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Abstract. We introduce a new class of games, cabedial contribution games
(SCGs) where each player’s individual cost is equal to the costnideiGes on
society because of his presence. Our results reveal thas $6&titute useful
abstractions of altruistic games when it comes to the aisabfshe robust price
of anarchy. We first show that SCGs ale&ruism-independently smoothe., the
robust price of anarchy of these games remains the same aruiieary altruistic
extensions. We then devise a general reduction technicueettables us to re-
duce the problem of establishing smoothness for an alici@stension of a base
game to a corresponding SCG. Our reduction applies whetigydase game re-
lates to a canonical SCG by satisfying a simgdeial contribution boundedness
property. As it turns out, several well-known games satisfy property and are
thus amenable to our reduction technique. Examples inchidesum scheduling
games, congestion games, second price auctions and iitig ggmes. Using
our technique, we derive mostly tight bounds on the robusepf anarchy of
their altruistic extensions. For the majority of the mendd game classes, the
results extend to the more differentiated friendship isgttAs we show, our re-
duction technique covers this model if the base game satigfree additional
natural properties.

1 Introduction

Moativation and Background. The study of the inefficiency of equilibria in strategic
games has been one of main research streams in algorithmie teeory in the last
decade and contributed to the explanation of several phenambserved in real life.
More recently, researchers have also started to incoganate complex social rela-
tionships among the players in such studies, accountinipéofact that players cannot
always be regarded as isolated entities that merely acta@ndlwn behalf (see also
[12]). In particular, the extent by which other-regardimgferences such adtruism
and spiteimpact the inefficiency of equilibria has been studied istesly; see, e.g.,
[8l45.6,7,111,14,15,16,19].

In this context, some counterintuitive results have beemsithat are still not well-
understood. For example, in a series of paperd [4,5,7] iblvasrved that for congestion
games the inefficiency of equilibria gets worse as playecoime more altruistically,
therefore suggesting that altruistic behavior can agtdmdlharmful for society. On the
other hand, valid utility games turn out to be unaffectedlbysm as their inefficiency
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remains unaltered under altruistic behavior [7]. Theserdjzancies triggered our inter-
est in the research conducted in this paper. The basic qoneaktt we are asking here
is: What is it that impacts the inefficiency of equilibria agfrges with altruistic players?

To this aim, we consider two different models that have pmesfy been studied in
the literature: theltruism model[7] and thefriendship mode[19]. In both models,
one starts from a strategic game (called lase gampespecifying thedirect costof
each player and then extends this game by definingéhneeived cosbf each player
as a function of his neighbors’ direct costs. In the altrumodel, player’s perceived
cost is a convex combination of his direct cost and the olveoalal cost. In the more
general friendship model, play#s perceived cost is a linear combination of his direct
cost and his friends’ costs.

In order to quantify the inefficiency of equilibria in our gaswe resort to the con-
cept of theprice of anarchy (PoAJ20], which is defined as the worst-case relative gap
between the cost of a Nash equilibrium and a social optimwaer(all instances of
the game). By now, a standard approach to prove upper bountseqrice of anar-
chy is through the use of thr@moothness framewoinktroduced by Roughgarden [21].
Basically, this framework allows us to derive bounds on tbtgust price of anarchy
by showing that the underlying game satisfies a certain:)-smoothness property
for some parameters and . The robust price of anarchy holds for various solution
concepts, ranging from pure Nash equilibria to coarse taige equilibria (see, e.g.,
Young [27]).

The original smoothness framework [21] has been extendeottothe altruism and
the friendship model ir [7] and [19], respectively. Applgithese adapted smoothness
frameworks to bound the robust price of anarchy is oftenrieaily involved because
of the altruistic terms that need to be taken into accountiatdlly (see also the analy-
ses in[[7,19]).

Instead, we take a different approach here. As we will shiogretis a natural class
of games, which we tersocial contribution games (SCG#)at is intimately connected
with our altruism and friendship games. We establish a ge¢nmeduction technique
that enables us to reduce the problem of establishing smesshfor our altruism or
friendship game to the problem of proving smoothness forreesponding SCG. The
latter is usually much simpler than proving smoothnessHerdltruism or friendship
game directly. This also opens up the possibility to deriettdy bounds on the robust
price of anarchy of these games through the usage of our rekwetien technique.

Our Contributions. The main contributions presented in this paper are as fetlow

— We introduce a new class of games, which we tesagial contribution games
(SCGs) where each player’s individual cost is defined as the coshtrs on
society because of his presence. Said differently, pldyeost is equal to the dif-
ference in social cost if playéiis present/absent in the game. We show that SCGs
are altruism-independently smogthe., if the SCG is(\, p)-smooth then every
altruistic extension i\, 1)-smooth as well.

— We derive a general reduction technique to bound the robicst pf anarchy of
both altruism and friendship games. Basically, the redunatian be applied when-
ever the underlying base gamesiscial contribution boundedneaning that the



Table 1. Robust price of anarchy bounds derived in this paper for ieadship model (unless
specified otherwise). «j Our result only holds if a certain weight condition is satsfi The
previous best result was shown only for the special dag¢_; C;.

