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Abstract—One of the central issues in the debate on network and do not charge content providers for sending information
neutrality has been whether one should allow or prevent predr-  gver broadband lines to end users”.
ential treatment by an internet service provider (ISP) of traffic The network neutrality legislation will determine much

according to its origin. This raised the question of whetherto f th . . | f th i the f
allow an ISP to have exclusive agreement with a content proger  ©f the socio-economic role of the Internet in the future.

(CP). In this paper we consider discrimination in the opposie The Internet has already had a huge impact not only on
direction. We study the impact that a CP can have on the economy, but also on the exercise of socio-cultural freedom
benefits of several competing ISPs by sharing private infor@mtion  Djrective 2002/22/EC of the European Union, as amended by

concerning the demand for its content. More precisely, We yho pirective 2009/136/EC, established internet accesa as
consider ISPs that compete over access to one common CP. Each

ISP selects the price that it charges its subscribers for aessing uUniversal se_rvic@a However, internet is a conglomeration of
the content. The CP is assumed to have private information Several profit making entities. Interaction among thesgiesit
about demand for its content, and in particular, about the inverse is largely governed by economic interests, and their deassi
dsema“d function %Ofresf‘ond'”l? to Ithde content. ITheh competig can adversely impact the socio-economic role of the Interne
ISPs are assumed to have knowledge on only the statisticalty, o it js necessary to understand the interplay between
distribution of these functions. We derive in this paper mocels for - - .

studying the impact that the CP can have on the utilities of e Various agents involved, and the knowledge gained can be
ISPs by favoring one of them by exclusively revealing its priate  Used in enabling laws that benefits society and its economic
information. We also consider the case where CP can charge development.

ISPs for providing such information. We propose two mecharéms This paper pursues a line of research that we have been

based onweighted proportional fairness for payment between ISPs . . . g
and CP. Finally, we compare the social utility resulting fram carrying on for modeling exclusive agreements between ser

these mechanisms with the optimal social utility by introdwcing Vice and content providers and study their economic impact.

a performance metric termed asprice of partial bargaining. Such agreements are often called “vertical monopolies”. In
Index Terms—Net neutrality, Game theory, Nonneutral net- some branches of industry, steps have been taken against
work, Pricing, Nash bargaining solution vertical monopolies. As a result, several railway compsinie

in Europe had to split the railway infrastructure activitprh

the transportation activity. However, in the telecommatian
The past few years have seen much public debate and legigtustry impact of vertical monopolies is not yet clear. The

lation initiatives concerning access to the global InterBeme international community is still debating the laws to remal

of the central issues concerned the possibility of diseration or not to regulate, interaction between various agents én th

of packets by service providers according to their source Biternet.

destination, or the protocol used. A discrimination of al@ﬂc In this paper we Study another form of nonneutrE“ty

can occur when preferential treatment is offered to it eithe resulting from vertical monopolies that arises when a CP

terms of the quality of service it receives, or in terms of thgrovides private information to an ISP. The private infotio

cost to transfer it. Much of this debate took part in antitip@ could be popularity of its content, profiles of users intezds

of the legislation over “Net Neutrality”, and several publiin different types of content, traffic characterizationages

consultations were launched in 2010 (e.g. in the USA, {attern, etc. We assume that the CP’s private information is

France and in the E.U.). Network neutrality asserts thak@ac related to the demand generated through the ISPs. If CPs can

should not be discriminated. Two of the important issueare this private information with an ISP, then that ISP can

concerning discrimination of traffic are whether (i) an mi&t adopt a more efficient pricing policy than its competitorsr F

service provider (ISP) may or may not request payment fro@xample, recent acquisition of Dailymotion by FrancesTéin

a content provider (CP) in order to allow it reach its end siser

ar_‘d (i) w_hether or not an |SF_) can haV_e an exclusive agreemenk universal service has been defined by the EU, as a servicargead by

with a given CP resulting in a vertical monopoly. Indeedhe government to all end users, regardless of their gebgmiplocation, at

for Hahn and Wallsten |-1] net neutrality “usually meanstthéeasonable quality and reliability, and at affordable gsithat do not depend
. s n the location.

broadband service providers charge consumers only once (%Qﬁ'he traditional net-neutrality discussion is about ISEdninating CPs

internet access, do not favor one content provider ovehanot by giving them preferential treatment.

|I. INTRODUCTION
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(an ISP) enables it to have exclusive information about dema » cp
for its video content. We derive game theoretic models that
enable to compute the impact of such discrimination on the
utility of the ISPs. We model the interaction between thesISP

and a CP as a game, where the CP can share its private

information through signals. We also look at the possipilit ISPL - ISP n
of ISPs paying CP for access to its private information and

study mechanism to decide these payments. (o) pal)

Related Work: We have used in the past game theoretical
models to study two aspects of vertical monopolies.In [2] an
[3], we studied the impact of collusion between an ISP and
a CP by jointly determining the price each one charges. We
evaluated the impact of such collusion, both on the colgidin
companies as well as on the benefits of other ISPs and CPs. In

[4] we studied the impact that an ISP can have by proposifigtough ISPs is linear in the user price. Section IV studies
preferential quality of service or cheaper prices for asit&s a nonneutral behavior in which the CP colludes with one
a CP with which it has an exclusive agreement. We refer the the |SPs. In SectioR VI, we allow the CP to charge the
reader tol[5] for a survey on net neutrality debate.In [6§ theo|luding ISP for providing the signals. In Sectibn VII, we
authors study a signaling game between high quality and I@gnsider two mechanisms to determine the payment between
quality firms in a Bertrand oligopoly [7]. The quality of eachhe colluding pair. In Sectidn VIil, we propose a new metec t
firm is a private information which is signaled to others byompare social utilities induced by these mechanism. Kinal

the price set on their products. Inl [8], the authors proposes@ end with conclusions in SectiénllX. All the proofs appear
metric calledprice of collusiorto study impact of collusion. In j, appendix.

