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Abstract— Congestion games are popular models often used
to study the system-level inefficiencies caused by selfish agents,
typically measured by the price of anarchy. One may expect that
aligning the agents’ preferences with the system-level objective–
altruistic behavior–would improve efficiency, but recent works
have shown that altruism can lead to more significant inef-
ficiency than selfishness in congestion games. In this work,
we study to what extent the localness of decision-making
causes inefficiency by considering collaborative decision-making
paradigms that exist between centralized and distributed in
altruistic congestion games. In altruistic congestion games with
convex latency functions, the system cost is a super-modular
function over the player’s joint actions, and the Nash equilibria
of the game are local optima in the neighborhood of unilateral
deviations. When agents can collaborate, we can exploit the
common-interest structure to consider equilibria with stronger
local optimality guarantees in the system objective, e.g., if
groups of k agents can collaboratively minimize the system
cost, the system equilibria are the local optima over k-lateral
deviations. Our main contributions are in constructing tractable
linear programs that provide bounds on the price of anarchy
of collaborative equilibria in altruistic congestion games. Our
findings bridge the gap between the known efficiency guarantees
of centralized and distributed decision-making paradigms while
also providing insights into the benefit of inter-agent collabo-
ration in multi-agent systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In many multi-agent systems, each agent’s self-interested
decisions drive the overall system behavior. Examples in-
clude individual vehicles in transportation networks, produc-
ers and consumers in supply chains and power grids, or
servers and other computational resources in cloud comput-
ing. In each of these settings, the resulting system perfor-
mance can be sub-optimal relative to what is feasibly attain-
able [1]–[3]. This inefficiency can primarily be attributed
to the fact that agents 1) make decisions in their own self-
interest (not in line with the system-level objective) and 2)
make decisions locally without coordinating their behavior.
Many works have studied how to reduce this inefficiency by
altering agents’ objectives (e.g., with monetary incentives [4]
or utility design [5]), but far fewer have closely studied the
effect of localized decision-making has on this inefficiency.

In the context of atomic congestion games [6], it is well
known that the Nash equilibria need not be optimal with
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respect to the system-level objective of minimizing total
congestion [7], [8]. Many works study how to quantify
this inefficiency via the price of anarchy ratio [9] and how
to reduce it by altering agents’ preferences using mone-
tary [10]–[12] or informational [13] incentives. Surprisingly,
when agents’ costs are directly aligned with the system
objective, the price of anarchy can be greater than if agents
were purely self-interested [10], [14], that is, altruism can
worsen inefficiency. Further, when agents are restricted to
making decisions locally, there are fundamental limits to
our capabilities in reducing inefficiency [15]. In a variety
of engineered systems, new technologies enable us to think
about paradigms where decisions are not fully local, such
as ride-sharing platforms with human and autonomous vehi-
cles [16], smart grids with active ‘prosumers’ [17], and fleets
with robot-to-robot communication [18]. To help understand
the benefits that new communication technologies and market
platforms can provide, we study the opportunities presented
when going beyond local decision-making and allowing for
partial coordination among agents in the system.

This work focuses on bridging the gap between central-
ized and distributed performance by studying collabora-
tive decision-making paradigms. A collaborative decision-
making environment is defined by: 1) which agents are
enabled to collaborate and 2) how a group makes a decision.
The manner in which the agents of a multi-agent system can
collaborate is context-dependent; To range different levels of
collaboration, we consider collaborative structures in which
groups of up to k agents can form to update their group
strategy. Among many possible forms of collaboration, we
consider when members of a group share a common-interest
objective, such that they cooperatively optimize a single
objective function over their group actions; when the agent
objective and system objective are aligned, we recover the
notion of altruistic decision-making [19] and extend it to
the collaborative setting. By varying k between 1 (fully
distributed) and the total number of agents (fully centralized),
we can sweep through different levels of collaboration.
Related Work - Coalitions in games have been studied in
many contexts, including bargaining [20], cost sharing [21],
or team formation [22]. In each of these settings, agents join
or stay in coalitions when it is favorable for the individual.
In this work, we consider collaborative coalitions where
groups form not because they intrinsically prefer being in
the group but because the group possesses a greater ability
to alter the system behavior in the group’s favor. This is
most closely related to the study of strong Nash equilibria,
in which groups of agents deviate their group action only if
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it is beneficial for each member of the group [23]. Much
work has gone into verifying the existence of k-strong
Nash equilibria [24], [25] and providing methods to find
them [26]–[28]. Recent works have further studied the price
of anarchy with respect to strong Nash equilibria in cost-
sharing games [29], smooth games [30], job scheduling and
resource allocation games [31]–[33], and even congestion
games [34]. However, these results are limited to more
restricted problem classes or rely on the number of players
being unbounded; further, many of these bounds are not tight,
and in many settings, k-strong Nash equilibria need not exist.