Robust PoA Remarks
Games our results previous best
R[>, w;Cj (*) =4 < 23.31[19] |[RPoA= 4 (selfish players) [10]
P32, C; <2 RPoA= 2 — L (selfish players)
linear congestion gamgs = % <7M9] |5 <PoAL % (in special case) [1]
second price auctions =2
valid utility games =2 = 2[7] |altruism model; RPoA= 2 (selfish

players)[[21]

direct cost of each player is bounded by his respective cotd corresponding
SCG (for the friendship model a slightly stronger conditimeeds to hold). It is
worth mentioning that this reduction preserves theu)-smoothness parameters,
i.e., the altruism or friendship game inherits the 11)-smoothness parameters of
the SCG.

— We generalize smoothness for friendship extensiomgeight-boundedocial cost
functions. In previous papers, the used techniques ustelyired sum-bounded-
ness, which is a stronger condition [19]. Applying this difiom to scheduling
games with weighted sum as social cost, we derive a nice cfieaization of those
scheduling games whose robust PoA does not grow for frigp@sttensions.

— We show that social contribution boundedness is satisfieselgral well-known
games, like min-sum scheduling games, congestion gamamderice auctions
and valid utility games. Using our reduction technique, nantderive upper bounds
on the robust price of anarchy of their friendship/altruesstensions. In most cases
we prove matching lower bounds. The results are summanz€akle 1.

Related Work.

Several articles propose models of altruism and spité4B3&, 7,11,14,15,16]. Among
these articles, the inefficiency of equilibria in the preseof altruism and spite was
studied for various games inl[1,4.5,6,7,11]. After its aatuction in [21], the smooth-
ness framework has been extended to incomplete informaétimgs [[222,24,25] and
altruism/spite settings [7,19].

The robust price of anarchy for minsum scheduling (not tglahruism or friend-
ship into account) was studied in various papers such as Théy show that it does
not excee for Q|| >, C; (which we improve to a tight value ¢/2 in the special
caseP|| >, C;). Avalue of 4 forR|| > w;C; has been proven in][9].

Our work on linear congestion games generalizes a result]inThey show that
the pure price of anarchy does not exceé&ds3 in a restricted friendship setting.{; €
{0,1}).

As indicated above, most related to our work are the art[gld€]. We significantly
improve the bounds on the robust price of anarchy for comgegames and unrelated



machine scheduling games In [19] and at the same time sirthkf analysis by using
our reduction technique.

2 Preliminaries

LetG = (N, {X;}ien, {Ci}ien) be acost-minimization gameavhereN is the set of
players,X; is playeri’s strategy spacel) = [,y 2 is the set of strategy profiles,
andC; : ¥ — R denotes the cost playeémust pay for a given strategy profile. We
assume that each player seeks to minimize his costdfal cost functior : X' — R
assigns a social cost to each strategy profile. We usuallyineq to besum-bounded
i.e.,C(s) <3 ,cnCi(s)foralls € X.

We denotgayoff-maximization gamesG = (N, {X; }ien, {II; }ien) With social
welfarell : X — R. In this case, each playétries to maximize hisitility (or payoff)
II;. Again, we usually assume thatis sum-bounded.e. I1(s) > . v 11;(s) for all
se .

In the following, we state most of the definitions and thecseomly for cost-
minimization games. The payoff-maximization case worksilsirly by reversing all
inequalities.

Definition 1. A coarse equilibriunof a cost-minimization gamé&' is a probability
distribution o over X such that the following holds: If is a random variable with
distribution o, then for all playersi and all strategiess; € X, E;,[Ci(s)] <
E; ~o_,[Ci(sF,s—;)], whereo_; is the projectionobon X_; = X7 X ... x X;_1 X
Yit1 X...xX,. Amixed Nash equilibriunts a coarse equilibriura that is the product
of independent probability distributions on X; (for i € N). A (pure) Nash equilib-
rium is a strategy profiles € X such that for alls* € X, C;(s) < C;(s}, s—;), where
s_; denotes the restriction afto X'_;.

Thecoarse (resp. correlated, mixed, pure) price of anarchj®d a cost-mini-
mization game?> is defined asup, C(s)/C(s*), wheres* minimizesC and s runs
over the coarse (resp. correlated, mixed, pure) Nash dayialof GHAThe coarse (resp.
correlated, mixed, pure) PoA of a clagsof games is defined as the supremum of the
respective PoA values of gamegin

Note that pure Nash equilibria constitute a subset of mixad\equilibria which
constitute a subset of coarse equilibria. This implies that the respective prices of
anarchy are non-decreasing (in this order).

2.1 The Altruism Model

Definition 2 ([7]). Let « € [0,1}¥ and G be a cost-minimization game. The
a-altruistic extensionof G is defined as the cost-minimization ganig* =
(N, {Z:}ien, {C{ }ien), where for anyi € N, theperceived cosis the convex com-
binationC® = (1 — a;)C; + «;C (interpretingR*> as a real vector spaceyy is called
thebase gameThe social cost function @f* is againC, i.e., the cost of the base game.

% Similarly, we define the respective types of PoA for a payoéfximization game as
sup I1(s*)/11(s), wheres ands* are as above.



The higher the ‘altruism levely; is, the more cares about the society in general:
playeri behaves egoistically ik; = 0, whereas he is completely altruisticif = 1.