[Q], similar definitions are proposed to consider severhbpt
scenarios. The authors ih_]10] study cooperation in routing
games using Nash bargaining solution concept. They study
degradation in network performance by introducing a metric Considern competing internet service providers (ISPs),
called price of selfishnessNash bargaining solution is alsonamely ISR, i = 1,2--. n, that provide access to a
used in [11] to study contracts in nonneutral networks. common content provider (CP). Each ISP determines the price
Our contributions: In this paper, we propose a simple modelper unit of content) that it charges its subscribers. In our
with one CP and several ISPs to analyze a network withodel we consider single CP as few players, like YouTube,
vertical monopolies. Netflix, account for a significant amount of traffic generated

« We first consider the neutral network where the CP sharthse Internet. The demand generated by the subscribers of ISP

private information with all the ISPs or none of them. W epends on the price of all ISPs as well as on some parameter

Compars 1 case i a onneual vk anere g e°E478 Pl ot o e CP. e sssume
CP colludes with one of the ISPs, say ISBnd provides P

signal only to ISR. We show that an ISP receiving Signaﬁgureﬂ. We summarize the parameters of the model in Table

improves its monetary gains, while CP may not.
« We then consider a case where the CP charges the

ISPs for sharing private information. We show that the Parametef Description

colluding pair, i.e., the CP and I$SRhat obtains signal 0 indicator of private information of the CP

on payment, may not always gain. We characterize the (signal).

price, that colluding ISP pays to the CP, that results in pi(0) Price per unit demand charged by ISB its

Figure 1. Monetary flow in a nonneutral network.

Il. MODEL

collusion beneficial to the colluding pair.

We then propose mechanisms based on weighted pro- (")
portional fairness criteria for deciding payments that the
colluding ISP makes to the CP to obtain signal. We
compare the social utilities induced by these mechanisms

users; this can be a function 6f

Demand generated by ISRt is a function of
the price set by all the ISPs arid

Advertising revenue per unit demand, earned
by the CP. This satisfieg, > 0.

with the optimal social utility by introducing a metric

) : o Dd Price per unit demand paid by the ISPs to the
termed agrice of partial bargaining

CP for providing signals.

The revenue or utility of the ISP

The revenue or utility of the CP.

Bargaining power of the ISPs with respect to
the CP. This satisfie8 < v < 1.

Number of ISPs.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sectloh I, we in- Ulsp,
troduce the model and set up the notations. In Sedfign 1ll, Uce
we consider the neutral network in which the CP provides 7
signals either to all the ISPs or to none of them. In section
[Vl we study the competition assuming the demand generated "




Let the vectorp() := (p1(0),p2(0),--- ,pn(0)) denote the  Assumption 2 (dominant diagonal):
price set by all the ISPs when the signalfisWe write the
demand generated by the subscribers of; IS

. 9%di(y,p)  9di(0,p) di(v,p)
d;(6,p = — : — < 0.
; @ p) OpiOp; Ip; 9p;

diG, 0 :diG,Z—H, _;(0 121,2,71 where . L .
©.p(®)) (0. 2:(0), P—i(9)) For simplicity, we also assume that the price charged by ISP

p_i(0) = (p1(8),p2(0),- - . pi—1(0), pis1(0), -, pn(H)). is bounded, say by*** for all 6, such that demand from
for all the ISPs is positive. Also, the price sensitivity diet
We shall assume that for eaéhand: the demand functions subscribers is the same for all the ISPs. If 8Rreases access
are twice differentiable and satisfy the following mondtity  charges while the others maintain their price, then a facti
properties of the subscribers move from ISRo other ISPs without
. ‘ assigning preference to any particular ISP. Thus demand
w <0 andw >0forj#4 (1) function of all the ISPs is symmetric.
Opi Op; In the next two sections we study price competition in neu-
These conditions imply that if ISAncreases the access pricdral and nonneutral networks. We define utility and objestiv
p; then subscribers of ISRan shift to other ISPs, decreasingf all the players and compare their revenues in each cases.
the demand generated through JSRhile increasing that
generated from the other ISPs. Above conditions are common . ] . o
in modeling demand functions in a price competition [12]eTh [N this section we study price competition in a neutral
CP is assumed to have knowledge on the exact valde Bie network. In the neutral regime the CP does not discriminate

probability P(9) that the private information is of typgis a Petween the ISPs: It shares private information about its
common knowledge to all ISPs. content with all the ISPs or none of them. We study these

The utility of ISP, is assumed to have the form two cases separately, and analyze the impact of having the
information on the expected utility of each ISP and the CP at

Uisp, (0, pi(0), p—i(0)) = pi(0)di (0, pi(6), p—i(0)). equilibrium.