In this work, we guarantee the existence of k-strong Nash
equilibria by considering the special case of common-interest
collaborations. The authors’ previous work [33] applied this
approach to resource allocation problems; in this work, we
apply similar techniques to altruistic congestion games. In
this work, we consider a new, more general model with a
richer class of system objective functions and garner new
insights on the effects of collaboration in an entirely different
setting, connecting different areas of the literature. Specifi-
cally, in congestion games, it has been shown that agents’
altruistic behavior can actually increase the price of anarchy
(i.e., worsen system performance); this finding points to
the fact that inefficiency is caused by the localness of
decision-making as much as the (mis)alignment of agent and
system objectives. Our results provide tools to understand
the benefit of collaborative decision-making environments
that go beyond local decision-making and help us to bridge
the gap between centralized and distributed performance.
We provide tractable linear programs that provide bounds
on the price of anarchy of k-strong Nash equilibria. Fig. 1
illustrates how these findings can be used to bridge the gap in
performance guarantees of local and central decision-making
in altruistic congestion games.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout, let [n] := {1, . . . , n} and
(
n
k

)
:= n!

k!(n−k)! .

A. Collaborative Decision-Making

Consider a multi-agent system where N = {1, . . . , n}
denotes a finite set of agents. Each agent i ∈ N has a set
of available actions or strategies si ∈ Si. When each agent
has made a selection of their strategy, the group behavior
is denoted by the joint strategy s = (s1, . . . , sn) ∈ S =
S1 × · · · × Sn. The overall system’s performance is dictated
by the actions of each of the agents; let C : S → R≥0

denote the system cost function over joint strategies. The
system operator would like to induce a joint strategy that
minimizes the system cost, i.e.,

sopt ∈ argmin
s∈S

C(s).

Though these system states are ideal, it may be difficult for
the system operator to attain them due to the large scale and
limited connectivity of the system, an inability to directly
control each agent’s behavior, or the possible intractability
of computing an optimal joint strategy. In light of this,
we consider that agents make decisions in a decentralized

manner and seek to quantify the system cost of the emerging
joint strategies.

A candidate paradigm for decentralized decision-making
is to distribute the strategy selection task to each local agent
fully. Though this greatly reduces the communication and
computational burdens, the joint strategy that agents settle on
can be far from optimal [8]. Further, with the advancement
of new sensing and communication technologies, it’s feasible
that agents could form connections and cooperate in selecting
their actions. This could take the form of designed agents
forming collaborative groups (e.g., self-driving cars entering
platoons [35]) or strategic agents colluding their behavior
(e.g., human Taxi/Uber drivers influencing transit supply
and pricing [16]). To understand the effects of coalitional
decision-making on multi-agent system performance, this
work studies the efficiency of equilibria that emerge from
collaborative decision-making paradigms.

A collaborative decision-making paradigm is defined by
two parts: 1) which agents are enabled to collaborate, and
2) how a group of agents selects their strategies. To the first
point, let H ⊆ 2N denote the collaboration set, dictating
which groups of agents can collaborate on their actions.
In general, the form of this set will be context-dependent
(e.g., agents communicating over a network or over local
broadcasts), and the groups of agents enabled to collaborate
will alter the behavior of the overall system: larger groups
can have a bigger impact on the joint strategy, and agents
existing in multiple groups can facilitate cascading effects of
collaboration.

The other factor determining the behavior of a collabora-
tive multi-agent system is how groups select actions. We will
consider that a group Γ ∈ H seeks to minimize their group
cost function JΓ : S → R≥0; that is, given some behavior
of the remaining agents, s−Γ, a best response for the group
Γ is to select an action in argminsΓ∈SΓ

JΓ(sΓ, s−Γ). In this
work, we consider common-interest collaboration, in which
each group Γ minimizes a common objective function Φ,
i.e., JΓ(s) = Φ(s) for all Γ ∈ H. At several points in
this work, we will take a particular focus on the special
case of common-interest collaboration where the agents’
objectives are directly aligned with the system objective (i.e.,
Φ(s) = C(s)), termed altruistic collaboration. We will focus
on the system behavior that emerges from such collaborative
architectures by studying the stable states of collaborative
decision-making, which can reveal the efficacy of system
paradigms that go beyond distributed decision-making.

