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Abstract

Recently, it has been shown that networks with an arbitrary degree sequence may be a stable
solution to a network formation game. Further, in recent years there has been a rise in the number of
firms participating in collaborative efforts. In this paper, we show conditions under which a graph with

an arbitrary degree sequence is admitted as a stable firm collaboration graph.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently there has been a rise in the number of firms participating in collaborative efforts.
Goyal and Joshi [4] present a model of firm collaboration in aspatial oligopolies and in this paper
we extend this model to spatial oligopolies. We investigate the impact of the spatial economy on
the collaboration network and the impact of the collaboration network on the spatial economy.
Since the 1960s the number of firm’s participating in collaborative agreements has increased
significantly [5]—[10]. This collaboration takes various forms, one of which is research and
development (R & D) that often consists of sharing resources such as equipment, laboratory
space, office space, as well as engineers and scientists through separate R & D subcompanies.
This collaboration has become very popular within industries that are R & D intensive. Hagedoorn
shows that the number of collaborations has increased since the 1960s and rapidly increased in the
1980s [[7]. Firms in R & D intensive industries are enabled to flexibly ally themselves to further
their business. Nonetheless, the existence of these collaborations is counterintuitive because firms
should not want to share R & D results or expenditures because it is the foundation of their
future products. As a result of this contradiction, this collaboration has spurred a host of literature
[S]-[10]. Goyal and Joshi present a model of horizontal firm collaboration in oligopolies, where

firms compete in the market after choosing collaborators [4]. The motivation behind this model
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is an examination of the incentives for collaboration and the interaction of these incentives with
market competition. Firms are able to lower production costs by committing some resources to
a pair-wise collaboration effort. A particular collaboration network is formed as a result of the
collection of pairwise collaborations. For each collaboration network, each firm has a particular
production cost which effects the market competition that occurs over this collaboration network.
Hence, the oligopoly induces an allocation of value over the set of firms for a given collaboration

network.

II. COLLABORATION NETWORKS AND COLLABORATIVE OLIGOPOLIES

In this section we present an introduction to collaboration networks and collaborative oligopolies.
We modify the notational conventions from the common notation in this this body of literature
[31, [12], [13] in order to better accomodate the spatial variables needed in later sections of this
paper. Let N = {1,2,...n} be the set of nodes in a graph, which will represent players or a
group of players. The set of links in the graph is a set of pairs of nodes (subsets of N of size
two). A graph g is a set of links (set of subsets of N of size two) and g% is the complete set
of all links. The set G is the set of all graphs over the nodes N, that is, G = {g : ¢ C ¢"}.
The value of a graph g is the total value produced by agents in the graph; we denote the value
of a graph as the function » : G — R and the set of of all such value functions as H. An
allocation rule Y : H x G — R distributes the value h(g) among the agents in g. Denote the
value allocated to agent i as Y;(h, g). Since, the allocation rule must distribute the value of the
network to all players, it must be balanced; i.e., ) . Y;(h,g) = h(g) for all (h,g) € H x G. The
allocation rule governs how the value is distributed and thus makes a significant contribution to
the model. Jackson and Wolinksy use pairwise stability to model stable networks without the

use of noncooperative games [13].
Definition II.1. A network g with value function A and allocation rule Y is pairwise stable if
(and only if):

1) for all ij € g, Yi(h,g9) > Y;(h,g —ij) and

2) for all ij & g, if Yi(h,g + ij) > Yi(h, g). then Y;(h, g + ij) < Y;(h.g)

Pairwise stability implies that in a stable network, for each link that exists, (1) both players

must benefit from it and (2) if a link can provide benefit to both players, then it in fact must
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exist. Jackson notes that pairwise stability may be too weak because it does not allow groups of
players to add or delete links, only pairs of players [12]]. Deletion of multiple links simultaneously
has been considered in [1]. We present an application of the network formation game to firm
collaboration in spatial oligopolies, which is an extension to the firm collaboration presented by

Goyal and Joshi in [4].

