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Abstract. We introduce natural strategic games on graphs, which caphe
idea of coordination in a local setting. We study the existeaf equilibria that
are resilient to coalitional deviations of unbounded andruled size (i.estrong
equilibria andk-equilibria respectively). We show that pure Nash equilibria and
2-equilibria exist, and give an example in which no 3-etwilim exists. More-
over, we prove that strong equilibria exist for various saletases.

We also study the price of anarchy (PoA) and price of stabjftoS) for these
solution concepts. We show that the PoS for strong equalitsril in almost all
of the special cases for which we have proven strong edjailibrexist. The PoA
for pure Nash equilbria turns out to be unbounded, even whefixathe graph
on which the coordination game is to be played. For the PoA-fequilibria, we
show that the price of anarchy is between2()/(k—1)-1 and 26-1)/(k-1).
The latter upper bound is tight fér= n (i.e., strong equilibria).

Finally, we consider the problems of computing strong e and of deter-
mining whether a joint strategy iskaequilibrium or strong equilibrium. We prove
that, given a coordination game, a joint strateggnd a numbek as input, it is
co-NP complete to determine whetteis ak-equilibrium. On the positive side,
we give polynomial time algorithms to compute strong edpuidi for various spe-
cial cases.

1 Introduction

In game theory, coordination games are used to model sitgain which play-

ers are rewarded for agreeing on a common strategy, e.gedigidg on a com-
mon technological or societal standard. In this paper wedlice and study a
very simple class of coordination games, which we cafirdination games on
graphs

We are given a finite (undirected) graph, of which the nodesespond
to the players of the game. Each player chooses a color froet af s
colors available to her. The pay®f a player is the number of neighbors
who choose the same color.

* An extended abstract of this paper appearedlin [3]. Partisfrésearch has been carried out
while the second author was a post-doctoral researchep#r&a University of Rome, Italy.
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Our main motivation for studying these games is that theystitorie a natural
class of strategic games that capture the following thrgecharacteristics:

1. Join the crowd property34]: the paydt of each player weakly increases
when more players choose her strategy.

2. Asymmetric strategy sefslayers may have flierent strategy sets.

3. Local dependencythe paydf of each player depends only on the choices
made by certain groups of players (i.e., neighbors in therggraph).

The above characteristics are inherent to many applicatida a concrete ex-
ample, consider a situation in which several clients haehtmse between mul-
tiple competing providersftering the same service (or product), such as peer-
to-peer networks, social networks, photo sharing platfgramd mobile phone
providers. Here the benefit of a client for subscribing to ecHr provider in-
creases with the number of clients who opt for this providdso, each client
typically cares only about the subscriptions of certaireottlients (e.qg., friends,
relatives, etc.).

In coordination games on graphs it is beneficial for eachegslay align
her choices with the ones of her neighbors. As a consequéreelayers may
attempt to increase their pay® by coordinating their choices in groups (also
calledcoalitiong. In our studies we therefore focus on equilibrium concéas
are resilient to deviations of groups; more specifically welgstrong equilibria
[6] and k-equilibria (also known agk-strong equilibrig of coordination games
on graphs. Recall that in a strong equilibrium no coalitidplayers can prof-
itably deviate in the sense that every player of the coaligimictly improves her
paydt. Similarly, in ak-equilibrium withk € {1,...,n}, wheren is the number
of players, no coalition of players of size at mistan profitably deviate.

Our contributions. The focus of this paper is on the existenceflicency and
computability of strong equilibria ani-equilibria of coordination games on
graphs. Our main contributions are as follows:

1. ExistenceWe show that Nash equilibria and 2-equilibria always exist.the
other handk-equilibria fork > 3 do not need to exist. We therefore derive a
complete characterization of the valueskdbr which k-equilibria exist in our
games.

We also show that strong equilibria exist if only two colorg available.
Further, we identify several graph structural properties guarantee the exis-
tence of strong equilibria: in particular they exist if thederlying graph is a
pseudofore@t and when every pair of cycles in the graph is edge-disjdilso,

4 Recall that in a pseudoforest each connected component hasstone cycle.



they exist if the graph igolor completei.e., if for each available colox the
components of the subgraph induced by the nodes having xal@ complete.
Moreover, existence of strong equilibria is guaranteedaseahe coordination
game is played on eolor forest i.e., for every color, the subgraph induced by
the players who can choose that color is a forest.

We also address the following question. Given a coordinag@me denote
its transition valueas the value ok for which ak-equilibrium exists but al+ 1)-
equilibrium does not. The question then is to determine foictvvalues ok a
game with transition valuk exists. We exhibit a game with transition value 4.

In all our proofs the existence of strong equilibria is ebséled by showing
a stronger result, namely that the game hasctheitional finite improvement
property; i.e., every sequence of profitable joint deviations isdifsee Sectidn 2
for a formal definition).

2. Ingficiency.We also study thenefficiencyof equilibria. In our context, theo-
cial welfareof a joint strategy is defined as the sum of the gig/of all players.
Thek-price of anarchyf1] (resp.k-price of stability refers to the ratio between
the social welfare of an optimal outcome and the minimump(resaximum)
social welfare of ek—equilibriurrﬁ.

We show that the price of anarchy is unbounded, independehthe un-
derlying graph structure, and the strong price of anarclay is general, for the
k-price of anarchy wittk € {2,...,n— 1} we derive almost matching lower and
upper bounds of 2} — 1 and 2=, respectively (given a coordination game
that has &-equilibrium). We also prove that the strong price of siapik 1 for
the cases that there are only two colors, or the graph is alpgmest or color
forest.

Our results thus show that as the coalition $tzacreases, the worst-case
inefficiency of k-equilibria decreases fromp to 2. In particular, we obtain a
constank-price of anarchy fok = Q(n).

3. ComplexityWe also address several computational complexity issugenG
a coordination game, a joint strategyand a numbek as input, it is co-NP
complete to determine whethers ak-equilibrium. However, we show that this
problem can be solved in polynomial time in case the grapltida forest. We
also give polynomial time algorithms to compute strong oy for the cases
of color forests, color complete graphs, and pseudofarests

Related work.Our coordination games on graphs are related to various well
studied types of games. We outline some connections below.

5 Thek-price of anarchy is also commonly known as kastrong price of anarchy
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First, coordination games on graphs a@ymatrix gamesRecall that a
polymatrix game (seé [24,26]) is a finite strategic game iictvithe payd for
each player is the sum of the pdigobtained from the individual games the
player plays with each other player separately. Cai and &akis [13] con-
sidered a special class of polymatrix games which theyamaitdination-only
polymatrix gamesThese games are identical to coordination games on graphs
with edge weights. They showed that pure Nash equilibristexid that finding
one is PLS-complete. The proof of the latter result crugiakploits that the
edge weights can be negative. Note that negative edge waightbe used to
enforce that players anti-coordinate. Our coordinatiomemdo not exhibit this
characteristic and are therefordtdrent from theirs.

