € Al (A.20)

Here, we used that a tight path p has a scaled cost of at most Nmax - (5 + 1) - |A| in an arbitrary flow,
as it contains at most |A| many arcs, and has a flow value of at most 1 in an arbitrary flow of the
scaled game T'l9). Moreover, by the definition of atomic NE flows, the scaled cost % . ( I [g]) of an
arbitrary individual i € U, with an arbitrary “pure strategy” p’ € Py will not decrease, even that
individual unilaterally moves from path p’ to a tight path p € Pj.

Hence, we obtain for each non-tight arc a € A that

_ TNmax ° |A| ) (5 + 1) . T*% c 0(1) (A21)

710,min

g]
at,a

Similarly, f, fl < 04(T) for each non-tight arc a € A. Moreover, inequality (A.21) implies for each

k € K and each non-tight path p € Py, i.e., max,ep 5, > B, that

MmaXecp g, 298
fi < g,(T )i=, anin_6,(T)€O(T e 50y amd 9, <6,(T), (A.22)

since the flow value of a path is not larger than the minimum flow value of arcs contained in that
path.
Inequalities (A.20)—(A.22) actually indicate that we can ignore all non-tight arcs a € A and all

non-tight paths p € P in the analysis. In particular, we have

CE Ty — o, T < | ST fl iy - ST e )

a€A:Ba<p bEA:Bp<S
+2 Mmax - (BH1)-[A]- D 0a(T). (A.23)
acA:Bq>0

This provides a very good basis for further upper bounding the cost difference in this general case.
For each O/D pair k € Py, we denote by P, = {p € Pr : maxgep B, < S} the subset of all tight
paths p € Py, and put P’ := UpcxPy.. Moreover, we denote by A’ = {a € A: 3, < B} the subset of

all tight arcs a € A.
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For each tight arc a € A’, we define an auxiliary cost function

Tc[zg](x) ifag¢pforallpe P\ P,

o1,4(z) =
[g] (T + D pex zpe’p\'p/ fiﬂp) otherwise.

Then the restricted flow f at|pr = ( f(%p)peplg,kelc is an atomic NE flow w.r.t. these tight paths p € P’

and w.r.t. the arc cost functions o 4(-) of these tight arcs a € A’. This follows since T[g]( 1 [g])

Ul,p(ﬂﬂp,) = for all p € P’. Here, we note that oy p(ﬂﬂp,) = Zaép o1 a(f(gg}alp,) = Z(LEp Tc[tg](fa[tt]a) for

each p € P/, and f[ = hek ZpG'P/ flo }p for each a € A’. In particular, the total cost C(f[ 9] I’[g})

at,a|P’ at at|P’>

of fam), satisfies the condition that

Z fat a’ (ggt]]a) = C(.fa[fﬁ'p/a Z fat a|’P’ 01 a(fc[zt]a‘p/)
acA’ acA’
> Z fat ,a c[g]a) Tlmax |A|2 ,8 + 1 Z 9 (A.24)
acA’ pEP\P’

where the quantity 6,(T") defined in inequality (A.22) is an upper bound of the atomic flow value

fg’z?p on a non-tight path p € P\ P/, and F[lg] is the resulting “reduced” scaled game, which ignores

all non-tight paths p € P\ P’ together with their “demands” f(g‘;’]p, and, moreover, has the auxiliary

functions o1 4(-) as the cost functions of the tight arcs a € A’. Here, we used inequalities (A.20),

(A.22), |A’| <|A], and the fact that

0< fﬂ[ﬂ‘g}a at a|'P’ — Z fat,p

pEP\P’

for each a € A’.

Let f 79 be a non-atomic NE flow of F[lg]. Since I‘[lg} ignores all non-tight arcs a € A\ A’, all its

1,nat

cost functions o1 4 () have coefficients bounded from above by a constant independent of T', and are

thus Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1]. While F[g ¥ ignores all demands fc[g]p of non-tight paths p € P\ P,
(9]

inequality (A.22) implies that T'}" has a total demand tending to 1 as T — oco. Hence, we obtain again

by arguments similar to those for Theorem 3.1 that

; = 1
O e T = Cgilor T € o<@>. (A.25)

Here, we note that f[m), is an atomic NE flow of F[g]

and consider its restriction f 9) =

We proceed similarly with the non-atomic NE flow f at|P’

nat’
( fr[ﬂt,p)pep,;,kelc to tight paths p € P’. We define the auxiliary cost functions oy 4(-) for each tight arc

[9]

a € A" and the resulting reduced scaled game F2 by using non-atomic flow values f instead of

nat,p

atomic flow values fo) [g] in the above definitions. Then we obtain also that fnat”), is a non-atomic NE
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flow of F[Qg], and, moreover,

S A T > O TS = S R i 02.0(F, )

aceA’ acA’

> > F T ) — e AP (B 1) Y Gy (A.26)

acA’ pEP\P’

Inequalities (A.23)—(A.26) yield that

\C(fgg}’ﬂg})_c(f[ )‘ < |o( #lg] F[lg})—C(fH F[Q])’

nat’ 1,nat> nat|P’?
1 (A.27)
om@ )+ O(aeAZ\A, 0a(T)) + mp;w 0,(T))

Note that F[lg] and F[Qg] share the same path set P’ and the same arc set A’. In particular, inequality
(A.22) yields that the respective total demands of an arbitrary O/D pair k € K in F[lg V and F[29 I deviate
from each other by at most O(3_ cp\p 0p(1)), and that |o1,4(z) — 02,a(x)| € O jep\pr Op(T)) for
all z € [0,1] and all a € A". Hence, viewed as non-atomic congestion games, the distance Hl“[lg} — F[Qg]H
between I‘[lg} and F[29] w.r.t. the metric defined in [Wu and Mohring, 2021] is O3 ,ep\pr 0p(T))- Here,
to save space, we recommend readers to [Wu and Mohring, 2021] for a detailed definition of that
metric.

Let I’[lg]/ be the non-atomic congestion game that has the same components as F[lg], but with the

lg)’

original scaled cost functions T, [g] for each arc a € A’. Similarly, let I';" be the non-atomic congestion
game with all components of F[Qg], but again with the original scaled cost functions Tc[ﬂ] for each arc
a € A’. Then we obtain also that Hf[lg} —I’[lng € O pep\p Op(T)), ||F[Qg] —I’[Qg]/H € O pep\p O0p(T)),
and [T —TY || € O(X ep\pr (1))

Since F[lg] and F[lgy differ only in their cost functions, Lemma 10d of [Wu and Mohring, 2021] then
[g]’

yields that the total cost difference between the respective non-atomic NE flows of F[lg] and I']" is
in O(y/ > pep\p 0p(T)). Here, we observe that the cost functions of both F[lg] and I’[lg]/ are Lipschitz
bounded by a constant independent of 7" on [0, 1]. Similarly, the cost difference between the respective
non-atomic NE flows of F[Qg] and F[Qg]/ is also in O(y/>_,ep\pr Op(T')). Moreover, as F[lgy and F[ng differ

only at demands, Lemma 11a of [Wu and Mohring, 2021] implies that the cost difference between their

non-atomic NE flows is again in O(, />~ ,cp\ps 0p(T)). In summary, we have that

C(F T = (7, TN € O( [ 37 6
pEP\P’

which, combined with inequality (A.27), yields that

F 1
1C(F9 Ty — 0 (F9 T)| € O(T Toacata).

nat?’
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Here, we note that both ,(T) and 6,(T) are O(————=) for all non-tight arcs a € A and all

maXxpe A Bp

non-tight paths p € P, that f1 ‘nat 18 @ non-atomic NE flow of F[lg], and that f[g] is a non-atomic

at| P’
NE flow of F[29]. Then Lemma 10 and Lemma 11 of [Wu and Mdohring, 2021] apply here, since they
bound the non-atomic NE cost difference from above by the square root of the metric with constant
multipliers in terms of the total demands, of the arc cost function values at the maximum feasible arc
flows w.r.t. the total demands, and of the Lipschitz constants of the cost functions, each of which is
bounded from above by a constant independent of T" in the four games F[lg}, F[lgy, F[Qg] and F[Qg],. Again,
to save space, we recommend the readers to [Wu and Mohring, 2021] for details.

