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Abstract

This paper develops a game-theoretic framework for the design
and analysis of a new class of incentive schemes called interven-
tion schemes. We formulate intervention games, propose a solution
concept of intervention equilibrium, and prove its existence in
a �nite intervention game. We apply our framework to resource
sharing scenarios in wireless communications, whose non-coopera-
tive outcomes without intervention yield suboptimal performance.
We derive analytical results and analyze illustrative examples in
the cases of imperfect and perfect monitoring. In the case of imper-
fect monitoring, intervention schemes can improve the suboptimal
performance of non-cooperative equilibriumwhen the intervention
device has a su�ciently accurate monitoring technology, although
it is impossible to achieve the best feasible performance. In the
case of perfect monitoring, the best feasible performance can be
obtained with an intervention schemewhen the intervention device
has a su�ciently strong intervention capability.

Keywords: Game theory, incentives, intervention, network
policing, resource sharing, wireless communications.

1 Introduction
When self-interested users share resources non-cooperatively, it is common
that the resources are utilized suboptimally from a global point of view
[Hardin], [Dubey]. Hence, overcoming the suboptimal performance of non-
cooperative outcomes poses an important challenge for resource management.
The aforementioned phenomenon is widely observed in wireless communi-
cations, where users compete for radio resources interfering with each other.
For the sake of discussion, consider the following abstract scenario of resource
sharing in wireless communications. First, users determine their resource
usage levels, which in turn determine the service quality they receive. In
general, as the overall usage level increases, the service quality is reduced
due to interference or congestion. The payo� of a user is determined by its
own usage level as well as the service quality. In such a scenario, users tend to
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choose a higher usage level than socially optimal one. That is, it is in the self-
interest of users to choose a high usage level, although reducing their usage
levels simultaneously would bene�t all of them. In game theory, such a con-
�ict between private and social interests is modeled as the prisoner's dilemma
game. In the literature, it has been shown that various wireless communi-
cation scenarios exhibit a prisoner's dilemma phenomenon, including packet
forwarding [hubaux], distributed spectrum allocation [laufer], and medium
access control (CSMA/CA [Cagalj] and slotted Aloha [ma]).

Incentive schemes are needed to improve upon the suboptimal perfor-
mance of non-cooperative equilibrium and achieve a better performance.
In this paper, we propose a class of incentive schemes based on the idea
of intervention [jpark]. Implementing an intervention scheme requires an
intervention device that is able to monitor the actions of users and to a�ect
their resource usage. A resource manager �rst chooses an intervention rule
used by the intervention device, and then users choose their actions knowing
the intervention rule chosen by the manager. After observing a signal about
the actions of users, the intervention device chooses its action according to
the intervention rule. The manager chooses an intervention rule to maximize
his payo�, anticipating the rational behavior of users given the intervention
rule. The payo� of the manager can be considered as a measure of the system
performance, which can incorporate various e�ciency and fairness criteria.
We formulate the interaction between users and a manager as an interven-
tion game and propose a solution concept called intervention equilibrium.
Intervention equilibrium predicts the outcome of an intervention game in
terms of an intervention rule chosen by the manager and an operating point
chosen by users.

Intervention can be classi�ed into two types, called type 1 and type 2,
depending on how the intervention device acts in the system relative to
users. In type-1 intervention, the intervention device acts in a symmetric
way as users do while having with an ability to monitor the actions of other
users. An example of type-1 intervention can be found in [jpark], which
considers a random access network where an intervention device interferes
with other users by transmitting its packets after observing the transmission
probabilities of users. In type-2 intervention, the intervention device acts as
a gatekeeper that can control resource usage by users. An example of type-2
intervention can be found in [garg], which analyzes scheduling mechanisms
where a scheduler (intervention device) assigns di�erent priorities to tra�c
�ows depending on their input rates. The two types of intervention can
be applied to the aforementioned resource sharing scenario, as schemat-
ically shown in Fig. 1. In the course of discussion in this paper, we use
two examples of intervention schemes in resource sharing. In Section 3.2,
we analyze an example of type-2 intervention, where the service quality is
determined randomly given the usage levels of users. The intervention device
observes the service quality and then determines the probability of inter-
vention, which degrades the quality provided to the users. In Section 4.2,
we discuss an example of type-1 intervention, where the service quality is

2 Section 1



determined deterministically as a function of the total usage level. The
intervention device observes the usage levels of users and then chooses its
own usage level, thereby a�ecting the quality received by users.

The goal of intervention schemes to improve the suboptimal performance
of non-cooperative equilibrium and to achieve a better performance is illus-
trated in Fig. 2 with two users and system performance de�ned by the
average payo� of the two users. Our analysis is aimed at answering the
following two questions.

1. When can we construct an intervention scheme that improves the
suboptimal performance of non-cooperative equilibrium?

2. When can we construct an intervention scheme that achieves the best
feasible performance?

Our analysis suggests that the answers to these questions depend on the
ability of the intervention device:

� Ability to monitor the actions of users (i.e., monitoring technology),

� Ability to a�ect the payo�s of users through its actions (i.e., inter-
vention capability).

The discussion on the example in Section 3.2 shows that an intervention
scheme can improve the performance of non-cooperative equilibrium when
the monitoring technology is su�ciently accurate. This result is reinforced
by the analytical results and the example in Section 4, which considers the
case of perfect monitoring. The analytical result in Section 3.1 shows that
intervention schemes cannot achieve the best feasible performance when the
monitoring technology is noisy. On the other hand, the analytical results and
the example in Section 4 show that intervention schemes can achieve the best
feasible performance when monitoring is perfect and the intervention device
has a su�ciently strong intervention capability. When signals are noisy,
the manager can provide incentives by triggering a punishment following
signals that are more likely to occur when users deviate. When these signals
occur with positive probability even when users do not deviate, punishment
happens from time to time on the equilibrium path, which results in a
performance loss. On the contrary, when signals are perfectly accurate,
punishment through intervention can be used only as a threat, which is never
used on the equilibrium path. Thus, in the case of perfect monitoring, the
manager can achieve a desired operating point without incurring a perfor-
mance loss.

We briefly discuss the advantages of using intervention schemes over other
forms of incentive schemes, pricing schemes [basar] and incentive schemes
based on repeated game strategies [La]. Intervention a�ects the payo�s of
users by directly in�uencing their resource usage, whereas pricing does so
by using an outside instrument, money. Thus, intervention schemes can
be implemented more robustly in that users cannot avoid intervention as
long as they use resources. In order to achieve a desired outcome through
an incentive scheme, the manager needs to know the impact of the incentive
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device on the payo�s of users. Since intervention a�ects the payo�s of users
through physical quantities associated with resource usage (e.g., throughput,
delay), which are easily measurable, this information is easier to obtain
when the manager uses an intervention scheme than a pricing scheme. Imple-
menting an incentive scheme based on a repeated game strategy requires
long-term relationship among interacting users, which may not exist espe-
cially in mobile wireless networks. Intervention schemes do not require long-
term relationship among users, which makes them applicable to systems
with a dynamically changing user population.