Second, our coordination games are relateadditively separable hedonic
games (ASHG[L0[12], which were originally proposed in a cooperativenga
theory setting. Here the players are the nodes of an edgéhigdigraph and
form coalitions. The pay®of a node is defined as the total weight of all edges to
neighbors that are in the same coalition. If the edge weigtgsymmetric, the
corresponding ASHG is said to lsymmetric Recently, a lot of work focused
on computational issues of these games (see, ellgl, [8,.948% and Brandt
[7] studied the existence of strong equilibria in these garibe PLS-hardness
result established in [18] does not carry over to our coa@titim games because
it makes use of negative edge weights, which we do not alloauinmodel.
Note also that in ASHGs every player can choose to enter exattion which
is not necessarily the case in our coordination games. Sasthiations can be
imposed by the use of negative edge weights (seelalso [1@Dwrcoordination
games therefore constitute a special case of symmetric ASkth arbitrary
edge weights.

Third, our coordination games on graphs are relatedotigestion games
[32]. In particular, they are isomorphic to a special casemfgestion games
with weakly decreasing cost functions (assuming that etgfepwants to min-
imize her cost). Rozenfeld and Tennenholtz! [33] derivedracsiral charac-
terization of strategy sets that ensure the existence afigtequilibria in such
games. By applying their characterization to our (trarmefm) games one ob-
tains that strong equilibria exist if the underlying graplhe coordination game
is a matching or complete (both results also follow triiglom our studies).
Bild et al. [11] studied congestion games where the plageesembedded in
a (possibly directed)nfluence graph(describing how the players delay each
other). They analyzed the existence andfioency of pure Nash equilibria in
these games. However, because the delay functions are egs$arbe linearly
increasing in the number of players, these games do not ¢begegames we
study here.



Further, coordination games on graphs are special casé® ebtial net-
work gamesntroduced and analyzed in [4] (if one uses in them threshetfual
to 0). These are games associated with a threshold modebofa setwork in-
troduced in[[2] which is based on weighted graphs with thokesh

Coordination games are also related to the problem of clagtewhere the
task is to partition the nodes of a graph in a meaningful manhee view the
strategies as possible cluster names, then a Nash eaunitof our coordina-
tion game on a graph corresponds to a “satisfactory” clugjenf the underly-
ing graph. Hoefer [22] studied clustering games that ae pddymatrix games
based on graphs. Each player plays one of two possible basesgaepend-
ing on whether the opponent is a neighbor in the given graphoorAnother
more recent approach to clustering through game theory Eelman, Lewin-
Eytan and Naori [17]. In this paper both a fixed clustering dh{solying in a
metric space and a correlation clustering (in which theadist is in [0,1] and
each point has a weight denoting its ‘influence’) is viewed agategic hedonic
game. However, in both references each player has the samfestategies, so
the resulting games are not comparable with ours.

Strategic games that involve coloring of the vertices of @pgrhave also
been studied in the context of the vertex coloring probleimese games are
motivated by the question of finding the chromatic numbergfagh. As in our
games, the players are nodes in a graph that choose coloaw®vielp the payf
function difers from the one we consider here: it is 0 if a neighbor chotses
same color and it is the number of nodes that chose the samieatberwise.
Panagopoulou and Spirakis [30] showed thatféigient local search algorithm
can be used to compute a good vertex coloring. Esrp Gourves and Mon-
not [15] extended this work by analyzing socially optimatammes and strong
equilibria. Chatzigiannakis et al. [14] studied the vertekoring problem in a
distributed setting and showed that under certain refsinista good coloring
can be reached in polynomial time.

Strong andk-equilibria in strategic games on graphs were also studied i
Gourves and Monnot [19,20]. These games are related tpectgely, the
MAX-CUT andMAX-Kk-CUT problems. However, they do not satisfy the join the
crowd property, so, again, the results are not comparaltfeours.

To summarize, in spite of these close connections, our auatidn games
on graphs are ftierent from all classes of games mentioned above. Notalidy, th
is due to the fact that our games combine the three propentéedioned above,
i.e., join the crowd, asymmetric strategy sets and locakddpncies modeled
by means of an undirected graph.

Research reported here was recently followed in twitedknt directions.
In [5] and [35] coordination games on directed graphs wersicdered, while
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in [31] coordination games on weighted undirected graph®wealyzed. Both
setups lead to substantiallyfidirent results that are discussed in the final section.
Finally, [16] studied the strong price of anarchy for a gahetass of strategic
games that, in particular, include as special cases our game: theMAX-CUT
games mentioned above.

As a final remark, let us mention that the coordination ganmegraphs are
examples of games on networks, a vast research area suidi2&il

Our technigues.Most of our existence results are derived through the agplic
tion of one technical key lemma. This lemma relates the chamgocial welfare
caused by a profitable deviation of a coalition to the size ofisimum feed-
back edge set of the subgraph induced by the codiitidhis lemma holds for
arbitrary graphs and provides a tight bound on the maximuaonedse in so-
cial welfare caused by profitable deviations. Using it, wevprour existence
results by means of a generalized ordinal potential funaigument. In partic-
ular, this enables us to show that every sequence of prafifabit deviations
is finite. Further, we use the generalized ordinal potefdiattion to prove that
the strong price of anarchy is 1 and that strong equilibrialma computedfé-
ciently for certain graph classes.

The non-existence proof of 3-equilibria is based on an nt&avhose graph
essentially corresponds to the skeleton of an octahedmbwhaose strategy sets
are set up in such a way that at most one facet of the octaheadrofe uni-
colored. We then use the symmetry of this instance to provenon-existence
result.

The upper bound on theprice of anarchy is derived through a combinato-
rial argument. We first fix an arbitrary coalition of sikeand relate the social
welfare of ak-equilibrium to the social welfare of an optimum within tluisali-
tion. We then extrapolate this bound by summing over allitoat of size at
mostk. We believe that this approach might also prove useful tdyaaahe
k-price of anarchy in other contexts.

2 Preliminaries

A strategic gamez = (N, (Si)ien, (Pi)ien) consists of a seN = {1,...,n}
of n > 1 players, a non-empty s& of strategies and apaygf function p :
S; x--- xS, — R for each player € N. We denoteS; x --- x S, by S, call
each elemens € S ajoint strategy and abbreviate the sequensg){.i to s;.
Occasionally we writeg, s_i) instead ofs.

6 Recall that deedback edge s&t a set of edges whose removal makes the graph acyclic.



We call a non-empty subsét := {ki,...,kn} of N a coalition. Given a
joint strategys we abbreviate the sequenc,(. .., S,,) of strategies tex and
Sy, X -+ X Sy, 10 Sk. We also write §«, S_k) instead ofs. If there is a strategy
x such thats = x for all playersi € K, we also write Xk, s_k) for s.

Given two joint strategie® and s and a coalitionK, we say thats’ is a
deviation of the players in Krom sif K = {i e N | § # 5}. We denote this by

sis’. If in addition pi(s') > pi(s) holds for alli € K, we say that the deviatics
from sis profitable Further, we say that the playerskncan profitably deviate
from sif there exists a profitable deviation of these players fliom

Next, we call a joint strategg a k-equilibrium wherek € {1,...,n}, if no
coalition of at mosk players can profitably deviate fros Using this defini-
tion, aNash equilibriumis a 1-equilibrium and &trong equilibrium[6] is an
n-equilibrium.

Given a joint strategys, we call the sunSWSs) = >y Pi(S) the social
welfare of s. When the social welfare of is maximal, we calls a social opti-
mum Given a finite game that haskeequilibrium, itsk-price of anarchy (resp.
stability) is the ratioSW(s)/SW(S'), wheres is a social optimum andg’ is ak-
equilibrium with the lowest (resp. highest) social WeI@ar‘éhe(strong) price of
anarchyrefers to thek-price of anarchy wittk = 1 (k = n). The(strong) price
of stabilityis defined analogously.