Definition 3. Let G be a cost-minimization game with sumbounded social cost and
consider an altruistic extensigid® of G. G is (A, u)-smoothif there exists an optimal
strategys* such that for any strategy € 3.,

D (Cilsys-i) + ai(Cisy, 5-) — Ci(s))) < AC(s™) + uC(s),
€N
where we abbreviat€_; := C — C;.
Therobust Pofof G* is defined asnf {2 - | G*is (A, p)-smooth 11 < 1}

Theorem 1 ([7]). LetG* be ana-altruistic exten5|0n of7. Then the coarse (and thus
the correlated, mixed and pure) POA@f is bounded from above by the robust PoA of
G*.

2.2 The Friendship Model

Definition 4 ([19]). Let G = (N, {X;}ien, {Ci}icn) be a cost-minimization game
with social costC anda € [0, 1]V *¥ such thaty;; = 1 forall i € N. Thea-friendship
extensiorof G is defined ag&7® = (N, {X; }ien, {C? }ien), Where for anyi € N, the
perceived cosis defined ag’{* = Z a;;C;. Like in the altruism model, we consider
C, the social cost function of the base game, as the sociafepét®.

For playersi andj, a;; can be interpreted as the level of affectiofeels towards
j. Note that ifC = Zj Cj;, then the altruism model is a special case of the friendship
model because in this casef = C; + 3.,

Next we adapt the smoothness def|n|t|on |n [19] for the framgd model to the
weighted player case; we will later need this to bound theisbPoA for weighted
completion time scheduling games.

Definition 5. Let G* be friendship extension of a cost-minimization game with a
weight-boundedsocial cost function, i.e’ < . w;C; for somew € Rf. G% is

(A, u)-smoothif there exists a (possibly randomized) strategy prafigeich that for all
strategy profiles and all optimas*,

Zwl (S5, 5-4) Z @i (C;(8i,5-1) — Cj(5))) < AC(s*) + pC(s).
J#i
We define theobust PoAof G* asinf{ 2 - | G is (A, p)-smooth p < 1}

Theorem 2. LetG“ be a friendship exten5|on of a cost-minimization game wtigkat-
bounded social cost functidri. If G is (), 1)-smooth with: < 1, then the coarse PoA
of G* is at most2..

The proof can be found in AppendiX A.

One can also generalize the smoothness definition of thesafitrmodel to weighted
social costs and by allowing arbitragyinstead of the optimad* in the term that is to
be bounded. However, we do not need such generality in thisr@nd thus leave it out
for simplicity.



3 Social Contribution Games

Definition 6. LetG = (N, {X;}ien, {Ci}icn) be a cost-minimization game with so-
cial costC : X — R. We callG a (cost-minimization) social contribution game (SCG)
if for all playersi there exists a default strategly such that for alls € X,

CZ(S) = C(S) — C(@l, S,i).

The strategy; is often interpreted as ‘refusing to participate in the garmethat
sense; pays exactly the social cost he causes by choosing to platheimpayoff-
maximization case, he gets exactly what he contributesg¢sdicial welfare. So social
contribution games are ‘fair’ in some sense.

Basic utility games[[26] satisfy the definition of an SCG (s¢®0 Sectioil7). In
particular, the competitive facility location game (whisha basic utility game by [26])
is an SCG.

We now show that social contribution games satisfy a nicariance property with
respect to theiw-altruistic extensions.

Lemma 1. Any social contribution game &truism-independently smoaqthe., for all
a = (a4);en and corresponding altruistic extensiod®* of G, the robust price of
anarchy inG andG* is the same.

Proof. For all playersi, C_;(s) = C(s) — C;(s) is independent 0§, sinceC(s) —
Ci(s) = C(0;,5_;). Thus for all strategy profiles s*, and alla € RY,

> (Cils)ys-i) + i(Ci(s],5-) = C_i(s))) = Y _ Ci(s},5-4)-
It follows that for all (A, ) € R?, G is (A, u)-smooth iffG is. O

The notions ofv-altruistic extensions and-independent smoothness can be easily
extended tax € RY. The above lemma continues to hold in this case. So even if a
player wants tdurt society, the robust PoA stays the same.

3.1 Social Contribution Bounded Games

Definition 7. LetG = (N,{X;}ien,{Ci}icn) a cost-minimization game with sum-
bounded social cost' : X — R. We callG social contribution bounded (SC-bounded)
if for all playersi there exists a default strategly such that for alls € X,

CZ(S) S C(S) — C(@l, S,i).

In this case, we definghe corresponding social contribution ganté =
(N, {Zi}ien, {Ci}ien) by settingCi(s) = C(s) — C(0;, s—).

Again, we think off); as the option thatdoes not participate. Note thtneed not
actually be an element df;. In many games such as scheduling or congestion games,
it is not an option not to participate (i.e., not to use anyuses). So formally, we



should require: There exists a functién ],y (X U {0;}) — R such tha€|x = C
andC;(s) < €(s) — €(0;, s—;) for all i ands. However, there is a natural way to extend
C (andC;) onJ,c v (Z: U {0;}), as we will see later. So for simplicity of notation, we
write C instead of¢.

The following theorem shows that if we want to get a bound an FloA of a-
altruistic extensions of an SC-bounded game, we might ak aeekider the corre-
sponding SCGegardless ofv.

