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Abstract

Fraud is ubiquitous across many applications and involves users bypassing the rule of law,
often with the strategic aim of obtaining some benefit that would otherwise be unattainable
within the bounds of lawful conduct. However, user fraud is detrimental, as it may compromise
safety or impose disproportionate negative externalities on particular population groups.

To mitigate the potential harms of user fraud, we study the problem of policing such fraud as
a security game between an administrator and users. In this game, an administrator deploys R
security resources (e.g., police officers) across L locations and levies fines against users engaging
in fraud at those locations. For this security game, we study both payoff and revenue maxi-
mization administrator objectives. In both settings, we show that the problem of computing the
optimal administrator strategy is NP-hard and develop natural greedy algorithm variants for the
respective settings that achieve at least half the payoff or revenue as the payoff-maximizing or
revenue-maximizing solutions, respectively. We also establish a resource augmentation guaran-
tee that our proposed greedy algorithms with just one additional resource, i.e., R+1 resources,
achieve at least the same payoff (revenue) as the payoff-maximizing (revenue-maximizing) out-
come with R resources that is NP-hard to compute. Moreover, in the setting when the user types
are homogeneous, i.e., at each location, all users have the same type, we develop a near-linear
time algorithm to solve the administrator’s revenue maximization problem and a polynomial
time approximation scheme for the administrator’s payoff maximization problem.

Next, we present numerical experiments based on a case study of parking enforcement at a
university campus, highlighting the efficacy of our algorithms in increasing earnings from parking
permit purchases by $300,000 annually relative to the status-quo enforcement policy. Finally, we
study several model extensions, including incorporating contracts into our framework to bridge
the gap between the payoff and revenue-maximizing outcomes and generalizing our model to
incorporate additional constraints beyond a resource budget constraint.

1 Introduction
Fraudulent activities involving users bypassing the rule of law are ubiquitous and arise as users

seek to strategically obtain some benefit that would otherwise not be attainable within the bounds
of lawful conduct. For instance, in transportation networks, users often drive above the speed limit
to reduce travel times, and, in school choice contexts, parents often misreport their home addresses
to admit their children to better schools [1]. Similar issues of users engaging in fraud arise in
other domains, including labor markets [2], strategic classification [3, 4], non-market allocation
mechanisms [5], and resource allocation [6].

However, fraud can be detrimental, as it can compromise safety, result in disproportionate neg-
ative externalities to particular groups of the population, or hamper efficiency. In transportation
networks, users driving above the speed limit can compromise road safety, and, in school choice
settings, sophisticated gaming by some parents, who typically belong to higher-income strata, often
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adversely affects users not engaging in such practices [1]. Moreover, in healthcare, the manipula-
tion of patient’s priority by transplant providers in organ transplant waiting lists often results in
reductions in organ donations [7, 8]. We present further examples of users engaging in fraud and
the associated harms in Section 1.1.

The prevalence of fraud and its associated harms across applications poses critical security
challenges and requires policing to deter users from engaging in such activities. Central to the
problem of policing fraud is a resource allocation task, which involves allocating a limited set of
security resources (e.g., police officers) to mitigate fraud. However, the challenge in policing fraud
is that only limited security resources are available, i.e., providing complete coverage to prevent
fraud is not possible. This resource limitation raises a fundamental question of how to best allocate
the available resources to protect against fraud.

To answer this question, we study the problem of policing fraud as a security game between
an administrator and fraudulent users at susceptible locations in a system. In our security game,
the administrator can allocate a budget of security resources across various locations and levy fines
against users engaging in fraud. For our studied security game, we show that simple algorithms
with a low computational overhead can achieve a good performance relative to the administrator’s
optimal strategies, which are NP-hard to compute. To analyze the associated equilibria and the
corresponding optimal administrator strategies, we leverage and combine techniques from optimiza-
tion theory, linear programming, and approximation algorithms. Moreover, we apply our developed
algorithms to a real-world data set on enforcing parking regulations at a university campus.

Our modeling assumptions and, in particular, considering fines to deter fraud are motivated by
several real-world applications, e.g., users typically pay fines for road traffic or speeding violations.
Moreover, in line with prior work on security games [9], we adopt a game-theoretic framework to
study the problem of deploying security resources to mitigate fraud. We do so as a game-theoretic
framework enables us to incorporate the preferences of both the administrator and users and predict
how a fraudulent user will respond to a resource allocation policy and the corresponding fines the
administrator sets. While we study a security game, a widely studied topic in the literature, our
work contributes to the security games literature and differs from prior work on security games in
several significant ways, which we summarize in Section 2.

1.1 Examples

This section presents detailed examples of real-world settings where users engage in fraud. Our
examples help further contextualize our studied problem setting and provide a grounding for the
model in Section 3. While we present three examples, our developed framework more generally
applies to a broad range of settings where users engage in fraud.

Environmental Non-Compliance: In environmental applications, public agencies institute regu-
lations designed to meet particular health, safety, and environmental standards that the institutions
these regulations seek to govern must comply with [10]. For instance, the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency (USEPA) imposes water quality standards that all water treatment
facilities must adhere to. However, institutions often have an incentive to, for instance, save on the
costs of upgrading their facilities and thereby not comply with the regulations, which can lead to
potentially detrimental environmental or health outcomes for the residents these facilities serve.

Queue skipping in Intermediate Public Transport (IPT): IPT comprises informal modes of trans-
port pivotal in serving the last-mile connectivity needs in many developing nation cities, particularly
when the formal public transportation system is inadequate in serving users’ travel demands [11, 12].
IPT services typically entail mini-buses [13], share-taxis [14, 15], or auto-rickshaws [16].

While IPT services offer affordable on-demand last-mile connectivity, commuters often face long
wait times during rush hours [17], which frequently results in disorderly queues and, in particular,
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illicit behavior by some commuters who jump the queue to reduce their wait times [18, 11], a problem
that occurs in a broad range of queuing applications [19]. For instance, some male passengers who
have recently arrived to avail of an IPT service, e.g., at a mini-bus stand, might bypass the queue and
board a moving vehicle as it arrives to pick up passengers. Such alighting of moving vehicles is more
challenging for women or less-abled travelers, who typically bear the burden of disproportionately
high wait times when using IPT systems.

Parking Violations: In another transportation context, users often engage in illegal parking
practices, which typically involve bypassing parking regulations by, for instance, not purchasing
parking permits or paying the appropriate parking fees when availing a parking spot. The violation
of parking regulations is so commonplace that in 2022 alone, over 15 million parking tickets worth
over $1 billion were issued in New York City [20]. Illegal parking by users denies other commuters
from availing parking spots, can be a source of traffic jams [21], and also results in lower permit
and parking revenues for owners of parking lots (see Section 6 for more details).

Each of these examples highlights the need for policing to deter defaulting users from engaging
in such fraudulent activities at susceptible locations in a system, e.g., water treatment facilities in
an environmental regulation context, parking lots in a parking enforcement context, and mini-bus
stands where users queue to avail a mini-bus in an IPT context.

1.2 Our Contributions

Motivated by the prevalence and detrimental effects of fraud across applications, we study a
security game between an administrator and users engaging in fraud at susceptible locations in a
system. In this security game, the administrator has R security resources to allocate across these
locations and levies fines against defaulting users to deter fraud. For this security game, we study
the resulting equilibria and the optimal administrator strategies under both the payoff and revenue
maximization objectives, which we introduce in Section 3. We model users as belonging to a discrete
set of types, where a type is specified by the number of users belonging to that type, the benefit
that users in that type derive when engaging in fraud, and the payoff corresponding to preventing
users of that type from engaging in fraud, and study the optimal administrator strategies in the
setting with (i) homogeneous user types, i.e., each location has a single user type while user types
can differ across locations, and (ii) heterogeneous user types.

We first study the setting with homogeneous user types in Section 4, where we develop a
natural greedy procedure to compute the administrator’s revenue-maximizing strategy and show
that it is NP-hard to compute the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strategy. To that end, in the
payoff-maximization setting, we develop a variant of a greedy algorithm, different from that in the
revenue-maximization setting, that achieves at least half the optimal payoff. Moreover, we establish
a resource augmentation guarantee that our proposed greedy algorithm with just one additional
resource, i.e., R + 1 resources, achieves at least the optimal payoff given R resources. Finally, we
also develop a polynomial-time approximation scheme (PTAS), which, when augmented with δ
extra resources for any δ > 0, achieves a 1− ϵ approximation to the optimal payoff for every fixed
ϵ > 0. To establish the hardness, approximation, and resource augmentation guarantees in the
payoff maximization setting, we develop and leverage properties of the payoff-maximizing solution
and geometric insights based on the structure of the administrator’s payoff function.

Next, in Section 5, we study the setting with heterogeneous user types, where we show that, un-
like in the setting with homogeneous user types, computing the administrator’s revenue-maximizing
strategy is NP-hard. Yet, we develop variants of greedy algorithms that achieve similar half-
approximation and resource augmentation guarantees to those in the homogeneous user type setting
for the revenue and payoff maximization administrator objectives with heterogeneous user types.
The crux of establishing our algorithmic guarantees involves constructing amonotone concave upper
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approximation (MCUA) of the revenue and payoff functions of the administrator (see Section 5.2
for more details on the MCUA) and showing that the corresponding MCUAs can be maximized via
a greedy process. Our results shed light on the benefits of using simple algorithms, e.g., variants of
the greedy algorithm, and highlight the value of recruiting one additional security resource rather
than expending computational effort in solving for the optimal administrator strategies that are
NP-hard to compute.

Then, in Section 6, we present numerical experiments based on a case study of parking enforce-
ment at Stanford University’s campus. Our results demonstrate that our algorithms outperform
the status-quo enforcement policy by increasing parking permit earnings by over $300, 000 (a 2%
increase) annually. Moreover, our results demonstrate the increasing power of our security game
framework and algorithms in the regime when the proportion of users strategically deciding whether
to engage in fraud increases.

Finally, we study several model extensions, highlighting the generalizability of our proposed
framework and algorithms. In Section 7, we extend our security game to incorporate contracts,
wherein a revenue-maximizing administrator is compensated through contracts for the payoff it
contributes to the system. Beyond extending our theoretical results in the payoff and revenue
maximization settings to studying equilibrium strategies in the contract game, we also present nu-
merical experiments highlighting the effectiveness of using contracts in bridging the gap between
the revenue and payoff-maximizing administrator outcomes. Next, in Section 8, we generalize our
model to incorporate additional constraints on allocating security resources beyond a resource bud-
get constraint. While a natural generalization of our proposed greedy algorithms that respect the
additional constraints (termed as Constrained-Greedy) may achieve arbitrarily bad approximation
ratios for general constraints, we identify a practically relevant class of constraints, namely that of
a hierarchy, under which Constrained-Greedy achieves constant factor approximation ratios when
augmented with some additional resources.

In the appendix, we provide proofs and extensions of theoretical results omitted from the main
text, present additional numerical results, and highlight extensions of the model presented in this
work, which opens directions for future work.

2 Related Literature
Game theory has served as a foundational paradigm in studying multi-agent systems wherein

agents pursue their selfish interests [22]. Among the many successful applications of game theory, it
has, in particular, gained traction in security applications, where the problem of allocating security
resources is formulated as a Stackelberg game [9, 23]. In a Stackelberg security game (SSG),
the objective of the security agency is to compute a strategy to deploy its resources to prevent
security breaches, given that the adversary will optimize its utility on observing this strategy.
SSGs have found many applications, including protecting security checkpoints at airports [24],
protecting shipping ports [25], homeland security and the defense of critical infrastructure [26], fare
inspections in transit systems [27], and more recently, in green security contexts [28, 29, 30, 31].
For a more detailed review of the state-of-the-art on security games, see [9, 23].

The work on SSGs has focused on equilibrium computation in two classes of problems: (i)
single-resource Bayesian games, where the adversary’s type is drawn from a distribution while the
security agency has one resource to prevent a security breach [32] and (ii) multi-resource single-type
games, where adversaries have a single type but the security agency has multiple resources [33, 34].
While designing algorithms for multi-resource Bayesian SSGs has been challenging, in a recent
work, Li et al. [35] developed algorithms to compute equilibria in such games. Akin to Li et al. [35],
we also study a security game with multiple resources and multiple adversary types; however,
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unlike Li et al. [35], who only evaluate their algorithms through experiments, we present provable
approximation guarantees of our algorithms that are computationally efficient. Thus, to our best
knowledge, our work is the first to study SSGs with multiple resources and multiple adversary types
while presenting tractable algorithms with provable guarantees.

Beyond the above-mentioned contribution, our game structure and solution methodology also
differ from prior works on security games. First, unlike classical security games, where adversaries
typically have an allocation task of determining a utility-maximizing set of locations to target, in
our setting, the role of users (i.e., the adversaries) is to decide whether or not to commit fraud
at their respective locations. Next, we depart from much of the previous security games litera-
ture as we explicitly model fines administrators levy on defaulting users. Consequently, given the
differences in our modeling assumptions and game structure, rather than developing large-scale
mixed-integer linear programs to compute equilibria as in past works on security games, we lever-
age the structure of the payoffs of the administrator and users induced by the fines in our setting
to uncover novel geometric insights to develop computationally efficient algorithms with provable
performance guarantees.

While SSGs have been a more recent application of game theory, applying economic theory
in law enforcement contexts dates to the seminal work of Becker [36], who modeled criminals as
utility-maximizing agents and considered a framework where it is profitable to perform enforcement
if its benefits outweigh its costs. Since Becker’s work [36], there has been a growing literature
on inspection games that study the equilibrium interplay between an enforcement agency and
fraudulent agents [37]. Such equilibrium inspection models have been studied across applications,
including environmental compliance [38, 10, 39, 40], quality control in supply chains [41], fare
collections for public transportation [42], and parking enforcement [43], and even been investigated
in repeated game settings [44, 45]. Akin to the work on inspection games, we also study the
influence of the probability of inspection (or allocating a security resource) and the associated
inspection penalties (or fines) on the behavior of fraudulent users [46, 47]. However, unlike this
literature, which typically does not account for resource limitations, we investigate a setting where
the administrator (or enforcement agency) has a fixed budget of resources to mitigate fraud.

Methodologically, our work aligns with the literature on approximation algorithms for NP-hard
problems [48, 49, 50], as we also develop polynomial time algorithms that achieve a constant fac-
tor approximation to the optimal solutions that are NP-hard to compute. Moreover, our work
contributes to the literature on beyond worst-case algorithm design by developing resource aug-
mentation guarantees [51], wherein an algorithm’s performance is compared to the optimal solution
handicapped with fewer resources. In particular, we obtain Bulow-Klemperer [52] style results for
our problem setting as we establish that simple greedy-like algorithms with one additional resource
achieve higher revenues or payoffs than the optimal solutions (which are NP-hard to compute)
with no extra resources [53, 54, 55]. Overall, our guarantees for the developed greedy algorithms
contribute to the broader literature on simplicity versus optimality in algorithm design [56, 57].

Our work is also related to contract theory [58, 59], which typically considers a principal-
agent problem where a principal delegates a task to an agent who takes a (possibly) costly action,
unobservable to the principal, that triggers a distribution over rewards [60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65].
While we also study an optimal contract problem, unlike classical principal-agent models, we use
contracts as a mechanism to bridge the gap between the revenue and payoff maximizing outcomes.

3 Model and Preliminaries
This section presents a model of our security game and introduces the strategies and payoffs

of the administrator and users. For additional discussions of some of our modeling assumptions
beyond those presented in this section, see Appendix A.

5



3.1 Parameters of Security Game

We consider a security game where an administrator seeks to allocate a budget of R security
resources (e.g., police officers) across a set of L locations susceptible to fraud and levies a fine of
k against users found engaging in fraud. In this security game, users at each location l belong to
a discrete (and finitely supported) set I of types, where |I| ∈ N, known to the administrator. At
each location l, each user type i∈I is specified by a triple Θi

l = (Λi
l, d

i
l, p

i
l), where Λi

l denotes the
number of users belonging to type i, dil is the benefit received by users of type i who engage in
fraud, and pil represents the administrator payoff for mitigating fraud at location l from users of
type i. We emphasize that user types are location-specific; hence, we use the subscript l in defining

a user type. Further, we order user types by the user benefits such that d1l ≤ d2l ≤ . . . ≤ d
|I|
l . We

also note that depending on the administrator’s goals in a specific context, many formulations for
the payoff pil are possible, and we subsume the different possible administrator objectives into the
term pil for generality.

A few comments about our modeling assumptions are in order. First, while we study a finite
user type setting, which captures the main technical nuances of our security game, our algorithms
and results can be naturally extended to the continuous user type setting under a mild regularity
condition on the boundedness of the administrator’s objective (see Appendix D.1). Moreover,
while our model considers a deterministic set of user types, our model and results can be naturally
extended to capture the Bayesian setting, as in Bayesian SSGs, where the administrator only knows
the distribution over user types (see Appendix D.2). We present the additional notation required
to directly extend our algorithms and results to the probabilistic setting in Appendix D.2. Finally,
while we study a setting where the fine k is fixed, our results generalize to the setting when the
administrator additionally optimizes over a fine k belonging to an interval [k, k̄] for some k, k̄ > 0
(see Appendix D.3).

To make our model more concrete, we elucidate an example of user types and administrator
payoffs in the context of queue jumping in intermediate public transport services. In this context,
the location set L corresponds to the mini-bus or share-taxi stands at which users avail the IPT
service, and the user type set I specifies users’ different sensitivities or willingness to wait in the
queue, captured by a value of time parameter vil , which corresponds to the monetary equivalent
of one unit of time waiting in the queue. Moreover, letting tl denote a user’s time savings when
jumping the queue at location l, user types can be defined as follows: Λi

l represents the number of
users with value of time vil availing the IPT service at a location l, dil = vil tl represents the monetary
equivalent of the wait time that user type i saves when jumping the queue at location l, and pil can,
for instance, represent the fraud that the presence of a security resource at location l can prevent,
given by pil = Λi

ltl, i.e., the total wait time benefits that fraudulent users accrue, which is equal to
the additional wait time faced by non-defaulting users. As another example, a payoff pil = xΛi

ltl or
pil = Λi

lt
x
l for some x ≥ 1 can serve as a proxy to capture the fact that an administrator may place

a higher value in reducing additional wait times of non-defaulting users.
For another example of user types and administrator payoffs in the context of another security

game application, that of parking enforcement, see Section 6.

3.2 Strategies of Administrator and Users

As in prior security games literature [9], we model our problem as a Stackelberg game, where
an administrator (the leader) selects a strategy to allocate its security resources to which the users
(the followers) respond by deciding whether to engage in fraud. Here, we present the strategies of
the administrator and users in our studied security game.

Administrator Strategy: We denote σ = (σl)l∈L as the (mixed)-strategy of the administrator,
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where σl ∈ [0, 1] denotes the probability with which a security resource is allocated to location l.
This mixed-strategy satisfies the administrator’s resource budget, i.e.,

∑
l∈L σl ≤ R. For brevity

of notation, we define the feasible set of this mixed-strategy vector as ΩR = {σ = (σl)l∈L : σl ∈
[0, 1] for all l ∈ L and

∑
l∈L σl ≤ R}, where the subscript R represents the number of security

resources available to the administrator.
User Strategy: In response to the administrator’s strategy σ, users at each location l decide

whether to engage in fraud. We let yil(σ) ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability with which users of type
i at location l will engage in fraud, where the outcome yil(σ) = 1 (yil(σ) = 0) corresponds to a
setting where users of type i at location l do (do not) engage in fraud.

3.3 User and Administrator Objectives

We assume users to be utility maximizers, as is standard in security games [27], and study the
administrator’s resource allocation strategies under revenue and payoff maximization objectives. A
revenue maximization objective, wherein the administrator maximizes the total fines collected from
enforcement, aligns with the model of a selfish administrator, which is a standard assumption in
security games [27] and resembles practice. For instance, police often place speed traps where users
are likely to violate the speed limit despite other locations being more accident-prone [66]. On the
other hand, a payoff maximization objective is a natural choice for an administrator seeking to, for
instance, target locations most impacted by fraud.

We first elucidate the utility maximization problem of users, who at each location l best respond
to the administrator’s strategy σ by choosing whether to engage in fraud based on whether the
benefits from fraud outweigh the risk of potential losses through fines. The trade-off between the
benefits and losses from fraud can differ by application. For instance, in a parking enforcement
context, users have typically already engaged in fraud, e.g., by not purchasing a parking permit,
when a police officer patrols a given parking lot, thereby resulting in a gain of dil for user type
i from not purchasing the parking permit and a loss through fines of σlk, as the police patrols
location l with probability σl. In contrast, in the context of queue jumping in informal transport
(see Section 1.1), the presence of a police officer is likely to deter users jumping the queue in the
first place, thereby resulting in a gain of (1−σl)d

i
l for user type i from committing fraud at location

l, as users are only able to jump the queues when the police officer is not present at location l, and
a loss through fines of σlk.

To capture these different user utilities, we let β ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability that the security
resource when allocated deters fraud. Then, the utility maximization problem of the users of type
i, given a strategy σ, at location l is given by

max
yil∈[0,1]

U i
l (σ, y

i
l) = yil [(1− βσl)d

i
l − σlk]. (1)

The above problem represents the additional gains to users of type i at location l when engaging in
fraud with probability yil , where, without loss of generality, we normalize the utility of not engaging
in fraud (which happens with probability 1−yil) to zero. Note that the case when β = 0 corresponds
to the user utility in the parking enforcement context while the case when β = 1 corresponds to
the user utility in the context of queue jumping in IPT services. To simplify exposition, we focus
on the setting when β = 1; however, all our results and analysis naturally extend to any β ∈ [0, 1].

Next, we elucidate the administrator’s revenue and payoff maximization problems.
Revenue Maximization: The revenue from collected fines under an administrator strategy σ

at each location l from user type i is given by σly
i
l(σ)kΛ

i
l, where yil(σ) is the best-response of

users at location l, given by the solution of Problem (1). Note if yil(σ) = 0, i.e., users of type i
do not commit fraud at location l, the administrator collects no revenue from these users, while
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if yil(σ) > 0, the administrator levies a fine k on the Λi
l fraudulent users of type i at location l,

resulting in a revenue of kΛi
l from those users. Then, the administrator’s revenue maximization

problem is given by the following bi-level program:

max
σ∈ΩR

yil (σ)∈[0,1],∀l∈L,i∈I

QR(σ) =
∑
l∈L

∑
i∈I

σly
i
l(σ)kΛ

i
l, (2a)

s.t. yil(σ) ∈ argmax
y∈[0,1]

U i
l (σ, y), for all l ∈ L, i ∈ I, (2b)

where in the upper level problem the administrator deploys an enforcement strategy σ to maximize
its revenue to which users best-respond by maximizing their utilities in the lower-level problem.
Here, we express the administrator revenue QR(σ) only as a function of σ and not the user strategy
vector y = (yil)l∈L,i∈I for notational simplicity, as the best-response function yil(σ) of users of type i
at each location l can itself be expressed as a function of the strategy σ, as given by Equation (2b).
In the remainder of this work, we will clarify the formulation of yil(σ) based on context.

Payoff Maximization: When β = 1, the payoff under a strategy σ at each location l for user
type i is σlp

i
l+(1− σl)(1−yil(σ))p

i
l=pil−(1−σl)y

i
l(σ)p

i
l. In other words, the administrator accrues

a payoff pil from user type i if it allocates a resource to location l, as the presence of a security
resource can prevent fraud at that location when β = 1, but only accrues pil with probability
1−yil(σ) if it does not allocate a resource to location l. Then, defining the payoff not accrued under
a strategy σ with R resources as P−

R (σ) =
∑

l∈L
∑

i∈I(1−σl)y
i
l(σ)p

i
l, the administrator’s payoff is

PR(σ)=
∑

l∈L
∑

i∈I p
i
l−P−

R (σ). Finally, since the term
∑

l∈L
∑

i∈I p
i
l is a constant independent of

σ, the payoff-maximizing strategy is equivalent to one that minimizes P−
R (σ) and can be computed

using the following bi-level program:

min
σ∈ΩR

yl(σ)∈[0,1],∀l∈L

P−
R (σ) =

∑
l∈L

∑
i∈I

(1− σl)y
i
l(σ)p

i
l, (3a)

s.t. yil(σ) ∈ argmax
y∈[0,1]

U i
l (σ, y), for all l ∈ L, i ∈ I. (3b)

While Problem (3a)-(3b) corresponds to the setting when the parameter β = 1, analogous formu-
lations for the administrator’s payoff-maximization problem can also be derived for any β ∈ [0, 1).

Having defined the administrator’s and users’ objectives, our goal is to find tuples (σ∗, (yil(σ
∗))l∈L,i∈I)

that solve the above bi-level programs. Note that such tuples constitute equilibria of our security
game corresponding to the respective administrator objectives. Moreover, as the structure of the
equilibrium best-response function yil(σ) takes on a simple form (see Section 4), analyzing equilibria
in our security game reduces to studying the optimal administrator strategies, which will be the
main focus in this work.

4 Revenue and Payoff Maximization with Homogeneous Users
We begin with the study of our security game and the corresponding resource allocation strate-

gies of the administrator under both revenue (Section 4.1) and payoff (Section 4.2) maximization
objectives in the setting when all users at each location are homogeneous, i.e., each location has
a single type of users (|I| = 1), while user types can differ across locations. In this setting, for
expositional simplicity and brevity of notation, we drop the superscript i in the notation of user
types and denote the type of all users at a given location l by the triple Θl = (Λl, dl, pl).

4.1 Revenue Maximization

This section studies the administrator’s revenue maximization problem and analyzes a greedy
algorithm, shown in Algorithm 1, which allocates resources to locations in the descending order of
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their Λl values, where the total spending at each location l is no more than a threshold of dl
dl+k .

Algorithm 1: Greedy Algorithm for Administrator’s Revenue Maximization Objective

Input : Total Resource capacity R, User types Θl = (Λl, dl, vl) for all locations l
Order locations in descending order of Λl ;
for l = 1, 2, ..., |L| do

σl ← min{R, dl
dl+k
} ; Allocate the minimum of the remaining resources and dl

dl+k
to location l ;

R← R− σl; Update amount of remaining resources ;

end

We show that Algorithm 1 achieves a revenue-maximizing outcome for the administrator.

Theorem 1 (Optimality of Greedy Algorithm for Revenue Maximization Setting). Suppose that
user types are homogeneous. Then, the allocation strategy corresponding to Algorithm 1 achieves a
revenue-maximizing outcome, i.e., it solves Problem (2a)-(2b).

Theorem 1’s proof relies on the fact that, in the revenue maximization setting, given an admin-
istrator strategy σ, the best-response function yl(σ) of users, given by the solution of Problem (1),
at each location l is given by a threshold policy:

yl(σ) =

{
0, if σl >

dl
dl+k ,

1, otherwise.
(4)

Notice that when σl =
dl

dl+k , any yl(σ) ∈ [0, 1] is a best-response for users at location l, i.e., users
at location l are indifferent between engaging and not engaging in fraud. However, at the threshold
σl =

dl
dl+k , the administrator’s revenue is maximized when yl(σ) = 1 with any yl(σ) < 1 resulting

in strictly lower revenues. Thus, in the revenue maximization setting, our security game has an
equilibrium and, consequently, yl(σ) corresponds to a solution of the lower-level problem of the
bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) if and only if yl(σ) = 1 when σl =

dl
dl+k . We also note that selecting

yl(σ) = 1 when σl =
dl

dl+k aligns with the notion of strong Stackelberg equilibria [34], where the
ties of the followers (users) are broken to optimize the leader’s (administrator’s) payoff.

Equation (4) implies that if the probability of allocating resources to a location exceeds a
threshold, users at that location will stop engaging in fraud as the risk of fines outweighs the gains
from fraud. Given users’ best-response function in Equation (4), the revenue at each location as a
function of the amount of resources allocated to that location is depicted in Figure 1 (left).

We now use users’ best response function in Equation (4) to complete the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof (Sketch) of Theorem 1. Leveraging Equation (4), Theorem 1’s proof relies on establishing
that the bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) can be reduced to solving a linear program. The key observation
to this reduction is that it suffices to consider administrator strategies satisfying σl ∈ [0, dl

dl+k ] for

all locations l, as allocating more than dl
dl+k resources to any location results in reduced revenues

(see Figure 1), as yl(σ) = 0 when σl >
dl

dl+k . We then leverage the structure of the linear program
to show that Algorithm 1 that allocates resources to locations in the descending order of the Λl

values achieves an optimal solution to this linear program.

For a complete proof of Theorem 1, see Appendix B.1. Theorem 1 is in contrast to general
hardness results for solving bi-level programs, as it establishes that a simple greedy algorithm
(Algorithm 1) computes the revenue-maximizing strategy, i.e., solves Problem (2a)-(2b), in poly-
nomial time. In particular, Algorithm 1’s complexity is O(|L| log(|L|)), since the complexity of
sorting locations is O(|L| log(|L|)) while that of iterating through the locations in linear in |L|.
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Figure 1: Depiction of the revenue (left) and payoff (right) as a function of the amount of resources allocated

to a location l. The revenue increases up to a threshold on the resource spending, following which the revenue

drops to zero. Analogously, the payoff increases linearly up to the same threshold on the resource spending at

which the payoff has a jump discontinuity to the maximum payoff pl achievable at that location. While users are

indifferent between whether or not to engage in fraud at the threshold σl =
dl

dl+k , revenue is maximized when

yl(σ) = 1 (Equation (4)), while the payoff is maximized when yl(σ) = 0 (see Section 4.2.1), aligning with the

filled and open circles for the revenue (left) and payoff (right) maximization settings, respectively.

4.2 Payoff Maximization

This section studies the administrator’s payoff maximization problem in the setting with ho-
mogeneous users. To this end, we first present several properties of the administrator’s payoff-
maximizing strategy in Section 4.2.1. Then, we establish that computing the payoff-maximizing
strategy is NP-hard (Section 4.2.2). Finally, we present a greedy algorithm with its associated ap-
proximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees (Section 4.2.3) and a PTAS for the payoff
maximization problem (Section 4.2.4).

4.2.1 Properties of Payoff Maximizing Strategy

This section presents properties of the solution of the administrator’s payoff-maximization prob-
lem, which play a key role in our analysis in Sections 4.2.2-4.2.4. To elucidate these properties, we
first note in the payoff-maximization setting that the best-response function of users, given by the
solution of Problem (1), at each location l given an administrator strategy σ is given by:

yl(σ) =

{
0, if σl ≥ dl

dl+k ,

1, otherwise.
(5)

As in the revenue maximization setting, we recall that when σl = dl
dl+k , any yl(σ) ∈ [0, 1] is a

best-response for users at location l. However, at the threshold σl = dl
dl+k , the administrator’s

payoff is maximized and equal to pl when yl(σ) = 0 with any yl(σ) > 0 resulting in a strictly lower
administrator payoff of pl − (1 − σl)yl(σ)pl at that location. Thus, in the payoff maximization
setting, our security game has an equilibrium and, consequently, yl(σ) corresponds to a solution of
the lower-level problem of the bi-level Program (3a)-(3b) if and only if yl(σ) = 0 when σl =

dl
dl+k .

We note here that unlike the best response of users in the revenue-maximization setting, where
yl(σ) = 1 when σl =

dl
dl+k , in the payoff maximization setting, we take yl(σ) = 0 when σl =

dl
dl+k .

Such a difference in the outcomes is attributable to the nature of the revenue and payoff functions
at each location l, as depicted in Figure 1, where the payoff increases to pl once the probability of
allocating resources to location l exceeds the threshold dl

dl+k while the revenue drops to zero.
Given the best-response function of users at each location l, we now characterize several prop-

erties of the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strategy.

Proposition 1 (Properties of Payoff-Maximizing Strategy). Suppose user types are homogeneous
and that users at each location best-respond using Equation (5). Then, there exists a solution σ̃∗

of Problem (3a)-(3b) satisfying:

1. σ̃∗
l ∈

[
0, dl

dl+k

]
for all locations l ∈ L.
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2. There exists a set L1 with σ̃∗
l = dl

dl+k for all l ∈ L1, a set L2 with σ̃∗
l = 0 for all l ∈ L2,

and at most one location l′ with σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
, where L1, L2, and {l′} are disjoint and

L1 ∪ L2 ∪ {l′} = L.

Moreover, the administrator’s optimal payoff under the strategy σ̃∗ is: PR(σ̃
∗) =

∑
l∈L1

vl + σ̃∗
l′vl′.

The proof of the first claim in the proposition statement follows as spending more than dl
dl+k

at any location does not increase the payoff at that location (see right of Figure 1). The proof
of the second claim follows from the linearity of the payoff function in the region

[
0, dl

dl+k

)
for all

locations l. Together, both these claims in Proposition 1 establish that, without loss of generality,
for the administrator’s payoff maximization problem, it suffices to restrict attention to administrator
strategies where the total allocation of security resources σl at any location l does not exceed dl

dl+k

and where there is at most one location l′ such that σl′ ∈
(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
. Consequently, the optimal

payoff of the administrator takes a relatively simple form, as in the statement of the proposition.
We refer to Appendix B.2 for a complete proof of Proposition 1.

4.2.2 NP-Hardness of Payoff Maximization

We show that the problem of computing the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strategy is NP-
hard.

Theorem 2 (NP-Hardness of Payoff Maximization). The problem of computing the administrator’s
payoff-maximizing strategy, i.e., solving Problem (3a)-(3b), is NP-hard.

Proof (Sketch) of Theorem 2. We prove this result through a reduction from an instance of the
partition problem, which consists of a sequence of numbers a1, . . . , an with

∑
l∈[n] al = A and

involves the task of deciding whether there is some subset S1 of numbers such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 .

We now construct an instance of the payoff maximization problem (PMP) with n+1 locations,
where the first n locations correspond to each number of the partition instance, where we define
pl = al and let dl

dl+k = al
A for all locations l ∈ [n]. We also consider a location n + 1 with

pn+1 = maxl∈[n] pl + ϵ and dn+1

dn+1+k = 1
2 + δ, where ϵ, δ > 0 are small constants. Finally, we let the

number of resources R = 0.5. We then show that a sequence of numbers correspond to a “Yes”
instance of partition if and only if the optimal payoff of this PMP instance is at least A

2 .
To prove the forward direction of this claim, for any “Yes” instance of partition with a set S

such that
∑

l∈S al =
A
2 , we construct an allocation strategy σ such that σl =

al
A for all l ∈ S and

σl = 0 for all l ∈ [n+ 1]\S. We then verify that σ is feasible and achieves PR(σ) ≥ A
2 .

To establish the reverse direction, we leverage Proposition 1 to show that the only way for both
the upper bound resource constraint of A

2 and the lower bound payoff constraint of A
2 to be satisfied

is if the location l′ defined in the statement of Proposition 1 is such that l′ = ∅.

For a complete proof of Theorem 2, see Appendix B.3. Theorem 2 establishes that Problem (3a)-
(3b) cannot be solved in polynomial time unless P = NP . This result contrasts the polynomial
time algorithm we developed in the revenue-maximization setting (see Theorem 1). We note that
the NP-hardness of the payoff maximization setting stems from the fact that, unlike the revenue
function, the administrator’s payoff function is discontinuous at σl =

dl
dl+k (see Figure 1).

4.2.3 Greedy Algorithm for Payoff Maximization

Given the impossibility of developing a polynomial time algorithm for the administrator’s payoff-
maximization problem unless P = NP (see Theorem 2), this section presents a computationally
efficient algorithm to compute an administrator strategy with strong approximation guarantees
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to the solution of Problem (3a)-(3b). In particular, we develop a variant of a greedy algorithm,
described in Algorithm 2, to compute an allocation of resources that achieves at least half the
optimal payoff. Moreover, we show that running the greedy algorithm with one additional resource,
i.e., R+ 1 resources, results in an outcome with at least the optimal payoff under R resources.

We begin by first presenting our algorithmic approach described in Algorithm 2. First, for
each location l, we define an affordability threshold tl = min{R, dl

dl+k}, which represents the max-
imum amount of resources the administrator can feasibly allocate to location l, where recall by
Proposition 1 that it suffices to restrict attention to strategies where the total allocation of security
resources to any location l does not exceed the threshold dl

dl+k . Moreover, let p̂l be the payoff from

allocating tl resources to location l, where p̂l = pl if tl = dl
dl+k and p̂l = tlpl if tl < dl

dl+k (see
Figure 1). Then, we find the greedy solution σ̃ that allocates at most tl resources to each location
l in descending order of their affordable bang-per-buck ratios given by p̂l

tl
. We define the quantity

p̂l
tl

as the affordable bang-per-buck ratio as the total payoff received on allocating a fraction tl of
resources to location l that is affordable given R resources is p̂l. Next, we compute an allocation
σ′ corresponding to spending all the available resources at a single location that yields the highest
administrator payoff. Finally, we return the strategy between the two computed strategies σ̃ and
σ′ that achieves a higher payoff.