In a multi-agent system G = (N,S,C) with the common-
interest collaborative decision-making structure (H,Φ), a
joint strategy sEQ is an equilibrium if each group Γ ∈ H
is simultaneously best responding to the current action, i.e.,

Φ(sEQ) ≤ Φ(s′Γ, s
EQ
−Γ), ∀s′Γ ∈ SΓ, Γ ∈ H. (1)

That is, no group is incentivized to deviate from their group
strategy in these states. This definition is similar to that of the
Nash equilibrium in game theory [36], and indeed when H =
{i}i∈N , the states satisfying (1) are Nash equilibria of the
common-interest game; further, if Φ is a potential function



Fig. 1: Price of Anarchy with different collaborative decision-making paradigms in various classes of congestion games. In each plot is the k-strong price of
anarchy within the respective class of altruistic congestion games with latency functions formed by linear combinations of the functions in L. The bounds
are generated by the linear programs in Theorem III.2. In each setting, increasing the amount of collaboration (k) improves the equilibrium efficiency
guarantee.

for some potential game, then the set of Nash equilibria
and the set of states that satisfy (1) are equivalent [37]. In
this work, we seek to go beyond local decision-making and
consider the effects of collaborative architectures H and how
they alter the set of system equilibria. A central observation
of this work is that the collaborative equilibria that satisfy (1)
need not optimize the system-level objective C; we study the
quality of collaborative equilibria to understand the change in
system performance under different collaboration structures.

To quantify the efficiency of a collaborative design, we
consider the price of anarchy as the ratio of the system cost
in the worst-case equilibrium and the optimal system cost.

PoA =
maxsEQ∈EQ C(s

EQ)

minsopt∈S C(sopt)
≥ 1,

where EQ ⊆ S denotes the set of all1 joint strategies sat-
isfying (1). By changing the collaborative decision-making
structure, we alter the set EQ and attain different price of
anarchy guarantees.

We will particularly focus on how the price of anarchy
changes as the amount of collaboration increases. To do so,
throughout this work, we consider the specific collaborative
structure in which each group of agents up to size k can
collaborate in choosing their group action, i.e., a group
Γ can select the group strategy sΓ ∈ SΓ =

∏
i∈Γ Si if

they are in the collaboration set H[k]
N =

⋃k
ζ=1 H

ζ
N , where

Hk
N = {Γ ⊂ N | |Γ| = k} is the set of groups containing

exactly k agents. We focus on this collaborative structure as
it presents a symmetry among the agents that is useful in
our worst-case analysis, and by varying k between 1 and n,
we can range between fully distributed and fully centralized
decision-making architectures.

With the particular collaborative structure (H[k]
N ,Φ), the

states that satisfy (1) are the k-strong Nash equilibria of
the common-interest game [23]. We will denote the set
of all such states by kSNE(Φ) ⊆ S. Many works have
studied the existence of k-strong Nash equilibria [24], [25]
and provide methods to find them [26]–[28] in general and
specific classes of games. In this work, we address the
quality of these states in congestion games with common-
interest collaboration. We will denote by SPoAk(G,Φ) the

1A joint strategy satisfying (1) need not exist (i.e., EQ = ∅). In
Proposition III.1, we show existence with common-interest collaboration.

k-strong price of anarchy in the multi-agent system G
with common-interest objective Φ. We will seek to quantify
this equilibrium performance metric in the class of atomic
congestion games.

B. Congestion Games

We consider the effects of collaborative decision-making
in atomic congestion games. Let E be a set of resources
to be used by a set of agents N . Each agent i ∈ N can
select a set of resources si ⊆ E from a constrained subset
of the power set of resources Si ⊆ 2E . As more agents
share the use of a resource, its congestion and associated
costs increase. Let |s|e = |{i ∈ N | e ∈ si}| denote the
number of agents utilizing resource e in the joint strategy s
and let ℓe : {0, . . . , n} → R≥0 denote the latency function
that models the cost of congestion for resource e. In the
classic setting of local, selfish routing, an individual’s cost
is the total latency of the resources they use, i.e., Ji(s) =∑
e∈si

ℓe(|s|e). Alternatively, the system operator seeks to
minimize the total congestion in the system; as such, we let

C(s) =
∑
e∈E

|s|eℓe(|s|e),

define the system-level objective, which captures the total
cost observed by all agents. We will consider a congestion
game G = (N, E , S, {ℓe}e∈E) as the multi-agent system of
focus for the remainder of this work.