The CP earns a fixed advertisement revenueoper unit A. No information
demand. The total revenue earned by the CP depends on the/e first consider the neutral behavior in which no informa-
effective demand generated by all the ISPs. Utility of the Cidn is shared with the ISPs. The ISPs set their prices kngwin

IIl. NEUTRAL BEHAVIOR

is given by only distribution P(¢). Recall that in this case we denoted the
" price charged by ISPasp;. The objective of ISPis to setp;
Ucp(0,p(0)) = Zdi(e’ p(9))pa. that maximizes its expected utility, i.e.,

FEUsp,] := Ey|U) ,9, iy P—i)| — P(db idi97 isP—i)-
If ISP; does not know the actual signélthen it can set the (Uise] olUise, (0. pi, i) / (@0)pidi(0, pi, i)

price knowing only the distribution df. In this case we denote where the operatoF;|] denotes expectation with respect to
the price by simply; (doesn’t depend on particular realizatioRne random signaf.

of ©). With some abuse of notation, we denote the utilities of

ISP, as Uisp, (-) in both the cases. It should be clear fron®. Full information

the context if an ISP obtains signals or not. In the currentLet us consider the case where the CP gives signals to all

setting CP acts as a passive player. It can only provide lsignthe ISPs, i.e., all the ISPs are givénWe also assume that

to the ISPs, but does not control any prices. Its revenueti® signal is sent to all the ISPs simultaneously. Note that t

influenced by the prices set by the ISPs. Again, with son®P providing signals to all the ISPs is a non-discriminatory

abuse of notation we denote the utility of CPlas in all the act. Hence we consider this case under neutral regime.

cases. ISPs can use knowledge 6fto set the price charged form
The demand functions defined above are quiet genemdleir users. The objective of IS to maximize its expected

To study the price competition between the ISPs we furthetility given by

assume that the demand functiés{d, p(¢)) is supermodular

for eachi and ¢, and satisfy ‘dominant diagonal’ property. ElUse] = E[Uspi(9,pi(0),p-i(9))]
For a twice differentiable function supermodularity prdge — /P(d9)Ui(97pi(9)7p_i(9))-
is equivalent to the condition
Assumption 1 (Supermodularity, ]13]): Note that if any vector(p;(f))sce maximizes the expected
02d:(6, p) utility for a given{p_;(9) : 6 € ©}, thenp,(0) also maximizes
— 22 >0 j A Uisp, (0, p(8)) for eachd. Thus the objective of each player
OpiOp; is to maximizeUsp, (6, pi(0), p—i(#)) for each value of). In

The dominant diagonal property is defined foralp € © as this case strategy of each ISB to choose a pricing function
ono,ie.,p;:© — [0 pe].



Theorem 1:Assume that the demand function are super- There are several demand functions which are log-
modular and satisfy the dominant diagonal property fortal t supermodular and satisfy monotonicity and diagonal prtyper
ISPs andd. Then the price competition in the neutral regim&or example, Linear, Logit, Constant Elasticity of Suhsidn

has the following properties: (CES), Cobb-Douglas, et¢ [12]. By appropriately choosing
« When all the ISPs obtain the signals, equilibrium exist§€ term that depends on the sigmal we can use any
and unique. of them to model demand functions. In the following we
« When none of the ISPs obtain the signals, equilibriufigstrict our attention to linear demand function to studg th
exists and unique. 1 impact of signaling. Linear demand functions are often used

to model demand functions in economic literatulles [12] due

The proof follows by verifying that the expected utilitierea AR .
to simplicity of analysis.

supermodular and satisfy dominant diagonal condition.

IV. NONNEUTRAL BEHAVIOR V. LINEAR DEMAND FUNCTION

In a nonneutral network the CP can discriminate betweenFor given price vectop(6), assume that demand generated
the ISPs by giving preferential treatment to, or making dhrough ISR is given by
exclusive agreement with, one of the ISPs. In this subsectio
we assume that CP shares information with one of the ISPs. di(9,p(0)) = Di(0) — api(0) + ﬂij. 2)
Without loss of generality we assume that the CP shares i
information with ISR through signals. Then ISPcan set wherea > 0 and 8 > 0, and D;() denotes the demand
access price knowing the signal, whereas the other ISPs dgererated through ISRvhen private information of the CP
so knowing only the distribution. In this case we say that Céorresponds t& and all the ISPs give free access to the
and ISR are in collusion, and refer to them as colluding paiCP . For simplicity, we assume that all the ISPs are equally
The utilities of ISR and other ISPs are given, respectively, asompetitive and seD; () = D(), i.e., if all the ISPs offer

follows: free subscription then the demand generated through e&ch IS
is the same. Also, the users are assumed to be equally gensiti