A. General Collaborative Oligopoly Model

Consider n firms that compete in an oligopoly who may collaborate with any of the other
n — 1 firms. Firm 7 produces a quantity ¢;. Denote q = (q1, @2, - - - ¢,) as the vector of quantity
production across all firms and q_; = (q1, ..., ¢i—1,Gi+1, - - - ¢») as the vector containing produc-
tion quantities for all firms, but firm :. Collaboration among firms affects the marginal cost of
production. Thus a particular (collaboration) graph ¢ induces a marginal cost of firm ¢ under
collaboration graph ¢ of ¢;(¢:|g)-

We consider marginal cost functions of the form (1)) where the marginal cost ¢;(g;|g) for firm

i is a function of ¢;, the quantity produced by firm i, and 7;(g), the degree of firm ¢ in graph g.

ci(ailg) = fi(ai, mi(g)) (D

Here, f; € C'(§;) where ¢; € §; and €; is defined as the feasible region for firm i.

Qi ={q:: 0< q;}

Given a network g, there is an induced set of costs which, along with the demand functions,
produces a set of profit functions for each firm, Y;(g) (the allocation of payoff for player 7).
These profit functions then induce a Nash equilibrium of production, which provides the precise
allocation rule (i.e., profit) for each firm on the graph. The stability of the collaboration network
can then be analyzed using the definition of stability

Denote the market marginal price function as P(qi, s, ... qn). In this paper, we consider a
market marginal price function (dependent on quantity produced) given by

P(Ql,Q27--~Qn)=CY—ZQi (2)
iEN
This can also be denoted as P(Q)) = a — () where Q = ) _._\ ¢; The profit for Player i is:
Yi(g:la-i, 9) = (CY - Z Qi> ¢ — c(gil9)a: 3)
iEN
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Given collaboration graph g, firm ¢ will solve the problem

max Y;(¢lq;, 9)

S.t. q; € Qz (4)

where q* ; is composed of the optimal production quantities for all firms, but . The gradient of

the objective for firm i:

oy,
Vo Yilalati,0) = P(Q) — filam(o)) — a — aor

i

Each firm 7 will solve an equivalent variational inequality by finding ¢ € €2; such that:

where (-,-) denotes a dot product. In this case:

ofi
(P(Q) — filai,mi(g)) — @i — q@‘a—f,(h' —q;) >0 (6)

)

The equilibrium for this oligopoly can be found by solving the variational inequality defined

as finding g* € Q2 such that
(Va¥(dla",9),a—q") 20 (7)

where

VoY (dla’ )i = P(@Q) — il m(9)) — ai — qg_g ®)

It is difficult to analytically determine which collaboration graphs will be stable because the
oligopoly equilibriums are solutions to a variational inequality. One could empirically find stable

graphs, but instead we seek to find subcases of the model for which we can find analytical results.

B. Previous Results on Network Stability in Aspatial Oligopoly

In Goyal and Joshi [4]], it is assumed that the marginal cost of firm ¢ linearly decreases with

the number of collaborators for firm :

ci(9) = v —1mi(9) )

where, as before, 7;(g) is the number of links for firm 7 and -, is the marginal cost of production

when a firm has no links. Notice that 7y, is constant for all firms. One example that Goyal and

November 10, 2021 DRAFT



Joshi [4] study is that of a homogenous product oligopoly. With the market marginal price

function (2) and marginal cost (9), the resulting profit to Player 7 is:

Yi(g) = (a - Z%) g — (Yo = m(9)) & = (@ = Y0)a; + <Z qz) ¢ — (=mi(9) @ (10)

1EN 1€EN

Goyal and Joshi show that with marginal cost (9) and market demand (2)), the complete network

is the unique stable network [4].

C. Results of Nonlinear Cost on Stability

In this section we review the results from [14]], where we show the effect a nonlinear variation
on the marginal cost function has on the stability of collaboration structures. In particular, we
show that with cost functions of a particular form, the collaborative oligopoly will result in
a stable collaboration graph with an arbitrary degree sequence. We consider a marginal cost

function:

ci(g) = v+ fi(ni(g)) (11)

where f; is some function f; : R — R.