Theorem 3. LetG be social contribution bounded and suppose that the ol pf
anarchy of the corresponding SQGis £. Then for all altruistic extension§® of G,
the robust price of anarchy is at mast

Proof. Let s, s* € X. We know that for; € [0, 1]%,

Ci(si,s—i) + ai(C-i(si, 5—i) — C—i(s))
= (1 = a;)Ci(s],5-i) + a;(C(s],5-i) — C—i(s))
< (1= a)(C(s7,5-i) = C(0i,5-4)) + ai(C(s7, 5-5) — C(0s, 5-4))
= Cy(s7,5-4);
where the inequality follows from applying SC-boundedrtesse. Summing over all
playersi, it follows thatG® is (A, u)-smooth ifG is. a

Now, in order to be able to make statements alfiidethdshipextensions, we need a
slightly stronger definition.

Definition 8. Assume a cost minimization garéewith weight-bounded social cost
satisfies three assumptions for alE 3 and players:

1. C;(0;,s—;) =0 (if - does not participate, he pays nothing)

2.Vj #i: Cj(0;,s—;) < Cj(s) (other players’ costs can only increase ipartici-
pates)

3. w; y_;(Ci(s) — Cj(0i,5-4)) < C(s) — C(0s,5-;) (the weighted impact ofs
participation on the players’ costs is bounded by his impacthe social cost)

Then we call& strongly SC-bounded

If all weights are 1, then assumption (3) easily follows from
3b.C(s) = >_, Cj(s) (social cost is sum of individual costs).

Using this definition, we are able to derive bounds on frigilextensions:

Theorem 4. Let G be strongly SC-bounded. Suppose the robust price of anafafly
is £. Then for all friendship extensiornis®, the robust price of anarchy is at mast

Proof. Consider the friendship extensi@if* of G, whereCy* = 3, a;;Cj, aij €
[0,1], a;; = 1. We calculate that for alt

wi(Ci(5i,5-i) + Zaij(cj(giv s-i) = Cj(s)))
i



(2)
< wz 5175 i +Zam 5175 z)_Cj(mivsfi)))

J#i
(2)
< w; (C;(54,8-;) + Z (85, 5-3) — Cj(05,5-4)))
J#i
w3 (50 51) — Ci01,5-0))
J
(3)

< C(54,5-1) — C(0;,5—;) = Ci(54, 5-1).
Summing over al, it follows that if G is (), 1)-smootH, then so isG®. O

If all weights are 1, then SC-boundedness follows from g186-boundedness. To
see this, consider the case where= 0 and carry out the proof of Theordm 4 fer
instead of(s;, s_;).

4 Minsum Machine Scheduling

A scheduling gamé&' = (m, n, (pi;)iem,jen, (w;j)jen) consists of a set of jobs (play-
ers)[n] = {1,...,n} and a set of machinés:| = {1, ..., m}. For each machineand
job j, pi; € R4 denotes throcessing timef j oni. Furthermorew; is theweight
of job ;. The strategy spacF; of a job; is simply the set of machines. By = 0 we
mean the strategy wheteises no machine.

Letz be a strategy profile. For a machinave denote byX; the set of jobs that are
scheduled orni. Furthermorey; denotes the machingis assigned to. Following the
notation by Cole et al[]9], we defing; = 2<. We assume that the jobs on a machine
are scheduled in increasing ordepgf, wh|ch is known a$mith’s rule]23]; if two jobs
on a machine have the same time-to-weight ratio, we uselaai@king rule. Theost
C; of job 7 which it seeks to minimize is simply its completion time. hetfollowing,
we assume for simplicity that the; are pairwise distinct (but the results continue to
hold without this assumption). Then we can write

Ci(x)= > pir

keXi: pik<pij

The social cost” we consider is the weighted sum of the players’ completiores,
i.e.,C = Zj ’LUjOJ

In the following, we use the three-field notation by Graharale[tlB] In this no-
tation, the problem we described is denoteditiy - ; w;C;. If all weights arel, we
write >, C; instead of} ; w;C;. Furthermore, if there am&peed&Z for each machine
i andfixed processing timep,- for each job such that;; = p;/s;, we write instead
of R. Finally, if we have in addition identical speeds = 1 for all machines;, the
problem is denoted by.

4 in the sense that there exist X and an optimak* € X such that for alk € X it holds that
> Ci(5i,5-1) < AC(s) + pC(s™), generalizing Roughgarden’s definition of smoothness
[21].



4.1 R|| Zj 'ijj

Lemma 2 ([9]). For all strategy profilest andx*,

Z Z w;ip;j + Z Z Z w;wg min{ p;5, pir } < 2C(x*) + %C’(m),

ic[m] JEX; i€[m] JEX} kEX;
where X is defined similarly to\; as X = {j € J | 2] = i}.
Proof. The claim is shown in the proof af[9, Theorem 3.2]. a

Theorem 5. LetG be aninstance aR|| > w;C; that satisfies the following condition
for all jobs 7, k and all machines: p;; < p;;, impliesw; < wy, (i.e., if k gets scheduled
after j on i, then it is because of its processing time, not its weightgnthe robust

PoA of all friendship extensions® of G is at mosu.

