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We consider generalized Nash equilibrium problems (GNEPs) with non-convex
strategy spaces and non-convex cost functions. This general class of games includes
the important case of games with mixed-integer variables for which only a few results
are known in the literature. We present a new approach to characterize equilibria via
a convexification technique using the Nikaido-Isoda function. To any given instance
of the GNEP, we construct a set of convexified instances and show that a feasible
strategy profile is an equilibrium for the original instance if and only if it is an equi-
librium for any convexified instance and the convexified cost functions coincide with
the initial ones. We develop this convexification approach along three dimensions:
We first show that for quasi-linear models, where a convexified instance exists in
which for fixed strategies of the opponent players, the cost function of every player
is linear and the respective strategy space is polyhedral, the convexification reduces
the GNEP to a standard (non-linear) optimization problem. Secondly, we derive two
complete characterizations of those GNEPs for which the convexification leads to a
jointly constrained or a jointly convex GNEP, respectively. These characterizations
require new concepts related to the interplay of the convex hull operator applied to
restricted subsets of feasible strategies and may be interesting on their own. Note
that this characterization is also computationally relevant as jointly convex GNEPs
have been extensively studied in the literature. Finally, we demonstrate the appli-
cability of our results by presenting a numerical study regarding the computation of
equilibria for three classes of GNEPs related to integral network flows and discrete
market equilibria.

1. Introduction

The generalized Nash equilibrium problem constitutes a fundamental class of noncooperative
games with applications in economics [I3], transport systems [3] and electricity markets [2].
The differentiating feature of GNEPs compared to classical games is the flexibility to model
dependencies among the strategy spaces of players, that is, the individual strategy space of
every player depends on the strategies chosen by the rival players. Examples in which this
aspect is crucial appear for instance in market games where discrete goods are traded and
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the buyers have hard spending budgets: effectively, the strategy space of a buyer depends on
the market price (set by the seller) as only those bundles of goods remain affordable that fit
into the budget. Other examples appear in transportation systems, where joint capacities (e.g.
road-, production- or storage capacity) constrain the strategy space of a player. For further
applications of the GNEP and an overview of the general theory, we refer to the excellent
survey articles of Facchinei and Kanzow [22] and Fischer et al. [25].

While the GNEP is a research topic with constantly increasing interest, the majority of
work is concerned with the continuous and convex GNEP, i.e., instances of the GNEP where
the strategy sets of players are convex and the cost functions are at least continuous with
regard to all players’ strategy choices and often convex in the own strategy choice. Our focus
in this paper is to derive insights into non-convex or discrete GNEPs including GNEPs with
mixed-integer variables. As main approach, we will reformulate a non-convex GNEP via a
convexification technique and then identify expressive subclasses of GNEPs which can then be
solved by standard optimization problems or be reformulated via more structured convexified
GNEPs.

Let us introduce the model formally and first recap the standard pure Nash equilibrium
problem (NEP). For an integer k € N, let [k] := {1,...,k}. Let N = [n] be a finite set of
players. Each player i € N controls the variables z; € X; C R¥. We call = = (z1,...,2,)
with x; € X; for all i € N a strategy profile and X = X; x --- x X,, C R¥ the strategy space,
where k = (ki,...,k,) and R(ls) .= RZi=1li for any vector [ € N® and s € N. We use
standard game theory notation; for a strategy profile x € X, we write z = (z;,z_;) meaning
that x; is the strategy that player ¢ plays in x and x_; is the partial strategy profile of all players
except ¢. The private cost of player ¢ € N in strategy profile z € X is defined by a function
7; : RF — R,z m;(2). A (pure) Nash equilibrium is a strategy profile z* € X with

mi(2*) < mi(y;, 2 ;) for all y; € X;, i € N.

The GNEP generalizes the model by allowing that the strategy sets of every player may depend
on the rival players’ strategies. More precisely, for any z_; € RF- (using the notation k_; :=
(k;);£i), there is a feasible strategy set X;(v—;) C R¥i. In this regard, one can think of the
strategy space of player i € N represented by a set-valued mapping X; : R¥~# = RFi. This leads
to the notation of the combined strategy space represented by a mapping X : R¥ = R* 2
[Lieny Xi(z—;) with y € X(z) © y; € Xi(z ;) for all i € N. The private cost function is given
by 7; : R¥ — R for every player i € N. The problem of player i € N — given the rivals’ strategies
x_; — is to solve the following minimization problem:

infy, 7 (yi, x—;) sty € Xi(x—y). (1)
A generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE) is a feasible strategy profile * € X (z*) with
mi(@") < mi(yi, x%,) for all y; € X;(a%;), i € N.

We can compactly represent a GNEP by the tuple I = (N, (X;(+))ien, (7mi)ien). In the sequel
of this paper, we will heavily use the Nikaido-Isoda function (short: NI-function), see [33].

Definition 1 (NI-function). Let an instance I = (N, (X;(*))ien, (7i)ien) of the GNEP be given.
For any two vectors x,y € R¥, the NI-function is defined as:

V(z,y) = Dien [mi(2) = milys, x-)] -

By defining V(x) '= SUPye x () ¥ (7, y) we can recap the following well-known characterization
of a generalized Nash equilibrium, see for instance Facchinei and Kanzow [22].



Theorem 1. For an instance I of the GNEP the following statements are equivalent.

1. x is a generalized Nash equilibrium for I.
2. x e X(x) and V(z) = 0.
3. x is an optimal solution of inf,cx () V() with value zero.

This characterization does not rely on any convexity assumptions on the strategy spaces nor
on the private cost functions of the players. Yet, the characterization seems computationally
of limited interest as neither the Nikaido-Isoda function itself nor the fixed-point condition
x € X (x) seems computationally tractable.

1.1. Our Results and Organization of the Paper

Our approach relies on a convexification technique applied to the original non-convex game
leading to a new characterization of the existence of Nash equilibria for GNEPs. In particular,
we derive for any instance I of the GNEP a set of convexified instances Z°". Roughly speaking,
the latter set consists of all those instances 1™ = (N, (X°™(-))ien, (¢i)ien), where for all
players i € N and rivals strategies z_; contained in a certain subset of R¥~i, the convexified
strategy space X" (x_;) is given by the convex hull conv(X;(z_;)) of the original strategy
space and the convexified private cost function z; — ¢;(z;, x_;) is the convex envelope of
x; — mi(x;,x—;). Our main result (Theorem [2]) states that for any I°°™V € Z°™ a strategy
profile z € X(z) is a GNE for I if and only if it is a GNE for I°°" and the convexified
cost functions coincide with the original ones. The proof is based on using the Nikaido-Isoda
functions for both games 1°°™ and /. While the convexified instances may admit an equilibrium
under certain circumstances, this equilibrium might still not be feasible for the original non-
convex game. The advantage of our convex reformulation, however, lies in the possibility that for
some problems, it is computationally tractable to solve a convexified instance while preserving
feasibility with respect to the original game. In this regard, we study several subclasses of
GNEPs for which this methodology applies.

In Section Bl we consider quasi-linear GNEPSs in which the cost functions of players are quasi-
linear and the players’ strategy spaces are quasi-polyhedral sets, that is, they admit a structure
which allows the convexified private cost functions to be chosen linearly for fixed strategies
of the other players. Similarly, the convexified strategy sets can be described by polyhedra
whenever the rivals’ strategies are fixed. By reformulating the V function of an associated
convexified instance, we show in Theorem [ that a quasi-linear GNEP can be modeled as
a standard (non-linear) optimization problem. The reformulation uses linear duality of the
players’ optimization problems and we note that this approach has been used before by Stein
and Sudermann-Merx [47] for the special case of linear GNEPs in which the cost functions and
strategy sets can be described by linear functions in .

In Section [l we study jointly constrained GNEPs which are also called GNEPs with shared
constraints. These games have the differentiating feature that the players’ strategy sets are
restricted via a shared feasible set X C R¥. If X is convex, one speaks of a jointly convex
GNEP but we do not impose this on X a priori. GNEPs with shared constraints have been
extensively studied in the literature and in this regard we analyze the structure of original non-
convex GNEPs I (not even jointly constrained) for which the set of convexified instances Z¢"
contains a jointly constrained or even a jointly convex instance. To this end, we introduce the
new classes of k-restrictive-closed and restrictive-closed GNEPs for which we show that they
completely characterize whether or not Z°"™ contains a jointly constrained or a jointly convex
instance, respectively. The property of (k-)restrictive-closedness is for example fulfilled for all
{0,1}* jointly constrained instances I and thus admits interesting applications.

In Section B, we present numerical results on the computation of equilibria for three classes
of GNEPs related to integral network flows and discrete market equilibria which are shown



to belong to both classes of restrictive-closed and quasi-linear GNEPs. To find equilibria of
an instance I, we propose two different different methods based on our convexification result.
Firstly, we present an approach where our quasi-linear reformulation is plugged into a standard
non-convex solver (BARON). Secondly, we try to compute an integral GNE of a specific con-
vexified instance [°°™ € Z. by implementing different procedures from the literature for solving
a convex GNEP, enhanced by a simple rounding procedure in order to obtain an integral equi-
librium. Perhaps surprisingly, it turned out that our quasi-linear approach was not only faster
(on average) in finding specifically integral GNE for the original non-convex GNEP but also for
computing (not necessarily integral) GNE for the convexified instances.

1.2. Related Work

Continuous and Convex GNEPs. GNEPs have been studied intensively in terms of equilib-
rium existence and numerical algorithms. It is fair to say, that the majority of works focus on
the continuous and convex case, that is, the cost functions of players are convex (or at least
continuous) and the strategy spaces are convex. One major reason for these restrictive assump-
tions lies in the lack of tools to prove existence of equilibria. Indeed, most existence results
rely on an application of Kakutani’s fixed point theorem which in turn requires those convexity
assumptions (e.g. Rosen [38]). We refer to the survey articles of Facchinei and Kanzow [22] and
Fischer et al. [25] for an overview of the general theory.

We discuss in the following various approaches for computing GNE for convex and continuous
GNEPs. Based on reducing the GNEP to the standard NEP, Facchinei and Sagratella [23]
described an algorithm to compute all solutions of a jointly convex GNEP, where the joint re-
strictions are given by linear equality constraints. However, this algorithm does not terminate
in finite time whenever there are infinitely many equilibria. Dreves [15] [16] tackled this problem
via an algorithm which computes in finite time the whole solution set for two different types of
GNEPs. In [I5], he investigated affine GNEPs with one-dimensional strategy sets in which the
players’ optimization problems are convex quadratic problems with a common linear constraint
in . The other type of GNEPs considered by Dreves [16] are the linear (not necessarily jointly
convex) GNEPs introduced by Stein and Sudermann-Merx [47]. While Dreves investigated the
computation of all solutions, Stein and Sudermann-Merx studied the smoothness of a certain
gap function that arises via a suitable extension of the V function. The latter extension is based
on a dualization approach regarding the second part of the NI-function, allowing for a refor-
mulation of V(z) = SUPycx(z) ¥Y(7,y) as a minimization problem. Note that this dualization
step will also play a key role in our analysis of quasi-linear GNEPs in Section Bl The appli-
cability of the findings of Stein and Sudermann-Merx was demonstrated in [19] by Dreves and
Sudermann-Merx where they investigated various numerical methods to compute equilibria of
linear GNEPs;, cf. also [48]. Returning to the jointly convex GNEP, Heusinger and Kanzow [49]
presented an optimization reformulation using the Nikaido-Isoda function, assuming that the
cost functions m;(x;, z_;) of the players are (at least) continuous in x and convex in x;. Under
the same assumptions concerning the cost functions, Dreves, Kanzow and Stein [I8] general-
ized this approach to player-conver GNEPs, where additionally to the assumptions on the cost
functions, the strategy sets are assumed to be described by X;(z_;) = {z; | ¢i(xs,z—;) < 0}
for a restriction function g; which is (at least) continuous in z and convex in x;. In compari-
son to this optimization reformulation, Dreves et al. [I7] took a different approach to finding
equilibria via the KKT conditions of the GNEP. Under sufficient regularity, e.g. C? cost- and
restriction functions, they discuss how the KKT system of the GNEP may be solved in order
to find generalized Nash equilibria.

While the assumptions concerning the cost- and restriction functions in the above papers
are mild in the context of continuous GNEPs, it is a priori not clear, whether or not there
exists a convexified instance in Z°™ which fulfills them, and then allows for the application of
algorithms from the domain of convex and continuous GNEPs. In this regard, we are concerned



in Section [ with identifying subclasses of GNEPs which guarantee the existence of such well-
behaved convexified instances in Z°°".

Non-Convex and Discrete GNEPs. For non-convex and discrete GNEPs, much less is known
regarding the existence and computability of equilibria. In fact, the only computational ap-
proach for finding pure GNE we are aware of are that of Sagratella [41], [43]. In the former, two
different techniques for the subclass of so called generalized potential games with mixed-integer
variables are presented. Similar to the jointly convex GNEPs, in these potential games, the
players are restricted through a common convex set X with the further restriction that some
strategy components need to be integral and there is a potential function over the set X. On
the one hand, Sagratella introduced certain optimization problems with mixed-integer variables
based on the fact that minimizers of the potential function correspond to a subset of generalized
Nash equilibria. On the other hand, he showed that a Gauss-Seidel best-response (BR) algo-
rithm may approximate equilibria arbitrary well within a finite amount of steps in this setting.
We remark, however, that a BR-algorithm is not a correct approach for GNEPs not admitting
a potential function, because there are trivial examples (even for standard NEPs) in which a
BR-algorithm may cycle forever and not terminate although equilibria exist. In particular, for
GNEPs that are not jointly constrained, the best response of a player may lead to an infeasible
overall strategy profile resulting in an empty best-response correspondence for some player. In
this regard, Sagratella’s results as well as several interesting models that have emerged based
upon his results in the domain of automated driving [21], traffic control [10] or transportation
problems [44] are not directly extendable to the general mixed-integer GNEP setting that we
consider in this paper. In [43], Sagratella generalized his approach in [42] for standard NEPs
(c.f. below) and considered mixed-integer GNEPs in which each player’s strategy set has partial
integer constraints and depends on the other players’ strategies via a linear constraint in her
own strategy and the other players’ integrally constrained strategies. Under further convexity
and continuity assumptions regarding the cost functions, he then proposed a branch and bound
method based on merit functions as well as a branch and bound method exploiting dominance
of strategies for suitable cuts.