This completes the proof of Theorem 3.3c.

Proof of Theorem 3.3a—b:

The argument for the proof of Theorem 3

.3c does not carry over to Theorem 3.3a-b, since the
non-atomic SO flow of the resulting scaled game 'Y could be of 0(1), and then the convergence rate
of [Colini-Baldeschi et al.; 2020] does not apply, when we still use the same scaling factor g as above,
and when the condition, that kL > & for all k € K and some constants & > 0 independent of T, does
not hold. Interested readers may refer to [Wu et al., 2021] for a detailed explanation.

To prove Theorem 3.3a—b, we now employ the technique of asymptotic decomposition developed
by [Wu et al., 2021], and show that Theorem 3.3a—b hold for an arbitrary infinite sequence of growing
total demand, which then directly implies the convergence in Theorem 3.3a—b.

To that end, we now consider an arbitrary sequence (S,,)nen s.t. each component S, is a tuple

u™,am), ) T fnat,f;((n ) satisfying properties (S1)—(S3) below:

o (S1) U™ = Upex L[,gn) is an agent set of the game T', and d" = (d,(gni) is a vector of

: )z‘euli”), kek
demands for the agents in 2™, Here, Z/{,gn) is an agent set of O/D pair k € K, dlgni) € (0, v] is the
demand of agent i € Uy, of O/D pair k € K, and v > 0 is a finite constant upper bound of the

n) (n)

maximum individual demand dﬁmx = max, ) dy. ;, which is independent of the sequence
) k )
(Sn)nen. To facilitate our discussion, we denote the resulting game I' equipped with U™ and

d™ by T, := (r,U™,d™) for each n € N.

d (82) ~7§Z7)1 = ( T(Zmp)pEP’ fnat = (fnaz)tp)pE'P and fnat = (f;c(z?i;)pEP are an arbz’tmry mixed NE
flow, an arbitrary non-atomic NE flow, and an arbitrary non-atomic SO flow of the game I,

r7(n)

respectively. Moreover, 11" = (IT; » )ieu(") DK is the mixed profile of f};‘%
’ k k>

e (83) limy oo TU™,d™) = 0o, where TU™,d™) = 3=, d}’ (") i3 the total demand of T,
and d,gn) = Zz‘eué") d,(gili) is the demand of O/D pair k € K. To simplify notation, we write
Ty, = TU™,d™) in this proof.
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Due to the arbitrary choice of (S,)nen, Theorem 3.3a—b hold if and only if

C E- n ~7€;,IL7)L 7Pn n (fT’an7 )
lim ( 1 )( ) > =1 and lim He [ ]

nat

=1. (A.28)

Here, f;t(n) is an arbitrary atomic SO flow of I',,. Note that [Wu et al., 2021] have proved that

C(fnat 7Fn)
o T,

at

with Lemma 2.1, if (A.29) below holds.

limy, 00 Prat(Tn) = limy, 00 =1asn — oo (ie., T, — o). Hence, we can obtain (A.28)

lim C(Eﬁ(n)(ﬂ%) Fn) = lim H(n)[ (fmm )] =1 (A.29)

e (fnat? ) e (fnat? )

Equation (A.29) means that the expected flow Egq( ﬁEZ)L) is asymptotically as efficient as fr(LZ,)f,
and thus almost as efficient as f;;(lt when n is large enough. Moreover, the mixed NE flow fmn
is also asymptotically as efficient as f w.r.t. its expected total cost. Hence, all the flows,
fé?), f;(n),Eﬁ(n)( ”,&’;21) mn, :éz , f at> and f at , are almost equally efficient, when T;, gets large and
(A.29) holds.

To prove (/—\ 29), we only need to consider NE flows. This avoids the difficulties of discussing the

SO flows f at and fa . To facilitate our discussion, we assume, w.l.o.g., that

n

e (S4) limy, 00 dl(s ") € [0, 00] and limy, o % Ty € [0, 00] exist for all k, k' € K.

]C/

Note that (A.29) holds for an arbitrary sequence (S )nen satisfying (S1)—(S3) if and only if (A.29) holds
for an arbitrary sequence (Sy,)nen satisfying (S1)—(S4). This follows since every infinite subsequence
(Sn,)jen of a sequence (Sp)nen satisfying (S1)—(S3) has an infinite subsequence (Sy; )ien fulfilling
(S1)—(S4). We will use similar subsequence arguments implicitly and repeatedly in this proof.

We now show (A.29) for an arbitrary sequence (Sy,)nen satisfying (S1)—(S4) with the technique of
asymptotic decomposition of [Wu et al.; 2021].

Step I: The asymptotic decomposition of I'),

We put Kreg :={k € £: limy,o d,(gn) = oo} and K\ Kyeg =: Kirpreg. We obtain by (S3)—(S4) that
Kreg # 0. We call k in K,eq regular, and k' in Kipreq @rregular. So d,(gn) is bounded for k € Kjypeg, and
unbounded for k € IC,.qq.

We collect these k € K,y with an equal demand growth rate into one class, which, by property

(S4), then results in an ordered partition ICy < --- < ICp, of g satisfying conditions (AD1)-(AD2).
(n)

e (AD1) limy, 00 % € (0,00), i.e., dlgn) € @(d,(;,l)), for all k, k' € IC,, for each u € M :={1,...,m},
k/

(n)
o (AD2) lim, o0 d(n) =0, e, d € o(d), for all k € KC,y, k' € K for all u,1 € M with [ < u.

)

Here, m > 1 is an integer, and K; < K,, means that these ¥’ € K; have demands d,(;f converging to oo

much faster than the demands d,(gn) of those k € IC,,.
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W.r.t. this partition, I';, is decomposed into “subgames” Iy, .., i, s I Here, we call

n‘lcirreg'
Iyjicr @ subgame of I'y, if T’y i is a restriction of T, to the subset K’ of O/D pairs, i.e., Lpjicr s the
game obtained by removing all O/D pairs k € K\ K, and all agents i € uke,c\,c,u,gm together with
their demands dlgnl.) from I';,. We thus ignore completely the influence of all O/D pairs k € £\ K’ when

we consider the subgame I, /.