Lemma IL.2. Suppose we have an oligopoly consisting of n firms in which collaboration is
defined by the graph g and the profit function (allocation rule) for Firm 1 in that oligopoly is
given by:
Yi(9) = (@ =0)aly (Z qj> a:(9) — fi(ni(9))ai(g) (12)
JEN

then the quantity produced for firm 1 is:

ai(9) = S nfi(ﬁ";g)l Ir Zj;éi fi(n;(g)) as)

Proof: From [17], for any oligopoly with profit function of the form:

mi(q) = ag; — (qu>qz—“ (14)

JEN

The resulting Cournot equilibrium point on quantities is:

': a—nbi—l-zjﬁbj 15)
qi nrl
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In our case, we have:

a=a—"
bi = fi(ni(g)) Vi

Substituting these definitions into Expression yields Expression (13). This completes the
proof. [ ]

Remark 11.3. Tt is worth noting that when for each firm i, b; = —yn;(g) then the cost function

(9) and induced equilibrium quantity (I5) is equivalent to that used in Goyal and Joshi.

Corollary I1.4. Suppose that f is a nonnegative (f(n) > 0) convex function that has a minimum
at 0. Further, suppose f;(n;(g)) = f(ni(g) — k;) where k; € {0,1,...,n— 1}. If the parameters

a and 7y and the function f are such that:

a =50 —nmax{f(n—1), f(1-n)} - %(n — Dmax{f(1) = f(0), f(=1) = f(0)} > 0 (16)

and n > 2, then the Cournot equilibrium quantities ([I3)) are nonnegative for all firms and for

all collaboration graphs and the following inequalities hold:

20() — 1 1f(1) = ()] > 0 a7
2(9) — 1 [/(=1) = J0)] > 0 18)

Proof: Since n > 2 and f is convex and has a minimum at 0, this implies that Z—ﬁ[ f(1) —
f(0)] and 24[f(—1) — f(0)] are non-negative. If and hold, then ¢;(g) is non-negative
and hence it suffices to only show that and (I8) are implied by (I6).

For all 4, function f; is a convex function of the degree of node ¢ in the graph g; the degree
of node ¢ must take an integer value between 0 and n — 1, which due to the convexity of

fi and the fact that k; € {0,1,...n — 1} implies that the maximum of f; is equivalent to
max{ f;(0), fi(n — 1)} and is less than max{f(n — 1), f(—n + 1)}. That is,

fi(mi(g)) < max{fi(m(9))} = max{fi(0), fi(n — 1)} < max{f(n —1), f(—=n+ 1)}

This means that (16 implies:

a = —nfi(ni(g)) — %(n — Dmax{f(1) = f(0), f(=1) = f(0)} >0 Vi (19)
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Since, all fi(n:(g)) > 0, we may add ., fi(n;(g)) to the left side of (19) without changing

the inequality:

0 =0 = nfilm(0) + 3 £(15(9)) — 5(n— Dymax(F(1) ~ £(0), F(~1) = F(0)) >0 Vi (20)
J#i
Dividing by n + 1 yields:

@700 T OO * 2y i) Lm0y p0), =D F(0) >0 Vi @)

n+1 2n+1
From Lemma this simplifies to:
In—1 .
lg) — 52— max(F(1) = (0), f(~1) — f(0)) >0 Vi 2)

Multiplying through by two yields:

n—1 n—1

20:(g) > = max(f(1) = £(0). S(=1) = f(0)) > = [f(1) = f(0)] Vi
20,(9) > " max(£(1) = £0), F(=1) = F0)) > "SI (-1) = FO)] ¥
Now and immediately follow. n

Remark 11.5. This essentially means that the steeper a function f around zero and on the interval
(—n+1,n — 1), the greater the quantity « — 7o is needed to ensure the theorem proved later in
this section. It is worth pointing out that this bound may often not be tight (i.e., the inequalities

may hold true and production quantities may be positive even when the condition is not met).

Theorem IL.6. Suppose that f is a nonnegative (f(n) > 0) convex function that has a minimum at
0. Further, suppose f;(n:(g)) = f(n:(g) —k;). Define the change in f as N\~ fi(k;) = fi(k;—1)—
filki) = f(=1) = f(0) = A7 f(0) and A" fi(k:) = filki+1) — fi(ki) = f(1) — f(0) = AT f(0).
Suppose n > 2 firms compete in an oligopoly with market demand P = o — ) . \ q; and
marginal costs ¢;(g) = Yo + fi(n:(g)). If the parameters « and ~y and the functions f; obey
condition (16), then the equivalence class of graphs [g], such that 1;(g) = k; is an equivalence

class of stable collaboration graphs.

