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MAXIMIZATION OF COLLECTIVE UTILITY AND MINIMIZATION OF PAYOFF
PARITY LOSSES FOR ORDERING AND SCALING EFFICIENT NASH EQUILIBRIA
IN TRIMATRIX GAMES WITH ASYMMETRIC PAYOFFS

A method of refining efficient Nash equilibria in trimatrix games with asymmetric payoffs is proposed. The
refinement, which here is in a wide sense, is executed via scalarizing maximization of collective utility and minimization of
payoff parity losses and subsequently finding distances for every equilibrium to the three unreachable minima and one
unreachable maximum. The proposed method aligns equilibria in order and also scales them by the distances’ ratios.
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B.B. POMAHIOK

BiiicekoBo-Mopcbka Akanemis [lomnbuii, [Tonbmia, I'nuns

MAKCHAMI3AIIA KOJEKTABHOI KOPUCHOCTI TA MIHIMI3ZAIIISI BTPAT ITAPUTETY BUTPAIIIB JIJIS
YHOPAAKYBAHHSA TA MACIITABYBAHHS EOEKTUBHUX PIBHOBAT HEIIA Y TPUMATPUYHHUX ITPAX 3
ACUMETPUYHUMU BUTPAIIIAMM

IIponoHyemuvcsi Memod sidcigy ehekmusHux pisHogaz Hewa y mpumampu4Hux iepax 3 acumempuyHumu esuzpawamu. Bidcis,
SAKull mym po3ymMiembsbcsi y WUpoKoMy CMUC/L, BUKOHYEMbCS W/SIXOM CKAApu3ayii makcumizayii kosekmueHoi kopucHocmi ma minimizayit
empam napumemy uepaulie 3 nodaIbWUM 3HAXOOHCEHHAM eidcmaHell 0151 KOX*CHOI pieHosazu 00 Mpbox HeAOCAHCHUX MIHIMyMie ma
00H020 HEOOCANCHO20 MAKCUMYMy. 3anponoHO8aHuli Memod po3Mauwio8ye pigHosazu 3d NOPsAO0KOM, a Makox macwma6ye ix 3a
cniggidHoweHHAMU gidcmaHetl.

Kawuvosi cnoea: pisHosazu Hewa, mpumampuvHi i2pu, Ko/aeKmueHa KOpUCHICmb, empama napumemy 8uzpaulis,
MemapigHosaaa.

Introduction

Bimatrix games (2MGs) are good models for describing a bilateral interaction with possibilities of a
decision choice [1, 2]. Nash equilibria (NEa), if any, are always an object of a refinement for selecting the best NE,
although the refinement does not necessarily become easier for a lesser number of NEa [3, 4]. In article [5], a couple
of collective utility (CU) and minimum payoff parity loss (PPL) rules is used as for refining NEa, as well as for
ranking them. Such a refinement is executed over efficient NEa (ENEa) as they are obtained really easily. The
suggested in article [5] approach exploits a two-criteria problem for finding the so-then-called metaequilibrium,
wherein CU is maximized and PPL is minimized. This problem is solved via scalarization with weighing the
criteria. It is obvious that a similar technique may be exploited for refining ENEa in trimatrix games (3MGs), which
model a wider class of interactions than 2MGs. Apart from economical and bioecological domains, 3MGs are used
for solving resources allocation problems in computer networks and distributed systems (e. g., see [1, 3] and [4]).

Goal of the article and tasks to be fulfilled

The goal of the article is to further the approach to the ENEa refinement suggested in article [5] for 3MGs.
For achieving the article’s goal, the following five tasks are to be fulfilled:

1) to circumscribe properties of payoff matrices (PMs), which are to be considered only for the refinement;

2) to circumscribe properties of ENEa, which are only possible to be refined for the 3MGs considered here;

3) to re-state the principle of reasonability introduced in article [5], by which players search for a
metaequilibrium non-cooperatively;

4) to state the corresponding multicriteria problem for finding the metaequilibrium in 3MGs along with
providing weights for the criteria to scalarize the problem;

5) to show how the relative ranking helps in not just ordering the refined ENEa (referring to the refinement
in a wide sense), but also in scaling them.