Algorithm 2: Greedy Algorithm for Administrator’s Payoff Maximization Objective

Input : Total Resource capacity R, User Types Θl = (Λl, dl, vl) for all locations l
Step 1: Find Greedy Solution σ̃:
Define affordability threshold tl ← min{R, dl

dl+k
} for all locations l ;

Define payoffs p̂l, where p̂l = pl if tl =
dl

dl+k
and p̂l = tlpl if tl <

dl
dl+k

;

Order locations in descending order of p̂l
tl

;

Initialize strategy σ̃ ← 0 ;
for l = 1, 2, ..., |L| do

σ̃l ← min{R, dl
dl+k
} ; Allocate the minimum of the remaining resources and dl

dl+k
to location l ;

R← R− σ̃l; Update amount of remaining resources ;
end
Step 2: Find Solution σ′ that Maximizes Payoff from Spending on Single Location
σl ← argmaxσ∈ΩR:σl′=0,∀l′ ̸=l PR(σ), ∀l ; Compute allocation σl maximizing payoff from only spending on l ;

σ′ ← argmaxl∈L PR(σ
l) ;

Step 3: Return Solution with Higher Payoff: σ∗
A ← argmax{PR(σ̃), PR(σ

′)} ;

A few comments about Algorithm 2 are in order. First, as with Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2
is computationally efficient with a run-time of O(|L| log(|L|)), corresponding to the complexity of
sorting the locations in descending order of the affordable bang-per-buck ratios, and the remaining
steps of Algorithm 2 can be performed in linear time in the number of locations. Next, Algorithm 2
resembles analogous algorithms from the literature on the knapsack problem, which is the problem
of finding the value-maximizing subset of items of given sizes that fits within the capacity of a
knapsack. Despite the connection between Algorithm 2 and the knapsack literature, our problem
setting differs from several well-studied variants of the knapsack problem. Unlike the 0-1 knapsack
problem, wherein the decision space is binary, the administrator’s decision space is continuous in our
setting. Moreover, unlike the fractional knapsack problem, where a greedy algorithm that allocates
resources in descending order of the bang-per-buck ratios is optimal, in our setting, computing the
payoff maximizing strategy is NP-hard (Theorem 2).

Given the similarities and differences between the payoff maximization setting and the knapsack
literature, we can interpret the payoff maximization problem (with homogeneous user types) as a
novel variant of the knapsack problem. In particular, we can consider locations as items, whose

12



value (or payoff) function increases linearly as a higher fraction of it is packed in the knapsack
(i.e., as the probability of allocating resources to a location is increased) up to some threshold. At
this location-specific threshold, dl

dl+k , which we interpret as the size of the item, the payoff function
of the item has a jump discontinuity and equals the item’s payoff pl, as depicted on the right of
Figure 1. Note that when the fine k = 0, the payoff function has no discontinuity at dl

dl+k (see
Figure 1); thus, when k = 0, our payoff maximization problem reduces to a fractional knapsack
problem that is polynomial time solvable. Hence, the presence of fines introduces discontinuities
in the administrator’s payoff function, which corresponds to the source of the NP-hardness of
Problem (3a)-(3b) (Theorem 2).

We now present the approximation guarantees of Algorithm 2 to the optimal payoff correspond-
ing to the solution of Problem (3a)-(3b). Our first result establishes that Algorithm 2 achieves at
least half the optimal payoff.

Theorem 3 (1/2 Approximation of Greedy Algorithm for Payoff Maximization). Denote σ∗
A as

the solution corresponding to Algorithm 2 and let σ∗ be the payoff-maximizing allocation that solves
Problem (3a)-(3b). Then, σ∗

A achieves at least half the payoff as σ∗, i.e., PR(σ
∗
A) ≥

1
2PR(σ

∗).

For a detailed proof sketch and proof of Theorem 3, see Appendix B.4. The key insight in
developing Algorithm 2 and establishing Theorem 3 despite the discontinuity in the payoff function
(see Figure 1) is in recognizing that the administrator’s payoff-maximization objective can be upper
bounded by the objective of a linear program that resembles a fractional knapsack optimization.
Moreover, the approximation ratio of 1

2 of Algorithm 2 aligns with the approximation guarantee
of an analogous greedy algorithm for the NP-hard 0-1 knapsack problem. We also note that the
additional pre-processing step of determining affordability thresholds to compute the bang-per-
buck ratios is not necessary for the 0-1 knapsack problem, which has a binary decision space, but
is necessary for the administrator’s payoff maximization problem with a continuous decision space.
In Appendix I, we present an example demonstrating that an algorithm analogous to Algorithm 2
that orders locations in the descending order of their bang-per-buck ratios pl

dl
dl+k

(rather than their

affordable bang-per-buck ratios) does not achieve the half approximation guarantee as in Theorem 3.
Next, we show that if the administrator had an extra resource, i.e., R + 1 resources, then

Algorithm 2 achieves a higher payoff than that of the payoff-maximizing outcome with R resources
when user types are homogeneous.

Theorem 4 (Resource Augmentation Guarantee for Payoff Maximization). Suppose |I| = 1, σ∗
A

is the solution of Algorithm 2 with R + 1 resources and σ∗ is the solution to Problem (3a)-(3b)
with R resources. Then, the total payoff under the allocation σ∗

A is at least that corresponding to
the allocation σ∗, i.e., PR+1(σ

∗
A) ≥ PR(σ

∗).

The proof of this result relies on much of the machinery developed in proving Theorem 3,
and we present its proof in Appendix B.5. We note that the administrator only requires R +
maxl∈L

dl
dl+k resources to obtain the guarantee in Theorem 4; however, we present the result with

R+1 resources for ease of exposition. Theorem 4 highlights the benefits of recruiting one additional
security resource (e.g., police officer) and applying a simple algorithm, i.e., Algorithm 2, rather than
investing computational effort to solve the NP-hard payoff-maximization problem.

4.2.4 PTAS for Payoff Maximization

This section develops a polynomial-time approximation scheme for the administrator’s payoff
maximization problem that, when augmented with δ additional resources for any δ > 0, achieves a
1− ϵ approximation to the administrator’s optimal payoff for every fixed parameter ϵ > 0.

13



We begin by presenting the PTAS, which involves a two-stage algorithmic approach, including
a brute-force step to find the optimal solution on a constant size subset of locations and a greedy
step that extends this partial solution to the set of all locations. To elucidate the two stages of the
algorithm, we first discretize the interval [0, dl

dl+k ] for all locations l with a step-size δ > 0, i.e., we

define a set of points Al = {0, δ, 2δ, . . . , dl
dl+k} for all locations l. Then, in the brute-force step, we

consider each feasible subset of at most m+1 locations, where we allocate dl
dl+k resources to all but

one of those locations l′ to which we allocate resources belonging to some point in the discretized
grid Al′ . In particular, we specify an allocation in the brute-force step via the pair (S, σδ

l′), where

we allocate dl
dl+k to all l ∈ S and allocate resources σδ

l′ ∈ Al′ to location l′. Note that the pair (S, σδ
l′)

is feasible if it holds that
∑

l∈S
dl

dl+k +σl′ ≤ R+ δ, i.e., the total amount of allocated resources does
not exceed R+ δ.

Then, following the brute-force step, for each such feasible pair (S, σδ
l′), we allocate resources to

the remaining locations via the greedy procedure analogous to step 1 of Algorithm 2. In particular,
for each feasible pair (S, σδ

l′), we allocate the remaining resources to the locations in the set S′ =

L\(S ∪ {l′}) in descending order of their bang-per-buck ratios pl
dl

dl+k

= pl(dl+k)
dl

, where we allocate

resources only to affordable locations, i.e., the locations whose resource requirement dl
dl+k is below

the amount of available resources. Finally, we select the allocation σ′ corresponding to the brute-
force and greedy steps with the highest payoff. This procedure, including the brute-force step and
the greedy step, is presented formally in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: PTAS for Homogeneous Payoff Maximization
Input : Total Resources R, User Types Θl = (Λl, dl, pl) for all locations l, Subset size m, Parameter δ > 0
Output: Resource Allocation Strategy σ′

Order all locations in the descending order of pl(dl+k)
dl

;
Step 1: Brute-force Search
Let (S, σδ

l′) correspond to the pair of all feasible subsets of locations with |S| ≤ m with an allocation

σ̃
(S,σδ

l′ )

l = dl
dl+k

for all l ∈ S and σ̃
(S,σδ

l′ )

l′ = σδ
l′ ∈ Al′ for some location l′ ;

Update remaining resources: R+ δ ← R+ δ −
∑

l∈S
dl

dl+k
− σδ

l′ ;
Step 2: Greedy Allocation to Remaining Locations
For each feasible pair (S, σδ

l′), run the following sub-routine:
S′ ← L\(S ∪ {l′}) Subset of remaining locations that have not been allocated resources in the brute-force step ;
for l ∈ S′ do

if dl
dl+k

≤ R then

σ̃
(S,σδ

l′ )

l ← dl
dl+k

; Allocate dl
dl+k

to location l ;

R+ δ ← R+ δ − dl
dl+k

; Update amount of remaining resources ;

end

end

Step 3: Select Allocation σ′ with Highest Payoff: σ′ ← argmaxfeasible (S,σδ
l′ )

PR(σ̃
(S,σδ

l′ )) ;

A few comments about Algorithm 3 are in order. First, given parametersm and δ, the maximum
number of feasible pairs (S, σδ

l′) is O(m|L|m |L|
δ ), as there are at most O(m|L|m) subsets of size at

most m and the number of possible values σδ
l′ can take is at most O

(
|L|
δ

)
. Furthermore, for each

feasible pair (S, σδ
l′), the run-time of the greedy step of Algorithm 3 is linear in the number of

locations and the computational complexity of ordering locations in the descending order of their

bang-per-buck ratios is O(|L| log(|L|)). Consequently, the run-time of Algorithm 3 is O
(
m|L|m+2

δ

)
.

Algorithm 3 is similar in spirit to the PTAS for the knapsack problem [67]. However, in
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contrast to the PTAS for the 0-1 knapsack problem with a binary decision space, Algorithm 3
has an additional discretization step to generate the feasible pairs (S, σδ

l′) due to the continuous
decision space of the administrator’s enforcement strategies in our setting, which results in an

additional O
(
|L|
δ

)
factor to the run-time of Algorithm 3 compared to the analogous algorithm for

the 0-1 knapsack problem. Furthermore, unlike the PTAS for the 0-1 knapsack problem, which
does not require additional resources, establishing an approximation guarantee for Algorithm 3
requires access to δ > 0 additional resources for any fixed constant δ > 0 due to the continuity of
the decision space of the administrator’s payoff maximization problem.

We now establish that given parameters m and δ > 0, Algorithm 3 achieves a 1− 1
m+1 fraction

of the optimal payoff with δ additional resources.

Theorem 5 (PTAS for Homogeneous Payoff Maximization). Let σ′ be the allocation corresponding
to Algorithm 3 given a subset size m and R + δ resources, where δ > 0 is a parameter. Moreover,
let σ∗ be the payoff-maximizing allocation given R resources. Then, the strategy σ′ achieves at least

a 1− 1
m+1 fraction of the optimal payoff, i.e., PR(σ

∗)
(
1− 1

m+1

)
≤ PR(σ

′).

Proof (Sketch). We first recall from Proposition 1 that the optimal payoff is given by PR(σ
∗) =∑

l∈L1
pl + σ∗

l′pl′ for some set of locations L1 for which σ∗
l = dl

dl+k for all l ∈ L1 and at most one

location l′ with σ∗
l′ <

dl′
dl′+k . We proceed by analysing two cases: (i) |L1| ≤ m and (ii) |L1| > m.

In the case that |L1| ≤ m, we show that the allocation corresponding to the brute-force step of
Algorithm 3 with δ > 0 additional resources achieves at least the optimal payoff.

For the case |L1| > m, we consider the pair (S, σδ
l′) such that S corresponds to the set of

locations in the administrator’s payoff-maximizing allocation with the m highest payoffs and σδ
l′ =

min{σ∗
l′ + δ,

dl′
dl′+k}. It is straightforward to check that such a pair (S, σδ

l′) is feasible and thus is

considered in the brute-force step of Algorithm 3 when the administrator has δ additional resources.
Finally, we proceed by contradiction and leverage the fact that step two of Algorithm 3 allocates
resources to the remaining locations in the set S′ = L\(S ∪ {l′}) in the descending order of their
bang-per-buck ratios and that the set S corresponds to the set of locations in the payoff-maximizing
allocation with the m highest payoffs to establish our desired guarantee.

For a complete proof of Theorem 5, see Appendix B.6. Given the guarantee in Theorem 5, to
obtain a PTAS with a 1− ϵ-approximation with at most ϵ extra resources for any fixed parameter

ϵ > 0, we set ϵ = δ = 1
m+1 . Note that the resulting run time of Algorithm 3 is O

(m|L|m+2

δ

)
=

O( 1
ϵ2
|L|

1
ϵ
+1). Consequently, Theorem 5 implies that Algorithm 3 is a PTAS for the administrator’s

payoff maximization problem when given ϵ extra resources. Finally, we note that there exists a
fully polynomial-time approximation scheme (FPTAS) for the 0-1 knapsack problem using dynamic
programming; however, extending this idea to the setting considered in this work is challenging
due to the administrator’s continuous action space. We defer settling the question of whether a
FPTAS exists for the payoff maximization problem as a direction for future research.

5 Revenue Maximization with Heterogeneous Users
This section studies the administrator’s revenue maximization objective in the heterogeneous

user type setting, i.e., user types at each location can vary with |I| ≥ 1. In this setting, we
show that computing the revenue-maximizing strategy is NP-hard in Section 5.1 and present a
variant of a greedy algorithm and its associated approximation ratio and resource augmentation
guarantees in Section 5.2. While we focus on revenue maximization in this section, our algorithmic
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ideas and guarantees naturally generalize to the payoff maximization objective in the setting with
heterogeneous users (see Appendix C).

5.1 NP-Hardness of Setting with Heterogeneous Users

In the setting with heterogeneous users, we show that computing the administrator’s revenue
maximizing strategy is NP-hard.

Theorem 6 (NP-Hardness of Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization). The problem of computing
the administrator’s revenue maximizing strategy in the presence of heterogeneous user types with
|I| > 1, i.e., solving Problem (2a)-(2b), is NP-hard.

Proof (Sketch). We prove this result through a reduction from partition. In particular, given a
partition instance with a sequence of numbers a1, . . . , an, we construct an instance of the heteroge-
neous revenue maximization problem (HRMP) with two types, i.e., |I| = 2, and n locations, where
each number al corresponds to a location. In this setting, we drop the fine k from Objective (2a) as

it is a uniform constant that applies to all locations l and types i. Then, we define: (i)
d1l

d1l +k
= 1

2
al
A ,

(ii)
d2l

d2l +k
= al

A , (iii) Λ1
l = A

(
2
maxl′∈[n] al′

al
− 1
)
, and (iv) Λ2

l = A
(
1 +

2maxl′∈[n] al′

al

)
for all l ∈ [n].

Moreover, we let the number of resources R = 3
4 . Then, we claim that we have a “Yes” instance of

partition if and only if the optimal revenue for this HRMP instance is at least A
2 +2n×maxl∈[n] al.

To prove the forward direction of this claim, for any “Yes” instance of partition with a set S
such that

∑
l∈S al =

A
2 , we construct a strategy σ such that σl =

al
A for all l ∈ S and σl =

1
2
al
A for

all l ∈ [n]\S. We then verify that σ is feasible and achieves QR(σ) ≥ A
2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al.

To prove the reverse direction, we first show that when R = 3
4 there exists an optimal strategy

σ̃∗ satisfying σ̃∗
l ≥ d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l. Leveraging this property and another structural property

of the revenue-maximizing strategy (see Appendix B.7) akin to that established in Proposition 1, we
show that the administrator’s optimal strategy can only satisfy the resource constraint and achieve
a revenue that is at least A

2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al if there is some set S′ ⊆ [n] with
∑

l∈S′ al =
A
2 .

For a complete proof of Theorem 6, see Appendix B.7. Theorem 6 establishes that Prob-
lem (2a)-(2b) cannot be solved in polynomial time unless P = NP . This result contrasts the
polynomial time algorithm we developed in the revenue maximization setting with homogeneous
users (see Theorem 1), as, while, for any location l, the administrator’s revenue function in the
setting with homogeneous users is continuous and monotone in the range σl ∈

[
0, dl

dl+k

]
, the revenue

function in the presence of heterogeneous users is discontinuous and non-monotone in the range

σl ∈
[
0,maxi

d
|i|
l

d
|i|
l +k

]
(see Figure 2), even when the number of types |I| = 2. The discontinuity and

non-monotonicity of the revenue function with heterogeneous user types holds as the best-response
function of users, given by the solution of Problem (1), is a threshold function, where users of
each type have a different threshold probability at which they shift from engaging to not engaging
in fraud. In particular, the best response of users of type i at location l given an administrator
strategy σ is given by

yil(σ) =

0, if σl >
dil

dil+k
,

1, otherwise,
(6)

where the resource amounts
dil

dil+k
for all i correspond to the points at which the revenue function

is discontinuous and non-monotone, as is depicted in Figure 2 (left).
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The fundamental challenge in developing both our hardness results, i.e., for payoff maximization
with homogeneous users (Theorem 2) and revenue maximization with heterogeneous users (Theo-
rem 6), lies in constructing the right instances or gadgets to achieve our desired reductions, which
we develop leveraging the structural properties of the respective problem settings. For example,
in the payoff maximization setting, our reduction crucially relies on Proposition 1, and, hence,
the discontinuity of the payoff function at σl =

dl
dl+k . Analogously, in the heterogeneous revenue

maximization setting, our reduction leverages the non-monotonicity of the revenue function.

5.2 Greedy Algorithm for Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization

Given the hardness of solving Problem (2a)-(2b) with heterogeneous users, we develop an effi-
cient algorithm to compute an administrator strategy for the heterogeneous revenue maximization
problem and present its associated approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees.

To motivate our algorithmic approach, first note that the difficulty in solving Problem (2a)-(2b)
in the setting with heterogeneous users is attributable to the non-monotonicity and discontinuity of
the revenue function (see Figure 2 for an example of a setting with five types, i.e., |I| = 5). Given
this difficulty of directly optimizing the revenue function, we define its monotone concave upper
approximation (MCUA) that can be tractably maximized. In particular, we define the MCUA of the
revenue function at a location l as its concave upper closure, i.e., the point-wise smallest continuous
and concave increasing function that bounds the revenue function from above, as depicted by the
orange line in Figure 2 (right). We consider the MCUA of the revenue function instead of another
approximation as it is both monotonically increasing and concave, properties not guaranteed to
hold for other approximations, e.g., the upper bound of the revenue function that connects the
origin (0, 0) to its points of discontinuity, as depicted by the green curve in Figure 2 (center), is
continuous but may be non-monotone and non-concave, and hence challenging to optimize.

Since the MCUA of the revenue function for each location l is piece-wise linear under a discrete
set of user types, we characterize it via a set S corresponding to the set of all piece-wise linear seg-
ments of this MCUA across all locations. We associate each segment s ∈ S with a triple (ls, cs, xs),
where ls represents the location corresponding to segment s, cs corresponds to its slope, and xs
represents its horizontal width, i.e., resource requirement, as depicted on the right in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Depiction of an example of the revenue from spending on a location l (left), its upper bound (center),

and its corresponding MCUA (right) for a setting with five types. The revenue function’s MCUA has three

segments s for location l with corresponding slopes cs and widths xs.

Having introduced the MCUA of the revenue function, we present Algorithm 4, which involves
two key steps. First, rather than directly optimizing the administrator’s revenue, an NP-hard
problem (see Theorem 6), we optimize its MCUA using a greedy procedure. To elucidate this

procedure, as in Algorithm 2, we first define an affordability threshold tl=min
{
R,maxi

dil
dil+k

}
for

each location l and define the MCUA of the revenue function for each location l over the range
[0, tl]. Since the revenue function’s MCUA is piece-wise linear, we order its segments in the set S
in the descending order of the slopes cs and allocate at most xs to each segment in that order. Our
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greedy procedure results in an allocation σ̃ and terminates when a segment’s resource requirement
xs exceeds the available resources.

1 In the second step, we compute an allocation σ′ corresponding
to spending all the resources at a single location that yields the highest revenue. Finally, we return
the strategy between σ̃ and σ′ with a higher revenue.

Algorithm 4: Greedy Algorithm for Administrator’s Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization Objective

Input : Total Resource capacity R, User Types Θi
l = (Λi

l, d
i
l, v

i
l ) for all locations l and types i

Output: Resource Allocation Strategy σ∗
A

Step 1: Greedy Allocation σ̃ Based on Slopes of MCUA of Revenue Function:

Define affordability threshold tl ← min
{
R,maxi

dil
di
l
+k

}
for all locations l ;

Generate MCUA of the revenue function in range [0, tl] for each location l ;

S̃ ← Ordered list of segments s across all locations of this MCUA in descending order of slopes cs ;
Initialize allocation strategy σ̃ ← 0 ;
for segment s ∈ S̃ do

if xs ≤ R then
σ̃ls ← σ̃ls + xs ; Allocate xs to location ls ;
R← R− xs; Update amount of remaining resources ;

else
break ; Only allocate resources if xs ≤ R

end

end
Step 2: Find Solution σ′ that maximizes revenue from spending on single location:
σl ← argmaxσ∈ΩR:σl′=0,∀l′ ̸=l QR(σ) for all locations l ;

σ′ ← argmaxl∈L QR(σ
l) ;

Step 3: Return Solution with a Higher Revenue: σ∗
A ← argmax{QR(σ̃), QR(σ

′)} ;

We now present the main results of this section, which establish the approximation guarantees
of Algorithm 4. Our first result establishes that Algorithm 4 achieves at least half the optimal
revenue.

Theorem 7 (1/2 Approximation for Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization). Suppose |I| ≥ 1, σ∗
A

is the allocation corresponding to Algorithm 4, and σ∗ is the solution of Problem (2a)-(2b) with R
resources. Then, σ∗

A achieves at least half the revenue as σ∗, i.e., QR(σ
∗
A) ≥

1
2QR(σ

∗).

The crux of establishing Theorem 7 involves showing that the MCUA of the revenue function can
be maximized via a greedy process akin to step one of Algorithm 4, where resources are allocated
until either all the resources are exhausted or there are no further segments remaining to iterate
over. Then, noting a key structural property of the solution of this greedy allocation under which
the MCUA coincides with the original revenue function at all but at most one location, our desired
half approximation guarantee follows from arguments similar to that in the proof of Theorem 3. For
a proof of Theorem 7, see Appendix B.8. We also note that the problem of maximizing the MCUA
of the revenue function can be cast as a linear program as in the payoff maximization setting with
homogeneous users (see Theorem 7). However, this linear program is different from the fractional
knapsack linear program to prove Theorem 3 in the payoff maximization setting, as, unlike the
payoff function in the setting with homogeneous users, the MCUA of the expected revenue function
at each location is piece-wise linear with (potentially) multiple segments with differing slopes.

Next, we show that if the administrator had an extra resource, i.e., R + 1 resources, then
Algorithm 4 achieves at least the same revenue as the revenue maximizing outcome withR resources.

1We terminate our greedy procedure at the point in the algorithm when a segment’s resource requirement xs

exceeds the available resources, as the revenue function is non-monotone in the resources allocated, and the MCUA,
by construction, is only guaranteed to coincide with the revenue function at each location l at the points where the

resources allocated equal
dil

di
l
+k

for some values of i (e.g., see Figure 2).
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Theorem 8 (Resource Augmentation Guarantee for Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization). Sup-
pose |I| ≥ 1, σ∗

A is the solution corresponding to Algorithm 4 with R + 1 resources, and σ∗ is
the revenue maximizing allocation that solves Problem (2a)-(2b) with R resources. Then, the total
revenue under the allocation σ∗

A is at least that corresponding to σ∗, i.e., QR+1(σ
∗
A) ≥ QR(σ

∗).

The proof of Theorem 8, as with that of Theorem 7, relies on the fact that a greedy-like process
akin to step one of Algorithm 4 optimizes the MCUA of the revenue function. For a complete
proof of Theorem 8, see Appendix B.9. Akin to Theorem 4, we note that the administrator only

requires R + maxi∈I maxl∈L
dil

dil+k
resources to obtain the guarantee in Theorem 8; however, we

present the result with R + 1 resources for ease of exposition. Theorem 8 highlights the benefit
to administrators for recruiting one additional security resource (e.g., police officer) and applying
a simple algorithm, i.e., Algorithm 4, that relies on computing a tractable MCUA of the revenue
function rather than investing computational effort to solve the NP-hard Problem (2a)-(2b).

While Algorithm 4 achieves a half approximation with no additional resources (Theorem 7) and
a one approximation with one additional resource (Theorem 8), a PTAS can also be developed
for the heterogeneous revenue maximization setting, as in the homogeneous payoff maximization
setting (see Section 4.2.4), if the number of user types is a constant. This PTAS is analogous to
Algorithm 3 and, given parameters m specifying the size of the feasible subset and a discretization
parameter δ, its running time is O(m|I|

δ |L|m|I|+2). The multiplicative factor of |I| and the additional
factor of |I| in the exponent of the running time stems from the fact that when constructing feasible

allocations in the brute-force step of the algorithm, all combinations of allocations
dil

dil+k
for all types

i ∈ I must be considered (recall that in the homogeneous payoff maximization setting, the number
of user types was one, i.e., |I| = 1; thus, the term |I| did not enter the runtime calculations). Since
the PTAS for heterogeneous revenue maximization (in the setting when the type space is a constant)
and its corresponding approximation guarantee are analogous to that in the homogeneous payoff
maximization setting, we omit the details for brevity and leave the question of settling whether a
PTAS exists when the type space is not constant to future research.

6 Numerical Experiments
This section presents experiments based on a real-world case study of parking enforcement at

Stanford University’s campus. Our results highlight the efficacy of our proposed algorithms relative
to the status-quo parking enforcement mechanism and a uniform random enforcement benchmark
that allocates resources with equal probability across all university parking lots. Moreover, our
results demonstrate the power of our algorithms and studied security game framework as the
proportion of strategic users that maximize their utilities according to Problem (1) in the population
increases. All the code for our experiments is available at the following link.

In this section, we first elucidate the university’s parking enforcement mechanism and the
associated data set (Section 6.1). Then, in Section 6.2, we calibrate the model parameters of our
security game and present counterfactuals for different models of user behavior. Finally, we present
our results (Section 6.3).

6.1 Parking Enforcement Setup and Data

At Stanford University, commuters must purchase one of several permits, where the permits
are heterogeneous with different costs (see Table 1 in Appendix G.1), depending on the parking
spot they are seeking to avail. To enforce parking regulations, the university’s Department of
Public Safety deploys officers to different parts of the university’s campus, where the officers use
license plate detection cameras that enable quick and accurate detection of parking violations. If
the officer finds a user has violated parking regulations, e.g., not purchased a parking permit, a
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parking citation with a fine of k = $45 is issued to the user. Crucially, the university accrues permit
earnings, while all citation fees go to Santa Clara county’s sheriff’s department.

For our study, we obtained seven months of parking enforcement and citation information
between September 2022 and March 2023 for nine representative parking lots on the university’s
campus. The enforcement data includes the time, day, and duration of enforcement at each of the
lots while the citation data includes the total number of citations issued in each parking lot every
month. Moreover, we obtained data on the number of parking spaces in each of the parking lots
for the permit types listed in Table 1 in Appendix G.1.

6.2 Model Calibration and Counterfactuals

In this section, we describe the assumptions and methodology used to calibrate our model
parameters and counterfactuals corresponding to different models of user behavior that we use to
test the performance of our algorithms to the status-quo parking enforcement mechanism.

Modelling Assumptions: To frame the parking enforcement problem as a security game, we
define the location set L as the set of parking lots on the university’s campus, i.e., the nine parking
lots in our data set, and assume that commuters pay a fine of k = $45 for all detected parking
violations, which corresponds to the fine of the majority of the issued parking citations. Moreover,
since the university only earns through parking permit purchases, while citation fees (i.e., revenues
from enforcement) go to the county’s sheriff’s department, we model the university as a payoff-
maximizer, where payoffs represent permit earnings. To model the payoffs, let nj

l be the number of
parking spaces of permit type j at location l and fj be the fee for permit type j. Then, the payoff

(i.e., permit earnings) from users availing permit type j at location l is pjl = nj
l fj .

Furthermore, since no granular information on commuter movements or the usage of the park-
ing spaces is available, we assume that all parking slots are used by commuters every day, with
commuters parking at the same lot for the entire day. We make such an assumption for simplicity
and that most commuters include students, staff, and faculty, who typically park their vehicles at
the same location for most of the day. Further, we assume that patrol officers visit a parking lot
once a day, corresponding to most of the enforcement activity performed by Stanford University’s
Department of Public Safety. Finally, using the available enforcement data, we compute the status-
quo probability of allocating a patrol officer to a parking lot as the proportion of days over the
seven-month horizon that enforcement activity took place at that parking lot. We also assume that
the total number of security resources that Stanford university can allocate to enforce parking reg-
ulations is the sum of the probabilities of allocating the patrol officers across the different parking
lots under the status-quo enforcement mechanism.

Counterfactuals: We study two counterfactuals to simulate different models of user behavior
and calibrate the threshold allocation probabilities of security resources at which users of different
types shift from not purchasing a permit to purchasing one.

Counterfactual 1: We assume users belong to one of two classes: strategic and non-strategic.
While non-strategic users always buy permits regardless of the enforcement mechanism, strategic
users maximize utilities according to Problem (1). Recall from Section 3.3 that in the parking
enforcement context, the parameter β = 0 in the utility maximization Problem (1) of users; hence,
strategic users will purchase a parking permit only if the allocation probability of security resources
to the given parking lot is above a threshold specific to each permit type. In particular, strategic
users will buy a permit of type j if the probability of allocating a security resource to a location
exceeds a specific threshold; otherwise, they will not buy a permit, as depicted on the left of
Figure 3. Note that under this counterfactual, the number of user types |I| = 2|J |, as users of
each of the |J | permit types are strategic or non-strategic.
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Counterfactual 2: We assume that the probability users do not buy permits as a function
of the allocation probability of security resources is given by an exponential distribution for each
location and permit type pair (l, j).2 We learn the parameter γjl of the exponential distribution for
each pair (l, j) using data corresponding to the number of citations by permit type for each parking
lot and the corresponding status-quo enforcement probabilities across locations, as depicted on the
right of Figure 3.3 Notice that a single data point of the proportion of citations (denoted cj,SQl for
the pair (l, j)) given the status-quo probability of allocating resources to each parking lot (denoted
σSQ
l for location l) is sufficient to learn the parameter γjl of the exponential distribution (see right

of Figure 3.
Having calibrated the exponential distribution parameter γjl for each location l and permit type

j, since we consider a finite set of user types, we discretize the exponential distribution with a
step-size of 0.01, where each user’s allocation probability threshold at which they shift from not
purchasing a permit to purchasing one is assumed to be the mid-point of the corresponding interval.
Moreover, the number of users at each location for each permit type belonging to that interval
is specified based on the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the associated exponential
distribution. For instance, for a location l and permit type j, an interval [z1, z2] and an exponential
distribution with CDF F l

j(·), the number of users with threshold allocation probability of z1+z2
2 is

nl
j(F

l
j(z2)− F l

j(z1)).
Under our chosen discretization, for each location l and permit type j, there are 101 user types,

where 100 user types have an allocation probability threshold in the set {0.005, 0.015, . . . , 0.995}
and one user type has an allocation probability threshold above one. All users with an allocation
probability threshold above one will never purchase permits regardless of the allocation of security
resources. Such a setting can, for instance, model users making honest mistakes, as these users
violate parking regulations regardless of the enforcement strategy of the administrator, even when
it is optimal to purchase permits, e.g., when the administrator allocates security resources to a
location with probability one.

Figure 3: Depiction of the probability of not purchasing a parking permit of type j as a function of the probability

of allocating resources to a given location l under counterfactuals one (left) and two (right). In counterfactual

one, all strategic users have the same threshold probability
fj
k at which they shift from not purchasing a permit

to purchasing one. In counterfactual two, the probability of not purchasing a permit of type j at location l is

modeled as an exponential distribution with parameter γj
l . The point (σ

SQ
l , cj,SQ

l ) on the exponential distribution

corresponds to the fraction of the total parking spots of permit type j at location l that were issued citations,

given by cj,SQ
l , under the status-quo enforcement probability σSQ

l at location l.

2Our choice of an exponential distribution serves as a proxy to capture the fact that, in practice, few users are
risk-seeking while most are risk-averse.

3Our data set only contains information on the total number of citations issued in a parking lot in each month
across the seven-month horizon. Given that more granular information on the distribution of citations across permit
types was unavailable, we assumed that the total number of citations across permit types was distributed in proportion
to the number of parking spots of the different permit types in each parking lot.
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6.3 Results

This section compares the performance of Algorithm 7 in the heterogeneous payoff maximization
setting (see Appendix C) in terms of the resulting parking permit earnings (i.e., the administrator’s
payoff) to several benchmarks, including the status quo parking enforcement mechanism, under the
user behavior models in both counterfactuals one and two. For additional tables comparing the
permit earnings achieved by Algorithm 7 to that achieved by the status quo enforcement mechanism
under counterfactuals one and two, we refer to Appendix G.2.

Counterfactual 1: Figure 4 (left) depicts the fraction of the total permit earnings accrued by
the administrator as a function of the proportion of strategic users under counterfactual one for
four parking enforcement mechanisms: (i) the status quo enforcement mechanism, (ii) the strategy
computed using Algorithm 7 under counterfactual one, (iii) a uniform random enforcement bench-
mark that allocates resources with equal probability to all parking lots, and (iv) a No Enforcement
benchmark, which allocates no resources.

Figure 4 (left) highlights that Algorithm 7 achieves significant gains in permit earnings rela-
tive to the status quo mechanism, resulting in nearly twice the permit earnings when all users are
strategic. Moreover, the permit earnings of all enforcement policies reduce as the proportion of
strategic users increases, which is natural as fewer non-strategic users implies that less users pur-
chase permits regardless of the probability with which resources are allocated. Despite this inverse
relationship, Algorithm 7 achieves about twice the increase in permit earnings relative to the No
Enforcement benchmark as compared to that achieved by the status-quo mechanism regardless of
the proportion of strategic users. Moreover, the absolute gains in permit earnings achieved using
Algorithm 7 relative to the status quo mechanism increases as the proportion of strategic users in-
creases, which is natural as our security game framework’s power stems from being able to capture
the strategic behavior of utility-maximizing users, as given by Problem (1). Finally, Figure 4 (left)
also demonstrates that under counterfactual one, the status-quo mechanism provides little gains in
permit earnings relative to the uniform random benchmark.

Counterfactual 2: Figure 4 (right) depicts the fraction of total permit earnings as a function
of the citation multiplier, a proxy for the proportion of strategic users in counterfactual one, for
four mechanisms: (i) the status quo mechanism, (ii) the strategy computed using Algorithm 7
under counterfactual two (labeled Algorithm 7 (C2)), (iii) a uniform random benchmark, and (iv)
the strategy computed using Algorithm 7 under counterfactual one when all users are strategic
(labeled Algorithm 7 (C1)). In our experiments, we vary the total number of citations under the
status quo resource allocation probabilities via a citation multiplier µj

l . For each multiplier µj
l ,

we calibrate the parameter γjl of the associated exponential distribution consisting of the point

(σSQ
l , µj

l c
j,SQ
l ) for each location l and permit type j. Notice that a citation multiplier of one

corresponds to the status-quo outcome and a multiplier greater than one is akin to increasing the
proportion of strategic users.

In the right of Figure 4, we do not depict a No Enforcement benchmark, as we did under
counterfactual one, as all users in counterfactual two have some strictly positive threshold allocation
probability at which they shift from not purchasing a permit to purchasing one (see Section 6.2).
Consequently, the permit revenues corresponding to a No Enforcement benchmark are zero under
counterfactual two (regardless of the citation multiplier). Thus, instead, we use the enforcement
policy computed using Algorithm 7 under the user behavior model in the first counterfactual where
all users are assumed to be strategic as a benchmark.

From the right of Figure 4, we first note that Algorithm 7 (C2) achieves higher permit earnings
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Figure 4: Comparison of the fraction of the total permit earnings achieved by the status quo enforcement
mechanism and a uniform random enforcement benchmark to that achieved by Algorithm 7 as the proportion
of strategic users is varied in counterfactual one (left) and as the citation multiplier is varied in counterfactual
two (right). For counterfactual one, we also depict the permit earnings corresponding to a No Enforcement
benchmark, wherein no security resources are allocated to any locations. For counterfactual two, we depict the
performance of the enforcement mechanism computed using Algorithm 7 calibrated based on the user behavior
model in counterfactual two (Algorithm 7 (C2)) and another calibrated based on the user behavior model in
counterfactual one where all users are assumed to be strategic (Algorithm 7 (C1)).

compared to the status quo policy for all citation multipliers. Moreover, the absolute gains in
permit earnings of Algorithm 7 (C2) relative to the status-quo increases with the citation multiplier,
aligning with the corresponding result in the left of Figure 4. Further, at the status-quo outcome
(i.e., the citation multiplier is one), Algorithm 7 (C2) achieves 98.7% of the total permit earnings,
which corresponds to about a $300,000 (a 2%) annual increase in the permit earnings relative to
the status-quo policy under counterfactual two.