The hierarchical structure in the interaction between the manager and
users has been modeled as a Stackelberg game in [ma], [korilis], and [yisu2].
In these works, the manager takes an action before users do, whereas in
intervention schemes, the manager speci�es a complete contingent plan for
actions to be taken given the observed actions of users. This adaptivity of
intervention schemes is especially helpful when the manager does not have
a sel�sh motive. By creating interference with users only when a deviation
is observed or when a signal that is suggestive of a deviation is realized, the
manager can achieve a desired operating point while incurring no or little
performance loss.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate
intervention games, develop a solution concept of intervention equilibrium,
and show its existence in a �nite intervention game. In Sections 3 and 4,
we derive analytical results and discuss illustrative examples in the cases of
imperfect and perfect monitoring, respectively. In Section 5, we conclude.

2 Intervention Games and Intervention Equi-
librium
We consider a system (e.g., wireless network) whereN users and an interven-
tion device interact. The set of the users is denoted by N = f1; :::;N g. The
action space of user i is denoted by Ai, and a pure action for user i is denoted
by ai 2Ai, for all i 2N . A pure action pro�le is represented by a vector
a= (a1; :::; aN) 2A,

Q
i2NAi. A mixed action for user i is a probability

distribution over Ai and is denoted by �i2�(Ai), where �(Ai) is the set of
all probability distributions over Ai. A mixed action pro�le is represented
by a vector �= (�1; :::; �N)2

Q
i2N �(Ai). A mixed action pro�le of the

users other than user i is written as �¡i=(�1; :::; �i¡1; �i+1; :::; �N) so that
� can be expressed as �=(�i; �¡i). Once a pure action pro�le of the users
is determined, a signal is realized from the set of all possible signals, denoted
Y , and is observed by the intervention device. The probability distribution
of signals for a given pure action pro�le is denoted by �:A!�(Y ). If Y
is �nite, the probability that a signal y 2 Y is realized given a pure action
pro�le a2A is denoted by �(y ja). After observing the realized signal, the
intervention device takes its action. We use a0, �0, and A0 to denote a pure
action, a mixed action, and the set of pure actions for the intervention device,
respectively.
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Since the intervention device chooses its action after observing the signal,
a strategy for it can be represented by a mapping f : Y !�(A0), which
is called an intervention rule. The set of all possible intervention rules is
denoted by F . If A0 is �nite, the probability that the intervention device
takes an action a0 when a signal y is realized is denoted by f(a0jy). There
is a system manager who determines the intervention rule used by the inter-
vention device. We assume that the manager can commit to an intervention
rule, for example, by using a protocol embedded in the intervention device.
The payo� of user i2N is determined by its own action, the realized signal,
and the action of the intervention device. Thus, we denote the payo� func-
tion of user i by ui:A0�Ai�Y !R. The payo� of the manager depends on
the actions of the intervention device and the users and the realized signal,
and the payo� function of the manager is denoted by u0:A0�A�Y !R.1

We call the pair (Y ; �) the monitoring technology of the intervention device,
and A0 its intervention capability . The ability of the intervention device to
in�uence the system outcome is represented by these two elements.

The game played by the manager and the users is formulated as an
intervention game, which is summarized by the data

¡= hN0; (Ai)i2N0; (ui)i2N0; (Y ; �)i;

where N0,N [f0g. The sequence of events in an intervention game can be
listed as follows.

1. The manager chooses an intervention rule f 2F .

2. The users choose their actions � 2
Q

i2N �(Ai) simultaneously,
knowing the intervention rule f chosen by the manager.

3. A pure action pro�le a is realized following the probability distri-
bution �, and a signal y 2 Y is realized following the probability
distribution �(a).

4. The intervention device chooses its action a02A0 following the prob-
ability distribution f(y).

Ex ante payo�s can be computed by taking expectations over signals and
pure actions. The ex ante payo� function of user i is denoted by a function
vi:F �

Q
i2N �(Ai)!R, while that of the manager is denoted by v0:F �Q

i2N �(Ai)!R. We say that an intervention game is �nite if N0, Ai, for
i 2N0, and Y are all �nite. In a �nite intervention game, ex ante payo�s
can be computed as

vi(f ; �)=
X
a2A

X
y2Y

X
a02A0

ui(a0; ai; y) f(a0jy) �(y ja)�(a);

1. Alternatively, we can have ui and u0 as functions of (a0; a) and have y as an
exogenous signal on a that the intervention device obtains. Our analysis applies to this
alternative formulation as well.
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for i2N , where �(a) is the probability that a is played under �, and

v0(f ; �)=
X
a2A

X
y2Y

X
a02A0

u0(a0; a; y) f(a0jy) �(y ja)�(a):

Once the manager chooses an intervention rule f , the users play a simulta-
neous game, whose normal form representation is given by

¡f = hN ; (Ai)i2N ; (vi (f ; �))i2N i:

We predict actions chosen by the users given an intervention rule f by
applying the solution concept of Nash equilibrium [fudenberg] to the induced
game ¡f.

De�nition 1. An intervention rule f 2F sustains an action pro�le ��2Q
i2N �(Ai) if �

� is a Nash equilibrium of the game ¡f, i.e.,

vi(f ; �i�; �¡i� )� vi(f ; �i; �¡i� ) for all �i2�(Ai), for all i2N :

An action pro�le �� is sustainable if there exists an intervention rule f that
sustains ��.

Let E(f)�
Q

i2N �(Ai) be the set of action pro�les sustained by f . We
say that a pair (f ;�) is attainable if �2E(f). The manager's problem is to
�nd an attainable pair that maximizes his ex ante payo� among all attain-
able pairs, which leads to the following solution concept for intervention
games.

De�nition 2. (f�; ��)2F �
Q

i2N �(Ai) is an intervention equilibrium if
��2E(f�) and

v0(f�; ��)� v0(f ; �) for all (f ; �) such that �2E(f).

f�2F is an optimal intervention rule if there exists an action pro�le ��2Q
i2N �(Ai) such that (f�; ��) is an intervention equilibrium.

An intervention equilibrium solves the following optimization problem:

max
f2F

max
�2E(f)

v0(f ; �):

An intervention equilibrium can be considered as a subgame perfect equi-
librium (or Stackelberg equilibrium), with an implicit assumption that the
manager can induce the users to choose the best Nash equilibrium for him
in case of multiple Nash equilibria. Our interpretation is that if the manager
speci�es an intervention equilibrium (f�; ��) to the users then �� becomes
a self-enforcing operating point for them. In other words, the manager can
make �� a focal point [fudenberg] of the game ¡f� by recommending it to
the users.
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We can represent an intervention scheme formally by f(Y ; �);A0; f g. In
this paper, we focus on the problem of �nding an optimal intervention rule
given the monitoring technology and intervention capability of the inter-
vention device. However, our design problem can be generalized so that
the design choice includes (Y ; �) and A0. Let v0�((Y ; �);A0) be the optimal
value of the problem (2) given (Y ; �) and A0. Also, let C((Y ; �);A0) be the
cost of implementing an intervention device with (Y ; �) and A0. Then an
optimal intervention scheme can be considered as a solution to max v0�((Y ;
�); A0)¡C((Y ; �); A0).