A coalitional improvement pathin short ac-improvement pathis a max-
imal sequenced, s,...) of joint strategies such that for eveky> 1 there
is a coalitionK such thats¢ is a profitable deviation of the players ¥ from
1, Clearly, if a c-improvement path is finite, its last elemisra strong equi-
librium. We say thaig has thefinite c-improvement propertic-FIP) if every
c-improvement path is finite. So & has the c-FIP, then it has a strong equi-
librium. Further, we say that the functidh: S — A (whereA is any set) is a
generalized ordinal c-potentidibr G if there exists a strict partial orderingon

the setA such that ifsﬁs’ is a profitable deviation, theR(s) > P(s). A gen-
eralized ordinal potential is also calledjaneralized strong potenti§®1//23]. It
is easy to see that if a finite game admits a generalized drclipatential then
the game has the c-FIP. The converse also holds: a finite deatleds the c-FIP
admits a generalized ordinal c-potential. The latter fadblklore; we give a
self-contained proof in Appendix]A.

Note that in the definition of a profitable deviation of a ctali, we insisted
that all members of the coalition change their strategidgs Tequirement is
irrelevant for the definitions of th&-equilibrium and the c-FIP, but it makes
some arguments slightly simpler.

7 In the case of division by zero, we define the outcomeoas



Fig. 1. A graph with a color set assignment. The bold edges indicgits pf players choosing the
same color.

3 Coordination games on graphs

We now introduce the games we are interested in. Througlmeupaper, we
fix a finite set of coloraM of sizem, an undirected grap = (V, E) without
self-loops, and aolor assignment AThe latter is a function that assigns to each
nodei a non-empty sefy € M. Anodej €V is aneighborof the node € V if

{i, j} € E. Let N; denote the set of all neighbors of nod&Ve define a strategic
gameG(G, A) as follows:

— the players are identified with the nodes, i+ V,

— the set of strategies of playeis A;,

— the paydf function of playeri is pi(s) ;== |{j e Ni | 5 = Sj}I.
So each node simultaneously chooses a color from the sédlaleaio her and
the paydt to the node is the number of neighbors who chose the same éddor

call these gamesoordination games on graphom now on justcoordination
games

Example 1.Consider the graph and the color assignment depicted irré{ifyu
Take the joint strategy that consists of the underlinedegjras. Then the payis
are as follows:

— 1 for the nodes 1, 6, 7,
— 2 for the nodes 2, 3,
— 3 for the nodes 4, 5, 8.

Itis easy to see that the above joint strategy is a Nash brjuith. However,
it is not a strong equilibrium because the coalitién= {1, 4,5, 6, 7} can prof-
itably deviate by choosing colar O



We now recall some notation and introduce some terminolagy.G =
(V, E) be a graph. Given a set of nodéswe denote bys[K] the subgraph of
G induced byK and byE[K] the set of edges il that have both endpoints
in K. SoG[K] = (K, E[K]). Further,5(K) denotes the set of edges that have
one node irK and the other node outside Kf Also, given a subgrap@ of G
we useV(C) and E(C) to refer to the set of nodes and the set of edge€,of
respectively.

Furthermore, we definBW(s) = Y ick Pi(S). Given a joint strategys we
denote byE{ the set of edge§, j} € E such thats = s;. We call these edges
unicolored in s(In Figure[l, these are the bold edges.) Note 8\ats) = 2|E;|.
Finally, we call a subgraphnicolored in sif all its nodes have the same color
ins.

4 Existence of strong equilibria

We begin by studying the existence of strong equilibria kmdjuilibria of co-
ordination games. We first prove our key lemma and then shawitoan be
applied to derive several existence results.

4.1 Keylemma

Recall that an edge s€tC E is afeedback edge sef the graphG = (V, E) if
the graph ¥, E \ F) is acyclic.

Lemma 1l (Key lemma).Suppose és’ is a profitable deviation. Let F be a
feedback edge set of&]. Denote SWS') — SW(s) by ASW and for a coalition
L denote S\Ms) — SW (s) by 4SW.. Then

ASW= 2USW — [E% N E[K]| + |EZ N E[K]) (1)

and
ASW> 2(F nES| - |F N EL)). 2)

Proof. Let Nk denote the set of neighbors of nodesKinthat are not inK.
Abbreviate SW) — SW(s) to 4SW and analogously, for a coalitioh, let
ASW = SW (S) — SW (s). The change in the social welfare can be written
as

ASW= ASWk + ASW, + ASWy\(KUNy)-

We have
SWk(s) = 2E$ N E[K]| + [ES N 6(K)]
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and analogously fog. Thus
ASWk = 2(Eg N E[K]| - |[E¢ N E[K]I) + |Eg N 6(K)l - [E¢ N 6(K)I.
It follows that

ASW, = [EL N 6(K)| = [ES N 6(K)|
= ASW - 2(E% N E[K]| - [EL N E[K])).

Furthermore, the paybof the players that are neither K nor in Nk does not
change and hene6SW,kun,) = 0. Putting these equalities together, we obtain

@.
Let F¢ = E[K] \ F. Then

|Es NE[K]I - [ES NE[K]| = [ES NFI-|ES N FI+|Es N F = |EL NFY.

We know that K, F°) is a forest becaude is a feedback edge set. §¢| < |K|.
Hence

IES NFY = |EL NFY > —|F > —|K|.

Furthermore, each player iR improves his payh when switching tos’ and
hencedSW; > |K|. So, plugging in these inequalities [0 (1) we get

ASW> 2(K| + |ES N FI - |EZ N F| - [K|) = 2(ES N F| - |[EL N F),
which proves[(R). O
Let 7(K) be the size of a minimal feedback edge seB{K], i.e.,
7(K) = min{|F| | G[K] \ F is acyclig. 3)

Equation[(2) then yields th&W(s') — SW(s) > —27(K). The following example
shows that this bound is tight.

Example 2.We define a grapls = (V, E) and a color assignment as follows.
Consider a clique oh nodes and leK be the set of nodes. Everye K can
choose between two colofs;, X}, wherec; # c; for every|j # i. Further, every
nodei € K is adjacent tol(— 2) additional nodes of degree one, each of which
has the color sdt;}. Note that when defining a joint strategyit is suficient to
specify s for everyi € K because the remaining nodes have only one color to
choose from.
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Lets:= (G)iek ands’ := (X)iek .- Thensﬁs’ is a profitable deviation because
every node irK increases its paybfrom (| — 2) to ( — 1). Also [ES| = I(l - 2)
and|E}| = ') so

-1 -1

Furthermore, each tree ¢i§| nodes hafK| — 1 edges. Thus

#(K) = [E[K]| - (K| - 1) = u—(l—l):l(l_—l—l)+1.
2 2
SoSW(S) — SW(s) = 2(E{| - [E¢l) = —2r(K) + 2. Tightness follows because

the left hand side is always even. O

4.2 Color forests and pseudoforests

We use our key lemma to show that coordination games on p&eedts admit
strong equilibria. Recall that@seudoforesis a graph in which every connected
component contains at most one cycle. For a crlerM let

Vy=1{ieV]|xeA}

be the set of nodes that can choas# G[V,] is a forest for allx € M, we call
G acolor forest(with respect tad). Note that, in particular, a forest constitutes
a color forest. Given a joint strategy we call a subgrapls’ of G completely
non-unicolored in $f none of its edges is unicolored m

We first derive some corollaries from our key lemma. Throughbis sec-

tion, we consider a profitable deviati(sp'uis’ and let4SW= SW(S) — SW(9).