We also observe from the right of Figure 4 that unlike counterfactual one, under counterfactual
two, the status-quo policy achieves significantly higher permit earnings compared to the uniform
random benchmark for all citation multipliers, as unlike counterfactual one, counterfactual two
leverages observed citation counts under the status-quo policy to calibrate users’ threshold alloca-
tion probabilities at which they shift from not purchasing to purchasing permits. Figure 4 (right)
also demonstrates that while the status-quo policy achieves higher permit earnings than Algorithm 7
(C1) for low citation multipliers, as the multiplier increases (akin to a higher proportion of strategic
users under counterfactual one), Algorithm 7 (C1), which does not have access to observed citation
counts, outperforms the status-quo policy. Moreover, the difference in the permit earnings between
Algorithm 7 (C1) and Algorithm 7 (C2) represents the benefit of information, as Algorithm 7 (C2),
unlike Algorithm 7 (C1), has access to the citation counts under the status-quo policy based on
past enforcement and citation data.

Overall, our results demonstrate that Algorithm 7 outperforms the status-quo parking enforce-
ment mechanism, where the gains in the permit earnings corresponding to Algorithm 7 are partic-
ularly pronounced as the proportion of strategic users increases.

7 Extension I: Contracts to Bridge Revenue and Payoff Maxi-
mization

Thus far, we have studied our security game under the revenue and payoff maximization ad-
ministrator objectives. While a payoff maximization objective captures an idealized representation
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of administrator behavior, in practice, an administrator often seeks to maximize revenues through
enforcement fines, which may significantly compromise the resulting payoffs (see Appendix H for ex-
periments depicting the contrast in the revenue and payoff maximization outcomes). For instance,
in road traffic scenarios, police often place speed traps to collect fines and increase enforcement
revenues at locations where users are likely to violate the speed limit even though other locations
may be more accident-prone [66].

To address this concern of the gulf between the revenue and payoff maximization outcomes, in
this section, we extend our security game framework to incorporate contracts, wherein a revenue-
maximizing administrator is compensated for the payoff it contributes to the system. Section 7.1
introduces the contract framework and studies equilibria in the associated contract game. Then,
Section 7.2 presents numerical experiments based on a case study of queue jumping in IPT services
that highlight the efficacy of contracts in bridging the gap between the payoff and revenue maxi-
mization outcomes. For ease of exposition, we present the results for the setting with homogeneous
user types at each location and note that following ideas similar to Section 5, our results naturally
extend to the setting with heterogeneous user types. Thus, in this section, for brevity of notation,
we drop the superscript i in the notation of user types and denote the type of all users at a location
l by the triple Θl = (Λl, dl, pl).

7.1 Contract Framework

We consider a contract game between three players: (i) a payoff-maximizing principal, (ii) a
revenue-maximizing administrator, and (iii) fraudulent users at different locations in a system.4

In our contract game, a payoff-maximizing principal offers a contract, specified by a parameter
α ∈ [0, 1], to a revenue-maximizing administrator, where the contract level determines the payment
made by the principal to the administrator as a proportion of the total payoff it contributes to the
system. In particular, the principal selects the contract level α ∈ [0, 1] to optimize its objective,
given by the difference between the payoff accrued and the total payments it makes to the adminis-
trator, to which the administrator best responds by choosing a revenue-maximizing strategy σ(α),
which can be computed via the following bi-level program:

max
σ∈ΩR

yl(σ)∈[0,1],∀l∈L

QR(σ) + αPR(σ), (7a)

s.t. yl(σ) ∈ argmax
y∈[0,1]

Ul(σ, y), for all l ∈ L. (7b)

In the upper level problem, the administrator selects a strategy σ(α) to maximize its total revenue
to which users best respond by maximizing utilities in the lower-level problem. Note here that, in
our contract game, since the principal gives α fraction of the total payoff accrued to the adminis-
trator, the administrator’s objective of maximizing revenues corresponds to Equation (7a), which
represents the sum of the fines collected by the administrator from allocating its security resources
and the payment it receives from the principal for its payoff contribution. The corresponding ob-
jective of the principal, given a contract level α and the administrator strategy σ(α), as given by
the solution of Problem (7a)-(7b), is thus given by (1− α)PR(σ(α)).

An equilibrium of our contract game is specified by a triple (α∗,σ(α∗), (yl(σ(α
∗)))l∈L), where

(σ(α∗), (yl(σ(α
∗)))l∈L) represent the solutions of the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b) given parameter

α∗, which the principal selects to maximizes its payoff (1− α)PR(σ(α)). In the following, we first
note that our earlier developed algorithmic approaches and theoretical guarantees in the revenue

4To distinguish between a principal and an administrator, we can, for instance, interpret the principal as the
government maximizing payoffs and the administrator as a police department within the government maximizing its
own revenues.
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and payoff maximization settings naturally apply in studying the administrator and user strategies,
i.e., the solution of Problem (7a)-(7b), given any contract α ∈ [0, 1]. Then, we present a dense-
sampling approach to compute a near-optimal solution to the principal’s problem of selecting a
contract α ∈ [0, 1] that maximizes its objective (1− α)PR(σ(α)).

Administrator and User Strategies: In studying the equilibrium strategies of the adminis-
trator and users, we first note that solving Problem (7a)-(7b) is, in general, NP-hard, which follows
from an analogous reduction to that in the proof of Theorem 2 (see Appendix E). Thus, we develop
an algorithm, which we henceforth refer to as Contract-Greedy, akin to the greedy algorithms devel-
oped in the earlier studied revenue and payoff maximization settings, to compute an administrator
strategy in our contract game for any contract α ∈ [0, 1]. For instance, in the setting with homoge-
neous user types, Contract-Greedy (see Algorithm 8 in Appendix E) is akin to Algorithm 2 in the
payoff maximization setting other than in the process of sorting locations, as the administrator in
our contract game, maximizes a linear combination of the revenue and payoff objectives. Moreover,
since the administrator maximizes a linear combination of the revenue and payoff objectives, our
earlier developed approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees also extend to this
contract game. Thus, as many of the ideas developed in earlier sections apply in studying optimal
administrator strategies in our contract game, for brevity, we defer the details of the algorithm,
Contract-Greedy, and its guarantees to Appendix E.

Principal’s Strategy: Thus far, we have studied the strategies of the administrator and users
given a contract α. We now consider the principal’s problem of selecting a contract α ∈ [0, 1] to
maximize its objective (1−α)PR(σ(α)). To this end, since obtaining an exact functional form of the
payoff PR(σ(α)) for all contracts α ∈ [0, 1] is challenging, we present a dense-sampling method to
compute a near-optimal solution to the principal’s optimization problem. In particular, consider the
solutions σ(α) of the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b) for α taken from a finite set As = {0, s, 2s, . . . , 1}
for some step-size s ∈ (0, 1). We then evaluate the total payoff of each of the solutions σ(α) for
α ∈ As and return the value α∗

s from this discrete set that results in the highest objective for the
principal, i.e., (1− α∗

s)PR(σ(α
∗
s)) ≥ (1− α)PR(σ(α)) for all α ∈ As.

5

We now show that applying the above dense-sampling procedure approximately maximizes the
principal’s objective across all contract parameters α ∈ [0, 1], when the administrator strategy,
given any parameter α, corresponds to the optimal solution of the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b).

Theorem 9 (Near-Optimality of Dense Sampling). Let α∗ ∈ [0, 1] be the principal’s optimal con-
tract and α∗

s ∈ As be the contract computed through dense-sampling. Further, given any α, let σ(α)
be the solution of Problem (7a)-(7b). Then, for a step-size s ≤ ϵ∑

l pl
, the loss in the principal’s

objective through dense sampling is bounded by ϵ, i.e., (1−α∗)PR(σ(α
∗)) ≤ (1−α∗

s)PR(σ(α
∗
s))+ ϵ.

The challenge in establishing Theorem 9 is that the payoff PR(σ(α)) is, in general, not contin-
uous in α (e.g., the payoff function is discontinuous at σl =

dl
dl+k for any location l, as depicted in

Figure 1). Thus, the key idea in proving this result involves showing that the payoff PR(σ(α)) is
monotonically (non)-decreasing in α. For a complete proof of Theorem 9, see Appendix F.

The near-optimality of dense sampling, more generally, applies beyond administrator strate-
gies corresponding to the solution of Problem (7a)-(7b) and, in particular, holds for any strategy
σ̃(α) such that the payoff PR(σ̃(α)) is monotonically non-decreasing in α (see Appendix F.1). For
instance, this monotonicity condition is satisfied by the solution computed using Contract-Greedy

5Methods beyond dense sampling, e.g., gradient-based methods [68], can also be used; however, we use dense
sampling, as it is computationally tractable when optimizing over a single variable and achieves the guarantee in
Theorem 9.
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under a correlation assumption on the payoffs pl and the payoff bang-per-buck ratios pl(dl+k)
dl

(see
Appendix F.1). Moreover, we observe from our experiments in Section 7.2 that the payoff corre-
sponding to the strategies computed using Contract-Greedy is non-decreasing in α.

7.2 Numerical Experiments

This section studies our contract game through numerical experiments based on a case study
of queue jumping in IPT services (see Section 1.1) in Mumbai, India. In the following, we present
model parameters for our experiment and results demonstrating the variation in the payoff accrued
by a revenue-maximizing administrator for different model parameters as the contract level α is
varied.

Model Parameters: We consider a problem instance with L = 448 locations, representing the
locations to hail the IPT service in Mumbai [69]. We assume that each location l has one type, i.e.,
|I| = 1, where the number of fraudulent users Λl are exponentially distributed with rate 80, i.e.,
Λl ∼ Exp(80) for all l, and the benefits dl from engaging in fraud are exponentially distributed with
rate 20, i.e., dl ∼ Exp(20) for all l. Moreover, we vary the number of resources R ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 30},
the fine k ∈ {50, 100, . . . , 500}, and consider a payoff function given by pl = Λl(dl)

x (see Section 3.1)
for x lying in the range {1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2} for all locations l. For a detailed overview of the
motivations behind the choice and calibration of our model parameters, we refer to Appendix H.

Results: Figure 5 depicts the variation in the payoff achieved by the allocation corresponding
to Contract-Greedy as the contract α is varied as a fraction of the payoff achieved using Algorithm 2
in the payoff maximization setting for different model parameters. In the left of Figure 5, we fix the
fine to k = 500 and the number of resources R = 10 and vary the exponent x of the payoff function
pl = Λl(dl)

x. Analogously, in the center of Figure 5, we fix the payoff function pl = Λl(dl)
1.25 and

the fine k = 500, with each curve corresponding to a different number of resources R. Finally, the
right of Figure 5 depicts curves for different fines, where the payoff function pl = Λl(dl)

1.25 and the
number of resources R = 15. For the results in Figure 5, we consider the contract α to be chosen
from a discrete set between zero and one with 0.05 increments, i.e., the step-size s = 0.05.

From Figure 5, we first observe that regardless of the model parameters, the payoff corresponding
to an administrator strategy computed using Contract-Greedy is monotonically non-decreasing in
the contract α. Such a monotonic relation aligns with the proof of Theorem 9 and is natural as a
higher contract α implies that the administrator is compensated more for the payoff it contributes.
Further, we note from Figure 5 that the revenue-maximizing solution, corresponding to α = 0,
achieves only a small fraction of the payoff achieved using Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization
setting, suggesting that the administrator’s revenue and payoff maximization goals can often be
at odds. However, for most tested parameters, an appropriately chosen contract α can recover a
majority of the payoff achieved by Algorithm 2. For instance, when pl = Λl(dl)

1.25, a contract of
α = 0.5 maximizes the principal’s objective and achieves about 86% of Algorithm 2’s payoff.

Next, we note from Figure 5 (left) that as we increase the exponent x of the payoff function
pl = Λl(dl)

x, the fraction of the payoff achieved by the allocation computed using Contract-Greedy
to that achieved by Algorithm 2 increases for each contract α. Such a relation naturally follows as
the payoff term in the administrator’s Objective (7a) increasingly dominates the revenues from the
collected fines at each location with an increase in the exponent of the payoff function. Consequently,
from the left of Figure 5, our results, for the studied payoff functions with an exponent x > 1,
demonstrate that using even small values of the contract α can recover most of the payoffs achieved
using Algorithm 2, thus bridging the gap between the payoff and revenue-maximizing outcomes.

Further, the fraction of the payoff achieved by the strategy computed using Contract-Greedy
to that achieved by Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting for any contract α (i) remains
nearly constant regardless of the number of resources (center of Figure 5) and (ii) increases for
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Figure 5: Variation in the fraction of the payoffs achieved by the strategy σA
α computed using Contract-Greedy

to that achieved by the strategy σ∗
A corresponding to Algorithm 2 as the contract level α is varied for different

payoff functions pl = Λl(dl)
x (left), number of resources R (center), and fines k (right).

lower fines (right of Figure 5). Such a result holds as while varying the number of resources R does
not influence any property of the locations, e.g., a location’s type Θl = (Λl, dl, vl) is independent
of R, changing fines impacts the threshold dl

dl+k at each location l at which the revenue and payoff
functions have a jump discontinuity (see Figure 1). Consequently, while our greedy-like algorithms
are not influenced by a change in the number of resources other than that the algorithms either
terminate sooner or later depending on the number of resources, a change in the fine influences our
algorithms’ outcomes as the locations are sorted in a (potentially) different order for each fine k.

Moreover, Figure 5 (right) implies that at lower fines, the allocation computed using Contract-
Greedy recovers a higher proportion of the payoff compared to that achieved using Algorithm 2 in
the payoff maximization setting. Such a result holds, as at lower fines, an administrator maximizing
Objective (7a) is more likely to optimize payoffs as the compensation it receives from the principal
outweighs its low fine collections. Thus, Figure 5 (right) highlights that setting high fines can be
detrimental to the payoffs in the presence of a revenue-maximizing administrator. Such a result thus
highlights the value of setting low to moderate fines, as often happens in practice, in deterring an
administrator from solely maximizing revenues through the collected fines and instead incorporating
payoff maximization in its objective even at low contract levels α.

Overall, our results present several sensitivity relations that elucidate the impact of the payoff
function pl, number of resources R, and fine k on the payoff achieved in the system using Contract-
Greedy for different contract parameters α. Moreover, our results highlight the effectiveness of
contracts in bridging the gap between the payoff and revenue maximization administrator objec-
tives. For a further discussion and analysis of the results in Figure 5, we refer to Appendix H.3.

8 Extension II: Additional Constraints on Allocating Resources
This section generalizes our model and algorithms to the setting when the administrator has

additional constraints over allocating security resources beyond a resource budget constraint. Of
particular interest are lower or upper bound constraints on the amount of security resources that can
feasibly be allocated to given subsets of locations, i.e., the number of security resources allocated to
given subsets of locations are constrained to lie between a specified floor and ceiling. We study this
class of constraints as lower and upper bound constraints have theoretical significance, having been
studied in domains spanning optimization theory [70] to matching theory [71], and arise naturally in
security applications, e.g., due to fairness concerns over allocating security resources across locations
or ensuring particular locations (or subsets of locations) receive a minimum security coverage.

In this section, we first formally introduce the administrator’s payoff maximization problem
under the additional lower and upper bound constraints over the allocation of security resources in
Section 8.1. Then, in Section 8.2, we show that a natural generalization of the greedy algorithm in
the payoff-maximization setting (i.e., Algorithm 7) that respects these additional constraints, which
we refer to as Constrained-Greedy, can achieve an arbitrarily bad approximation ratios even with
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homogeneous user types. Thus, in Section 8.3, we identify a class of constraints, namely that of a
hierarchy, which have been widely studied in the literature on resource allocation [71] and matching
markets [72, 73, 74, 75] and occurs in many applications, under which Constrained-Greedy achieves
constant factor approximation ratios when augmented with a few additional resources. Finally, in
Section 8.4, we highlight the implications and practical applicability of our theoretical guarantees
through several real-world applications. While we focus on payoff maximization in this section, our
algorithmic ideas and guarantees naturally generalize to the revenue maximization objective.

8.1 Model for Security Game under Additional Constraints

This section introduces the administrator’s payoff maximization problem in the setting with
additional constraints on allocating security resources. To this end, we first formally describe
the lower and upper bound constraints on the amount of security resources the administrator
can allocate to different subsets of locations. In particular, we let H denote the collection of all
sets of locations over which the administrator has constraints over allocating security resources.
Furthermore, for each set of locations S ∈ H, let λ̄S ≥ λS be non-negative real-valued numbers
and λ̄ = (λ̄S)S∈H,λ = (λS)S∈H be the vector of upper and lower bound quotas on the allocation
of security resources. Then, the additional upper and lower bound constraints of the administrator
are defined by: λS ≤

∑
l∈S σl ≤ λ̄S for all subsets of locations S ∈ H. That is, for each set S ∈ H,

the administrator must allocate between [λS , λ̄S ] security resources to the location set S.
Under the above-defined class of constraints, we obtain the following feasibility set for the

administrator’s mixed strategy vector:

Ω
(H,λ,λ̄)
R =

{
σ = (σl)l∈L : σl ∈ [0, 1] for all l ∈ L,

∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, and λS ≤
∑
l∈S

σl ≤ λ̄S ,∀S ∈ H

}
,

where the subscript R represents the number of security resources available to the administrator
while the superscript (H,λ, λ̄) represents the collection of sets of locations over which the admin-
istrator has constraints over allocating security resources and the corresponding upper and lower
bound quotas on the allocation of security resources to each of these subsets of locations.

Then, the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strategy with additional lower and upper bound
constraints can be computed via a bi-level program analogous to Problem (3a)-(3b), where the

feasible set of strategies σ ∈ Ω
(H,λ,λ̄)
R (rather than σ ∈ ΩR in the setting without additional

constraints). Defining Pl(σl) as the payoff function when σl resources are allocated to location l
(e.g., see right of Figure 1 or left of Figure 8), note that the administrator’s payoff maximization
bi-level program with additional constraints can be reformulated as the following problem:

max
σ

PR(σ) =
∑
l∈L

Pl(σl), (8a)

s.t.
∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, (8b)

σl ∈ [0, 1], ∀l ∈ L (8c)

λS ≤
∑
l∈S

σl ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ H (8d)

where Objective (8a) corresponds to maximizing the payoff across all locations and Constraints (8b)-

(8d) correspond to the feasible set of administrator strategies, as specified by Ω
(H,λ,λ̄)
R . Recall from

Section 3.3 that the payoff function Pl(σl) =
∑

i∈I
(
pil − (1− σl)y

i
l(σl)p

i
l

)
, where, with slight abuse

of notation, we denote the user best-response function only as a function of σl rather than the
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entire mixed-strategy vector σ, as all users at a given location best-respond solely based on the
probability of allocating a security resource to that location (e.g., see Equation (5)).

8.2 Low Approximation Ratio Under Arbitrary Constraints

This section presents an example demonstrating the challenge of attaining a good approximation
ratio to the administrator’s payoff maximization Problem (8a)-(8d) with additional lower and upper
bound constraints on allocating security resources. In particular, we present an example of a con-
straint set to show that a natural generalization of the greedy algorithm in the payoff-maximization
setting (i.e., Algorithm 7) that respects these additional constraints, which we henceforth refer to
as Constrained-Greedy, can achieve an arbitrarily bad approximation ratio of O( 1

|L|−1), where |L|
is the number of locations, even in the setting with homogeneous user types.

Example 1 (Constrained-Greedy can have an Arbitrarily Bad Approximation Ratio). Consider a
setting with |L| locations and |L| − 1 additional upper bound constraints, i.e., |H| = |L| − 1, where
each upper bound constraint is parametrized by i and corresponds to the set Si = {|L|, i} for all
i ∈ [|L| − 1]. In other words, the upper bound constraints are such that location |L| belongs to all
the constraint sets S ∈ H, while all other locations belong to exactly one constraint set. To further
specify the additional constraints, we let the lower bound quota λSi

= 0 and the upper bound quota

λ̄Si = 0.5 for all i ∈ [|L| − 1]. Furthermore, we assume that dl
dl+k = 0.5 for all locations l and that

pl = pl′ for all l, l
′ ∈ [|L| − 1] and that p|L| = p1 + ϵ for some small constant 0 < ϵ < p1. Finally, we

let the resource budget R ≥
∑

l∈[|L|−1]
dl

dl+k .
For this instance, we first evaluate the solution computed using Constrained-Greedy, which,

akin to Algorithm 7, computes two allocation strategies: (i) a greedy allocation that allocates
resources to locations in the descending order of their bang-per-buck ratios while respecting the
allocation constraints and (ii) an allocation that maximizes the payoff from spending on a single
location. For the greedy allocation corresponding to Constrained-Greedy, note by construction for
the above-defined instance that location |L| has the highest payoff bang-per-buck ratio and thus will
be allocated resources first. However, on allocating σ|L| = 0.5 to location |L|, the greedy allocation
has exactly met the upper bound constraints on the allocation of resources to each set Si ∈ H and
hence, no more resources can be allocated to other locations. Consequently, the greedy allocation
computed in step one of Constrained-Greedy corresponds to a cumulative payoff of p|L| = p1 + ϵ.
Analogously, it is straightforward to see that the allocation that maximizes the payoff from spending
on a single location achieves a cumulative payoff of p|L| = p1+ ϵ as well. Since Constrained-Greedy
outputs the allocation that maximizes the payoff between the above two allocations, it follows that
the cumulative payoff achieved by Constrained-Greedy on this instance is p|L| = p1 + ϵ.

On the other hand, the payoff maximizing policy corresponds to allocating resources to all
locations other than |L|, i.e., allocate σl = 0.5 to all locations l ∈ [|L| − 1] and σl = 0 to location
|L|. Consequently, the payoff corresponding to the payoff maximizing allocation is (|L| − 1)p1.

Thus, the above analysis suggests that the approximation ratio of Constrained-Greedy is p1+ϵ
(|L|−1)p1

=
1

|L|−1+
ϵ

(|L|−1)p1
. Finally, since ϵ > 0 is a small constant, we have that our proposed greedy algorithm

achieves an approximation ratio of O( 1
|L|−1).

Example 1 highlights the limitations of applying a natural generalization of our proposed greedy
algorithm (i.e., Algorithm 7) under additional lower and upper bound constraints and establishes
that a greedy based approach no longer achieves a half approximation with these constraints. The
primary reason for the generalization of our proposed greedy algorithm (i.e., Algorithm 7) attaining
an arbitrarily bad approximation ratio in Example 1 is that this algorithm allocates strictly fewer
resources compared to the payoff-maximizing allocation. In fact, this algorithm allocates O( 1

|L|−1)
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fraction of the resources allocated under the payoff-maximizing allocation due to the intersecting
nature of the constraints, as Si ∩ Si′ = {|L|} for all sets Si, Si′ ∈ H, where i ̸= i′ in Example 1.
Thus, in the next section (Section 8.3), we introduce a class of constraints, that of a hierarchy,
where the constraint sets do not intersect, under which Constrained-Greedy allocates the same
number of resources as the optimal allocation (see the proof of Lemma 15 in Appendix B.10.3),
which enables us to obtain constant factor approximation ratios for this class of constraints.

8.3 Approximation Guarantees Under Hierarchical Constraints

This section studies the administrator’s payoff maximization Problem (8a)-(8d) in the set-
ting when the additional Constraints (8d) correspond to a hierarchy, a notion we introduce in
Section 8.3.1. While our Constrained-Greedy algorithm, formally introduced for hierarchical con-
straints in Section 8.3.2, is not guaranteed to achieve a half-approximation guarantee even under
hierarchical constraints (Section 8.3.3), we show that it achieves constant factor approximation ra-
tios if augmented with a few additional resources (Section 8.3.4). In Section 8.3.4, we also identify
a condition on the lower bound quotas, which guarantees that Constrained-Greedy achieves a half
approximation guarantee even when it does not have access to additional security resources.

8.3.1 Hierarchical Constraints

A hierarchy corresponds to a family of subsets such that any two members of this family of
subsets are either disjoint or one is a subset of the other, as is formalized by the following definition.

Definition 1 (Hierarchy). A family (of constraints) H is a hierarchy if for every pair of elements
S, S′ ∈ H, either S ⊆ S′ or S′ ⊆ S or S ∩ S′ = ∅.

To elucidate our approximation ratio guarantees and the Constrained-Greedy algorithm we
develop, we also present an alternate characterization of hierarchical constraints. In particular, we
characterize a constraint family H that corresponds to a hierarchy as comprising of a collection of
sets L1,L2, . . . ,Lt with some depth t ≤ |L|, where each Li corresponds to a different layer. Here, L1

corresponds to the bottom-most layer and consists of all sets S ∈ H such that for all sets S′ ∈ H\S,
either S′ ∩ S = ∅ or S ⊆ S′. Moreover, Lt corresponds to the top-most layer and consists of all
sets S ∈ H such that for all sets S′ ∈ H\S, it holds that either S′ ∩ S = ∅ or S′ ⊆ S. The layers
L2, . . . ,Lt−1 are all intermediate layers. We note that the layers are such that all sets in a layer Li

are a subset of exactly one set in each of the layers Lj for every j > i.
Finally, without loss of generality, we define the layers such that each location l corresponds to

at least one set of constraints in each layer, i.e., for each location l and each layer Li, there exists at
least one set S ∈ Li, such that l ∈ S. Note that if there is no constraint set S ∈ H corresponding
to some layer Li that consists of location l, we can duplicate the associated constraint from the
previous layers. Adding these constraints to the respective layers adds redundant constraints with-
out influencing the optimality or feasibility of the payoff maximization Problem (8a)-(8d). For a
pictorial depiction of the layers L1,L2, . . . ,Lt corresponding to a constraint hierarchy, see Figure 6.

8.3.2 Constrained-Greedy Algorithm

This section presents a generalization of the greedy algorithm in the payoff-maximization setting
(i.e., Algorithm 7) that respects the additional (hierarchical) constraints on allocating security
resources. For clarity of exposition, we present this algorithm for the setting without lower bound
constraints (i.e., the lower bound quotas are all zero) but note that the algorithm can be readily
modified to accommodate lower bound constraints with non-zero quotas (see Appendix B.11).

The algorithm, which we henceforth refer to as Constrained-Greedy, proceeds in two stages. In
the first stage, Constrained-Greedy proceeds analogously to step one of Algorithm 7 and computes
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Figure 6: Depiction of a constraint hierarchy with layers L1, ...,Lt and a layer Lt+1 depicting the resource budget

constraint across all locations. Each of the circles corresponds to a location, while each rectangle represents a

constraint, where the circles below each rectangle correspond to the locations over which the administrator has an

upper and/or lower bound constraint. Note that each location belongs to one constraint (i.e., rectangle) in each

layer, while a rectangle in a layer Li is a subset of exactly one set in any layer Lj with j > i under a hierarchy.

an allocation strategy σ̂ while ensuring that the additional allocation constraints are satisfied. In
particular, in this stage, resources are allocated to locations in the descending order of the slopes
of the segments of the MCUA of the payoff functions while ensuring the additional allocation
constraints are satisfied. Then, under the strategy σ̂, we compute the aggregate resource budget
corresponding to each set S ∈ L1, where the aggregate resource budget is given by R̂S =

∑
l∈S σ̂l

for each set S ∈ L1. Given the aggregate resource budget corresponding to each set S ∈ L1, in
stage two of Constrained-Greedy, we apply Algorithm 7 as a sub-routine for each set S ∈ L1 to
compute the final allocations for each location. This process is formally presented in Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 5: Constrained-Greedy for Administrator’s Heterogeneous Payoff Maximization Objective

Input : Total Resources R, Constraint set H with Quotas λ, λ̄, User Types Θi
l = (Λi

l, d
i
l, p

i
l) for all

locations l and types i
Output: Resource Allocation Strategy σ∗

A

Stage 1: Compute Aggregate Resource Budget for each Set S ∈ L1:

Define affordability threshold tl ← min{R, (λ̄S)S:l∈S ,maxi
dil

di
l
+k
} for all locations l ;

Generate MCUA of the payoff function in range [0, tl] for each location l ;

S̃ ← Ordered list of segments s across all locations of this MCUA in descending order of slopes cs ;
Initialize allocation strategy σ̂ ← 0 ;

for segment s ∈ S̃ do
σ̂ls ← σ̂ls +min{R, (λ̄S)S:ls∈S , xs} ; Allocate feasible amount of resources to location ls ;
R← R−min{R, xs}; Update amount of remaining resources ;
λ̄S ← λ̄S −min{R, (λ̄S)S:ls∈S , xs} if ls ∈ S; Update upper bound resource constraint ;

end

R̂S ←
∑

l∈S σ̂l for all S ∈ L1 ; Compute the aggregate allocations for each set S ∈ L1 ;
Stage 2: Run Algorithm 7 Sub-Routine for each set S ∈ L1:
for S ∈ L1 do

(σ∗
A,l)l∈S ← Solution computed using Algorithm 7 for the location subset S given R̂S resources ;

end
return Allocation σ∗

A ;

A few comments about Algorithm 5 are in order. First, the allocation σ̂ computed in stage one of
Algorithm 5 is an intermediate allocation required to generate the aggregate allocations R̂S for each
set S ∈ L1. Next, rather than directly outputting the allocation σ̂, we compute the final allocation
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σ∗
A by running Algorithm 7 as a sub-routine in stage two of Constrained-Greedy to obtain our

desired approximation guarantees, as, for a subset of locations S ∈ L1, Algorithm 7 achieves a half-
approximation given a resource budget R̂S . We reiterate that the two-stage procedure is crucial in
obtaining our desired approximation guarantees in Section 8.3.4 and recall that just optimizing the
MCUA of the payoff functions (as in stage one of Constrained-Greedy) is insufficient in obtaining
a half-approximation guarantee even without additional constraints (e.g., see Theorem 7).

8.3.3 No Half-Approximation Guarantee under Hierarchical Constraints

This section shows that, in general, Constrained-Greedy does not achieve a half-approximation
to the solution of Problem (8a)-(8d) even under hierarchical constraints (and when user types are
homogeneous), as is elucidated through the following example.

Example 2 (Constrained Greedy Achieves < 0.5 Approximation Under Hierarchical Constraints).
Consider a setting with five locations L = {L1, L2, L3, L4, L5} and one upper bound constraint
on the set S1 = {L1, L2}, where the total resource budget R = 0.3 and the upper bound quota
λ̄S1 = 0.2 for set S1 (and a lower bound quota λS1

= 0). Furthermore, consider the following
location parameters:

• Payoffs: p1 = 1, p2 = 1.099, p3 = 0.999, p4 = 0.87, p5 = 1.1

• Allocation Thresholds: d1
d1+k = 0.1, d2

d2+k = 0.11, d3
d3+k = 0.101, d4

d4+k = 0.089, d5
d5+k = 0.3.

Note that these locations are ordered in the descending order of their payoff bang-per-buck ratios.
We now compute the payoff corresponding to Constrained-Greedy.

Since the locations are ordered in the descending order of their payoff bang-per-buck ratios, the
resulting allocation under stage one of Constrained-Greedy that respects the allocation constraints
is σ̂ = (0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 0, 0, 0). Moreover, it is also straightforward to check that the allocation corre-
sponding to stage two of Constrained-Greedy coincides with σ̂ and corresponds to a total payoff of
p1+0.1p2+0.1p3 = 1.2098. Note here that Constrained-Greedy only allocates 0.1 units of resources
to location two as allocating any more to location two would violate the upper bound constraint
on the set S1. Moreover, Constrained-Greedy only allocates 0.1 units of resources to location three
as allocating any more would violate the overall resource budget constraint.

Next, the payoff maximizing allocation is σ∗ = (0, 0.11, 0.101, 0.089, 0) with a payoff of p2+p3+
p4 = 2.968. Consequently, the approximation ratio of Constrained-Greedy is 1.2098

2.968 = 0.4076 < 0.5,
which establishes that Constrained-Greedy achieves an approximation ratio of strictly smaller than
0.5 even under hierarchical constraints.

8.3.4 Approximation Guarantees with Additional Resources

While Constrained-Greedy is not guaranteed to achieve a half approximation to the solution
to Problem (8a)-(8d) even under hierarchical constraints (see Example 2 in Section 8.3.3), we now
establish that augmenting Constrained-Greedy with a few more resources and relaxing some of
the upper bound quotas of the additional constraints can recover the desired half approximation
guarantee. Moreover, we identify a natural condition on the lower bound quotas under which
Constrained-Greedy achieves the desired half-approximation guarantee without additional resources
or a relaxation to any upper bound quotas of the additional constraints.

To present our results, we first introduce some notation. In particular, we define σA
R+|L1| as the

solution corresponding to Constrained-Greedy with R + |L1| resources, where each of the upper
bound quotas in layer L1 are relaxed by one unit, each of the upper bound quotas in layer L2 are
relaxed based on the number of sets S ∈ L1 that belong to each set S′ ∈ L2, and so on until the
layer Lt. Moreover, we define σA

R+|L2| be the solution corresponding to Constrained-Greedy with
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R+ |L2| resources where at most |L2| of the upper bound quotas in layer L1 are relaxed by one unit,
each of the upper bound quotas in layer L2 are relaxed by one unit, each of the upper bound quotas
in layer L3 are relaxed based on the number of sets S ∈ L2 that belong to each set S′ ∈ L3, and
so on until the layer Lt. Note here that since layer L2 is a higher layer in the hierarchy compared
to layer L1 (see Figure 6) that |L2| ≤ |L1|, i.e., fewer additional resources are required and the
constraints are relaxed by smaller amounts under the allocation σA

R+|L2| compared to σA
R+|L1|.

We now establish the approximation ratios of the allocations σA
R+|L1| and σA

R+|L2| corresponding
to Constrained-Greedy when all lower bound quotas are zero.

Theorem 10 (Approximation Guarantees of Constrained-Greedy Under Resource Augmentation).
Suppose the constraint structure H is a hierarchy and L1∪ . . .∪Lt are the corresponding constraint
layers of this hierarchy such that each location l belongs to exactly one constraint in each layer and
the lower bound quotas are such that λS = 0 for all S ∈ H. Further, let σ∗ be the constrained payoff
maximizing allocation that solves Problem (8a)-(8d) with R resources, let σA

R+|L1| and σA
R+|L2| be

the solutions corresponding to Constrained-Greedy as defined above. Then:

• The total payoff under allocation σA
R+|L1| is at least that under the constrained payoff maxi-

mizing allocation, i.e., PR+|L1|(σ
A
R+|L1|) ≥ PR(σ

∗),

• The total payoff under allocation σA
R+|L2| is at least half of that under the constrained payoff

maximizing allocation, i.e., PR+|L2|(σ
A
R+|L2|) ≥

1
2PR(σ

∗).

For a proof of Theorem 10, see Appendix B.10. Theorem 10 establishes that augmenting
Constrained-Greedy with additional resources enables it to obtain a half approximation (or even
a one approximation guarantee) that was not possible in the setting without additional resources
(see Example 2 in Section 8.3.3). The allocation σA

R+|L1| achieves a one-approximation while the

allocation σA
R+|L2| achieves a half-approximation as layer L2 is a higher layer in the hierarchy

compared to L1 (see Figure 6); hence, fewer additional resources are required and the constraints
are relaxed by smaller amounts under the allocation σA

R+|L2| compared to σA
R+|L1|. While |L1| and

|L2| can be large in the worst case, for many practical problems of interest, |L1| and |L2| are small, as
elucidated through examples in Section 8.4, which highlight the practical significance of the results

obtained in Theorem 10. Finally, we note that the administrator only requires |L1|maxi
dil

dil+k

(|L2|maxi
dil

dil+k
) additional resources to establish the guarantee in Theorem 10 along with the

associated relaxations to the upper bound quotas corresponding to the additional constraints;
however, we present the result with L1 (|L2|) resources for ease of exposition.

While Theorem 10 established approximation ratios in the setting when Constrained-Greedy has
additional resources and some of the upper bound quotas are relaxed (and the lower bound quotas
are zero), the following proposition identifies a natural condition on the lower bound quotas un-
der which Constrained-Greedy obtains a half-approximation to the payoff maximization allocation
without any additional resources or a relaxation of the upper bound quotas.