Properties of PMs in the 3MGs whose ENEa undergo the refinement
The first, second, and third players in a 3MG have their respective PMs

A=(@mi) ek A4 B=(bmic )y A C=(Crnk) (D
by MON\{l}, NON\{l} , KON\{l} . Let the respective sets of the players’ pure strategies be
X={Xn}n, and Y={y,}" and Z={z,. ©)

PMs (1) are presumed to be nonnegative and have identical measurement units. PMs can always be made
nonnegative by adding some positive number to them (zeros may be left for convenience in calculations). That will
not change NEa, and true payoffs are returned by subtracting the added positive number [1, 2, 5].
Properties of ENEa that make them possible to undergo the refinement
We assume that there are Q ENEa in the 3MG with PMs (1) by Q>1. The q-th ENE is
&g =1{Xg, Ya,Zq} by XsOX and ys0Y and zq0OZ, (3)
which corresponds to indices {miq), n{®, kiq)} by m{® D{l, M } and ni‘“D{l, N} and k(¥ D{l, K} in PMs (1). In the
g -th ENE (3) the players obtain payoffs
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{aq, bq, ca} by ag=ayuyeee and bg=beym@ and Cq=Crwyaw - 4)

Payoffs {a; ,bg, Cé}il to be considered only for the refinement in 3MGs have properties of asymmetry and
diversity (see the similar properties of PMs in 2MGs in article [5]). The property of diversity is simply that a case

{aa.bi.ci}={o.B,v} by [a B yJOR* Og=LQ 5)

is impossible. The property of payoffs’ asymmetry in 3MGs looks more complicated that the property of payoffs’
asymmetry in 2MGs. For PMs (1) in 3MGs, the membership

{aq, b, caf Do B, v, B, 0, v (B, v, o o, vo B f, 0, B, {. B o} by [ B y]JOR® Og=1,Q (6)
is impossible. The sense of this restriction will be explained in a section below. Factually, impossibility of
membership (6) includes impossibility of case (5). Whereas membership (6) does not imply the total nonrefinability
of the ENEa (if there are different ENEa, although symmetrical, they may be refined by involving non-equilibrium
situations), case (5) has been left apart because it makes the ENEa “more” nonrefinable — they are just identical.

Reasonability, by which players search for a metaequilibrium non-cooperatively
Although the NE is built on a basis of that the player oneself cannot improve one’s payoff if springing off
an equilibrium strategy in the NE, multiple ENEa generate a non-equilibrium. However, some equilibrium is that
what is nonetheless attractive to players. Therefore, the players shall search for an equilibrium (the metaequilibrium)
over ENEa. The search is executed non-cooperatively because the players comprehend that, even they cannot guess
which ENE is the “right one”, they will independently stick to an ENE, at which each of them loses minimally. This
is also about a collective loss to be minimized, although some players will not lose at all but win a little bit more.
The ENE, at which the sum of the players’ payoffs is greater, is reasonably preferable. Eventually, every player
comprehends that refusing to lose less in the metaequilibrium leads to lose just more [5]. Of course, this principle of
reasonability is feasible only in games whose players or their personifiers are rational.
The four-criteria problem for finding the metaequilibrium in 3MGs along with weights for the criteria
The sum of the players’ payoffs at the g -th ENE is a collective utility (CU) of this situation:

u(q)=aq+bg+cq by q=10Q. (7)

Along with CU (7) we have payoff differences for every couple of the players:
I>(q)=[ag—bg|, ls(a)=[ag—cq|, ls(a)=[os—cq, a=1Q. (3)
An ideal case is when those differences are zeros. In this case, there is total parity in payoffs. That is why payoff

differences (8) were called payoff parity losses (PPLs) [5].
As PMs (1) are nonnegative and have identical measurement units, then CU and PPLs are normalized [5]:

Q _
U(Q)=U(Q)/ZU(S) by g=1,Q 9)

and

ﬂz(q)=llz(q)/§U(S), ﬂ}(Q):lla(Q)/iU(s), rza(Q):lzz(Q)/iu(s) by q=1Q. (10)

The normalized CU (9) is to be maximized and the normalized PPLs (10) are to be minimized:
(12) (13) (23)

qutil Dargma—xa(q) ’ qloss Dargmi—nrlz (q) s qloss Dargmi—nﬂ3 (q) H qloss Dargmijfn (q) . (1 1)
9=1.Q a=1,Q q=1,Q 9=1,Q

Obviously, four-criteria problem (11) for finding a metaequilibrium in 3MGs will not have a solution, at which

Quir =92 =q'Y =qZ . Hence, a scalarization is invoked for unifying the criteria in (11) into one. Point

H:(a) 1s(q) Ls(a) G(a)HIR? (12)
lies on a hyperplane containing the unreachable minima of normalized PPLs (10) and the unreachable maximum of
normalized CU (9). Those three unreachable minima and one unreachable maximum constitute a point, which is

[0 0 0 I|OR*, (13)
whence a Euclidean distance between points (12) and (13) is
pee (H2 (0) (@) Ts(@) A@B[0 0 0 1)=yi3(@)+3(a)+TZ (@)+[1-a(@)] - (14)
Nevertheless, criteria of minimizing the PPLs may be significantly less or more important than the criterion
of maximizing the CU. Let a[J(0;1) be a weight of the PPLs criteria. Then distance (14) is re-stated as

pee (@) 5(a) Bs(a) a(@B0 0 0 1;a)=d(q, 0)=ya @ ()+13 )+ @F(1-)-a(@] . (15)
If there is an uncertainty in selecting the weight, then setting a=0.5 is always acceptable. And the solution
q*Dargmli%d(q,O() (16)
o=,

gives us that metaequilibrium e, whose payoffs {ag.,bg.,Cs.} represent a minimum of PPLs and a CU maximum.