Besides the work of Sagratella, we are only aware of the paper [I] by Ananduta and Gram-
matico which deals with mixed-integer GNEPs. They considered a model in which the depen-
dency of costs and constraints can be additively separated between the continuous and integer
variables. However, the authors did not directly deal with the mixed-integer GNEP but rather
with a mixed-strategy extension of the game. That is, the players are assumed to choose prob-
ability distributions over their integral strategies and the game is solved using mixed-strategy
GNEP without integrality constraints. Based upon the specific structure of the latter, the au-
thors then introduced a Bregman forward-reflected-backward splitting and design distributed
algorithm to compute equilibria. In this paper, we focus on pure GNE, partly because mixed
or correlated strategies have no meaningful physical interpretation in some games; see also the
discussion in Osborne and Rubinstein [34, § 3.2] about critics of mixed Nash equilibria. In
particular, the definition of a meaningful randomization concept for general GNEPs is non-
trivial. This is, for instance, illustrated by the special class of separable GNEPs considered
in [I], where the proposed concept of mixed equilibria may associate a non-zero probability to
strategy profiles which are not even feasible.

While mixed-integer GNEPs are fairly unexplored, there is a growing research regarding
general formulations of non-convex (standard) NEPs. For instance, the so-called Integer Pro-
gramming Games (IPGs) have recently gained interest in which the optimization problem of
each player consists of minimizing a continuous function over a (fixed) polyhedron with partial
integrality constraints. IPGs in a less general setting were first introduced by Koppe et al. [30],
where they investigated the computational complexity of computing pure NE. Along these lines,
Carvalho et al. [8,[9] investigated the existence [§] and computation [9] of NE as well as recently



published a tutorial on the computation of NE in IPGs in [7]. Extending the Sample generation
method presented in [9] for IPGs, Crénert and Minner [12] proposed an algorithm for the com-
plete enumeration of all mixed equilibria in finite games, i.e. games belonging to the standard
NEP with strategy sets being finite and succinctly described by a finite amount of inequali-
ties. Regarding more specialized subclasses of IPGs, Del Pia et al. [36] introduced a strongly
polynomial-time algorithm to compute NE and derived several related complexity results for
IPGs in which each player has a totally unimodular strategy set. On the basis of aggregating
the players strategy spaces, this approach has been extended by Kleer and Schéfer [29]. An-
other subclass of IPGs was explored in [26] where the authors focus on games in which each
player solves a mixed-binary quadratic program where the cost function is quadratic in the
whole strategy profile. Leveraging a completely positive program reformulation established by
Burer [5], the authors tackled the computation of NE via the associated KKT conditions. For
IPGs in which the strategy spaces are boxes, Kirst, Schwarz and Stein [28] recently proposed
a branch-and-bound algorithm that computes the set of all approximate equilibria for a given
approximation error based on discarding rules that determine sets which do not contain equilib-
ria. Finally regarding IPGs, Dragotto and Scatamacchia [14] presented an algorithm based on
cutting planes to tackle the computation, enumeration and selection of pure NE in IPGs with
purely integral strategies.

Departing from IPGs, Carvalho et al. [6] introduced the class of Reciprocally-Bilinear Games
(RBGs), where for each player, the cost function is bilinear in her own and her rivals’ strategies
while her strategy set is only required to have a convex hull whose closure is polyhedral. A
Cut-and-Play algorithm is then presented which computes a mixed Nash equilibrium of an RBG
based upon a scheme consisting of mainly two components: the computation of mixed Nash
equilibria for approximated games and the eventual refinement of the approximations.

Finally, another class of non-convex NEPs was investigated by Sagratella [40] where a branch-
ing method is presented to compute all NE for NEPs where the cost function of a player is convex
in her own strategy and continuous in the complete strategy profile while her strategy set is
given by a convex restriction function combined with integrality constraints for all strategy com-
ponents. Recently, Schwarze and Stein [46] were able to drop the latter convexity assumption
of players’ cost functions by extending Sagratella’s approach via a branch-and-prune algorithm.

2. Convexification

In this section we will introduce for any instance I = (N, (X;(-))ien, (mi)ien) of the GNEP a
corresponding set of converified instances ™ of the GNEP. In order to describe this convex-
ification method, we introduce the following concept of a refined domain:

Definition 2. Let I = (N, (X;(*))ien, (7i)ien) be an instance of the GNEP. For any i € N we
define the refined domain of the set-valued mapping X; : RF— = R* by

rdomX; := {m_i e RF-1 |35 e Rb - (F,2_;) € X((@-,x_i))} .

This concept is a refinement of the standard domain domX; := {z_; € RF-i | X;(z_;) # 0}.
Clearly, the standard domain of X; contains the refined domain. However, the refined domain
is in general a proper subset as it also takes into account whether the rivals’ strategies xz_; are
feasible or not. That is, only the rivals’ strategies x_; are in the refinement where at least one
feasible strategy Z; € X;(x_;) for player i exists such that for any of her rivals j # i, the strategy
zj € X;((Z;,2_ij)) is feasible. Here, (%;,z_;;) € R¥-i is the partial strategy profile of all players
except j in which player [ plays strategy z; for [ ¢ {i,j} and Z; for [ = i. Alternatively, the
refined domain of player ¢ can be seen as the projection of the set of feasible strategy profiles
r € X () to the rivals’ strategy space R¥~. This idea of relevant strategies leads to the following
definition of what we call quasi-isomorphic instances of the GNEP.



Definition 3. Two instances I = (N, (X;(-))ien, (mi)ien) and I' = (N, (X/(-))ien, (7})ien) are
called quasi-isomorphic, if for all i € N the refined domains coincide rdomX; = rdomX, and
for all x_; € rdomX,; the strategy sets and cost functions coincide, i.e. X;(x_;) = X/(x_;) and

mi(wi, w—;) = wi(xi, x—;) for all z; € X;(x_;).

The above concept of quasi-isomorphic GNEPs I, I’ requires that the set of feasible strategy
profiles of both games coincide and for each feasible strategy profile z € X (z) of I the conditions
for it to be a GNE in I are precisely the same conditions as in I’ and vice versa.

Our convexification approach relies heavily on the concept of convex envelopes which we
introduce next, cf. Rockafellar [37].

Definition 4. Let f : M — R U {—oo} with M C R! for some | € N be a function into the
extended reals. We denote by epi(f) = {(z,y) € M xR | y > f(x)} its epigraph and call
¢ : conv(M) = RU{—o0} with ¢(z) := inf{y € R | (z,y) € conv(epi(f))} € RU {—o0} the
convex envelope of f.

Note that Rockafellar [37, Theorem 5.3] showed that the convex envelope is a well-defined
convex function (which may attain the value —oo). Based on this definition, we can now describe
our convexification method.

Deﬁnition 5. Let I = (N, (XZ())ZGNa (Wi)iEN) and T — (N, (Xiconv(‘))ieN, (¢Z)’L€N) be two
instances of the GNEP. We call I°°™ a convexified instance for I, if it fulfills for alli € N and
z_; € rdomX; the following two criteria:

1. X" (x_;) = conv(X;(z_;)), i.e. the convezified strategy space is given by the convex hull
of the original strategy space.

2. ¢i(zi,x—;) = ¢ (i) for all x; € conv(X;(x—;)) where ¢ () : conv(X;(z_;)) — R
denotes the convex envelope of mi(-,x_;) : Xi(x_;) = R, z; — mi(xs, 2—;).

Note that [l. is only required to hold for z_; € rdomX; and not the whole R¥~i. Similarly,
[2 restricts the cost function of a converified instance only for x with x; € conv(X;(x_;)),x_; €
rdomX; and not the whole R*¥. This degree of freedom leads to a whole set of convezified
instances for I which we denote by Z°°"(I). If the instance I is clear from context, we will just
speak of converified instances and T .

By definition, the cost function of an instance of the GNEP need to be real-valued. In this
regard, the set Z¢°™(I) # () is nonempty if and only if for all i € N and z_; € rdomX;, the func-
tion (-, x—;) : Xi(z—;) — R admits a real-valued convex envelope ¢; * : conv(X;(z_;)) — R.
It thus follows immediately that the boundedness of (1)) is sufficient for Z°™(I) # (). However,
we remark that it is not necessary. In Section [3 it is shown that all player-linear mixed-integer
GNEPs (cf. Definition [M) fulfill Z¢"(I) # ), even though there may exist players with un-
bounded ().

With our convexification method at hand, we can now describe our first main theorem.

Theorem 2. Let I = (N,(X;(+))ien, (m:)ien) be an instance of the GNEP and [°" € T
any convezified instance. For any x € X (x), the following assertions are equivalent.

1. x is a generalized Nash equilibrium for I.
2. x is a generalized Nash equilibrium for I and ¢;(x) = m;(x) for alli € N.

Proof. Let I°™ € ™ be an arbitrary convexified instance. We first show that for every
x € X(x), the inequality V™ (z) < V(z) holds, where V" is the V function for /°°™. For
an arbitrary z € X (x), we have:

VeOr(z) = sup Y [¢i(x) — gy )] = D [¢i(x)] — inf > [gi(yi )] (2)

yEXconv(x) iEN ieN yEXCO“" (1.) N



As x € X(x) and subsequently z_; € rdomX; for all i € N, we have by Definition Bl that
y € X (z) iff y; € conv(X;(z_;)) for all i € N. Furthermore the objective function
> ien [@i(yi, w—;)] is obviously separable in y. Therefore, the following is true:

inf > [dilyi )] =) inf )[¢z’(yz‘,l“7i)]- 3)

yeXcon (z) e N yi€conv(X;(x_;)

As for all i € N the function conv(X;(x_;)) = R, y; — ¢;(ys, z_;) is the convex envelope of the
function X;(z_;) = R, y; — m;(yi, x—;), the following equality holds:

inf i\ Yiy T _5) = inf Ti\Yiy T—45). 4
yieconv(xi(x_i))wy ) et (yir 7—) (4)

Thus, we arrive at:

VCOHV(x) _ Z [¢z(x)] — inf Z [¢z(yzax_z)] by (IZD

yGXconv (1.)

ieN 1EN

=Y @)=Y inf [m(y,z—)] by @) and @)
ieN ieny visXi(@—s)

< Z [mi(z)] — Z inf  [mi(yi,x—;)] by ¢i(z) <mi(z),ie Nasz e X(z) (5)
iEN ien i Xi(e=i)

= [mi(x)] — inf (7 (Yi, x—5)] by the same argumentation as for (3]
ieN veX(@) ien

=V(x)

Therefore, we have the inequality
Veorv(z) < V(x) for all z € X(x) (6)

which allows us to prove the equivalence [Il <{21:

I =[2: Let x € X(z) be a generalized Nash equilibrium of /. Theorem [I] and inequality ({6l)
imply that V(z) = 0 > V™ (z). Furthermore € X" (z) as € X(z) and by observing
that VO (z) > 0 for all 2 € X" (z) we conclude that V<™ (z) = 0. Summarizing we have
x € XMW (z) with V() = 0 which is equivalent to z being a generalized Nash equilibrium
for 1°°™ by Theorem [ Furthermore V™ (z) = 0 = V/(z) implies that the inequality in (F)
must be tight, i.e. >,y mi(x) = Y .cy ¢i(x) holds. Together with ¢;(x) < m;(x),i € N we thus
get ¢;(z) = m(x),i € N.

0 <2: Let x € X(x) be a generalized Nash equilibrium of 7°°™ and ¢;(x) = m;(x),i € N.
Theorem [ implies that V<™ (z) = 0 while the equality ¢;(z) = m;(z),i € N implies that the
inequality in () is tight and therefore V(z) = V™ (z) = 0 holds. Again, Theorem [ yields
that x is a generalized Nash equilibrium for I which finishes our proof. U

Theorem [ allows us to formulate the following characterization of a generalized Nash equi-
librium:

Corollary 1. For an instance I of the GNEP and any I°°™ € ™ the following statements
are equivalent.

1. x is a generalized Nash equilibrium for I.
2. e X(z), VOr(z) = 0 and ¢;(x) = mi(x),i € N.
3. x is an optimal solution of (0 with value zero and ¢;(x) = m;(x),i € N.

inf Vconv 7



Before we illustrate the above concepts in the following Example [l let us briefly discuss
the relevance of Theorem Bl and Corollary [0, in particular in regard of practical applications.
In the latter, one may not have the precise description of the refined domains rdomX; nor
convex envelopes ¢f‘i at hand as they may for example be just too difficult/expensive to
compute. However, there might be types of instances I for which one can a priori identify
computationally tractable convexified instances without ever having to compute the refined
domains or the convex envelopes in practice, cf. the instance 7°°®V in Example [l Thus, in the
remainder of the paper, we will identify several types of original instances for which we can
describe computationally tractable convexified instances.