Corollary 1. If ASW < 0, then there is a cycle C in [&] that is completely
non-unicolored in s and unicolored if.s

Proof. Assume that the claim does not hold. Then for all cydes G[K],
we can pick an edgec € E[C] that is unicolored ins or non-unicolored in
s. LetF = {ec | Cisacycle inG[K]}. This is a feedback edge set satisfying
FNE{ € FNE{. Hence by[(R)A4SW> 2(ES nF| - |Ef NF|) > 0, whichis a
contradiction. O

The next statement follows immediately from Corollaty 1 dnese unicolored
cycles cannot exist in color forests. Note that forests agegial case.

Theorem 1. Suppose that {K] is a color forest. TheddSW> 0. Hence every
coordination game on a color forest has the c-FIP. O
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Corollary 2. If G[K] is a graph with at most one cycle, thé8W> 0.

Proof. If G[K] is a connected graph with exactly one cycle, then thereeed-f
back edge set of size 1. Hend8W > —2. Because the left hand side is even,
this impliesASW> 0. O

Using Corollary1 andl2, we now establish the following resul
Theorem 2. Every coordination game on a pseudoforest has the c-FIP.
Proof. Associate with each joint strategythe pair

P(s) := (SW(s), {C | Cis a unicolored cycle irs}|).

We now claim thatP : S — R? is a generalized ordinal c-potential when we
take for the strict partial ordering on P(S) the lexicographic ordering.

Consider a profitable deviatiosﬁs’. By partitioning K into the subsets
of different connected components we can decompose this deviatmra
sequence of profitable deviations such that each deviatdjtion induces
a subgraph of a connected graph with at most one cycle. Bylaord®
the social welfare in each of these profitable deviationsklyeiacreases. So
SW(S') > SW(s).

If SWS') > SW(s) thenP(s) > P(s). If SWS') = SW(s), then by Corollary
[ each of these profitable deviations is by a coalition thdtides a connected
graph with exactly one cycle. Moreover, this cycle becomasalored ins'.
ThusP(s) > P(9). O

4.3 Further applications

The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Garp(dl.

Corollary 3. In every coordination game, every sequence of profitablée- dev
ations of coalitions of size at most two is finite. Hence Nasghilibria and
2-equilibria always exist.

Corollary 4. Every coordination game in which at most two colors are used
has the c-FIP.

Proof. Let sis’ be a profitable deviation. By assumption, all player&ithen
deviate to their other option. As a consequence, every enddK] is uni-
colored ins if and only if it is unicolored ins. Hence each cycle iG[K]
that is unicolored irs' is also unicolored irs. It follows from Corollary[1 that
SW(S) > SW(s). This shows thaBWis a generalized ordinal c-potential. O
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The existence of strong equilibria for coordination gaméth wvo colors
and symmetric strategy sets follows from Proposition 2.f2B]. Corollary[3
shows that a stronger result holds, namely that these gaaweslie c-FIP. This
implies that arbitrary coalitional improvement paths aferaonverge to a strong
equilibrium.

We next derive an existence resultlegéquilibria in graphs in which every
pair of cycles is edge-disjoint. We call an edgef a graphprivateif it belongs
to a cycle and is node-disjoint from all other cycles.

Lemma 2. Let G be a graph in which every pair of cycles is edge-disjdihen
there exists a private edge.

Proof. Given a cycleC, we call a nodes € V(C) ananchor pointof C if v can
be reached from a nodé € V(C’) of another cycleC’ # C without traversing
an edge irE(C). First we show that there always exists a cycle with at most o
anchor point. Assume that the claim does not hold. Then exgle C of G
contains at least two distinct anchor points. Fix an arbjitcgcleC of G and let
v& andv2 be two anchor points df. Start fromvi and traverse the edges©f
to reachvZ. Then follow a shortest pafthat connects? to a noder, € V(C’)

of another cycleC’ # C; P must exist becausz% is an anchor point.

Note thatC and C’ share at most one node because all cycles are edge-
disjoint; in particular,P might have length zero and consist of a single node
only. Because we choose a shortest path conneCtingdC’, vé, must be an
anchor point ofC’. By assumptionC’ has another anchor poimg/. Repeat
the above procedure with cyct® and anchor pointsré, and v% Continuing
this way, we construct a path that traverses cycle6.oEventually, this path
must return to a previously visited cycle. So this path cdosta cycle and this
cycle shares at least one edge with one of the visited cyEhés contradicts the
assumption that all cycles & are pairwise edge-disjoint.

Now, let C be a cycle with at most one anchor poin{if no such node
exists, any edge i&(C) is private). Then any edgee E(C) such thatv is not
an endpoint okis private. O

Theorem 3. Consider a coordination game on a graph G in which every pair
of cycles is edge-disjoint. Let k be the minimum length ofcdecy G. Then
every sequence of profitable deviations of coalitions @& atznost Kk is finite. In
particular, the game has a 3-equilibrium.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the numbeof cycles. Ifz = 1, then the
claim follows by Theorerhl2.
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Now, letz > 1. Letsﬁs’ be a profitable deviation such th#t| < k. From
(@) we infer that

ASW= 2(ASWk — [E5 N E[K]| + [EZ N E[K]]) > 2(SWk — [E[K]))

becaus¢E] N E[K]| < |E[K]|. Because is the minimum length of a cycle iG
and|K| < k, we havgE[K]| < |K|. S04SW=> 0.

Consider a sequence of profitable deviatiepgsgg% ... We show that it
is finite. Because the social welfare cannot decrease ampbér bbounded there
isanindeX > 1 such that for all > |, SWs) = SWg). We can assume without
loss of generality thdt= 1. By Corollary1, for eaclh > 1 there is a cycl€; in
G[K;] suchC; is completely non-unicolored ig and unicolored irs,;. Note
thatk < |V(C))| < |Kj| € kand henc&; = V(Cj).

By Lemmd2, there is a cyclé with a private edge = {uy, Uy} € E(C). We
claim thatC = C; for at most ona. Assume otherwise and l&t, i> such that
C=Cj, =Cj,andC # Cj foriy < i < ip. Because&C = Cj;, eis unicolored in
S,+1. We know thatC is the only cycle containing; for j = 1,2 by choice of
e. Sou; ¢ Kj foriy < i <ip and henceis still unicolored ini>. But C switches
from completely non-unicolored ig, to unicolored ins,.1, a contradiction.

SinceC is the only cycle containing; for j = 1,2, it follows that eachy;
can appear at most once in a deviating coalition. So thene iisckex| such that
ui, U ¢ Kj foralli > I. Hence if we remove and call the new grapB’, then for

ali > |, S‘ﬁs‘u is a profitable deviation i6’. Becausds’ has one cycle less
thanG, we can apply the induction hypothesis and conclude thatdahsidered
sequence of profitable deviations is finite. O

4.4 Uniform coordination games

Next, we establish the c-FIP property for some additionassts of coordina-
tion games. We call a coordination game on a gr@pimiformif for every joint
strategys and for every edgé, j} € E it holds that ifs = s; thenpi(s) = pj(9).

Theorem 4. Every uniform coordination game has the c-FIP.