Proof: Let g be a graph in the equivalence class of graphs [g],, that is, g has a degree

sequence such that 7;(g) = k; for all firms i. Consider a firm ¢ who may consider dropping its
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link with node j. If node 7 drops its link with node j leading to graph g—ij, then 7;(g—ij) = k;—1
and 1;(g — ij) = k; — 1, while 1,(g — ij) = k, for r & {4, j}. Using Lemma [[L.2]
a =5 —nfi(mi(9) + > jzien [i(0;(9))

%= n+1 >
Calculate:
ai(9 —ij) = a:(9) — & fu(ks) <nil> + A7 fi(k) (n—li- 1>
q(g —1j) = q;(g) — & f;(k;) (n i 1) + A7 filki) <n_1|_1>
a-(9 —ij) = q:(9) + A fi(ks) (nlel) + 07 [i(ky) <nil>

It then follows that

cilg — ) = eilg) + A1k
Now, we can calculate Y;(g — i7) in terms of Y;(g):
Yilg —ij) = ai(g —ij)[P(g —ij) = ci(g —ij)]
= ¥ilo) + i) (o ) 188500 — ns ik +

Since f;(n:(g9)) = f(n:(g) — k;) this implies that A~ f;(k;) = A~ f;(k;) and we obtain (24) and
then (25) and (26)) through algebraic manipulation. Finally, by the assumptions of the theorem and
condition (16) each of the quantities A~ f;(k;), 2

implying (27).

Yilg — i) - Yilo) = 2a() A fi(h »(1‘”) (A fi (k)P (1‘”)2 24)

(A (k) — nﬂ_fi(/fi)]y
n—+1

n+1’ and 2¢;(g) — nHA fi(k;) are nonnegative

n—+1
() e ) o
— o) (257) (2 0(0) ~ A k) ) 6)
<0 (27)
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This implies that if firm 7 attempts to drop link ij, then Y;(g) > Yi(g — ij) and thus firm ¢
decreases its profit. The same will be true for firm j. Hence, no firm has an incentive to drop
a link from graph g. Now, we will consider the case where firm ¢ attempts to add a link to the
graph g, giving g + ¢5 under the assumption that the link 75 does not exist in graph g. This
analysis will follow closely the analysis for g — ij. First note that 7;(g) = k; for all firms ¢ and
ni(g +ij) = ki + 1 and n;(g +ij) = k; + 1, while n,(g + ij) = k, for r & {i,j}. We define
At fi(ky) as AT fi(ki) = fi(k+ 1) — fi(k); note the subtle difference from the definition of
A~ fi(k;). Again using Lemma we calculate the production quantity for each node in graph
g+

n

a(9 +1ij) = a:(9) — A" filks) (n n 1) + AT () (n —11- 1)

;{9 +ij) = q;(g9) — AT f;(k;) <nL+1> + A7 filks) (n Jlr 1)

¢r(9 +15) = ar(9) + AT fi(k:) (%H) + A (k) (n i 1)

We can then calculate the corresponding total production quantity (), the market price P and

marginal costs for each player for the graph g + ¢7:

Qo +i0) = Qo) ~ (g ) (A7) + D% 6(k)
Ply+id) = Plo)+ (g ) (870 + 8% (8)

ci(g +ij) = ci(g) + A7 fi(ks)
Now, we can calculate Y;(g + ij) in terms of Y;(¢g):

Yi(g +ij) = ai(g + ij)[P(g + ij) — ci(g + ij)]

(AT (k) — ”A+fi(kz')])2

= ¥ilo) + ) (5o ) 1875 (hy) — st )] + (BB

n+1
Since f;(n:(g)) = f(ni(g) — k;) this implies that A* f;(k;) = A" f;(k;) and we obtain and
then (29) and through algebraic manipulation. Finally, by the assumptions of the theorem

and condition li each of the quantities A f;(k;), 2=, and 2¢;(g) — 24 A" fi(k;) are positive
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implying (31).
Yo+ ) - Vilo) = 2@ filk) (20 ) + ot hm)? (55) e

+1 n+1
1—n 1—n
= A+fi(ki) (n 1 <2q,~(g) + - 1A+fi(ki)) 29)
= _A+fi(ki) (n 1) (2%'(9) - Z;iAJrfz(k’z)) (30)
<0 (31)

