arXiv:2010.09385v1 [math.OC] 19 Oct 2020

Essential Stationary Equilibria of Mean Field Games with Finite State and Action Space

Berenice Anne Neumann^∗

October 25, 2020

Abstract

Mean field games allow to describe tractable models of dynamic games with a continuum of players, explicit interaction and heterogeneous states. Thus, these models are of great interest for socio-economic applications. A particular class of these models are games with finite state and action space, for which recently in Neumann (2020a) a semi-explicit representation of all stationary equilibria has been obtained. In this paper we investigate whether these stationary equilibria are stable against model perturbations. We prove that the set of all games with only essential equilibria is residual and obtain two characterization results for essential stationary equilibria.

Keywords: mean field game, essential equilibrium, stationary equilibrium, finite state space, finite action space

JEL Classifications: C73, C72, C62

1 Introduction

Mean field games have been introduced independently by Lasry and Lions (2007) and Huang et al. (2006) as a game theoretic model for stochastic games in continuous time with a continuum of players. The main feature of these games is that the players do not

∗University of Trier, Department IV, Universitätsring 19, 54296 Trier, Germany

observe the other players’ behaviour individually, but only its distribution. These games allow for tractable models of the interaction of a continuum of players with explicit interaction (in contrast to the classical assumption in general equilibrium theory that “prices mediate all social interaction”) as well as heterogeneous states (in contrast to representative agent models).

This led to a large variety of economic applications (see Gomes et al. (2015); Guéant et al. (2011); Caines et al. (2017)). In particular, applications with finite state and action space where the dynamics of the individual player are given by a continuous time Markov chain have been considered. These include Kolokoltsov and Bensoussan (2016), Kolokoltsov and Malafeyev (2017), Guéant (2009) as well as Besancenot and Dogguy (2015) and the focus in all these applications lied in the analysis of stationary equilibria. Recently, also a formal model with finite state and action space has been introduced in Doncel et al. (2019), where existence of dynamic equilibria and the relation of these equilibria to Nash equilibria of associated N-player games are considered. In Neumann (2020a) then the existence of stationary equilibria as well as several tools for the computation of these equilibria has been considered.

We remark that stationary equilibria are of interest for several reasons: The computation of dynamic equilibria is impossible for an infinite time horizon, namely even the underlying individual control problem is intractable (Neumann, 2020b), and for a finite time horizon it is equivalent to solving a forward-backward system of differential equations, which are notoriously intractable (Belak et al., 2019). However, we see (at least in an example) that stationary equilibria are under certain conditions limit objects of dynamic equilibria if the time horizon is large (Kolokoltsov and Malafeyev, 2018). Moreover, we observe that stationary equilibria are limit points of a partially rational learning rule, the myopic adjustment process (Neumann, 2020b).

Now that results regarding existence and computation of stationary equilibria are available and that there is evidence that stationary equilibria are a sensible prediction of agents’ behaviour in these games, a natural next step is to understand what happens to equilibria if the game is slightly perturbed. More precisely, we are interested in essential equilibria, which are equilibria such that any perturbed game that is close to the original game has an equilibrium close to the considered equilibrium of the original game. This notion has been introduced by Wen-Tsün and Jia-He (1962) in the context of normal form games with finite strategy spaces and has also been considered for static games with infinite action spaces (Yu, 1999; Carbonell-Nicolau, 2010; Scalzo, 2013), static population games (Correa and Martínez, 2014) and Markov perfect equilibria (Doraszelski and Escobar, 2010).