Proof. Given a sequenage R" of reals we denote by its reordering from the
largest to the smallest element. Associate with each jtiategysthe sequence
(p1(9), ..., pn(9))* that we abbreviate tp*(s). We now claim thap* : S — R"
is a generalized ordinal c-potential when we take for theigdasrdering> on
p*(S) the lexicographic ordering on the sequences of reals.

Suppose that some coalitidh profitably deviates from the joint strategy
to s’ = (s, s«). We claim that themp*(s’) > p*(9).
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Assume this does not hold. Rename the players such pha) =
(p1(8), ..., pn(S)). Leti be the smallest value for whigh(s) < pi(s). By as-
sumption such anexists. By the choice dffor all j < i we havep;(s’) > pj(s)
and alsop;(s’) > pi(s).

Now, pi(s) < pi(s) implies thati ¢ K and hence we can writg = (s, S',).

By the definition of the pay® functions, it follows that there exists some neigh-
bor j of i with s; = 5 ands] # sj. Thus, j € K. By the uniformity property,
pi(s) = pj(s). Sopj(s) > pj(s) = pi(s). Consequently, by the choice pfwe
havep*(s’) > p*(s), which is a contradiction. |

We can capture by Theorelm 4 the following class of coordimagames:
We say thaiG is color complete(with respect toA) if for every x € M each
component of5[V,] is complete. (Recall thaty = {i € V | x e Aj}.)

Corollary 5. Every coordination game on a color complete graph has the c-
FIP. In particular, every coordination game on a completeggn has the c-FIP.

The existence of strong equilibria for color complete gsaplso follows
from a result by Rozenfeld and Tennenholtz|[33] and the fadlg lemma.

Lemma 3. Coordination games on color complete graphs are a specist cd
monotone increasing congestion games in which all strategre singletons.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that for each oQI&[V,] is
connected (otherwise, we replaceiith a new respective color for each compo-
nent ofG[Vy]). Then we can identify with a singleton resource, along with the
paydt functionvy : N — R such thatvg(k) = k — 1. Now, if a playen chooses

s = xthen

P =HieNIsj=xlI={jeVIsj=x1-1=w({jeVIsj= X,

so the payff in the coordination game coincides with the pfiyin the associ-
ated congestion game. O

Rozenfeld and Tennenholiz [33] show that monotone inangasbngestion
games in which all strategies are singletons admit strongileda. Note, how-
ever, that our result above is stronger because we showhibise games have
the c-FIP.

4.5 Non-existence of 3-equilibria and existence threshaid

We next prove that 3-equilibria do not exist in general. Rebat 2-equilibria
always exist by Corollary]3.
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2,{2,4}

Fig. 2. Three-dimensional illustration of the coordination gansedito show that 3-equilibria
do not exist (Theorernl 5). The colored facets indicate tlamglies that can be unicolored. The
identity of the players is displayed in boldface. The sggtsets of the players are stated between
curly braces.

Theorem 5. There exists a coordination game that does not have-a
equilibrium.

Proof. We define a coordination gang¥G, A) as indicated in Figurel 2: There
aren = 10 players and 4 colors. The strategy sets are as folléys: {1, 3},

Ar =124}, As=1{1L4, An=1{L2}, As ={2,3}, As = {3, 4}, Av = {1}, As = {2},

Ao = {3}, Ao = {4}. There are 16 edges, defined as follows: Players 1 and 2 are
both connected to players 3,4,5, and 6, accounting for 8eottyes. There is
aditionally a cycle (34,5, 6, 3), accounting for four more edges. Lastly, players
7,8,9, and 10 all have a single edge attached to them and are t¢edniec
players 34,5, and 6, respectively.

As can be seen from Figufé 2, the graph on which the game igglesy
essentially the skeleton of an octahedron: 12 of the edg#$ afthe nodes of
the graph belong to this skeleton, and the four remainingedge connected to
four remaining nodes that ackimmyplayers (i.e., they have only one strategy
that they can play).

Observe that there are eight triangles in the graph, whiatespond to the
eight facets of the octahedron. The strategy sets are defuwdthat only four
out of the eight triangles of the octahedron can be unicdlo#so, this game is
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constructed such that if one triangle is unicolored, thendtmer three triangles
are necessarily not unicolored.

We prove the theorem by showing that for every strategy grofilz, there
exists a profitable deviation of a set of at most 3 players.implify the proof,
we make use of the many symmetrieggnwhich are apparent from Figuré 2.
Let sbe an arbitrary strategy profile ¢f. We distinguish two cases:

— If there is a triangle that is unicolored undgmwe may assume without loss
of generality that this triangle is the one correspondinglayers{1, 3, 4}
(because of symmetry), i.es; = s3 = 54 = 1. Observe thaps(s) = 2. We

distinguish two cases:
e p5(s) = 2. Thenss = 55 = 3. If 5, = 4 then player 6 can deviate
profitably to 4. Ifs, = 2 then the coalitior{2, 6} can deviate profitably
to 4.
e ps(9) < 1. If s, = 2 andss = 2, then player 4 can deviate profitably to
2. If s, = 2 andss = 3 then the coalitior4, 5} can deviate profitably to
2. If s, = 4, thenss = 3, and coalition2, 4, 5} can deviate profitably to
2.
— If there is no triangle that is unicolored undgrwe distinguish again two
cases. By symmetry we may assume that 1.
e 53 = 4. Thenps(s) < 1, so player 3 can profitably deviate by changing
his color to 1.
e 53 =1. Thensy = 2. If ps(s) = 1 then player 4 can profitably deviate by
changing his color to 1. Otherwispy(s) = 2 and either §, s5) = (2,3)
or (s, s5) = (4, 2).
x If (s, 85) = (2,3), then if alsops(s) = 2 it holds thatss = 3 and
therefore player 1 can profitably deviate to 3.pH(s) = 1, then
player 5 can profitably deviate to 2.
x If (2, S5) = (4, 2), thenpy(s) < 1, so player 2 can profitably deviate
to 2.

Note that each profitable deviation given above consistst ofi@st three
players. This concludes the proof. |

The coordination game given in Figurke 2 is an example of a ghatedoes
not have a 3-equilibrium but admits a 2-equilibrium. We defihetransition
value of a coordination game as the valuelofor which ak-equilibrium ex-
ists but a k + 1)-equilibrium does not. Clearly, the instance in Figurea® An
transition value ok = 2. An interesting question is whether one can identify
instances of coordination games with a non-trivial traosivaluek > 3.

We next show that the coordination game given in Fidgure 1 imatance
with transition valuek = 4.
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Theorem 6. There is a coordination game that has a transition valud.of

Proof. Consider the coordination game discussed in Exafdple 1 (geeckEl).
We first argue that it does not admit a 5-equilibrium. Assuorelie sake of a
contradiction thasis a strong equilibrium of this game.

Consider players 4 and 5. Letj € {4,5}, i # ] be such thapi(s) < p;(9).
Note that the neighbors ofaind j (excludingj andi, respectively) are the same.
As a consequence, § # s;j, then playeri can profitably deviate to playgfs
color, i.e.,s = sj. Thus players 4 and 5 have the same colos,isay 4 =
s = b. (Because of the symmetry of the instance, the case 5 = c follows
analogously.)

Assume there exists a playee {2,3} with 5 # b. Theni can profitably
deviate by choosing = b. It follows that players 2 and 3 have colgy = s3 =
b.