In congestion games, the most predominantly studied
agent decision-making model is that of selfish routing [38].
When each agent minimizes their own observed cost Ji(s) =∑
e∈si

ℓe(|s|e), it is well known that the emergent equilib-
rium (Nash equilibrium) can be sub-optimal [8]. In the case
of affine congestion games, when agents minimize their own
observed costs, the price of anarchy can be as large as 2.5 [7].
This may lead one to believe that inefficiency is caused by
the misalignment of users’ self-interested preferences and
the system-level objective; as such, one would expect that
when agents are altruistic and seek to minimize the total
congestion (i.e., Ji(s) = C(s)), the price of anarchy would
decrease, but in fact, it increases to 3 [10], [14]. The best-
designed objective for local decision-making can reduce the
price of anarchy guarantee only as low as approximately
2.012 [10]. These findings indicate that a significant source
of inefficiency is not solely caused by the misalignment



of objectives but also by the local nature of decision-
making. When collaborative decision-making is introduced,
new questions emerge, such as 1) How does the price of
anarchy decrease with collaboration in each group decision-
making framework? and 2) what level of collaboration is
needed for altruistic behavior to outperform local, selfish
behavior? The tools provided in this work help to answer
these questions; Fig. 1 illustrates our findings in several
classes of congestion games.

III. ALTRUISTIC COLLABORATION

In this section, we study the effects of collaborative
altruism on equilibrium efficiency; we focus this in the class
of altruistic congestion games in which each group of agents
Γ ∈ H ⊂ 2N has the objective of minimizing the system cost
function, i.e., JΓ(s) = C(s) =

∑
e∈E |s|eℓe(|s|e). With the

particular collaborative structure H[k]
N in which groups of up

to k agents can form collaborative groups, the equilibria of
the system are states where no group Γ ∈ H[k]

N can deviate
their action to reduce the system objective. In the context
of common interest games, this is precisely the set of k-
strong Nash equilibria.

Definition 1. In an altruistic congestion game (G,C) a joint
strategy skSNE ∈ S is a k-strong Nash equilibrium if

C(skSNE) ≤ C(s′Γ, s
kSNE
−Γ ), ∀Γ ∈ H[k]

N . (2)

Recall kSNE(C) as the set of all such k-strong Nash
equilibria in the game (G,C). We highlight the explicit
definition of k-strong Nash equilibria in altruistic congestion
games as (1) it aligns with the more general framework
of collaborative decision-making introduced in Section II-
A, and (2) it demonstrates the fact that k-strong Nash
equilibria are the local optima of the system cost function
in the neighborhood of k-lateral deviations. In the special
case where C is super- or sub-modular, we can think of
these results as extending the existing literature on greedy
approximation algorithms in sub-modular (or often super-
modular) maximization [39].

The main contributions of this work are in understanding
the quality of k-strong Nash equilibria. Before doing so, we
show that such equilibria are guaranteed to exist.

Proposition III.1. For any altruistic congestion game
(G,C), for any k ∈ [n], there exists a k-strong Nash
equilibrium.

Proof. The claim is shown by observing that the agent cost
minimizers are k-strong Nash equilibria for all k ∈ [n].
Let ŝ ∈ argmins∈S C(s) be a joint strategy that minimizes
the system cost; by definition C(sopt) ≤ C(s) ∀s ∈ S. The
set of k-lateral deviations from ŝ is Ŝ = {(s′Γ, ŝ−Γ) | sΓ ∈
SΓ,Γ ∈ H[k]

N }. As Ŝ ⊆ S for all k ∈ [n], (2) holds from the
optimality conditions.

Though k-strong equilibria exist, they need not be optimal
in the system objective C. In light of this, we consider the

k-strong price of anarchy as the ratio of how well a k-
strong Nash equilibrium approximates the optimal state. Let,

SPoAk(G,C) =
maxskSNE∈kSNE C(s

kSNE)

minsopt∈S C(sopt)
,

denote the k-strong price of anarchy of an altruistic conges-
tion game (G,C). As this ratio approaches 1, the quality
of a collaborative equilibrium approaches the optimal. Said
differently, in the context of altruistic congestion games, as
we increase the level of collaboration through the parameter
k, agents reach equilibria with lower system costs. By
studying the k-strong price of anarchy, we can quantify
how going beyond local decision-making and considering
paradigms between centralized and distributed can provide
us with performance improvements without requiring full
coordination.