Proposition 2 (Approximation Guarantee of Constrained-Greedy With Lower Bound Quotas).
Suppose the constraint structure H is a hierarchy and L1∪ . . .∪Lt are the corresponding constraint
layers of this heriarchy such that each location l belongs to exactly one constraint in each layer.
Moreover, suppose that for all sets S ∈ L1 it holds that λS ≥ 2 and Problem (8a)-(8d) has a
feasible solution. Furthermore, let σ∗ be the constrained payoff maximizing allocation that solves
Problem (8a)-(8d) and σ∗

A be the allocation computed using the Constrained-Greedy algorithm.
Then, σ∗

A achieves at least half the payoff as σ∗, i.e., PR(σ
∗
A) ≥

1
2PR(σ

∗).
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The proof of Proposition 2 is analogous to that of Theorem 10 with a few additional caveats,
which we highlight in Appendix B.12. Proposition 2 highlights that if the administrator has a
requirement to meet a minimum coverage of security resources across all sets S ∈ L1, a nat-
ural condition in applications where the number of locations belonging to each set S is large,
Constrained-Greedy achieves at least half of the optimal administrator payoff. We note that unlike
Theorem 10, no relaxations to the upper bound resource quotas or the total number of available
resources is required to establish Proposition 2. Such a result holds as a lower bound quota of two
guarantees that the greedy solution corresponding to maximizing the MCUA of the payoff functions
achieves at least the payoff as the solution that maximizes the payoff corresponding to spending all
available resources at a single location (see Appendix B.12), a condition not guaranteed to hold in
the setting without lower bound quotas of at least two for each of the sets S ∈ L1.

8.4 Implications of Approximation Guarantees under Hierarchical Constraints

This section highlights the implications of our approximation guarantees in Section 8.3 (see The-
orem 10) through two real-world applications, one corresponding to environmental compliance and
another corresponding to monitoring crime/traffic violations. These application cases highlight the
practical viability of Constrained-Greedy in achieving a good approximation to the administrator’s
payoff maximization Problem (8a)-(8d) without requiring many additional resources.

Example 3 (Environmental Compliance). Consider a federal agency, e.g., the United States En-
vironmental Protection Agency (USEPA), that enforces water quality standards and has limited
inspection officers (i.e., security resources) to monitor the compliance behavior of water treatment
facilities across the country. The absence of constraints on the allocation of security resources may
result in an imbalanced allocation of inspections where some regions of the country have signifi-
cantly more inspections than others. Thus, federal agencies often have quotas on the allocation
of their inspection officers to achieve a more balanced allocation of inspections. For instance, the
USEPA may seek to ensure that the total inspection resources allocated to each state remain be-
tween certain lower and upper bounds. Moreover, within each state, there may be similar quotas
imposed on the inspection resources that can be allocated within each county.

Notice that such a setting with constraints on the allocation of inspections by state and county
corresponds to a two-layer hierarchy (with layers L1 and L2), as all states and counties are disjoint
from one another, with each county belonging to exactly one state. Here, each set S belonging
to the layer L1 corresponds to the set of water treatment facilities belonging to a given county.
Moreover, each set S in the layer L2 corresponds to the set of water treatment facilities belonging
to a given state. In this setting, Theorem 10 implies that hiring one additional inspection officer
for each state, a relatively small amount given that thousands of environmental inspections are
performed each year [76], and relaxing the upper bound quota for at most one county in each state
by one resource would result in an outcome where Constrained-Greedy achieves at least half the
optimal payoff as obtained in the setting without relaxing any of the resource constraints.

Example 4 (Crime and Traffic Monitoring). Consider a police agency seeking to allocate its police
officers to monitor crime or traffic violations in a city. To monitor crime/traffic violations, police
agencies often divide a city into disjoint beats [77] and typically have quotas for allocating police
officers within each beat. Such a setting corresponds to a single layer hierarchy L1 as all beats
are disjoint; thus, we can consider the layer L1, where each set S ∈ L1 corresponds to the set of
locations susceptible to crime/traffic violations in a given beat. In this setting the resource budget
constraint can be interpreted as corresponding to layer L2; thus, Theorem 10 implies that hiring
one additional police officer that can be allocated to one of the beats (i.e., by relaxing the upper
bound quota of at most one of the beats by one) would result in an outcome where Constrained-
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Greedy achieves at least half the optimal payoff in the setting without relaxing any of the resource
constraints. In addition, Proposition 2 implies that if there is a lower bound constraint of allocating
at least two police officers to each beat, then without relaxing any of the resource constraints,
Constrained-Greedy achieves at least half of the optimal payoff.

9 Conclusion and Future Work
In this work, we studied the problem of policing fraud as a security game between an adminis-

trator and users. Motivated by several real-world settings where fraud is prevalent (see Section 1.1),
we introduced a model of a security game wherein the administrator can deploy a budget of security
resources across locations and levy fines against users found engaging in fraud. We studied our
security game under both payoff and revenue maximization administrator objectives. In both set-
tings, we showed that, in general, the problem of computing the administrator’s optimal resource
allocation strategy is NP-hard, and we developed greedy-like algorithms for both administrator
objectives with associated approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees. Moreover,
in the setting when user types are homogeneous, we showed that the administrator’s revenue max-
imization problem can be solved in polynomial time and developed a PTAS for the administrator’s
payoff maximization problem.

Next, we presented numerical experiments based on a real-world case study of parking enforce-
ment at Stanford University’s campus. Our results demonstrated that our proposed algorithms
outperform the status-quo parking enforcement mechanism and, in particular, can increase earn-
ings from parking permit purchases for the university by over $300,000 (a 2% increase) annually.
Finally, we studied several model extensions, including incorporating contracts into our frame-
work to bridge the gap between the administrator’s payoff and revenue-maximizing outcomes and
generalizing our model to incorporate additional constraints beyond a resource budget constraint.

There are several future research directions. First, it would be interesting to investigate whether
an FPTAS exists for the setting of homogeneous payoff-maximization setting and whether a PTAS
exists for the heterogeneous revenue and payoff-maximization settings when the number of user
types is not a constant. Next, it would be interesting to study an online learning setting where the
administrator learns users’ types through repeated interactions. Moreover, it would be worthwhile
to explore more properties of our contract framework and further investigate the algorithm design
with additional constraints on allocating security resources. For further directions of future research,
see Appendix J.
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A Additional Discussion on Modeling Assumptions
In this section, we present some additional discussions on our modeling assumptions for the

security game that we study.
First, as in prior literature on security games [9], we model our problem as a Stackelberg game,

wherein users at each location observe and best respond to the administrator’s mixed strategy [78].
Such an assumption on the game structure is reasonable for several applications of interest to this
paper. For instance, in the case of queue jumping in intermediate public transport services, users
typically use the IPT service at the same location every day; thus, users can estimate the likelihood
of being caught by a security resource (e.g., a police officer) on a given day. We note that similar
assumptions on the game structure have been considered even in related examples in the literature,
e.g., the scheduling of randomized patrols for inspecting whether users have paid their fares in
transit systems [27]. While we assume that users observe the probability of a security resource
being allocated to their respective locations precisely, exploring alternative models of equilibrium
formation when such perfect observability is not possible is an exciting direction for future research.

To model the losses to users from committing fraud, we assume that if the administrator allo-
cates a security resource to a given location, then the security resource will collect fines from all
defaulting users, resulting in a loss through fines to a defaulting user of σlk at location l. Such
an assumption on the efficacy of a security resource in detecting the presence of a fraudulent user
at the location to which it is allocated is ubiquitous in the literature on security games [9] and
natural, as, for instance, modern day technology, such as license plate recognition cameras, have
enabled police officers to accurately issue parking citations to defaulting users in a timely manner.

Moreover, we assume that the fine levied on defaulting users is a fixed (potentially small)
constant. While setting high fines is likely to deter fraud, in most practical applications, fines for
engaging in fraudulent or illegal activities are not arbitrarily high, e.g., traffic light or speeding
violations cost about $100 in California. Furthermore, we note that our numerical experiments in
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Section 7.2 and Appendix H highlight the benefits of setting low to moderate fines in practice as it
deters an administrator from solely maximizing revenues through the collected fines.

In addition, in this work, we assume that fines are the only penalty for users engaging in
fraudulent or illegal activities. Such an assumption is particularly applicable for parking violations
and queue jumping in IPT services, as the penalty imposed on defaulting users is likely to only
come in the form of a fine. However, for other application settings, different forms of punishment
may be pertinent depending on the magnitude of the fraud [36], e.g., users may be sent to prison
for certain crimes they commit. While we do not account for other forms of punishment beyond
levying fines on defaulting users, there is scope to generalize the model presented in this work to
account for different forms of punishment, which we defer to future research.

Finally, while we consider allocating security resources, e.g., police officers, to monitor and police
susceptible nodes or locations in the system, which is typical in the literature on security games [9],
policing can be performed through many other security mechanisms. Most notably, modern security
technology, such as security cameras, is frequently used to monitor certain fraudulent or illegal
activities, e.g., store theft. Yet we note that while such technology has proven effective in some
applications, e.g., in detecting theft at grocery stores, such technology is typically used to aid
security officers in patrolling areas, e.g., license plate recognition cameras are used to enable efficient
and accurate detection of parking violations.

Moreover, while security cameras or license plate recognition cameras are often effective in
detecting and fining users for road speeding or parking violations, as user records can be determined
using license plate information, such technology is likely far more ineffective in monitoring queue
jumping in IPT services. In particular, using cameras to identify and fine users that skip queues
is difficult, particularly in developing nation cities where IPT services are prevalent, as this would
require advanced facial recognition software and a database of records of the entire population in
the city. Moreover, given the commotion during the hailing of IPT services and that users often
steal public property such as security cameras, a frequent occurrence in developing nation contexts,
camera technology on its own may not be the most effective in policing queue jumping in IPT
services. Consequently, the traditional mechanism of deploying security resources, such as police
officers, as is typically the case for monitoring many traffic and parking violations, despite the
prevalence of camera technology, is likely the most effective mechanism in policing queue jumping
in IPT services. Yet, we note that modern security technology, such as security cameras, has a role
in augmenting traditional enforcement mechanisms, e.g., deploying police officers, in policing and
monitoring fraudulent or illegal activities in the applications we consider. To that end, incorporating
features of modern-day technology, such as security cameras, and how they can augment policing
through traditional mechanisms into our studied framework is a worthwhile direction for future
research.

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We prove Theorem 1 using two intermediate lemmas. Our first intermediate lemma shows that
the optimal solution of the revenue maximization bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) can be computed using
a linear program, as is elucidated by the following lemma.

Lemma 1 (Linear Programming Characterization of Revenue Maximization Problem). The opti-
mal solution of the revenue maximization bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) can be computed through the

41



solution of the following linear program:

max
σ ∈ R|L|

∑
l∈L

σlkΛl, (9a)

s.t. σl ∈ [0,
dl

dl + k
], for all l ∈ L, (9b)∑

l∈L
σl ≤ R. (9c)

For a proof of Lemma 1, see Appendix B.1.1. Lemma 1 establishes that computing an opti-
mal revenue maximizing strategy of the administrator can be done efficiently in polynomial time.
Our next intermediate lemma states that Algorithm 1 achieves the optimal solution of the linear
Program (9a)-(9c).

Lemma 2 (Algorithm 1). The allocation strategy corresponding to Algorithm 1 achieves an optimal
solution to the linear Program (9a)-(9c).

For a proof of Lemma 2, see Appendix B.1.2. Lemma 2 implies that the linear Program (9a)-
(9c) can be solved in O(|L| log(|L|)) time as the time taken to sort the locations is O(|L| log(|L|))
and that taken to iterate through the locations in linear in |L|.

Notice that jointly Lemmas 1 and 2 imply Theorem 1.

B.1.1 Proof of Lemma 1

To prove this claim, we first present the linear program that can be used to compute the
solution of the bi-level Program (2a)-(2b). To construct this linear program, we note that any
optimal solution to the bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) must satisfy σl ∈ [0, dl

dl+k ] for all locations l ∈ L.

Note that if this relation is not satisfied and σl >
dl

dl+k for some location l, then we can consider

an alternative allocation strategy σ̃ where σ̃l = min{σl, dl
dl+k} for all locations l. We note that σ̃

is clearly feasible, i.e., σ̃ ∈ ΩR, as the strategy σ is feasible. Next, by the best-response function
of users in the revenue maximization setting given by Equation (4), we note that yl(σ̃) = 1 for all
locations l, while yl(σ) = 0 if σl >

dl
dl+k and yl(σ) = 1 otherwise. As a consequence, we obtain for

any strategy σ that:

QR(σ) =
∑
l∈L

σlyl(σ)kΛl =
∑

l:σl>
dl

dl+k

σlyl(σ)kΛl +
∑

l:σl≤
dl

dl+k

σlyl(σ)kΛl,

(a)
=

∑
l:σl≤

dl
dl+k

σlkΛl
(b)
=

∑
l:σl≤

dl
dl+k

σ̃lkΛl,

≤
∑
l∈L

σ̃lkΛl,

(c)
= QR(σ̃)

where (a) follows as yl(σ) = 0 if σl >
dl

dl+k and yl(σ) = 1 otherwise, (b) follows as σ̃l = σl when

σl ≤ dl
dl+k , and (c) follows as yl(σ̃) = 1 for all locations l.

The above analysis implies that there exists an revenue-maximizing allocation such that σ̃l ∈
[0, dl

dl+k ] for all locations l, where it holds by Equation (4) that yl(σ̃) = 1 for all locations l. Thus,

42



imposing the restriction that σl ∈ [0, dl
dl+k ] and that yl(σ̃) = 1 for all locations l, we have that the

bi-level Program (2a)-(2b) can be reformulated as the following linear program:

max
σ ∈ R|L|

QR(σ) =
∑
l∈L

σlkΛl, (10a)

s.t. σl ∈ [0,
dl

dl + k
], for all l ∈ L, (10b)∑

l∈L
σl ≤ R, (10c)

where Constraints (10b) captures the upper bound on the administrator strategy required for opti-
mality, Constraint (10c) represents the resource constraint of the administrator, and Objective (10a)
represents the revenue maximization objective of the administrator when yl(σ̃) = 1, which follows
from Equation (4) under Constraint (10c). This establishes our claim.

B.1.2 Proof of Lemma 2

For simplicity of exposition, we prove this result in the setting when the values of Λl are all
distinct, i.e., for any two locations l, l′ ∈ L, it holds that Λl ̸= Λl′ . We note that our analysis can
be extended naturally to the setting when there are ties.

To prove this claim, let σG = (σG
l )l∈L denote the allocations of the greedy algorithm and

σ∗ = (σ∗
l )l∈L denote the revenue-maximizing allocation. Further, suppose for contradiction that

the greedy algorithm is not optimal, i.e.,
∑

l∈L σG
l Λl <

∑
l∈L σ∗

l Λl, where we have dropped the fine
k from the objective of the linear Program (10a)-(10c). Note that this implies that there is some
location l such that σG

l ̸= σ∗
l , which consequently implies by the nature of the greedy algorithm that

there is a location l̃ such that σG
l̃

> σ∗
l̃
. However, by the feasibility constraint that

∑
l∈L σl ≤ R

and the optimality of the revenue-maximizing solution it must hold that there is some location l′

such that σG
l′ < σ∗

l′ .
To derive our desired contradiction, we now construct another feasible strategy with a strictly

higher objective than the strategy σ∗. In particular, consider ϵ > 0 as some small positive constant
such that σ∗

l̃
+ ϵ ≤ σG

l̃
and σ∗

l′ ≥ σG
l′ + ϵ. Then, define the strategy σ′ = (σ′

l)l∈L, where σ′
l = σ∗

l for

all l ̸= l′, l̃, σl′ = σ∗
l′ − ϵ and σ′

l̃
= σ∗

l̃
+ ϵ. Note that this new strategy is feasible. In particular, it

is straightforward to check that σ′
l ∈ [0, dl

dl+k ] for all locations l and that the resource constraint is
satisfied as: ∑

l

σ′
l =

∑
l ̸={l′,l̃}

σ′
l + σ′

l′ + σ′
l̃
=

∑
l ̸={l′,l̃}

σ∗
l + σ∗

l′ − ϵ+ σ∗
l̃
+ ϵ =

∑
l

σ∗
l ≤ R,

where the final inequality follows by the feasibility of σ∗.
Next, we show that the revenue of the new strategy σ′ is greater than that of σ∗. To see this

note that:

QR(σ
′) =

∑
l∈L

σ′
lΛl,

=
∑

l ̸={l′,l̃}

σ∗
l Λl + (σ∗

l′ − ϵ)Λl′ + (σ∗
l̃
+ ϵ)Λl̃,

=
∑
l∈L

σ∗
l Λl + ϵ(Λl̃ − Λl′),

>
∑
l∈L

σ∗
l Λl = QR(σ

∗),
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where the inequality follows as Λl′ < Λl̃ due to the nature of the greedy algorithm which allocates
resources to locations in the descending order of the values of Λl. The above relationship implies
that the strategy σ′ achieves a greater revenue compared to σ∗, a contradiction. Thus, it follows
that Algorithm 1 cannot have a strictly lower objective than the optimal algorithm, implying its
optimality, which establishes our claim.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Given the best-response function of the users at a given location l in Equation (5), we prove
Proposition 1 using two intermediate lemmas. Our first lemma establishes that, without loss of
generality, it suffices to restrict our attention to administrator strategies where the total allocation
of security personnel σl at any location l does not exceed dl

dl+k , i.e., establishing the first point in
the statement of Proposition 1.

Lemma 3 (Upper Bound on Administrator’s Mixed Strategy Vector). Suppose that users at each
location best-respond by solving Problem (1). Then, there exists an administrator strategy σ̃∗ that
satisfies σ̃∗

l ≤ dl
dl+k for all locations l and is a solution to the Problem (3a)-(3b).

For a proof of Lemma 3, see Appendix B.2.1. Lemma 3 establishes that allocating more than a
certain threshold of resources, as specified by the fraction dl

dl+k , at any location l will not improve

the administrator’s payoff. Such a result holds as, by Equation (5), allocating σl =
dl

dl+k is enough
to deter users from engaging in fraudulent behavior at a given location l; hence, allocating any
more resources than this threshold at a given location will not result in a further improvement in
the administrator’s payoff (see right of Figure 1).

Our second intermediate lemma establishes the existence of an optimal administrator strategy

σ̃∗ such that for at most one location l′ σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
, thereby establishing the second condition

in Proposition 1.

Lemma 4 (Structure of Optimal Mixed Strategy Solution). Suppose that users at each location
best-respond by solving Problem (1). Then, there exists an administrator strategy σ̃∗ that is a

solution to Problem (3a)-(3b) such that for at most one location l′ σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
. For all other

locations l, it holds that either σ̃∗
l = 0 or σ̃∗

l = dl
dl+k .

For a proof of Lemma 4, see Appendix B.2.2. Using the structure of the optimal administrator
strategy established in Lemmas 3 and 4, it is straightforward to see that the optimal administrator
payoff satisfies the relation in the statement of Proposition 1. To see this, let L1, L2, and l′ be as
defined in the statement of Proposition 1. Then, we have that:

P−
R (σ̃∗) =

∑
l∈L

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl,

=
∑
l∈L1

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl +
∑
l∈L2

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl + (1− σ̃∗
l′)yl′(σ̃

∗)pl′ ,

(a)
=
∑
l∈L2

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl + (1− σ̃∗
l′)yl′(σ̃

∗)pl′ ,

(b)
=
∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σ̃∗
l′)pl′ ,

where (a) follows from the fact that yl(σ̃
∗) = 0 for l ∈ L1 by Equation (5) as σ̃∗

l = dl
dl+k for all

l ∈ L1 and (b) follows as yl(σ̃
∗) = 1 for l ∈ L\L1 and the fact that σ̃∗

l = 0 for all l ∈ L2 and that

σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
.
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Using the above inequality, we have the following relation for the payoff under the strategy σ̃∗:

PR(σ̃
∗) =

∑
l∈L

pl − P−
R (σ̃∗), (11)

=
∑
l∈L

pl −

∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σ̃∗
l′)pl′

 , (12)

=
∑
l∈L1

pl + σ̃∗
l′pl′ , (13)

which establishes the desired relation for the administrator’s payoff under the optimal strategy σ̃∗,
thereby proving our claim.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma 3

Suppose that σ∗ is a payoff maximizing strategy of the administrator and y(σ∗) is the cor-
responding best-response of users given by Equation (5), i.e., (σ∗,y(σ∗)) is an optimal solution
to Problem (3a)-(3b). Then, we define a new feasible strategy σ̃∗ that satisfies σ̃∗

l ≤ dl
dl+k for all

locations l and show that it achieves the same payoff as the strategy σ∗ using users’ best response
function given by Equation (5). In particular, define σ̃∗ such that σ̃∗

l = min{σ∗
l ,

dl
dl+k} for all

locations l.
It is straightforward to check that σ̃∗ is a feasible strategy, i.e., σ̃∗ ∈ ΩR. To see this, note

that σ̃∗
l = min{σ∗

l ,
dl

dl+k} ≥ 0 for all locations l as σ∗
l ≥ 0 by its feasibility to Problem (3a)-(3b).

Furthermore, we have that σ̃∗
l = min{σ∗

l ,
dl

dl+k} ≤ 1 as dl
dl+k ≤ 1 for all locations l. Finally, since it

holds that
∑

l∈L σ∗
l ≤ R by the feasibility of σ∗ to Problem (3a)-(3b), it follows that∑

l∈L
σ̃∗
l =

∑
l∈L

min

{
σ∗
l ,

dl
dl + k

}
≤
∑
l∈L

σ∗
l ≤ R,

which establishes the feasibility of strategy σ̃∗ for Problem (3a)-(3b).
Next, to see that σ̃∗ achieves the same payoff for the administrator as σ∗, we first note that the

best-response strategy of users at each location is unchanged under σ∗ and σ̃∗, i.e., y(σ∗) = y(σ̃∗).
To see this, we show that yl(σ

∗) = yl(σ̃
∗) for all locations l by considering two cases: (i) σ∗

l < dl
dl+k

and (ii) σ∗
l ≥ dl

dl+k . Note that in the first case, σ̃∗
l = σ∗

l and thus it must be that yl(σ
∗) = yl(σ̃

∗) = 1.

On the other hand, in the second case, note that yl(σ
∗) = 0 and that σ̃∗

l = dl
dl+k , from which it

follows by Equation (5) that yl(σ̃
∗) = 0 as well. Having shown that y(σ∗) = y(σ̃∗), we now obtain

that:

P−
R (σ∗) =

∑
l∈L

(1− σ∗
l )y

∗
l (σ

∗)pl,

(a)
=

∑
l∈L:yl(σ∗)=0

(1− σ∗
l )y

∗
l (σ

∗)pl +
∑

l∈L:yl(σ∗)=1

(1− σ∗
l )y

∗
l (σ

∗)pl,

(b)
=

∑
l∈L:yl(σ̃∗)=1

(1− σ̃l
∗)y∗l (σ̃

∗)pl,

(c)
= P−

R (σ̃∗)

where (a) follows by splitting the sum, (b) follows from the fact that σ̃∗
l = σ∗

l for all l where

yl(σ
∗) = 1, as in this regime σ∗

l < dl
dl+k by Equation (5), and (c) follows from the fact that

y(σ∗) = y(σ̃∗).
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Finally, by the optimality of σ∗ and from the above obtained relations for the new administrator
strategy σ̃∗, it holds P−

R (σ̃∗) = P−
R (σ∗) ≤ P−

R (σ), for all feasible σ ∈ ΩR. Thus, we have established

our claim that there exists an administrator strategy σ̃∗ that satisfies σ̃∗
l ≤ dl

dl+k for all locations l
and is a solution to Problem (3a)-(3b).

B.2.2 Proof of Lemma 4

To prove this claim, we show that any administrator strategy σ∗ can be transformed into
another strategy σ̃∗ satisfying the condition in the statement of the lemma with at most the same
payoff as that corresponding to σ∗.

To see this, consider an optimal administrator strategy σ∗ such that the strategies (σ∗,y(σ∗))
are an optimal solution to Problem (3a)-(3b). Further, suppose that there are at least two locations

l1 and l2 such that σ∗
l1

∈
(
0,

dl1
dl1+k

)
and σ∗

l2
∈
(
0,

dl2
dl2+k

)
. In particular, let L′ ⊆ L be the set of

locations such that for any l′ ∈ L′ it holds that σ∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
. Then, we order the locations

in the set L′ in descending order of the payoffs pl and without loss of generality number these
locations 1, . . . , |L′|. Then, we construct σ̃∗ through a water-filling approach. To elucidate this
approach, we begin by transferring the mass σ∗

|L′| corresponding the location with the smallest

payoff pl in the set L′ to the location with the highest payoff pl in the set L′. In particular, we
transfer min{σ∗

|L′|,
d1

d1+k − σ∗
1} from location |L′| to location 1. If location |L′|’s mass is exhausted

before filling up location one to d1
d1+k , then we transfer further mass of location |L′ − 1| to location

one. On the other hand, if location 1 is filled up to d1
d1+k with location |L′|, then the remaining

mass from location |L′| is transferred to location two in an analogous way. We then repeat this
process of transferring mass from locations with lower payoffs pl to those with higher payoffs pl in

the set L′ until there is at most one location remaining such that σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
, where σ̃∗ is the

administrator strategy constructed by the above procedure.
Having constructed the strategy σ̃∗ in the above manner, it is then straightforward to see that

P−
R (σ̃∗) ≤ P−

R (σ∗) as:

P−
R (σ∗) =

∑
l∈L

(1− σ∗
l )yl(σ

∗)pl,

=
∑
l∈L′

(1− σ∗
l )yl(σ

∗)pl +
∑

l∈L\L′

(1− σ∗
l )yl(σ

∗)pl,

(a)
=
∑
l∈L′

(1− σ∗
l )yl(σ

∗)pl +
∑

l∈L\L′

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl,

(b)

≥
∑
l∈L′

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ

∗)pl +
∑

l∈L\L′

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl,

(c)

≥
∑
l∈L′

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl +
∑

l∈L\L′

(1− σ̃∗
l )yl(σ̃

∗)pl,

= P−
R (σ̃∗),

where (a) follows as σ∗
l = σ̃∗

l for all l ∈ L\L′, (b) follows by our algorithmic procedure of constructing
σ̃∗ as we transfer mass from locations with lower payoffs pl to those with higher payoffs pl in the
set L′, and (c) follows as yl(σ̃

∗) ≤ 1 = yl(σ
∗) for all l ∈ L′.

The above analysis establishes our claim that there exists an administrator strategy σ̃∗ that is

a solution to Problem (3a)-(3b) such that for at most one location l′, it holds that σ̃∗
l′ ∈

(
0,

dl′
dl′+k

)
,
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which establishes our claim.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2

We prove this result through a reduction from an instance of the partition problem. A partition
instance consists of a sequence of numbers a1, . . . , an with

∑
l∈[n] al = A and involves the task of

deciding whether there is some subset S1 of numbers such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 . Without loss of

generality, we consider a partition instance where maxl∈[n] al ≤ A
2 . Note that if maxl∈[n] al >

A
2 ,

then clearly, there is no subset S1 of numbers such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 , i.e., such an instance of

partition can be solved in polynomial time.
We now construct an instance of the payoff maximization problem. In particular, we consider

an instance with n + 1 locations, where the first n locations correspond to each number of the
partition instance, where we define pl = al and let dl

dl+k = al
A for all locations l ∈ [n]. Furthermore,

we consider a location n + 1 such that pn+1 = maxl∈[n] pl + ϵ and dn+1

dn+1+k = 1
2 + δ, where ϵ > 0

and δ > 0 can be interpreted as small constants. We choose ϵ such that maxl∈[n] al + ϵ < A, which

is well defined as we consider partition instances where maxl∈[n] al ≤ A
2 . Finally, we let the total

resource budget R = 1
2 . Given this instance of the payoff maximization problem, we now show that

a sequence of numbers correspond to a “Yes” instance of the partition problem if and only if the
objective of Problem (3a)-(3b) for above defined instance is at most A

2 + vn+1, i.e., the total payoff
is at least A

2 .
( =⇒ :) We first suppose that we have a “Yes” instance of the partition problem, i.e., there exists

a set S of numbers such that
∑

l∈S al =
A
2 . In this case, we present a method to construct a feasible

resource allocation strategy σ of the administrator that achieves PR(σ) ≥ A
2 . In particular, we

consider an allocation σ for the above defined instance of the payoff maximization problem, where
σl =

dl
dl+k units of resources are allocated to all locations l ∈ S and σl = 0 for all l ∈ [n + 1]\S.

Such an allocation is feasible for this instance of the payoff maximization problem as:∑
l∈[n+1]

σl =
∑
l∈S

dl
dl + k

=
∑
l∈S

al
A

=
1

A

∑
l∈S

al =
1

A
× A

2
=

1

2
= R,

i.e., the resource constraint is satisfied.
Furthermore, the objective of Problem (3a)-(3b) under the strategy σ is given by

P−
R (σ) =

∑
l∈[n+1]

(1− σl)yl(σ)pl,

(a)
=
∑
l∈S

(1− dl
dl + k

)yl(σ)pl +
∑

l∈[n+1]\S

(1− 0)yl(σ)pl,

(b)
=

∑
l∈[n]\S

pl + pn+1,

(c)
=

A

2
+ pn+1,

where (a) follows as σl =
dl

dl+k for all l ∈ S and σl = 0 for all l ∈ [n+1]\S, (b) follows as yl(σ) = 0

when σl =
dl

dl+k and yl(σ) = 1 when σl = 0 by the best-response of users in Equation (5), and (c)

follows as
∑

l∈[n]\S pl =
A
2 . The above relation implies that the payoff of the allocation σ is given
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by

PR(σ) =
∑

l∈[n+1]

pl − P−
R (σ) = A+ pn+1 −

(
A

2
+ pn+1

)
=

A

2
.

The above relation implies that PR(σ) ≥ A
2 , and thus we have shown that a “Yes” instance of the

partition problem implies that the administrator’s optimal payoff for the above defined instance is
at least A

2 , which establishes the forward direction of our claim.
( ⇐= :) Next, suppose that the optimal resource allocation strategy σ of the administrator is

such that PR(σ) ≥ A
2 , i.e., P

−
R (σ) ≤ A

2 + pn+1 where σ ∈ ΩR satisfies
∑

l∈[n+1] σl ≤ R = 1
2 . From

the structure of the optimal administrator strategy established in Proposition 1, we note that the
objective of Problem (3a)-(3b) is given by:

P−
R (σ) =

∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σl′)pl′ , (14)

for some location l′ and a set of locations L2, where it holds that
∑

l∈[n+1]\L2
σl ≤ 1

2 . Then, we

show that we have a “Yes” instance of the partition problem by considering two cases: (i) l′ = ∅
and (ii) l′ ̸= ∅.

Case (i): In the setting when l′ = ∅, without loss of generality, for ease of notation, we define
L2 ∪ {n + 1} as the set of locations for which σl = 0 and L1 as the set of locations for which

σl =
dl

dl+k . Note here that as R = 1
2 < 1

2 + δ = dn+1

dn+1+k it follows for location n + 1 that σn+1 = 0

as l′ = ∅. Next, for our payoff maximization instance, we note by assumption that the following
two inequalities are satisfied: (i)

∑
l∈L2∪{n+1} pl ≤

A
2 + pn+1 and (ii)

∑
l∈L1

al
A =

∑
l∈L1

dl
dl+k ≤ 1

2 .
From the first inequality, we have that∑

l∈L1

al =
∑
l∈L1

pl =
∑
l∈L

pl −
∑

l∈L2∪{n+1}

pl ≥
A

2
,

where the inequality follows as
∑

l∈[n+1] al = A+pn+1 and the fact that
∑

l∈L2∪{n+1} pl ≤
A
2 +pn+1.

Combining this derived inequality with the resource constraint that
∑

l∈L1

al
A ≤ 1

2 , it follows that∑
l∈L1

al =
A
2 , i.e., we have a “Yes” instance of the partition problem.

Case (ii): In the setting when l′ ̸= ∅, we first show that it must follow that l′ = {n+ 1}. At a
high-level, this result follows as location n+ 1 has the highest payoff of pl among all the locations.
We now proceed by contradiction to establish this claim by supposing that l′ ̸= {n+1}. Next, note
that by our constructed instance that dn+1

dn+1+k = 1
2 + δ > R and thus the location {n+ 1} ∈ L2.

To derive our contradiction, we consider an allocation σ̃ where σ̃l′ = 0 and σ̃n+1 = σl′ . Note that

σl′ ∈
(
0,

d
l
′

d
l
′+k

)
and thus it also holds that σl′ ∈

(
0, dn+1

dn+1+k

)
, as dn+1

dn+1+k > 1
2 ≥ maxl∈[n] al

A =
d
l
′

d
l
′+k .

Clearly the new allocation σ̃ is feasible as σ is feasible. Next, we observe that

P−
R (σ)

(a)
=
∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σl′)pl′ =
∑

l∈L2\{n+1}

pl + pn+1 + (1− σl′)pl′ ,

(b)
>

∑
l∈L2∪{l′}

pl + (1− σl′)pn+1,

(c)
=

∑
l∈L2∪{l′}

pl + (1− σ̃n+1)pn+1,

(d)
= P−

R (σ̃),
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where (a) follows from Equation (14), (b) follows as pn+1 = maxl∈[n] vl + ϵ > pl′ , (c) follows as

σ̃n+1 = σl′ , and (d) follows by the definition of P−
R (σ̃) and the fact that the only change in the

allocation between σ and σ̃ is for locations l′ and n+1. The above relations imply that the allocation
strategy σ̃ achieves a lower objective for Problem (3a)-(3b) than the strategy σ, a contradiction.
Thus, it follows that if l′ ̸= ∅, then it must be that l′ = {n + 1} for our above defined instance of
the payoff maximization problem.

Next, recall that L2 are the set of locations for which σl = 0 and L1 are the set of locations
for which σl =

dl
dl+k . Then, for our payoff maximization instance, we have that the following two

inequalities hold: ∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σn+1)pn+1 ≤
A

2
+ pn+1, (15)

∑
l∈L2

dl
dl + k

+ σn+1 ≤
1

2
. (16)

The first inequality represents the fact that the optimal objective of the Problem (3a)-(3b) is at
most A

2 + pn+1 and the second inequality implies that the total resource spending does not exceed
the available resources.

Then, noting that
∑

l∈[n+1] pl = A+ pn+1, we have from the Equation (15) that:

∑
l∈L1

pl + σn+1pn+1 =
∑

l∈[n+1]

pl −

∑
l∈L2

pl + (1− σn+1)pn+1

 ≥ A+ pn+1 −
(
A

2
+ pn+1

)
=

A

2
.

Substituting pl = al and pn+1 = maxl∈[n] al + ϵ in the above inequality, we obtain that:

∑
l∈L1

al + σn+1(max
l∈[n]

al + ϵ) ≥ A

2
. (17)

Moreover, substituting dl
dl+k = al

A in Equation (16), we obtain that:

∑
l∈L1

al + σn+1A ≤ A

2
. (18)

Combining Equations (17) and (18), we obtain that:

σn+1(max
l∈[n]

al + ϵ) ≥ σn+1A.

Note that this inequality can only be satisfied if either σn+1 = 0 or maxl∈[n] al + ϵ ≥ A =
∑

l∈[n] al.
Note that the latter inequality cannot be satisfied as ϵ has been chosen to be a small constant such
that maxl∈[n] al + ϵ < A, where, recall that maxl∈[n] al ≤ A

2 . As a result, the above relation implies
σn+1 = 0, which, from Equations (17) and (18), implies the following two relations:∑

l∈L1

al ≥
A

2
and

∑
l∈L1

al ≤
A

2
,

which together imply that
∑

l∈L1
al =

A
2 . Thus, again, we have a “Yes” instance of partition, which

establishes our claim.
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B.4 Proof of Theorem 3

B.4.1 Proof Overview

We first define a linear program resembling a fractional knapsack like optimization and leverage
Proposition 1 to show that the optimal administrator payoff is upper bounded by the optimal
objective of this linear program. Next, since the optimal objective of the fractional knapsack

problem satisfies
∑

l∈S pl + xl̃pl̃ for some subset of locations S and a location l̃ with xl̃ ≤
dl̃

dl̃+k , to

establish the desired half approximation, we show that (i) PR(σ
′) ≥ xl̃pl̃ and (ii) PR(σ̃) ≥

∑
l∈S pl,

where the allocations σ′ and σ̃ are as defined in Algorithm 2. Notice that the proof of claim (i)
is by construction as σ′ by definition is chosen to maximize the payoff from spending on a single
location. The proof of claim (ii) relies on the fact that the greedy algorithm in Step 1 on Algorithm 2
precisely corresponds to the greedy algorithm to optimize the knapsack linear program. Finally,
combining the results of claims (i) and (ii), the desired result follows.

B.4.2 Complete Proof of Theorem 3

To prove this claim, we first recall from Proposition 1 that the payoff maximizing objective
of the administrator at the solution σ∗ is given by PR(σ

∗) =
∑

l∈L1
pl + σ∗

l̃
pl̃ for some subset of

locations L1 where σ∗
l = dl

dl+k for all l ∈ L1 and a location l̃ such that
∑

l∈L1

dl
dl+k + σ∗

l̃
≤ R.