Next, consider player 8 and suppose = b. Then his payfi is pg(s) =
2. Further, the payd of each of the players 1, 6 and 7 is 0 because all their
neighbors have coldp. But then the coalitiorK = {1,6,7,8} can profitably
deviate by choosing cola. We conclude thasg = a.

As a consequence, for players 1, 6, and 7 we h|ve s = s = aas
otherwise any such player could profitably deviate by chugpai

Thus, the only remaining possible configuration fois the one indicted
in Figure[1 (by the underlined strategies). But this is notrangy equilibrium
because the coalitiod = {1, 4,5, 6, 7} can profitably deviate by choosing color
c. This yields a contradiction and proves the non-existeriéeanuilibria.

On the other hand, it is easy to see that the strategy profiliedated in
Figurel1 constitutes a 4-equilibrium. This concludes thapr |

In general, we leave open the question for which 2 there exist coordina-
tion games with transition value

The above example can be adapted to show that there are matbwdi
games that do not have the c-FIP but engeakly acyclicRecall that a gamg
is c-weakly acycliaf for every joint strategy there exists a finite c-improverne
path that starts at it. Note that a c-weakly acyclic game tdanstrong equilib-
rium.

Corollary 6. There is a coordination game that does not have the c-FIPdut i
c-weakly acyclic.

Proof. Take the coordination game from Example 1 and modify it byiregitb
each color set a new, common cotbrThen the joint strategg in which each
player selectsl is a strong equilibrium. Moreover, for each player her ghiro
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sis strictly higher than in any joint strategy in which she ckes another color.
Soscan be reached from each joint strategy in just one profitddléation, by

a coalition of the players who all switch th On the other hand, the argument
presented in Examplé 1 shows that this game does not haveRte c O

5 Inefficiency of k-equilibria

We first summarize some results concerning the strong pfistability of co-
ordination games.

Theorem 7. The strong price of stability is 1 in each of the following es:s

— G is a pseudoforest;
— G is a color forest;
— there are only two colors.

Proof. If G is a pseudoforest, a maximum Bfin the lexicographic ordering
defined in the proof of Theorel 2 is a strong equilibrium andced optimum.
In the other two cases, the social welfare funct®Wis a generalized ordinal
c-potential. So in both cases each social optimum is a segaodibrium. O

We next study thé&-price of anarchy of our coordination games. It is easy to
see that the price of anarchy is infinite. In fact, this holidependently of the
graph structure, as the next theorem shows.

Theorem 8. For every graph there exists strategy sets for the playech that
the price of anarchy of the resulting coordination game finite.

Proof. Let G = (V, E) be an arbitrary graph. We assign to each nbdeV a
color setA; = {Xx,c}, wherex; is a private color, i.e.x; # X for everyj # i,
andc is a common color. The joint strategyin which every player chooses
her private color constitutes a Nash equilibrium w8W(s) = 0. On the other
hand, the joint strategy in which every player chooses the common cads

a social optimum wittsW(s') = 2|E|. |

We now determine thk-price of anarchy and the strong price of anarchy.
We define for every € N andK C N and joint strategys,

Ni‘(9) ={{i. )} eElieK, 5 =sj.
Intuitively, [N[*(9)l is the payd j derives from players ii unders.
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Theorem 9. The k-price of anarchy of coordination games is bet\/\/b%:ﬁ\ -1
and ZE%} for every ke {2,...,n}. Furthermore, the strong price of anarchy is
exactly2.

Proof. We first prove the upper bound. By the definition of the gafunction
for all joint strategiessando, we haveNK (o)| < pj(ok, Sk).

Suppose that the considered game hkgquilibrium, says, and leto- be a
social optimum. By the definition of leequilibrium, for all coalitionK of size
at mostk there exists somg € K such thatpj(ck, s.k) < pj(s) and hence by
the aboveN! (o)l < pj(9).

Fix a coalitionK = {vy, ..., v} of sizek. We know that there is somjee K
such thauNJK(o-)l < pj(s). Rename the nodes so that v. Further, there is a
nodej such that

INJ (@) < py(9).

Again we rename the nodes so that vi_1. Continuing this way we obtain that

k
SWk(@) < SWK(9) + D (ING ™ (@) + ING™ (o)), (4)
i=1
But

k k
DLINGE @) = 3G > 0 v, vy} € ERN = (EF N EIK]]
i=1 i=1

and3 X, INVK(0)l = [Ef n 6(K)I. Hence rewriting[(#) yields
SWk (o) < SWk(9) + IE; N E[K]| + [E; N 6(K)I.

It also holds thaBWk (o) = 2[Ef N E[K]| + |[E} N 6(K)|. So we get

SWK() < SWK(S) + 55V (o) + SIES N 6(K))
which implies that

SW (o) < 2SWk(s) + |ES N S(K)I. (5)
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Now we sum over all coalition of sizek. Each playei appears ir{; ;)
of such sets because it is possible to chdosd out ofn— 1 remaining players
to form a sekK of sizek that contains. Hence,

n

Y Sw@)= ) Y plo) - p I LGRS iy S )

K:|K]=k i=1 K:Ksi

We obtain an analogous expression for the joint strategy

Furthermore, for each edge= {u,v} € E}, we can choose(gﬁ) setsK
of sizek such thate € §(K). Indeed, assuming thate K andv ¢ K, we can
choosek — 1 out ofn— 2 remaining players to complekeand hence there exist
(%) of those sets. Reversing the rolesuaindv and summing up yields(2 ).
Hence

>, [ExneK)l= (E f)|E+|—(” 2)SV\(a)
K:IK|=k

By summing over all coalition& of sizek, equation[(b) yields

(E 1)SV\( ) < 2( )SV\(s) + (E: i)SV\(o-).
It follows that thek-price of anarchy is at most
23)
(3) - ()
This concludes the proof of the upper bound.
The claimed lower bounds follow from Examplés 3 and 4 giveiowe 0O

n-1
=2 .
k-1

The following example establishes a lower bound orktpeice of anarchy.

Example 3.Fix nandk € {2,...,n}. LetV(G) consist of two set¥; andV, of
sizek andn - k, respectively, and define

E[G] = {{u,v} |[u€e V1,v e V1 UV},

Fix three colorsa, b andc. Forv € Vi, let A(v) = {a,c}. Forv € Vs, let A(v) =
{b, c}. Then the color assignmeantin which each player chooses the common
color cis a social optimum. The social welfare is

SWo) = SW, (o) + SW, (o) = k(n— 1) + (n — K)k.

Next we show that the color assignmeiih which every node i, chooses
a and every node iV, choosesb is a k-equilibrium. Assume that there is a
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{a, b}
Fig. 3. A coordination game showing that the strong price of anaislay least 2.

profitable deviatiorsis’ such thatK| < k. Then all nodes i switch toc and
also all nodes that choosén s’ are inK. Hence for alliv € K, py(s) = INyNK].
So there is a node € V; N K because otherwise the pdjof all nodes in
K would remain 0. But themp,(s) = INy N K| < k = py(9), which yields a
contradiction.

Note thatSW(s) = k(k — 1). It follows that thek-price of anarchy is at least

SWo) _ k(-1 +(n-kk _2n-1)-(k-1) _,n-1
SWs) k(k — 1) - k—1 " %k-1

1

O

The following example shows that the upper bound of 2 on tfengtprice
of anarchy k = n) of Theoreni ® is tight.