The relative ranking for ordering and scaling ENEa
The approach with distance (15) and minimum (16) does not only imply refining as the metaequilibrium

e, . Distances {d(q, a)}qul are arranged as {d(q,, O()}Q

v=l ?

where
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d(ay. 0)<d (g @) v=1Q-1 (17)
and
d(a-,0)=d(q;,0) by {a}y,N{LQ}={1Q}. (18)
Then a value
r(ana):d(quaa)/d(qwa) (19)

is a ratio showing an advantage of the q, -th ENE over the q,., -th ENE by v=1,Q-1. Ratios {r(q,, a)}\?:
the relative ranking of ENEa allow ordering and scaling ENEa. This is the refinement in a wide sense. For example,

ina 3x4x2 3MG with PMs

showing

6 8 6 300 3 0 2[T m® 2 0 009 3 0 6[T M3 6 3 103 3 2 4T
A=03 52 5+ 820 8+ and B=Ll 3 0 506 1 9 5+ and C=U2 7 3 4+ L6 0 4 3+ (20)
41150 7 0 off He 5 8 352 7 5 4 Hs 01280 1 3 17

having four ENEa e ={x,, yi,z}, & ={X:, Y3, 22}, €&={Xa, Ys, 21}, €4={Xs, Y2, 2>}, and their respective payoffs
{6,9,3}, {0,9,4}, {5,5,4}, {7,7,1}, the distances and the ranking are
d(1,0.5)=0.5025, d(2,0.5)=0.569 . d(3,0.5)=0.5424  d(4,0.5)=0.5397 d(1,0.5)<d (4,0.5)<

<d(3,0.5)<d(2,0.5), r(1,0.5)=1.074, r(4,0.5)=1.005, r(3,0.5)=1.0491, @1)
whence e >-e,>e;>-e,. Along with that ENE e ={x, y;, 7} is the metaequilibrium, we learn that payoffs {6,9,3}
in this ENE are 7.4 % better than payoffs {7,7,1} in the closest ENE e, ={Xs, Y,,z,} . However, the advantage of
this ENE over the next ENE (by its rank) e;={X,, Y4, 2} is just 0.5 %. That looks pretty weird as much greater non-
zero PPLs |5(4)=1,;(4)=6 stand against much smaller non-zero PPLs |;5(3)=1»(3)=1, while CU u(4)=15 of the
higher-ranked ENE exceeds CU u(3)=14 of the lower-ranked ENE just by 1. Subsequently, if to increase the

weight of the PPLs criteria, ENE e; (having much better factor of PPLs and standing too close by CU) will exceed
ENE e4. Indeed, setting 0 >0.566 (which is just 13.2 % greater than the initial weight) in 3MG with PMs (20)
gives such a result. Thus, 3MG with PMs (20) is an example of that a selection of a weight of the PPLs criteria is not
as easy and clear step as it might have seemed before.

Discussion and conclusion

A substantial merit of the proposed method of refining ENEa is that it aligns them in order and also scales
them by ratios (19). In particular, that scaling answers a question of “how much is the metaequilibrium better than
the other ENEa?” This is very important for 3MGs, where ENEa appear more sophisticated than ENEa in 2MGs,
and distinguishing among such 3-payoff ENEa becomes harder. Furthermore, the suggested refinement of ENEa is
equivalent to the relative ranking of ENEa, wherein we learn relationships among all ENEa. Nonetheless, this
learning potentially depends on what the weight of the PPLs criteria is selected. The example of 3MG with PMs (20)
has shown that sometimes relationships among ENEa by ratios (19) are pretty sensitive to the weight. And that is
one of the demerits. Another one is that the proposed method does not involve non-equilibrium situations that makes
symmetrical ENEa absolutely non-distinguishable here.

The proposed method of refining ENEa is based on the reasonability of “it is better to lose less than risking
to lose just more”, by which rational players search for a metaequilibrium non-cooperatively. The method can be
easily extended to finite noncooperative games of any number of players, and applied for, say, solving queue and
priority problems in peer-to-peer computing/networking, where the server acts instead of the players (clients).
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