This implies that if firm ¢ attempts to add a link 47, then Y;(g) > Y;(g+ij) and the firm decreases
its profit. The same will be true for firm j. Hence, no firm has an incentive to add a link to graph
g. Since no firm has an incentive to add or drop a link to graph g, it is stable. This completes

the proof. [ ]

III. COLLABORATIVE SPATIAL OLIGOPOLIES

Spatial Oligopolies (Oligopolies on spatially separated markets) have been studied extensively
[21, [11]], [15], [16]. In this section we extend the collaborative oligopoly model of Goyal and
Joshi by applying it to spatially separated markets and we extend the existing literature in
spatial oligopolies by allowing firm collaboration. We seek to find which graphs ¢ are stable
collaboration graphs. As in prior sections, N = {1,2,...n} will denote firms, which are nodes
on the collaboration graph. Alternatively, there is a spatial transport network with nodes denoted
as V ={1,2,...v}. Consumer demand at transport node [ € V' for firm i € N is denoted as d;
and the total demand at node [ is denoted as D; = ) . dj;. Denote the vector d; = [dy]icv as
the demand vector for firm ¢ across all nodes. The quantity produced by firm 7 is again denoted
as ¢;. Noting that ¢; = Zlev d;;, we can eliminate ¢; by formulating all expressions in terms of
d; = [di)iev.

The induced price at node [ is denoted as P,(D;) = P/(dy,ds,...,d;). The marginal pro-
duction cost is ¢;(gilg) = fi(gi;ni(g)) as before in (9) but is now denoted as c;(3,.y duilg) =
fi(Q_1ev dii»mi(g)). However, now there is an additional marginal cost to ship a unit of quantity

to node [ for firm ¢ denoted as s;; ﬂ Define Y;(d;|g) as the profit for firm i with collaboration

"Each firm is not explicitly placed on the transport network, but its location may be implied through the s;; values
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graph g:
Yi(dilg) = Zdu

lev

p(Dr) — s — fi (Z dlwﬁi(Q))]

lev

Hence, the firm ¢ will solve the problem
max Y;(di[g)
s.t. d; € O, (32)

where ©; = {d; : d; > 0}. We can calculate the gradient of the objective for firm i:

afi is T
ADY) = su = £, (dem(g)> — - a2 (Zl%vdfl.l ni(9))
eV )

Va,Yi(d;) =

lev
Each firm 7 will solve the equivalent variational inequality by finding d; > 0 such that:

(Va,Yi(dilg),d; —d}) = 0 (33)

We may now find an equilibrium to the spatial oligopoly for all firms by solving the single

composed variational inequality. Find d* > 0 such that:
(VaY(d'|g),d —d") > 0 (34)

Where d = [d;];en and Y (d*|g) = [Yi(d}|g)]ien-

With such a spatial model, it again becomes difficult to analytically find stable graphs. Stability
is difficult to determine analytically because in order to determine if a link should exist, the value
a node receives from the link must be contrasted from the value without the link. This is difficult
without using sensitivity analysis for variational inequalities. Instead we seek to show a set of

models that do yield analytical results.

A. Nonlinear production costs in Spatial Collaborative Oligopoly

Consider a marginal cost function:

ci(g) = v+ fi(ni(g)) (35)

where f; is some function f; : R — R. The marginal cost to ship a unit of quantity to node [

for firm 7 is again denoted as s;;. Each firm maximizes its profit by solving its own nonlinear
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problem:
maxz dii[Pi(di1, dia, - . . din) — 51 — 0 — fi(1:(9))]
lev

s.t. 0<d; Vie N,leV

Remark 1I1.1. This nonlinear program that each firm will solve has been decoupled, such that
now at each transport node [, the firms participate in oligopolistic competition that is independent
from the competition at each other node. However, at each node, each firm has a different cost

due to the variability of the shipment cost to that node for each firm.