For jobsj andk, a;, has an influence opi's strategy in an equilibrium only if
there is a machingsuch that: gets scheduled aftgron: becausg cannot influence
k's costs otherwise. Hence the weight condition tells us thatonly jobs that could
potentially have an influence grare in fact the jobs that are at least equally important
asj. Hencej cannot ‘misplace his affections’ and care too much abounpnortant
jobs.

Proof. First we show that is strongly SC-bounded. Clearly, (1) and (2) are satisfied.
It remains to show that (3) holds. For all jop&nd strategy profiles,

> (Ci(x) = Cr(D,2-4)) = Cj(x) + > Dajj-
k k: Cl)k:I]‘.,pmjk>szj
It follows that if i = x;, then

w; Y (Cula) = Culdz-)) =w; (G0 + Y0 py)
k

kEXi: pik>pij
<wCi(w)+ Y, wpi; = Cj(x),
kEXi: pi>pij

where the inequality follows from the condition on the wagISoG is indeed strongly
SC-bounded.
We calculate

Cj(xjvx*j) _wJCJ(xij*J)'i_ E : WkPij
kEXi: pik>pij
= w;pij + E (e E WEW; Pij
kEXi: pin<pij kEXi: pik>pij

< w;pij + Z W W min{pijvpik}-
keX;

Summing over all machinesand;j € X, this is the same expression as in Lentta 2.
Hence). C;(z},2_;) < 2C(z*) + 3C(x) andG is (2,1/2)-smooth. It follows by
Theore that the robust PoA in the friendship model is attrhos a



This bound idight: [10] shows that the pure PoAfdtP|| >, C;is4.RP|| >, C;
is almost defined a#’|| > _; C; with the exception that each playecan only use a
subsewf the set of machines, i.eZ; C [m] (R stands forestricted. Consider an in-
stance ofRP|| 3_, C;. We can simulate restrictions in ti#| >, C; setting by letting
pij > max, Cj(z i for machineg that are not allowed foy, wherex runs over the fea-
sible schedules of the original instance. Thareither choosesin a Nash equilibrium
nor in the optimal schedule. Hence the PoA stays the sameindlv game. Thus the
lower bounds in[[10] also work for our setting.

Theweight conditionis necessaryln fact, if we drop it, the pure PoA is unbounded
even forP|| » . w;C; instances with unit-size jobs. An illustrating exampleiigeg in
AppendiXB.

42 P||Y;C;

Fix an ordering of the jobs such that > p;, impliesj > j'. We use the same notation
asin [17]: For a schedule, a jobj and a maching, leth?(j) = [{j' > j | zj = z; }|.
This is the number of jobs that are scheduled aften i. Using this notation, we can
write Cj(z) = Cj(x) + h3,(j) - p; for instances with unit speeds.

Throughout this section, latdenote the randomized schedule that assigns each job
to each machine with probabiliki.

Lemma 3. Letz be an arbitrary schedule. Then
1 .
ZE i(Z5,2_5) :EZ‘pj(m—i—n—]).
J

Note that, surprisingly, this is independentof
Proof. Clearly,
p
ZE i(Zj,x Z(pj—i-Zpk ij_:zjk) Z(pﬂ+z k)

J k<jy J k<j

Reordering the second sum gives us
P 1 .
ZE i(Zj,x Zp3+zz J:Eij(m—i-n—j). O
J k>j J

The following theorem will be helpful to establish an uppeuhd on the robust
PoA for the friendship model and might be of independentéege We defer its proof
to AppendiXC.

Theorem 6. For any schedule and any optimaik*,
> Cj(@j, ;) < Cla™) + (_ _ _) ij
J

In particular, the robust price of anarchy @?|| >, C; is at most3 — 5. This bound
is tight.

10



Theorem 7. LetG be aninstance aP|| >, C;. Then the robust PoA for any friendship
extensiorG® is at most.

Proof. Let x be arbitrary. Then by linearity of expectation,
[Zc %1 ] ZE (zj,2-5)] + > E[h
J
We know that
. 1 ©/ - 1. . . oy
ERZ ()] ==Y hi() = =i € |5 > i} = E[r, ().
m p m

Hence the second term evaluates as

J J j
We know by Theorerl6 thgt ; E[C;(z;,2—;)] < C(¢*) + (3 — 5) Y., ;- Hence

ZE (25, 2;) _QZE (75, ij

<20(2*) — — Z pj <20(x
for any schedule*. Hence the robust PoA for the friendship extension is at rost

5 Linear Congestion Games

An atomic congestion gam@ = (N, E,{X;}ien, (de)eck) IS given by a sef of
resourcedogether withdelay functionsl. : N — R, indicating the delay om for a
given number of players using Each player’s strategy set consists of subset&;of
X, CP(E)foralli.Fors € X, letz.(s) = |{i € N|e € s;}|. The cost of each player
i unders is given byC;(s) = 3 ., de(z(s)). If all delay functions are linear, we say
thatG is linear. The social cost is simply the sum over all individual cost. By = ()
we mean the strategy where playerses no machine.

Itis known that we can without loss of generality assume difidatency functions
are of the formi.(z) = . This was first mentioned in[8]. For a proof, séé [7]. The
following lemma is shown in the proof df[8, Theorem 1].