We remark that a similar observation can be made from a theoretical standpoint. Identifying
suitable, well-understood convexified instances may yield structural insights for the original ones.
For example, there exist various conditions for a convex GNEP in the literature guaranteeing
the existence of an equilibrium which may be used together with Theorem 2] to guarantee the
existence of equilibria in non-convex games, cf. Corollary Bl

Example 1. Let I = (N, (X;(*))ien, (mi)ien) be a 2-player GNEP, i.e. N = [2], where the
strategy sets are 1-dimensional sets given by

Xi(z9) = XTUao)NZ :={z1 €R | (1 — 2)? + (22 —2)> < 1} NZ and
Xg(xl):: X;el($1) NZ := {232 € RZO | To+x1 > 2, 209 —x1 <5, T+ 321 < 9} NZ
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for all x9,x1 € R respectively.
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Figure 1: Representation of the strategy sets and the resulting set of feasible strategy profiles
x € X(x) marked via red circles.

For the cost functions we set w1 (x) := 1 - ©2 and ma(x) := (1 + |z2|)* ! for all z € R?.
The refined domains are described by
rdomX; ={zo e R| 3% €eR: 1 € Xq(x2), o € Xo(71)}
={meR|IF eR: €7, (1-2)*+ (22 -2)* <1,
x9 € L>0, T2+ T1 > 2, 2090 — T1 < 5, o + 321 < 9}
={1,2,3} and
rdomXy = {z; e R| Iz € R: x1 € X1(Z9), To € Xo(z1)}
={r;eR|Fir eR: 1 €Z, (x1—2)°+ (32 —2)? < 1,
Gy € Tsg, o+ 21 > 2, 209 — a1 < 5, Fp+ 311 < 9}
= {1,2}.
Alternatively, the set of feasible strategies is given by {(1,2),(2,1),(2,2),(2,3)} with the projec-
tion {1,2,3} to RF-1 and {1,2} to R*-2. In comparison, the standard domains are given by
domX; = [1,3] and domXy = [0, 3] since X1(z2) # 0 iff xo € [1,3] (cf. the green points in the

first picture in Figure[, e.g. X1(2.5) = {2}) and analogously Xs(x1) # 0 iff 1 € [0, 3].
By Definition[3 an instance I°°™ is a convexified instance for I if and only if it fulfills:



L. X§o™ (13) = conv(Xy (w2)) = {2} for a2 € {1,3} and X (w2) = [1,3] for x5 = 2.
X5 (1) = conv(Xa(1)) = [1,3] for 2y = 1 and X$™ (1) = [0,3] for a1 = 2.

2. ¢1(x) = x1 - xo for 1 € {2}, 29 € {1,3} and ¢1(x) = 2x1 for x1 € [1,3], 22 € {2}.
¢pa(x) =1 for xo € [1,3],21 € {1} and ¢po(x) = 1 + x5 for zo € [0,3], 21 € {2}.

As described in Definition [3, the above setting allows for a whole set of convexified instances.
Some of these convexifications may have a natural and computational efficient representation
for which even the domains rdomX;,7 € N need not be known a priori. To illustrate this aspect,
let us further specify two different convexifications for our erxample that both belong to L™ :
190 = (N, (X2 () ienv, (é1)ien) and I = (N, (XE™ ())ien, (@1 )ien)-

In the first game, we use the canonical relazation of the original strateqy sets for both players,
ie. XSOW(x_;) == X[ x_;) fori € [2] and all x_; € RF~i. Regarding the cost functions, we
define ¢1(x) := m1(x) and ¢o(z) := (1 — 1) - w3 + 1 for all x € R? which is possible as 71 (x)
is linear for fixed xo € rdomXy. The possibility to use the canonical relazations of the original
strateqy sets and the setting of ¢1 = w1 is of course not always possible, yet, in the following
Section [3 we will identify certain types of original instances for which this is always possible.

In the second game, we set

{2}5 Zf T2 € {153}
XM (29) := < [1,3], if o =2 and X (1) := X5 (x1) for all 2, € R.

0, else

As cost functions we define ¢1(x) = m1(z) and ¢o(z) := ma(x) for all x € R?.

Both games in the above example fulfill[Ql. and[2 but their cost functions and strategy sets
differ significantly whenever x_; ¢ rdomX;. This results in different smoothness properties
of the games. For instance, the convexified cost function ¢o of player 2 in the first game is
convex whenever xy is fixed for all x1 € R whereas in the second game, ¢o is only convex
for fized x1 when x1 € [2,00). Similarly, the strategy sets of player 1 in the first game are
described by a C°° convex restriction function which contrasts the second game. If we now
apply Corollary [ to the two different convezifications I°°™ and I°°™, we obtain quite different
optimization problems ([T):

inf max x1 - 2o+ (1 — 1) 29+ 1
Ty

—(y1 224 (1 —1)-y2+1)

st (1 =22+ (22 -2 -1<1
Yo+ 11 > 2, 2yp — w1 <5, yo + 201 <5
(x1 -2+ (22 -2)%-1<1
To+x1 2> 2, 200 —x1 <5, x93+ 221 <5
y1 €ER, y2 € R>g, 21 €7Z, 22 € Z>0

inf max xy - zg + (14 |zg|)™
oy

— (g1 - w2+ (L4 [y 1)

sty € X (1)
Yo+ 1 22, 2y2 —x1 <9, ya +2x1 <5
T € X7 (29)
Tog+ w1 =2, 209 — 11 <9, w2+ 221 <5
1 €ER, y2 € R>o, 21 € Z, 22 € Z>0
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Note again the effect of the two different convexifications on the structure of the resulting
feasible sets and their objective functions: in contrast to the second problem, the first one
admits a quasi-linear objective and a feasible set defined via smooth algebraic constraints. In
the remainder of the paper, we will further identify necessary and sufficient conditions of an
instance I so that it allows for “well-behaved” convexified instances and consequently leads to
more tractable optimization problems ().

3. Quasi-Linear GNEPs

3.1. MINLP-Reformulation

In what follows we identify a subclass of the GNEP such that the optimization problem (7))
becomes more accessible. The main obstacle when solving (7)) in the general case is the need to
separately evaluate the function V2 for any strategy profile z. This is due to the fact that the
evaluation of VO at any x is itself a maximization problem which ultimately leads to a com-
putationally intractable optimization problem ([7) as the latter constitutes of a maximization
problem nested within a minimization problem. For linear GNEPs, Stein and Sudermann-
Merx [47] showed that one can resolve this problem by dualizing the corresponding V function.
We define in the following the class of quasi-linear GNEPs I for which there exists a convexified
instance I°°" € 7™ admitting the property that VCOHV(:U) is a linear maximization problem,
i.e. for every i € N and fixed x_; € RF~i, player i € N has a linear cost function as well as
a polyhedral strategy set. While I°°™ does not need to belong to the linear GNEPs consid-
ered in [47], their dualization idea is still applicable resulting in a reformulation of (7)) as an
optimization problem (Rl in standard form.

Definition 6. An instance I of the GNEP is called quasi-linear, if there exists 1"V € T
which fulfills for every i € N the following two statements:

1. There exists a matriz-valued function M; : rdomX; — RExki g oy M;(x—;) and a
vector-valued function e; : rdomX; — Rl x_;— ei(x—;) for an integer l; € N, such that

X () = {xz e RF | My(x_;)x; > ei(x,i)} for all z_; € rdomXj.

2. There exists a vector-valued function C; : rdomX; — RFi| z_; — Ci(x—;) such that

bi(xi, x_;) = Ci(x—_y) "z for all (x;,2_;) € R x rdomX;.

Theorem 3. Let I be a quasi-linear GNEP with an instance 1™ € Z°™ as described in
Definition [6. Every optimal solution (x,v) of (R) with value zero and ¢;(x) = m;i(z),i € N
corresponds to a GNE x of I and vice versa.

1Unmf Z G ( Z eilz_g) v (R)

1EN 1EN
tev] My(x_y) = Cy(z_5)" for alli € N,
v; € R>07 x; € Xi(z—;) for alli e N.

Proof. Consider for an arbitrary but fixed 2 € X (z) the function V() where the latter is
again the V function corresponding to I°°™. From the proof of Theorem [2] we already know:

Vconv(x) = Z gbl(x) - Z lnfy EXOM (z_y) ¢Z Yi, T z Z ¢Z Z infyieXfo“"(:v,i)Ci(xfi)—ryi-

iEN iEN iEN iEN
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By using Definition [lIl, we arrive at the following linear optimization problem (LP;(z_;)) with
its corresponding dual (DP;(x_;)|) for the optimization problem of player i in the convexified

game for the rivals’ strategies z_;:

infyi C; (x_i)T Yi Sup,, €i (x*i)T Vi
s.t.: Mi(x_i)yi > ei(x_y), (LPi(x—i)) s.t.: I/ZTMZ(J'_Z) = C’i(x_i)—r, (DPi(x—i))
Yi € Rki7 v; € Rl;O

Note that (LP;(xz_;)) attains its minimum iff the problem is bounded from below. In this case,
we get by linear programming duality that the dual attains its maximum and their optimal

objective values coincide. In the following let us denote by [DP;(z_;) and |[LP;(x_;)| also the
corresponding optimal objective values with the convention that = —oo if DP;(x_;)|

has no feasible solution. By this convention and the above argument, we have [DP;(z_;)| =
LP;(x_;)| which allows us to reformulate V" (x) as:

veom(z) =3 gila) = S LPi(e—;) = Y ¢i(z) — > DPi(wy).

€N 1EN i€EN 1EN

Since the n maximization problems (DP;(z_;)|) are completely separable we can combine them
to one maximization problem. Hence, by applying the representation of the convex envelopes
from Definition [62l, we can describe V via the following optimization problem

infy Z Cz (x_i)T T; — Z €; (x_i)T v; (8)

1eEN iEN
st v Mi(x_;) = Ci(z_) " forall i € N,
v € RZ;O forallie N

together with the property that V(x) < oo if and only if (8) attains its minimum at some v
with the objective value V(z). This allows us to relate to each z € X(x) with V(z) < oo a
feasible solution (z,v) of (R]) with v being optimal for (§) and objective value equal to V(z)
and vice versa. Hence, any optimal solution (x,v) of (R]) corresponds to an optimal solution z
of ([7) with the same objective value. Conversely, an optimal solution z of (7) with V (z) < oo
can be identified with an optimal solution (z,v) of (R]). Thus, the claim of the theorem follows
by Corollary [l O

Theorem [ is in particular interesting for quasi-linear GNEPs I in which the conditions
x € X(z) and ¢;(x) = m;(z),i € N are computationally tractable. Such a situation is present
in various interesting applications where instances I are used which belong to the class of what
we call player-linear mized-integer GNEPs.

Definition 7. An instance I belongs to the player-linear mixed-integer GNEPs, if for every
1 € N the strategy space and cost functions are described by

Xi(x—;) = {x, € 7% x RFi—si | Ml(x_l)x, > éi(m_i)} for all z_; € rdomX; 9)
mi(zi,x_y) = C’i(x_i)Txi for all (x;,z_;) € R* x rdomX;

for a matriz-valued function MZ s rdomX; — RE*ki gnd vector-valued functions é; : rdomX; —
R x> &(x_;) and C; : rdomX; — R¥ 2+ C;(x_;) for some s; € [k;],l; € N.

Note that for a player-linear mixed-integer GNEP I, the convex hull of the set X;(z_;) is a
polytope (cf. Conforti et al. [I1]) for any x_; € rdomX;. Thus, the existence of a convexified
instance fulfilling Definition [l is guaranteed. The same holds true for Definition [6l2l since
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for all z_; € rdomX; the convex envelope ¢; ‘() of m(-,z_;) : conv(X;(z_;)) — R,a;
mi(zi,x_) = C’i(x_i)Txi is just m;(+, z_;) due to the linearity of the latter. Therefore any player-
linear mixed-integer GNEP is a quasi-linear GNEP and thus automatically fulfills Z¢™ = ().
Theorem [3] yields the following corollary.

Corollary 2. Let I be a player-linear mized-integer GNEP with an instance I°°™ € T qas
described in Definition [ Then, every optimal solution (x,v) with value zero of the mixed-
integer optimization problem (IE]) corresponds to a GNE x of I and vice versa.

inf Z Cz (xfl')—r €Ty — Z ei(CC,i)TI/Z‘ (R)

iEN 1EN

st Mi(xz—y)x; > ej(x—y) for alli € N,
v Mi(z_;) = C; (x_i)T for alli € N,
v; € ]Rl;o, z; € 75 x Rki—si for alli € N.

Proof. The argumentation previous to the corollary shows that ¢;(z) = m;(x),i € N holds for
any € X (x). Thus, the corollary follows immediately by Theorem [ and the fact that

Xz(xfl) = {xz € 7% x Rki_si | MZ($,Z)$Z > ei(x,i)}

holds for any ¢ € N and x_; € rdomX;. To see this, we argue as follows. Firstly, we note that
the continuous relaxation of the right set equals the convex hull of X;(z_;) since I°°™ € T
and z_; € rdomX;. Thus, the inclusion C is verified by X;(z_;) C conv(X;(z_;)) and the
following;:

Xz(.%'—z) = X,(m_l) N Z°% x Rk‘i_Si g COHV(XZ'(.%'_Z‘)) N 75 x Rki—si
= {xl e RN | My(w_i); > ei($—i)} NZ% x Rki—si
= {.%'z € 7% x Rkiisi ’ M,(m_,)xl > ei(x_i)} .

The inclusion D is valid, as the linear relaxation of X;(x_;) is a convex set and thus contains
the convex hull of X;(z_;). Therefore we get:

conv(X;(z_;)) NZ% x Rki=si C {xz e RF | Mi(z_i)z; > éi(x,i)} NZ% x RF=% = X;(x_y).