(n)

Clearly, each regular subgame I'y i, has the agent set Ul = uke,cuu,g") the demand vector

d‘(z) = (dlgni))ieu(") rex, and the total demand T, xc, := > ek, @ n) that tends to co as n — oo. The
u k) k ) u

has the agent set L{(;g) L= Ukelcwequ( ™) the demand vector d|(IC) =

‘ irreg irreg

wrreqular subgame Ty, .
( (n)

ki )ieu,gn),kelcmeg and the total demand T}, x

= ZkelCmeg d,gn) that tends to a bounded constant

irreg °

as n — 0o. Moreover, we obtain by condition (AD2) that

]im TnUCu o li nl’C\Ul/ 1 l
n—o00 Tn\lCl n—o00 Tn\lCl

=0 VYu,le M with!l <. (A.30)

m m
Here, we observe that T,, = WK irreg T Yoy TnVCz and T A\, Ky = Tn\lCmeg + Zl’:H—l Tnl’Cz/‘

Note that each flow f( of I',, induces a joint total cost

C;C/ , Z Z fpn : f(n

keK! pePy,

and an independent total cost

O Tupe) = 3 D I - molFe) = D7 fas - al i)

keK’ pePy, acA

for an arbitrary subset K’ of KC, where f|(,g/) =( fpn))peuke Py, 18 the restriction of f (") into the subgame
Toicers a\IC' =D hek ZpE'Pk:aEp fIS is the arc flow induced independently by the “flow” fl(n, of I'yjxr,
and TP(fUC’) = ZaEp Ta(féﬁ%,) is the independent path cost under the flow f|IC’ . Here, we use that f\lgf)
is indeed a flow of I', ks, and so the independent total cost of f (") is exactly the total cost of the low
f‘(,g) in Tpppere

W.r.t. the above asymptotic decomposition, we obtain for an arbitrary flow f( of I',, that

C’(f(”), I, = C,Cirreg(f("), r,)+ Z Clcu(f(n), I'n)

u=1

Z C(f(n) ) Fn‘lcirreg) + Z C(ff]?ia Pn|lcu)7
u=1

|’Czrreg

fa(' ) a“C'L'rreg Z a\IC va € A

The above inequality follows since the joint path cost 7,( f (")) considers all subgames and the indepen-

dent path cost TP(fUC’) considers only flow induced by agents from k& € K, and so 7 (f )) > (f\IC')
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for each subset K’ of K.
Step II: An equivalent transformation in the limit

[Wu et al., 2021] have shown for this decomposition of non-atomic NE flows that

(fnat7 )

(n,l
e C(f RPIIPRD Drtel(Ars rnm)
hm 'L'rreg (fnat’ )+Zl*1CKl(¢f at>’ )
- n,l
THOOC(JC n‘lcwreg)—i_ZL—l ( r(Lat)7Pn|/Cl)
#(n)

n—00 n,l
_> Zl 1 (r(zat)’rn\lCl)

where f(n’l) and f(n’f) are non-atomic NE flows of I'yx, and T’y respectively, and where

irreg’

C;cl(f( L) = X kek, 2opeps fnat,p (fnat) is the joint total cost of I'yx, in the non-atomic NE

nat>’

flow f(at of I',,. Note that the restriction ffgim = ( f,(gip)pepk,ke;cl of fr(bz,)f is a non-atomic flow of

I'yic;» but need not be a non-atomic NE flow of I';i,, and so has a total cost that may differ from

f(n,l)

nat *

The irregular subgame vanishes in the limit of (A.31), since it has a bounded total demand and
thus a negligible influence on the limit, see [Wu et al., 2021] for details.

For each n € N, let f(Ztl , 1l € M ={1,...,m}, be arbitrary non-atomic NE flows of subgames
Iyx,» and let fr(m;f be an arbitrary non-atomic NE flow of Ik,

irreg”

Then (A.29) follows from (A.31) if and only if

C (Eﬁm) (flan),T >

lim D) (n 0 =1, (A.32)
e C(f 7 anczr'reg) + Zl 1 ( nat 7P”|’Cl)

w |C(FnT)
lim L [ ] (n D = 1. (A.33)
nree C(f n|ICZTreg) + Zl 1 ( nat ’Fn|lCl)

Step III: Further subsequence arguments
We will prove (A.32)-(A.33) by scaling each of the above regular subgames Iy, independently.

We define a scaling factor gr(Lu) = T

K for each v € M, where A\, := maxex, min,ep, maxqep By

> 0. To facilitate the discussion, we also call a path p € Upcic, P, for u € M tight if max,cp Ba < Ay,
and non-tight if max,ecp B, > Ay. Clearly, every k € K, has at least one tight path. Moreover, each
tight path p € Ugex, Pr contains only arcs a € A with 8, < \,, while a non-tight path p’ € Ugex, P
contains at least one arc a € A with B, > Ay, for each u € M. These simple facts will be very helpful
in the further discussion.

To simplify the proof, we assume further that the sequence (S, )nen satisfies properties (S5)—(S8)

below.
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(u)
(S5) lim, o L5 € [0, 00] exists for u,l € M. We call gﬁf" and gg) mutually comparable.
9n

. ro_ 1 nat:p) pePy k€Ku __, U
(SG) limy, 00 TZT;Cu = limy, 00 Tn“cuk - nat (fnatp )pEPkJCEICu for u € M.
- #(n)
. E () (Fan) . (B (Flah.0) .
(n) |Ku pEP . kEKu _, Floou) _ / F(oo,u)
(S7) For u € M, lim,,_,o W = limy 00 Th|Kky : —Jexp — (fe:mp )pepkvkelcu'

Here, Egm)( fﬁ;‘)l)‘,cu = Egm( fr(;?l“c ) is the restriction of the expected flow Em)( fﬁ;‘,{) =
(E i) (fmn,p))pep of the mixed NE flow f ran Of I'y, to the subgame Fn\lc , which is a non-atomic

flow of I'yxc,,-

(n)
(58) limpo0 % =: d,(fo’u) € (0,1] for each k € K, and each v € M. This actually follows directly

from property (S4) and decomposition condition (AD1).

Note that (A.32)—(A.33) hold for an arbitrary sequence (Sy,)nen fulfilling (S1)—(S4) if and only if
they hold for an arbitrary sequence (S, )nen satisfying (S1)—(S8). This follows again since every infinite
subsequence (S,;)jen of an sequence (Sy)nen fulfilling (S1)-(S4) contains an infinite subsequence
(S, sien fulfilling (S1)-(S8).

Step I'V: The inductive assumptions

We will prove (A.32)—(A.33) by showing that the statements IA1-TA7 below hold for each u € M,
using an induction on wu over the set {0,...,m} = {0} |JM. Here, we put Ky := 0, 97(7,0) = 0 and
identify I';,x, as the empty subgame and employ the convention that IA1-IA7 hold for u = 0.

IA1 max #(n) (Efm ( }(Z,l)) € O(max}, gg)) for k € UL Ky, i.e., the most costly

pep E- n)(f'ran )>0 Tp
path used by agents of the subgame Fn|u;;0Kl has a cost of at most O(maxfzo gg)) in the
expected flow Egq ( Nﬁ;‘,{)

IA2 The joint total cost of I'yu_ i, in Eﬁ(n)(ﬁg%) is ©(max}., g,(f) 'TnliCz)’ ie.,

ZCKZ H(”) ran Z Z Z EH(") ranp TP(EH(R)(fﬁar)L))

=0 keK; pEPs

€ @(I?Z%X g0 'Tn\lCz)'

n

Zl 0 C’Cl (En(n) (.fran)7rn)

( =1.
Zl 0 (natl)vpn\)Cl)

TA3 lim,, o

TA4 max PPy By (F™, 150 Eqm (Tp(fr(‘g)l)) € O(max}‘zo gg)) for k € UL K.

ran,p

IA5 The expected joint total cost of Fn\UZ;O/Cz in ﬂ% is also @(maxl : g,gl) . Tn\iCz)v ie.,

Eﬁ(") [Z CKl(f( T Z Z Z EH(") ran,p ’ (.ﬁggr)z))
=0

=0 kekpePy

G@(m:%x gﬁf) -Tn‘;cl).
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]Ef[(n) [ZZL 0 C)Cl (f( )7Fn)] —
Sio CUn) Tk

IA7 For each k € Ky and each [ =0,...,u

TA6 lim,

l /
max~(n) ) [fran,p ’ (fggr)z)] € O( n|kK; max g(l ))
PEP: Eﬁ(n) (fran,p)>0

Among these inductive assumptions, IA3 and IA6 are the most crucial. We obtain trivially that

D0 2kek; pery Efitn (f Yanp) 7o (Egioo (Fn))

N0 Zl 0 (nat 7Fn“¢l)

N #(n) #(n)
lim D10 Xokek, ZpePkE (’;)( ranp - Ty(fran)) =1, (A.35)
n—roo Zl 0 ( nat ’Fn\lCz)

when TA3 and IA6 hold for all u € M = {1,...,m}. Then (A.32)—(A.33) follow immediately from
(A.34)—(A.35), since the subgame Ty, i,

irreg

has a bounded total demand and thus can be neglected in
the limits by an argument similar to that in the proof of Fact A.2 below.