Furthermore, we consider the following knapsack optimization problem:

G′
R = max

0≤xl≤1

∑
l∈L

xlpl s.t.
∑
l∈L

tlxl ≤ R. (19)

Then, to prove this claim, we proceed in two steps. First, we show that the optimal payoff-
maximizing objective of the administrator is no more than G′

R, the optimal objective corresponding
to Problem (19). Then, we use this result and the property of the optimal payoff-maximizing
objective of the administrator from Proposition 1 to establish the half approximation guarantee of
Algorithm 2.

Proof of PR(σ
∗) ≤ G′

R: To prove this claim, first note by the structure of the optimal solution

established in Proposition 1 that σ∗
l ≥ 0 and σ∗

l ≤ dl
dl+k for all locations l, and by the feasibility of

σ∗ that
∑

l∈L σ∗
l ≤ R. Then, we transform σ∗ to a feasible solution of Problem (19) by defining

xl =
1
tl
σ∗
l for all l. Note that x = (xl)l∈L is a feasible solution to Problem (19) as, by definition of

x it holds that 0 ≤ xl ≤ 1, and the resource constraint is satisfied:∑
l∈L

tlxl =
∑
l∈L

tl
1

tl
σ∗
l =

∑
l∈L

σ∗
l ≤ R.

Next, to show that G′
R ≥ PR(σ

∗), we have:

G′
R

(a)

≥
∑
l∈L

xlpl
(b)
=
∑
l∈L1

1

tl
σ∗
l pl +

1

tl̃
σ∗
l̃
pl̃

(c)

≥
∑
l∈L1

pl + σ∗
l̃
pl̃

(d)
= PR(σ

∗),

where (a) follows from the fact that x = (xl)l∈L is one of the feasible solutions to Problem (19), (b)
follows from the fact that xl =

1
tl
σ∗
l and that σ∗

l = 0 for l /∈ L1 ∪ {l̃}, (c) follows from the fact that

σ∗
l = dl

dl+k = tl for all l ∈ L1 and that 1
tl̃
≥ 1, and (d) follows by the definition of PR(σ

∗). Thus, we

have shown that G′
R ≥ PR(σ

∗).
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Proving the Approximation Ratio: Finally, to complete the proof of our claim, notice that
as Problem (19) is a fractional knapsack problem that G′

R =
∑

l∈S pl+x∗l′pl′ for some subset S and
allocation x∗, where resources are allocated to locations in the descending orders of the affordable
bang-per-buck ratios. Next, note by Algorithm 2 that

PR(σ
∗
A) ≥ PR(σ̃) ≥

∑
l∈S

pl, (20)

where recall that σ̃ is the allocation corresponding to the greedy algorithm in Step 1 of Algorithm 2
and the second inequality follows as the greedy algorithm selects at least the first S locations in the
descending order of their affordable bang-per-buck values. Furthermore, by Step 2 of Algorithm 2
and the construction of the allocation σ′, it follows that

PR(σ
∗
A) ≥ PR(σ

′) ≥ x∗l′pl′ . (21)

Then, summing Equations (20) and (21), we obtain that:

2PR(σ
∗
A) ≥

∑
l∈S

pl + x∗l′pl′ = G′
R ≥ PR(σ

∗),

which establishes our claim that PR(σ
∗
A) ≥

1
2PR(σ

∗), i.e., Algorithm 2 is a half approximation to
the optimal solution to the bi-level Program (3a)-(3b).

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4

To prove this result, we again consider the fractional knapsack Problem (19) defined in the
proof of Theorem 3 and use the fact that the objective of the fractional knapsack Problem (19)
upper bounds the optimal administrator payoff, given by PR(σ

∗). In particular, to establish the
desired resource augmentation guarantee, we first recall from the optimal solution of the fractional
knapsack problem that G′

R =
∑

l∈S pl + x∗l′pl′ for some subset S and allocation x∗, where resources
are allocated to locations in the descending orders of their affordable bang-per-buck ratios. Next,
given R+1 resources, we define σ̃R+1 as the allocation corresponding to Step 1 of Algorithm 2 and
let σR+1

A be the allocation corresponding to Algorithm 2 with R+ 1 resources. We now show that
PR+1(σ

R+1
A ) ≥ PR(σ

∗) to prove our claim.
To show this, we note by our greedy procedure in Step 1 of Algorithm 2 that σ̃R+1 ≥ σ̃ and that

σ̃R+1
l′ =

dl′
dl′+k . Such a result holds as the additional resource ensures that the administrator will

allocate
dl′

dl′+k ≤ 1 units of resources to location l′, as location l′ has the highest affordable bang-per-

buck ratio among the remaining locations by definition (as G′
R =

∑
l∈S pl+x∗l′pl′ for some subset S

and allocation x∗, where resources are allocated to locations in the descending orders of the bang-
per-buck). Since σ̃R+1

l′ =
dl′

dl′+k , note by the best-response Problem (5) of users that yl′(σ̃
R+1) = 0.

Consequently, as σ̃R+1 corresponds to an allocation where resources are allocated to locations in
the descending order of the affordable bang-per-buck ratios and, in particular, corresponds to an
allocation where

dl′
dl′+k ≤ 1 fraction of resources are allocated to location l′, it follows that

PR+1(σ
R+1
A )

(a)

≥ PR(σ̃
R+1)

(b)

≥
∑
l∈S

pl + pl′
(c)

≥
∑
l∈S

pl + x∗l′pl′ = G′
R

(d)

≥ PR(σ
∗)

where (a) follows from the fact that σR+1
A corresponds to the outcome with a greater payoff from

steps 1 and 2 of Algorithm 2, (b) follows as σ̃R+1 corresponds to an allocation of resources in the
descending orders of the affordable bang-per-buck ratios when an administrator has an additional
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resource that it can spend on location l′ and that yl′(σ̃
R+1) = 0. Furthermore, (c) follows from

the fact that x∗l′ ∈ (0,
dl′

dl′+k ) and (d) follows from our relation derived in proof of Theorem 3 that

the optimal objective of the fractional knapsack Problem (19) is at least the payoff-maximizing
objective. Thus, we have shown that PR+1(σ

R+1
A ) ≥ PR(σ

∗), which establishes our claim.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 5

To prove this claim, we first recall from Proposition 1 that the administrator’s optimal payoff
is given by: PR(σ

∗) =
∑

l∈L1
pl + σ∗

l′pl′ for some set of locations L1 for which σ∗
l = dl

dl+k for all

l ∈ L1 and at most one location l′ with σ∗
l′ = R−

∑
l∈L1

dl
dl+k ≤ dl′

dl′+k and σ∗
l′ <

dl′
dl′+k . We proceed

by analysing two cases: (i) |L1| ≤ m and (ii) |L1| > m.

Case (i) - |L1| ≤ m: In this case, observe that given δ additional resources there is one feasible

pair (S, σδ
l′), where S = L1 and σδ

l′ = min{σ∗
l′ + δ,

dl′
dl′+k}, which is one of the pairs considered in

the brute-force step of Algorithm 3. Let σ̃ be allocation corresponding to applying the greedy
procedure in step two of Algorithm 3 that extends the allocation corresponding to this pair (S, σδ

l′).
Then, the payoff of the allocation σ̃ satisfies

PR(σ̃) ≥
∑
l∈L1

pl +min

{
σ∗
l′ + δ,

dl′

dl′ + k

}
pl′ ≥ PR(σ

∗),

where the first inequality follows as the payoff corresponding to σ̃ is at least that of the allocation
to the pair (S, σδ

l′) and the final inequality follows as σ∗
l′ <

dl′
dl′+k . Finally, noting that the allocation

σ′ corresponds to the maximum payoff of Algorithm 3 across all feasible pairs, it follows that
PR(σ

′) ≥ PR(σ̃) ≥ PR(σ
∗), which establishes our claim for |L1| ≤ m.

Case (ii) - |L1| > m: In the case when |L1| ≥ m + 1, consider a set (S, σδ
l′) as follows. In

particular, let S = {l1, . . . , lm} be the m locations under the optimal allocation with σ∗
l = dl

dl+k

corresponding to the m highest payoffs, i.e., for each l ∈ S and l̃ ∈ L1\S it holds that pl ≥ pl̃.

Moreover, let σδ
l′ = min{σ∗

l′ + δ,
dl′

dl′+k} be the allocation to location l′. Then, observe that since all

feasible pairs are considered in the brute-force step of Algorithm 3, (S, σδ
l′) corresponds to one such

pair. Let σ̃ be allocation corresponding to applying the greedy procedure in step two of Algorithm 3
that extends the allocation corresponding to this pair (S, σδ

l′) to the remaining location. We will
now show that the allocation σ̃ achieves the desired approximation guarantee.

To establish the desired approximation guarantee for the allocation σ̃, we first define L2 =
{lm+1, . . . , lx} to be the location set with σ∗

l = dl
dl+k for all l ∈ L1\S under the optimal allocation,

where the locations are ordered in descending order of their affordable bang-per-buck ratios. Fur-
thermore, let l̄ be the first location in the set L2 such that σ̃l̄ < σ∗

l̄
and let σ̃G denote the total

number of resources that are not allocated to any location by Algorithm 3. Then, consider the set
of locations S1 that are allocated resources under the greedy procedure in step two of Algorithm 3
with at least the bang-per-buck of location l̄ but not including location l̄ and let S2 be the set of
locations allocated resources by the greedy procedure in step two of Algorithm 3 with a strictly
lower bang-per-buck ratio than l̄ and includes the location l̄. Then, by construction of the greedy
procedure in step two of Algorithm 3 and the fact that σ̃l̄ < σ∗

l̄
, note that

∑
l∈S2

σ̃l + σ̃G <
dl̄

dl̄+k .

Note that if this inequality were not true then the greedy procedure in step two of Algorithm 3
would allocate at least σ∗

l̄
=

dl̄
dl̄+k to location l̄, a contradiction.
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Next, given the above definitions of the sets S1 and S2 and the location l̄, we obtain the following
lower bound on the payoff of the allocation σ̃:

PR(σ̃) ≥
m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
∑
l∈S1

pl +
∑
l∈S2

pl. (22)

Note further that the locations picked in the greedy step of Algorithm 3 in set S1 are such that
they satisfy pl

dl
dl+k

≥ pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

for all l ∈ S1, as the greedy procedure allocates resources to locations in

the descending order of their bang-per-buck ratios. Consequently, it holds that:

∑
l∈S1

pl ≥
pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

R+ δ − σ̃G −
∑
l∈S2

σ̃l −
l̄−1∑
l=1

σ̃l − σ̃l′

 . (23)

Then, from Equations (22) and (23), we obtain the following upper bound on the optimal payoff:

PR(σ
∗) =

∑
l∈L1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ =

m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
x∑
l=l̄

pl,

(a)

≤
m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +

R−
l̄−1∑
l=1

σ∗
l − σ∗

l′

 pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

,

(b)
=

m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
∑
l∈S1

pl −
∑
l∈S1

pl +

R−
l̄−1∑
l=1

σ∗
l − σ∗

l′

 pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

,

(c)

≤
m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
∑
l∈S1

pl −
pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

R+ δ − σ̃G −
∑
l∈S2

σ̃l −
l̄−1∑
l=1

σ̃l − σ̃l′


+

R−
l̄−1∑
l=1

σ∗
l − σ∗

l′

 pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

,

(d)

≤
m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
∑
l∈S1

pl +
pl̄
dl̄

dl̄+k

σ̃G +
∑
l∈S2

σ̃l

 ,

(e)

≤
m∑
l=1

pl + σ∗
l′pl′ +

l̄−1∑
l=m+1

pl +
∑
l∈S1

pl + pl̄,

(f)

≤ PR(σ̃) + pl̄,

where (a) follows from the fact that all locations {ll̄, . . . , lx} have at most the bang-per-buck ratio as
location l̄, (b) follows from adding an subtracting the term

∑
l∈S1

pl, (c) follows from Equation (23),
(d) follows from the fact that σ̃l = σ∗

l for all l ∈ [l̄ − 1] for our selected subset in the brute-force
step and the definition of l̄ along with the fact that σ̃l′ ∈ [σ∗

l′ , σ
∗
l′ + δ]. Moreover, (e) follows from

the fact that σ̃G +
∑

l∈S2
σ̃l <

dl̄
dl̄+k from our earlier analysis and (f) follows from Equation (22).

Then, observe that pl̄ ≤
PR(σ∗)
m+1 , as the first m locations in the set S all have a higher payoff than

pl̄. Consequently, rearranging the above derived inequality PR(σ
∗) ≤ PR(σ̃) + pl̄, it follows that
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(
1− 1

m+1

)
PR(σ

∗) ≤ PR(σ̃). Finally, noting that the allocation σ′ corresponds to the maximum

payoff of Algorithm 3 across all feasible pairs, it follows that PR(σ
′) ≥ PR(σ̃). Consequently,

the obtained approximation guarantee for the allocation σ̃ given by
(
1− 1

m+1

)
PR(σ

∗) ≤ PR(σ̃)

implies our desired approximation guarantee that
(
1− 1

m+1

)
PR(σ

∗) ≤ PR(σ
′), which establishes

our claim.

B.7 Proof of Theorem 6

We prove Theorem 6 through a reduction from an instance of the partition problem. Recall that
a partition instance consists of a sequence of numbers a1, . . . , an with

∑
l∈[n] al = A and involves

the task of deciding whether there is some subset S1 of numbers such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 .

In the following, we construct an instance of the heterogeneous revenue maximization problem
(HRMP), henceforth referred to as HRMP for brevity, based on a partition instance and present
four intermediate lemmas to complete the proof of Theorem 6. We then present the detailed proofs
of these lemmas in later subsections.

To this end, we begin by constructing an instance of the HRMP problem with with two types,
i.e., where |I| = 2, and n locations, where each number al corresponds to a given location. In this
setting, for ease of exposition, we drop the fine k from the revenue maximization Objective (2a) of
the administrator as this is a uniform constant that applies to all locations l and types i. Then, we

define the following four quantities: (i)
d1l

d1l +k
= 1

2
al
A , (ii)

d2l
d2l +k

= al
A , (iii) Λ1

l = A
(
2
maxl′∈[n] al′

al
− 1
)
,

and (iv) Λ2
l = A

(
1 +

2maxl′∈[n] al′

al

)
for all l ∈ [n]. Moreover, we define the resource budget as

R = 3
4 .

Given this instance of HRMP, we claim that we have a “Yes” instance of partition if and
only if there is a feasible allocation of resources to locations with total revenue that is at least
A
2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al for the above defined HRMP instance.

To establish this claim, we first prove its forward direction that if we have a “Yes” instance of
partition, then there exists a feasible allocation of resources to locations with total revenue that is
at least A

2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al for the above defined HRMP instance.

Lemma 5 (Forward Direction of NP-Hardness of HRMP). Consider a partition instance with a
sequence of numbers a1, . . . , an with

∑
l∈[n] al = A, such that there exists a subset S1 of numbers

such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 . Then, there exists a feasible allocation of resources to locations with total

expected revenue that is at least A
2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al for the above defined HRMP instance.

To prove this claim, we present a method to construct a feasible administrator strategy σ for
the above defined HRMP instance and show that the revenue of this administrator strategy satisfies
QR(σ) ≥ A

2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al. For a proof of Lemma 5, see Appendix B.7.1.
Next, to prove the reverse direction of this claim, we suppose that the optimal resource allocation

strategy corresponding to the above defined HRMP instance is such that the revenue QR(σ) ≥
A
2 + 2n × maxl∈[n] al and the total resources

∑
l∈[n] σl ≤ 3

4 = R. To prove that such a setting
corresponds to a “Yes” instance of partition, we use three intermediate lemmas. Our first two
lemmas establish certain structural properties of the administrator’s revenue maximizing solution.
In particular, we first establish a lower bound on the resources allocated to each location under the
revenue maximizing strategy of the administrator, as is elucidated through the following lemma.

Lemma 6 (Lower Bound on Administrator Allocation Strategy). Suppose that there is some feasible
administrator strategy σ that satisfies QR(σ) ≥ A

2 +2n×maxl∈[n] al for R = 3
4 . Then, there exists
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a revenue maximizing administrator strategy σ̃∗ for the above defined HRMP instance such that

σ̃∗
l ≥ d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l.

For a proof of Lemma 6, see Appendix B.7.2. Given the result obtained in Lemma 6, for the
remainder of this proof, we focus on revenue maximizing administrator strategies σ that satisfy

σl ≥
d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l for our above defined HRMP instance.

Next, following a similar analysis in the proof of Proposition 1, we can establish the following
property on the optimal solution of Problem (2a)-(2b).

Lemma 7 (Structure of Revenue-Maximizing Solution). Suppose that users at each location best-
respond based on Equation (6). Then, there exists a revenue maximizing strategy σ̃∗ of the admin-
istrator corresponding to the solution of Problem (2a)-(2b) such that:

• There exists a set of locations L1 such that σ̃∗
l =

d
il
l

d
il
l +k

for all l ∈ L1 for some type il ∈ I that

can be location specific, a set of locations L2 such that σ̃∗
l = 0 for all l ∈ L2, and at most one

location l′ such that either σ̃∗
l′ ∈ (0,

d1
l′

d1
l′+k

) or σ̃∗
l′ ∈ (

di−1
l′

di−1
l′ +k

,
di
l′

di
l′+k

) for some i > 1. Here, L1,

L2, and l′ are all disjoint and L1 ∪ L2 ∪ {l′} = L.

Since the analysis of the above result follows similar arguments to that in the proof of Propo-
sition1, we omit it for brevity.

Finally, we use the structure of the optimal (revenue maximizing) solution of the above defined
HRMP instance established in Lemmas 6 and 7 to show that our HRMP instance with QR(σ) ≥
A
2 + 2n×maxl∈[n] al corresponds to a “Yes” instance of partition.

Lemma 8 (Reverse Direction of NP-Hardness of HRMP). Suppose that there is some feasible
administrator strategy σ that satisfies QR(σ) ≥ A

2 + 2n × maxl∈[n] al for R = 3
4 . Then, for the

above defined HRMP instance, there exists a subset S1 of numbers such that
∑

l∈S1
al =

A
2 , i.e., we

have a “Yes” instance of partition.

For a proof of Lemma 8, see Appendix B.7.3. Note that Lemmas 5-8 prove Theorem 6.

B.7.1 Proof of Lemma 5

We first suppose that we have a “Yes” instance of partition, i.e., there exists a set of S numbers
such that

∑
l∈S al =

A
2 . Then, consider an administrator strategy σ such that σl =

al
A for all l ∈ S

and σl =
1
2
al
A for all l ∈ [n]\S. We first note that σ is feasible, i.e., σ ∈ ΩR, as σl ∈ [0, 1] by

construction and the resource constraint is satisfied as:∑
l∈[n]

σl =
∑
l∈S

σl +
∑

l∈S\[n]

σl =
∑
l∈S

al
A

+
∑

l∈[n]\S

1

2

al
A
,

(a)
=

1

A

A

2
+

1

2A

A

2
=

3

4
= R,

where (a) follows as
∑

l∈S al =
A
2 and

∑
l∈[n]\S al =

A
2 as we have a “Yes” instance of partition.

Next, we obtain the following revenue objective for the administrator when it plays the above
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defined strategy σ:

QR(σ) =
∑
i∈I

∑
l∈L

σly
i
l(σ)Λ

i
l

(a)
=
∑
l∈S

Λ2
l

d2l
d2l + k

+
∑

l∈[n]\S

(Λ1
l + Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l + k
,

(b)
=
∑
l∈S

A

(
1+

2maxl′∈[n] al′

al

)
al
A

+
∑

l∈S\[n]

(
A

(
2
maxl′∈[n] al′

al
−1

)
+A

(
1+

2maxl′∈[n] al′

al

))
1

2

al
A
,

=
∑
l∈S

(
al + 2max

l′∈[n]
al′

)
+
∑

l∈S\[n]

2max
l′∈[n]

al′ ,

=
A

2
+ 2

∑
l∈[n]

max
l′∈[n]

al′ ,

=
A

2
+ 2nmax

l′∈[n]
al′ ,

where we have dropped the fine k from the objective for ease of exposition, (a) follows by the
definition of yil(σ) as given in Equation (6), and (b) follows by plugging in the values of the
respective quantities in the above defined instance. The above analysis implies that σ is both
feasible and achieves a total revenue of A

2 +2n×maxl∈[n] al, which establishes the forward direction
of our claim.

B.7.2 Proof of Lemma 6

To prove this claim, we first show that in the setting when R = 3
4 any optimal administrator

strategy σ̃∗ satisfies σ̃∗
l ≥ d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l. To this end, suppose for contradiction that there

is an optimal solution σ∗ to the HRMP instance such that there is some set of locations S′ for

which σ∗
l′ <

d1
l′

d1
l′+k

for all l′ ∈ S′. Furthermore, define γ =
∑

l∈Lmin{σ∗
l ,

d1l
d1l +k

} to represent the total

spending across locations to cover the first type i = 1. In this case we note that γ < 1
2 , as

γ =
∑
l∈L

min{σ∗
l ,

d1l
d1l + k

}
(a)
<
∑
l∈L

d1l
d1l + k

(b)
=
∑
l∈L

1

2

al
A

(c)
=

1

2
,

where (a) follows as there is some set of location S′ for which σ∗
l′ <

d1
l′

d1
l′+k

for all l′ ∈ S′ by our

contradiction assumption, (b) follows by substituting
d1l

d1l +k
= 1

2
al
A for our defined HRMP instance,

and (c) follows as
∑

l∈[n] al = A.
We now define an allocation strategy σ̃ with a strictly higher revenue than σ∗ to derive our

desired contradiction. To do so, we first define δ =
∑

l∈Lmax{0, σ∗
l − d1l

d1l +k
} as the cumulative

resources allocated to locations beyond
d1l

d1l +k
. In this case, we note that δ ≥ 1

2 − γ, as if this

were not the case then σ̃∗ would not be optimal (as the amount of resources 1
2 − γ could be spent

on locations in the set S′ for which σ∗
l′ <

d1
l′

d1
l′+k

for all l′ ∈ S′ to obtain a higher revenue for the

administrator). Then, we construct σ̃ by transferring 1
2 − γ of mass from locations l ∈ [n]\S′ with

σ∗
l >

d1l
d1l +k

to locations in the set S′ with σ∗
l <

d1l
d1l +k

, such that σ̃l ≥
d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l and the

total resource spending
∑

l∈L σ̃l =
∑

l∈L σ∗
l .

We now show that such a defined strategy σ̃ achieves a strictly higher revenue than σ∗. To

see this, first note that the maximum additional gain in the revenue from spending σ′
l =

d2l
d2l +k
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as compared to σ′
l =

d1l
d1l +k

is given by Λ2
l

d2l
d2l +k

− (Λ1
l + Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l +k
= al for all locations l (see left of

Figure 2). Furthermore, the spending required to gain this amount al is given by
d2l

d2l +k
− d1l

d1l +k
= 1

2
al
A .

In other words, for the additional spending of 1
2 − γ on locations in the set [n]\S′, the maximum

gain in the administrator’s revenue is given by (12 − γ)maxl∈[n] al, regardless of which location(s)

this additional amount 1
2 − γ is spent on. However, spending the same amount on locations in the

set S′ with σ∗
l′ <

d1
l′

d1
l′+k

for all l′ ∈ S′, will result in an increase in the administrator revenue by

∑
l∈S′

(Λ1
l + Λ2

l )(
d1l

d1l + k
− σ∗

l )
(a)
=
∑
l∈S′

4
A

al
max
l∈[n]

al(
d1l

d1l + k
− σ∗

l )
(b)

≥ 4max
l∈[n]

al
∑
l∈S′

(
d1l

d1l + k
− σ∗

l ),

(c)
= 4max

l∈[n]
al(

1

2
− γ) > (

1

2
− γ)max

l∈[n]
al,

where (a) follows by substituting the relations for Λ1
l and Λ2

l for our above defined HRMP instance,

(b) follows A ≥ al for all locations l as
∑

l al = A, and (c) follows as
∑

l∈S′(
d1l

d1l +k
− σ∗

l ) =
1
2 − γ

by our definition of γ. Thus, we have obtained that the increase in the administrator’s revenue
corresponding to shifting 1

2 − γ of resources from locations l ∈ [n]\S′ to locations l ∈ S′ (as in
our allocation σ̃) outweighs the maximum loss in the administrator objective from shifting these
resources from σ∗ to σ̃, given by (12 −γ)maxl∈[n] al. As a result, this relation implies that σ∗ is not
optimal, a contradiction. Consequently, any optimal solution to the above defined HRMP instance

must be such that σ̃∗
l ≥ d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l, which establishes our claim.

B.7.3 Proof of Lemma 8

We now use the structure of the optimal solution established in Lemmas 6 and 7 to show that our
HRMP instance with QR(σ) ≥ A

2 + 2n ×maxl∈[n] al corresponds to a “Yes” instance of partition.

To do so, we first note that the total revenue when spending exactly
d1l

d1l +k
at each location l is

given by:
∑

l∈[n](Λ
1
l +Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l +k
= 2nmaxl′∈[n] al′ . Note that the total such spending on locations is∑

l∈[n]
d1l

d1l +k
= 1

2 ; hence, the total additional spending beyond
d1l

d1l +k
across all locations l must not

be more than 1
4 as the total available resources R = 3

4 . In particular, we have that
∑

l∈[n] xl ≤
1
4 ,

where σl =
dl

dl+k + xl for all locations l.
Next, from Lemma 7, we have that there exists a solution to the HRMP problem such that there

is at most one location l̃ for which xl̃ ∈ (0,
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

) = (0, 12
al̃
A ). Such a result holds as from

Lemma 6 we have that σl ≥
d1l

d1l +k
for all locations l and that from Lemma 7, there exists at most

one location l̃ for which σl ∈ (
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

,
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

). As a consequence, the spending of the administrator

beyond
d1l

d1l +k
must satisfy

∑
l∈S′′

1
2
al
A + xl̃ ≤

1
4 for some location set S′′ and some location l̃, and
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the revenue of the administrator must satisfy:

QR(σ) =
∑
l∈S′′

Λ2
l

d2l
d2l + k

+ Λ2
l̃

(
xl̃ +

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

)
+

∑
l∈[n]\(S′′∪{l̃})

(Λ1
l + Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l + k
,

(a)
=
∑
l∈S′′

Λ2
l

d2l
d2l + k

−
∑
l∈S′′

(Λ1
l + Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l + k
+ Λ2

l̃

(
xl̃ +

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

)

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

(Λ1
l̃
+ Λ2

l̃
) +

∑
l∈[n]

(Λ1
l + Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l + k
,

(b)
=
∑
l∈S′′

al +

(
xl̃ +

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

)
Λ2
l̃
−

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

(Λ1
l̃
+ Λ2

l̃
) + 2nmax

l′∈[n]
al′ ,

where (a) follows from adding and subtracting
∑

l∈S′′∪l̃(Λ
1
l+Λ2

l )
d1l

d1l +k
, and (b) follows by substituting

the relations for Λ1
l , Λ

2
l , and

dil
dil+k

for our above defined HRMP instance.

Then, sinceQR(σ) ≥ A
2 +2nmaxl′∈[n] al′ , the above equalities implies that, we have the following

relation is satisfied: ∑
l∈S′′

al +

(
xl̃ +

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

)
Λ2
l̃
−

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

(Λ1
l̃
+ Λ2

l̃
) ≥ A

2
. (24)

We now show that we have a “Yes” instance of the partition problem by showing that l̃ = ∅.
To show this, we proceed by contradiction and suppose that there is some location l̃ such

that xl̃ ∈ (0, 12
al
A ). In this setting, we first note that the resource constraint 1

4 ≥
∑

l∈S′′∪{l̃} xl =∑
l∈S′′

1
2
al
A + xl̃ can be rewritten as: ∑

l∈S′′

1

2

al
A

+ xl̃ ≤
1

4
,

=⇒
∑
l∈S′′

al + 2Axl̃ ≤
A

2
(25)

Furthermore, from Equation (24), we have that:

A

2
≤
∑
l∈S′′

al +

(
xl̃ +

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

)
Λ2
l̃
−

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+ k

(Λ1
l̃
+ Λ2

l̃
),

<
∑
l∈S′′

al +
xl̃

d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

al̃, (26)

where the second inequality follows as the total gain from spending
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

compared to
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

is given

by
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

Λ2
l̃
−

d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

(Λ1
l̃
+ Λ2

l̃
) = al̃ and the fact that

xl̃
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

al̃ represents a strict upper bound

on the expected revenue that the administrator can gain for any xl̃ ∈ (0,
d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

). For more

intuition on the derivation of the second inequality, we refer to Figure 7, which provides a geometric
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Figure 7: Depiction of the revenue of the above defined HRMP instance with the amount of resources spent at

location l̃ in the range
[
0,

d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

]
. The curve in blue represents the revenue as a function of the number of resources

allocated to location l̃, while the dashed line in orange represents the upper bound on the revenue function.

Moreover, the two points marked in yellow represent the revenue (bottom yellow point) and its corresponding

upper bound (top yellow point) corresponding to a resource allocation of
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

+ xl̃ at location l̃.

intuition for this claim through a depiction of the revenue function (in blue) and its corresponding
upper bound (in orange).

From Equations (25) and (26), we obtain that:

∑
l∈S′′

al +
xl̃

d2l
d2l +k

− d1l
d1l +k

al̃
(a)
=
∑
l∈S′′

al +
xl̃
1
2

al̃
A

al̃ =
∑
l∈S′′

al + 2Axl̃

(b)

≤ A

2

(c)
<
∑
l∈S′′

al +
xl̃

d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

al̃,

for any xl̃ ∈ (0, 12
al
A ), a contradiction. Here, (a) follows by substituting for the values of

d2l
d2l +k

and
d1l

d1l +k
for our above defined HRMP instance, (b) follows by Equation (25), and (c) follows by

Equation (26). Thus, we have that l̃ ̸= ∅ is not possible.
Finally, since l̃ = ∅, we have that Equation (24) reduces to:∑

l∈S′′

al ≥
A

2
. (27)

Moreover, we have by the resource constraint that for these locations S′′ that 1
4 ≥

∑
l∈S′′ xl =

d2
l̃

d2
l̃
+k

−
d1
l̃

d1
l̃
+k

=
∑

l∈S′′
1
2
al
A . This inequality for the resource constraint implies the following relation:

∑
l∈S′′

al ≤
A

2
. (28)

Together, Equations (27) and (28) imply that there exists a set S′′ such that
∑

l∈S′′ al =
A
2 , i.e.,

we have a “Yes” instance of partition. This establishes our claim.

B.8 Proof of Theorem 7

To prove this claim, we begin by first introducing some notation. In particular, let Ql(·) denote
the revenue function at each location as a function of the amount of allocated resources σl to that
location (e.g., see left of Figure 2). Moreover, we denote Q̂l(·) as the MCUA of the revenue function
at each location l. We then have the following problem of maximizing the MCUA of the revenue
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function:

max
σ

∑
l∈L

Q̂l(σl), (29a)

s.t.
∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, (29b)

σl ∈ [0, 1], ∀l ∈ L, (29c)

which rather than maximizing the sum of the revenue functions across all locations corresponds to
maximizing the sum of the MCUA of the revenue functions across locations subject to the constraint
that σ ∈ ΩR, as given by the Constraints (29b)-(29c).

Furthermore, for convenience of analysis, we introduce Algorithm 6, which is analogous to the
greedy allocation rule in step one of Algorithm 4 other than that the resources are allocated until
either all the resources are exhausted or there are no further segments remaining to iterate over.
Recall that step one of Algorithm 4 terminates when a segment’s resource requirement exceeds the
amount of available resources.

Algorithm 6: Greedy Algorithm for MCUA of Revenue Function

Input : Total Resource capacity R, Segment set S = {(ls, cs, xs)}s∈S of MCUA of revenue function
Output: Resource Allocation Strategy σ̃

Define affordability threshold tl ← min
{
R,maxi

dil
di
l
+k

}
for all locations l ;

Generate MCUA of the revenue function in range [0, tl] for each location l ;

S̃ ← Ordered list of segments s across all locations of this MCUA in descending order of slopes cs ;

Initialize available resources R̃← R ;
Initialize allocation strategy σ̃ ← 0 ;

for segment s ∈ S̃ do

σ̃ls ← σ̃ls +min{R̃, xs} ; Allocate the minimum of the available resources and xs to location ls ;

R̃← R̃−min{R̃, xs}; Update amount of remaining resources ;

end

We now establish Theorem 7 using three intermediate lemmas. Our first lemma shows that the
allocation computed via Algorithm 6 optimizes the MCUA of the revenue function, as is elucidated
by the following lemma.

Lemma 9 (MCUA is optimized by Algorithm 6). The allocation σ̃ computed using Algorithm 6 is
an optimal solution to the problem of maximizing the MCUA of the revenue function, i.e., σ̃ is an
optimal solution to Problem (29a)-(29c).

Our next lemma establishes a key structural property that the allocation corresponding to
Algorithm 6 is such that the associated MCUA coincides with the original revenue function at all
but at most one location.

Lemma 10 (Structure of Greedy Allocation). The allocation σ̃ computed via Algorithm 6 is such
that it does not coincide with the original revenue function at at most one location, i.e., there is at
most one location l′ such that Q̂l′(σ̃l′) ̸= Ql′(σ̃l′).

Our final lemma establishes that the MCUA of the revenue function coincides with the original
revenue function at σl = 0 and at the allocation σl = σmax

l at which the revenue function is
maximized.
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Lemma 11 (MCUA Coincides with Revenue Function at Endpoints). Let Q̂l(σl) be the MCUA of
the revenue function Ql(σl). Then, the MCUA of the revenue function coincides with the revenue
function at the allocations σl = 0 and σl = σmax

l , i.e., Q̂l(0) = Ql(0) and Q̂l(σ
max
l ) = Ql(σ

max
l ).

Finally, we leverage Lemmas 9, 10, and 11 to establish Theorem 7, as is elucidated by the
following corollary.

Corollary 1 (1/2 Approximation for Heterogeneous Revenue Maximization). Suppose σ∗ is the
optimal enforcement strategy corresponding to the solution of Problem (2a)-(2b) and σ∗

A is the
allocation corresponding to Algorithm 4. Then, QR(σ

∗
A) ≥

1
2QR(σ

∗).

B.8.1 Proof of Lemma 9

To prove this claim, let σ̃ be the solution corresponding to Algorithm 6 and let σ̃∗ be the allo-
cation that maximizes the MCUA of the revenue function. Furthermore, suppose for contradiction
that Algorithm 6 is not optimal, i.e.,

∑
l∈L Q̂l(σ̃l) <

∑
l∈L Q̂l(σ̃

∗
l ). Such a relation implies by the

(strict) monotonicity of the MCUA of the revenue function at each location that there exists a
location l′ such that σ̃l′ < σ∗

l′ . However, we note that the total amount of resources allocated by

Algorithm 6 is given by min
{
R,
∑

l∈Lmaxi
dil

dil+k

}
. However, note that the optimal allocation also

cannot allocate any more resources than this amount to guarantee feasibility, i.e., it must be the
case that

∑
l∈L σ̃l =

∑
l∈L σ̃∗

l , which implies that there exists some location l̃ such that σ̃l̃ > σ̃∗
l̃
.

To derive our desired contradiction, we now construct another feasible strategy with a strictly
higher objective than the strategy σ̃∗. In particular, consider ϵ > 0 as some small positive constant
such that σ̃∗

l̃
+ ϵ ≤ σ̃l̃ and σ̃∗

l′ ≥ σ̃l′ + ϵ. Then, define the strategy σ′ = (σ′
l)l∈L, where σ′

l = σ̃∗
l for

all l ̸= l′, l̃, σl′ = σ̃∗
l′ − ϵ and σ′

l̃
= σ̃∗

l̃
+ ϵ. Note that this new strategy is feasible. In particular, it is

straightforward to check that σ′
l ∈
[
0,maxi

dil
dil+k

]
for all locations l and that the resource constraint

is satisfied as:∑
l

σ′
l =

∑
l ̸={l′,l̃}

σ′
l + σ′

l′ + σ′
l̃
=

∑
l ̸={l′,l̃}

σ̃∗
l + σ̃∗

l′ − ϵ+ σ̃∗
l̃
+ ϵ =

∑
l

σ̃∗
l ≤ R,

where the final inequality follows by the feasibility of σ̃∗.
Next, we show that the MCUA Objective (29a) of this new strategy σ′ is greater than that of

σ̃∗. To see this, note that:

Q̂R(σ
′) =

∑
l∈L

Q̂l(σl),

=
∑

l ̸={l′,l̃}

Q̂l(σ̃
∗
l ) + Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′ − ϵ) + Q̂l̃(σ

∗
l̃
+ ϵ),

(a)

≥
∑

l ̸={l′,l̃}

Q̂l(σ̃
∗
l ) + Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′)− ∂Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′ − ϵ)ϵ+ Q̂l̃(σ

∗
l̃
) + ∂Q̂l̃(σ

∗
l̃
+ ϵ)ϵ,

=
∑
l∈L

Q̂l(σ̃
∗
l ) + ϵ(∂Q̂l̃(σ̃

∗
l̃
+ ϵ)− ∂Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′ − ϵ)),

(b)

≥
∑
l∈L

Q̂l(σ̃
∗
l ) + ϵ(∂Q̂l̃(σ̃

∗
l̃
+ ϵ)− ∂Q̂l′(σ̃l′)),

(c)

≥
∑
l∈L

Q̂l(σ̃
∗
l ) = Q̂R(σ̃

∗),
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where (a) follows by the concavity of the MCUA of the revenue function and the fact that the
MCUA of the revenue function is super-differentiable at all points in the domain σl ∈ [0, tl]. Note
that any concave function on a non-empty convex set is super-differentiable at each interior point
and the super-differentiability at the points σl = 0 and σl = tl follow as an immediate consequence
of the fact that an affine function upper bounds the welfare function due to the discreteness of the
distribution. Next, inequality (b) follows by the fact that Q̂l′ is a monotonically increasing concave
function and hence its derivative (and minimum sub-gradient) is monotonically non-increasing and
(c) follows from the fact that the minimum sub-gradient ∂Q̂l̃(σ̃

∗
l̃
+ ϵ) ≥ ∂Q̂l′(σ̃l′)) by the nature

of the greedy algorithm that allocates resources to locations in the descending order of the slopes
of the segments of the MCUA of the revenue function (as otherwise the greedy algorithm would
have allocated more resources to location l′ instead of location l̃). The above relationship implies
that the allocation strategy σ′ is optimal. We can then repeat the above procedure of comparing
the allocation σ′ to the greedy allocation corresponding to Algorithm 6 and construct a sequence
of allocations that will eventually correspond exactly to the greedy allocation, which yields our
desired contradiction. Consequently, Algorithm 6 maximizes the MCUA of the revenue function.