Lemma 4 ([8]).LetG be alinear congestion game ards* € X'. Then
ZC ST, 8-4) <er s)+1).
Lemma 5 ([1]). For any paira, 8 € N, it holds thatZa® + 17 3% > B(a + 1).

11



Bilo et al. show in their papel [1] that thgure PoA lies between 5 antl7 /3 for a
restricted friendship setting, whetg; € {0, 1} for all ¢, j. We generalize their result
to therobustPoA for arbitrarye;; € [0, 1] and show tightness.

Theorem 8. Let G be a linear congestion game. Then the robust PoA of all fiséil
extensiong+® is bounded by%7 ~ 5.67. This bound is tight.

Proof. We have

Ci(s) =Ci(s)+ Y _ i #ile€si}=Ci(s)+ Y we(0,5-:) > Ci(s),

ecs; ecs;

soG is SC-bounded. Alsér is strongly SC-bounded: ifdoes not use any machine, he
experiences no waiting time; the other’'s completion times anly increase if another
player enters; and finally; = Zj C;.

Let s,s* € X. We abbreviater.(s) andz.(s*) by z. andz%, respectively. The
calculation of the robust PoA fd¥ yields

Z(_Z'i(s;‘,s_i):ZCs S_; —l—Zer 0, s_;

i eE€sy

The firstterm is at most_, «} (z. + 1) by Lemmd 4. The second term is bounded from
above by) . > .. we(s) = D cp Tew). Hence we get in total by Lemraa 5

S e+ 1)<y (%7(:0;)2 + %xQ) _ %70(5*) + %C(s).

It follows that the robust PoA ofy is at mosti’ /(1 — 2) = 1I.

We show now that the bound é} is asymptoucally t|ght Let > 0. Consider an
instance withn + 3 blocks of playersBy, . . ., B,+2 consisting of three players each:
By, = {ax, b, cr. . We construct a Nash equilibriusrand an optimal strategy profié
as follows. For all resourceswe set. () = z. For0 < k < n, the pattern of strategies
repeats (see Figure 1). Here player a;, has two strategies = {3k, 3k + 1, 3k + 2}
ands; = {3k + 6}. Playeri = by has two strategies;, = {3k + 2,3k + 3} and
si = {3k+7}. Playeri = ¢; has two strategies = {3k+3, 3k+4} ands} = {3k+8}.

The strategies; of players in the final block®,, . ; andB,, . » are defined as above.
However, we need to change the definitionspfbecause otherwise, is not a Nash
equilibrium. So for eachi € B,,+1 U B,t2, We insert sets of new, previously unused
resources; such thatC;(s;) = |s?|.

For the following tuples of players(i,j) it holds that o;; = It
(ak, bk+1), (ak, Ck-‘,—l)a (ak, ak+2) as well as (bk, Ck-‘,—l)a (bk, ak+2) and
(Ck, ar+2), (Ck, brt2), where0 < k < n. All other «;; are zero. Hence;; = 1iff s}
intersects;;. Note that ifs; N s; # 0, thenay;; = 0.

Now, we claim thats is a Nash equilibrium. In fact, for all < k < n andi = ay,
C%(s) = C(s) + > ;4 @i;Cj(s) = T+ 5+ 5+ 7 = 24, which equalg’ (s*, s_;) =
4+ 6+ 6+ 8. Asimilar calculation show€’;(s) = C;(s;, s—;) for i = by, c.. Observe
that fork = n + 1,n + 2, andi € By, Cf(s) = C(s) = |sf| = C(sf,s_;) by our

12
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Fig. 1. The strategy profiles (grey) ands* (white). Columns correspond to resources.

construction ofs}. Hences is indeed a Nash equilibrium. It is easy to see tfats
optimal.

Fork =1,...,n, block By has the same costi(By) := ;.5 Ci(s) = 17 and
O*(Bk) = ZieBk CZ(S*) = 3. LetX = O(B()) + O(Bn+1) + O(Bn+2) andX* =
C*(By) + C*(B,+1) + C*(B,+2) and observe that these are constants independent of
n. It follows that

C(s) 1mm+X 17+o(n)

= = . O
C(s*) 3n+X* 34 o(n)

6 Auctions

An auctionG consists of amllocation rulea : 3 — N which determines which bidder
gets the item and pricing rule p : ¥ — R indicating how much each player should
pay. Each bidder is assumed to have a certain valuatigre R for the item. For a
given bidding profileh € RY, the social welfare ig1(b) = va(p)- Playeri’s utility is
given by I7,;(b) = v; — p;(b) if he gets the object andp;(b) otherwise. In asecond-
price auction the highest bidder gets the item and pays the second higtekesthile
everybody else pays nothing.

We do not allowoverbidding i.e., for all bidders;, b; < v;. This is a standard
assumption because overbidding is a dominated strateggeweate bys(b, i) the name
of the player who places theth highest bid irb. We write 5(¢) instead ofg(b, ¢) if the
bidding profile is clear from the contexXt; = 0 denotes the strategy where bidder
bids nothing.