7

Moreover, A4 implies IA7. This follows since the random event fmnp < T,x,” occurs almost
surely for each p € Upex,Pi and each [ € M. In fact, IA4 also implies IA1, which we will claim later
in Fact A.1

Now, we consider an arbitrary u € {0,...,m — 1} such that TA1-TA7 hold for each non-negative
integer | < u. We will prove TA1-TA7 for u + 1, which then implies (A.34)—(A.35) by induction, and
so completes the proof of Theorem 3.3a—b.

Step V: Validating IA1-TA7 for v+ 1

For each k € Kyy1 and each p € Py, Eﬁ(n)(fr(g,)%p) = 0 implies that ﬁz(z)) = 0 for every ¢ € Ulgn)
because of (2.2). So, for each p € Py, Eﬁ(n)(ﬁggr)z,p) = 0 is equivalent to the fact that the random

event “fmnp 0” occurs almost surely, i.e., Prau( fﬁ;‘,{ p =10 =1 Similarly, for each a € A,

113

S 79
mna\u K = 0” occurs

Efi(n) ( ffm)L U lCz) = 0 is equivalent to the fact that the random event

almost surely. Therefore, we can directly remove f

ran,alUp_ oK, from the respective expectations of the

random variables 7, ( fmn o) and fmn a " Ta( ﬁg%a) when Eg ) ( ﬁ:r)z,alu}; ) lCz) =

With the above observations and the inductive assumptions IA1 and A4 of step u, we obtain

(A.36)—(A.38) for every arc a € A and every path p € Ugex,,,, Pr-

7a B (Fin.a)] = 7a [Bsio (From apopyre) + Brico G aper o)
u l
JOo(maxit, o) if By [f0) alu gkl > 0 (A.36)
Ta [Emm(fr(si,auc\u? )] i B [fr(m)m alJi ’Cz] =5

EI:I(") [Ta(f;gg?)%a)} EH(”) [Ta(f::;r)z alup, + fran alK\Uj— Kl)]
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u l i "
 Jowmaxi, o) if B [Fyam aiop i) > 0 (A.37)

(n) : (n) _
Eﬁ(”) [Ta(fran,aUC\UlelCl)] if Eﬁ(") [fran,a|Uf:OICl] =0,
F(n £(n _ £(n #(n) #(n)
EI:I(") [ Tgm)%p ’ Ta(fﬁm)l,a)] - EI:I(") [ Tgm)%p ’ Ta(fran,a\uf:OICl + fran,a|lC\Uf:OICl)]

u ! 1 Fu
B O(Tn\lcu+1 -max;’ 91(1)) if By [f:ar)z,a|uz‘:olcl] >0, (A.38)

Esiio) [franp Ta(ffzr)z,am\%fclﬂ if Eyn) [fflfi,aw;;o;c,] =0.

(A.36) and (A.37) follow since IA1 and IA4 hold in steps [ < u, and since the expected arc flow
Efi(n) (fgr)z,alui;()l@) > 0 implies that arc a belongs to some path p € Uj"_Urei, Pr with Efe) (ﬂ;‘%p) >
0. (A.38) follows immediately from (A.37) and the fact that fﬁZQL,p < Tk, for every path p €
UkeK,.1 Pr- Here, we observe that (A.36)—(A.38) hold trivially when u = 0, i.e., when U} ; = 0.

With (A.36)—(A.37), we now show IA1l, TA4 and TA7 for step u + 1.

Fact A.1 IA1, IA/ and IA7 hold for step u + 1.

Proof of Fact A.1: We only need to show IA4 and IA1, as A4 implies IA7.

Proof of IA4: We obtain by (A.37) that Eq., (Tp(f,g(?%)) € O(max]} g,(ql)) for every tight path
P € Ukek,,, Pr- This follows since a tight path consists of arcs a with degrees 8, < Ayy1, gﬁfﬁl) =
T;‘r;gu;, and Ty, € O(Tyicpue k,)s see (A.30). Then IA4 of step u + 1 follows immediately from
the facts that every k € K41 has at least one tight path, that fr(;‘,l is a mixed NE flow, and that
d,(;? < v for all £k and i. Here, we use that the choice of a single agent has a negligible influence on

the expected cost of a path (compared to max}‘jol g,(Ll )) when n is large enough, since his demand is

bounded from above by the constant v and T}, x,,, — 00 as n — oo. In fact, we can even think of fﬁ;‘,{
as a mixed WE flow (see Remark 2.1) in this proof.

Proof of TA1: We show for each a € A that

Ta[Efin (Fin.a)] < Egion [ra(fh.0)] + O(1), (A.39)

which, combined with IA4 of step u + 1, implies IA1 in step u + 1, since maX;L;LOI g,g ) e Q(1) for every

u =0,...,m — 1. Note that 7,(-) is convex on [M,,00) for some constant M, > 0, since 7,(-) is a

non-decreasing polynomial with an integer degree 5, > 0. Jensen’s inequality from Lemma A.2c¢ then
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yields that

7By (F5.0)] = Ta[Bgiony (Fh ol £ 0 = Ma)] - Piyony [ 0 > Mo
+ TalEgyom (Flanal Fna < Ma)l - Piyon [Fimna < Ml
< By [ra( £l )| Fina = Ma) - Pryon [0 > M
+ 7aBign (flan ol £ < Ma)] - Prrw [Fih o < Mal
< By ra( £ ) Fih e > Ma) - Pry (£ 0 > M
+ Egjo [7a(fan o) e < Ma] - Py £ .0 < Ma] + 7a(Ma)

= Eﬁ(n) [Ta(f;ggr)z,a)] + 0(1)

This proves IA1 for step u + 1, and completes the proof of Fact A.1". O
Note that either g(u+ ) ¢ O(maxj* g,(f)) or g,(f” ) € w(maxj gr(f)), since the scaling factors

are mutually comparable, i.e., the sequence (S, )nen satisfies property (S5). To validate IA2-TA3 and
TA5-TA6, we thus distinguish two subcases.

Subcases I: gr(LuH) € O(max}' gr(ll))

Fact A.2 shows IA2-TA3, and IA5-TAG6 for step u+1 when g(qu ) € O(maxj g,(l)) Then Fact A.1-
Fact A.2 together imply IA1-TA7 for step v+ 1 when g(uH) € O(maxj gﬁl)) Here, we observe that
gy(LuH) € O(max}' g,(L)) happens only when u > 0, since gr(LO) 0 and g(u+1) € Q1) for each

ue{0,...,m—1}.
Fact A.2 If g(u+1 € O(maxj’ g,(L)) then TA2-IA3, and IA5-IA6 hold at step u + 1.