Lemma IIL.2. Suppose we have an oligopoly consisting of n firms in which collaboration is
defined by the graph g, the demand function at node | is P/(dy, dia, ..., din) = oy — > ,cy diis

and the profit function (allocation rule) for Firm i in that oligopoly is given by:

Y;(ga dyj, d, . . . ,dli) = Zdli[al - Zdlj — S — Y — fi(ni(g))] (36)

lev JEN

then the demand met at node | by firm i is:

4y — o — o — n(sy + fi(m(g)J)r)lJr > izilsi + fi(ni(9))] 37

Proof: The profit for firm ¢ can be rearranged:

Yilg,diiy doi, - dig) =Y dilon = dij — 55— v0 — fi(ni(g))]

lev JEN
= (ow = o)y — (Z dl]) dii = (sii + fi(mi(9))) dus
lev JEN

From [[17]], for any oligopoly with profit function of the form:

Yi(q) = ag; — (ch) ¢ — big; (38)

JEN

The resulting Cournot equilibrium point on quantities is:

_a- nb; + ;b (39)
¢ n+1

In our case, we have an oligopoly at each location [ and quantities d;; with parameters :

a=a —%

bi = si + filni(g)) Vi
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Substituting these definitions into Expression yields Expression (37). This completes the
proof. [ ]

Corollary II1.3. Suppose that f is a nonnegative (f(n) > 0) convex function that has a minimum
at 0. Further, suppose f;(n:(g9)) = f(ni(g) — k;) where k; € {0,1,...,n — 1}. If the function f
and parameters «, 7y, and s are such that:

— vy — , -1 1—
a—"% —n lernu?é(NSll+maX{f(n )>f( ”)}

— 5= max{£(1) — F(0), f(~1) ~ f(©)} >0 (40)

and n > 2, then the Cournot equilibrium quantities are nonnegative for all firms at all

locations and for all collaboration graphs and the following inequalities hold:

2d(g) — Z; i[f(1) —f(0)]>0 VieN,leV (41)
2Ai(9) ~ L (f(-1) ~ SO >0 VieN.ieV (“2)

Proof: Since n > 2 and f is convex and has a minimum at 0, this implies that Z—ﬁ[ f(1)—

f(0)] and "= [f(—1) — f(0)] are non-negative. If and hold, then d;;(g) is non-negative
and hence it suffices to only show that and are implied by (@0).

For all 7, function f; is a convex function of the degree of node 7 in the graph g; the degree
of node ¢ must take an integer value between 0 and n — 1, which due to the convexity of
fi and the fact that k; € {0,1,...n — 1} implies that the maximum of f; is equivalent to
max{ f;(0), fi(n — 1)} and is less than max{f(n — 1), f(—n + 1)}. That is,

fitni(g)) < max{f;(ni(9))} = max{fi(0), fi(n — 1)} <max{f(n—1), f(-n+1)} VieN
Further, s;; < maxjey,;en 5. This means that (40) implies:
a—vo—n [si + fi(m(g))]—%(n—l)max{f(l)—f(o),f(—l)—f(O)} S0 VieNleV @3)

Since, all f;(n;(¢)) > 0 and all s;; > 0, we may add >_,[si; + f;(n;(g))] to the left side of
without changing the inequality:

a =70 —n s+ fini(9)) + > _lsi; + fi(ni(9))]
i#i

- %(n— Dmax{f(1) — f(0), f(=1) = f(0O)} >0 Vie N,leV (44)
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Dividing by n + 1 yields:

o= —nsu+ fi(ni(9)] + 2 .ls, + fi(n;(9))]

n+1
In—1
- §Z+ Cmax{ f(1) = £(0). f(~1) = f(0)} >0 Vie NIeV @)
From Lemma this simplifies to:
In—1
dilg) = 5oy max{f(1) = [0, f(-1) = [(O)} >0 VieNieV @6

Multiplying through by two yields:

20ug) > " max{f(1) = £(0), f(=1) - O} > /(1) - JO) Vie NV
2Aug) > s max{ (1) = f0), f(~1) = fO)} > S [/(~1) = fO)] Vie i€V

Now and immediately follow. |

Remark 111.4. Tt should be noted that this bound will often not be tight and hence demand

quantities may be positive even when it is not met.

Suppose that f is a convex function that has a minimum at 0. Further, suppose f;(n:(g)) =
f(ni(g)—k;). Define the change in f as A~ f;(k;) = fi(ki—1)— fi(k;) = f(=1)—f(0) = A~ f(0)
and AT fi(ki) = filki+ 1) — fi(ki) = f(1) = f(0) = AT f(0). Suppose n > 2 firms compete in
an oligopoly with market demand P = oo — >, ¢; and marginal costs ¢;(9) = o + fi(m:i(9))-

If the parameters v and v, and the functions f; obey condition (16), then the equivalence
class of graphs [g], such that 7;(g) = k; is an equivalence class of stable collaboration graphs.