Ussp, (0:p1(6),p-1) = di(0,p1(0), p-1)p1(0) to the price set by each ISP, thus we takand 3 to be the
Usp, (0,pj,p—5) = dj(0,pj,p—j)pj j =2, ,n. same in the demand function of each ISP. Note that linear

demand function is supermodular and satisfies the dominant

In the above utilities we writey; (-) as a function of the, diagonal property ifa > (n — 1)3. We assume this relation

whereasp;, j = 2,3,---,n are constants chosen knowin

%holds in the sequel.
only distribution of§. The objective of ISP and ISR, j = > 5€q . .
. o . b Due to simple structure of linear demand function one can
2,3,--- ,n is to maximize their expected utilities given, re-

spectivelv. as follow compute the equilibrium prices and equilibrium utilities i
P Y. both the neutral regime and nonneutral regime explicitlgt an

B compare.
ElUisn] = /P(de)Ul (0, p1(0),p—), Theorem 3:Assume that demand function &l (2) for each
B ISP andx > (n—1)4. Then, in the neutral regime, ISPs obtain
ElUise] = /P(dG)Uj(e’pj’p*j)' higher revenue when all of them receive signals, compared to

the case where none of them receive signals. In the nonheutra

Theorem 2:Assume that the demand functions are superr@g'me’

modular and satisfy diagonal dominance property for eaén IS 1) the colluding ISP obtains higher revenue at equilibrium

andd. Assume that the CP provides information only to JSP than the noncolluding ISPs. . _
Then equilibrium exists in the nonneutral regime and isuaiq ~ 2) the revenue of the colluding ISP further improves if the
0 noncolluding ISPs also receive signals.

After establishing existence of equilibrium prices in both 3) the revenue of the noncolluding ISPs remains the same
neutral and nonneutral regimes it is interesting to compare @S in the neutral regime where none of the ISPs receive
the utilities in both the regimes to see the impact of sharing  Signals (no information).
private information on revenues of the ISPs. Though it agpedinally, the revenue of the CP at equilibrium is the same in
that an ISP receiving signal should obtain higher revenadl the cases. O
compared to an ISP without signal, this observation is nés we note from the above theorem, if ISPs receive signal
true in general: One can construct simple examples wherghay only earn higher revenues. However, this increasems IS
player with more information can gain or loose even whemvenue is not because of increased demand, but due to the
equilibrium is unique. For example, sée[14]. Also, the atsh optimal choice of subscription prices. In particular, asvsh
in the same paper give conditions on the feasible payoff sétsthe proof, the demand generated through each ISP remains
that ensures higher utilities at equilibrium for a more imfied the same at equilibrium, irrespective of whether it recgive
player. However, these conditions are not easy to verify insignal or not. Thus, the CP does not gain anything by sharing
game with continuous strategy space. its private information as its revenue depends only on tha to



demand generated. Hence the CP has an incentive to charge {40,
. . . . . —&— revenue of colluding ISP
the ISPs for sharing its private information. 10008 reventio of ISP without collusion
In the rest of the paper we restrict our attention to the case goo\ —e— revenue of CP from colluding ISP
. . - e -—— f CP fi h ISP with llusi
with just two ISPs for ease of exposition. However, it is not revenue of CP from each ISP without collusion
very restrictive as end users often face a duopoly ISP market

800+

700
VI. SIGNALING WITH SIDE PAYMENTS 600!
In this section we assume that CP charges ISPs for providing 500
signaling information. We assume that if an ISP receives 400}
signal from the CP it pays a fixed price @f; per unit 000 %
demand generated by its subscribers. We refep tas side 2006 ~
payment. We consider the nonneutral regime wherg §#Rs 100 ‘ ‘ : ‘ —>,
preferential treatment from the CP. Our aim is to study the o 5 B B %0 %
impact of side payment on the equilibrium utilities of the
colluding pair (ISR and CP) and on the non-colluding ISP Figure 2. Utilities of colluding ISP and CP.

particular, we will be interested in characterizing theueal of
side payment that makes the collusion with the CP beneficial

to ISP, and vice versa. 2) The CP has an incentive to collude if and only if
A. Nonneutral network with pricing < E[D(0)](4a” = 5*)  (20° =B — aﬁ)p 3)
We define the utility of the ISR ISP, and CP respectively T (20 —- )22 - B?) 202 — 32

as follows: Further, the colluding ISP obtains higher revenue than tire n

Uise, (0, p1(0),p2) = (Do(6) — apr(8) + Bpa)(p1.(8) — pa) colluding ISP if and only if

Uise, (6.01(6).p2) = (Do(8) — apz + Bp1(6) 2 p < 22X OEIDO)

Ucp(O.01(6).p2) = (Do(6) — ap1(6) + Ap2) (b + pa) ool

+ (Do(0) — apa + Bp1(0))pa W11 1 Ba=P)Var(D(9))(2a? — 52 + af)