To gain broader insights across many problem instances,
we are particularly interested in understanding equilibrium
efficiency across classes of congestion games. Let L =
{ℓ1, . . . , ℓL} denote a set of basis latency functions and
GnL denote the set of congestion games with at most n
agents and resources that have latencies of the form ℓe =∑L
j=1 α

j
eℓ
j . We assume each basis latency function maps to

the non-negative real numbers. Clearly, any specific game
G can be found in the class G|N |

{ℓe}e∈E(G)
; however, many

congestion games of interest exist among several well-
studied classes of games such as linear congestion games
where L = {1, x} [40], Polynomial congestion games
where L = {1, x, . . . , xD} where D is some highest or-
der polynomial modeled [11], [41], and exponential where
L = {eα1x, . . . , eαmx} [34]. We extend the definition of k-
strong price of anarchy to provide a bound over a class of
problems, i.e.,

SPoAk(GnL) = max
(G,C)∈Gn

L

SPoAk(G,C). (3)

In Theorem III.2 we provide tractable linear programs that
provide lower and upper bounds on the k-strong price of
anarchy for any GnL. For notational convenience, let cj(x) =
xℓj(x), and without loss of generality let L define a set of
local cost functions {cj}j∈|L|.

Theorem III.2. For the class of altruistic congestion games
GnL, the k-strong price of anarchy satisfies

min
ζ∈[k]

{
1/P ⋆ζ (n,L)

}
≥ SPoAk(GnL) ≥ max

c∈L
{1/Qk(n, c)} ,

(4)
where

P ⋆ζ (n,L) = max
ρ≥ν≥0

ρ

s.t. 0 ≤ c(b+x)− ρc(a+x)+
(
n

ζ

)
c(a+x)−

∑
0≤ψ≤a
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
c(a+x+β−α)


∀(a, x, b) ∈ I, c ∈ L. (Pζ)



and

Q⋆k(n, c) = min
θ∈R|I|

≥0

∑
a,x,b

c(b+ x)θ(a, x, b)

s.t.
∑
a,x,b

c(a+ x)θ(a, x, b) = 1

0 ≥
∑
a,x,b

θ(a, x, b)

((
n

ζ

)
c(a+x)

−
∑

0≤ψ≤a
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
c(a+x+ω−ψ)

)

∀ζ ∈ {1, . . . , k} (Qk)

In total, we provide k + |L| linear programs to solve
with O(n3|L|) constraints and decision variables. The first
set of k programs (Pζ) each provide an upper bound on
the k-strong price of anarchy, where (4) simply states that
the lowest such bound will provide the best guarantee on
SPoAk(GnL). Similarly, the linear programs (Qk) constructs
|L| examples with large k-strong price of anarchy. In Fig. 1,
we demonstrate the results of these plots for four classes of
congestion games: affine, quadratic, quartic, and asymptotic.
In each plot, only one line is shown as the two bounds
coincide for each setting. This indicates that our approach
provides extremely relevant bounds on the k-strong price of
anarchy, which can be used to understand the opportunities to
reduce inefficiency by partially coordinating agent behavior.
Proof of Theorem III.2:

We deconstruct the proof into two parts: the proof of the
upper bound and the proof of the lower bound:
Proof of upper bound: To prove the upper bound on
SPoAk(GnL), observe that if there exist vectors λ, µ ∈ Rk≥0

such that for any pair of joint strategies s, s′ ∈ S,

1(
n
ζ

) ∑
Γ∈Hζ

N

C(s′Γ, s−Γ) ≤ λζC(s
′)− µζC(s), ∀ζ ∈ [k], (5)

then the following upper bounds hold on the system cost of
a k-strong Nash equilibrium:

C(skSNE) =
1(
n
ζ

) ∑
Γ∈Hζ

N

C(skSNE) (6a)

≤ 1(
n
ζ

) ∑
Γ∈Hζ

N

C(soptΓ , skSNE
−Γ ) (6b)

≤ λζC(s
opt)− µζC(s

kSNE). (6c)

Rearranging terms gives that any altruistic congestion game
satisfying (5) has

C(skSNE)

C(sopt)
≤ λζ

1 + µζ
∀ζ ∈ [k], (7)

for all skSNE ∈ kSNE, i.e., SPoAk(G,C) is upper bounded
by a simple function of λ and µ. With this, our search for
an upper bound reduces to a search for vectors λ and µ that
satisfy (5) for each altruistic congestion game (G,C) ∈ GnL.