B.8.2 Proof of Lemma 10

Suppose for contradiction that there are at least two locations l1, l2 such that Q̂l1(σ̃l1) > Ql1(σ̃l1)
and Q̂l2(σ̃l2) > Ql2(σ̃l2). Note by the definition of the MCUA that the points at which the MCUA
and the original revenue function do not coincide correspond to line segments with a fixed slope.
Consequently, since the greedy algorithm, i.e., Algorithm 6, allocates some resources to both line
segments corresponding to locations l1 and l2 it follows that the slope of these segments must be the
same by the nature of the greedy algorithm. But, under our greedy algorithm, we iterate through
each of the segments sequentially, which implies that there is at most one segment s for which the
allocation is strictly less than xs. Finally, noting that if a segment is allocated either zero or xs
that the resulting allocation lies on the original revenue function, it follows that there is at most
one location for which Q̂l(σ̃l) > Ql(σ̃l), which establishes our claim.

B.8.3 Proof of Lemma 11

We first show that Q̂l(0) = Ql(0). To see this, we proceed by contradiction and assume that
Q̂l(0) > Ql(0).

To establish our desired contradiction, we first note two properties of the MCUA of the revenue
function. First note that at the points where the MCUA of the revenue function does not coincide
with the revenue function, the associated MCUA is affine. Note that if the MCUA was not affine
at the points where it does not coincide with the revenue function, then this would violate the
definition of the MCUA, which is a point-wise smallest concave function that upper bounds the
revenue function. Next, note by the definition of the MCUA of the revenue function that the
MCUA must coincide with the revenue function at some point. Note that if the MCUA did not
coincide with the MCUA at at least one point in our compact convex domain, we could point-wise
decrease the associated function by a constant, which would violate the fact that the function was
an MCUA of the revenue function.

Consequently, let σ1
l be the first resource consumption value at which the MCUA of the revenue

function coincides with the revenue function, i.e., Q̂l(σ
1
l ) = Ql(σ

1
l ). Moreover, let s1 be the slope

of the segment from Q̂l(0) to the first σl at which Q̂l(σl) = Ql(σl). Since Q̂l(σl) > Ql(σl) for all
σl ∈ [0, σ1

l ), i.e., there exists some ϵ > 0 such that Q̂l(σl) + ϵ ≥ Ql(σl) for all σl ∈ [0, σ1
l ), it follows

that if we consider the segment from Q̂l(0) − ϵ to Q̂l(σ
1
l ), the corresponding curve is point-wise

no greater than the original MCUA function and is strictly smaller over the domain σl ∈ [0, σ1
l ).

Moreover, the resulting curve preserves concavity, as the new segment is a slope that is strictly
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greater than s1. Consequently, we have constructed a new function that satisfies the required
properties of an MCUA and is strictly smaller than the original MCUA function over the domain
σl ∈ [0, σ1

l ). Thus, we have obtained our desired contradiction that the original function was an

MCUA, which implies that Q̂l(0) = Ql(0).
We can apply an entirely analogous line of reasoning as above to establish that Q̂l(σ

max
l ) =

Ql(σ
max
l ).

B.8.4 Proof of Corollary 1

To establish this claim, we first introduce some notation. In particular, let σ̃∗ be the solution
corresponding to maximizing the MCUA of the revenue function. Furthermore, let σ∗ be the
solution corresponding to maximizing the revenue function. Then, it follows that:

Q̂R(σ̃
∗)

(a)

≥ Q̂R(σ
∗)

(b)

≥ QR(σ
∗), (30)

where (a) follows from the optimality of σ̃∗ for the problem of maximizing the MCUA of the revenue
function and (b) follows from the fact that the MCUA of the revenue function is a point-wise upper
bound on the revenue function at each location. Consequently, the above inequalities imply that
the optimal objective of the MCUA of the revenue function is at least that of maximizing the
revenue function directly.

In the remainder of this proof, we leverage Lemmas 9, 10, and 11 to show that the allocation
corresponding to Algorithm 4 in fact upper bounds the optimal objective of the MCUA of the
revenue function (up to a factor of two), which thus implies the desired half approximation guarantee
by Equation (30). Thus, in the remainder of this proof we show that 2QR(σ

∗
A) ≥ Q̂R(σ̃

∗).
To establish this inequality, we first note from Lemmas 9, 10, and 11 that the greedy allocation

corresponding to Algorithm 6 achieves an optimal MCUA objective of Q̂R(σ̃
∗) =

∑
l ̸=l′ Ql(σ̃

∗
l ) +

Q̂l′(σ̃
∗
l′), with at most one location l′ such that Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′) > Ql′(σ̃

∗
l′). We now establish the following

two inequalities: (i) QR(σ̃) ≥
∑

l ̸=l′ Ql(σ̃
∗
l ) and (ii) QR(σ

′) ≥ Q̂l′(σ̃
∗
l′), where σ̃ and σ′ are the

allocations corresponding to steps one and two of Algorithm 4, respectively.

Inequality (i): We recall from earlier that the solution maximizing the MCUA of the revenue
function exactly corresponds to the solution in step one of Algorithm 4 other than that resources
are allocated until either all the resources are exhausted or there are no further segments remaining
to iterate over. Consequently, it holds that σ̃∗

l = σ̃l for all l ̸= l′ and for l = l′ it holds that σ̃∗
l′ ≥ σ̃l′ ,

where σ̃∗
l′ ≤ σ̃l′ + xs′ . Thus, it follows that QR(σ̃) =

∑
l∈L\{l′}Ql(σ̃

∗
l ), which implies our desired

inequality.

Inequality (ii): Furthermore, observe that QR(σ
′) ≥ Ql′(σ

max
l′ ), where σmax

l′ corresponds to the
allocation that maximizes the revenue at location l′ among the set of all affordable allocations, i.e.,
σmax
l′ = argmaxσl′∈[0,tl]Ql′(σl). Since the MCUA of the revenue function is such that Q̂l(σ

max
l ) =

Ql(σ
max
l ) (see Lemma 11) for all locations l and is monotonically increasing, it follows thatQR(σ

′) ≥
Ql′(σ

max
l′ ) = Q̂l(σ

max
l ) ≥ Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′).

Together, inequalities (i) and (ii) imply that:

QR(σ̃
∗) +QR(σ

′) ≥
∑
l ̸=l′

Ql(σ̃
∗
l ) + Q̂l′(σ̃

∗
l′) = Q̂R(σ̃

∗). (31)

63



Finally, since σ∗
A = argmax{QR(σ̃

∗), QR(σ
′)} from step 3 of Algorithm 4, it follows from the above

inequality that

2QR(σ
∗
A) ≥ QR(σ̃

∗) +QR(σ
′)

(a)

≥ Q̂R(σ̃
∗)

(a)

≥ QR(σ
∗),

where (a) follows by Equation (31) and (b) follows by Equation (30). Thus, we have obtained our
desired half approximation guarantee, which establishes our desired result.

B.9 Proof of Theorem 8

To prove this claim, we first recall that, by construction, the MCUA is an upper bound on
the revenue function for all feasible administrator strategies, i.e., Q̂R(σ) ≥ QR(σ) for all σ ∈ ΩR

(also see proof of Theorem 7). Next, to establish our resource augmentation guarantee with R+ 1
resources, we define σ̃R+1 as the allocation corresponding to Step 1 of Algorithm 4 with R + 1
resources and σ̃R+1

A as the allocation corresponding to Algorithm 4 with R+1 resources. Moreover,
we let σ̃∗ be the optimal solution corresponding to directly optimizing the MCUA of the expected
revenue function as given by Algorithm 6. We now show that QR(σ

∗) ≤ QR+1(σ̃
R+1
A ) to establish

our claim.
To show that QR(σ

∗) ≤ QR+1(σ̃
R+1
A ), we establish four key relations: (i) QR(σ

∗) ≤ Q̂R(σ̃
∗), (ii)

Q̂R(σ̃
∗) ≤ Q̂R+1(σ̃

R+1), (iii) Q̂R+1(σ̃
R+1) = QR+1(σ̃

R+1), and (iv) QR+1(σ̃
R+1) ≤ QR+1(σ̃

R+1
A ).

Relation (i): QR(σ
∗) ≤ Q̂R(σ̃

∗): By construction, the MCUA of the revenue function upper
bounds the revenue for all allocation strategies σ. Hence, it follows that:

QR(σ
∗) ≤ Q̂R(σ

∗) ≤ Q̂R(σ̃
∗),

where the first inequality follows as the MCUA of the revenue function upper bounds the revenue at
σ∗ and the latter inequality follows by the optimality of σ̃∗ for the MCUA of the revenue function.

Relation (ii): Q̂R(σ̃
∗) ≤ Q̂R+1(σ̃

R+1): We recall from the proof of Theorem 7 that the allocation
maximizing the MCUA of the revenue function corresponds to the solution of Algorithm 6. In other
words, the allocation maximizing the MCUA of the revenue function corresponds to the solution in
the step 1 of Algorithm 4, where resources are allocated until either all the resources are exhausted
or there are no further segments are remaining to iterate over. Consequently, by the termination
condition of step one of Algorithm 6, there is at most one segment s′ and associated location ls′

such that the solutions of step one of Algorithm 4 and that of Algorithm 6 differ. In particular, it
holds that σ̃∗

l = σ̃l for all l ̸= ls′ and for l = ls′ it holds that σ̃∗
ls′

≥ σ̃ls′ , where σ̃∗
ls′

≤ σ̃ls′ + xs′ .
Without loss of generality, we assume that σ̃∗

ls′
> σ̃ls′ , as if this were not the case, then our desired

inequality trivially holds.
Next, with R+1 resources, it must hold that the allocation σ̃R+1 corresponding to step one of

Algorithm 4 satisfies σ̃R+1
l ≥ σ̃l = σ̃∗

l for all l ̸= ls′ , as the greedy allocation with R + 1 resources
will at least allocate the same amount of resources to all locations as that with R resources.
Furthermore, since xs′ ≤ 1 for all segments s, it also holds for l = ls′ that the greedy allocation will
completely allocate xs′ to location ls′ ; hence, it holds that σ̃

R+1
ls′

≥ σ̃ls′ + xs′ ≥ σ̃∗
ls′
.

Thus, we have established for all locations l that σ̃R+1
l ≥ σ̃∗

l . Finally, our desired inequality

that Q̂R(σ̃
∗) ≤ Q̂R+1(σ̃

R+1) follows by the monotonicity of the MCUA of the revenue function in
the resource spending at each location.
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Relation (iii): Q̂R+1(σ̃
R+1) = QR+1(σ̃

R+1): We note that the allocation corresponding to the
greedy procedure in Step 1 of Algorithm 4 corresponds to a point where both the revenue function
and its corresponding MCUA coincide. Consequently, it follows that Q̂R+1(σ̃

R+1) = QR+1(σ̃
R+1).

Relation (iv): QR+1(σ̃
R+1) ≤ QR+1(σ̃

R+1
A ): This result directly follows, by definition, from the

fact that σ̃R+1
A = argmax{QR+1(σ̃), QR+1(σ

′)}.
Finally, combining the above four relations that we have shown, we obtain that:

QR(σ
∗) ≤ Q̂R(σ̃

∗) ≤ Q̂R+1(σ̃
R+1) = QR+1(σ̃

R+1) ≤ QR+1(σ̃
R+1
A ),

which proves our claim that QR(σ
∗) ≤ QR+1(σ̃

R+1
A ), i.e., Algorithm 4 with R+1 resources achieves

a total revenue that is at least that corresponding to the optimal solution of Problem (2a)-(2b).
This establishes our claim.

B.10 Proof of Theorem 10

In the following, we prove Theorem 10 using four intermediate lemmas, which we elucidate
below. After presenting the statements of these lemmas, we present their proofs in the remainder
of this section.

To elucidate our lemmas, we begin by defining the following optimization problem, which rather
than maximizing the payoff across all locations, maximizes the sum of the administrator’s payoffs
across all sets of locations in the level L1 of the hierarchy:

max
(R̃S)S∈L1 ∈ R|L1|

≥0

∑
S∈L1

PS(R̃S), (32a)

s.t.
∑
S∈L1

R̃S ≤ R, (32b)

R̃S ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ L1 (32c)∑
S′⊆S

R̃S′ ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Lt, (32d)

where, for each set S ∈ L1, we define

PS(R̃S) = max
(σl)l∈S

∑
l∈S

Pl(σl), (33a)

s.t.
∑
l∈S

σl ≤ λ̄S , (33b)

σl ∈ [0, 1]. (33c)

Our first lemma establishes an equivalence between Problem (32a)-(32d) and the administrator’s
payoff maximization Problem (8a)-(8d) by establishing that the optimal payoff corresponding to
both problems is equal.

Lemma 12. Suppose that σ∗ is the optimal solution to Problem (8a)-(8d) and (R∗
S)S∈L1 is the

optimal solution to Problem (32a)-(32d). Then, the optimal payoff corresponding to the solutions
of both optimization problems are equal, i.e.,

∑
S∈L1

PS(R
∗
S) = PR(σ

∗).

Lemma 12 establishes that, without loss of generality, it suffices to focus our attention on
Problem (32a)-(32d) to establish our desired approximation ratio guarantee. We also note that
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analogous to Problem (32a)-(32d), which corresponds to maximizing the administrator’s payoffs,
we can formulate an analogous problem of maximizing the MCUA of the payoff function as follows:

max
(R̃S)S∈L1 ∈ R|L1|

≥0

∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̃S), (34a)

s.t.
∑
S∈L1

R̃S ≤ R, (34b)

R̃S ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ L1 (34c)∑
S′⊆S

R̃S′ ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Lt, (34d)

where, for each set S ∈ L1, we define

P̂S(R̃S) = max
(σl)l∈S

∑
l∈S

P̂l(σl), (35a)

s.t.
∑
l∈S

σl ≤ λ̄S , (35b)

σl ∈ [0, 1], (35c)

where we denote P̂l(σl) as the MCUA of the payoff function Pl(σl) at each location l.
Our next lemma establishes that maximizing the MCUA of the payoff function, i.e., solving

Problem (34a)-(34d), results in a higher objective compared to directly maximizing the payoff
function, i.e., solving Problem (32a)-(32d).

Lemma 13. Suppose that (R∗
S)S∈L1 is the optimal solution to Problem (32a)-(32d) and (R̂∗

S)S∈L1 is

the optimal solution to Problem (34a)-(34d). Then, it holds that
∑

S∈L1
PS(R

∗
S) ≤

∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S).

Lemma 13 establishes that it suffices to obtain the desired approximation ratio guarantees with
respect to the objective of maximizing the MCUA of the payoff functions.

Our third lemma establishes a characterization of the optimal solution of Problem (35a)-(35c).
In particular, Lemma 14 establishes that for any allocation R̃S corresponding to a given set S ∈ L1,
a greedy algorithm that allocates resources to locations in set S in the descending order of slopes
of the MCUA of the payoff functions achieves the optimal solution to Problem (35a)-(35c).

Lemma 14. Suppose R̃S corresponds to the allocation for a set S ∈ L1 and (σ′
l)l∈S is the allocation

computed using step one of Algorithm 7 for the location subset S given R̃S resources. Then, it holds
that P̂S(R̃S) =

∑
l∈S P̂l(σ

′
l).

Lemma 14 is akin to Lemma 9 and thus we omit its proof for brevity.
Our final lemma establishes that Step 1 of the Constrained-Greedy algorithm computes the

optimal allocation vector (R̂∗
S)S∈L1 that corresponds to the solution to Problem (34a)-(34d).

Lemma 15. Suppose that (R̂∗
S)S∈L1 is the optimal solution to Problem (34a)-(34d). Then, the

resulting allocation computed in step 1 of the Constrained-Greedy algorithm achieves the optimal
objective corresponding to the solution of Problem (34a)-(34d).

We note that Lemma 14 is analogous to several classical results in the literature which estab-
lish the optimality of greedy based algorithms when optimizing over a constraint structure that
corresponds to a polymatroid (note that a hierarchy is a special case of a polymatroid constraint
structure).

Finally, we combine Lemmas 12-15 to complete the proof of Theorem 10 in Appendix B.10.4.
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B.10.1 Proof of Lemma 12

( =⇒ :) Suppose that σ∗ is an optimal solution to Problem (8a)-(8d). Then, we show that the
optimal objective of Problem (32a)-(32d) is at least PR(σ

∗). To see this, let R̃S =
∑

l∈S σ∗
l . Then,

it clearly holds by the feasibility of σ∗ that (R̃S)S∈L1 is feasible. To see this, note that:

•
∑

S∈L1
R̃S =

∑
S∈L1

∑
l∈S σ∗

l =
∑

l∈L σ∗
l ≤ R, where the second equality follows by the

definition of L1 for which it holds that each location l belongs to exactly one set S ∈ L1.

• R̃S =
∑

l∈S σ∗
l ≤ λS , for all S ∈ L1

•
∑

S′⊆S R̃S′ =
∑

S′⊆S

∑
l∈S′ σ∗

l =
∑

l∈S σ∗
l ≤ λ̄S , for all S ∈ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Lt, where the second

equality follows by the definition of the layer L1 for which it holds that each location l belongs
to exactly one set S′ ∈ L1.

Next, by the definition of PS(R̃S) in Equations (33a)-(33c), it follows that PS(R̃S) ≥
∑

l∈S Pl(σ
∗
l ).

Thus, we have shown that:

PR(σ
∗)

(a)
=
∑
S∈L1

∑
l∈S

Pl(σ
∗
l )

(b)

≤
∑
S∈L1

PS(R̃S)
(c)

≤
∑
S∈L1

PS(R
∗
S), (36)

where (a) follows by the definition of the layers L1 for which it holds that each location l belongs
to exactly one set S ∈ L1, (b) follows from our above established fact that PS(R̃S) ≥

∑
l∈S Pl(σ

∗
l ),

and (c) follows by the optimality of (R∗
S)S∈L1 for Problem (32a)-(32d).

The proof of the reverse direction of this claim follows an almost analogous line of reasoning
where we establish that the optimal solution of Problem (32a)-(32d) can be transformed to a feasible
solution to Problem (8a)-(8c). We omit the details of this claim for brevity.

B.10.2 Proof of Lemma 13

Let (σ̄∗
l )l∈S be the optimal solution corresponding to Problem (33a)-(33c) given the allocation

R∗
S for each set S ∈ L1, i.e., PS(R

∗
S) =

∑
l∈S Pl(σ̄

∗
l ).

Then, to establish this claim, consider the following sequence of inequalities:

∑
S∈L1

PS(R
∗
S) =

∑
S∈L1

∑
l∈S

Pl(σ̄
∗
l )

(a)

≤
∑
S∈L1

∑
l∈S

P̂l(σ̄
∗
l )

(b)

≤
∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R
∗
S)

(c)

≤
∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S),

where (a) follows as P̂l(σ̄
∗
l ) ≥ Pl(σ̄

∗
l ) as P̂l(·) is the MCUA of the payoff function Pl(·) and thus

point-wise upper bounds the payoff function, (b) follows by the definition of P̂S(R
∗
S), and (c) follows

by the optimality of (R̂∗
S)S∈L1 when maximizing the MCUA of the payoff function. This establishes

our claim.

B.10.3 Proof of Lemma 15

To prove this claim, consider two solutions (R̂S)S∈L1 and (R̂∗
S)S∈L1 , where the first corresponds

to the solution of step one of Constrained-Greedy and the latter corresponds to the optimal solution
to Problem (34a)-(34d).

Now, suppose for contradiction that
∑

S∈L1
P̂S(R̂

∗
S) >

∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂S). This implies that there

is some set S′ such that R̂∗
S′ ̸= R̂S′ . In particular, there must be some set S′ such that R̂∗

S′ > R̂S′ as

the functions P̂S(·) are monotonically non-decreasing in their argument for all S ∈ L1. Furthermore,
given the hierarchical nature of the constraint set, where no two constraints in a given layer intersect
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with each other, we note that the total number of resources allocated under step one of Constrained-
Greedy is equal to that under the solution to Problem (34a)-(34d), i.e.,

∑
S∈L1

R̂∗
S =

∑
S∈L1

R̂S .

Consequently, it holds for some set S′′ ∈ L1 that R̂∗
S′′ < R̂S′′ since for some set S′ ∈ L1 it holds

that that R̂S′ < R̂∗
S′ .

We will now construct another feasible strategy with a strictly higher objective for Prob-
lem (34a)-(34d) than that achieved under the allocation (R̂∗

S)S∈L1 . To do so, we first define an ap-

propriate constant ϵ as follows. To define this constant, we first define ϵ1 = min|R̂∗
S−R̂S |>0 |R̂

∗
S−R̂S |,

i.e., the minimum difference between the two solutions for which the solutions have some discrep-
ancy. Furthermore, we define ϵmin = min|

∑
S′⊆S R̂∗

S′−R̂S′ |>0 |
∑

S′⊆S R̂∗
S′ − R̂S′ |. Note here that for a

set S, the equality
∑

S′⊆S R̂∗
S′ − R̂S′ = 0 can only happen in one of two cases: (i) for all sets S′, it

holds that R̂∗
S′ = R̂S′ or (ii) for some sets S1 it holds that R̂∗

S1
> R̂S1 , for some sets S2 it holds that

R̂∗
S2

= R̂S2 , and for some sets S3, it holds that R̂∗
S3

< R̂S3 . Finally, we define ϵ = min{ϵ1, ϵmin}.
Note by definition that ϵ > 0.

Having defined ϵ, to construct a feasible strategy with a strictly higher objective for Prob-
lem (34a)-(34d) than that achieved under the allocation (R̂∗

S)S∈L1 , we now select two sets S′, S′′.
To define these two sets, first consider all sets S in the layer L2 and check if there is any set that
contains both a set S′ such that R̂∗

S′ > R̂S′ and a set S′′ such that R̂∗
S′′ < R̂S′′ . If there is not such

set in L1, we proceed to layer L3 and so on. Note this process certainly terminates at layer Lt+1

which corresponds to the overall resource constraint by our assumption that there exists some S′

such that R̂∗
S′ > R̂S′ and a set S′′ such that R̂∗

S′′ < R̂S′′ . Thus, define Li′ as the first layer at which
the above-mentioned phenomena occurs.

Then, define allocation (R̃S)S∈L1 such that R̃S = R̂∗
S for all S ∈ L1\(S′ ∪ S′′), R̃S′ = R̂∗

S′ − ϵ

and R̃S′′ = R̂∗
S′′ + ϵ. We first show that this new strategy is feasible:∑

S∈L1

R̃S =
∑

S∈L1\(S′∪S′′)

R̂∗
S + R̂∗

S′ − ϵ+ R̂∗
S′′ + ϵ =

∑
S∈L1

R̂∗
S ≤ R,

R̃S = R̂∗
S ≤ λ̄S , ∀S ∈ L1\(S′ ∪ S′′),

λ̄S′ ≥ R̂∗
S′ ≥ R̂∗

S′ − ϵ = R̃S′ =⇒ R̃S′ ≤ λ̄S′ ,

R̃S′′ = R̂∗
S′′ + ϵ ≤ R̂S′′ ≤ λ̄S′′ =⇒ R̃S′′ ≤ λ̄S′′ ,

Moreover for all layers i ≥ i′, it holds that:∑
S∈S1

R̃S =
∑
S∈S1

R̂∗
S ≤ λ̄S1 , ∀S1 ⊆ Li′ ∪ . . . ∪ Lt, s.t. S′, S′′ /∈ S1∑

S∈S1

R̃S =
∑

S∈S1\(S′∪S′′)

R̂∗
S + R̂∗

S′ − ϵ+ R̂∗
S′′ + ϵ =

∑
S∈S1

R̂∗
S ≤ λ̄S1 , ∀S1 ⊆ Li′ ∪ . . . ∪ Lt, s.t. S′, S′′ ∈ S1,

as either S′, S′′ ∈ S1 or S′, S′′ /∈ S1 for all layers i ≥ i′.
Next, for i < i′, it holds that:∑

S∈S1

R̃S =
∑
S∈S1

R̂∗
S ≤ λ̄S1 , ∀S1 ⊆ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Li′ , s.t. S′, S′′ /∈ S1∑

S∈S1

R̃S =
∑

S∈S1\S′

R̂∗
S + R̂∗

S′ − ϵ ≤
∑
S∈S1

R̂∗
S ≤ λ̄S1 ,∀S1 ⊆ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Li′ , s.t. S′ ∈ S1, S

′′ /∈ S1,∑
S∈S1

R̃S =
∑

S∈S1\S′′

R̂∗
S + R̂∗

S′′ + ϵ =
∑
S∈S1

R̂∗
S + ϵ ≤

∑
S∈S1

R̂S ≤ λ̄S1 ,∀S1 ⊆ L2 ∪ . . . ∪ Li′ , s.t. S′ /∈ S1, S
′′ ∈ S1,
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where the inequality that
∑

S∈S1
R̂∗

S + ϵ ≤
∑

S∈S1
R̂S follows from our construction of i′ and also

the definition of ϵ. Thus, we have established that the allocation (R̃S)S∈L1 is feasible.
Finally, we show that the objective of Problem (34a)-(34d) is greater under the allocation

(R̃S)S∈L1 . To see this, first recall by Lemma 14 that the objective P̂S(RS) =
∑

l∈S P̂l(σ̂l) for any
set S and allocation RS , where (σ̂l)l∈S is given by the solution of a greedy procedure corresponding
to the step one of Algorithm 7 for the location subset S given RS resources. Furthermore, let cS′

be the maximum slope of the segments corresponding to set S′ that have been allocated resources
under the optimal allocation but not allocated resources under step one of Constrained-Greedy
and let cS′′ be the minimum slope of the segments corresponding to the set S′′ that have been
allocated resources under step one of Constrained-Greedy but not allocated resources under the
optimal allocation. For simplicity of exposition, we assume that the slopes of all segments of the
MCUA of the payoff function are distinct (and, in particular, that cS′′ > cS′) but note that the
proof can readily be generalized to the setting when this condition is not necessarily met. Then,
we have that:∑

S∈L1

P̂S(R̃S) =
∑

S∈L1\(S′∪S′′)

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) + P̂S′(R̂∗

S′ − ϵ) + P̂S′′(R̂∗
S′′ + ϵ),

(a)

≥
∑

S∈L1\(S′∪S′′)

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) + P̂S′(R̂∗

S′)− ϵcS′ + P̂S′′(R̂∗
S′′) + ϵcS′′ ,

=
∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) + ϵ(cS′′ − cS′),

(b)
>
∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S),

where (a) follows from the definition of cS′ and cS′′ and (b) follows as cS′′ > cS′ due to the nature
of step one of Constrained-Greedy which allocates resources in the descending order of the slopes
of the segments. Thus, we have obtained that the objective under the new allocation (R̃S)S∈L1

is greater than that under (R̂∗
S)S∈L1 , a contradiction. Hence, we have shown that the step one

of Constrained-Greedy indeed computes the optimal allocations corresponding to the solution to
Problem (34a)-(34d), which establishes our claim.

B.10.4 Completing Proof of Theorem 10

We establish the approximation ratio guarantee in the statement of Theorem 10 for the allo-
cation σA

R+|L2| and note that the approximation ratio guarantee for the allocation σA
R+|L1| follows

similarly.
To establish the approximation ratio guarantee for the allocation σA

R+|L2|, we begin by noting
the structure of the solution of Constrained-Greedy. In particular, the solution of the first stage of
Constrained-Greedy is such that for all sets S ∈ L1, one of the following three conditions holds:

1. The total allocation to set S is equal to the upper bound λ̄S

2. The condition in case (i) does not hold and for each location l ∈ S, either σ̂l = 0 or σ̂l =
dil

dil+k

for some i ∈ I

3. The condition in case (i) does not hold and for at most one location l ∈ S it holds that σ̂l ̸= 0

and σ̂l ̸=
dil

dil+k
for all i ∈ I. For all other locations in the set S, it holds that either σ̂l = 0 or

σ̂l =
dil

dil+k
for some i ∈ I.
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Note that there can be at most |L2| sets S belonging to case three. We now consider each of the
above three cases in turn.

Case (i): Suppose that under stage one of the Constrained-Greedy algorithm the total allocation
to a set S ∈ L1 is equal to the upper bound λ̄S . In this case, it follows from Lemma 14 that
P̂S(R̂

∗
S) =

∑
l∈S P̂l(σ̂l) =

∑
l∈S1

Pl(σ̂l)+P̂l′(σ̂l′), where S = S1∪{l′} and the second equality follows
from the fact that the allocation in stage one will coincide with the original payoff function for all
but at most one location l′ in each set S ∈ L1. Next, without relaxing any of the upper bound quotas
corresponding to the constraint sets in case (i), we note that the allocation computed in stage two of
Constrained-Greedy achieves at least half the objective P̂S(R̂

∗
S), i.e., PS((σ

A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) ≥

1
2 P̂S(R̂

∗
S),

which follows similar arguments to our earlier obtained half approximation guarantees (e.g., see
proof of Theorem 7).

Case (ii): Suppose that under step 1 of the Constrained-Greedy algorithm the total allocation
to a set S ∈ L1 is strictly less than the upper bound λ̄S and that case (ii) does not hold. Moreover,

suppose for each location l ∈ S that either σ̂l = 0 or σ̂l =
dil

dil+k
for some i. In this case, it holds

for some location set S1 ⊆ S that P̂S(R̂
∗
S) =

∑
l∈S1

Pl(σ̂l). Note that with R + |L2| resources, it
holds that the greedy algorithm allocates at least R̂∗

S to the locations in the set S. Consequently,

it holds that PS((σ
A
R+|L1|,l)l∈S) ≥ PS((σ̃

A
R+|L1|,l)l∈S) ≥ PS((σ̃

A
R,l)l∈S) =

∑
l∈S1

Pl(σ̂l) = P̂S(R̂
∗
S),

where (σ̃A
R,l)l∈S ((σ̃A

R+|L2|,l)l∈S) represents the allocation computed in step one of Algorithm 7 in

stage two of Constrained-Greedy for the set S ∈ L1 given R resources (R + |L2| resources and an
associated relaxation of the upper bound quotas in the constraint hierarchy).

Case (iii): Finally, suppose that under step 1 of the Constrained-Greedy algorithm neither of

cases (i) or (ii) hold and for at most one location l ∈ S it holds that σ̂l ̸= 0 and σ̂l ̸=
dil

dil+k
for all

i ∈ I. For all other locations in the set S, it holds that either σ̂l = 0 or σ̂l =
dil

dil+k
for some i ∈ I.

In this case, it holds that P̂S(R̂
∗
S) =

∑
l∈HS

3
Pl(σ̂l) + P̂

l
′′
S
(σ̂

l
′′
S
), where S = HS

3 ∪ {l′′S} for some set

HS
3 and location l

′′
S specific to the set S.

Thus, denoting Lj
1 as the set of locations corresponding to case j above for j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, it

follows that:∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) =

∑
S∈L1

1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) +

∑
S∈L2

1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) +

∑
S∈L3

1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S),

(a)

≤
∑
S∈L1

1

2PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L2

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L3

1

∑
l∈HS

3

Pl(σ̂l) + P̂l′′S
(σ̂l′′S )

 ,

where (a) follows from our analysis of the three cases above. Next, noting that if we relax the
upper bound constraints in the set l

′′
S for all S ∈ L3

1 by one unit, where we recall that |L3
1| ≤ |L2|,

following arguments similar to our earlier established resource augmentation guarantees (e.g., see
proof of Theorem 8), the resulting allocation computed in stage two of Constrained-Greedy given
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R+ |L2| resources with the relaxation of the upper bound quotas will yield the following inequality:

∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) ≤ 2

∑
S∈L1

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L2

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L3

1

∑
l∈HS

3

Pl(σ̂l) + P
l
′′
S
(σ̃

l
′′
S
)

 ,

≤ 2
∑
S∈L1

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L2

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S) +

∑
S∈L3

1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S),

≤ 2
∑
S∈L1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S)

where the first inequality follows as σ̃
l
′′
S
≥ σ̂l′′S due to the relaxation of the upper bound quotas and

the second inequality follows as the allocation computed via Constrained-Greedy for the sets in L3
1

achieves at least the objective as Pl(σ̂l) + P
l
′′
S
(σ̃

l
′′
S
) for each set S ∈ L3

1.

Finally, applying Lemma 13 establishes our desired half approximation guarantee as:∑
S∈L1

PS(R
∗
S) ≤

∑
S∈L1

P̂S(R̂
∗
S) ≤ 2

∑
S∈L1

PS((σ
A
R+|L2|,l)l∈S),

which establishes our claim. We note that we can apply a similar argument to the one above to
establish the desired one-approximation guarantee for the allocation σA

R+|L1| and we omit this for
brevity.

B.11 Extending Constrained-Greedy to Lower Bound Constraints

We generalize of Constrained-Greedy presented in Algorithm 5 to the setting with lower bound
constraints. In presenting this generalization, we assume that a feasible allocation that satisfies the
constraints of Problem (8a)-(8d) exists. Then, in stage one of Constrained-Greedy, after computing
the MCUA of the payoff functions and ordering the segments in the descending order of their slopes,
we first ensure that we satisfy all the lower bound constraints as follows:

• For all sets in L1, allocate resources greedily in the descending order of the slopes of the
MCUA of the payoff functions to the respective sets of locations to exactly satisfy the lower
bound constraint for each set S ∈ L1.

• Given the allocations in the first step to satisfy the lower bound for the layer L1, then allocate
resources to satisfy lower bound constraint in layer L2 without violating any upper bound
constraints in the process of doing so.

• Continue this process in the increasing depth of the layers from L3 to Lt until all lower bound
constrains are satisfied.

Finally, once all lower bound constraints across all layers are satisfied, we proceed by applying
stage one of Constrained-Greedy as presented in Algorithm 5, given the already allocated resources
to satisfy the lower bound constraints. We output the corresponding allocation σ̂ as the final
allocation.

Thus, incorporating lower bound constraints involves two modifications to Algorithm 5, which
applies to upper bound constraints. First, we require an initial processing step to ensure the
allocation computed in the first stage of Constrained-Greedy meets the lower bound constraints
across layers. Next, the allocation computed using stage one is the final allocation, unlike the
Constrained-Greedy algorithm with upper bound constraints (that has a second stage), as applying
the sub-routine corresponding to Algorithm 7 is only guaranteed to satisfy an upper bound resource
constraint and thus may violate the lower bound constraints.
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B.12 Key Ideas in Proof of Proposition 2

The proof of Proposition 2 follows similar arguments to that in the proof of Theorem 10. In
the following, we note some caveats required to prove Proposition 2.

To this end, first note that the corresponding analogues of Lemmas 12, 13, and 14 naturally hold
in the setting with lower bound constraints. Moreover, the corresponding analogue of Lemma 15
also holds in the setting with lower bound constraints, with the additional caveat that we also need
to show that the new solution (R̃S)S∈L1 we construct also satisfies the lower bound constraints,
which follows similar arguments to the satisfaction of the upper bound constraints in the proof of
Lemma 15. We note that establishing the analogues of Lemmas 12-15 applies for any class of lower
bound constraints and does not rely on the assumption that the lower bound quotas for all sets
S ∈ L1 are two.