Example 4.Consider the graph and the color assignment depicted inré{igu
Here @, a, a,a) is a social optimum with the social welfare 8, while If, b, a)
is a strong equilibrium with the lowest social welfare, 4.t8e strong price of
anarchy is 2 in this example of 4 players. By duplicating trepf! times, we
can draw the same conclusion for the casel gfldyers. O

6 Complexity

In this section we study complexity issues concerrkreguilibria.

6.1 \Verification

First, we show that in general it is hard to decide whetherargjoint strategy
is ak-equilibrium.
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Let k-EquiLiBrium denote the problem to decide, given a coordination game
with a joint strategysandk € {1, ..., n}, whethersis ak-equilibrium.

Theorem 10. k-EquiLIBRIUM is co-NP-complete.

Proof. Itis easy to verify thak-EquiLiBrIiuM is in co-NP: a certificate of a NO-
instance is a profitable deviation of a coalition of size astiko

We show the hardness by reduction of the complemefiLajug, which is
a co-NP-complete problem. LeB(k) be an instance thereof. We construct an
instance ok-EquiLiBrium as follows. Fowv € V let A, = {X,, Y}, where colory
and all colorsxy, v € V are distinct. Furthermore, for every node V we add
k—2 nodesu, ..., us"2 and edgegv, U} for i = 1,...,k — 2. These additional
nodes can only choose the cobqr Let s be the joint strategy in which every
nodev € V chooses¢,. We claim that this is &-equilibrium if and only ifG has
no clique of sizek.

SupposeG has a cligueK of sizek. Then jointly deviating toy yields to
each node irK a paydf of k — 1, whereas every node has a piyai k— 2 in s.
So this is a profitable deviation. For the other directiompmmse that there is a

profitable deviatiorsﬁs’ by a coalitionK of size at mosk. Then every node in
K deviates toy and hence belongs ¥ Since every node iiK has a payfi of
k—2ins, pys) = k- 1forallve K. Sovis connected to at leakt— 1 nodes
in K. This implies thaK is a clique of size. O

We next show that for color forests the decision problem iB.ifrirst we
show that we can focus on certain profitable deviations whiglsallsimple Fix
a joint strategys and a coalitiorK. We callK connectedf G[K] is connected.

- K. . e
A deviations— ¢’ is simpleif K is connected and = (xk, S_k) for some color
X.

Lemma 4. Let s be a joint strategy in a coordination game. If there israfp
itable deviation by a coalition of size at most k, then theralso a simple
profitable deviation by a coalition of size at most k.

Proof. Let sis’ be a profitable deviation with| < k. Pick an arbitrary € K
and letx = s,. Let L consist of those nodas € K for which 5, = xandu is
reachable i5[K] from v. Let s” = (X, s_). Then the deviation tg” is simple.
For all nodesu € L, we haveNX(s) = N5(s) = N5(s”) by the definition ofL.
FurthermoreN, 'K (s)) ¢ NY\"(s) € NY'"(s”). Hence

pu(S) = INK(S) + INg ()] < INS(87)1 + INYH(87)] = pu(s”),

which implies that the deviation tg’ is profitable foru. O

23



Theorem 11. Consider a coordination game on a color forest. Then theigt®x
a polynomial-time algorithm that decides whether a giventjstrategy is a
k-equilibrium and, if this is not the case, outputs a profitgaleviation of a
coalition of size at most.k

Proof. For a statemenP we write below [P] to denote the variable that is
1 if P is true and O otherwise. For a functidn: V — R andU C V, let
f(U) = Yveu F(V). For a functionF : V — 2V let F(U) = Uyeu F(V).

Let sbe a joint strategy. By Lemnia 4 it is ficient to check for the exis-
tence ofsimpleprofitable deviations by coalitions of size at méstThus, we
let x € M and we search for simple profitable deviations in which thaition
deviates tox. Because a coalition in a simple deviation is connected, ave ¢
check each connected componentp¥/,] separately. Assume without loss of
generality thaGs[V,] itself is connected, i.e., is a tree. Pick an arbitrary moot
G[ V4] and define for each node tlohildren parent androoted subtreén the
usual way (with respect to). For each node € Vi let Cy C V denote the set
of children ofv and letP, € V, denote the parent of(if v # r). Finally, let7y,
denote the subtree @[V,] rooted atv. For each node, we definel{((v), D(v),
UP(v), andDP(v) as follows.

— U(v) is a connected coalitio C 7, of minimum size such thate K and
the deviation to Xk, s_k) is profitable for all nodes i (if such a coalition
exists). We denote the properties it has to satisfyy (

— D(v) = U (V)| if U(v) exists ando otherwise.

— UP(v) is a connected coalitioh € 7 of minimum size such that € L
and the deviation tox(, s_|/) is profitable for all nodes ith, wherel’ :=
Lu{#Py} (if such a coalition exists). We denote the properties ittbastisfy
by («x). (Note that the deviation is not required to be profitablef even
though®, € L".)

— DP(v) = |UP(v)| if UP(v) exists ando otherwise.

We can computd®, DP, ¢ andUP using a dynamic program as follows.
Letv € V, and suppose we found these objects for all children betU C C,
minimize DP(U) among all set§)’ C C, that satisfyDP(U’) < c and

U1+ [sp, = X1 > P9 ©)

if such a set exists. In this case €#(v) = {v} U UP(U) andD(v) = |U(V)|.
Otherwise, we set it teo.

We first prove thatk := (V) satisfies £) if U(v) exists. The seK is
connected becausee K and all setsi/P(u) are connected, fon € Cy. It is
profitable forv to deviate tox because of[(6). The deviation is profitable for
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nodesu € K \ {v} because&/P(u) C K, P(u) € K (by the connectivity oK) and
UP(u) satisfies £+). FurthermoreK is of minimal size amongst all coalitions
that satisfy £). Indeed, ifK” is another such coalition, thé&l := KNC, satisfies
(6) because it is profitable to deviate xdor v. It is profitable foru € U’ to
deviate tox and hencgK N 7 (u)| > DP(u), which implies|K’| > 1 + DP(U’).
ThereforegK’| > 1 + DP(U) by the minimality ofU. But [K| = [{v} U P(U)| =
1+ DP(U), which shows thaiK’| > |K].

Similarly, for v € Vi \ {r}, let W € C, minimize DP(W) among all sets
W’ C Cy that satisfyDP(W’) < c0 and

W[+ 1> py(9) (7

if such a set exists. In this case 9¢P(v) = {v} U UUP(W) andDP(v) = [UP(v)|.
Otherwise, we seDP(v) = . Similar arguments as before show thatif(v)
exists then it indeed satisfies«|.

Note that we can comput®/(v) in polynomial time by sorting the nodes
u € Cy in increasing order obP(u) and then successively adding node3£(v)
until (@) is satisfied. Similarly, we can compuléP(v) efficiently. This shows
that the algorithm runs in polynomial time.

Now, letsSs be a simple profitable deviation tosuch thatK| < k. Letv
be the root of5[K] according to our previously fixed ordering. By the propesti
of the functionD, we know thatD(v) < |K| < k. Conversely, ifD(v) < k for
some node, then?{(v) of sizeD(v) < kis the coalition we are looking for.O

6.2 Computing strong equilibria

Next we focus on the problem of actually computing a strongjligium. As
we show below, this is possible for certain graph classes.