12E2D(0)](202 — 2 —aB) |

The CP informs the value gf; to ISP, while they enter in
to the agreement. Thus CP acts as a passive player, providing O
signals, which in turn affects the demand generated by theln Figure[2, we plot the utilities of colluding ISP and
subscribers of the ISPs. We proceed to analyze the gaf#e as a function op,. In generating the plot we used the
between ISP and ISB. The objective of each ISP is tofollowing parameters. The signal takes three values: high
maximize its expected utility. (H), medium (M) and low (L), which corresponds to demands
Proposition 1: In the collusion assume that the CP impose®(H) = 200, D(M) = 50, D(L) = 20. The distribution of
price on ISR for sharing private information rather than© is taken asPr(© = H) = 0.1,Pr(© = M) = 0.6, Pr(© =
giving it for free. Then, equilibrium revenue of ISBecreases, L) = 0.3. The other parameters ase= 2, 5 = 1 andp, = 5.
whereas that of the noncolluding ISP increases. O
Thus pricing in the nonneutral network have a positive ex- As shown in the figure, if the side payment lies in the
ternality on the non-colluding ISP. This behavior can beegion marked A, then the colluding ISP obtains higher
explained as follows: When ISPs charged, it too chargesrevenue at equilibrium. If it is charged a price outside the
its subscribers higher to compensate for the extra paymentégion A, then collusion with the CP is not beneficial to any
makes to the CP (see proof of Prbp. 1). Whereas [&fes not ISP. For the CP, it appears that higher side payment will
need to increase its access fee, and also, some of the useigaease its revenues. But this is not the case. If ISP has to
ISP, shift to ISR. This increases demand generated througiay higher price to CP its demand goes down, which in turn
ISP, thus improving the revenue of the non-colluding ISFreduces the revenue of the CP. Thus it is not beneficial for
Unlike for the non-colluding ISR revenue of the colluding the CP to charge high prices from ISPs. Indeed, if CP charges
pair may or may not improve. It depends on the valugof price beyond region B, governed iyl (3), it will not improve
The following theorem characterizes its range. its revenue. The collusion between CP and ISP is profitable
Theorem 4:Assume that in a collusion CP provides signdi both if and only if side payment lies in the region A.
to ISP, by charging a pricey; per unit demand. Also assumeAlso, Note that in the region A, though both ISP and CP
that the distribution of) is such thatVar(D(0)) < E[D(6)]. benefit, CP can obtain higher revenues by increasing the side
Then, payment but at the cost of reducing the revenue of;ISP
1) ISP, has an incentive to collude with the CP if and only iffThus it becomes important to decide how the side payments
@) should be set so that all the players remain satisfied. In the
)

0 < (20 + B)E[D(9)] 1—.1— (20 — B)*Var(D next section we look for mechanisms to address this issue.
- 202 — 52 402E?[D(0




VII. M ECHANISMS FOR SETTING SIDE PAYMENTS Recall that the strategy of ISHs to choose price vector
In this section we look for mechanisms that take intdP1(¢),¢ € ©} and that of ISP is to choosep, knowing

account the bargaining power (weight) of each player. As gply distribution. of®, and utiIiti(.es of ISR, ISP, and CP are
the previous section, ISRs in collusion with CP, in which cp defined respectively as follows:

shares private information with ISPn payment. We assume  E[Uisp] = E[(D(0) — api(0) + Bp2)(p1(8) — pa)]
that both ISP and CP decide payment in presence of an ElU — EUD(O) — 0

arbitrator, and refer to the process la@rgaining Arbitrator Uise] (D) = apz + Bp1(8))Ip2

can be a regulating authority, or a disinterested thirdypaho ElUce] = E[(D(0) — ap1(0) + Bp2)](pa + pa)
aims to set a side payment that maximizes, in a sense made +E[(D(0) — ap2 + Bp1(8))]pa-

precise below, the revenues earned by the colluding pair. YW@ now return to our game model where the colluding pair
consider the following two game models. decides side payment in presence of the arbitrator.. In both

The timing for the first game is as follows. games the CP is a passive player. In the first game, 8@l
« ISP, and the CP bargain over the payment the CP bargain over side payment and then the ISPs set their
« ISP and ISR set the access price. The prices are sgtice competitively. In the second, ISBhoose price knowing
simultaneously . that he will bargain with the CP subsequently. Our aim is to
« The subscribers react to the prices and set the demafnpare the expected utilities of each player as a function o
generated through each ISP. ~, and study how the bargaining power influences the players’
In the second game, timing is as follows: preference for the bargaining modes, i.e, pre bargainimpst
« ISP, and ISR set their access price simultaneously. bargaining.
« ISP, and the CP then bargain over the payment A. Pre bargaining

« The su:)s(jc:fers Leact :lolgl]?e prices and set the demang\t the beginning, ISP bargain with the CP and decide side
gen.era € rou.g eac T . . payments. In this bargaining process we take into accoent th
The first game arises when the private information of theargaining power of each player. Once the side payment,is set
CP changes over a slower time-scale making the agreemg{ game is between the two ISPs alone who set their prices
between ISP-CP last for longer duration, whereas the 'Spéompetitively to maximize their revenue.
vary access fee over a comparatively fa§ter tme-scale_z. TWe computed the equilibrium utilities of players in the proo
second game arises in cases where private information d?fPropositiod]L given as follows:

the CP varies over a faster time-scale making the; ISP ) n 2
<D<9> L BED®)]  pa20” 5 >) ]

to renegotiate the side payments often, whereas the IS%[UISP = oF
price to its subscribers varies over a slower time-scale. We ' 200 20(2a— ) 402 — 2

analyze both models via backward induction and identify the (6)
equilibria. In the sequel, we refer to the first game pas E[D(0)] af 2
bargaininggame, and the second onegst bargaininggame.  E[Uisp,] =« < +— 2pd> (7
In deciding side payment the arbitrator takes into account (20 —p) * da®—f
g pay 2 2
only revenue of CP earned by traffic generated through.ISRy[7c,] = 20E[D(O)|pa _ a(2a —B )pg
For a given{p;(0),0 € ©} and ps, the arbitrator decides 2a - p 4a? — B2
side paymentp, from ISP, to the CP based on weighted N (aE[D(H)] _a2e? - p? —aﬁ)pa) ®)
proportionally fair allocation criteria given as follows: 200 — f3 4a2 — B2 b
p5 € argmax E[Uisp, |" E[Ucs]' ™. (4) Utility of ?he CP given above consists pf revenue generated
p¢ from traffic of both the ISPs. The portion that comes from