Theorem 9. Consider an auctiodr with an allocation rule as in the second-price auc-
tion and a pricing rulep where every bidder pays at most what he would pay in a
second-price auction (for every given bidding profile). i tiee robust PoA of all altru-
ism extension&® is at mose.
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Proof. Let G be an auction of the described type. We show that SC-bounded. Let
b be a bidding profile. We calculate

7 — (Y — N Juse) —vs), 0= 801

I5:(b) = IT(b) ~ I1(0,6-4) = {0, otherwise

Note thatlls(1) > vg1) — bg(z) = vs(1) — Vs(2) because we do not allow overbidding.
Hencell;(b) > II;(b) for all i. SoG is SC-bounded.

Now, letb* be the optimal bidding profile where the bidder with the higthalua-
tion, say bidder 1, bids his valuation and everybody else bathing. Leb be arbitrary.
Then Zz ﬁl(b*, b_i) = Zl(ﬂ(br, b_l) — H(O, b_l)) = H(’Ul, b_l) — H(O, b_l).
Now, we distinguish two cases: Either bidder 1 wins untleand thenb is opti-
mal andI7(0,b_1) < II(b). Otherwise, the winner remains the same if 1 does not
bid anything, sall(0,b_1) = II(b). In any case]I(0,b_;) < II(b). Furthermore,
II(v1,b_1) = v1 = II(b*) because no bidder can overhid It follows that the term
above is bounded from below ly (b*) — I1(b). Thus the robust PoA is at mast O

Theorem 10. Let G be a second-price auction. Then the coarse PoA of the class of
friendship extensions @ is exactly2.

Note that here the friendship modelnst a generalization of the altruism model
becausdl # ", II;. We defer the proof to AppendixID.

7 Valid Utility Games

A valid utility game [26] is defined as a payoff-maximization gam@ =
(N,E,{X¥:}ien,{IT}icn, V), whereE is a ground set of resources; C P(FE) and

V' is a submodular and non-negative function/onThe social welfard! is given by
II(s) = V(U;en 5:) @and is assumed to be sum-bounded. Furthermore, we reguire
to satisfyIl;(s) > II(s) — 11 (0, s_;) forall s € X. If G additionally satisfies the last
inequation with equality, it is calleldasic utility gamd26]. For all players, setf); = (.

Theorem 11 ([21]). The robust PoA of valid utility games with non—decre%iagt
functionV is bounded by.

An example for valid utility games with non-decreasing setdtions are competi-
tive facility location games without fixed costs [26].

The following theorem has already been proveriin [7] andttigbs of this bound
has been shown i [2] for the base game. We now use our frarkeéwgrovide a
shorter proof that illustrates nicely why the robust PoAglnet increase for altruistic
extensions: The corresponding SCG falls into the same aated games.

Theorem 12. Let G be a valid utility game with non-decreasing Then the robust
price of anarchy of every altruistic extensi6it* of G is bounded b.

Proof. It follows directly from the definition thatr is SC-bounded. It is easy to verify
that the corresponding SCG = (N, E, {X; }ien, {II }icn, V) is again a valid utility
game:y", I1;(s) < >, II;(s) < I (s) andIl;(s) = II(s) — I1(0, s_;). So the robust
PoA of G is at most2. Our claim follows by Theorefn] 3. a

® where non-decreasing means that for4alC B C E it holds thatV (4) < V(B).
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A Proof of Theorem[2

Theorem[2. LetG* be a friendship extension of a cost-minimization game witigkt-
bounded social cost functi@®i. If G is (A, u)-smooth with, < 1, then the coarse PoA
of G* is at most2..

Proof. The proof works similarly to [19, Theorem 1]:

Leto be a coarse equilibrium far™ and lets be a random variable with distribution
o. In addition, lets* be an arbitrary strategy profile and kebe as in the definition of
smoothness. We assume without loss of generalityglef pure strategy profile; the
arguments also work in the mixed case. Becatisea coarse equilibrium, for all players
i we have

E[C’i(s)—FZaijC’j(s)] <E [ (84, 8- +Zo¢” (8iy 8- 1}
J#i J#i

Using linearity of expectation, it follows that

s)] < ZwiEC’ s
<sz [Ci(si,5-0) + 3 043 (50,5-) = C(5))]
J#i
:E[Z ( (55,54 +Za” (8i,5-4) —Cj(s)))}
i J#i
< E[C(s") + pC(s)]
= AC(s") + uE[C(s)]
HenceE[C(s)] < —2-C(s*). O

B Necessity of Weight Condition

Let us assume we have machines andn jobs of weightl as well asm(m — 1)
jobs of weight 0. Let4; (i = 1, 2) denote the set of jobs of weightSeta;;, = 1 if
j € A1,k € Ap, 0 otherwise.

First, consider the schedutewhere every job ind; gets scheduled on machime
and all the jobs fromd, are distributed among the remaining — 1 machines such
that every machine € {2,...,m} gets exactlyn jobs. We can assume that the tie-
breaking rule among jobs iA is such that they cannot improve their completion time
by deviating. Therx is a Nash equilibrium: Indeed, Igte A,. ThenC;(z) < m and
foralli € {2,...,m}, C;(i,z_;) = 1+Zker ormil = 14+ m. Hencej has no
incentive to deV|ate. Note thét(z) = Z 1 J=sm(m+1).