The final step of the proof of the lower bound is to
construct tractable linear programs whose solutions proved
a λ and µ that satisfy (5). Consider an altruistic congestion
game (G,C) and any two joint strategies s, s′ ∈ S. To each
resource e ∈ E, we assign the label (ae, xe, be) defined by

ae = |{i ∈ N | e ∈ si \ s′i}| (8a)
xe = |{i ∈ N | e ∈ si ∩ s′i}}| (8b)
be = |{i ∈ N | e ∈ s′i \ si}}|. (8c)

That is, ae is the number of players who utilize resource
e in only joint strategy s, be is the number of players who
utilize resource e in only joint strategy s′, and xe is the
number of players who utilize resource e in both s and s′.
Let I := {(a, x, b) ∈ N3

≥0 | 1 ≤ a+x+b ≤ n} denote the set
of all possible labels in a game that has n players. Further,
let E(a,x,b) = {e ∈ E | (ae, xe, be) = (a, x, b)} denote the
set of resources with label (a, x, b), and let θ(a, x, b, j) =∑
e∈Ea,x,b

αje denote the aggregate cost scaling factor for the
basis latency function cj on resources with label (a, x, b). θ
is a vector in R|L|·|I|

≥0 and will be used to rewrite (5).
Notice that the term C(s′) =

∑
e∈E

∑
j∈|L| α

j
ec
j(|s|e)

depends only on the number of players utilizing resource
e. Using the aforementioned parameterization, we can write
|s′|e = be + xe as the number of agents using resource e in
joint action s′. Rearranging terms allows us to rewrite the
optimal total congestion further as

C(s′) =
∑
e∈E

∑
j∈|L|

αjec
j(|s|e)

=
∑
a,x,b,j

∑
e∈E(a,x,b)

αjec
j(b+ x)

=
∑
a,x,b,j

cj(b+ x)
∑

e∈E(a,x,b)

αje

=
∑
a,x,b,j

cj(b+ x)θ(a, x, b, j).

when omitted, it is assumed that a sum over a, x, b, j is over
all labels in I and basis cost function indicies j ∈ [|L|]. We
can similarly rewrite the system cost C(s) using the same
parameterization as

∑
a,x,b,j c

j(a+ x)θ(a, x, b, j).
We similarly transcribe the final term in (5)∑
Γ∈Hζ

N
C(s′Γ, s−Γ) using the same parameterization.∑

Γ∈Hζ
N

C(s′Γ, s−Γ)

=
∑

Γ∈Hζ
N

∑
a,x,b,j

∑
e∈E(a,x,b)

αjec
j(|s′Γ, s−Γ|e)

=
∑
a,x,b,j

∑
e∈E(a,x,b)

αje
∑

Γ∈Hζ
N

cj(|s′Γ, s−Γ|e)

=
∑
a,x,b,j

θ(a, x, b, j)
∑

0≤ψ≤e
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
cj(a+x+ω−ψ)

where the set of coalitions Hζ
N was partitioned according to

the action profile of the agents in each coalition. We let ψ



denote the number of agents in Γ that utilize resource e only
in joint action s and ω the number of agents in Γ that utilize
e only in joint action s′. By simple counting arguments,
there are exactly

(
a
ψ

)(
b
ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
coalitions grouped with

the same ψ and ω. This decomposition is possible as the
number of agents utilizing resource e after a group Γ deviates
is precisely a+ x+ ω − ψ.

The inequality (5) now becomes

1(
n
ζ

) ∑
a,x,b,j

θ(a, x, b, j)
∑

0≤ψ≤e
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
cj(a+x+ω−ψ)

≤
∑
a,x,b,j

θ(a, x, b, j)
(
λζc

j(b+ x)−µζcj(a+ x)
)
.

We assume that each latency function is a non-negative
linear combination of the basis latency functions, as such
θ(a, x, b, j) ≥ 0 for each (a, x, b) ∈ I and j ∈ [|L|]. Rather
than satisfy this one inequality, it is sufficient to satisfy the
|L| · |I| inequalities

1(
n
ζ

) ∑
0≤ψ≤e
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
c(a+ x+ ω − ψ)

≤ λζc(b+ x)− µζc(a+ x),∀(a, x, b) ∈ I, c ∈ L. (9)

To find parameters λζ and µζ that provide the most infor-
mative k-strong price of anarchy upper bound, we formulate
the following optimization problem:

min
λζ ,µζ≥0

λζ
1 + µζ

(P1ζ)

s.t. (9)

Finally, we transform (P1ζ) by substituting new decision
variables ρ = (1 + µζ)/λζ and ν = 1/

((
n
ζ

)
λζ

)
≥ 0.

The new objective becomes 1/ρ. Except in degenerate cases
where the k-strong price of anarchy is unbounded, ρ > 0;
we can thus invert the objective and change the minimization
to a maximization, giving (Qk).
Proof of upper bound: For each c ∈ L we will al-
gorithmically construct an example which provides large
k-strong price of anarchy2. Let Ĝnc denote the class of
congestion games with one basis latency function c =
xℓ(x) and each player possessing exactly two actions Si =
{skSNE
i , sopti }. The cost function of a resource e ∈ E in these

games is parameterized only by a single scalar αe. Consider
the problem

max
G∈Ĝn

c

maxskSNE∈kSNE C(s
kSNE)

minsopt∈S C(sopt)
(10)

whose solution is the upper bound on the k-strong price
of anarchy for Ĝnc . We will make a series of reductions and
generalizations to this program.