Below we show the existence of an intervention equilibrium.

Proposition 3. Every �nite intervention game has an intervention equilib-
rium.

We prove Proposition 3 using the following two lemmas.

Lemma 4. The correspondence E :F�Q
i2N�(Ai) is nonempty, compact-

valued, and upper hemi-continuous.

hIEEEproofj
We can show that, for any f 2 F , the set E(f) is nonempty by

applying Nash Theorem [nash] to ¡f. Since
Q

i2N �(Ai) is bounded, it
su�ces to show that E has a closed graph to prove that E is compact-
valued and upper hemi-continuous (u.h.c.) (see Theorem 3.4 of [stokey]).
Choose a sequence f(fn; �n)g with (fn; �n)! (f ; �) and �n2E(fn) for
all n. Suppose that �2/ E(f). Then there exists i2N such that �i is not
a best response to �¡i in ¡f. Then there exist �>0 and �i0 such that vi(f ;
�i
0; �¡i)>vi(f ; �i; �¡i) + 3 �. Since vi is continuous and (fn; �n)! (f ;

�), for su�ciently large n we have

vi(fn; �i0; �¡in )>vi(f ; �i0; �¡i)¡ �>vi(f ;�i; �¡i)+2 �>vi(fn; �in; �¡in )+
�;

which contradicts �n2E(fn).i
De�ne a function v�0: F !R by v�0(f) =max�2E(f) v0(f ; �). For each

f , E(f) is nonempty and compact by Lemma 4 and v0 (f ; �) is continuous.
Hence, the function v�0 is well-de�ned.

Lemma 5. The function v�0 is upper semi-continuous.

hIEEEproofj
Let E(f)=f�2E(f):v0(f ;�)=v�0(f)g. Note that E(f) is nonempty

for all f . Fix f , and let ffng be any sequence converging to f . Choose
�n 2 E(fn), for all n. Let v0s= limsupn!1 v�0(fn). Then there exists
a subsequence ffnkg such that v0s= lim v0(fnk; �nk). Since �n 2 E(fn)
and E is u.h.c., there exists a convergent subsequence of f�nkg, called
f�jg, whose limit point � is in E(f). Hence, v0s= lim v0(f j ; �j)= v0(f ;
�)� v�0(f) since �2E(f).i
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Note that the space of intervention rules, F , is equivalent to (�(A0))jY j,
which is compact. Therefore, a solution to maxf2Fv�0(f) exists, which estab-
lishes the existence of an intervention equilibrium.

There can be multiple intervention equilibria, all of which yield the same
payo� for the manager. We can propose di�erent selection criteria for the
manager to choose an intervention equilibrium out of multiple ones. For
example, the discussion on a�ne intervention rules in Section 4.1 is moti-
vated by the robustness of performance to mistakes by the users.

3 Performance with Intervention under Imper-
fect Monitoring

3.1 Analytical Results

In this section, we maintain the following assumption.

Assumption 6. There exists an action for the intervention device a~02A0
that satis�es

u0(a~0; a; y)>u0(a0; a; y) for all a0=/ a~0;

for all a2A and y 2Y.

De�ne an intervention rule f~ by f~(y) = a~0 for all y. a~0 is the action of
the intervention device that is most preferred by the manager regardless of
the action pro�le of the users and the signal, and f~ is the intervention rule
that prescribes a~0 regardless of the realized signal.

Let v�0 = sup(f ;�) v0(f ; �), v0� = supf sup�2E(f ) v0(f ; �), and v~0 =
sup�2E(f~) v0(f~; �). v�0 is the best performance that the manager can obtain
when the users are not subject to the incentive constraints (e.g., the actions
of the users can be completely controlled by the manager). v0� is the best
performance when the manager takes into account the incentives of the
users by requiring that the action pro�le should be sustained by the inter-
vention rule. Lastly, v~0 is the best performance when the manager does
not engage in active intervention. It is straightforward to see that v~0 �
v0
� � v�0. The following proposition provides a su�cient condition on the

intervention game for a gap between v�0 and v0� to exist.

Proposition 7. Suppose that the intervention game is �nite, � has full
support (i.e., �(y ja)>0 for all y and a), and there is no � such that �2E(f~)
and v0(f~; �)= v�0. Then v0

�<v�0.

hIEEEproofj
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Suppose that the conclusion does not hold, i.e., v0�= v�0. Since the
intervention game is �nite, v0� is attained by Proposition 4. Thus, there
exists (f ; �) such that �2E(f) and v0(f ; �)= v�0. Note that v�0= v0(f ;
�)� v0(f~; �)� v�0. Hence, v0(f ; �)= v0(f~; �). Since � has full support,
we have f(y)= f~(y) for all y. This contradicts the hypothesis that there
is no � such that �2E(f~) and v0(f~; �)= v�0.i
When the intervention game is �nite, v�0 is attained since v0 is continuous

and (F �
Q

i2N �(Ai)) is compact. Since v0(f~; �)� v0(f ; �) for all �, for
all f , we have v�0= sup� v0(f~; �). In fact, when the intervention game is
�nite and � has full support, f~ is the only intervention rule that can attain
the best feasible performance, v�0. When f~ sustains no action pro�le that
attains v�0, the manager needs to trigger a punishment following some signals
in order to provide appropriate incentives for the users to follow an action
pro�le that attains v�0. However, since � has full support, the punishment
results in a performance loss, which prevents the manager from achieving v�0.

3.2 Illustrative Example (Type-2 Intervention)
We consider a wireless network where two users interfere with each other.
Each user has two pure actions, aL and aH, which represent low and high
resource usage levels, respectively, and satisfy 0 < aL < aH. The service
quality is determined randomly given an action pro�le, and there are two
possible quality levels, y� and y

�
, with 0< y

�
< y�. The service quality is real-

ized following the distribution

�(y�ja)=

8<: p; if a=(aL; aL),
q; if a=(aH ; aL) or (aL; aH),
r; if a=(aH ; aH),

where 0< r < q < p < 1. The intervention device in this example acts as
a gatekeeper (i.e., type-2 intervention) after observing the service quality,
having two pure actions: intervene (â0) and not intervene (a~0).2 When the
intervention device does not intervene, a user receives a payo� given by the
product of the quality level and its own usage level, i.e., ui(a~0; ai; y) = y ai
for all ai and y, for i= 1; 2. When the intervention device does intervene,
the service stops completely and a user receives zero payo� regardless of its
usage level, i.e., ui(â0; ai; y)=0 for all ai and y, for i=1;2. The payo� of the
manager is set as the average payo� of the users, i.e., u0(a0; a; y) = [u1(a0;
a1; y)+u2(a0; a2; y)]/2. Note that denoting the action of not intervening by
a~0 is consistent with Assumption 6. A communication scenario that �ts into
this example is presented in Fig. 4.