Finally, we leverage the fact that the lower bound quotas are such that λS ≥ 2 for all S ∈ L1.
To this end, first note that the optimal objective for each location set S ∈ L1 satisfies: P̂S(R̂

∗
S) =∑

l∈S P̂l(σ̂l) =
∑

l∈HS
Pl(σ̂l) + P̂l′S

(σ̂l′S ), where S = HS ∪ {l′S} and the second equality follows from
the fact that the allocation in stage one will coincide with the original payoff function for all but
at most one location l′S in each set S ∈ L1.

Next, fix any set S ∈ L1. Note that the solution corresponding to maximizing the MCUA of
the payoff function achieves an outcome with a payoff given by PS(R̂

∗
S) ≥

∑
l∈HS

Pl(σ̂l).

Next, let P ∗,1
S correspond to the maximum payoff corresponding to spending all resources to a

single location in a set S ∈ L1 and let P ∗,R=1
S represent optimal payoff corresponding to spending

one unit of resources to a set S ∈ L1, where note that P ∗,R=1
S ≥ P ∗,1

S ≥ P̂l′S
(σ̂l′S ). Finally, since we

have at least two resources being allocated to each S ∈ L1 since λS = 2 for all S ∈ L1, it follows
that

∑
l∈HS

Pl(σ̂l) ≥ P ∗,R=1
S by our earlier analysis for our resource augmentation results (e.g., see

proof of Theorem 7).
Thus, from the above two derived relations we have that PS(R̂

∗
S) ≥

∑
l∈HS

Pl(σ̂l) and that

PS(R̂
∗
S) ≥ P ∗,R=1

S ≥ P̂l′S
(σ̂l′S ), which implies that 2PS(R̂

∗
S) ≥

∑
l∈HS

Pl(σ̂l) + P̂l′S
(σ̂l′S ) = P̂S(R̂

∗
S) ≥

PS(R
∗
S) for each set S ∈ L1. Consequently, summing the above relation for all sets S ∈ L1, we

obtain our desired approximation ratio guarantee that 2
∑

S∈L1
PS(R̂

∗
S) ≥

∑
S∈L1

PS(R
∗
S), which

establishes our claim.

C Payoff Maximization with Heterogeneous Users
In this section, we extend our results obtained in the setting with heterogeneous users under the

revenue maximization objective to the payoff maximization objective. To this end, in the following,
we present the associated greedy algorithm for the administrator’s payoff maximization objective
and its corresponding approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees.

In studying the payoff maximization problem of the administrator with heterogeneous user
types, we first note that the problem of computing the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strat-
egy in the setting with heterogeneous users is NP-hard, which follows by our hardness result on
solving for the administrator’s payoff-maximizing strategy in the setting with homogeneous users
(Theorem 2). Thus, in this section, we introduce a greedy algorithm, described in Algorithm 7,
to approximately solve for the administrator’s payoff maximizing resource allocation strategy and
highlight its corresponding approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees.

We begin by first describing our algorithmic approach to achieve an approximate solution to
the administrator’s payoff maximization problem, which proceeds as follows. First, rather than
directly optimizing the payoff of the administrator, which as noted earlier is NP-hard to optimize,
we maximize its corresponding monotone concave upper approximation (MCUA), which we depict
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in Figure 8. In particular, similar of maximizing the MCUA of the revenue function in the presence
of heterogeneous user types (see Section 5.2), optimizing the MCUA of the payoff function can be
reduced to solving a linear program whose solution boils down to a greedy-like procedure presented
in Step 1 of Algorithm 7 (see Theorem 11).

To elucidate this greedy-like procedure, we first define an affordability threshold tl = min
{
R,maxi

dil
dil+k

}
for each location l. Next, we define the MCUA of the payoff function over the range [0, tl] for each
location l, which we note is a piece-wise linear function; thus, we define S as the set of all such
piece-wise linear segments of the MCUA of the payoff function across all locations. We then charac-
terize each segment s ∈ S by three parameters: (i) ls, which represents the location corresponding
to segment s, (ii) cs, which corresponds to the slope of segment s, and (iii) xs, which represents the
horizontal width, i.e., resource requirement, of segment s. In particular, Figure 8 (right) depicts the
associated slopes cs and resource requirements xs corresponding to the segments for the MCUA of
the payoff function for a given location l. We then order the segments in the set S in the descending
order of the slopes of the MCUA of the payoff function and find the solution corresponding to a
greedy algorithm that allocates at most zs to each segment in the descending order of the slopes
of the MCUA of the payoff function.

Next, as with Algorithm 4, we compute an allocation corresponding to spending all the available
resources at a single location that yields the highest payoff to the administrator. Finally, we return
the best of the greedy allocation corresponding to optimizing the MCUA of the payoff function
and the allocation corresponding to spending all the available resources at a single location that
achieves a higher payoff for the administrator. This procedure is formally presented in Algorithm 7.

Algorithm 7: Greedy Algorithm for Administrator’s Heterogeneous Payoff Maximization Objective

Input : Total Resource capacity R, User Types Θi
l = (Λi

l, d
i
l, p

i
l) for all locations l and types i

Output: Resource Allocation Strategy σ∗
A

Step 1: Greedy Allocation Based on Slopes of MCUA of Payoff Function:
Define affordability threshold tl ← min{R, dl

dl+k
} for all locations l ;

Generate MCUA of the payoff function in range [0, tl] for each location l ;

S̃ ← Ordered list of segments s across all locations of this MCUA in descending order of slopes cs ;
Initialize allocation strategy σ̃ ← 0 ;

for segment s ∈ S̃ do
σ̃ls ← σ̃ls +min{R, xs} ; Allocate xs to location ls ;
R← R−min{R, xs}; Update amount of remaining resources ;

end
Step 2: Find Solution σ′ that maximizes payoff from spending on single location:
σl ← argmaxσ∈ΩR:σl′=0,∀l′ ̸=l PR(σ) for all locations l ;

σ′ ← argmaxl∈L PR(σ
l) ;

Step 3: Return Solution with a Higher Payoff:
σ∗

A ← argmax{PR(σ̃), PR(σ
′)} ;

We now present the main results of this section, which establish the approximation guarantees of
Algorithm 7 to the optimal payoff of the administrator. Our first result establishes that Algorithm 7
achieves at least half the payoff as that corresponding to the solution of Problem (3a)-(3b).

Theorem 11 (1/2 Approximation of Greedy Algorithm for Heterogeneous Payoff Maximization).
Denote σ∗

A as the solution corresponding to Algorithm 7 and let σ∗ be the payoff maximizing al-
location that solves Problem (3a)-(3b). Then, σ∗

A achieves at least half the payoff as compared to
σ∗, i.e., PR(σ

∗
A) ≥

1
2PR(σ

∗).

Our next result establishes that if the administrator had just one additional resource, i.e., R+1
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Figure 8: Depiction of the payoff as a function of the amount of resources allocated to location l (left), its

upper bound (center), and its corresponding monotone concave upper approximation (right) for a setting with

five types, i.e., |I| = 5. Note that the payoff remains constant after a resource allocation that exceeds maxi
di
l

di
l+k

.

Further, for the MCUA of the payoff function, there are three segments s for location l, with corresponding slopes

cs of the segments and the corresponding width xs of the segments marked in the plot on the right.

resources, then Algorithm 7 will achieve at least the payoff as the payoff-maximizing solution of
the NP-hard bi-level Program (3a)-(3b) with R resources.

Theorem 12 (Resource Augmentation Guarantee for Payoff Maximization). Denote σ∗
A as the

solution corresponding to Algorithm 7 with R + 1 resources and let σ∗ be the payoff-maximizing
allocation that solves Problem (3a)-(3b) with R resources. Then, the payoff under the allocation σ∗

A

with R+1 resources is at least that corresponding to σ∗ with R resources, i.e., PR+1(σ
∗
A) ≥ PR(σ

∗).

We note that the administrator only requiresR+maxl∈L,i∈I
dil

dil+k
resources to obtain the resource

augmentation guarantee in Theorem 3; however, we present the result with R+1 resources for ease
of exposition. Theorems 11 and 12 imply that Algorithm 7 obtains the same approximation ratio
and resource augmentation guarantees for the administrator’s payoff maximization problem in the
setting with heterogeneous users as Algorithm 2 achieved in the setting with homogeneous users
(see Section 4.2.3). Furthermore, we note that Algorithm 7 in the payoff maximization setting
follows a similar idea to Algorithm 4 in the revenue maximization setting in terms of generating a
monotone concave upper approximation to reduce the originally NP-hard bi-level optimization into
a tractable linear program that can be solved with a greedy like procedure. Consequently, the proofs
of Theorems 11 and 12 follow similarly to the corresponding results in the revenue maximization
setting with heterogeneous user types; hence, we omit these proofs for brevity.

Yet, we note that while Algorithm 7 in the payoff maximization setting is akin to Algorithm 4
in the revenue maximization setting, there is one key point of difference. In particular, unlike in
Algorithm 4, we do not terminate the greedy procedure at the point in the algorithm when there
is a segment in the ordered set S̃ such that the segment’s resource requirement xs exceeds the
available resources. Such a termination of the greedy procedure in step one of Algorithm 7 is not
necessary in the payoff maximization setting, as, unlike the revenue function, the payoff function is
monotonically (non)-decreasing in the amount of resources allocated to each location (see Figures 2
and 8). Yet, we note from our analysis in the revenue maximization setting that the obtained
approximation ratio and resource augmentation guarantees obtained in Theorems 11 and 12 would
continue to hold even in the setting when the greedy procedure in step 1 of Algorithm 7 is terminated
in a similar manner to Algorithm 4.

Finally, we note that Theorems 11 and 12 further highlight the benefit to administrators for
recruiting one additional security personnel and applying a simple algorithm, i.e., Algorithm 7,
rather than investing significant computational power and effort to compute the NP-hard payoff-
maximizing strategy of the administrator.
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D Model Extensions
In this section, we present several natural extensions to the model studied in this work.

D.1 Extension to Continuous Set of User Types

In this section, we present the additional notation and the regularity condition necessary to
extend the results obtained in this work for a discrete set of user types to a continuous set of user
types. For brevity, we present the regularity condition for the payoff maximization setting and note
that an analogous condition can be developed for the revenue maximization setting as well.

To define our security game in the setting with a continuous set of user types at each location,
we define the total mass of users at a location l as Λl where each user belongs to a type Θi

l = (dil, p
i
l),

where dil corresponds to the benefit received by users of type i who engage in fraud, and pil represents
the payoff to the administrator for allocating a security resource to mitigate fraud at location l
for users of type i. The two dimensions of the users’ type vectors at each location l have joint
distribution in the population that is known to the administrator.

Let Pl(·) be a (potentially) non-convex and discontinuous payoff function at a given location l

and let tl = min
{
R,maxi

dil
dil+k

}
be the maximum amount of resources the administrator can feasi-

bly allocate to location l. Then, we make the following regularity assumption on the boundedness
of the payoff function.

Assumption 1 (Boundedness of Payoff Function). There exists an affine function that upper
bounds payoff function, i.e., there exists some bounded r such that Pl(0) + σlr ≥ Pl(σl) for all
σl ∈ [0, tl].

Assumption 1 imposes a mild regularity condition on the administrator’s payoff function and
states that the administrator’s payoff function can be upper bounded by an affine function with
some bounded slope r. Note that Assumption 1, in particular, holds for discrete distributions
with finite support. We note that Assumption 1 is crucial in ensuring the existence of the super-
gradients of the MCUA of the payoff function at all points in the domain [0, tl] and in ensuring
that the MCUA of the payoff function coincides with the original payoff function at its endpoints
even for continuous distributions, as is elucidated through the following lemma.

Lemma 16 (MCUA Coincides with Payoff Function at Endpoints). Let P̂l(σl) be the MCUA of
the payoff function Pl(σl) and that Assumption 1 holds. Then, the MCUA of the payoff function
coincides with the payoff function at its endpoints, i.e., P̂l(0) = Pl(0) and P̂l(tl) = Pl(tl).

We note that Lemma 16 in the heterogeneous payoff maximization setting with continuously
distributed user types is akin to Lemma 11 in the heterogeneous revenue maximization setting with
discrete user types. Moreover, since the proof of Lemma 16 is almost entirely analogous to that of
Lemma 11, we omit it for brevity.

Given the regularity condition in Assumption 1, which guarantees that the MCUA of the payoff
function coincides with the payoff function at its endpoints (Lemma 16), we note that our results
and analysis in the setting with discrete user types at each location can be naturally extended to the
continuous user type setting with one caveat. In particular, rather than the MCUA of the payoff
function corresponding to finitely many segments, as in the setting with discrete user types at each
location, the MCUA of the payoff function in the continuous user type setting corresponds to an ar-
bitrary monotonically increasing concave function, which has affine segments at the points at which
the MCUA does not coincide with the payoff function. Then, our earlier developed algorithms that
achieve the half approximation and resource augmentation guarantees, e.g., Algorithms 4 and 7,
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can be modified such that resources are allocated to locations in the descending order of the mini-
mum super-gradients of the MCUA of the payoff functions, which generalizes allocating resources
to locations in the descending order of the slopes of the MCUA of the payoff functions in the set-
ting with discrete types to the continuous user type setting. With the above modification to our
earlier developed greedy-based algorithms, under Assumption 1, our obtained half approximation
and resource augmentation guarantees hold even in the setting with a continuous set of user types
with almost entirely analogous proofs to that in the discrete user type setting. For brevity, we omit
presenting the extensions of the results obtained in the discrete user types setting to the continuous
user types setting.

D.2 Extension to Probabilistic Setting

This section presents the additional notation required to extend our security game to the
Bayesian (or probabilistic) setting, where user types are not deterministic but can be drawn from
some distribution.

To model the probabilistic setting, we let I denote the set of user groups and assume that a user
type Θi

l at each location l is drawn independently from some discrete probability distribution with

finite support (Θi,j
l )j∈J = (Λi,j

l , di,jl , pi,jl )j∈J , where the support, defined by J , satisfies |J | ∈ N.
We define the probability that a user group i at location l has a type Θi,j

l as qi,jl for all j ∈ J . In

other words, P(Θi
l = Θi,j

l ) = qi,jl for all j ∈ J , where qi,jl ≥ 0 and
∑

j∈J qi,jl = 1 for all locations
l ∈ L and user groups i ∈ I.

In this setting, in line with Bayesian Stackelberg games [24], we assume that while users at each
location know the realization of the type j ∈ J at that location, the administrator only knows
the distribution of each user group’s type. Consequently, denoting the best response of users in
the group i of type j at location l as yi,jl (σ), given an administrator strategy σ, we formulate the
following expected revenue maximization problem (ERMP) of the administrator:

max
σ∈ΩR

yil (σ)∈[0,1],∀l∈L,i∈I

QR(σ) =
∑
j∈J

∑
i∈I

qi,jl

∑
l∈L

σly
i,j
l (σ)kΛi,j

l , (37a)

s.t. yi,jl (σ) ∈ argmax
y∈[0,1]

U i,j
l (σ, y) = y[(1− σl)d

i,j
l − σlk], for all l ∈ L, i ∈ I, j ∈ J

(37b)

where in upper-level problem, the administrator uses a strategy σ that maximizes its expected
revenue to which the users of each group at each location best respond by maximizing their utilities
in the lower-level problem based on the realized type. We note that an analogous formulation for
the administrator’s expected payoff maximization problem can also be derived.

Note that the above ERMP exactly corresponds to the revenue maximization Problem (2a)-(2b)
in the deterministic setting if we consider a type space |I|×|J |, where the number of users belonging
to a type (i, j) at any location l is given by qi,jl Λi,j

l . Analogously, the administrator’s expected
payoff maximization problem exactly corresponds to the payoff maximization Problem (3a)-(3b)
in the deterministic setting if we consider a type space |I| × |J |, where the administrator payoff
corresponding to preventing fraud from users belonging to a type (i, j) at any location l is given by
qi,jl pi,jl . Given this transformation from the probabilistic setting to the deterministic setting, any
algorithms and corresponding guarantees derived in this work for the deterministic setting extend
to solving the above-defined ERMP and the administrator’s expected payoff maximization problem.

D.3 Extension to Setting where Administrator can Optimize over Fines

In this section, we consider the setting when the fines in the system are not fixed, and the
administrator is tasked with the problem of not only computing a resource allocation strategy but
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also the fine from an interval k ∈ [k, k̄], for some constants k, k̄ > 0. In both the payoff and revenue
maximization settings, we show that the optimal strategy for the administrator is to always set
the fine to the maximum allowable level, i.e., k = k̄. For brevity of notation and expositional
simplicity, we prove these results in the setting with homogeneous user types and thus drop i in
the superscript of the notation of user types.

D.3.1 Variability of Fines under Payoff Maximization Objective

We first consider the administrator’s payoff maximization objective. In particular, defining
Pl(σl, k) as the payoff function when σl resources are allocated to location l under a fine k, the
administrator’s payoff maximization Problem (3a)-(3b) can be formulated as the following opti-
mization problem:

max
σ, k ∈ [k, k̄]

PR(σ, k) =
∑
l∈L

Pl(σl, k), (38a)

s.t.
∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, (38b)

σl ∈ [0, 1], ∀l ∈ L (38c)

We now show that setting the fine k = k̄ is an optimal solution to the above problem.
To prove this claim, fix fines k1 and k2 and let σk1 and σk2 be the corresponding optimal

resource allocation strategies that maximize the administrator’s payoff under the fines k1 and k2,
respectively. Furthermore, without loss of generality, let k1 < k2. Then, it is straightforward to
see that the inequality Pl(σl, k1) ≤ Pl(σl, k2) holds for the payoff functions under the two fines
for all σl ∈ [0, 1]. In particular, since k1 < k2, we note that Pl(σl, k1) = Pl(σl, k2) for σl <

dl
dl+k2

and for σl ≥ dl
dl+k1

, but Pl(σl, k1) < Pl(σl, k2) for σl ∈ [ dl
dl+k2

, dl
dl+k1

). Consequently, it holds that
Pl(σl, k1) ≤ Pl(σl, k2) for all σl ∈ [0, 1].

Then, it follows that:

PR(σ
k2 , k2)

(a)

≥ PR(σk1 , k2) =
∑
l∈L

Pl(σ
k1
l , k2)

(b)

≥
∑
l∈L

Pl(σ
k1
l , k1) = PR(σk1 , k1),

where (a) follows by the optimality of σk2 under the fine k2 and (b) follows from our above analysis
that Pl(σl, k1) ≤ Pl(σl, k2) for all σl ∈ [0, 1]. Consequently, our analysis establishes that the payoff
is monotonically non-decreasing in the fine, which implies that setting the fine to k = k̄ is optimal
in terms of maximizing the administrator’s payoff.

We also note that the above analysis even extends to the setting when fines are allowed to vary
across locations.

D.3.2 Variability of Fines Under Revenue Maximization Objective

This section considers the administrator’s revenue maximization objective. In this setting, we
define Ql(σl, k) as the revenue function when σl resources are allocated to location l under a fine
k. Then, the administrator’s revenue maximization Problem (2a)-(2b) can be formulated as the
following optimization problem:

max
σ, k ∈ [k, k̄]

QR(σ, k) =
∑
l∈L

Ql(σl, k), (39a)

s.t.
∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, (39b)

σl ∈ [0, 1], ∀l ∈ L (39c)
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Note from Lemma 1 that the above problem can be reformulated as:

max
σ, k ∈ [k, k̄]

QR(σ, k) =
∑
l∈L

σlkΛl, (40a)

s.t.
∑
l∈L

σl ≤ R, (40b)

σl ∈
[
0,

dl
dl + k

]
, ∀l ∈ L (40c)

We now show that setting the fine k = k̄ is an optimal solution to the above problem.
To prove this claim, first note by the optimality of Algorithm 1 that the optimal administrator

revenue for a fixed fine k is given by:

Q∗
R(k) =

d1
d1 + k

kΛ1 + . . .+
dlk

dlk + k
kΛlk +

R−
∑
l∈[lk]

dl
dl + k

 kΛlk+1,

where the locations are ordered in descending order of Λl and
∑

l∈[lk]
dl

dl+k < R but
∑

l∈[lk+1]
dl

dl+k >
R for some lk. Note also that any change in the fines does not influence the ordering of the locations
under the optimal allocation.

Now, we compute the derivative of the above objective with the fine to get:

∂Q∗
R(k)

∂k
=
∑
l∈[lk]

(
dl

dl + k
Λl −

kΛldl
(dl + k)2

)
+ Λlk+1

R−
∑
l∈[lk]

dl
dl + k

+
∑
l∈[lk]

kΛlk+1dl
(dl + k)2

,

= RΛlk+1 +
∑
l∈[lk]

(
d2lΛl

(dl + k)2
−

d2lΛLk+1

(dl + k)2

)
,

= RΛlk+1 +
∑
l∈[lk]

d2l
(dl + k)2

(Λl − Λlk+1),

≥ 0,

where the final inequality follows as Λl ≥ Λlk+1 for all l ∈ [lk], as we ordered locations in the
descending order of the Λl values in Algorithm 1.

The above analysis implies that the revenue is monotonically non-decreasing in the fine, which
implies that setting the fine to k = k̄ is optimal in terms of maximizing the administrator’s revenues.
We note that a similar analysis can be performed even for the heterogeneous revenue maximization
setting by applying the structure of the optimal solution of the administrator’s revenue maximiza-
tion Problem (2a)-(2b) established in Lemma 7.

D.3.3 Variability of Fines Under Revenue Maximization Objective where Fines can
vary across Locations

This section extends the result obtained in the previous section for the administrator’s revenue
maximization problem to the setting when the fines can vary across locations. In particular,
consider fines (kl)l∈L, where for one location l′, we let the fines vary such that k1l′ < k2l′ and let the
fines of all other locations be fixed. Then, the optimal administrator revenue under the fine vector
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k1 = (k1l )l∈L is given by:

Q∗
R(k

1) =
d1

d1 + k11
k11Λ1 + . . .+

dl
k1
l

dl
k1
l

+ kl
k1
l

k1l
k1
l

Λl
k1
l

+

R−
∑

l∈[l
k1
l
]

dl
dl + k1l

 k1l
k1
l

Λl
k1
l
+1,

for some lk1l
, where we order locations by their k1l Λl values (rather than just their Λl values). Let

σk1
be the revenue-maximizing allocation given the fine vector k1.
Now consider the setting corresponding to the fine vector k2 = (k2l )l∈L, which is such that for

one location l′, k1l′ < k2l′ , and fines for all other locations are the same as under the vector k1. In
this case, we construct an allocation σ′ with at least the same objective as that under the fines
(k1l )l∈L. In particular, there are three cases to consider: (i) l′ > lk1l +1, (ii) l′ < lk1l +1, and (iii)

l′ = lk1l +1.

Case (i): Let σ′ = σk1 . This implies that QR(σ
k2
,k2)

(a)

≥ QR(σ
′,k2)

(b)
= QR(σ

k1
,k1), where

(a) follows by the optimality of σk2
under the fine k2 and (b) follows as l′ > lk1l +1.

Case (ii): Let σ′
l = σk1

l for all l ̸= l′ and let σ′
l′ =

dl′
dl′+k2

l′
<

dl′
dl′+k1

l′
. In this case, we have that:

QR(σ
k2

,k2) ≥ QR(σ
′,k2),

=
d1

d1 + k21
k21Λ1 + . . .+

dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k2l′Λl′ + . . .+

dl
k2
l

dl
k2
l

+ kl
k21

k1l
k2
l

Λl
k2
l

+

R−
∑

l∈[l
k2
l
]

dl
dl + k2l

 k1l
k2
l

Λl
k2
l
+1,

=
d1

d1 + k11
k11Λ1 + . . .+

dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k2l′Λl′ + . . .+

dl
k1
l

dl
k1
l

+ kl
k11

k1l
k1
l

Λl
k1
l

+

R−
∑

l∈[l
k1
l
]\l′

dl
dl + k1l

− dl′

dl′ + k2l′

 k1l
k1
l

Λl
k1
l

,

= QR(σ
k1

,k1) +
dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k2l′Λl′ −

dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k1l

k1
l

Λl
k1
l

− dl′

dl′ + k1l′
k1l′Λl′ +

dl′

dl′ + k1l′
k1l

k1
l

Λl
k1
l

Next, we compute the derivative of the latter function f =
dl′

dl′+k2
l′
k2l′Λl′ on the right-hand-side of

the above term to get:

∂f

∂k2l′
=

dl′

dl′ + k2l′
Λl′ −

k2l′Λl′dl′

(dl′ + k2l′)
2
=

d2l′Λl′

(dl′ + k2l′)
2
≥ 0,

which implies that the additional term on the right hand side of the above inequality is non-negative,
i.e., QR(σ

k2
,k2) ≥ QR(σ

k1
,k1).

Case (iii): We consider two cases: (a) R−
∑

l∈[l
k1
l
]

dl
dl+k1l

≤ dl′
dl′+k2

l′
and (b) R−

∑
l∈[l

k1
l
]

dl
dl+k1l

>

dl′
dl′+k2

l′
. In case (a), we let σ′ = σk1

, i.e., it clearly follows that QR(σ
k2
,k2) ≥ QR(σ

′,k2) ≥
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QR(σ
k1
,k1), where the final inequality follows as k2l′ > k1l′ . Thus, consider case (b), where we let

σ′ be such that σ′
l = σk1

l for all l ̸= l′ and let σl′ =
dl′

dl′+k2
l′
. In this case, we get that:

QR(σ
k2

,k2) ≥ QR(σ
k1

,k1) +
dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k2l′Λl′ −

R−
∑

l∈[l
k1
l
]

dl
dl + k1l

 k1l′Λl′

Without loss of generality, we consider the case when R −
∑

l∈[l
k1
l
]

dl
dl+k1l

=
dl′

dl′+k1
l′
, as we are only

interested in infinitesimal changes, as we would always be in case (a) otherwise for small enough
change in the fine. Thus, the above term reduces to:

QR(σ
k2

,k2) ≥ QR(σ
k1

,k1) +
dl′

dl′ + k2l′
k2l′Λl′ −

dl′

dl′ + k1l′
k1l′Λl′ .

However, from our earlier analysis, we know that the latter term in the right hand side is non-
negative as the derivative of the corresponding function is non-negative in the fine. Thus, we have
shown that QR(σ

k2
,k2) ≥ QR(σ

k1
,k1), which establishes our claim.

Note that in all the above cases σ′ is feasible by construction as the fine is increased and thus
the resource requirement for that location is lesser.

Thus, the above analysis implies that the revenue is monotonically non-decreasing in the fine for
all locations. Consequently, the revenue optimal fines correspond to setting kl = k̄ for all locations
l.

E Equilibrium Strategies of Administrator and Users in Contract
Game

In this section, we study the strategies of the administrator and users in our contract game,
given a contract parameter α ∈ [0, 1]. To simplify exposition and elucidate the main ideas of this
contract game, we focus on the setting with homogeneous users at each location, and, following ideas
developed in Section 5, note that our proposed framework and results can be naturally generalized
to the setting with heteregeneous users as well.

In studying the equilibrium strategies of the administrator and users, we first note that the
problem of computing equilibria of this contract game is NP-hard, as solving the bi-level Pro-
gram (7a)-(7b) is NP-hard, in general. The proof of this claim follows almost entirely analogously
to the proof of Theorem 2. In particular, as in the proof of Theorem 2, we reduce from an instance
of the partition problem and consider an instance of the contract game that is akin to the instance
in the proof of Theorem 2 and where the number of fraudulent users Λl = δ for all locations l
is a small constant. In this setting, Objective (7a) is dominated by the welfare term for a suffi-
ciently large α ∈ [0, 1], e.g., α = 1. Thus, on constructing an instance akin to that in the proof of
Theorem 2 and where the number of fraudulent users Λ at each location is a small constant, the
remainder of the proof follows from an almost entirely analogous line of reasoning to the proof of
Theorem 2; thus, we omit the remaining proof details for brevity.

Given the hardness of solving Problem (7a)-(7b), we now present a variant of a greedy algorithm
to compute an administrator strategy with an approximation guarantee to the optimal solution of
Problem (7a)-(7b) for any given contract parameter α ∈ [0, 1]. To this end, we first note that the
best-response strategy yl(σ, α) of users at a given location l, corresponding to the solution of the
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lower-level Problem (7b), given a contract parameter α and an administrator strategy σ, is

yl(σ, α) =

{
0, if σl >

dl
dl+k or

(
σl =

dl
dl+k and (kΛl + αpl)

dl
dl+k ≤ αpl

)
,

1, otherwise.
(41)

Notice that as with our earlier studied best-response function of users in the revenue and payoff
maximization settings, when σl =

dl
dl+k , any yl(σ, α) ∈ [0, 1] is a best-response for users at location

l. However, at the threshold σl =
dl

dl+k , we let yl(σ, α) take on the value zero or one depending on
whether the administrator’s revenue corresponding to location l, given by αpl, when yl(σ, α) = 0 is
smaller than the administrator’s revenue at location l, given by (Λl+αpl)

dl
dl+k , when yl(σ, α) = 1 or

not. Moreover, in the case when σl =
dl

dl+k and the administrator is indifferent between the outcomes

corresponding to yl(σ, α) = 1 or yl(σ, α) = 0, i.e., (kΛl+αvl)
dl

dl+k = αpl, we set yl(σ, α) = 0, as this
maximizes the payoff of the principal. Thus, the best-response function of users in Equation (41)
is in alignment with the notion of strong Stackelberg equilibria [34].

Having presented the best-response function of users in our studied contract game, we now
present Algorithm 8, Contract-Greedy, which extends our greedy-like algorithmic approach for the
welfare maximization setting (see Algorithm 2) to compute an administrator strategy in our contract
game for any contract α ∈ [0, 1]. We note that Algorithm 8 is entirely analogous to Algorithm 2 in
the payoff maximization setting other than in the process of sorting locations, as the administrator
in our contract game, maximizes a linear combination of the revenue and payoff objectives.

Algorithm 8: Contract-Greedy

Input : Contract parameter α, Resource capacity R, User types Θl = (Λl, dl, pl) for all locations l
Step 1: Find Greedy Solution σ̃:
Define affordability threshold tl ← min{R, dl

dl+k
} for all locations l ;

Define revenue zl corresponding to allocating tl resources to each location l, where
zl = max{αpl, (kΛl + αpl)

dl
dl+k
} if tl = dl

dl+k
and zl = tl(kΛl + αpl) if tl <

dl
dl+k

;

Order locations in descending order of zl
tl

;

for l = 1, 2, ..., |L| do
σ̃l ← min{R, dl

dl+k
} ; Allocate the minimum of the remaining resources and dl

dl+k
to location l ;

R← R− σ̃l; Update amount of remaining resources ;

end
Step 2: Find Solution σ′ that Maximizes Revenue from Spending on Single Location:
σl ← argmaxσ∈ΩR:σl′=0,∀l′ ̸=l QR(σ) + αPR(σ) for all locations l ;

σ′ ← argmaxl∈L QR(σ
l) + αPR(σ

l) ;
Step 3: Return Solution with a Higher Administrator Revenue:
σA

α ← argmax{QR(σ̃) + αPR(σ̃), QR(σ
′) + αPR(σ

′)} ;

We now show that Algorithm 8 achieves at least half the total revenue for the administrator as
the optimal solution to the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b) for any contract parameter α ∈ [0, 1].

Theorem 13 (1/2 Approximation of Greedy Algorithm for Contract Game). For any given contract
parameter α, let σA

α be the solution corresponding to Algorithm 8 and let σ∗
α be the optimal solution

of the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b). Then, σA
α achieves at least half the revenue for the administrator

as the optimal solution σ∗
α, i.e., QR(σ

A
α ) + αPR(σ

A
α ) ≥ 1

2 (QR(σ
∗
α) + αPR(σ

∗
α)).

The proof of Theorem 13 follows an almost entirely analogous line of reasoning to that of
Theorem 3, and thus we omit it for brevity. Moreover, as in the earlier studied revenue and
payoff maximization settings, we can also establish an analogous resource augmentation guarantee
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for Algorithm 8. Overall, our earlier developed algorithmic approaches and associated theoretical
guarantees naturally carry forward to computing the administrator strategies in the contract game,
as Objective (7a) is a linear combination of our earlier studied revenue and payoff objectives.

F Theoretical Results on Dense Sampling
In this section, we study the near-optimality of our proposed dense sampling procedure presented

in Section 7.1. In particular, we prove two key results, which establish that applying the above
dense-sampling procedure approximately maximizes the principal’s objective across all contract
parameters α ∈ [0, 1], where the loss in the principal’s payoff depends on the chosen step-size s. Our
first result is a restatement of Theorem 9, which establishes the near-optimality of dense sampling
in the setting when, given any contract parameter α, the administrator strategy corresponds to the
solution of the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b).

Theorem 14 (Near-Optimality of Dense Sampling under Optimal Administrator Strategy). Let
α∗ ∈ [0, 1] be the principal’s optimal contract and α∗

s ∈ As be the contract computed through
dense-sampling. Further, given any α, let σ(α) be the solution of Problem (7a)-(7b). Then, for a
step-size s ≤ ϵ∑

l pl
, the loss in the principal’s objective through dense sampling is bounded by ϵ, i.e.,

(1− α∗)PR(σ(α
∗)) ≤ (1− α∗

s)PR(σ(α
∗
s)) + ϵ.

Our second result establishes the near-optimality of dense sampling in the setting when, given
any contract parameter α, the administrator strategy is computed using Algorithm 8 under a
correlation assumption on the payoffs pl and payoff bang-per-buck ratios pl(dl+k)

dl
at each location

l.

Theorem 15 (Near-Optimality of Dense Sampling under Greedy Administrator Strategy). Let
α∗ ∈ [0, 1] denote the optimal contract, α∗

s ∈ As be the contract computed through dense-sampling,

and suppose that the payoffs pl are positively correlated with the payoff bang-per-buck ratios pl(dl+k)
dl

at each location, i.e., if p1 ≤ . . . ≤ p|L|, then
p1(d1+k)

d1
≤ p2(d2+k)

d2
≤ . . . ≤ p|L|(d|L|+k)

d|L|
. Further, given

R ≥ 1 resources, suppose that, given any contract α, the administrator strategy σA
α is computed

using Algorithm 8. Then, for a step-size s ≤ ϵ∑
l pl

, the loss in the principal’s objective through

dense sampling is bounded by ϵ, i.e., (1− α∗)PR(σ
A
α∗) ≤ (1− α∗

s)PR(σ
A
α∗
s
) + ϵ.

In the remainder of this section, we first present the key lemmas necessary to prove the above
results (Appendix F.1), following which we present the proofs of these lemmas in subsequent sections
(Appendices F.2-F.4).

F.1 Key Lemmas

To establish Theorems 9 and 15, we follow a two-step procedure. In particular, as a first step,
we show that if the administrator strategy σ(α) for any contract parameter α is such that the
payoff function PR(σ(α)) is monotonically non-decreasing in α, then our dense-sampling procedure
approximately maximizes the principal’s objective across all contract parameters α ∈ [0, 1], as is
elucidated by the following lemma.

Lemma 17 (Monotonicity of Payoff Function Implies Near-Optimality). Let σ(α) be an admin-
istrator strategy, given a contract parameter α, such that the payoff function is monotonically
non-decreasing in α, i.e., if α1 < α2, PR(σ(α2)) ≥ PR(σ(α1)). Furthermore, denote α∗ ∈ [0, 1]
as the optimal contract and let α∗

s ∈ As be the contract computed through dense-sampling. Then,
given R ≥ 1 resources, for a step-size s ≤ ϵ∑

l pl
, the loss in the principal’s objective is bounded by

ϵ, i.e., (1− α∗)PR(σ
A
α∗) ≤ (1− α∗

s)PR(σ
A
α∗
s
) + ϵ.
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For a proof of Lemma 17, see Appendix F.2. Lemma 17 establishes that if the algorithm or
procedure of computing the administrator’s strategy given a contract parameter α satisfies a natural
monotonicity property, then dense sampling is near optimal for an appropriately chosen step size
of the discretized set As. Note that such a monotonicity property is natural as increasing the
contract parameter α is synonymous with providing the administrator a higher compensation for
its contribution to the payoff of the system.

Our next two results establish that this monotonicity of the payoff function in the parameter
α is indeed satisfied for the optimal administrator strategy corresponding to the solution of the
bi-level Program (7a)-(7b) as well as the administrator strategy that is computed using Algorithm 8

under a correlation assumption on the payoffs pl and payoff bang-per-buck ratios pl(dl+k)
dl

at each
location l, as is elucidated by the following two lemmas.

Lemma 18 (Monotonicity of Optimal Payoff in Contract α). Let σ∗(α) be the optimal solution of
the bi-level Program (7a)-(7b), given a contract parameter α. Then, the optimal payoff is mono-
tonically non-decreasing in α, i.e., for any two contract parameters α1, α2 ∈ [0, 1] with α1 < α2, it
holds that PR(σ

∗(α2)) ≥ PR(σ
∗(α1)).