The induced price at node [ is denoted as P,(D;) = P/(dj,ds, ... ,d;,). The marginal pro-
duction cost is ¢;(q|g) = fi(qi,mi(g)) as before in @) but is now denoted as ¢;(D>_,.\ diilg) =
fi(Q_1ev dii,mi(g)). However, now there is an additional marginal cost to ship a unit of quantity
to node [ for firm ¢ denoted as s;;

Suppose we have an oligopoly consisting of n firms in which collaboration is defined by the
graph g, the demand function at node [ is Fi(dy, dpo, ..., dim) = a; — Y, di;» and the profit

function (allocation rule) for Firm ¢ in that oligopoly is given by:

Theorem IIL.5. Suppose that f is a nonnegative (f(n) > 0) convex function that has a minimum

at 0. Further, suppose fi(n;(9)) = f(n;(g9)—k;). Define the change in f as N~ fi(k;) = fi(ki—1)—
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filki) = A7 f(0) = f(=1) = f(0) and &% fi(ki) = fi(ki+1) — fi(k:) = AT £(0) = f(1) = f(0).
Suppose n > 2 firms compete in an oligopoly with market demand P,(djy,dja, ..., dp,) = a; —
> ien dii, marginal production cost of c¢;(g) = o + fi(n:i(g)), and marginal shipping cost of sy;.
If the parameters «, y,, and s as well as the function f obey condition ({#0), then the equivalence

class of graphs [gl, such that n;(g) = k; is an equivalence class of stable collaboration graphs.

Proof: Let g be a graph in the equivalence class of graphs [g],, that is, g has a degree
sequence such that 7;(g) = k; for all firms i. Consider a firm ¢ who may consider dropping its
link with node j. If node 7 drops its link with node j leading to graph g—ij, then 7;(g—ij) = k;—1
and n;(g —ij) = k; — 1, while n,(g — ij) = k, for r & {4, j}. Using Lemma [[I1.2]

PP St n(si + fi(m(g)l);r > zilsi + [1(n(g))] @

Calculate:

S
-+

It then follows that

Dilg ) = Do) = (g ) (k) + 87 (0)
Plg = 1) = ) + (g ) (k) + 571 (0)
il — i) = cilg) + A (k)

Define Y;(g9) = >,y wi(g) where y:(9) = dii(g)[P(9) — ci(g) — siu]. Now, we can calculate
(g — i) in terms of yy;(g):

Yi(g —ij) = dug —ij)[P(g — ij) — ci(g — ij) — su
2

= (o) + duto) (7 ) 18 F50ky) = ns i) +

Since fi(n;(9)) = f(ni(g) — k;) this implies that A~ fi(k;) = A~ f;(k;) yielding and then

li and l) through algebraic manipulation. Finally, A~ f;(k;) and "—ﬁ are non-negative and

(A f(kj) — nA—fi(ki)])2
n—+1
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by Corollary [[I.3] the term (2d;;(g) — 2 = 2L A~ f;(k;)) is non-negative as well. Hence, this implies

&T).
la = i3) — o) = 200)5" 1) (A5 ) + (A A(k)? (1;”) s
_ Ak ( )(Zdh ) (49)
— o) (27 (2 HA—fz-(ki)) (50)
<0 D

Since y;;(g — 7j) — yii(g) < 0 for all 4, we can sum over all transport nodes [, to see that this

implies that node ¢ does not have an incentive to drop a link.
wi(g —17) —yu(g) <0
Zyli(g —ij) — Zyli(g) <0
! !
Yi(g —ij) = Yi(g) <0