2. We consider the simplest case of two users, two pure actions for each agent, and
two signals for analytical tractability, although the example can be easily extended to a
more general case. The incentive to choose the high usage level is the strongest with two
users, which allows us to highlight the role of intervention schemes. Also, considering two
pure actions and two signals is su�cient to generate interesting results without involving
too many analytical complications.

Performance with Intervention under Imperfect Monitoring 9



Since there are two pure actions for the intervention device, we can
represent F =[0; 1] and use f(y) as the probability of not intervening given
the signal y.3 The ex ante payo� function of user i for pure action pro�les
is given by

vi(f ; a)= [�(y�ja) f(y�) y�+ (1¡ �(y�ja)) f(y
�
)y
�
] ai:

The payo� matrix of the game ¡f~, i.e., when the intervention device does not
intervene at all, is displayed in Table 1, where we de�ne yk= ky�+ (1¡ k)y

�
,

for k= p; q; r. We assume that the game ¡f~ is the prisoner's dilemma game,
i.e., yqaH>ypaL>yraH>yqaL and 2 ypaL>yq (aH+aL). Then without any
intervention, it is the dominant strategy of each user to choose the high usage
level, which results in the ine�cient Nash equilibrium. The manager aims to
improve upon the ine�ciency of the Nash equilibrium by providing appro-
priate incentives through intervention.4 We restrict attention to symmetric
action pro�le, assuming that the manager desires to sustain a symmetric
action pro�le.

aL aH
aL yp aL, yp aL yq aL, yq aH
aH yq aH, yq aL yr aH, yr aH

Table 1. Payo� matrix of the game ¡f~ in the illustrative example of Section 3.2.

Let w0(�) = supf fv0(f ; �): �2 E(f)g. That is, w0(�) is the maximum
payo� that the manager can obtain while sustaining a given action pro�le �.
Since we focus on symmetric action pro�les and there are two pure actions
for each user, let � 2 [0; 1] denote the probability of each user playing aL.
Then we can show that w0(0)= yr aH and, for �2 (0; 1],

w0(�) =8>>>><>>>>:
f(q¡ r)+� [(p¡ q)¡ (q¡ r)]g aH aL

[(1¡ r) aH ¡ (1¡ q) aL] +� [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]
y�;

if � [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]+ (q aL¡ r aH)� 0,
0; otherwise.

3. An alternative interpretation is that the intervention device can degrade the service
quality, with f(y) y representing the quality level after intervention. When the users
and the manager are expected-utility maximizers, the two interpretations yield the same
payo� functions.

4. In this paper, we focus on the role of intervention schemes to improve the prospect
of cooperation by applying intervention to prisoner's dilemma situations. Intervention
schemes can also be used to help users achieve coordination by eliminating themultiplicity
of Nash equilibria in coordination games such as the battle of the sexes and the stag hunt
[fudenberg]. For example, in the stag-hunt game, an intervention scheme may induce
players to choose the payo� dominant (but not risk dominant) �all stag� equilibrium by
intervening in the hare hunt.
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The intervention rule that attains w0(0) is given by f~ (i.e., no intervention),
while the intervention rule that attains w0(�), for �2 (0; 1], is given by

f (y�) = 1 and f (y
�
) =

(q aL¡ r aH)+� [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]
[(1¡ r) aH ¡ (1¡ q) aL] +� [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]

y�
y
�
:

if � (paL¡ qaH)+(1¡�)(qaL¡raH)�0, and by f(y�)= f(y
�
)=0 otherwise.

We can think of � (p aL¡ q aH)+ (1¡ �) (q aL¡ r aH) as a measure of the
sensitivity of signals between the two pure actions when the other user plays
�. When signals are su�ciently sensitive at �, an intervention rule can
sustain � with a positive payo� by degrading the low quality only. On the
contrary, when signals are not sensitive, destroying all the payo�s is the only
method to sustain �, which yields zero payo� for the users. Note that, when
paL¡ qaH<0 and qaL¡ r aH> 0, the pure action pro�le (aL; aL) cannot be
sustained with a positive payo� while a completely mixed action pro�le can
be. In this case, signals are more sensitive to the action of a user when the
other user plays aH. Hence, by inducing the users to play aH with positive
probability, the manager can make the signal a more informative indicator
of a deviation. This allows the possibility that an intervention rule improves
the performance of non-cooperative equilibrium by sustaining a completely
mixed action pro�le even when the social optimum (aL; aL) cannot be sus-
tained non-trivially. A similar discussion about the advantage of using mixed
actions can be found in [kandori] in the context of the repeated prisoner's
dilemma game.

In this example, we have v~0 = w0(0) = yr aH, v�0 = yp aL, and v0
� =

max�2[0;1] w0(�). We summarize the results about the performance with
intervention, v0�, in the following proposition.

Proposition 8. (i) Suppose that (a) p aL¡ q aH< 0 and q aL¡ r aH< 0, or
(b) p aL¡ q aH < q aL¡ r aH and (p¡ q) (1¡ r)¡ (q ¡ r) (1¡ q)� 0. Then
v0
�= v~0.
(ii) Suppose that (c) paL¡ qaH� qaL¡ raH�0, (d) paL¡ qaH�0> qaL¡
raH, or (e) 0� paL¡ qaH<qaL¡raH and (p¡ q)(1¡r)¡(q¡r)(1¡ q)>0.
Then v0

�=max fv~0; w0(1)g.
(iii) Suppose that (f) p aL¡ q aH< 0� q aL¡ r aH and (p¡ q) (1¡ r)¡ (q¡
r) (1¡ q)> 0. Then v0

�=max fv~0; w0(��)g, where

��= q aL¡ r aH
(q aL¡ r aH)¡ (p aL¡ q aH)

:

hIEEEproofj
See Appendix 6.i
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Fig. 3 shows that each of the three cases of v0�= v~0, v0�= w0(��), and
v0
� = w0(1) can arise depending on the parameter values. To obtain the

results, we set aL= 1, aH = 1.19, y�= 5, y
�
= 1, q = 0.8, and r= 0.65 while

varying p= 0.9; 0.94; 0.96. We can see that, as p increases, the performance
with intervention improves, getting closer to its upper bound v�0. In fact,
when v0�=w0(1), we have

v�0¡ v0�=
(1¡ p) aL (yq aH¡ yp aL)
(1¡ q) aH¡ (1¡ p) aL

> 0;

which is consistent with Proposition 7. The gap between v0� and v�0 vanishes
as p approaches 1, while it increases with the deviation gain (yqaH¡ ypaL).
This result is intuitive because punishment rarely occurs when p is close to
1, and a stronger punishment is needed as the deviation gain is larger.