Lemma 19 (Monotonicity of Payoff of Contract-Greedy in Contract α). Let σA
α be the allocation

computed using Algorithm 8 given a contract parameter α. Moreover, suppose that the payoffs
pl are positively correlated with the payoff bang-per-buck ratios pl(dl+k)

dl
at each location, i.e., if

p1 ≤ . . . ≤ p|L|, then
p1(d1+k)

d1
≤ p2(d2+k)

d2
≤ . . . ≤ p|L|(d|L|+k)

d|L|
. Then, given R ≥ 1 resources, the

payoff of the solutions corresponding to Algorithm 8 is monotonically non-decreasing in α, i.e., for
any two contract parameters α1, α2 ∈ [0, 1] with α1 < α2, it holds that PR(σ

A
α2
) ≥ PR(σ

A
α1
).

We note here that there are several settings when the correlation condition in the statement
of Lemma 18 is satisfied. For instance, this condition is trivially satisfied in settings when the
benefits dl are fixed regardless of the location, i.e., if dl = dl′ for all l, l′ ∈ L. Such a setting may
be pertinent in several applications of interest where the benefits accrued from engaging in fraud
may not vary across locations and represents a fixed constant that is accrued if a user engages
in fraud. Furthermore, while, for many instances, the above correlation condition may not be
exactly met, in our conducted numerical experiments (e.g., see Figure 5), we observe that the
payoff function corresponding to the administrator strategies computed using Algorithm 8 given
contract parameters α is monotonically increasing in α (for the discrete set of values As where the
step size is s = 0.05).

For proofs of Lemmas 18 and 19, see Appendices F.3 and F.4, respectively. Note that Lemmas 17
and 18 jointly establish Theorem 9, while Lemmas 17 and 19 jointly establish Theorem 15.

F.2 Proof of Lemma 17

Let α∗
s ∈ As be the optimal solution maximizing the principal’s objective for α lying in the dis-

crete set of values in the set As = {0, s, 2s, . . . , 1}. Furthermore, let σ(α) be an administrator strat-
egy, given a contract parameter α, such that the payoff function is monotonically non-decreasing
in α, i.e., PR(σ(α2)) ≥ PR(σ(α1)) if α1 < α2.

Then, it follows by the optimality of α∗
s in the set As that:

(1− α∗
s)PR(σ(α

∗
s)) ≥ (1− α)PR(σ(α)), for all α ∈ As. (42)

Next, define α∗ ∈ [0, 1] as the contract parameter that maximizes the administrator’s payoff, i.e.,
it holds that

(1− α∗)PR(σ(α
∗)) ≥ (1− α)PR(σ(α)), for all α ∈ [0, 1].
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Next, without loss of generality, we suppose that α∗ /∈ As, as otherwise α∗
s = α∗ by the optimality

of α∗
s in the discrete set As of α values. Thus, it holds that there are two neighboring contract

parameters αs1 , αs2 , such that αs1 < α∗ < αs2 and αs2 − αs1 ≤ s. Consequently, it holds that
α∗ − αs1 ≤ s and αs2 − α∗ ≤ s. Moreover, by the monotonicity of the payoff in α, we have that:

(1− α∗)PR(σ(α
∗)

(a)

≤ (1− α∗)PR(σ(αs2)),

= (1− αs2)PR(σ(αs2)) + (αs2 − α∗)PR(σ(αs2)),

(b)

≤ (1− α∗
s)PR(σ(α

∗
s)) + s

∑
l∈L

pl,

(c)

≤ (1− α∗
s)PR(σ(α

∗
s)) + ϵ,

where (a) follows by the monotonocity of the payoff in α and thus the fact that PR(σ(αs2)) ≥
PR(σ(α

∗), as αs2 > α∗, (b) follows by Equation (42), the fact that αs2 − α∗ ≤ s, and that the
maximum achievable payoff can never exceed

∑
l∈L pl, and (c) follows as s ≤ ϵ∑

l pl
. The final

inequality above implies our desired sub-optimailty result that the loss in the optimal payoff from
our dense sampling approach is bounded by at most ϵ for a step-size s ≤ ϵ∑

l pl
.

F.3 Proof of Lemma 18

Let α1 < α2 be two contract parameters and let the optimal solution of the administrator’s
bi-level Program (7a)-(7b) given α1 be σ∗(α1) and given α2 be σ∗(α2). Then, by the optimality of
σ∗(α1) for Problem (7a)-(7b), given contract parameter α1, we have that:

QR(σ
∗(α1)) + α1PR(σ

∗(α1)) ≥ QR(σ
∗(α2)) + α1PR(σ

∗(α2)) (43)

and by the optimality of σ∗(α2) for Problem (7a)-(7b), given contract parameter α2, we have that:

QR(σ
∗(α2)) + α2PR(σ

∗(α2)) ≥ QR(σ
∗(α1)) + α2PR(σ

∗(α1)). (44)

Next, summing Equations (43) and (44), we obtain:

α1PR(σ
∗(α1)) + α2PR(σ

∗(α2)) ≥ α1PR(σ
∗(α2)) + α2PR(σ

∗(α1)).

The above inequality implies that:

(α2 − α1)(PR(σ
∗(α2))− PR(σ

∗(α1))) ≥ 0.

Finally, since α2 > α1, the above inequality can only hold if PR(σ
∗(α2)) ≥ PR(σ

∗(α1)), i.e., the
payoff function corresponding to the optimal solution of Problem (7a)-(7b) is monotone in the
contract parameter α, which establishes our desired result.

F.4 Proof of Lemma 19

Let α1 < α2 be two contract parameters, σ̃α1 , σ̃α2 be the the solutions corresponding to step
one of Algorithm 8, and σα′

1 ,σα′
2 be the the solutions corresponding to step two of Algorithm 8.

In the following we show that: (i) PR(σ
α′
1) ≤ PR(σ

α′
2) and (ii) PR(σ̃

α1) ≤ PR(σ̃
α2). Note that

proving both these claims establishes our desired result as σA
α = argmax{PR(σ̃

α), PR(σ
α′
)}, and

hence, from the above two claims, it is straightforward to see that PR(σ
A
α1
) ≤ PR(σ

A
α2
). Thus, in

the remainder of this proof, we establish claims (i) and (ii).
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Proof of Claim (i): Notice that in step two of Algorithm 8, only one location is allocated re-
sources by the administrator. In particular, at the contract level α1, suppose lα1 is the location to
which the administrator allocates resources. In this case, note that either (a) lα1 = argmaxl∈L α1pl
or (b) lα1 = argmaxl∈L(kΛl+α1pl)

dl
dl+k asR ≥ 1, depending on whether maxl∈L α1pl or maxl∈L(kΛl+

α1pl)
dl

dl+k is greater. Analogously, we can define lα2

Case (a): We first suppose that case (a) holds for the parameter α1. We now show that
lα2 = argmaxl∈L α2pl, and consequently that lα1 = lα2 , which subsequently establishes our claim
that PR(σ

α′
1) ≤ PR(σ

α′
2).

To see this, first note by the definition of lα1 that α1plα1
≥ α1pl for all l, i.e., plα1

≥ pl for all l.
Thus, if lα2 = argmaxl∈L α2pl, it follows as lα2 = lα1 .

Moreover, it holds by the definition of lα1 that α1plα1
≥ (kΛlα1

+ α1plα1
)

dlα1
dlα1

+k . Consequently,

at α2, it holds for any location l that

(kΛl + α2pl)
dl

dl + k
= (kΛl + α1pl)

dl
dl + k

+ (α2 − α1)pl
dl

dl + k
,

(a)

≤ α1plα1
+ (α2 − α1)pl,

(b)

≤ α2plα1

where (a) follows by the definition of lα1 and the fact that dl
dl+k ≤ 1 and (b) follows from the fact

that plα1
≥ pl for all locations l, as noted above. Thus, we have that lα2 = argmaxl∈L α2pl, as,

in particular, α2plα1
≥ (kΛl + α2pl)

dl
dl+k . Finally, since plα1

≥ pl for all locations l, it follows that

lα2 = lα1 and hence that the payoff PR(σ
α′
1) = PR(σ

α′
2), which establishes our desired inequality

on the payoff functions for case (a).
Case (b): Next, suppose case (b) holds for the parameter α1. In this case, the payoff accrued

by the strategy σα′
1 is given by PR(σ

α′
1) = plα1

dlα1
dlα1

+k . We now show that the corresponding

payoff accrued by σ̃α2 is (weakly) higher. To see this, we consider two cases for lα2 : (i) lα2 =
argmaxl∈L α2pl and (ii) lα2 = argmaxl∈L(kΛl + α2pl)

dl
dl+k .

In the first case, it holds that α2plα2
≥ α2plα1

by the definition of lα2 , i.e., it follows that
plα2

≥ plα1
. Thus, the payoff accrued under the parameter α2 is given by

PR(σ
α′
2) = plα2

≥ plα1
≥ plα1

dlα1

dlα1
+ k

= PR(σ
α′
1),

which implies that PR(σ
α′
2) ≥ PR(σ

α′
1) in the first case.

In the second case, it holds that (kΛlα2
+ α2plα2

)
dlα2

dlα2
+k ≥ (kΛlα1

+ α2plα1
)

dlα1
dlα1

+k by the def-

inition of lα2 . Moreover, by the definition of lα1 it holds that (kΛlα2
+ α1plα2

)
dlα2

dlα2
+k ≤ (kΛlα1

+

α1plα1
)

dlα1
dlα1

+k . Adding these two inequalities, we get:

α2plα2

dlα2

dlα2
+ k

+ α1plα1

dlα1

dlα1
+ k

≥ α1plα2

dlα2

dlα2
+ k

+ α2plα1

dlα1

dlα1
+ k

.

By rearranging the above inequality, we obtain that:

(α2 − α1)plα2

dlα2

dlα2
+ k

≥ (α2 − α1)plα1

dlα1

dlα1
+ k

.
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Since, α2 > α1, we cancel this expression from the above equation and obtain in the second case
that the payoff

PR(σ
α′
2) = plα2

dlα2

dlα2
+ k

≥ plα1

dlα1

dlα1
+ k

= PR(σ
α′
1),

which implies that PR(σ
α′
2) ≥ PR(σ

α′
1) in the second case.

Proof of Claim (ii): We first introduce some notation. In particular, in step 1 of Algorithm 8,
we let S1 be the set of locations to which resources are allocated given a parameter α1 and let S2

be the set of locations to which resources are allocated given a parameter α2. Furthermore, we
define S1

1 as the set of locations among S1 such that α1pl(dl+k)
dl

≥ kΛl + α1pl and S2
1 as the set of

locations such that α1pl(dl+k)
dl

< kΛl + α1pl. Analogously, we can define the sets S1
2 and S2

2 . Then,
the total payoff given the parameter α1 corresponding to the allocation computed using step 1 of
Algorithm 8 is given by PR(σ̃

α1) =
∑

l∈S2
1\{l′}

pl
dl

dl+k +
∑

l∈S1
1
pl + σ̃α1

l′ pl′ for at most one location

l′, where
∑

l∈L σ̃α1
l ≤ R. Here, we assume without loss of generality that the location l′ with an

allocation σα1
l′ ∈ (0,

dl′
dl′+k ) belongs to the set S2

1 , but note that the following arguments can be

readily generalized to cover the other case when l′ ∈ S1
1 as well.

To prove our desired result, we consider two cases,
∑

l∈L σ̃α1
l < R and

∑
l∈L σ̃α1

l = R.
First, consider the case when the total resource spending

∑
l∈L σ̃α1

l < R. Note that in this case

it must hold by the nature of step 1 of Algorithm 8 that
∑

l∈L
dl

dl+k < R. Consequently, σ̃α1
l = dl

dl+k

for all l. Analogously, by the nature of step 1 of Algorithm 8, it also holds that σ̃α2
l = dl

dl+k for all
locations l, i.e., σ̃α1 = σ̃α2 . Then, the total payoff under given the parameter α1 corresponding to
the allocation computed using step 1 of Algorithm 8 is given by PR(σ̃

α1) =
∑

l∈S2
1
pl

dl
dl+k+

∑
l∈S1

1
pl.

We now show that if l ∈ S1
1 , then l ∈ S1

2 . To see this, we first recall by the definition of S1
1 that

α1pl(dl+k)
dl

≥ kΛl + α1pl for all locations l ∈ S1
1 . Then, we have at α2 that the following relation

holds for all l ∈ S1
1 :

α2pl(dl + k)

dl
=

α1pl(dl + k)

dl
+

(α2 − α1)pl(dl + k)

dl
,

≥ kΛl + α1pl + (α2 − α1)pl,

= kΛl + α2pl,

where the inequality follows by the fact that l ∈ S1
1 and thus α1pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ kΛl + α1pl, and the fact

that dl+k
dl

≥ 1. Thus, the above relation implies that if l ∈ S1
1 , it holds that max{α2pl(dl+k)

dl
, kΛl +

α2pl} = α2pl(dl+k)
dl

. Consequently, l ∈ S1
2 as well, i.e., S1

1 ⊆ S1
2 .

Finally, we have the following relation for the payoff given the parameter α2 corresponding to
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the allocation computed using step 1 of Algorithm 8:

PR(σ̃
α2) =

∑
l∈S2

2

pl
dl

dl + k
+
∑
l∈S1

2

pl,

(a)

≥
∑
l∈S2

2

pl
dl

dl + k
+
∑
l∈S1

1

pl +
∑

l∈S1
2\{S1

1}

pl,

(b)

≥
∑
l∈S2

2

pl
dl

dl + k
+
∑
l∈S1

1

pl +
∑

l∈S1
2\{S1

1}

pl
dl

dl + k
,

=
∑
l∈S2

1

pl
dl

dl + k
+
∑
l∈S1

1

pl,

= PR(σ̃
α1),

where (a) follows from the fact that S1
1 ⊆ S1

2 and (b) follows as dl
dl+k ≤ 1. Consequently, in the

setting when
∑

l∈L σ̃α1
l < R, we have established our desired relation that PR(σ̃

α2) ≥ PR(σ̃
α1).

Thus, for the remainder of this proof, we consider the setting when
∑

l∈L σ̃α1
l = R and∑

l∈L σ̃α2
l = R. In the following, recall that, given any contract parameter α, in step one of

Algorithm 8 resources are allocated to locations in descending order of their bang-per-buck ratios
given by max{αpl(dl+k)

dl
, kΛl + αpl}. We now analyse two cases separately. First, as in the setting

when
∑

l∈L σ̃α1
l < R, we consider the location set S1

1 and show that if l ∈ S1
1 then l ∈ S1

2 as well.
Then, we consider the location set S2

1 .
Locations in set S1

1 : We now show that all locations in the set S1
1 also belong to the set S1

2 ,
where it holds that σ̃α2

l = σ̃α1
l . We show this using two intermediate results. First, we show that

if l ∈ S1
1 , then it holds that max{α2pl(dl+k)

dl
, kΛl + α2pl} = α2pl(dl+k)

dl
. Next, we show that if l ∈ S1

1 ,
and there are locations with a lower bang-per-buck ratio than location l under the parameter α1,
then so too will the bang-per-buck ratios of all those locations remain lower than that of l under
the parameter α2.

To show the first result, we first recall by the definition of S1
1 that α1pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ kΛl + α1pl for

all locations l ∈ S1
1 . Then, we have at α2 that the following relation holds for all l ∈ S1

1 :

α2pl(dl + k)

dl
=

α1pl(dl + k)

dl
+

(α2 − α1)pl(dl + k)

dl
,

≥ kΛl + α1pl + (α2 − α1)pl,

= kΛl + α2pl,

where the inequality follows by the fact that l ∈ S1
1 and thus α1pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ kΛl + α1pl, and the fact

that dl+k
dl

≥ 1. Thus, the above relation implies that if l ∈ S1
1 , it holds that max{α2pl(dl+k)

dl
, kΛl +

α2pl} = α2pl(dl+k)
dl

, which establishes the first result.

To show the second result, consider a location l ∈ S1
1 and another location l1 with a lower bang-

per-buck ratio under the parameter α1. Then, it holds that
α1pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ α1pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
for all locations

l ∈ S1
1 , which implies that pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
and consequently that α2pl(dl+k)

dl
≥ α2pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
.

Furthermore, it holds that α1pl(dl+k)
dl

≥ kΛl1 + α1pl1 for all locations l ∈ S1. Consequently, it holds
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that:

α2pl(dl + k)

dl
=

α1pl(dl + k)

dl
+

(α2 − α1)pl(dl + k)

dl
,

(a)

≥ kΛl1 + α1pl1 +
(α2 − α1)pl1(dl1 + k)

dl1
,

(b)
= kΛl1 + α1pl1 + (α2 − α1)pl1 ,

= kΛl + α2pl1 ,

where (a) follows as α1pl(dl+k)
dl

≥ kΛl1 + α1pl1 and that pl(dl+k)
dl

≥ pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
and (b) follows as

dl+k
dl

≥ 1. The above relations imply that if l ∈ S1
1 , and a location l1 has a lower bang-per-buck

ratio at α1, then it also has a lower bang-per-buck ratio at α2.
The above results have two key implications. First, the bang-per-buck ratios of all locations in

set S1
1 retain the same ordering after sorting under α2 as they did under α1. Moreover, since all

locations l1 /∈ S1 have a lower bang-per-buck ratio compared to any location in the set S1
1 at α1, it

also holds that all allocation l1 /∈ S1 have a bang-per-buck ratio compared to any location in the
set S1

1 at α2. Consequently, given that step 1 of Algorithm 8 will still allocate R resources under
α2, it holds that all locations l ∈ S1

1 also satisfy l ∈ S1
2 , i.e., S

1
1 ⊆ S1

2 .
Locations in Set S2

1 : We note that unlike for locations in set S1
1 , there may be locations in

set S2
1 that may not be in the set S2

2 . In particular, there are three possibilities for locations in the
set S2

1 under α1 when the contract parameter is changed to α2: (i) a location l ∈ S2
1 also belongs to

S2
2 , (ii) a location l ∈ S2

1 belongs to S1
2 , (iii) a location l ∈ S2

1 no longer belongs to S2 and instead
is replaced by a location l1 /∈ S1. We denote the location set in case (i) as L1, the location set in
case (ii) as L2, and the locations that are no longer allocated in S2

1 as L′
3 and the new locations in

L\S1 that are allocated under α2 as L′′
3.

Clearly, the payoff corresponding to the locations in case (i) remain unchanged, including the
payoff accrued and the resource spending. Furthermore, the payoff corresponding to locations
in case (ii) increases from pl

dl
dl+k to pl for all locations l ∈ L2 without a change in the resource

spending. Thus, we finally consider case (iii). Case (iii) only happens under two possibilities

for some location l ∈ S2
1 and l1 /∈ S2: (a) max{kΛl + α2pl,

α2pl(dl+k)
dl

} ≤ kΛl1 + α2pl1 or (b)

max{kΛl + α2pl,
α2pl(dl+k)

dl
} ≤ α2pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
.

In case (a), we first note that since l ∈ S2
1 that kΛl + α1pl ≥ kΛl1 + α1pl1 . Thus, the inequality

in case (a) under α2 can only hold if it holds that pl1 ≥ pl.

Next, we note for case (b) that
pl1 (dl1+k)

dl1
≥ pl(dl+k)

dl
, i.e., the payoff bang-per-buck of location

l1 is higher than that of location l. By our assumption that higher payoff bang-per-buck ratios
correspond to higher payoffs, we have that pl1 ≥ pl in case (b) as well.

Thus, from the fact that pl1 ≥ pl in both cases (a) and (b), it follows that the total payoff
corresponding to the locations in case (iii) can only increase, as all the resource spending on
locations in set L′

3 is allocated to locations with an increased payoff in set L′′
3.

Finally, using the fact that S1
1 ⊆ S1

2 and that the payoff is higher under the contract parameter
α2 for all three cases corresponding to the S2

1 analyzed above, we have that, it is straightforward
to see that PR(σ̃

α2) ≥ PR(σ̃
α1), which establishes our claim.
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Table 1: Costs of different parking permit types per day at university campus for parking enforcement case-study.

Permit Type Permit Cost ($ per day)

A 6.65
C 1.23

Resident 1.50
Resident/C 1.38

Visitor 35.68
Other Permit 22.40

Table 2: Comparison of the percentage of permit earnings achieved by Algorithm 7 to that achieved under the

status quo enforcement mechanism under counterfactual one as the proportion of strategic users is varied.

Proportion of Status Quo Algorithm 7
Strategic Users (Permit Earning %) (Permit Earning %)

20% 85.5 90.2
50% 63.8 75.6
100% 27.6 51.2

G Additional Details on Numerical Experiments: Parking En-
forcement

G.1 Costs of Different Parking Permit Types

Table 16 presents the cost of purchasing the different parking permits at the university campus
for the parking enforcement case study in Section 6.

G.2 Additional Numerical Results: Parking Enforcement

Tables 2 and 3 compare the permit earnings achieved by Algorithm 7 to that achieved under the
status quo enforcement mechanism under counterfactual one as the proportion of strategic users
is varied and under counterfactual two as the citation multipliers used to calibrate the respective
exponential distribution parameters are varied, respectively.

H Numerical Experiments: Queue Skipping in IPT Services
In this section, we first present additional details of our experimental setup and model calibra-

tion procedure based on the application case of queue jumping in intermediate public transport
services in Mumbai, India (Appendix H.1). Next, in Appendix H.2, we present results depicting the
contrast in the outcomes corresponding to revenue and payoff maximization administrator objec-
tives. Finally, in Appendix H.3, we present a further discussion and analysis of the results presented
in Figure 5 in Section 7.2.

H.1 Experimental Setup

We design a numerical experiment based on an application case of queue jumping in the context
of intermediate public transport services in Mumbai, India. In particular, we consider a problem
instance with L = 448 locations, representing the share-taxi and share-auto-rickshaw stands across
the greater metropolitan region in Mumbai [69], where users can potentially engage in fraudulent

6The costs of the parking permits are determined based on the university’s transportation and parking website:
https://transportation.stanford.edu/parking
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Table 3: Comparison of the percentage of permit earning achieved by Algorithm 7 to that achieved under the

status quo enforcement mechanism under counterfactual two for different citation multipliers.

Citation Status Quo Algorithm 7
Multiplier (Permit Earning %) (Permit Earning %)

1 96.9 98.7
2 90.3 95.6
5 83.6 92.3

activities, e.g., queue jumping. We ssume that each location has one type, i.e., |I| = 1, where
the total number of (potentially) fraudulent users that arrive at each location are exponentially
distributed with rate 80 for all locations l, i.e., Λl ∼ Exp(80) for all l, and the benefits dl at each
location from engaging in fraud are exponentially distributed with rate 20, i.e., dl ∼ Exp(20).

These numbers are calibrated based on observational data collected on the number of users that
arrived at a share-auto-rickshaw location in an hour at the Aakhruli Mhada share auto-rickshaw
stand in Kandivali West in Mumbai and their corresponding average waiting times. In particular,
the total number of users that arrive in an hour is about 125 at the studied share-auto-rickshaw
location, where about 80 were males, which we assume as the group of potentially fraudulent users
that may engage in queue jumping (see Section 1.1). Consequently, we assume that the number
of fraudulent users that arrive at each location are exponentially distributed with rate 80 for all
locations, which accounts for the variability in the number of fraudulent users arriving across these
locations.

Moreover, users waited between 4-5 minutes on average from their time of arrival to enter
a share-auto (though, in general, the wait time for IPT services can often be on the order of
hours [79]); thus, we calibrated the mean of the benefits of users from engaging in queue jumping
as the product of the reduction in the wait time (of 5 minutes, i.e., 1

12 hours) and the average hourly
wage of Rs.240 in Mumbai, resulting in an average gain of Rs.20 from engaging in queue jumping.
We note that Rs.20 can be quite substantial for daily wage workers in Mumbai. As with the number
of arriving users, we assume that the benefits of engaging in fraud are exponentially distributed
with rate 20, which accounts for the variability in the quantity across the different locations. We
also note here that despite an average wait time of about five minutes, the wait times faced by some
users, particularly women, were often observed to be as high as 15 minutes, which is attributable
to the fact that some users engage in queue jumping. More generally, in other share-taxi, share
auto-rickshaw, or mini-bus locations across the world, the wait times are often variable and can be
quite high for passengers.

We note here that obtaining more granular information for each of the 448 share-taxi and share-
auto-rickshaw locations would result in more accurate results, but the above calibration process
serves as a natural starting point to derive key insights and sensitivity relations in our studied
security game.

Moreover, for our experiments we vary the number of resources R to lie in the range from one to
thirty, with an increment of one, i.e., R ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 30} and the fine to lie in the range from Rs.50 to
Rs.500, with increments of Rs.50, i.e., k ∈ {50, 100, . . . , 500}. We note here that these fines are on
the same order of magnitude as that for traditional traffic violations in Mumbai [80]. Furthermore,
we consider a payoff function given by pl = Λl(dl)

x for x lying in the range {1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2} for
all locations l. Our choice of the payoff function stems from the fact that pl = Λldl corresponds to
the total benefits derived by fraudulent users at location l, which, in the context of IPT services,
can serve as a proxy to capture the additional value of the wait time faced by users that have not
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Figure 9: Depiction of the variation in the payoff and revenue corresponding to the solutions computed using
Algorithms 1 and 2 as the number of resources R is varied for a fine k = Rs.500 and a payoff pl = Λl(dl)

1.25.

engaged in fraudulent behavior, as users engaging in fraud skip the queue and take their place in
the vehicle. Moreover, setting pl = Λl(dl)

x with an exponent x > 1 serves as a proxy to capture
the fact that the administrator may place a greater value in reducing the additional wait time of
non-defaulting users, which is likely a more realistic scenario in practice. We note that the payoff
pl at each location l can be quite general and context dependent, and we use the above functional
form of the payoff for the purposes of the experiments in Section 7.2.

H.2 Gap Between Revenue and Payoff Maximization Outcomes

Figure 9 depicts the variation in the payoff and revenue of the allocation corresponding to Al-
gorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting and that of Algorithm 1 in the revenue maximization
setting with the number of resources for a fine of k = 500 and a payoff function pl = Λl(dl)

1.25.
We note from Figure 9 that the payoff corresponding to Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization
setting monotonically increases in the number of resources as does the revenue corresponding to
the revenue-maximizing solution computed using Algorithm 1. However, the results demonstrate
that the objectives of maximizing revenue and payoffs are at odds for the above defined problem
instance. In particular, the solution computed using Algorithm 1 in the revenue maximization
setting achieves only a small fraction of payoff of about 8% of that of the allocation correspond-
ing to Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting. Moreover, the outcome computed using
Algorithm 2 results in almost no revenues due to the nature of the best-response of users to a
payoff-maximizing administrator (see Equation (5)) and the structure of the optimal solution of
the bi-level Program (3a)-(3b) (see Proposition 1). Furthermore, the payoff corresponding to the
revenue maximizing outcome also monotonically increases with the number of resources as now
more resources can be allocated, which not only results in more revenues but also improved pay-
offs. Finally, we note that the payoff corresponding to both Algorithms 1 and 2 and the revenue
corresponding to the revenue-maximizing outcome appear concave in the total number of resources,
indicating a diminishing marginal returns in these quantities as the number of resources is increased.

Figure 10 depicts the variation in the payoff and revenue of the allocation corresponding to
Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting and that of Algorithm 1 in the revenue maximiza-
tion setting with the fine for R = 15 resources and a payoff function pl = Λl(dl)

1.25. Our results
demonstrate that the payoff corresponding to Algorithm 2 and the revenue corresponding to Algo-
rithm 1 monotonically increase in the fine. Such monotonicity relations are expected as a higher
fine implies that the threshold fraction of dl

dl+k resources to deter users from engaging in fraud at
any given location l is reduced; thus, more resources can be spent at other locations that could not
have been targeted with a smaller fine. Furthermore, altering the fine has almost no impact on the
revenue of the allocation computed using Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting. Such a
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Figure 10: Depiction of the variation in the welfare and revenue corresponding to the solutions computed using
Algorithms 1 and 2 as the fine k is varied for R = 15 resources and a payoff pl = Λl(dl)

1.25.

result holds as revenues are only accumulated at a single location where σl <
dl

dl+k under the pay-
off maximization objective due to the best-response of users to a payoff-maximizing administrator
(see Equation (5)) and the structure of the optimal solution of the bi-level Program (3a)-(3b) (see
Proposition 1). Thus, the revenues corresponding to the allocation computed using Algorithm 2 is
negligible compared to the revenue obtained by Algorithm 1 in the revenue maximization setting.

From Figure 10, we also observe that the revenue maximizing solution computed using Algo-
rithm 1 obtains a payoff that monotonically decreases from about 44% of the payoff corresponding
to Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting for a fine of k = 50 to 8.4% of the payoff
achieved by Algorithm 2 for k = 500. To parse this result, we first note that the payoff of the
revenue-maximizing outcome serves as a constant fraction of the optimal payoff (unlike the revenue
of the allocation corresponding to Algorithm 2 that is negligible compared to the optimal revenue)
as payoffs are accumulated at all locations to which resources are allocated. In particular, by the
best-response Problem (4) of users under the revenue-maximization objective, the total payoff cor-
responding to a revenue-maximizing solution is given by

∑
l σlvl, where it holds that the resource

constraint is satisfied, i.e.,
∑

l σl ≤ R, and the total resources spent at any location corresponding
to a revenue maximizing solution satisfy σl ∈ [0, dl

dl+k ] for all locations l.
Thus, as the fine k increases, the total spending under the revenue-maximizing solution on the

locations that have been allocated resources at lower fines decreases while the administrator can
now spend the remaining resources on new locations that it did not spend on at lower fines. Given
this observation, notice that if the payoff pl at each location are independent of the revenue, then
the total payoff is likely to not change much in response to the fine for all allocation strategies
satisfying

∑
l σl = R. However, the payoff function at each location satisfies pl = Λld

1.25
l , which is

positively correlated with the revenue function which has the term Λl in the objective.
As a result, we obtain a monotonically decreasing relation between the fine and the payoff of

the revenue maximizing solution, as fewer resources will be deployed in locations with higher values
of Λl (which is positively correlated with the payoffs pl) with an increase in the fine while the
remaining resources are spent on locations with lower values of Λl, which is correlated with lower
payoffs pl. Such a monotonically decreasing relation in the payoff corresponding to the revenue
maximizing outcome suggests that simply increasing the fines may not be a solution to reducing
fraud, particularly in the presence of a revenue-maximizing administrator, which highlights the
importance of setting low to moderate fines, as is often the case in many practical applications,
e.g., road traffic fines are typically not arbitrarily large.
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H.3 Additional Analysis of Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present some additional analysis of the results presented in the left of Figure 5
in Section 7.2.

We note from Figure 5 (left) that as we increase the exponent x in the payoff function pl =
Λl(dl)

x, the corresponding fraction of the payoff achieved by the administrator strategy computed
using Algorithm 8 to that achieved using Algorithm 2 in the payoff maximization setting increases
for each contract level α. Such a relation naturally follows as the payoff term in the administra-
tor’s Objective (7a) in the contract game increasingly dominates the associated revenues from the
collected fines at each location with an increase in the exponent of the payoff function. We note
that in the setting when the exponent x = 1, the administrator is only incentivized to change its
resource allocation strategy from the one that maximizes revenues from the collected fines when
the contract level α is one, as the payoff term in the administrator’s objective is not large enough
to dominate the revenues the administrator obtains through its collected fines unless the contract
level α = 1. On the other hand, when the exponent x > 1, the payoff term in the administrator’s
objective begins to dominate the revenue obtained from the collected fines for lower levels of α,
which thus incentivizes the administrator to alter its resource allocation strategy from one that
solely maximizes revenues from the collected fines to one that achieves a higher payoff for lower
values of α. Finally, we note that while Λldl represents the total amount of benefit gained by
defaulting users (if they are not found defaulting), the term Λl(dl)

x for an exponent x > 1 serves as
a reasonable proxy for the externality imposed on non-defaulting users (see Appendix H.1), which
is likely to be valued higher, as non-defaulting users’ costs may be strictly convex (rather than
just linear) in the wait times they incur. Consequently, from the left of Figure 5, our results, for
the studied payoff functions with an exponent x > 1, demonstrate that using even small values of
the contract α can recover most of the payoff achieved by Algorithm 2, thereby bridging the gap
between the payoff and revenue-maximizing outcomes.

I Sub-optimality of Ordering Locations without Affordability Thresh-
olds in Algorithm 2

In this section, we present an example which demonstrates the necessity of defining affordability
thresholds to compute the associated bang-per-buck ratios of the locations in Algorithm 2 to achieve
the desired half-approximation guarantee.

To this end, consider the following problem instance with three locations with a total resource
budget of R = 0.405 and where all locations have a single type. Furthermore consider the following
parameters for the three locations:

• Payoffs: p1 = 1, p2 = 1, and p3 = 2.2

• Threshold probabilities: d1
d1+k = 0.2, d2

d2+k = 0.2, and d3
d3+k = 0.41

In defining the above problem parameters, we drop the super-script i in the notation as we are in
the homogeneous user setting with a single type at each location.

We now consider an algorithm analogous to Algorithm 2, which does not perform the additional
pre-processing step of computing the “affordable” bang-per-buck ratios as in Algorithm 2 and
instead just orders locations in the descending order of the ratios pl

dl
dl+k

. We show that this algorithm

will not achieve the desired half approximation that Algorithm 2 achieves.
To see this, we first note that the optimal allocation corresponds to the enforcement strategy

σ∗ = (0.2, 0.2, 0.05), which achieves a total payoff of 2.11. Next, we note that the location with the
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highest bang-per-buck ratio pl
dl

dl+k

is location three. Consequently, the payoff attained via step one

of the algorithm is 0.405× 2.2 = 0.891, as all the resources would be allocated to the first location.
On the other hand, the payoff attained in step two of the algorithm would correspond to maximum
payoff from spending all resources at a single location, which is one for this instance. Thus, it holds
that the total payoff attained by the algorithm is max{0.891, 1} < 1

2 × 2.11, i.e., the approximation
ratio of this algorithm is strictly less than 0.5.

On the other hand, note that the payoff achieved using Algorithm 2 for this problem instance
is 2.11, i.e., Algorithm 2 is optimal, as it computes the affordability thresholds of the locations,
which results in location three having a lower affordable bang-per-buck ratio compared to the
first two locations. Thus, the above example demonstrates the importance of defining affordability
thresholds to compute the associated bang-per-buck ratios of the locations in Algorithm 2 to achieve
the desired half-approximation guarantee.

J Further Directions for Future Research
In this section, we present several natural extensions and generalizations of the model studied

in this work, which opens directions for future work.

Fines Varying Across Locations: In this work, we considered a setting where the fine remains
fixed across all locations in the system. While a fixed fine across all nodes or locations is natural
for many applications, there are often settings when the fines levied on defaulting users vary across
locations, e.g., the fine for violating a traffic light is typically higher in a city center compared
to a rural area. We note that we can model the variations in the fine across locations through a
location-specific fine kl for each location l and that the techniques and algorithms developed in this
work naturally generalize and apply to this setting with slightly more cumbersome notation, as our
algorithms and the corresponding proofs do not rely on the fines being fixed across locations.

Incorporating Costs of Deploying Security Resources: We considered a model where the
administrator has a limit on the resources it can allocate to monitor fraudulent or illegal activities.
An alternate model that is also of interest is to study equilibrium outcomes in a setting where the
administrator additionally incurs a cost for each security personnel it allocates, which influences
the administrator’s objective function.

Strategic Security Personnel: While we consider a setting when the administrator maximizes
its revenues from allocating R security resources (e.g., police officers), another natural setting to
consider is one where each of the R security resources are individual decision makers seeking to
maximize their own revenues. In this case, we note that rather than one bi-level program to
characterize the revenue maximization problem of the administrator, the optimal strategy of the
security resources can be characterized through a sequence of R bi-level programs, where each
bi-level program corresponds to the optimization problem of a single security resource seeking to
maximize its individual revenue, given the actions of the other security resources. In particular,
the revenue maximization problem (in the setting with homogeneous user types at each location)

for a security resource j, given the strategies (σj̃)j̃ ̸=j adopted by a all other security resources, can
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be formulated as

max
σj∈Ω1

yl(σ)∈[0,1],∀l∈L

Qj
R(σ

j , (σj̃)j̃ ̸=j) =
∑
l∈L

σj
l yl(σ)kΛl, (45a)

s.t. yl(σ) ∈ argmax
y∈[0,1]

Ul(σ, y), for all l ∈ L, (45b)

σ = σj +
∑
j̃ ̸=j

σj̃ , (45c)

where σj ∈ Ω1 for all j. We note that in the upper level problem, the administrator deploys a
strategy σj to maximize its revenue, given the strategies (σj̃)j̃ ̸=j adopted by all other security
resources, to which users best-respond by maximizing their utilities in the lower-level problem.
Moreover, note that the aggregate strategy σ, corresponding to the sum of the strategies of all
security resources, satisfies Constraint (45c).

The above model of the strategic behavior of each security resources to maximize their individual
revenues opens up new avenues in terms of studying the resulting equilibrium outcomes that emerge
from such selfish behavior of individual security resources.
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