2further analysis that is omitted from this work shows that these examples
give tight bounds for the classes of games with a single basis latency
function.

First, by leveraging the structure in Ĝnc that each player
has two actions, we can rewrite (10) as

max
G∈Ĝn

c

C(skSNE)

C(sopt)

s.t. C(skSNE) ≤ C(soptΓ , skSNE
−Γ ), ∀Γ ∈ H[k]

N . (11)

Next, we generalize the constraint set. For each ζ ∈ [k] we
add the constraints associated with deviating groups of size
ζ into a single constraint, resulting in the problem

max
G∈Ĝn

c

C(skSNE)

C(sopt)

s.t.

(
n

ζ

)
C(skSNE) ≤

∑
Γ∈Hζ

N

C(s′Γ, s
kSNE
−Γ ), ∀ζ ∈ [k].

(12)

The feasible set of (12) subsumes that of (11), and thus (12)
provides an upper bound on (11) and the original problem
(10).

Finally, we alter (12) by the following: add the constraint
that C(skSNE) = 1, which does not alter the value of
the problem as resource values αe can be scaled without
altering the ratio, and invert the objective while turning the
maximization to a minimization, which also does not alter
the value of the problem as C(sopt) ≥ 0. These changes give
the program

min
G∈Ĝn

C(sopt)

s.t.

(
n

ζ

)
C(skSNE) ≤

∑
Γ∈Hζ

N

C(soptΓ , skSNE
−Γ ),∀ζ ∈ [k],

C(skSNE) = 1. (13)

In the next step of this proof, we will parameterize the terms
in (13) using the parameterization from the first part of this
proof.

By design, for each congestion game G ∈ Ĝnc each player
i ∈ N has exactly two actions skSNE

i ⊆ E and sopti ⊆ E .
To each resource e ∈ E, we assign the label (ae, xe, be)
defined as in (8) where s = skSNE and s′ = sopt. Let
I := {(a, x, b) ∈ N3

≥0 | 1 ≤ a+x+b ≤ n} denote the set of
all possible labels in Ĝnc . Recall the parameter θ(a, x, b) =∑
e∈Ea,x,b

αe that is a vector in R|I|
≥0. Using the parameterized

terms of C(skSNE), C(sopt), and
∑

Γ∈Hζ
N
C(soptΓ , skSNE

−Γ )

shown in the first part of this proof, (13) can be rewritten
as (Qk). By optimizing over θ, the program searches for the
worst-case price of anarchy over grouped resource values.
We point out that (Qk) is a linear program in θ with k linear
inequality constraints and one linear equality constraint.
By the transformation steps in the first part of this proof,
(Qk) has been show to provide an upper bound on the k-
strong price of anarchy in Ĝnc ; in the following step, we
will provide a construction which shows this bound is tight.

Consider the following congestion game: for each label
(a, x, b) ∈ I and permutation of the n players σ ∈ Σn, define
a ring of n resources. Total, there are nn!|I| resources. Let



Fig. 2: Game construction for worst-case k-strong price of anarchy. Three
of the n players’ action sets are shown (color-coded in yellow, green, and
purple, respectively) on three of n! rings for the label (a, x, b) = (2, 1, 1). A
ring has n positions, one for each player. For a label (a, x, b), we generate
n! rings for all the orderings of players over positions. This is repeated
for each label. Players still only have two actions, but each action covers
resources from each ring. The value of a resource with label (a, x, b) is
equal to a value of θ⋆(a, x, b), which we can set as equal to a solution to
(Qk).

e
(a,x,b)
i,j denote the resource with label (a, x, b) at position i

in the jth ring. In Fig. 2, we illustrate the first indices of the
n! rings associated with the label (a, x, b) = (2, 1, 1).

In the constructed congestion game, let

skSNE
i =

⋃
1≤j≤n!
(a,x,b)∈I

e
(a,x,b)
σ(i),j ∪ . . . ∪ e(a,x,b)(σ(i)+a+x−1)%n,j

that is, in each ring j with label (a, x, b), at position σ(i)

player i uses resource e(a,x,b)σ(i),j as well as the next a+ x− 1
resources in the ring (for a total of a + x). If these indices
surpass the number of resources in the ring (i.e., σ(i) + a+
x−1 > n, then the incrementing restarts at the beginning of
the ring (hence the modulus operator %). Similarly, for the
optimal actions, let

sopti =
⋃

1≤j≤n!
(a,x,b)∈I

e
(a,x,b)
(σ(i)+a)%n,j ∪ . . . ∪ e

(a,x,b)
(σ(i)+a+x+b−1)%n,j

with the same repeating pattern around the ring. Constructing
the action sets in this way enforces that each resource in a
ring with label (a, x, b) is utilized by a + x players in the
action skSNE and b+ x players in the action sopt.