We can consider pricing schemes applied to this example, by having
the manager charge di�erent payments depending on the realized service
quality. In order to �nd a pricing scheme that sustains a certain action
pro�le, the manager needs to know how payments a�ect the payo�s of the
users (i.e., the function ui(a0; ai; y), where a0 is now interpreted as the
charged payment). Suppose, for example, that the users care about data
rates. With an intervention scheme, which in�uences data rates directly, it
is easy to �nd out the relationship between a0 and ui. In contrast, with a
pricing scheme, �nding out the relationship requires the manager to know
how the users value payments relative to data rates. This information is
di�cult to obtain since the users' valuations are subjective and thus not
easily measurable. This discussion points out the informational advantage
of intervention over pricing.

4 Performance with Intervention under Perfect
Monitoring

4.1 Analytical Results

In this section, we consider the case where the intervention device can
observe the pure action pro�le without errors (i.e., perfect monitoring),
as stated formally in the following assumption.

Assumption 9. Y =A, and only signal a can arise in the distribution �(a)
for all a2A.

With Assumption 9, the ex post payo� functions can be written as ui:
A0�A!R, for all i 2N0. We also maintain the following assumption in
this section.

12 Section 4



Assumption 10. There exist two actions for the intervention device a
�0
;

a�02A0 that satisfy for all i2N0,

ui(a�0
; a)�ui(a0; a)�ui(a�0; a) for all a02A0, for all a2A:

a
�0

and a�0 can be interpreted as the most and least preferred actions of the
intervention device, respectively. For any a2A, the users and the manager
receive the highest (resp. lowest) payo� when the intervention device takes
the most (resp. least) preferred intervention action. Assumption 10 allows
the intervention device to reward or punish all the users at the same time.
The action a

�0
plays a similar role to that of a~0 in Assumption 6 in that

the manager prefers to use a
�0

for a given action pro�le and that both can
be interpreted as the action with which the intervention device does not
intervene at all.

In this section, we restrict attention to pure actions (both for the users
and for the intervention device) while allowing the action spaces to be con-
tinuous spaces. Thus, an intervention rule is represented by a mapping f :
A!A0, while user i chooses a pure action ai2Ai given an intervention rule.
Then the ex ante payo� function is given by vi(f ; a) = ui(f(a); a), for all
i2N0. We de�ne a class of intervention rules.

De�nition 11. fa~:A!A0 is an extreme intervention rule with target action
pro�le a~2A if

fa~(a)=
�
a
�0

i fa= a~;
a�0 o t h e rw i s e:

With an extreme intervention rule, the intervention device chooses the
most preferred action when the users follow the target action pro�le while
choosing the least preferred action when they deviate. Hence, an extreme
intervention rule provides the strongest incentive for sustaining a given
target action pro�le. Let E(F) = [f2FE(f). That is, E(F) is the set of
sustainable action pro�les.

Lemma 12. If a�2E(F), then a�2E(fa�).

hIEEEproofj
Suppose that a�2E(F). Then there exists an intervention rule f such

that vi(f ; a�)� vi(f ; ai; a¡i� ) for all ai2Ai, for all i2N . Then we obtain
vi(fa�; a�) = ui(a�0

; a�)� ui(f(a�); a�)� ui(f(ai; a¡i� ); ai; a¡i� )� ui(a�0; ai;
a¡i
� )= vi(fa�; ai; a¡i� ) for all ai=/ ai�, for all i2N , where the �rst and the

third inequalities follow from (10).i

Let E�= fa 2A: a 2 E(fa)g. The following results are the consequences
of Lemma 12.
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Proposition 13. (i) E(F)= E�.
(ii) If (f�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium, then (fa�; a�) is also an inter-
vention equilibrium.

hIEEEproofj
(i) Let a� 2 E�. Then a� 2 E(fa�)� E(F). Hence, E�� E(F). The

other inclusion E(F)�E� follows from Lemma 12.
(ii) Suppose that (f�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium. Then by

De�nition 2, a� 2 E(f�) and v0(f�; a�)� v0(f ; a) for all (f ; a)2 F �A
such that a 2 E(f). Since a� 2 E(F), a�2 E(fa�) by Lemma 12. Hence,
v0(f�; a�)� v0(fa�; a�). On the other hand, since fa�(a�) = a

�0
, we have

v0(f�; a�)� v0(fa�; a�) by (10). Therefore, v0(f�; a�) = v0(fa�; a�), and
thus v0(fa�; a�)� v0(f ; a) for all (f ; a)2F �A such that a2E(f). This
proves that (fa�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium.i

Proposition 13 shows that it is without loss of generality to restrict
attention to pairs of the form (fa; a) when we ask whether a given action
pro�le is sustainable and whether there exists an intervention equilibrium.
The role of extreme intervention rules is analogous to that of grim trigger
strategies in repeated games with perfect monitoring. To generate the set of
equilibrium payo�s, it su�ces to consider grim trigger strategies that trigger
the most severe punishment in case of a deviation. Under Assumption 10,
the least preferred intervention action a�0 plays a similar role to that of
mutual minmaxing [mailath] in that it provides the strongest threat to deter
a deviation.

Proposition 14. (fa�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium if and only if a�2
E� and u0(a�0; a

�)�u0(a�0; a) for all a2E�.

hIEEEproofj
Suppose that (fa�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium. Then a� 2

E(fa�), and thus a�2E�. Also, v0(fa�;a�)�v0(f ;a) for all (f ;a) such that
a2E(f). Choose any a2E�. Then a2E(fa), and thus u0(a�0

; a�)=v0(fa�;
a�)� v0(fa; a)=u0(a�0

; a).
Suppose that a�2E� and u0(a�0; a

�)�u0(a�0; a) for all a2E
�. To prove

that (fa�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium, we need to show that (i)
a�2E(fa�), and (ii) v0(fa�; a�)� v0(f ; a) for all (f ; a) such that a2E(f).
(i) follows from a� 2 E�. To prove (ii), choose any (f ; a) such that a 2
E(f). By Lemma 12, we have a2E�. Then v0(fa�; a�)=u0(a�0; a

�)�u0(a�0;
a)� v0(f ; a), where the �rst inequality follows from a2E�.i

Proposition 14 shows that the pair (fa; a) constitutes an intervention
equilibrium if a solves

max
a2E�

u0(a�0
; a):
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The next proposition provides a su�cient condition under which an inter-
vention equilibrium exists.