Proof of Fact A.2: IA1 of step u + 1 yields

Esioo LA 0] - 7o B (F0)] € O(Thico s - max 9) = O (T I?Eig g

for every p € Upex,., Pr with Egwm) [fmn,p] > 0 when g(uH) € O(max}’ g,(f)). This in turn implies

with (A.30) that

C’Cu+1[ n)(fran Z ZE (n) fran,p Tp[ H(n)(fran)]

ke ut1 pEPY (A.40)

€0 (T, max g,)) Co(max Ty, gy))-

Then TA2 of step u + 1 follows from (A.30), gr(Lqul) € O(max gr(f)), and TA2 of step u.

There is an alternatlve proof that does not need the convexity of the polynomial cost functions. The random

variable X, := f." a\)C\u“ I has a variance of at most v - Egm)[Xn], and so the random event “X, < Egem)[Xn] —

V2 v-Egm [Xn]” occurs Wlth a probability of at most % by Chebyshev’s inequality from Lemma A .2b. This then implies
Ta(Eqn) [Xn]) € O(Efm) [Ta(Xn)]), and so IA1 in step u + 1 holds by IA4 of step u + 1 and (A.36). Hence, Theorem 3.3
carries also over to non-decreasing polynomial cost functions with arbitrary non-negative real-valued degrees, since only
the above proof of TA1 for step u + 1 involves the convexity of the cost functions.
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IA3 of step u + 1 then follows from (A.40), TA3 of step u, and (A.41),

nat

Chat™ Tpss) €O(Tpi s -98+)) Co(mix Tope-g), (A41)

see (A.43) of Fact A.3 below.
(A.40)~(A.4T1) show that Tk,

41 1s negligible when we compute its respective total cost in the

expected flow of fmn and f mut1) , and when gr(LuH) € O(max;' g,(L)) Similarly, we can obtain [A5—
IA6 of step u+ 1 by showing that I', k., , is again negligible when we compute its joint expected total
cost in fran and when g(wl) € O(max}’ gg)), where we use A4 and IA7 of step u + 1.

This completes the proof of Fact A.2. O

(utl) o w(maxj* g,(ll))

Subcase II: g,
We now show IA2-TA3 and TA5-TA6 for step u + 1 when g(uH) € w(maxj gg)). This, together

with Fact A.1 and Fact A.2, completes the proof of IA1-TA7 for step u + 1.

Fact A.3 below states a helpful result from [Wu et al., 2021], which shows that the limit f coutl)
7(n,u+1)
lim,, s :J;"Tt in (S6) is a non-atomic NE flow of a limit game F\(IC )+1’ and the scaled non-atomic
(f(n u+1)’ n\)Cu+1)

NE cost

wrn— of subgame I' |k, , converges to the total cost of the non-atomic NE flow

Tn\)Cu+1

fy(;;’uﬂ) of Fl(;éo ) . Here, F|(K) is a (non-atomic) congestion game with (O/D pair) demand vector

d(") (dlin,u+l))

d(ooutl) — (d(oo UH))keICuH: lim,, oo 1 lim,, o T Fefutl and cost function
n|Ky41 nly41
o0 if Ba > )\u+1,
. . Ta (T Ku y)
(@)= lim lim W =L 2P i By Ao, (A.42)
n
0 if Ba < )‘u—Ha
for every x € [0,1] and every arc a € A.
Fact A.3 (See [Wu et al., 2021]) For each u=1{0,...,m —1} = {0} U (M \ {m}),
7(nu+1) (n7u+1) +1
g S Do) _ gy 3 5 Jonke 7 (Foi)
n—00 X (u+1) n—00 K (u+1)
n|Kut1 " 9In k€K ui1 PEPY Tnjicus gn
1) 1
=D nara I (e ™) € (0,00) (A43)
acA

and fT(LZj,uH is a non-atomic NE flow OfF o s 1. f(oo Jut1)

natp = 0 for each non-tight p € Ukeuir Pr-

Here, we employ the convention that 0 - oo = 0.

F(n)

Properties similar to Fact A.3 actually carry over to the expected flow Egm)( fran\lcu+1) when
E- n (f;(‘Z'ZL ) =
gﬁﬂ“) € w(maxj g,g)). Here, we recall that lim,,_,~ W = e(;f,’wl), see (ST7).
nRAu+1
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Consider an arbitrary arc a € A with 8, < Ay41. Then (A.36) yields

Ta (Eﬁ(n) (fr(gf)%a)) Ta (Eﬁ(n) (,ﬁggr)z,a))

. T . ~ 7(n)
Jim SRR = Jim SRR Lo (Brio )
To | E& f(n) f
) a ) ran,a|Ky+1 ran a\lC\U“+llC =(n)
+ lim, D Loy (Ero oo o))
n
- #(n)
f'EZZL,a\K fTan,a\)C\U“_"_lK
Ta <T"’Cu+1 “Efm) < Tn\)CuHH + T”\’Culzo l
= lim o
H u
n—00 AT
= et (30 ST flaewth)) = oot floenh) (A44)

keKy11 pEPy:a€p

Here, we use (A.30) to remove the influence of subgame T’ nl\UHLC and use (A.42) to obtain the

limit. The subgame I';,uu_ x, vanishes in the limit since gr(L utl) ¢ w(max; gr(l)) and (A.30).

Hence, we obtain for each tight path p € Uger, ., Pr that

hm Tp(Ef{(n) (fr(gy)L)) _ hm ( TI(n) (fran|]cu+1))
=00 g,(;hLl) N300 gr(;hLl) p

= r(eout1) (fleout1)y 10, 00), (A.45)

erp

since a tight path p € Ugex, ., Pr contains only arcs a € A with 8, < Ayy1.

u+1
Lemma A.3 shows another helpful result when we justify IA2-TA3 and TA5—(Sto-IA6) for the case

that gﬁfﬂrl) € w(maxj’ gg)). We move the long proof of Lemma A.3 to Appendix A.7.

Lemma A.3 Consider an arbitrary a € A, an arbitrary u € {1,...,m}, an arbitrary polynomial
function h(-) with degree B > 0 and a constant gy := Té" K with an arbitrary constant exponent X > 0.
Assume that h(zx) is non-decreasing on [0,00). Then

5 F(n) 5 F(n)
EH(") (h(f an,a|lC\U?;01’Cz)) h(EH(n) (f an,a|lC\U?;01Kl))

lim ! = lim !

€ [0, o0]

if either of the two limits exist.
With Lemma A.3, Fact A.4 confirms IA2-1A3 and IA5-1AG6 for the case that g(uH) € w(maxj* g,(f)).
Fact A.4 [A2-1A3, IA5-1IA6 hold at step u+ 1 when g(uH) € w(maxj* g,(f)).

Proof of Fact A.4:
We obtain by IA1 of step u + 1 that Eg) (ﬂ;‘%p) € o(Tyk,.,) for an arbitrary non-tight path

P € Ukek, ., Pk Otherwise, there is a non-tight path p € Ugcic, ., Pr with

u+1

1
( (”) ran ZTG (”) rana > ZTG (”) ran,p)) € w(ggu—i— ))

a€Ep agp
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and Eg, (;E,?% p) € ATk, ,,)- This contradicts IA1 of step u + 1, i.e., 7 (B ( Nﬁ;‘)z)) € O(g,(f”l))

(ut1) ()

for every p’ € Ugek, ., Pr with En(n)(fm%p ) > 0 when gp, € w(maxj' ; gn’). Here, we recall again

that every non-tight path p € Ugci,, ., Pr contains at least one arc a € A whose cost function has a

u+1
degree B, > Ayt1-

Consequently, we obtain for each non-tight path p € Upck,,, Pk that

_(fn)
f(oo,u—l—l) — lim EH(n)(fran,p) —0,

€xrp,p n—oo T

nl’Cu+1
lim Efioo (franp) T (B ( Yan))
noo Tk, gl (A.46)
o Biion (Fop) - Lo.00) B (Franp)) | 7 (Egyon (Fe))
n—00 Tn|’Cu+1 1(1u+1)
= 0.