Corollary 7. Consider a coordination game on a color forest. Then a strong
equilibrium can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. We begin with an arbitrary initial joint strategy: Puttingk = n, by
Theoreni 11l there is an algorithm that decides whetliea strong equilibrium

and, if this is not the case, outputs a profitable deviaﬁgars’. In the first case,
we outputs; in the second case, we repeat the procedure withwe know
that SW(s) is a natural number an8\W(s') > SW(s) by Corollary[1, so at most
Mmaxees SWS) < 2|E| steps are necessary to reach a strong equilibrium. O

Theorem 12. Consider a coordination game on a color complete graph. Then
a strong equilibrium can be computed in polynomial time.
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Proof. This follows from Lemmal3 and the corresponding result fonotone
increasing congestion games in which all strategies agetons, established
in [33]. O

Theorem 13. Consider a coordination game on a pseudoforest. Then agtron
equilibrium can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. We first show that for a tree, a strong equilibrium can be caeghdfi-
ciently via dynamic programming. By Corolldry 1 itffiges to compute a social
optimum. LetT be a tree and root it at an arbitrary nade V(T). Given a hode

i € V(T), let7; denote the subtree dfthat is rooted ait and letC; be the set of
children ofi. Given a colors € S;, defined;(s) as the maximum social welfare
achievable by the nodes if if nodei chooses colos. Note that for each leaf
i € V(T) of T we havedi(s) = 0 for all 5 € S;. Consider a node € V(T)
that is not a leaf and assume we computed all vatlés;) for every j € C;
ands; € Sj. Define [s; = s] to be 1if s; = 5 and 0 otherwise. We can then
computed;(s) for everys € S; as follows:

d(s) = ng, map(d;(s;) + 2Ls; = SD)-
The intuition here is that we account for every child C; of i for the maximum
social welfare achievable ij plus an additional contribution of 2 ifand |
choose the same color.

Computingd;(s) for all s € S; takes time at mogD(n?|Cj|), wheremis the
number of colors. Thus, it takes tin@m?|V(T)|) to compute all values, (s;)
for s € S; of the root node. The optimal social welfare of the trdeis then
SWT) = maxes, dr(s). The corresponding optimal joint strategy can be
determined using some standard bookkeeping.

Next suppose thal is a pseudotree. Lef = (iy,...,ix) be the unique
cycle inT. Note that it might no longer be ficient to simply compute a social
optimum forT. Instead, the idea is to compute a social optimgjnof T such
that, if possibleC is unicolored.

Note that if such a social optimum does not exist, then therani edge
in C that is not unicolored. LeEBW()), | € {1,...,k}, be the maximum social
welfare of the tree that one obtains froimby removing edgeéij, ij.1} from C
(where we defin@,1 = i1). Note that we canf@ciently computeSW(j) by using
the dynamic program for trees described alfbuet SW = maxj=1,.. k SW(j).
ComputingSW takes timeO(k - m2|V(T)|) = O(nme|V(T))).

8 Observe that we do not enforce that the endpoints of the rechedgei;, ij.1} obtain diferent

colors in the optimal solution. In fact, subsequently ithlikcome clear that we do not have
to do so.
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Next assume a social optimum exists in which all nod&s afe unicolored.
Note that if we remove the edges 6from T thenT decomposes inth trees,
rooted atiy, .. .,ix. We can compute (-) for every rootij as described above.
LetR = m'j‘zlsij be the set of common colors of the node<inf all nodes in
C choose coloc € Rthen we obtain a social welfare of

k
SWe) = 2k + > di (©).
j=1

I

Let SW = maxrSWC). The time needed to compute\W, is at most
O(MPIV(T)| + k- m).

Clearly, if SW, > SW then there is no social optimum in which all nodes
of C have the same color. In this case, we choose an arbitrargl sgatimum.
Otherwise, there exists a social optimum in which all nodd3 lsave a common
color. In this case, we choose such a social optimum. Letdkelting social
optimum for pseudotre& bes; .

By proceeding this way for each pseudotiieef the given pseudofore§i,
we obtain a joint strategg’ that maximizes the social welfare and the number
of unicolored cycles. By Corollafyl Z" is a strong equilibrium o6. The time
needed per pseudotrdeis dominated byO(nn?|V(T)|). The total time needed
to computes® is thus at mosO(n’n¥). O

7 Conclusions

We introduced and studied a natural class of games which mreetecoordi-
nation games on graphs. We provided results on the existerefgciency and
computation of strong equilibria for these games.

It would be interesting to prove existence lekquilibria for other graph
classes and to investigate the computational complexitgoofiputing them.
Another open question is to determine the (strong) pricenaf@y when the
number of colors is fixed. Yet another intriguing questioriaiswhich k > 2
coordination games with transition valkeexist. In Section 4.5 we settled this
question positively only fok = 2 andk = 4. In the future we also plan to study
a natural extension of our coordination games to hypergraph

Another natural question that comes to one’s mind is whethper strong
equilibria exist. Recall that a joint strategyis a super strong equilibriumf
for all coalitionsK there does not exist a deviatia = (s, S k) such that
pi(S) = pi(s) foralli € K andpi(s) > pi(s) for somei € K. It is not hard to
verify that super strong equilibria are not guaranteed tsteonsider a path
consisting of two edges and assume that the nodes have etdqas {a, b}
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and{b}, respectively. Clearly, a super strong equilibrium doesexist for this
instance.

A natural generalization of our model are coordination gaume weighted
graphs. Here each ed{jej} has a non-negative weigi; specifying how much
playeri andj profit from choosing the same color. It is easy to see%lSM/con-
tinues to be an exact potential function for weighted cowtion games, guar-
anteeing the existence of a Nash equilibrium. In fact, agmfes! in [13], this
is an exact potential for coordination games with arbitnagights. Coordina-
tion games on weighted graphs are studied in more detaifllh [8 particular,
the existence results for strong equilibria (Theoréins 1Znahd 2-equilibria
(Corollary3) do not hold for these games. We refer the retmf&1] for further
studies of these games.

Another natural variation is to consider coordination game weightedli-
rected graphsGiven a directed grapB = (V, E), we say that nod¢ is aneigh-
bour of nodei if there is an edgej(i) in G. Each edgej(i) has a non-negative
weightw;; specifying how much playarprofits from choosing the same color
as playerj. The transition from undirected to directed graphs chatigestatus
of the games substantially. In particular, Nash equililoregd not always exist
in these games. Moreover, the problem of determining thstexte of Nash
equilibria is NP-complete. We refer the readet to [5] and {8bfurther studies
of these games.
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A c-FIP and generalized ordinal c-potentials

Theorem 14. A finite game has the c-FIRfia generalized ordinal c-potential
for it exists.

Proof. (=) We use here the argument given in the proof of [29] of the tlaat
every finite game that has the FIP (finite improvement prepéras a general-
ized ordinal potential.

Consider a branching tree of which the root has all jointtei@s as suc-
cessors, of which the non-root elements are joint stragegied of which the
branches are the c-improvement paths. Because the gamdds tfiis tree is
finitely branching.

Konig's Lemma of [27] states that any finitely branchinggtis either finite
or it has an infinite path. So by the assumption, the considee® is finite.
Hence the number of c-improvement paths is finite. Givenrat girategys, de-
fine P(s) to be the number of prefixes of the c-improvement paths énatihate
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in s. ThenP is a generalized ordinal c-potential, where we use thet dimiear
ordering on the natural numbers.
(&) Immediate, as already noted in [23]. |
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