O

Even for player-linear mixed-integer GNEPs, the computation of the matrix- and vector-
valued functions M;,e;,i € N for a convexified instance I°°™ as described in Definition
may in general be quite complex. An exception to that is present in what we call hole-free
GNEPs, cf. [32] for a similar concept in the realm of discrete convexity. Here we can use for all
i € N the I-defining matrix- and vector-valued functions MZ and ¢é; instead of M; and e; in the
above optimization problem (IEI) The key point of these hole-free represented GNEPs is the
property that the strategy set X;(z_;) of a player i is perfectly described for relevant strategies
r_; € rdomX; in the sense that their convex hull coincides with their relaxation. Hence, the
continuous relaxation of a hole-free instance I is a convexified instance in Z¢"(T).

Definition 8. We call a player-linear mixed-integer GNEP hole-free-represented, if for all
i € N and z_; € rdomX;, the following equality holds:

conv <{x € 7% x RE =51 | Ny(z_;)w; > éi(az,i)}> - {x e RF | Mi(z_s)z; > éi(az,i)} . (10)
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Note that the equality (I0) does only need to hold for z_; € rdomX; but not necessarily for
all z_; in the (potentially substantial) bigger set domX; as the following example illustrates.

Example 2 (Capacitated Discrete Flow Games (CDFQG)). We consider a directed graph G =
(V, E) with nodes V and edges E. There is a set of players N = {1,...,n} where each i € N
is associated with an end-to-end pair (s;,t;) € V. xV as well as an individual constraint-vector
¢ € Zgo. The strategy x; of a player © € N represents an integral s;-t;-flow with a flow
value equal to her demand d; € N. Hereby, a player is restricted in her strateqy choice by her
capacity constraints, i.e. for given rivals’ strategies x_;, her flow x; has to satisfy the restriction
r; < ¢ — ZS# xs. Thus the strategy set of a player i € N is described by

Xi(z—;) = X/N {xl € Zgo | 2 < ¢ — sz} for all z_; € RF-1, (11)
s#£i

where X! = {z; € ZE, | Az; = b;} is the flow polyhedron of player i with A the arc-incidence
matriz of the graph G and b; the vector with (b;)s, = d;, (b;);, = —d;, and zero, otherwise.
Remark that the (standard) domain domX; is given by all (not necessarily integral) x_; € RF-i
such that the intersection in (1)) is nonempty. In contrast, by X;(x_;) C Z¥, we may deduce
that rdomX; C domX; N ZF—i.

We define the cost functions by

iz, 2 ) = (ij)T Cla;+C? Moy = ((Zx])—'— Ccl+ CZ-QT> x;
j#i J#

with C’i1 e REXE gnd C’i2 € RE. Here, the first term can be interpreted as costs that arise through

congestion whereas the second term represents congestion independent costs for player i.
Clearly, the CDFG belongs to the player-linear mized-integer GNEPs. Furthermore, it is hole-

free-represented. To see this, it is sufficient to verify that for all x_; € rdomX; the inclusion

{xi € Rgo | Ax; = by, 2 < ¢ — Zs#xs} C conv({xi € Zgo | Az, = by, 2 < ¢; — Zs#ix5}>

holds as D is trivially fulfilled. Since rdomX; C ZF~, the restriction 0 < x; < ¢; — zs;ﬁi T
is an integral box-constraint for any x_; € rdomX;. Thus the polytope on the left has integral
vertices since the flow polyhedron is box-tdi, see Edmonds and Giles [20] and Schrijver [45] for
a definition of box-tdi and the aforementioned property of the flow polyhedron. These integral
vertices are clearly contained in the right set and therefore the inclusion follows. Notice that for
non-integral x_;, the inclusion C is in general false. Hence, the inclusion C is in general not
true for all x_; € domX;.

Let us motivate the hole-free GNEPs with another example regarding discrete market equi-
libria.

Example 3 (Equilibria in Transportation Markets). Using the same terminology as in the
previous Example [3, consider the situation in which the edges E are up for sale and each
player wants to buy a single s;,t;-path z; with the goal to maximize her linear utility U;(x;) =
CiTxi, C; € ZF. The market manager wants to determine an integral price vector p € ZEO for
selling the edges such that every player receives a s;,t;-path i € X[ mazimizing her quasi-linear
utility x; € argmax,, cx/{U;(x;) — p'x;} and unsold edges have prices equal zero. The tuple
((x})ien,p) ts known as a competitive equilibrium, cf. e.g. [4)].

We can model this situation as a GNEP with n + 1 players in which the first n players
correspond to the n buyers and the n+1-th player to the market manager. We denote by (x,p) a
strategy profile and set the costs to the negated utility 7;(vi,x—;,p) = —(U;(x;)—p" ;) fori € [n]
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and the costs of the market manager to Tn1(p,x) = (1=3_,cp) z) T pwithl = (1,...,1)T € RE,
For the strategy spaces we set X;(z_;,p) = X| to the flow polyhedron and X,1(z) := ZZ, if
Zie[n] z; <1 and X,1(x) := 0 else. It is straight forward to verify that any GNE of this
GNEP corresponds to a competitive equilibrium and vice versa. Furthermore, it follows from
the observations in Fxample [2 that the GNEP is a hole-free linear mized-integer GNEP.

We conclude this section with another consequence of Theorem [B Namely, under certain
assumptions, the restriction of x € X(z) in (7) may be obsolete and can be relaxed to x €
X (x) as the feasibility of an optimal solution for the original game is a priori ensured. Such
a case is described in the following corollary where additionally, the existence of generalized
Nash equilibria of the instance I can be determined by solving a convex optimization problem.
For the promised corollary, we need the following definition:

Definition 9. Let ] € N and M C R! be arbitrary. We denote by E(M) the set of all extreme
points of M :

E(M):={z € M|z ¢conv(M\ {z})}.

Corollary 3. Let I be a quasi-linear GNEP with an instance I°°™ € T°™ as described in
Definition [@., where the functions Ci(x—;) = C; and e;(x_;) = e; are both constant in x_; for
all i € N. Furthermore, assume that

F:={(z,v) € RE: Rt | My(z_i)az; > e, v My(z_y) =C}', i=1,... ,n}

7

is convex and any (x,v) € E(F) satisfies x € X (x). Then, I has a generalized Nash equilibrium
if and only if the following convexr optimization problem has the optimal value 0.

inf >,y Clai—elvi st (z,v)€F (12)

7

Proof. Since I € ZO™(J™), the latter is itself a quasi-linear GNEP. Thus, the optimization
problem in (R)) for 7°°™ and I°™ € 7™ (I°") instead of I and I°°" equals (I2]). The result
then follows by Theorem 2] and [3], the equality ¢;(x) = m;(x),i € N for all x € X (x) as well as
the fact that the optimization problem in (I2) attains its minimum (if it exists) at an extreme
point of F' as the set F' is convex and the objective function is linear. O

3.2. Hole-free Linear Mixed-Integer GNEPs

Besides the approach described in Corollary 2] to compute equilibria of a player-linear mixed-
integer GNEP, let us mention in the following another possibility for the special case of hole-
free linear mixed-integer GNEPs, that is, hole-free player-linear mixed-integer GNEPs where
M;,C;,i € N are constant and ¢; is linear. For this special class, the linear relaxation is not only
a convexified instance but also belongs to the class of linear (continuous and convex) GNEPs.
As mentioned in the introduction, Dreves [16] introduced an algorithm for linear GNEPs which
computes the whole solution set in a finite amount of time. Hence, our convexification result
in Theorem [2] shows that one can determine the whole solution set of the original instance [
by applying Dreves’ algorithm to the linear relaxation, computing the whole solution set of the
latter and determining all originally feasible solutions by re-administering the mixed-integer
conditions. Note that the CDFG described above for the case of C} = 0 € R™ ™ belongs for
example to the class of hole-free linear mixed-integer GNEPs.

4. Jointly Constrained GNEPs

In several interesting applications, the players’ strategy sets are restricted by coupled con-
straints.
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Definition 10. We call an instance I jointly constrained w.r.t. X C R¥ if for all i € N and
r_; € RF=i  the strategy set X;(x_;) has the following description:

Xi(z_;) = {x € RF | (z,20_;) € X} .

Notice that the joint restriction set X C R¥ doesn’t need to be convex and may be discrete.
This type of GNEP occurs for example in the domain of automated driving [21], traffic control
[10] or transportation problems [44]. Before we investigate the structure of any convexified game
1™ € 7™ of a jointly constrained GNEP, let us motivate this special type of GNEP further
by the following example.

Example 4 (Jointly Constrained Atomic Congestion Games). We first describe the atomic
(resource-weighted) congestion game, which is a generalization of the model of Rosenthal [39],
without joint restrictions. The set of strategies available to player i € N = {1,...,n} is given by
X C xjer{0,d;;} for weights di; > 0 and resources j € E = {1,...,m}. Note that by assuming
xz; € {0,1}™ for all i € N, that is, d;j = 1, we obtain the standard congestion game model of
Rosenthal. The cost functions on resources are given by player-specific functions c;;(¢;(x)),
J € E, i€ N, where {(x) := ), yxi. The private cost of a player i € N for strategy profile
z € [[,en Xi is defined by mi(xi,x—;) := 3 cij({j(x))zi;. This model can be generalized by
allowing joint restrictions in the players’ strategy sets, that is, extending the above model to a
jointly constrained GNEP with respect to a set X C [[;cy Xi, e.g., if the usage of resources is
bounded by hard capacities.

GNEPs with joint constraints were first studied in detail by Rosen in 1965 [38]. Since then,
these GNEPs have been the object of a fairly intense study in the literature and became one of
the best understood subclasses of the GNEP, see [22] for more details. Our goal is to identify
properties of an instance I so that a convexified instance I°°"V € T°" exists that belongs to
these well-understood jointly constrained/convex GNEPs. It seems quite natural to hope for a
given jointly constrained instance I that its convexification Z°™ contains a jointly constrained
GNEP. However, this is in general not the case as the example in Figure [ illustrates.

512 X 5172 Pre 5172
4 . 4 . 4
3 31 31
2 . . 2+ ”~—e 2
1 . 1 . 1}
T1 1 1
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 2: Example for a 2-player jointly constrained GNEP I w.r.t. X € R(%D represented by
the four black dots in the first picture. The prescribed strategy sets X{°™(z_;) =
conv(X;(z_;)),z—; € rdomX; which rule out the possibility for I°°® to be jointly
constrained are represented in picture 2 and 3.

In the above example, the instance I is jointly constrained w.r.t. X, where any [°°" € Z°™
can not be jointly constrained w.r.t. some set X°"". This becomes evident when one assumes
that 7°°™ would be jointly convex w.r.t. some set X", Then 2 € rdomX;,rdomXs and
thus (2,2) € conv(X;(2)) x 2 = X{°™(2) x 2 would imply (2,2) € X" which contradicts
(2,2) ¢ conv(X2(2)) x 2 = X5o"(2) x 2.

As X (z_;) for z_; ¢ rdomX; is not a priori determined, only the prescribed strategy sets
of player i € N, Pre; :=,_.crdomx,; cOnV(X;(2—;)) X x_;, may prohibit the possibility for Z¢"
to contain jointly constrained instances as the example in Figure 2lillustrates. This leads to the
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question whether or not we can adapt our convexification method in order to obtain a jointly
constrained convexification which still falls under our main Theorem 2l One naive approach
would be to simply extend the strategy spaces of a convexified game [°°"Y € Z°™ leading to a
an instance I®* with X{™ (z_;) C X (z_;) == {z; | (2s,2_;) € X'} such that I™* is jointly
constrained w.r.t. some set X°** and adjust the cost functions to +0o on the new strategies,
that is 78 (x;, ;) = ¢;(z;,x—;) whenever z; € XV (z_;) and 78 (x;, z_;) := +00 otherwise.
It is not hard to see that the equilibria of I can be characterized by I°** in the same fashion
as in Theorem [2] with 7°°"™V. Yet this approach of extending I°°"™ seems computationally of
limited interest as the extended cost functions do not have any regularity. One may try to
extend the cost functions in a original-equilibria-preserving and smooth manner instead of just
setting them to 400 outside of X{°™ (x_;). Yet, it is not clear how to extend these functions
reasonably in a computational regard as one wants as much regularity of the cost functions
as possible while putting as little effort as possible in the computation of the cost-functions
themselves. We remark here that the cost functions ¢;(x;, z_;) of any convexified instance are
by Definition 2l only a priori determined on conv(X;(z_;)) for z_; € rdomX; and thus a similar
problem as described above occurs w.r.t. the convexified cost functions ¢;. But it is substantially
easier to find any arbitrary smooth extension compared to finding a smooth extension which
preserves original GNE. On top of that, the functions ¢;(-,z_;) : conv(X;(x_;)) — R,z_; €
rdomX; may have a natural and smooth extension to the whole domain, as it is the case for
most quasi-linear GNEPs for example. This gives rise to the question whether or not one can
modify 7°°"™ by only extending the strategy spaces and, thus, without specifically tailoring the
cost-functions to conserve original equilibria. However, one can quickly verify that this will in
general lead to a loss of original GNE. To see this, let’s take a look back at the example in
Figure 2l Assume that the cost function of player 2 is represented by ¢a(z1,22) = —x2 on the
whole R?. Let I be a jointly constrained extension of I°® as described above, but without
changing the cost functions. Then {1,2} C X§*%(2) as (1,2),(2,2) € X{™(2) x 2 C X*** and
therefore the generalized Nash equilibrium (z7,2%) = (2,1) for I would not remain a GNE for
the extension I°%t.