Here, we used again IA1 of step u + 1.
(A.45) and (A.46) together imply that

Ceoir [Egiom (F0), Tn] S kekcis Sopery B (Fimp) - (g (Fin)

A CES R rD)
n|/Cu+1 gn n‘lcu+l gn
#(n)
— lm Zke/Cu+1 Zpepk :p is tight EH(") (fran,p) (EH(”) (fran\lCu+1))
T a0 (u+1)
n“Cu-Q—l gn
e(gz’u-l-l) (c0,u+1) (fe(gz’u-l-l)) (A47)
a€A

where we again use the convention that 0- oo = 0. So TA2 of step u + 1 holds.

When A\, y1 > 0, then we obtain by Lemma A.3 that fe(;?f, 4D 55 a non-atomic NE flow of Fl(loco )+1
(u+1) O]

This follows since gy, € w(max! , gn’) and
(pe1) FlooartD)y _ B0 (fran))
E (fexp )= nh—>ngo (u+1)
gn
~ N(n) ~ , ’"’(n)
= lim M < lim Eqo (7 (fran)) (A.48)
n—00 gﬁlqul) n— 00 91(1U+1)

(Es n ~ran 0, U ry
i 7 it (Fran) _ e, 1) floo i)

et (u+1) o erp
dn

for an arbitrary k& € K,11 and two arbitrary tight paths p,p’ € P with fe(;f,;;f“) > 0. We used
Lemma A.3 to exchange the expectation and the function 7,(-) in (A.48), used (A.45) to obtain the
limits on both sides, and used (A.36)-(A.37) to remove the influence of subgame I'jju_ i, in the limits

(u+1)

when gn € w(maxj’ gr(ll)) and the paths p and p’ are tight. Moreover, the inequality in (A.48)

follows since fﬁ;‘,{ is a mixed NE flow, which has a similar behavior with a mixed WE flow when we

20



scale the path cost with ¢®“*?) and the maximum individual demand is bounded from above by v.
When A, y1 = 0, then every tight path has constant cost. So (A.48) holds trivially and fego D) g

also a non-atomic NE flow of F|(,C) Here, we recall (A.16), i.e., e(;?,’,;ﬂ) > 0 only if p € Urer, 1 Pr

is tight.
The above arguments together with Fact A.3 and TA3 of step u imply IA3 for step u + 1.
Below we show IA5-TAG6 for step u + 1 when g( utl) ¢ w(maxj g,(f)).

Lemma A.3 implies for each 0,, € o(T,k,,,) and each a € A with 8, < A,y that

Eﬁ(”) [(-]igZV)L,aUC\U}‘ +0 ) (fNTEZ)@ »alIC\UJL )]

i 1)
n‘lCqul gn
B [ ol )]
_ 1) L ran,a| K\UE_ K, ran,a| K\U_ K;
- n1~>Holo (u+1)
n|/Cu+1 gn
F(n) F(n)
I Eﬁ(”) [fran,a\lC\U“ Ky ] "Ta [E [1(n) (fran,aUC\U}‘:OICl )] (A49)
nvoo (ut1)
n|/Cu+1 gn
F(n) F(n)
— lim Eﬁ(”) [fan,aUCu_,_l] "Ta [Efl(”) (frsn,a|lCu+1)]
n—00 Tn|lCu+1 ) gﬁlqul)

£(oou+1) (oo u+1)(f(oo u+1))

erp,a erp,a

Here, Ej(n) [en'Ta(fvgsr)z,aUC\U;‘:llCl)] € (ks gt )) as Ta(fﬁan A\ x,) € O(gﬁluﬂ)) holds almost
surely when B, < Ayt1.

Lemma A.3, (A.37)—(A.38), ¢ utl) ¢ w(maxj’ Og,(L)) and (A.16) together imply for each non-tight
path p € Ugerc, ., Pr that

1o Bl iy ()] _ - LoooBie (Flana)) Erioo oy 7 (Fran)]
n—00 (wtl)  nooo (utl)
n|/Cu+1 gn n|/Cu+1 gn

zaep:6a>>\u+1 ]1(0,00) [Eﬁ(n) (f?ggr)zvp)] -Eq () [fmn,p ’ Ta( Nvggr)z,a)]

= lim

n—r00 u+1

- Tn“Cu-Q—l g7(1 )

 Cepporun LooolErion Frans)] Equen [ Fanp 7a(Fm oo, )]
= fim ) (A.50)

n|/Cu+1 gn
n)

<1 Zagp:ﬁa>>\u+1l(Opo)[Eﬁ(n)(fmn,p)] H(n)[f ran,dfOUL K, Ta(f,gan,ayg\uztzolcl)]
= oo ()

n|/Cu+1 gn

zaﬁp:ﬁa>Au+1]1( oo)[Eﬁ@)(ﬁgan,p)]'Eﬁm) [ffa)n AU, ICl] 'Ta[Eﬁ(")(fr(Z)v,d/QU}‘:OICZ)]

= lim
n—0c0 ST 951%)
< i D aep B L solEgion(Flimp)] By [ a\K\Ui;)’Cz] Tl (Fren)]
<l e
n\lCu+1 In
Za . T0,00 [E* n (fmn, )] Epe ffsr)m
— i Zrertezen Lo By Frng)) By ) ranapeen] L0(1)

T”I’Cu+1
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#(n)
. Za@ Ba>Au+1 Zp EUkeK,, 1Py, 0P (QOO[ ")(fmnvl’)] Efiom) [fran,p’]
— hm u+17k"

-0(1)
7300 n“Cu-Q—l

=0.

Here, we used that T AU K € 0( n\ICu+1)a that Eﬁ(n)(fr(g&p) = 0 implies P (f,ggy)zp - Tp( }(Z,la) =
0) =1 for every a € A, that Ega) (fm%,p) > 0 implies 7, (Efm) (fﬁZ%)) € O@,ﬁ“*”), that p’ is non-tight
if p’ contains an arc a with 8, > A\,11, and that

lim Zaep;gagAuH ]1(0,00) (Eﬁ(n) (ngggr)b,p)) : Eﬁ(n) (frggr)up : Ta( ~7£trzlr)z,a))

n—00 TnllCu+1 gr(Lu-H)
1 ZaEpiﬁaSAuH ]1(0700) (Eﬁ(") (f“mvp)) ’ E~ (n) (fﬁg)lvp ’ T‘l(f;;lr)z,aUC\Uf‘—o’Cl))
= 1um —
n—00 TnlICu+1 gr(Lu-H)

< lim Zcﬁp:ﬁag)\u_H H(O,m)@ﬁ(n)(]?ﬁgr)zvp)) 'E" n)(fmmp) 'Ta(TnUC\U;;OICl)

— n—0o wtl
Tn‘Ku+1 97(1 :

. > aepBa<russ L(0,00) Egn ( vgar)b,p))'Eﬁ(m(;ng)up) ‘

n—o0

0(1) =0

Tn‘K:qul

when p € Ugerc, ., Pk is non-tight.
(A.50) means that non-tight paths are also negligible in the limit when we scale the joint (expected)
total cost of the subgame Ik, ,, in the mixed NE flow fmn with the factor T,k , gﬁluﬂ)