To finish constructing the example, let each resource e ∈
E(a,x,b) have a cost scaling factor αe = θ(a, x, b), where we
can select any θ ∈ R|I|

≥0. We will call this construction Gθ.
We will now investigate the k-strong price of anarchy in

the construction Gθ with latency function ℓ and local cost
function c(x) = xℓ(x). In the congestion game (Gθ, C), the
total latency in the action skSNE is

C(skSNE) =
∑
a,x,b

nn!θ(a, x, b)c(a+ x). (14)

Similarly, joint strategy sopt is

C(sopt) =
∑
a,x,b

nn!θ(a, x, b)c(b+ x). (15)

The system cost of a group Γ deviating their action to soptΓ

from the joint strategy skSNE is

C(soptΓ , skSNE
−Γ ) =

∑
a,x,b

n!∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

θ(a, x, b)c(|soptΓ , skSNE
−Γ |e)

=
∑
a,x,b

θ(a, x, b)
∑

0≤ψ≤a
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

nn!

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
c(a+x+ω−ψ)

(16)

where we let e be the shorthand for e(a,x,b)i,j . The second
equality holds by defining ψ and ω as the number of players
in Γ who invested in resource e exclusively in their action
skSNE or sopt respectively. By counting arguments, there are
exactly

(
a
ψ

)(
b
ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
positions for the players in Γ which

yield the profile (ψ, ω) for a resource at some fixed position
in the ring, there are ζ! ways to order the players in Γ, (n−ζ)!
ways to order the players not in Γ, and n resource in each
ring. Due to the symmetry of the game, the system cost after
a deviation is the same for any group Γ ∈ Hk

N .
Now, we provide a condition on θ such that skSNE is a k-

strong Nash equilibrium: we constrain that Φ(skSNE) must
be no more than (16),∑

a,x,b

nn!θ(a, x, b)c(a+ x) ≤

∑
a,x,b

θ(a, x, b)
∑

0≤ψ≤a
0≤ω≤b
ψ+ω≤ζ

nn!

(
a

ψ

)(
b

ω

)(
n−a−b
ζ−ψ−ω

)
c(a+x+ω−ψ)

∀ζ ∈ [k]. (17)

Canceling nn! gives the k linear inequality constraints of
(Qk), i.e., θ lives in the same feasible set as that of (Qk).

In a congestion game (Gθ, C), the system cost of sopt

is
∑
a,x,b nn!θ(a, x, b)c(b + x). As this system cost upper

bounds the optimal system cost, and C(skSNE) lower bounds
the worst-case equilibrium cost when θ in the feasible set,

C(skSNE)

C(sopt)
=

∑
a,x,b nn!θ(a, x, b)c(a+ x)∑
a,x,b nn!θ(a, x, b)c(b+ x)

=
1∑

a,x,b θ(a, x, b)c(b+ x)
≤ SPoAk(Gθ, C)

where the second equality holds from canceling nn! and the
normalizing constraint

∑
a,x,b θ(a, x, b)c(a + x) = 1. With

this, we have the following bounds

1

Q⋆k(n, c)
≥ SPoAk(Gθ, C) ≥

1∑
a,x,b θ(a, x, b)c(b+ x)

,

for all feasible θ. The feasible set of (Qk) is non-empty from
the existence of equilibria shown in Theorem III.1. When
(Qk) is non-zero, selecting θ = θ⋆ as a solution of (Qk)
shows that 1/Q⋆k(n, c) must be tight over Gn. If (Qk) is zero,
then the k-strong price of anarchy is unbounded.



CONCLUSION

In this work, we studied the effect of collaborative
decision-making on multi-agent system inefficiency by
bounding the price of anarchy with respect to k-strong
Nash equilibria. Two linear programs were provided that
give bounds on the price of anarchy in settings where
groups of agents are altruistic in optimizing the system
objective. Using these tools, we are able to gain insights into
the degree to which decentralized decision-making causes
system inefficiency. Future work will study less restrictive
coalition structures, consider additional forms of collabora-
tions between agents, and consider the transient effects of
coalitional decision-making rather than just the equilibrium.
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