As the example in Figure [2] shows, for general jointly constrained GNEPs I, there may
exist x_; € rdomX; with a subsequently prescribed convexified strategy set X™(z_;) =
conv(X;(x_;)) which prohibits the possibility for Z°" to contain a jointly constrained in-
stance, showing that jointly constrainedness of I is not sufficient for Z°™ to contain a jointly
constrained instance. Perhaps surprising, the example in Figure Bl illustrates that it is also not
a necessary condition.

5 1 T2 Prel 5 x2 5 1 X2 X conv
4t 4 41
3 31 3|
of T 2 | 2 |
1] . 1] 1}
1 T 1
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 3: Example for a 2-player GNEP I which is not jointly constrained but admits a jointly
constrained convexified instance I°°"Y € Z°". The prescribed strategy sets are rep-
resented in picture 1 and 2 where the dots correspond to the original strategies. In
the third picture is an example for a possible joint restriction set X ™.
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4.1. k-restrictive-closed GNEPs

The insights of the previous subsection raise the question which instances I admit jointly con-
strained instances in Z°°" and which do not. In order to answer this question we define some
necessary concepts in the following.

Definition 11. For a vector k = (k1,...,k,) € N" and a set X C RF, we

e define for i € [n],x_; € RF=i the restriction res(X,x_;) == {Z € X | & = (&;,2;)} of X
w.r.t. T_;.

e say that X is k-convex, if for all i € [n] and x_; € RF~i, the restriction res(X,x,i) 18
convez. Note that any convez set X is also k-convex as res(X,x,i) =X N(RF xx_;) is
the intersection of two convex sets in this case.

o define the k-convexr hull of X as the smallest k-convex set that contains X, that is, we
define conv®(X) := ({Z CR* | Z is k-convez, X C Z}.

The concept of k-convex sets is a special case of so-called O-convex sets (see e.g. [24]). A set
in R? for some d € N is O-convex, if its intersection with every O-line is connected, where an O-
line is a 1-dimensional intersection of several O-hyperplanes. The latter are in turn hyperplanes
that are parallel to some hyperplane contained in the orientation set @ C P(R?) which is a
subset of the power set of R? containing hyperplanes.

The following lemma shows that k-convex sets are O-convex sets for a certain orientation
set O. In particular, for the special case of k = (1,1) € N2, k-convexity reduces to orthogonal
convexity (in 2 dimensions), see e.g. [35].

Lemma 1. For a vector k = (ki,...,k,) € N*, a set X C R* is k-convex if and only if it is
O-convex for the orientation set containing the hyperplanes of the form H, = {x € R¥ |a'x =
0} C R with a = (aij)ien, jefk) € R* having zero entries for alli € N and corresponding j € [k;]
except for one i* € N, i.e.

0= {Ha C Rk‘ 3i* € Nay=0,i£i*j€ [ki]}.
Proof. We first show that the set of O-lines is given by
O-lines = {{)\ (@,0_) +z €RF [NERY|i € N, & € Rz € Rk} (13)

where 0_; € RF-# denotes the vector only consisting of zeros. For the inclusion D, let i € N
and #; € R¥ be arbitrary. Let A € RFi—1*ki be a matrix with ker(4) = {\%; | A € R} and
denote by A; the j-th row (interpreted as a column vector). Then the hyperplanes of the form
{z € R¥ | (A;,0_)T2 = 0} € O for all j € [k; — 1] are contained in O. Similarly, we have
{r € RF | elij =0} € Oforalll e N,l#iandj€ [k] where e;; denotes the standard basis
vector with a 1 at the [j-th position. Intersecting all these above mentioned hyperplanes results
in

Mz e R* | (4;,0_) Tz = 0}) N ( Niz R | efx = 0}) = {\M#@;,0_;) € R¥ | A € R}

J€ki—1] leN,I+£i
JE[Ki]

which shows D in (I3]) as O-lines are lines that are parallel to some line constructible as the
intersection of hyperplanes in O.
In order to show C in (I3]), let nsE[L] Hs = {\& € R¥ | A € R} for some hyperplanes

Hs € O,s € [L] for a L € N. By the definition of O, we can represent the intersection as the
linear equation system diag(A4i,...,A,)z = 0 for a block diagonal matrix consisting of some
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matrices 4; € RE*F i € N with ;. Ly = L. Thus, ker(4;) = {A\%; | A € R} needs to
hold for any ¢ € N which shows that only one i € N may exist with z; # O, as otherwise the
intersection of the hyperplanes selL] Hs would not be 1-dimensional. Thus, C in (I3]) holds.
Now we are ready to prove the equivalence of k-convexity and O-convexity. We start with
the only if direction. Let X C R¥ be k-convex and let £ := {\-(#;,0_;)+2 € R¥ | A\ € R} be an
arbitrary O-line. Then LN X = LNres (X , x_i) which shows by X being k-convex that £ N X
is a convex set as it is the intersection of two convex sets and thus is in particular connected.
For the if direction, let X be an O-convex set. Now assume for contradiction that there
exists z_; € RF-¢ such that res (X,x,l-) is not convex, that is, there exist x! := (xil,x,i),xz =
(z7,2_;) € res(X,2-;) and a € (0,1) with 2% := az! + (1 — a)z? ¢ res(X,z_;), i.e. 2* ¢ X.
This contradicts that X is O-convex as £ := {\- (2} —22,0_;) + (22,7_;) e R¥ | A € R} is an
O-line with £ N X not being connected as z® € £ and z!,2%2 € LN X but 2% ¢ X. O

As already noted in the previous section, the jointly constrainedness of I is not necessary in
order for Z°°" to contain a jointly constrained instance which leads to the following definition
of what we call k-restrictive-closed GNEPs.

Definition 12. Let I be an instance of the GNEP. We define the complete (relevant) strategy
set of playeri € N by S; .= Xi(z—;) X x_; and denote their union over all players

by S := U;en Si- An instance I is called k-restrictive-closed (w.r.t. the conv¥-operator), if for
all i € N and x_; € rdomX;, the following equality holds:

r_;€rdomX;

conv¥ (res (Si, x_z)) = res (convk(S), x_i). (14)

The above concept of k-restrictive-closedeness requires that for fixed z_; € rdomX;, the k-
convex hull of the restriction of S; w.r.t. x_; is equal to the restriction of CODVk(S) w.r.t. r_;.
Remark that in the special case of a jointly constrained instance I w.r.t. a restriction set X, the
complete strategy set of each player ¢ € N and subsequently their union equals the restriction
set X, i.e. §; =S = X. Thus, in the case of jointly constrained instances, one can identify k-
restrictive-closedness by only investigating the joint restriction set X as (I4]) becomes a condition
solely for X.

We note in the following proposition that the inclusion C in (I4]) always holds.

Proposition 1. In Definition[I2, the inclusion C in ([{4) holds for alli € N,z_; € rdomXj.

Proof. For i € N and x_; € rdomX; arbitrary, we have by the definition of conv¥(S) that
the restriction res(convk(S),x,i) is convex and therefore also k-convex. As res(Si,x,i) -
res (convk(S ), x,i), the results follows by the definition of the conv*-operator. O

The following theorem gives various equivalent characterizations of k-restrictive-closedeness.
The first two equivalences [l <[ 2l and [[l <[3 are interesting as they give geometric in-
terpretations of k-restrictive-closed GNEPs. For instance, by [l <3l one can easily verify
that the example in Figure [2] is not k-restrictive-closed, as x_o = x1 := 2 € rdomX,, yet
the point (z1,22) := (2,2) of the restriction res(Prej,z_2) = {(2,1),(2,2)} is not contained
in res(Preg,z_3) = res(Prey,2) = {(2,1)}. Similar, by @l <[2 one can immediately verify
that the example in Figure @ (see below) is not k-restrictive-closed as E (res(conv®(S),z_;)) =
{(3,1),(3,4)} £ S;= X fori =2 and v_5 = x; := 3.

The last equivalence [l <[4l will allows us to show in the subsequent Theorem [l that k-
restrictive-closed GNEPs with nonempty Z°°"" are exactly the GNEPs I which admit a jointly
constrained convexification ™ € T,
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Theorem 4. Let I be an instance of the GNEP. Then, the following statements are equivalent:

1. I is k-restrictive-closed.

2. £ (res(convk(S),x,i)) CS; foralli € N and x_; € rdomXj;.

3. res(Prei,x_j) - res(Prej,x_j) foralli,j € N and x_; € rdomX;.
4. For all x € R and i € N the following implication holds:

z; € conv(X;(z_;)) Noz—; erdomX; = VjeN: x; € conv(Xj(z_;))Va_; ¢ rdomX;.

Proof. We will prove the theorem by showing the equivalences [[l <21 <3l <[4l in this order.
Before doing so, we observe that the following inclusion is valid:

'UN Pre; C conv®(S). (15)
1€

To see this, we remark that we have the following equations for the prescribed strategy sets
Pre; of player i € N:

Pre; := U conv(X;(x_;)) x x_; = U conv (res(S;,z_;))
z_;e€rdomX; z_;€rdomX;

= U convF(res(S;, 7))

r_;€rdomX;
where the last equality follows as for arbitrary i € N and z_; € R¥~i, the equality
conv” (res(Sl-, x,z)) = conv(res(Sl-, x,z)) (16)

holds. Clearly, C holds in ([I6]) since any convex set is also k-convex. To see that 2O holds, we
argue as follows: For any k-convex set Z 2O res (Si, x,i), the set res (Z, x,i) needs to be convex
by definition. Since the latter also contains res(Si,x,i), the inclusion conv(res(Si,x,i)) -
res(Z,x_i) C Z holds which shows D in (I6]).

Thus, the inclusion in (I5]) follows by Proposition [I] and the following representation of
conv”(S):

cov*(S)= U U res(convk(S),x_i).

1EN $—ieRk”

Now we are ready to prove the equivalences:
M <2: Let i € N and z_; € rdomX; be arbitrary.
I ={2: Byl together with the equality in (I6]), we get

E <res(convk(8),x,i)) = E<Conv(res(5i,x,i))) C res(Si,x,i) CS;.

I <2: The following implications hold:

N

2 = E<res(convk(8),x,l-)) res(S;, z—;)

= conv(E(res(convk(S),x_i))> C  conv(res(S;, z_;))

= res(convk(S),m_i) - convk(res(Si,x_i))

where the last inclusion follows by (I6) and the convexity of res(conv¥(S),z_;). Since the
inclusion D in the last line always holds by Proposition [I, the claim follows.
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2 ={3l: Assume for contradiction that there exists i,j € N, x_; € rdomX; and a strategy
profile z := (zj,z_;) € res(Prei,x_j) \res(Prej,x_j). By (I3)), we know that res(Prei,x_j) -
res(conv(S),z_;). AsBl and S; C Pre; holds, we know z ¢ E(res(conv*(S),z_;)). Thus,
there exists a convex combination z = ZSL:1 As(zF, z—;) with (x},x,j), cey (ij,x,j) # T ex-
treme points of res(conv¥(S),z_;) and A € Af, := {a € RL | 2521 ay = 1} for some L € N.
By 2l we have for all s € [L] that (z},2_;) € S;, that is, 27 € X;(z_;). This in turn implies that
xj € conv(X;(z_;)) which together with z_; € rdomX; shows that « € Pre; which contradicts
our assumption.

2l «<3: We first show that conv®(S) = | ;en Prej holds. By our observation (I5]), we know
that O always holds. Thus it suffices to show that UjeN Pre; is k-convex since S C UjeN Pre;.
In order to do so we have to show that res(UjeN Prej,x_i) is convex for all i € N and z_; €
R*-i. For the latter set we have:

reS(UjeN Prej,x,i) = UjeN res(Prej,x,i) = UjeN reS(Prei,x,i) = reS(Prei,x,i) (17)

where the penultimate equality is valid byBl Since res (Prei, x_i) is clearly convex by definition,
the set reS(UjeN Prej,x,l-) is in fact convex. Therefore conv®(S) = UjeN Pre; holds which
implies for all i € N and z_; € rdomXj:

E(res (convk(S), x,z)) = E(res( U Pre;, x,l)) = E(res(Prei, x,z)) C res (Si, ﬂ:,i)

jeN
where the penultimate equality follows by (7)) and the last equality by the definition of Pre;, S;.

Bl ={4: Let 2 € RF with z; € conv(X;(z_;)) and z_; € rdomX;. In what follows, let j € N
be arbitrary and assume x_; € rdomX;. Since[3l and z € res(Prei,x_j) hold, it follows that
@ € res(Prej, x_;) which implies z; € conv(X;(z_;)).

Bl <4l: Assume for contradiction that there exists i,j € N, z_; € rdomX; and a strategy
profile (Z;,z_;) € res(Pre;,z_;) \ res(Prej,z_;). By (Z;,2_;) € Pre; we may infer that z; €
conv(X;(Zj,x—i;)) and (Z;,2_;;) € rdomX;. Subsequently by l, z; € conv(X;(z_;)) since
x_;j € rdomX;. This implies (Z;,2_;) € Pre; which contradicts our assumption. O

From the proof follows directly the following necessary condition for I to be k-restrictive-
closed.

Lemma 2. If I is k-restrictive-closed, then the union of the prescribed strategy sets over all
players equals the conv®-hull of S, i.e. convF(S) = Uicn Pre;.

However, note that the property conv®(S) = Uicwn Pre; is not sufficient for I to be k-
restrictive-closed as the example in Figure 4 shows.