Now, in an optimal schedule*, the jobs are distributed among the machines in
such a way that every machine completes exactly one job aftwéi Hence an optimal
schedule satisfie§(xz*) = m.

It follows that the pure PoA is at leag{in + 1) and thus unbounded.
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C Robust PoAofP|| >, C;

In order to characterize the optimal solution, we useNtieimum Mean Flow Time
(MFT) algorithm [18] that produces an optimal schedule@f>_; C;. A formal de-
scription of the algorithm is given below [17].

Algorithm 1 The MFT Algorithm
For each machingseth; = 0

while not all jobs are placedo
Take the longest job of the set of unscheduled jobs
Assignj to the machineg with the smallest value dfh; + 1)/s;
For the chosen machine update:= h; + 1

end while

Sort the jobs on each machine in SPT order

Lemma 6. Letz* be an optimal schedule faP|[ >, C;. ThenC(2*) = >, p;(1 +
L(n = 5)/m]).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume thais generated by the MFT al-
gorithm. Consider some jopand leti = z7. For each joly’ that is considered aftgr
(i.e., each job with smaller index), the algorithm choosesezhine:i’ that minimizes
h%"(§'). So it chooses exactly, — 1 other machines before it places another job on
(provided that the algorithm always uses the same tie-bmgakle on the set of ma-
chines). Hencg causes a delay gf; for himself and for| (n — j)/m| other machines.
Summing over all jobg, the formula follows. a

Lemma?7. Letp; < ... < p,, be asequence of reals. Then

m m

1 1 -7
(3-am) L= X 5w

j=1 j=1
Proof. Letd; = p; —p;j—1 > 0forj € {1,...,n}, wherep, is set to0. It holds that
J k<j ]
>Z m—j+1)(1+ (m—5))5;
:Z —j+1); +Z m—j+1);
—ZZ5k+Z m—j+1)3; (1)

J k<j

The second sum equals

m—k
2;(m—k)(1721—/€+1)6k:2z 5k21j

k
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= Z m—j Z5k ()

J k<j
Combining 1) and{2), we get
DIEDH
J k<j
>Zz5k+2z —j)z5k
7 k<j k<j

:ij+2z m —
J J

Thus(m —1) > .p; > 23 .(m — j)p;. Multiplying by % the claim follows. O

Recall that byz we denote the mixed schedule that assigns each job to each
machine with equal probability.

Theorem[@.For any schedule: and any optimalk:*,
ZOj(jjaffj) < C(z*) + (_ _ _) ij
J

In particular, the robust price of anarchy @ >, C; is at most3 — 5. This bound
is tight. '

Proof. First we bound the robust PoA from above.
Let z be an arbitrary schedule and suppasés optimal. Then by Lemmid 3,

ZE (T, @ Zp, (1+—)
QN

The left sum evaluates &3(x*) by Lemmd®. It follows from LemmE 7 that the right
sumis at most; — 5-) >, p;, whichin turnis at most; — 5.—) C(z*). This shows
the claim.

Now we give a lower bound on the robust PoA. Take= n and let all jobs have
the same processing time, shyAgain, letz be the mixed schedule that assigns each
job to each machine with probabilit;};. The optimal schedule* assigns exactly one
job to each machine and thus has a costoBy Lemma38, the cost cf evaluates as

C(f)z;(l—k%j)zm—l—%;(m—j):m—i—%:gm—é

Hence the mixed price of anarchy (which is a lower bound ferrbust PoA) is at

leastd — ;L. O

2m*
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D Proof of Theorem[10

Theorem[10. Let G be a second-price auction. Then the coarse PoA of the class of
friendship extensions @ is exactly2.

Proof. UnfortunatelyG is not strongly SC-bounded because assumption (3) is not sat
isfied. However, we can still bound the coarse PoAG6rby usingG in the following
way.

Consider a Nash equilibriuth and a valuation profile such that, say, bidder 1
has the highest value for the item. Li&tbe as in the last proof, i.e., bidder 1 bids his
value and everybody else bids nothinggifb, 1) = 1, thenII(b) = II1(b3,b_1) >
I (bi,b—y) = >, IT;(b;,b_;), so we can use the robust PoA 6f Now, assume
B(b,1) # 1. Then

0= II1(b) = Iy (b7, b +Zalj 5(b7,b-1) — I1;(b))
J#1
= I1(b1,b-1) = bgw,1) — 218(6,1) I a(v,1)(D)-

We know thatbﬁ(bjl) < VBb,1) = H(b) = H(O,bfl). Also, al,@(b,l)Hﬂ(b,l)(b) <
I1(b). Hence
0> (b, b_y) — (0,b_y) — H(b).

Hence againI(b) is at leastlI (b, b_1) = >, I1;(b;,b—;). A canonical calculation
shows that the same holds for coarse equilibria. Now in theipus proof we saw that
G is (1, —1)-smooth with respect to*. So the coarse PoA df is at mose.

It remains to show that this bound is tight. Consider theofeihg situation: We
have two bidders with; = 1, v2 = 2, a12 = ao; = 1. Clearly, it is optimal to allocate
the item to bidde with a social welfare of. However, the bidding profile = (1,0)
is a Nash equilibrium. Indeed, biddemhas a utility ofI7*(b) = 1 which remains the
same if he outbids playér. a
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