A.49)—(A.50), (A.38) and g(u+1) € w(max;_ gﬁl) together imply that
=0

Zkelcu+1 Zpepk Efi(n) (f?ggr)z,p - 7p( Nr(gf)l))

lim
1
n—00 Tn\lCu+1 gglu )
#(n)
o Zkelcu.u Zpepk:p is tight Ef{(") (fran,p : Tp(franUC\U ))
= oo (1)

Tn\lCu+1 gn

#(n) #(n)
~ lim ZaEA:ﬁaS)\u-H Eﬁ(”) (fran,a| tight p = Ta(fran,aUC\Uz‘:OICl))

n—00 Tn\lCu+1 91(1u+1)
F(n) F(n)
. ZaEA:BQS)\u-H Efl(”) (fran,aUC\U“ ’ Ta(fran,aUC\U}L:OICl))
= D (A-51)
Tn|/Cu+1 gn

_ Z fe(;;:ngl) (oo u+1) (fe(;g,qul))

a€A:La<Au+1

Z F(oo,u+1) .7l (o0, u+1)( ~(oo,u+1))’

e:vp, erp,a
a€A

— #(n) :
where we put f ran,altight p _Zp/eukeKu+1Pk5‘16p/vp/ is tight Jranp LT €ach a € A with B, < Ayy1. We also
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used that

#(n) #(n)
fran »alIC\Uj 1 Ky fran,a| tight p < Z Z frcm N + 1T, |IC\U"+1IC
k€EKu+1 p'€Py: p’ is non-tight

€ O(TNIICu+1)7

and that
3 F(n) #(n) z(n)
- EH(")(fmmp’ Ta(frgn aIIC\U?:OICz)) < lim Eﬁ(")(fmmp’) 0(1) = 0
oo Tn“Cu-Q—l g7(lu+1) e nl’C“+1

when 3, < Ay41 and p’ € Ugek,,,, Pr is non-tight. Here, we observe that the random event “7( ffzr)z all\UE

O(gr(LuH)) occurs almost surely when £, < A\,41.
(A.51) together with Fact A.3 proves IA5-TA6 for step u + 1. Note that we have already shown
that fe(;; 41 s a non-atomic NE flow of FI(IZ )+1' This completes the proof of Fact A.4. O
Therefore, IA1-TA7 hold for all u € M. This completes the whole proof by induction. O

A.7 Proof of Lemma A.3

Consider an arbitrary arc a € A, and an arbitrary u € M = {1,...,m}. Let g, = T, be a

n|Ky

factor with an arbitrary exponent A > 0, and let h : [0,00) — [0,00) be an arbitrary non-decreasing
polynomial function with degree 5 > 0. To simplify notation, we assume that IC, = K\ Uf;ollCl. The
proof still holds when K, is replaced by K\ Ufz_ollCl, since (A.30) holds and lim,, :Mgin =

nl\U K

limy,—ye0 # =1.
n|Kqy
h(EH(")( ran a\Ku))
an

We assume, w.o.l.g., that the limit lim,, € [0, o0] exists.

To prove Lemma A.3, we need tight probability lower and upper bounds for the random event
\ o a“Cu — En(n)(ffan aIICu)’ € OE H(n>(fr(21)1 a“Cu)), for which we will need Markov’s inequality from
Lemma A 2a.

Note that ff{m Al = =D reK, Zz‘eué”) dl(:i) ']lpk,i(ﬁ,('"))(a) is a weighted sum of mutually independent

Bernoulli random variables 1 (a), i€ Llf,gi = uke,cuu,g"). Recall that pk,i(ﬁgn)) is the random

()
path sampled by agent 4 usiflzr (the )probability distribution f[g") = (l:[%))pep,c for each k € K, and
1€ U,gn), and that 1p(b) is the indicator function of the membership relation “b € B” for an arbitrary
set B and an arbitrary element b.

Fact A.5a—d below show useful lower and upper probability bounds for a weighted sum of arbitrary

Bernoulli random variables, and thus apply to the weighted sum f'- F

ran,a|lCy”

Fact A.5 Consider n mutually independent Bernoulli random variables X1, . .., X, with success prob-
abilities qu, . .., qn € [0, 1], respectively. Let vy, ..., v, be non-negative weights with sum Vy, := > 1" | v,

and let Y, = > v; - X; be the weighted sum of these n random variables. If v; < v for a constant
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v > 0, then the following probability bounds hold.

a) P(Y, > (1+9) - E(Y,)) < ei((SJrl)'vE(yn)'(ln(‘erl =5t) for all § > 0.

Vn—(1-0)-E(Yn) (1 Vin—(1-6)-E(Yn) 3-E(Yn)

b) P(Yng (1-9)- E(Yn)) <e v Vn—E(Yn) Vn—(H)'E(Yn)) for all § € (0,1).

¢) If lim,, o E(Y,) = 0 and lim,,_,
1+6) < 676% ( n(e+1)— 6+1) for all 0 >0 and all n > N.

V. > 1, then there is an integer N € N such that ]P’(Yn >

d) If lim,, 4 E(‘/Ynn) = 1 and lim, o V,, = oo, then there is an integer N € N s.t, P(Yn < (1-
Vn—(1-9)-(E(Yn)—) (1 Vn—(1-0)-(E(Yn)—) 3-E(Yn)d-¢c )
v VnEYnite Vo (0B ) for all 6 € (0,1), all ¢ €

5) - (E(Y,)—c) < e
(0, E(Y,)), and all n > N.

Proof of Fact A.5a: Our proof is similar to that for the usual Chernoff bound in, e.g., [Mitrinovic,
1970, Nowak, 1994]. Using Markov’s inequality and the fact that X1, ..., X, are mutually independent
Bernoulli random variables with success probabilities ¢, ..., g,, we obtain for an arbitrary ¢ > 0 and

an arbitrary § > 0 that

— Pt Yn > ot (148)-E(Ya [T E(etXivr)
P(Y, > (1+6) - B(Yy)) = P(e"" > M 1F0-F()) < e

Iy (@ e+ —q)  TLn (qi-v;-t- et:;;l +1)

ot-(143)-E(Yn) ot-(143)-E(Yn)

(A.52)

e’—1

The function

by (A.52) that

is non-decreasing on (0,00) and 1+ = < e* holds for all z € [0,00). So we obtain

Ty (i vi-t- S 41)
P(Yn > (1—}—5) . E(Yn)) < et-(1+5)'E(er)

t-v
n . E -1
ezizl Qi Vit

ot-(140)-E(Yn)

(A.53)
B(Y,) (€01 —1.(149))

=€

(6+1)-E(Yn)
for all ¢ > 0. (A.53) implies that B(Y, > (1+6) - E(Y,)) < e b (m+)—g5)

= ln(éerl)

when we put
and observe that In(d + 1) — 5% > 0 for all 6 > 0.