Theorem 5. Let I be an instance of the GNEP with T (I) # 0. Then I is k-restrictive-
closed if and only if the convexification Z°™ contains a jointly constrained instance. In this

case, L™ contains for any set X" that satisfies

res (XN, x_;) = res(convk(S),x_i) foralli e N and x_; € rdomX;, (18)
a jointly constrained instance with X ™ as its joint restriction set.

Proof. We start with the only if direction. Let I°°™ be a jointly constrained instance w.r.t. any
restriction set X ™ as described above. Furthermore, let the cost functions of 7°°™v fulfill the
requirements (Definition B21) for I°°™ to belong to Z°". Such cost functions exist due to
Zeo™(I) # (. We want to prove that I € 7. Thus, we have to show that the condition
of Definition Bl for arbitrary ¢ € N and z_; € rdomX; is fulfilled, that is:

XM () = {xl e RFi | (z4,2_4) € XCOHV} = conv(X;(z_;))
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Figure 4: A 2-player jointly constrained GNEP I w.r.t. X C R*,k := (1,1) represented by the
black set in the first picture. In picture 2 the union of the prescribed strategy sets
is represented which equals the k-convex hull (and even the regular convex hull) of
X. Yet, for i = 2 and z_» = z1 = 3 we have conv®(res(X,z_;)) = {(3,1)} €
{3} x [1,4] = res(conv¥(X),z_;). Remember that X = S; = S holds for any i € N in
a jointly constrained instance.

which is equivalent to res (X conv, x,i) = conv (res (SZ-, xl)) The latter equality is valid due to 1
being k-restrictive-closed and X" fulfilling (I8]).

For the if direction, let I°™ € T be jointly constrained w.r.t. X< . Then for any = € RF
with x; € conv(X;(z_;)) and z_; € rdomX; for some i € N we have z; € X{°™(z_;) and by
the jointly constrainedness of I°°"V that (z;, x_;) € X", Again by the jointly constrainedness
of I°™, we get for all j € N that x; € X7°"(z_;) which implies that z; € conv(X;(z_;)) if

x_;j € rdomX;. Therefore Theorem Hl[@l ={11) shows that I is k-restrictive-closed. O
5 1 T2 X 5 1 T2 5 1 T2
X — convihl (X)
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Figure 5: Example for a 2-player jointly constrained GNEP I w.r.t. a (1,1)-restrictive-closed
X C RMD represented by the four black dots in the first picture. In picture 2 and 3
are two suitable choices of X ™ which fulfill (I8]).

4.2. Restrictive-closed GNEPs

Jointly constrained GNEPs w.r.t. a convex restriction set are often referred to as jointly convex
in the literature and constitute one of the best understood subclasses of the GNEP. Thus, for
k-restrictive-closed GNEPs, the question arises whether or not we can chose a conver restriction
set X", However, for general k-restrictive-closed GNEPs I, there may exist x_; € rdomX;
with a subsequently prescribed convexified strategy set X" (z_;) = conv(X;(z_;)) which
prohibit the possibility for 7°°™ to be jointly convex w.r.t. some convex set X°™. An example
for such a situation is given in Figure [f by z_o := 2 € rdomXs and X$°"V(2). To see this,
assume [°" € T was jointly convex w.r.t. some convex set X ™. The union of the complete
strategy sets of the players in the convexified instance SV is then given by S = X<V,
Since X is convex and & C S clearly holds, we even have conv(S) C X", Thus, we
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get:

X5°™(2) := conv(X2(2)) = {2} by [¢" e T
C [2,8/3] = {x2 € R| (2,22) € conv(S)}
C{xa € R|(2,29) € X} by conv(S) C X

which contradicts that 7°°™ is jointly convex w.r.t. X"V,

5 172 X 51" Pre 512
4 conv(X) 4 ! 41
3t 3t 31
21 21 e—eo— 21
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1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 6: Example for a 2-player (1, 1)-restrictive-closed, jointly constrained GNEP [ w.r.t. X C
RMD represented by the four black dots in the first picture. The prescribed strat-
egy sets Prej, Pres which rule out the possibility for 71°°™ to be jointly convex are
represented in picture 2 and 3 respectively.

In the previous section, we identified the restrictive-closedness for I w.r.t. the k-convex hull
operator as the characterizing property for Z°" to contain a jointly constrained instance. It
turns out that the restrictive-closedness of I w.r.t. the standard convex hull operator is the
characterizing property of I for Z°°" to contain a jointly convex instance.

Definition 13. We call an instance I restrictive-closed (w.r.t. the convex hull operator), if for
all i € N and z_; € rdomX; the equality

conv (res(S;,z_;)) = res(conv(S), z_;)
holds. Note that C always holds, cf. Proposition [1l.

The above concept of restrictive-closed sets requires that for fixed x_; € rdomX;, the convex
hull of the restriction of S; w.r.t. x_; is equal to the restriction of conv(S) w.r.t. z_;.
By observing that we have for any ¢ € N and x_; € rdomX;:

conv (res (Si, x,l)) = conv” (res(Sl-, x,z)) C res (convk(S), ﬂ:,i) C res (conv(S), ﬂ:,i)

due to (8], Proposition M and conv*(S) C conv(S) respectively, we can immediately state the
following necessary conditions for restrictive-closedness of I.

Lemma 3. If I is restrictive-closed, then
1. I is k-restrictive-closed.
2. for alli € N and z_; € rdomX; the equality res(conv¥(S),z_;) = res(conv(S),z_;) holds.

Note that the second necessary condition is not sufficient, not even for k-restrictive-closedness
of I as the example in Figure [ illustrates.

Similar to the previous section, we can give two equivalent characterizations of restrictive-
closedness. The equivalence [l <2 is again a geometric interpretation of restriction-closed
GNEPs. With the help of it, one can easily verify that the example in Figure[6lis not restrictive-
closed, as z_p = 1 := 2 € rdomX, but the restriction res(conv(X),z_2) = {2} x [2,8/3]
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(marked in red in the first picture) has the extreme point (2,8/3) (marked as red cross) which
is not contained in X.

The equivalence [l <3 will allow us to show in the subsequent Theorem [7] that restrictive-
closed GNEPs are exactly the GNEPs I which admit a jointly convex convexification ™ €
ICOHV‘

Theorem 6. Let I be an instance of the GNEP. Then the following statements are equivalent:
1. I is restrictive-closed.
2. E (res(conV(S),x_i)) CS; foralli e N and x_; € rdomXj.
3. For alli € N and x_; € RF-i the following implication holds:

z_; € rdomX; = conv(X;(z_;)) = {x; € R¥ | (x5,2_;) € conv(S)}.

Proof. MI<[2E Let i € N and x; € rdomX; be arbitrary.
M =[2Z We get by the restrictive-closedness of I:

E (res(conV(S),x_i)) = E(conv(res(Si,x_i))) C res(Si,x_i) CS;

[ <2 The following implications hold:

= FE (res(conv(S),z_;)) C  res(S;,zy)
= conv <E(res (conv(S), x,l))> C  conv(res(S;,z_;))
= res(conv(S),z_;) C  conv(res(S;,z-;))

where the last inclusion follows by the convexity of res (conV(S), x_i). Since the inclusion D in

the last line always holds, the claim follows.
M <3: Let i € N and z_; € rdomX; be arbitrary.
@ =[3l: This follows immediately by the definition of restrictive-closedness:

X (0 ) w2y = conv(Xs(o_s)) X a—s = conv (res (S, 2_s))
D s (conv(S), 2_s) = {2; € R¥ | (&1,2_) € conv(8)} X z_s.
[ «<3l: We calculate:
conv (res(Sp, 1)) = conv(Xi(w_1)) x 7_s
B (4 e RF | (51,2-) € conv(8)} x 2_; = res(conv(S), z_;).
O

Theorem 7. Let I be an instance of the GNEP with T (I) # (. Then I is restrictive-closed
if and only if the convezification Z°°™ contains a jointly conver instance. In this case, T
contains for any convexr set X°™ that satisfies

res (X", z_;) = res(conv(S),z_;) foralli € N and x_; € rdomXj, (19)
a jointly conver instance with X" as its restriction set.

Proof. We start with the only if direction. Let I°°™ be a jointly convex instance w.r.t. any
restriction set X" as described above. Furthermore, let the cost functions of 71°°™V fulfill the
requirements for I°°™ to belong to Z°™ which exist due to Z°™(I) # (. We want to prove
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that 1°°™v € 7™, Thus, we have to show that for arbitrary ¢ € N and x_; € rdomX;, the
strategy set X{°™ (x_;) of I°™ fulfills:

XMW (_y) = {xz € RF | (zi,2—;) € XCOHV} £ conv(X;(z_;))

which is equivalent to res (X conv, :c,i) = conv (res (SZ-, xl)) The latter equality is valid due to 1
being restrictive-closed and X" fulfilling (I9]).

For the if direction, let I°°"V € Z°™ be jointly convex w.r.t. X°°™. Then for any i € N and
r_; € rdomX;, we have

conv(X;(z—;)) = X{™ (_;) = {a; € RF | (25, 2_;) € X} (20)

by I°%W € Z°" and I°°"™ being jointly convex w.r.t. X°". Furthermore the jointly con-
strainedness implies that S = X", As § C S we get conv(S) C X" due to X
being convex. Thus the equality in (20) implies

conv(X;(z_;)) = {z; € RF | (25, 2_;) € XV} D {z; € R¥ | (z5,2_;) € conv(S)}.

The above inclusion is in fact an equality as the proof of Theorem [6 (Il ={3l) together with
the fact that conv(res(Si,x_i)) - res(conV(S),m_i) always holds shows that the inclusion
conv(X;(z_;)) C {z; € RF | (z;,2_;) € conv(S)} is also always fulfilled. Thus, Theorem

(@ «<3l) shows that I is restrictive-closed. O
5 1Z2 X 5 1x2 54 €2
A\’('()II\
4 47 X = conv(X) 4
3+ ° . 31 3
2 | 2 | - 2
1 . ° 1+ 1
T T I
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 7: Example for a 2-player restrictive-closed, jointly constrained GNEP I w.r.t. X € R(1D
represented by the four black dots in the first picture. In picture 2 and 3 are two
suitable choices of X ™. The sets that have to coincide after (I9]) are represented by
the 4 red lines.

4.3. Applications

In this subsection we show how several interesting game classes belong to the restrictive-closed
GNEPs. In order to do so, we present in the following a sufficient condition for restrictive-
closedness which requires the definition of pseudo jointly constrained GNEPs.

Definition 14. We call an instance I pseudo jointly constrained, if for alli € N and x_; €
rdomX; the strategy set X;(x_;) can be described as:

XZ(CC,Z) = {xz S RF: | (:cl-,xﬂ-) € S}

Remark that any jointly constrained instance w.r.t. a restriction set X is obviously pseudo
jointly constrained as S; = X = § holds for all ¢ € N. Subsequently, Figure Bl shows that not
every pseudo jointly constrained GNEP is k-restrictive-closed. Similarly, not every k-restrictive-
closed GNEP is pseudo jointly constrained as the example in Figure Bl illustrates.
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Lemma 4. Let I be a pseudo jointly constrained GNEP. Then I is restrictive-closed, if the
projection P;(S) := {z; € RFi | 3zt (2,2-;) €S} of S to the strategy space R* of player
i € N only consist of extreme points, i.e. E(P;(S)) = P;(S).

Proof. Let ¢ € N and x_; € rdomX; be arbitrary. We have to show that the equality in
Definition [[3] holds. As mentioned before, C always holds. For the other inclusion O we argue
that the following steps are valid: res (conv(S)7 x_i) C conv(res(S, x_l)) C conv(res(Si, x_l))
For the first inclusion, let (z;,z_;) € res(conv(S),z_;). Then there exists a convex com-
bination (z;,z_;) = Y% A\sz® with 2° € S,s € [L] for some L € N and A € Ay. Since
z_; € rdomX; there exists a z} € R¥ with (z},2_;) € X ((z},2_;)). Subsequently (z},z_;) €S
and z; € Pj(S) = E(P;(S)) for all j # 4. Similarly, as 2° € S we have x € P;(S) for all
j € N,s € [L]. Therefore z; = S22 | Asxi for j € N implies 7 = z; for all s € [L],j # i.

Therefore 2 = (25,2_;) € res(S,2_;), s € [L] which shows that z € conv (res(S,z_;)).
The second equality is a direct consequence of I being pseudo jointly constrained as pseudo
jointly constrainedness is equivalent to res(S,x_i) = res(Si,x_i) foralli € N,xz_; € rdomX;.
O

We get as a direct consequence of the above lemma that all 0,1 pseudo jointly constrained
games are restrictive-closed.

Corollary 4. If I is a pseudo jointly constrained GNEP with S C {0,1}*, then I is restrictive-
closed.

Proof. The projection of S C {0, 1}* to the strategy space of any player i € N is a subset of the
hypercube {0, 1}*i which only consists of extreme points. Thus E(P;(S)) = P;(S) holds. O

Another interesting class of GNEPs which belongs to the restrictive-closed GNEPs are the
jointly constrained discrete flow games described in the following lemma.

Lemma 5. Let I be an instance of the GNEP as described in Example[3 but instead of linear
individual capacity constraints, we consider a joint restriction imposed by a convex function
g :R¥ = R® for some s € N. More precisely, the strateqy set of player i € N is described by

Xi(z_;) = {xz € 2% | Az; = b;, g(zi,v;) < 0} for all z_; € RF-7.
Furthermore let
X = H{x, € 2% | Azx; = bi} N {x € Rgo | g(z) < O}. (21)
iEN

If for alli € N and
;e {i_; e R |35 e RN . (8,7) € X}, (22)

the restriction g(x;,x—_;) < 0 for z; is equivalent to an integral boz-constraint af’i <z < bf*i
with a; ", b; " € Zki, then I is restrictive-closed.