The parametety € [0, 1] determines the bargaining power of SP1 is given by
ISP; with respect to the CP. B D(0) = BE[D®)]  pa(2a® - B?)
If we take v = 1/2, then the above maximization is @ 20 20(2a — ) 4a? — 2

equivalent to that of product of the utilities of ISBnd the CP. 1nen the optimization problem of the arbitrator is given by
This is then the standard proportional fair allocation [aB{l is o
(D<9> | BEID@O)]  pa(20® —ﬂQ)) ]

based orNash bargaining solutiomvhich is known to satisfy are max o X
& 20 202 — ) da? — (32

set of four axioms[[16]. We note the method discussed in this © p,
section is a modified version of the standard Nash bargaining 9 9 1—vy
solution, abusing terminology we continue to refer to it ag [(D(G) + BE[D(0)] _ pa(2a” — 8 ))] (o +pa) 7.
bargaining. We may imagine that the bargaining is done by L\ 2a  2a(2a —f) 4a? — p?
another player, the regulator, whose (log) utility equals 9)
(5) Taking logarithm of the objective function and differe itiay
with respect tgpg it is easy to verify that the above optimiza-
whereU,sp, = log E[Uisp,] andUcp = log E[Ucp|. tion problem has unique solution.

Uregulator = 'YUISPl +(1- V)UCP,



B. Post Bargaining

2000 : ‘ :
In the second game, ISPs set price competitively knowit —e— Utility of ISP in pre bargaining
that the arbitrator will decide side payment between,; |8Rd o —— Utility of CP in pre bargaining
CP according tO[]4). 15001 ~6 . - @ - Utility of ISP1 in post bargaining

As in the pre bargaining case, we analyze this game in t ¢, L= @ - utiity of CP in post bargaining
reverse order, i.e., we first look at the side payment set >
the arbitrator as a function of ISP prices, and then study t
competition between the ISPs. Note that the demand functi
d2(0,p1(0), p2) does not depend gm;. Then the side payment
set by the arbitrator for a givefp:(0),0 € ©} andp. is such
that 5007

1000 p——0—0—6—¢

pa € argrr;ng[dl (0,p1(0),p2)(P1(0) — pa))]” x

_ s ‘ ‘ ‘ :
E[di(0,p1(8),p2)(Pa + pa))]' 7. % 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 1
y (bargaining power)

Lemma 1:For a given{p,(f),6 € ©} andp, the arbitrator Figure 3.
sets side payment as

o _ Eldi(0,p1(0),p2)(p1(0))]  E[di(6,p1(6), p2)pal o .
ba = - - post bargaining game. When the bargaining power of; ISP
E[d1(0,p1(0), p2)] E[d1(0,p1(0), p2)] ; : : -

is small, it gets only a small fraction of the joint revenue
it earns with the CP. Thus ISPprefers pre bargaining to
decide side payment, whereas ;Cprefers post bargaining.
As the bargaining power of the IShcreases, CP gets only a
U|5P1 = ~E[d1(0,p1(0), p2)(p1(0) + pa)] Emalle_r_fracs\(/)n 0|f thﬁ total reve(;\ue_l_earnfelglar:jd(i:tpp_regil;amh
— _ argaining. We plot the expected utility of ISBn in bot
Uce = (1= 7)E[d1(0,p1(6),p2)(p1(0) + pa)] the game models as a function-pin Figure[3. In generating
Note that in the above expressiof$d; (6, p1(0),p2)(p1(#) + the plots we used the same parameters as in Figure 2 with
pa)] is total revenue earned by both ISBnd CP from the 5 = 1.5. As seen, there is a threshold on the bargaining power,
traffic generated through I1SPIn the post bargaining they marked as point in the figure, below which CPprefers pre
shares this total revenue in proportion to their bargainifzprgaining and above post bargaining.
power. We proceed to analyze the game between ISPs with

ISP and CP utility in two game modeis= 2,8 = 1.5

]
Substituting this expression of; in the utility of ISP, and
CP, the modified utilities are as follows:

the modified utility of ISR. VIIl. PRICE OFPARTIAL BARGAINING
~ Proposition 2:In the post bargaining game with the modi- In the previous section we studied mechanisms to decide
fied utilities, the equilibrium utilities are as follows: the payment based on weighted proportionally fair criteria

Another natural choice is to set a side payment such that
the sum of the utility of all the players is maximized at
equilibrium. Letp, denote this side payment, i.e.,

E[U|sp]] :’}/OLE

D®) . BED®O)  (20° 8.\’
< 2 +2a(2a—ﬁ)+ 402 — B2 ) ]