Proof of Fact A.5b Let Z,, := Y " | v;-(1-X;) = V,—Y,,. Then Z,,+Y,, = V,, and E(Z,,)+E(Y,,) =
V,,. Fact A.5a) implies for every ¢ € (0,1) that

6 -E(Y,

B(Z, > E(Z,) +6-E(Y,) = (1+ =200y g (z,))
E(Z,)

_E(Zn) ) (1 BZn) 4O EY) SECM) )

<e v Zn)  EZn)reETm) )

Since the random event Z,, > E(Z,,) + 0 -E(Y},) is equivalent to the random event Y, < (1—4¢)-E(Y,),
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we obtain that

_E(Zn)+5-E(Yn) (1 E(Zn)+6-E(Yn) 5-E(Yn) )
P(Y, < (1—06)-E(Y,)) <e c EZn) T EZn) 5 E(Y)
_Vn—-(1-0)E(¥n) (1 Vin— (1 0)E(Yn) _ 5-E(Yn) ) (A54)
—e v Vn—E(Yn)  Van—(1-8)E(Yn)
for all 0 € (0,1). (A.54) proves Fact A.5b.
Proof of Fact A.5c: We say that n mutually independent Bernoulli random variables X7, ..., X},
with success probabilities ¢, ..., q), are stochastically larger than Xi,..., X, if ¢ > ¢; for each i =
1,...,n. Clearly, there are n mutually independent Bernoulli random variables X7,..., X/ that are

stochastically larger than X7, ..., X, and satisfy E(Y;)) = E(> ;v - X)) = > ", v; - ¢, = 1 for large
enough n. This follows since E(Y;,) =Y/ ;v -¢; = 0asn — oo, lim, ,  V,, =lim,_, > . v >1,
and the continuous multi-variate function a(z1,...,z,) == Y ;" v; - (¢; + x;) has [E(Y,), V,] as its
range on the compact domain [[} (0,1 — ¢;] for all n € N.

Fact A.5c¢ then follows from Fact A.5a, if P(Y,, > ¢) < P(Y) = Y ,v; - X! > ¢) for an arbitrary
constant ¢ > E(Y},), (since we can then obtain Fact A.5¢ by applying Fact A.Sato Y, withe=1+4
for large enough n).

Consider now an arbitrary constant ¢ > E(Y;,). We prove below that P(Y,, > ¢) < P(Y,, > ¢) only

for the particular case that ¢j > ¢; and ¢, = ¢; for all i = 2,...,n. One can obtain a complete proof
for the general case with a simple induction over {2,...,n}.
Note that

P(Y, >c)=P(D vi-X]>c—uv) -PX]=1)+P() _vi- X/ >c)-P(X] =0)

=2 =2
n n

=P(Y vi-X[>Zc—v)-(@+d—a)+P(D_vi-X[>¢)-(1—q1+a —q))
=2 =2

=P(Y,>c)+ (¢ —q1) ( Zv, X>c—vl Zv, X>c>

=P, >c)+ (¢ —ql)-]P’(c> Z%"Xi Zc—vl> > P(Y, > c).
i=2
This follows since the Bernoulli random variables X; and X/ can be identified for each i = 2,...,n, as
they have the same success probability g;.

Proof of Fact A.5d: It follows immediately from Fact A.5b and the fact that there are n
mutually independent Bernoulli random variables X7, ..., X/, such that Xi,..., X, are stochastically
larger than X7, ..., X] and E(Y,)) = E(Y,,) — ¢ for a constant ¢ € (0, E(Y},)). Note that such Bernoulli
random variables exist since lim,, o % =1 and lim,, . V,, = 0.

This completes the proof of Fact A.5. O

The two probability bounds in Fact A.5a—b are similar to Chernoff’s bounds and Hoeffding’s
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bounds, see, e.g., [Hoeffding, 1963, Mitrinovic, 1970, Nowak, 1994]. However, a direct application of

these known bounds to ffn)

analka involves either the number |Z/{‘ ICu| of agents in subgame I'; |, , or the

)

minimum individual demand min U™ d( Note that this minimum individual demand may

ke y,i
vanish quickly as n — oo and so the number ]Z/I ] of agents need not be in ©(T i, ). Therefore, we

include a proof tailored to our needs.

Note also that Fact A.5a does not apply when Eg n)(f( ”) ) € o(1), and Fact A.5b does not

ran,a|llCy

n)
apply when lim,, W = e(gf, Z) = 1. We will instead use Fact A.5c—d, respectively, in the

proof of Lemma A.3 in these two cases.

With all these preparations, we are now ready to prove Lemma A.3.

The two limits in Lemma A.3 are equal to 0 when A > f, since both A(Egm)( fmn Al )) and
Eﬁ(n)(h(fr(2117a‘Ku)) are in o(g,) when A > .

We assume, w.l.o.g., that 5> X >0. Moreover, we assume that lim”‘)wEﬁ(”)(ffsr)L,aUCu) € [0, o0
exists. Otherwise, we take an arbitrary infinite subsequence (n;);jcn satisfying this condition. To
simplify notation, we write Y, f ram,alfCu? = EH(")(fr(Z)@ a‘Ku) Pr () = P(:), and Eqn (-) = E(-).

We distinguish four cases.

Case I: E, € O(1), i.e., lim, o, E, € (0,00). Let &:= iﬁ €(0,1). We obtain by Fact A.Sa with
5::T1§|Ku that P[Y,, > (1+9) - E,] < = T (@) —55) — o ~Tieu/”) | This in turn implies that

3
E(h(Yy)) < e (Tiuv) B(Toe,) +h((1+ TS, ) En) € 0(gn)- S0 Timy, oo 82 = 0=Tim,, o 202D,

Case II: E, € o(1), i.e., lim, o E, = 0. We obtain by Fact A.5c¢ that P[Yn > 1+ Tfucu] <

—Ww < v . .
e (Tn\Ku/) Then, llmm%ZOthmHh(Yn))_

In
Case III: fexp a) = lim,, o T ‘ = 1. We obtain by Fact A.5d that
n
Tk (179) (Bn—e) ( I Tl —178)-(En)c) 5-En—b-c )
v Tn‘KufEnJrc Tn‘Kuf(lﬁ)»(Enﬂ:)

P[Yng(l—é)-(En—c)] <e

= 679(57‘""0“) s

where 0 € (0,1) is an arbitrary constant and ¢ := /Ty, . Therefore,

hEn) — h(En)
This implies that lim ., % > (1 — 6)# by letting n — 0o on both sides of the above inequal-
ity. So lim,_, W > 1 due to the arbitrary choice of 6 € (0,1). However, on the other hand,
llmnﬁooEgz%"))) = lim,, 00 /]?((?“(‘1,/:))) - limy, e h(hT(’g:;) < 1. Hence, we have lim,, ]Egzgj))) = 1 when

femp,a =1.
Case IV: fé;‘;;;?;) <land E, € w(l), ie, lim, o By = 00 and Ty, — En € (T, ). Clearly,
Fact A.5a—b apply in this case. We further distinguish two subcases.

(Subcase IV-I: h(E,) € o(gn)) Then E, € O(Ti‘lé?u). We obtain further by Fact A.5a that

o6



CoragMB
E(h(Y,)) € 0(gn). This follows since P(Y,, >4 - TM? )<e 20Toik.) for all § > 0 when E, € O(T)\/B ),

n\lCu n“Cu
and so lim,,_,e0 w < 67-0(1) for all § > 0.
(Subcase IV-II: h(E,,) € (g,)) Then E,, € Q(T%fu) Fact A.5a yields that P[Y,, > En—i—E,z/?’] =

2/3 ~1/3
7%_(IH(I+E;1/3)7 En )

= 1/3
R R L2 Hence,

— E(h(Yn) _ +— _owy?) MTak.) — WE,+EY?)

~ < W gy 2T )y,
By S A h(En) | noso  h(En)
E(h(Yn))

Moreover, lim > 1 follows from Fact A.5b, since P[Y,, < (1—6)- E,] < e~ ¥Tnicu) for each

100 h(En)

6 € (0,1), when Ty, — Epn € O(Tyk,,)-

All the above together prove Lemma A.3. O
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