Proof. Tt is not hard to see that I is quasi-isomorphic to a GNEP I = (N, (X/())ien, (m)ien)
which has the same cost functions as I and is jointly constrained w.r.t. X. As for two quasi-
isomorphic instances the respective complete (relevant) strategy sets for a player ¢ € N coincide
S; =S/, we get S = X. Furthermore we have that rdomX; = rdomX/ where the latter is given
by the set in ([22)). To verify the restrictive-closedness, we show that S = &' = X fulfills the
condition stated in Definition I3l Let ¢ € N and x_; € rdomX;. Since C always holds we just

have to show the inclusion D. To prove this, define the relaxation of X by

- ) m — k .
X: Zl;[V{x, € RYy | Axz; bl} N {x eR3p|g(x) < O} (23)
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We argue that the following two inclusions are valid. Clearly, they imply that O in Definition [I3]
holds.

{xi e RN | (a5,24) € COHV(X)} C {xl e RF | (x5,24) € X} (24)

C conv <{xz e RF | (z5,2_;) € X}) . (25)

By the definition of X it follows immediately that X € X. Since X is convex, the inclusion
conv(X) C X and thus also the inclusion ([24)) holds. By rewriting the sets for the inclusion (25])
via the definition of X and X, we get equivalently:

{wi € RYy | Aw; = b, g(wi,z-4) < 0} C conv({xi € 7%y | Az; = b;, gz, v;) < O})

As z_; € rdomX; = rdomX/ and thus fulfills ([22)), the restriction g(z;,z_;) < 0 is an integral
box-constraint. Thus the polytope on the left has integral vertices since the flow polyhedron
is box-tdi, cf. Example @2l These integral vertices are clearly contained in the right set and
therefore the inclusion follows. Hence I is restrictive-closed. O

The above proof shows that the relaxed set X fulfills the equality stated in (I9) and thus a
convexified instance from Z% which is jointly convex w.r.t. X can be solved in order to derive
insights into the original instance I via our main Theorem 2l This is extremely convenient in a
computational regard as conv(X) # X in general as the following instance of the CDFG shows.
Note that the CDFG described in Example 2] belongs to the flow games introduced in Lemma/[fl

Figure 8: Example for a capacitated discrete flow game where conv(X) C X

Example 5 (conv(X) # X in general). Let I be an instance of the CDFG where N = {1,2}
and G is given by the graph displayed in Figure[8. Both players have the same capacity ¢; =
co = 1 € RE and want to send one unit of flow. Then X consists of only two elements,
namely X = {(z},2%), (x%,25)} where we denote by x% the flow sending one flow unit over the
edge (s1,t1) and by x4 resp. xé the unique path from sy to ty starting with the upper edge e?
resp. lower edge e?. The set X contains for example the point % (¥ + 2 2%+ h) ¢ conv(X)
where we define x¥ and x' analogously to x% and xb, thus showing that conv(X) C X.

As another example for restrictive-closed GNEPs we revisit Example [l

Example 6 (continued). Assume that the weights d;; = 1 are equal to one for all i € N,
j € E. Then X C {0,1}™™ and thus by Corollary [§, we’re dealing with a restrictive-closed
GNEP. Subsequently Theorem [7 shows that we can define I°™ € I°°™ as a jointly convex
GNEP w.r.t. any set X fulfilling ([I9). Concerning the cost functions of I°°™, we observe
that the cost functions m;,i € N are quasi-linear, i.e. they allow for convexified cost functions
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as in Definition [GI2. This is due to the fact that X;(x_;) — R, z; — m;(z;, ;) is linear for all
r_; € rdomX; and i € N which can be verified by the following description:

m(wi,x_i) = ZjEE Cij(gj(x))xij = Ci(l + Zj;ﬁi wj)Txi fOT' all x; € Xz(x—z) - {0, 1}m

Thus defining ¢;(z) := ¢;(1 + Z#i x;) @ for all x € R¥ fulfills the restrictions for the cost
functions of a converzified instance, i.e. Definition[A[2. With this definition of I°°™ and assuming
that ¢; : R™ — R™ is a smooth function, I°°™ is a jointly convex GNEP w.r.t. X" with
smooth cost-functions for the players and thus various methods to solve I°°™ are known in the
literature.

5. Computational Study

In this section, we present numerical results on the computation of generalized Nash equilibria
for Examples 2 and ], i.e., the capacitated discrete flow games and transportation markets.

We will consider three different types of methods for the computation of equilibria. The first
type (see Section [(.2.1]) exploits the fact that the instances are hole-free GNEPs allowing us
to apply the reformulation of the GNEP via Corollary Bl Note that this approach is correct
(assuming enough run-time) and has the striking advantage that any positive lower bound of
the resulting global optimization problem serves as a certificate for the non-existence of GNE.

The second type (see Section [.2.2]) uses Theorem [2] in the sense that we try to compute a
GNE for the convexified GNEP (e.g. by finding local minimizer of the 1% function) and then
check feasibility for the original non-convex GNEP. This approach has the advantage that it
can use well-known numerical methods from the area of convex GNEPs and in addition it is
in principle applicable to all GNEPs and not only quasi-linear GNEPs. On the down-side, this
approach is only correct, if we were able to compute all GNE for the convexified instance and
check them for original feasibility.

The third type (see Section [(£.2.3]) is a best response algorithm (which we term BR), where
the players — whenever they can strictly improve their costs— update their strategy using a
best response. Remark, however, that a BR-algorithm is not correct in general as it may
not terminate due to cycling or may stop at infeasible strategy profiles for which a player’s
optimization problem is infeasible. As a consequence, the BR heuristic is not applicable to the
instances of Example Bl (cf. Section [(.3)).

Let us emphasize that prior to our paper, there were no existing methods available in the liter-
ature that can deal with general non-convex or even quasi-linear GNEPs. Hence, a comparison
of our proposed methods to some benchmark methods from the literature is not possible.

In the following subsections, we first describe the set of test instances which we generated.
Then, we examine the aforementioned methods in more detail and conclude by presenting
their numerical results in terms of the number of GNE found, certificates of non-existence and
computation times on average.

5.1. Test Instances

We generated 10 different graphs G = (V, E) for each |V| € {10,15,20} and each of the three
different player set sizes N € {2,4,10}. The edges of the graph were assigned randomly with
each pair of nodes a # b € V having a {20%,15%, 10%} chance for |V| € {10,15,20} to
be connected by the directed arc (a,b). Concerning the source sink pair of each player, we
generated two types. Namely on the one hand a single source single sink type in which every
player gets the same randomly selected (connected) source sink pair. On the other hand a multi
source multi sink type in which each player has an individual randomly selected (connected)
source sink pair. Similar, the weight of each player, i.e. the integral amount of flow each player
wants to send, is either chosen uniformly at random from the range of 1 to 10 or set to 1 for
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each player. In conclusion, we generated 10 graphs for each combination of |V, |N|, the two
types concerning the source/sink assignment and the weight assignment, leading to a total of
360 different graph-player setups.

JCDFG. For the above described graph-player setups, we considered two different types of
the CDFG. The first one is a jointly capacitated version (JCDFG) in which every player has
the same capacity vector ¢; = ¢,7 € N. To generate capacities that have an impact on the
strategy sets, we first chose the capacities uniformly at random from a relative small range of
1 to max(n,dy,...,d,). If the resulting strategy space is empty, the capacities are reassigned.
This random reassignment is executed until either the strategy space is not empty anymore or
a limit for the amount of reassignments is exceeded. In the latter case, the range of values in
which the capacities are chosen is incremented by one and the procedure is repeated. Regarding

the cost functions, we use m;(zi, v—;) = (3_, 4 z;)" Clx; + C?T x;. If the player’s weights are

mxXm

arbitrary, C} € VAK
20. Otherwise, we set C} = diag(C?) as the diagonal matrix having C? as its diagonal as the

JCDFG can then be interpreted as a jointly constrained atomic congestion game in this case,
cf. Example @l

and C'Z2 € 2T, are randomly generated with values in the range of 0 to

ICDFG. We also considered an individually capacitated version of the CDFG (ICDFG) by
changing the above described jointly constrained instances only w.r.t. the capacities of the
players. In contrast to above, players now have individual capacities, i.e. ¢; # ¢; in general,
which are analogously generated to the jointly constrained case.

Transportation Markets. For the transportation markets of Example [3 we set the weights in
all of the above graph-player setups to 1 and then considered only those graph-player setups
in which at least one edge-disjoint path-allocation exists. This resulted in 74 instances. The
players’ costs were then set to m;(z;,z_;,p) = (p — CZ-Q)T.%'Z' (with C? from the JCDFG).
Hereby, p is the strategy of the market manager which we added on top of the previously
existing players. The latter’s optimization problem is defined as described in Example B] with
the addition of an upper price bound p, < PB,e € E for which we considered three different
cases PB € {20, 35,50}.

5.2. Computing Generalized Equilibria

In order to compute original GNE, we use the continuous relaxation of the original games as
convexification I°°"V which is possible since GNEPs corresponding to the JCDFG, ICDFG and
transportation markets are hole-free represented GNEPs. Based on this convexified instance,
we implemented the following methods in MATLAB® in order to find equilibria of I.

5.2.1. Quasi-linear Reformulation

The first method is relying on the fact that both types of the CDFG and the transportation
markets are hole-free-represented player-linear mixed-integer GNEPs for which Corollary [2] is
applicable and consequently the problem of finding a GNE reduces to finding a global optimum
of a MINLP. A striking advantage of this reformulation is its computational tractability as
it allows for the application of global (MINLP) solvers such as BARON, cf. [31]. Note that
these solvers typically require that the objective and restriction functions have an algebraic
description, i.e. only consist of solver-supported operations like +, —, - etc., which is not the case
for the non-reformulated, original problem (7]). Furthermore, the possibility to use BARON
comes with the additional benefit that BARON generates lower bounds on the optimal objective
value during the search for a global optimum. A lower bound larger than zero is a certificate
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for non-existence of equilibria and the computation can be exited as soon as such a bound is
found, cf. the computational results for the transportation markets in Section 5.3l

5.2.2. Minimizing Variants of the V' Function

The second type of methods is based on minimizing different variants of the V function of
1" rounding the found minimum and then verifying whether the rounded solution is a GNE.
In contrast to the first method, here we do not deal with an optimization problem with a
complete algebraic description, but each objective function (V) call requires to solve |N| lin-
ear minimization problems. Solving optimization problems with an objective function of such
inaccessible form is a challenging task and we’re not aware of any solvers that may produce
lower bounds on the optimal objective value and hence guarantee global minimality. Instead,
we utilize the MATLAB® Optimization Toolbox and implemented the V function using the
LP solver linprog and calculated local minima via the fmincon solver.

For the case of the jointly convex GNEPs and hence the convexification of the JCDFG, we
are able to make use of the following regularization of the V function:

. a
Valz) i=max Y |mi(@) = milyis o) = 5 |12 = v |
VEX jeN
where X is the joint constraint set of IV (cf. [23)), || - || is the Euclidean norm and a > 0

denotes a regularization parameter. Heusinger and Kanzow [49] showed that V, is bounded
from below by zero, every feasible solution with value zero corresponds to a (normalized) GNE
of I1°°™ and is continuously differentiable. The latter fact is beneficial in a computational regard
as it allows one to provide an analytic gradient, significantly speeding up the computation of
a local minimum. In this regard, we also computed local minima via the fmincon solver of Va
with o = 0.02 for I°°™ of the JCDFG.

Although the transportation markets do not correspond to a jointly convex GNEP, we are
still able to define a similar regularization by

N «
Va(z,p) := mpi1(z,p) + max > [771‘(9071?) =iy, x—ip) = 5 |l = vi 17
ye lie[n}

where the n 4+ 1-th player resembles the market manager and X’ the continuous relaxation of
the product of the flow polytopes Xie[n]X{ . By a similar argumentation as in [49], it is easy
to see that this function is bounded from below by zero, every feasible solution with value
zero corresponds to a GNE of I°°™ and is continuously differentiable. Hence, we also tried to
computed (local) minima via the fmincon solver of V with o = 0.02.

An interesting question is whether and how one can adjust these techniques to find GNE of
the convexified game but at the same time preserve original feasibility. We performed a first
step into this direction by also implementing a penalized version of the above two methods
in which we augmented the V/V,, function by the additive term LS en > jepsin(m - zi5)?
which penalizes non-integrality, resulting in the functions VPe» / V2" The idea here is that
local minima found by the solver should be more likely to be integral and hence originally
feasible. Yet, this penalty term must be viewed with caution as the computation of a single
local minimum is likely to be more time consuming and new local minima with an objective
value bigger than zero may be generated through this penalty term.

The fmincon solver requests a starting point. Thus, we computed an ordered and common
set of 2000 random starting points by projecting random vectors in [0, max(n,ds, ..., d,)]* to
the set of feasible strategy profiles of I°°™. This is done by solving for each random vector
7 the quadratic program min g [|r — z||? via the quadprog solver of MATLAB. Note that
the corresponding computation time was negligible. Beginning with the first starting point, a
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(local) minimum is then computed of the respective objective function. Each component of this
local minimum is then rounded to the nearest integer. The resulting integral vector is then
checked for feasibility and whether or not it is a GNE of I°°™ by evaluating the V function
for 1°°™ at that point. If the rounded solution is not a GNE, the next (local) minimum is
computed with the usage of the next starting point. This procedure is executed until either a
GNE has been found, all starting vectors were tried or a time limit of one minute is exceeded,
in which case the current computation is exited and no further (local) minima are computed.