2
ElUsp,] =« <§LD_(9;] - 40[0;[357%2) Pa € argmax ElUsp,] + E[Ussp,] + E[Ucr|,
ElU] = a <E[D(9)] __afbpa ) n where the utilities are computed at the equilibrium pricethe
20— 4a2—p2) 7" players. We denote the expected sum of equilibrium utilitie
D(6) BE[D(0)] (202 — %)pa 2 calculated ap, asU. Recall that we denoted the side payment
(1-7)aE ( 5 2a(2a — f) 102 — 32 > obtained in weighted proportional fairness solutionpgsin
(4). Let the expected sum of the equilibrium utilities cddted

O at the weighted proportional fairness solution be denoted a
We can now compare the expected utilities of the players in We will be interested in studying how goddis compared
the two games obtained in Propositidn 2 and equat(dn$ §6)-(® U.
First note that the expression for the utility of ISBnd the In this section we do not take into account the bargaining
CP in the pre bargaining game is similar to that in the popbwer of each player. We shall be interested in simply the
bargaining game with, replaced by-p,. Also, as seen from product of utilities (i.e., without the exponents il (4)). A
(@) the side payment set in the pre bargaining game satisfiesre interesting analysis would be to compare optimdéir
pa > —pa. This gives the impression that ISPrefers the social equilibrium utility, interpreting fairness factars the
post bargaining mechanism in setting side payment. Howevieargaining power. However, we will not pursue this thought
note the multiplicative factory in the utility of ISP, in the in this work.
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Figure 4. Price of partial Bargaining = 2

In [10], the authors proposed a new measure cdftede

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we studied preferential treatment of ISPs by
CPs through collusions. We modeled a nonneutral behavior in
which a CP shares private about its content through signals.
We showed that the CP may not benefit sharing its private
information, whereas ISPs always benefit receiving signfls
the CP charges the ISPs to share its private informatiofn, bot
the CP and the ISP in collusion may lose, whereas the ISPs
which do not receive signals may gain.

We also studied two mechanisms based on weighted pro-
portional fairness criteria to set the price (side paynjettst
ISP pays to the CP for providing signals. In deciding this
side payments we took into account the bargaining power of
the players. We noted that the bargaining power influences
players preference for the mechanisms. We also introduced
a new performance measure to compare the social utility
at equilibrium with the optimal social utility when some
parameters are agreed through bargaining and others are set

of Selfishnes@P0S) to compare the optimal social utility with
the social utility obtained at the Nash bargaining solutioff
However, their definition of PoS is not suitable in our seftin
to comparel/ and U. This is because, if [10] the problem 0
is defined in a cooperative context in which the regulator
determines the actions taken by all the players,;;é9) and  [2]
p2, and also the value g, that maximizes the product of
the utilities of all the players. In our case the problem i$ no
fully cooperative. Bargaining is restricted to the paranet;  [3]
alone. The other parameters are set through competitiars Th
in our model bargaining is over a subset of the parameters. Vg
therefore propose an alternative metric callite of Partial
Bargaining (PoPB), which we define as (5]
_U [6]

We will next compute the PoPB in the nonneutral regimd’]
analyzed in the previous section where CP shares priva@
information with ISR on payment. In the pre bargaining
game, side payment; is the maximizer of sum of utilities [9]
given by [6)48) andp, is obtained from[(9). The resulting
optimal values and the corresponding utilities are cubeeso

to manupulate. We plot the PoPB in Figlile 4 as a function B6€]
7 = B/a fixing a = 2. From the figure we note that whens
close tol, the PoPB is large. Whenis close tol, the demand [17]
generated from each ISP is equally sensitive to price sdtdoy t
competing ISPs, in this case pre bargaining leads to podalso
utility. However, whenr is close tol /2, PoPB is close to one.
This implies that when demand generated from an ISP half as
much sensitive as to its own price then the resulting socfaf!
utility in pre bargaining is close to optimal.Whenis close

to zero, again the pre bargaining results in poor equiliriuf14]
social utility.

We note that our definition of PoPB is not appropriate fqts)
the post bargaining game. In this game, first optimal side
payment is evaluated for a given price of ISPs, and then t
equilibrium prices are computed. But the similar process of
evaluating social utility becomes independent of side payn

T12)

ompetitively.
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APPENDICES Subtracting the expected utility of the IS (I0) from [12)
A. Proof of Theorerhll we have

Proof: We begin with the neutral regime with no infor-
mation. Taking the logarithm of the utility of ISRve get

o 2 2
G EID*0) - B0)
[

= ——Var(D(9)) > 0.
log E[Uisp,] = log E[d;(0, pi, P—i)] + log p; (20— p)?
WhereVar(D(6)) denotes the variance of the random variable
D(6). Now assume that CP colludes with SBnd shares
private information only it. Then, the expected utility SR,

and CP at equilibrium can be computed, respectively, as

Using Assumptiori]1 and monotonicity propertiesdyf6, p)
given in (1), it is easy to verify thatog E[d;(0, p;, p—;)]
satisfies supermodular property, i.e,