Proposition 15. Suppose that Ai is a bounded set in Euclidean space, for
all i2N, and that ui(a0; a) is continuous in a, for a0=a�0

; a�0, for all i2N0.
Then there exists an intervention equilibrium.

hIEEEproofj
By Proposition 13(ii) and Proposition 14, an intervention equilib-

rium exists if and only if there exists a solution to the problem (14).
Since u0(a�0

; a) is continuous in a, the result follows if we show that the
constraint set E� is compact. Since E��A and A is bounded, E� is also
bounded. To show that E� is closed, choose a sequence fang with an!a�

and an2 E� for all n. Choose any i2N and ai
02Ai. Since an2 E(fan),

we have ui(a�0
; an)�ui(a�0; ai0; a¡in ). Since ui(a0; a) is continuous in a for

a0= a
�0
; a�0, we obtain ui(a�0

; a�)� ui(a�0; ai0; a¡i� ) by taking limits. This
proves a�2E(fa�) and thus a�2E�.i

When we �nd an action pro�le that constitutes an intervention equilib-
rium by solving the problem (14), we can hold the action of the intervention
device at a0=a

�0
because any sustainable action can be sustained while the

intervention device takes a
�0

on the equilibrium path. Let ao be a solution
to the problem maxa2Au0(a�0

; a), which exists when u0(a�0
; a) is continuous

in a and A is compact. Then we have v�0= u0(a�0
; ao). The following result

can be obtained as a corollary of Proposition 14.

Corollary 16. If ao 2 arg maxa2A u0(a�0
; a) and ui(a�0

; ao)� ui(a�0; ai; a¡io )
for all ai2Ai, for all i2N, then v0

�= v�0.

Corollary 16 shows that, with perfect monitoring, the manager can
achieve the best feasible performance by using an intervention scheme when
the intervention capability is su�ciently strong. When the punishment pro-
vided by the action a�0 is su�ciently severe, any deviation from a target
action pro�le can be deterred. Also, there is no performance loss in sus-
taining a target action pro�le because the punishment exists only as a threat,
not happening on the equilibrium path. This contrasts with the imperfect
monitoring case (see Proposition 7), where providing incentives necessarily
incurs a performance loss.

Extreme intervention rules are useful to characterize sustainable action
pro�les and intervention equilibria. However, they may not be desirable
in practice. For example, when a user chooses an action di�erent from the
target action by mistake (i.e., trembling hands), an extreme intervention
rule triggers the most severe punishment, resulting in a large performance
loss. Thus, it is of interest to investigate intervention rules that use weaker
punishments than extreme intervention rules do. To obtain concrete results,
we assume that Ai= [a

�i
; a�i]�R with a

�i
<a�i for all i2N0 in the remainder

of this section. Below we de�ne another class of intervention rules.
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De�nition 17. fa~;c:A!A0 is a (truncated) a�ne intervention rule with
target action pro�le a~2A and intervention rate pro�le c2RN if

fa~;c(a)= [c � (a¡ a~)+ a
�0
]a
�
0

a�0;

where [x]�
�=min fmax fx; �g; �g.

The following proposition constructs an a�ne intervention rule to sustain
an interior target action pro�le in the di�erentiable payo� case.

Proposition 18. Let a�2A be an action pro�le such that ai�2 (a�i; a�i) for
all i2N. Suppose that, for all i2N, ui is twice continuously di�erentiable
and ui(a0; a�) is strictly decreasing in a0 on [a

�0
; a�0]. Let

ci
�=¡@ui(a�0; a

�)/@ ai
@ ui(a�0

; a�)/@ a0

for all i2N.5 Suppose that

@2ui
@ ai

2 (a�0
; ai; a¡i

� )� 0 for all ai2 (a�i; a�i)

for all i2N such that ci�=0,

@2ui
@ ai

2 (a�0
; ai; a¡i

� )� 0 for all ai2 (a�i; ai
�);

�
(ci�)2

@2ui
@ a0

2
+2 ci�

@2ui
@ ai @ a0

+ @2ui
@ ai

2

�
j(a0;ai;a¡i)=(ci�(ai¡ai�)+a�0;ai;a¡i

� )�0

for all ai2 (ai�;min fa�i; ai�+(a�0¡ a�0)/ci
�g), and

@ui
@ ai

(a�0; ai; a¡i� )� 0 for all ai2 (ai�+(a�0¡ a�0)/ci
�; a�i)

for all i2N such that ci�> 0, and

@ui
@ ai

(a�0; ai; a¡i� )� 0 for all ai2 (a�i; ai
�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci

�);�
(ci�)2

@2ui
@ a0

2 +2 ci�
@2ui

@ ai @ a0
+ @2ui

@ ai
2

�
j(a0;ai;a¡i)=(ci�(ai¡ai�)+a�0;ai;a¡i

� )�0

for all ai2 (max fa�i; ai�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci
�g; ai�), and

@2ui
@ ai

2
(a
�0
; ai; a¡i

� )� 0 for all ai2 (ai�; a�i)

for all i2N such that ci�< 0.6 Then fa�;c� sustains a�.

5. We de�ne @ui(a
�
0; a

�)/@ a0 as the right partial derivative of ui with respect to a0
at (a

�
0; a

�).
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hIEEEproofj
See Appendix 7.i

Note that @ ui(a�0
; a�)/@ a0< 0 for all i 2N since ui(a0; a�) is strictly

decreasing in a0. Thus, ci�, de�ned in (18), has the same sign as @ ui(a�0
;

a�)/@ai. WithA0=[a�0
;a�0], the action of the intervention device can be inter-

preted as the intervention level, and the users receive higher payo�s as the
intervention level is smaller. The a�ne intervention rule fa�;c�, constructed
in Proposition 18, has the properties that the intervention device uses the
minimum intervention level a

�0
when the users choose the target action pro�le

a�, i.e., fa�;c�(a�)= a
�0
, and that the intervention level increases in the rate

of jci�j as user i deviates to the direction in which its payo� increases at (a
�0
;

a�). The expression of ci� in (18) has an intuitive explanation. Since ci� is
proportional to @ui(a�0

; a�)/@ai and inversely proportional to ¡@ui(a�0; a
�)/

@ a0, a user faces a higher intervention rate as its incentive to deviate from
(a
�0
; a�) is stronger and as a change in the intervention level has a smaller

impact on its payo�. The intervention level does not react to the action of
user i when ci

�=0, because user i chooses ai� in its self-interest even when
the intervention level is �xed at a

�0
, provided that the other users choose

a¡i
� . Finally, we note that if (f�; a�) is an intervention equilibrium and fa�;c

sustains a� for some c, then (fa�;c; a�) is also an intervention equilibrium,
since fa�;c(a�)=a

�0
.

4.2 Illustrative Example (Type-1 Intervention)

As an illustrative example, we consider another resource sharing scenario
in a wireless network where two users and an intervention device interfere
with each other. In this example, the intervention device engages in type-1
intervention, a�ecting the service quality through its usage level. The actions
of the users and the intervention device are their usage levels, and the action
spaces are given by Ai=[0; a�i] for i=0; 1;2. a�i denotes the maximum usage
level of user i. The service quality is determined by the total usage level,
a0+a1+ a2, following the relationship

Q(a0; a1; a2)= [q¡ b (a0+ a1+ a2)]+;

where q; b > 0 and [x]+=max fx; 0g. The payo� of user i2 f1; 2g is given
by the product of the service quality and its own usage level,

ui(a0; a1; a2)=Q(a0; a1; a2) ai:

The payo� of the manager is given by the average payo� of the two users,

u0(a0; a1; a2)= [u1(a0; a1; a2)+u2(a0; a1; a2)]/2:

6. We de�ne (�; �)= ; if �� �.
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In this example, we have v�0= q2/8 b, which is achieved when a0= 0 and
a1+a2= q/2 b, assuming that a�1+a�2� q/2 b. The symmetric action pro�le
that attains v�0 is thus (al; al), where al, q/4 b. On the other hand, the best
performance at the non-cooperative equilibrium without intervention (i.e.,
when a0 is held �xed at 0) is given by v~0= q2/9 b, which is attained at (ah;
ah), where ah, q/3 b, assuming that a�i�ah, for i=1; 2. Hence, the goal of
the manager is to limit the usage levels of the users by using intervention as
a potential threat.