This implies that if firm 7 attempts to drop link ij, then Y;(g) > Y;(¢ — ij) and thus firm ¢
decreases its profit. The same will be true for firm j. Hence, no firm has an incentive to drop
a link from graph g. Now, we will consider the case where firm ¢ attempts to add a link to the
graph g, giving g + ¢j under the assumption that the link 75 does not exist in graph g. This
analysis will follow closely the analysis for g — ij. First note that 7;(g) = k; for all firms ¢ and
ni(g +ij) = k; + 1 and n;(g +ij) = k; + 1, while n,(g + ij) = k, for r & {i,j}. We define
AT fi(k;) as AT fi(k;) = fi(k 4+ 1) — fi(k); note the subtle difference from the definition of
A~ fi(k;). Again using Lemma we calculate the production quantity for each node in graph
g+

dii(g+1ij) = du(g) — AT fi(k:) (L) + ALk ( : )

n+1 n+1

di(g +1ij) = dij(9) — A7 f;(k;) (#) + AT filk:) (L)

n+1

o+ 1) = dul) + 57 50) (27 ) + 710) (57
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We can then calculate the corresponding total production quantity (), the market price P and

marginal costs for each player for the graph g + ¢7:
. 1
Di(g +ij) = Di(g) — (n—+1> (AT fi(ki) + AT f5(ky))
1

Plg-+ ) = Pl + (g ) (AR + 5% (8)

cilg+1ij) = cilg) + AT fi(k:)

Now, we can calculate y;;(g + ij) in terms of y;(g):

Yi(g +1j) = dig + j)[Pi(g + 15) — ci(g + if) — su
(AT f(ky) — ani(ki)])z

= (o) + dule) (5 )18 (ky) — nst )]+ (1B

Since f;(ni(g)) = f(n:i(g) — ki) this implies that A™ f;(k;) = AT f;(k;) yielding and then
and through algebraic manipulation. Finally, A™ f;(k;) and 2 ﬁ are non-negative and

by Corollary [[I1.3} the term (th-( )— = ) VAN A Z)) is non-negative as well. Hence, this implies
(5).

2

_ Ak, ( ) ( )+ L g @>> (53)
= o) (B57) (2o - AT AR) G
<0 (55)

Since y;;(g + i7) — yii(g) < 0 for all 4, we can sum over all transport nodes [, to see that this

implies that node ¢ does not have an incentive to drop a link.
wi(g + 1) — yi(g) <O
> wilg+ig) =Y wmilg) <0
! !

Yi(g +1j) —Yi(g) <0
This implies that if firm ¢ attempts to add a link 77, then Y;(¢) > Y;(¢g+i7) and the firm decreases
its profit. The same will be true for firm j. Hence, no firm has an incentive to add a link to graph
g. Since no firm has an incentive to add or drop a link to graph g, it is stable. This completes

the proof. [ ]
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IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

We present a numerical example of Theorem Let N =5 firms compete in an oligopoly
with inverse demand function P, = 103 — ), dy;, fixed cost y = 5, shipping costs s;; = 1V I3,
and f;(n:(g)) = (ni(g) — ki)*> + ¢ where k = [2,3,4,3,2]” and ¢ = 2. We want to test the
stability of a graph g with 7;(g) = k; and f;(n:(9)) = (n:(g) — ki)*> + ¢ for each node i. Note
that f(n;(g)) = (n:(g))* + 1. The following calculations will be need:

« 103

7o 5

n 5
maxcv,en Sii 1

fln—1)=f(4) =42 +2 18
fA—n)=f(-4)=(-4)+2] 18

f(1)y=12+2 3
f(=1) = (=1)* +2 3
f(0)=0%+2 2

In order to invoke Corollary [l1I.3] we must ensure condition holds:

Q=70 —n | max s +max{f(n—1), f(1 —n)}

lev,
— 5= Dymax{ (1) = F(0), f(~1) ~ F(0)} > 0
Plugging in the appropriate values:
103 —5—5-[1 + max(18,18)] — %(4) max{3 —2,3—2)} >0
98 —-5-19-2-1>0
98 —-95-2>0
1>0

Condition is met for this set of parameters and function f.

Two stable graphs, shown in Figure [1| and Figure [2| have a degree sequence equivalent to k.
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Fig. 1. Collaboration Network

Fig. 2. Collaboration Network 2

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper we bridge the gap between collaborative network models and spatial models
by both extending the research in collaborative oligopoly network models [4] and [14]], by
introducing the spatial transport network and by extending spatial oligopoly models [2], [11],
[15]], [16], and by introducing firm collaboration. We have developed a generalized model using
variational inequalities and shown in a subset of cases, we can analytically show that we may

construct games that result in stable collaboration graphs with an arbitrary degree sequence.
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