2 . . . .
9% log Eédl,g)’?“pﬂ)] > 0for j 1. follows:
Piop; ElUisp,] = E[D*(0)]  BE*[D()](4a — B) (14)
Then existence of equilibrium follows from Topkis’s theore ISP = T 1a(2a — B)?
3.
Using the dominant diagonal property it is easy to verify _ aB?[D(9)]
that forall: =1,2,---,n Ellse,] = (20— B)2” (15)
"\ 9%log Ed; (0, p) E[D(6)]
—F— <0. ElUcp| = 2a0———=+. 16
; OpiOp; [Uee) “Ca—5) (16)
Then uniqueness of equilibria follows frof [13]. We now compare the performance of ISP that receives the

Now consider the case with full information. We firsSignaling information with the ISP which do not have this
note that the demand function for each ISP is separafjiéormation. To prove the first claim in the nonneutral regim
in 6. Thus, givend, ISP, sets a price that maximizesWe compare the_ expected utility ii—(14) with the e?(pecFed
Uisp(6, pi(0), p—i(0)) independent of what other ISPs Se.t,ltlllty in (@]) obtgmed Wherj both_ the ISPs do not get §|glgil|
when the signal is different from. Hence we can restrict information. A simple manipulations yields that(14) isger
the study of price competition between the ISP for a gigen than [10) if and only ifE[D?(9)] > E*[D(6)], which always
It can be easily verified that; (6, p(6)) is log-supermodular. holds.

Also, by settingd = ~ in AssumptiorL.1l the condition To prove the second claim we compare the expected utility
in (I4) with the expected utility in[(12) obtained when both

i 9%logd9,p(0)) <0 the ISPs get signaling information. Again, a simple manip-

=~ OpiOp; - ulation shows that[{12) is larger thah{14) if and only if

E[D?(9)] > E*[D(6)] which holds always.
holds for all¢ andi. Then existence and uniqueness followshe third claim holds by comparing utility of the non-
from Topkis's theorem [13]. colluding ISP in [I2) and(15).
B Finally, the last claim follows by noting that expected iuil
of the CP given by in the three cases [ed(15) (10) are the

B. Proof of Theorerfll3 same. u

Proof: For a givery the utility of each ISP is quadratic in -
price. We compute the equilibrium prices by simply solving. Proof of Propositior 1
the best response. A straight forward calculations resnlts Proof: Best response of ISFor a given value of and
the following equilibrium utilities when the CP does not giv Py is

signal to any of the ISPs: D(0) + Bp2 + apa

pi(0) = 5 (17)
a(E[D(0)))? ¢
ElUisp,] = E[Ussp,]| = Wv (10) Similarly, the best response of ISPr a given strategy profile
{p1(0) : 0 € ©}
Blver0. 1.9 = 252y ) ., EID(O+ An)
200 ’

Similar calculation results in the following utilities of ven

¢ ; Solving the above best response equations simultanedsly,
the CP gives signal to both the ISPs.

equilibrium prices are given by

EUes(6,i(0),73(0)] = PO, ag) b EDO) a5

2a - p 20— | 4a? — (2’



Substituting these prices in the utility functions and taki
expectation we obtain the equilibrium utility for each piay
as follows:

E[U|sp1]= aF

20 20(2a — ) 4% — 52

(D(@)+ BE[D(0)] _pd<2a2—ﬁ2>ﬂ

EUisp,| =« <£LD_(0;]) + 40[204? 52“)
ElUcp] = 20;??(;)] - O‘(?LZ2 : 22)173
(aE[D(H)] 3 a(2a® — 3% — Oéﬁ)pa>
20 — 3 4a? — 2 ba

The claim follows by comparing the above utilities of the $SP
with the utilities given in [(I4)E(T5) which corresponds teet
case when both the ISPs receive signals. ]

D. Proof of Theoreml4

Proof: Collusion with the CP is beneficial to ISH it can
get higher expected utility compared to the case when it does
not enter into any agreement. This happens if the expected
utility, given in (@), is larger than that given ib (1L0). Stdntting
(10) from [8) and simplifying, we get the following quadiati
equation inpy.

5 2ED]2a+ B)pa . (4a* — B2)*Var(D(0))
f(pd) = DPq— D) D) D) D) D)

202 — 8 (2a? — B?)da
The roots of this quadratic equation are

(20 + B)E[D(O) {1 N Vl _ (20— B)*Var(D(6)) }

207 — 2 1a2E2[D(0)]

Let 1 andx, denote the smaller and larger root respectively.
Note that f(ps) is a concave function irp,. It takes non
negative values outside the interval;, xzo]. It is easy to
verify that for p; > x5 revenue obtained by the colluding
ISP is negative. Thus the claim follows by noting thdp,)

is nonnegative fopy < ;.

Similarly, collusion with ISR is beneficial to CP if it can get
higher expected utility compared to the case when it does not
enter into any agreement. This happens if the expectedyutili
for CP in collusion, given in[{8), is larger than that given in
(113). Subtracting[{11) from{8) and simplifying, we get the
following quadratic equation ip,.

ED®)] _ (20° — B> —af)p. _ 20° — §°
otpi) = pa (S0 - B e 2o ).

Now the claim follows by noting thag(p,) is positive if and
only if p; satisfies the relatiori]3).

The last claim can be verified in a similar way by compar-
ing expected utility of ISP and ISR given in [8) and [(I7)
respectively. ]
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