Given the structure of the intervention game in this example, the inter-
vention capability of the intervention device is represented by its maximum
intervention level a�0. In the following proposition, we investigate the perfor-
mance with intervention as we vary a�0.

Proposition 19. Suppose that a�i� q/2 b, for i=1; 2. Then (i) v0�= v~0 if
and only if a�0=0, and (ii) v0�= v�0 if and only if a�0� (3 2

p
¡ 4) q/4 2

p
b.

Moreover, v0� is strictly increasing with a�0 on [0; (3 2
p
¡ 4) q/4 2

p
b].

hIEEEproofj
See Appendix 8.i

Since ui is weakly decreasing in a0, the set E� is weakly increasing as the
intervention capability a�0 is larger. This implies that the performance with
intervention v0� is weakly increasing with a�0. Proposition 19 shows that the
performance with intervention improves as a�0 increases, eventually reaching
the best feasible performance. Fig. 5 plots the set E�=E(F) as a dark region
for four di�erent values of a�0 with parameters q=12; b=1, and a�1=a�2=12.
We can see that E� expands as a�0 increases. When a�0=0, E� has only two
elements, (ah; ah)= (4;4) and (12; 12). When a�0=0.1, there are more action
pro�les in E�. However, the symmetric social optimum (al; al)= (3; 3) does
not belong to E�, and Proposition 14 implies that the action pro�le (a1;
a2) that minimizes a1+ a2 among those in E� constitutes an intervention
equilibrium. When a�0� (3 2

p
¡ 4) q/4 2

p
b� 0.51, the action pro�les in

E� that satisfy a1+ a2= 2 al=6 constitute an intervention equilibrium, as
all of them yield the best feasible performance v�0. When a�0� q/b= 12, the
punishment from a�0 is strong enough to make any action pro�le sustainable,
i.e., E�=A.

Applying Proposition 18, we can construct an a�ne intervention rule
that sustains an action pro�le (a1�; a2�) such that ai�2 (0; a�i) for i=1; 2 and
a1
�+a2�<q/b, provided that the maximum intervention level a�0 is su�ciently

large. With the payo� functions in (4.2), the expression of ci� in (18) is given
by

ci
�(a�)= q

b ai
� ¡

a¡i
�

ai
� ¡ 2;

for i=1;2. For example, the a�ne intervention rule with target action pro�le
(al; al) and intervention rate pro�le c�(al; al) is expressed as

f(a1; a2)=
h
a1+ a2¡

q
2 b

i
0

a�0
:

18 Section 4



Fig. 6 plots the payo� of user i against its action ai, provided that the
manager chooses the intervention rule in (19) and the other user chooses
al. It also assumes that a�0 is su�ciently large. Without intervention, the
best response of user i to al is 3 q/8 b, which shows the instability of the
symmetric social optimum (al; al). However, when the intervention rule (19)
is used, the intervention device begins to intervene as user i increases its
usage level from al. An increase in payo� due to the increased usage level
is more than o�set by a decrease in payo� due to the quality degradation
from intervention. As a result, users do not gain by a unilateral deviation
from (al; al) under the intervention rule (19).

5 Conclusion
In this paper, we have developed a game-theoretic framework for the design
and analysis of intervention schemes, which are aimed to drive self-inter-
ested users towards a system objective. Our results suggest that we can
construct an e�ective intervention scheme when an intervention device with
an accurate monitoring technology and a strong intervention capability is
available. In order to deal with the problem of designing an optimal inter-
vention scheme, our framework should be extended to incorporate the cost
of implementing a particular monitoring technology and an intervention
capability. Another direction of extension is to consider a dynamic model
of decision making under intervention, where users and intervention devices
can use their past observations to adjust their behavior. Lastly, we can
extend our framework to the one with incomplete information on the side
of the manager or users.
happendicesi

6 Proof of Proposition 8
hIEEEproofj

First, note that w0(0)> lim�!0+w0(�). Suppose that paL¡ qaH<0
and qaL¡raH<0. Then w0(�)=0 for all �2 (0;1], and thus v0�=w0(0)=
v~0.

Suppose that at least one of the two inequalities p aL¡ q aH � 0 and
q aL¡ r aH � 0 holds. We consider three cases.

Case 1: p aL¡ q aH= q aL¡ r aH.
In this case, � [(p aL¡ q aH) ¡ (q aL¡ r aH)] + (q aL¡ r aH) � 0 is

satis�ed for all � 2 (0; 1], and w0(�) is increasing on (0; 1]. Thus, we
obtain v0�=max fw0(0); w0(1)g.

Case 2: p aL¡ q aH> qaL¡ r aH.
� [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]+ (q aL¡ r aH)� 0 if and only if

�� ¡(q aL¡ r aH)
(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)

;
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where the right-hand side of (6) is smaller than 1. Also, p aL¡ q aH >
q aL¡ r aH implies p¡ q > q¡ r. We can show that the sign of the �rst
derivative of w0 at � 2 (0; 1) is equal to that of (p¡ q) (1¡ r)¡ (q ¡
r) (1¡ q), which is positive. Hence, we have v0�=max fw0(0); w0(1)g.

Case 3: p aL¡ q aH< qaL¡ r aH.
� [(p aL¡ q aH)¡ (q aL¡ r aH)]+ (q aL¡ r aH)� 0 if and only if

�� q aL¡ r aH
(q aL¡ r aH)¡ (p aL¡ q aH)

,��:

Also, the sign of the �rst derivative of w0 is equal to that of (p¡ q) (1¡
r)¡ (q¡ r) (1¡ q).