5.2.3. Best Response Algorithm

The BR-algorithm is applied to the previously mentioned starting vectors until an original GNE
was found or the time limit of one minute is exceeded. Hereby, starting with the first player,
in each iteration the current strategy profile is updated by the current player’s best response
which is computed by solving her corresponding integral linear program via BARON. If the
current player’s optimization problem is infeasible, the BR-algorithm stops and is applied to
the next starting vector.

5.3. Results

All methods have been implemented in MATLAB® R2023a on Windows 10 Enterprise. The
computations have been performed on a machine with Intel Core 15-12500 and 32 GB of memory.
An overview of the results can be seen in Table[Il The “GNE” column of a method displays how
often an equilibrium was found while the “Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds) to
compute the equilibrium on average. The “Non-Existence” column shows how often BARON
was able to give a lower bound larger zero on the objective, i.e. giving a certificate for non
existence of equilibria and the corresponding “Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds)
to compute the lower bound. In order to illustrate the behaviour of the methods with respect
to different player sets, we also present the results of the JCDFG and ICDFG subdivided into
the three possibilities N € {2,4,10}. To demonstrate the behaviour of the various methods for
one instance-type, we also present in Figure [@ and Figure [I0] boxplots of the performance of all
methods based on 100 randomly generated instances of the type (2,20,m,10) for the JCDFG
and ICDFG. The diagrams show the distribution of the computation time (in seconds) of an
integral GNE. The mark inside each box denotes the median, boxes represent lower and upper
quartiles, and the whisker ends show the minimum and maximum, respectively, apart from
possible outliers marked by a cycle.

The results regarding the transportation markets demonstrate that a BR heuristic may fail
completely for certain types of GNEPs as infeasible strategy profiles may lead to the non-
existence of best responses for players. In contrast, the results of the quasi-linear approach for
these transportation markets illustrate the advantage that comes with our quasi-linear refor-
mulation. Namely the possibility to generate certificates for non-existence of equilibria. In this
regard, BARON was able to find in all market instances either a GNE or such a certificate.

Finally, remark that the overall weak performance of the V and Vpen approaches can be
mainly attributed to the numerical complexity of fmincon when using differentiation. This
task is time-demanding, requiring numerous costly 1% / VPen evaluations.
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Quasi-Linear v Vrpen Va ppen BR

Example

GNE Time Non-Existence Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time
JCDFG, |[N| =2 120 0.25 0 - 113 1859 114 1726 120 0.65 120 0.54 113 0.64
JCDFG, |[N| =4 118 0.97 0 - 58 23.00 62 23.16 119 4.31 119 3.63 103 2.40
JCDFG, [N =10 103 11.65 0 - 15 29.21 15 2723 80 12.84 80 11.23 96 3.57
JCDFG 341 3.94 0 - 186 20.82 191 19.96 319 5.07 319 4.38 312 212
ICDFG, |N| =2 97 0.22 6 0.33 93 16.70 93 16.21 not applicable not applicable 97 1.88
ICDFG, |N| =4 68 0.50 3 0.58 39 2294 37 23,51 not applicable not applicable 71 0.97
ICDFG, |N| =10 39 10.87 5 2.43 6 28.87 11 33.14 not applicable not applicable 41 2.74
ICDFG 204 2.35 14 15.87 138 1899 141 19.45 not applicable not applicable 209 1.74
Markets, PB = 20 6 0.10 68 0.12 4 18.53 4 22.36 4 0.15 4 4.63 0 -
Markets, PB =35 39 0.12 35 0.13 16 29.73 17 30.57 27 4.35 27 4.30 0 -
Markets, PB=50 65 0.12 9 0.12 26 37.03 22 40.56 40 6.30 43 8.04 0 -

Table 1: The performances of the various methods applied to the different examples.
“GNE” column of a method displays how often an equilibrium was found while the
“Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds) to compute the equilibrium on
average. The “Non-Existence” column shows how often BARON was able to give a
lower bound bigger zero on the objective, i.e. giving a certificate for non existence of
equilibria and the corresponding “Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds)
to compute the lower bound.
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Figure 9: Boxplots of the performance of all methods with respect to the instance type
(2,20,m,10) in the JCDFG. The diagrams show the distribution of the computation
time (in seconds) of a original GNE. We did not include the time when no equilibrium
was found. In this regard, the methods (a)-(f) found (100,80,80,100,100,96) equilibria
respectively.
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Figure 10: Boxplots of the performance of all methods with respect to the instance type
(2,20,m,10) in the ICDFG. The diagrams show the distribution of the computa-
tion time (in seconds) of a original GNE. We did not include the time when no
equilibrium was found. In this regard, the quasi-linear approach found 56 equilib-
ria and provided a non-existence certificate in 20 cases. The methods (c)-(e) found
(45,50,57) equilibria respectively.

6. Conclusions

We derived a new characterization of generalized Nash equilibria by convexifying the original
instance I, leading to a set of more structured convexified instances Z°°™ of the GNEP. This
convexification approach is very general and thus its relevance is relying on the identification
of classes of original instances and corresponding well-behaved convexified instances. We il-
lustrated this by deriving for the three problem classes of quasi-linear, k-restrictive-closed and
restrictive-closed GNEPs, respectively, new characterizations of the existence and computability
of generalized Nash equilibria. We demonstrated the applicability of the latter by presenting
various methods and corresponding numerical results for the computation of equilibria in the
CDFG and transportation markets. In this regard, our convexification offers an approach to sys-
tematically tackle the poorly understood class of non-convex and discrete GNEPs via identifying
original and corresponding well-behaved convexified instances in order to then draw conclusions
for the original instance from the convexified one via our main Theorem[2 Therefore we believe
that there is still untapped potential in our convexification method in order to obtain structural
insights into the problem as well as pave the way for a more tractable computational approach.
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A. Appendix

A.1l. Detailed Numerical Results

In Table ] and [] we present the numerical results in a more detailed fashion. That is, we
subdivided the numerical results w.r.t. each instance type. As described above, for each instance
type there are 10 different instances.

Quasi-Linear 1% pen Va ypen BR
Instance-type GNE Time Non-Existence Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time

(2,10,8,1) 10 014 0 - 9 466 10 747 10 033 10 033 10  0.93
(2,10,5,10) 10 018 0 - 10 670 10 58 10 008 10 008 9 026
(2,10,m,1) 10 014 0 - 10 1012 10 913 10 015 10 014 10  0.28
(2,10,m,10) 10 024 0 - 10 1532 10 1379 10 012 10 010 9 042
(2,15,5,1) 10 018 0 - 10 1891 10 1553 10 071 10 113 9 031
(2,15,5,10) 10 033 0 - 9 1706 9 1511 10 053 10 024 8  0.33
(2,15,m,1) 10 017 0 - 10 1969 10 1872 10 024 10 020 10 0.0
(2,15,m,10) 10 037 0 - 10 3374 10 3078 10 053 10 032 10  0.32
(2,20,5,1) 10 020 0 - 9 1598 9 1302 10 202 10 1.68 9  0.90
(2,20,5,10) 10 044 0 - 9 2675 7 2328 10 063 10 144 9  0.32
(2,20,m,1) 10 020 0 - 9 2836 9 2675 10 193 10 032 10 226
(2,20,m,10) 10 044 0 - 8§ 2758 10 298 10 050 10 055 10 0.7
(4,10,5,1) 10 022 0 - 9 1374 10 1466 10 032 10 020 10  2.00
(4,10,5,10) 10 068 0 - 9 1077 10 1496 10 040 10 034 10  1.67
(4,10,m,1) 10 o021 0 - 9 1408 9 1276 10 144 10 255 9  0.75
(4,10,m,10) 10 062 0 - 8§ 2438 8 2175 10 080 10 064 8  4.93
(4,15,5,1) 10 037 0 - 5 3660 4 3925 10 624 10 467 8 161
(4,15,5,10) 10 208 0 - 0 - 0 - 10 571 10 575 9 341
(4,15,m,1) 9 037 0 - 4 3273 6 3366 9 703 9 295 10 144
(4,15,m,10) 10 164 0 - 2 3253 2 2052 10 234 10 421 9 500
(4,20,5,1) 10 047 0 - 4 348 4 338 10 496 10 1.8 6 091
(4,20,5,10) 10 235 0 - 2 1767 2 1603 10 13.06 10 1134 9  0.74
(4,20,m,1) 10 042 0 - 5 4239 6 3976 10 402 10 274 8  0.72
(4,20,m,10) 9 231 0 - 1 2539 1 2666 10 564 10 630 7 624
(10,10,5,1) 8 073 0 - 4 2008 5 3721 9 471 9 451 9 204
(10,10,5,10) 10 7.34 0 - 2 1092 2 1114 8 1721 8 1196 8  3.12
(10,10,m,1) 10 070 0 - 7 3648 6 2591 10 540 10 792 9 213
(10,10,m,10) 10  7.07 0 - 1 541 1 474 8 1477 7 655 7 649
(10,15,3,1) 10 1.69 0 - 0 - 0 - 7 917 8 850 5 935
(10,15,5,10) 10 15.08 0 - 0 - 0 - 9 1727 8 1307 8  1.89
(10,15,m,1) 7 160 0 - 0 - 0 - 6 1420 6 933 8 225
(10,15,m,10) 10  33.70 0 - 0 - 0 - 2 679 2 2022 7 386
(10,20,5,1) 6 1.98 0 - 1 3926 1 3997 6 1315 6 1475 9 219
(10,20,5,10) 8 2980 0 - 0 - 0 - 4 2534 4 2861 9 749
(10,20,m,1) 4 181 0 - 0 - 0 - 6 1252 7 905 9 249
(10,20,m,10) 10  26.98 0 - 0 - 0 - 5 2031 5 2032 8 235

Table 2: The performances of the various methods applied to the JCDFG. The “GNE” column
of a method displays how often an equilibrium was found while the “Time” column
shows how long it took (in seconds) to compute the equilibrium on average. The “Non-
Existence” column shows how often BARON was able to give a lower bound bigger
zero on the objective, i.e. giving a certificate for non existence of equilibria and the
corresponding “Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds) to compute the
lower bound.
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Quasi-Linear \% ypen BR
Instance-type GNE Time Non-Existence Time GNE Time GNE Time GNE Time

(2,10,5,1) 10 0.19 0 - 10 691 10 791 10  4.08
(2,10,5,10) 7 018 0 - 7934 7 561 7  0.24
(2,10,m,1) 9 014 0 - 9 1139 9 1009 9 035
(2,10,m,10) 4 018 3 023 4 1307 4 1328 4 025
(2,15,5,1) 10 0.18 0 - 9 1874 9 1870 9 177
(2,15,5,10) 9  0.30 0 - 7 2370 7 2466 8 273
(2,15,m,1) 10 0.16 0 - 10 2020 10 1868 10  3.02
(2,15,m,10) 7 031 1 038 6 1695 6 1632 7 031
(2,20,5,1) 10 0.20 0 - 9 1640 9 1482 10  5.09
(2,20,5,10) 6 032 1 048 7 2220 7 1962 8 027
(2,20,m,1) 10 0.20 0 - 10 2356 10 2571 10 110
(2,20,m,10) 5 040 1 044 5 1745 5 1839 5  0.28
(4,10,5,1) 9 023 0 - 9 2120 9 2656 8  0.66
(4,10,5,10) 8 035 0 - 7 908 7 863 9 055
(4,10,m,1) 7020 2 054 7 1616 5 1515 7  0.54
(4,10,m,10) 5 049 0 - 4 1202 5 2145 5 0.52
(4,15,5,1) 6 035 0 - 2 4298 2 4380 7  2.09
(4,15,5,10) 2 135 0 - 0 - 0 - 5 085
(4,15,m,1) 8 042 0 - 3 4719 2 2711 7 2.09
(4,15,m,10) 1 1.02 1 067 1 540 1 571 1 067
(4,20,5,1) 7 0.46 0 - 3 3639 3 3767 8 111
(4,20,5,10) 4 1.76 0 - 0 . 0 - 4 061
(4,20,m,1) 9 042 0 - 3 4570 2 3560 8  0.70
(4,20,m,10) 2 1.10 0 - 0 . 1 5562 2 059
(10,10,s,1) 3 083 1 521 2 1911 4 3208 4  1.93
(10,10,5,10) 4 824 0 - 1 2172 2 3524 4 1.73
(10,10,m,1) 3 073 3 061 1 1212 2 2398 3 193
(10,10,m,10) 2 3.89 0 - 0 - 1 4377 2 2.04
(10,15,5,1) 4 182 0 - 0 - 0 - 4 417
(10,15,5,10) 5 11.89 0 - 0 - 0 - 5 1.80
(10,15,m,1) 2 215 0 - 0 § 0 . 2 14.36
(10,15,m,10) 1 39.69 1 511 0 § 0 . 1 1.80
(10,20,5,1) 5 2.08 0 - 1 5464 0 § 5 201
(10,20,5,10) 5 39.86 0 - 0 § 1 4044 6 201
(10,20,m,1) 1 173 0 - 1 4532 1 3358 1 226
(10,20,m,10) 4 14.06 0 - 0 § 0 § 4 178

Table 3: The performances of the various methods applied to the ICDFG. The “GNE” column
of a method displays how often an equilibrium was found while the “Time” column
shows how long it took (in seconds) to compute the equilibrium on average. The “Non-
Existence” column shows how often BARON was able to give a lower bound bigger
zero on the objective, i.e. giving a certificate for non existence of equilibria and the
corresponding “Time” column shows how long it took (in seconds) to compute the
lower bound.
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