Case 3-1: 0� p aL¡ q aH< q aL¡ r aH.
We have ���1. Thus, w0 is increasing on (0;1] if (p¡ q) (1¡r)¡ (q¡

r) (1¡ q)> 0 and non-increasing if (p¡ q) (1¡ r)¡ (q¡ r) (1¡ q)� 0.
Case 3-2: p aL¡ q aH< 0� q aL¡ r aH.
We have ��< 1. Thus, w0 is increasing on (0; ��] if (p¡ q) (1¡ r)¡

(q¡r)(1¡ q)>0 and non-increasing if (p¡ q)(1¡r)¡(q¡r)(1¡ q)�0.i

7 Proof of Proposition 18
hIEEEproofj

To prove that fa�;c� sustains a� is equivalent to show that

ai
�2 arg max

ai2Ai
ui(fa�;c�(ai; a¡i� ); ai; a¡i� )

for all i2N . Note that fa�;c�(ai; a¡i� )= [ci� (ai¡ai�)+a
�0
]a
�
0
a�0. We consider

three cases depending on the sign of ci�.
Case 1: ci�=0.
By (18), we have @ui(a�0

;a�)/@ai=0. Also, we have fa�;c�(ai;a¡i� )=a�0for all ai2Ai. Thus, the objective function in (7) reduces to ui(a�0
;ai;a¡i

� ).
The condition (5) implies that ui(a�0

; ai; a¡i
� ) is a concave function with

respect to ai on Ai. Also, the �rst-order optimality condition is satis�ed
at ai= ai

� since @ ui(a�0
; a�)/@ ai= 0. Therefore, ai� maximizes ui(a�0

; ai;
a¡i
� ) on Ai.
Case 2: ci�> 0.
Since @ui(a�0

; a�)/@a0<0, we have @ui(a�0
; a�)/@ai>0 by (18). First,

consider ai 2 [a�i; ai
�]. In this region, fa�;c�(ai; a¡i� ) = a

�0
, and thus the

objective function can be written as ui(a�0
; ai; a¡i

� ). Since the condition
(5) implies that ui(a�0

; ai; a¡i
� ) is concave with respect to ai on [a

�i
; ai
�],

ui(a�0
; ai; a¡i

� ) is strictly increasing in ai on [a�i
; ai
�].

Second, consider ai2 [ai�;min fa�i; ai�+ (a�0¡ a�0)/ci
�g]. In this region,

fa�;c�(ai; a¡i� )= ci
� (ai¡ ai�)+ a

�0
, and thus the objective function can be

written as ui (ci� (ai¡ai�)+a�0; ai; a¡i
� ). The �rst derivative of ui (ci� (ai¡

ai
�)+ a

�0
; ai; a¡i

� ) with respect to ai is given by�
ci
� @ui
@ a0

+ @ui
@ ai

�
j(a0;ai;a¡i)=(ci�(ai¡ai�)+a�0;ai;a¡i

� );
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while the second derivative is given by the left-hand side of (5). The �rst
derivative is zero at ai= ai

� by (18), while the second derivative is non-
positive by (5). Hence, the �rst derivative is non-positive on (ai�;minfa�i;
ai
�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci

�g), and thus ui (ci� (ai¡ai�)+a�0; ai; a¡i
� ) is non-increasing

in ai on [ai�;min fa�i; ai�+(a�0¡ a�0)/ci
�g].

Lastly, consider ai2 [ai�+ (a�0¡ a
�0
)/ci�; a�i]. In this region, fa�;c�(ai;

a¡i
� ) = a�0, and thus the objective function can be written as ui(a�0; ai;
a¡i
� ). Since the �rst derivative of ui(a�0; ai; a¡i� ) with respect to ai is non-

positive on (ai�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci
�; a�i) by (5), ui(a�0; ai; a¡i� ) is non-increasing

in ai on [ai�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci
�; a�i].

Case 3: ci�< 0.
In this case, @ui(a�0

; a�)/@ ai< 0 and

fa�;c�(ai; a¡i
� ) =8<: a�0; i fai2 [a�i; ai

�+(a�0¡a�0)/ci
�];

ci (ai¡ ai)+ a
�0
; i fai2 [max fa�i; ai�+(a�0¡ a�0)/ci

�g; ai�];
a
�0
; i fai2 [ai�; a�i]:

Following an analogous argument as in Case 2, we can show that the
objective function is non-decreasing in ai on [a�i

;ai
�] and strictly decreasing

on [ai�; a�i], implying that ai=ai� maximizes the objective function on Ai.
Note that if the inequalities in (5), (5), and (5) are strict, we have

ai= ai
� as a unique maximizer for all i2N .i

8 Proof of Proposition 19

hIEEEproofj
(i) Suppose that a�0=0. Then the best response correspondence of

user i is given by

b ri(a¡i)=
�
fmin f(q¡ b a¡i)/2 b; a�igg; i fa¡i< q/b;
[0; a�i]; i fa¡i� q/b:

Among possible Nash equilibria, only (ah; ah) yields a positive payo� for
the manager, which leads to v0�= v~0. To show the converse, suppose that
a�0> 0. We can show that (ah¡ �; ah¡ �) is sustainable for su�ciently
small � > 0, which yields v0�>v~0.

(ii) We have v0�= v�0 if and only if there exists a sustainable action
pro�le (a1; a2) such that a1 + a2 = q /2 b. Given a1 + a2 = q /2 b, the
incentive for user i to deviate is stronger as ai is smaller. Hence, it su�ces
to check whether the symmetric action pro�le (al; al) is sustainable. By
Lemma 12, (al; al) is sustainable if and only if

max
ai2[0;a�i]

[q¡ b (a0+ al+ ai)]+ ai� q2/8 b;

which is equivalent to a�0� (3 2
p
¡ 4) q/4 2

p
b.
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Choose a�0; a�00 2 [0; (3 2
p

¡ 4) q /4 2
p

b] with a�0 < a�00 . Let v0� and
(v0�)0 be the corresponding performances with intervention. Since a�0<
(3 2
p
¡4) q/4 2

p
b, there exists an action pro�le (a1; a2) that attains v0�

with a�0 and satis�es q/2 b<a1+a2� 2 q/3 b. We can show that (a1¡ �;
a2¡ �) can be sustained with a�00 for su�ciently small �>0, which implies
(v0�)0>v0

�.i
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herrorjbad imagejnull boxi
Figure 1. Two types of intervention in the resource sharing scenario.

herrorjbad imagejnull boxi
Figure 2. Performance improvement through an intervention scheme.

hsub�oat*ji[]herrorjbad imagejnull boxihsub�oat*ji[]herrorjbad imagejnull boxihsub�oat*ji[]herrorjbad imagejnull boxi
Figure 3. The graph of the function w0(�) de�ned in (1): hsubref j �g:w0-ai v0�= v~0 (p= 0.9), hsubref j �g:w0-bi v0�=w0(��)

(p= 0.94), and hsubrefj�g:w0-ci v0�=w0(1) (p= 0.96). (The dotted lines display v�0= yp aL.)

herrorjbad imagejnull boxi
Figure 4. A communication scenario that �ts into the example in Section 3.2.

hsub�oat*ji[a�0= 0.1]herrorjbad imagejnull boxi hsub�oat*ji[a�0= 0.51]herrorjbad imagejnull boxihsub�oat*ji[a�0=5]herrorjbad image

Figure 5. Plot of E� as dark regions for the di�erent values of a�0 in the example of Section 4.2.

herrorjbad imagejnull boxi
Figure 6. Plot of ui against ai when the manager chooses the a�ne intervention
rule (19) and the other user chooses al.
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