This paper introduces essential equilibria in the setting of Neumann (2020a) by providing a topological structure on the set of games and equilibria. We prove that the set of essential games, which are all those games where all equilibria are essential, is residual. The proof follows the classical line of argument, namely, we show that the equilibrium correspondence is upper semicontinuous and that games with only essential equilibria are the points of continuity of this map. The classical theorem of Fort (1949, Section 7) then yields the desired result. Furthermore, we provide criteria to identify essential equilibria. The first is a simple and classical consequence of the genericity statement, namely that unique equilibria are essential. Thereafter, we provide a deeper analysis of the results on equilibrium computation, which yields another criterion to obtain essentiality of equilibria. More precisely, we obtain that equilibria with a deterministic equilibrium strategy are essential when the equilibrium distribution is well-behaved (for example unique or an essential fixed point of an associated map).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we introduce the considered model and define the notion of an essential equilibrium. Moreover, we review the relevant results regarding equilibrium computation. In Section 3 we prove that the set of all games with only essential stationary equilibria is residual and that games with a unique stationary equilibrium are essential. In Section 4 we then introduce the second essentiality criterion.

2 Stationary Equilibria of Mean Field Games with Finite State and Action Space

In this section we introduce the considered mean field games model as in Neumann (2020a,b). For details (in particular regarding well-definition and intuitions) we refer the reader to Neumann (2020a). Moreover, we introduce in this section the notion of essential equilibria.

Let S = {1, . . . , S} (S > 1) be the set of possible states of each player and let A = {1, . . . , A} be the set of possible actions. With P(S) we denote the probability simplex over S and with P(A) the probability simplex over A. A (mixed) strategy is a measurable function π : S × [0, ∞) → P(A), (i, t) → (π_{ia}(t))_{a∈A} with the interpretation that π_{ia}(t) is the probability that at time t and in state i the player chooses action a. A strategy π = d : S × [0, ∞) → P(A) is deterministic if for all t ≥ 0 and for all i ∈ S that there is an a ∈ A such that d_{ia}(t) = 1 and d_{ia}′ = 0 for all a^′ ∈ A \ {a}. Alternatively, we can represent a deterministic strategy equivalently by d : S × [0, ∞) → A, (i, t) → d_i(t) with the interpretation that d_i(t) = a states that at time t in state i action a is chosen. A stationary strategy is a map π : S × [0, ∞) → P(A) such that π_{ia}(t) = π_{ia} for all t ≥ 0. With Π we denote the set of all (mixed) strategies and with D the set of all deterministic strategies. By Π^s (D^s) we denote the set of all stationary (deterministic) strategies.

The individual dynamics of each player given a Lipschitz continuous flow of population distributions m : [0, ∞) → P(S) and a strategy π : S × [0, ∞) → P(A) are given as a Markov process X^π(m) with given initial distribution x_0 ∈ P(S) and infinitesimal generator given by the Q(t)-matrix

(Q^π(m(t), t))_{ij} = ∑ a∈A Q_{ija}(m(t))π_{ia}(t), where for all a ∈ A and m ∈ P(S) the matrices (Q_{··a}(m))_{a∈A} are conservative generators, that is Q_{ija}(m) ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ S with i ≠ j and ∑ j∈S Q_{ija}(m) = 0 for all i ∈ S.

The goal of each player is to maximize his expected discounted reward, which is given by V_{x0} (π, m) = E [∫_∞ 0 ( ∑ a∈A r_Xπ_{t (m)a}(m(t))π_Xπ_{t (m)a}(t) ) e^{−βt}dt ] , (1)

where r : S × A × P(S) → R is a real-valued function and β ∈ (0, 1) is the discount factor. That is, for a fixed flow of population distributions m : [0, ∞) → P(S) we face a Markov decision process with expected discounted reward criterion and timeinhomogeneous reward functions and transition rates.

We will work under the following assumption, which ensures that the model is welldefined and that dynamic as well as stationary equilibria exist (Neumann, 2020a; Doncel et al., 2019):

Assumption A1. For all i, j ∈ S and all a ∈ A the function m → Q_{ija}(m) mapping from P(S) to R is Lipschitz-continuous in m . For all i ∈ S and all a ∈ A the function m → r_{ia}(m) mapping from P(S) to R is continuous in m.

By G we denote the set of all games satisfying assumption A1 and we denote a particular game by (Q, r). Moreover, we equip G with the following metric

d((Q, r), (Q^′, r^′)) = sup i,j∈S,a∈A,m∈P(S) |Q_{ija}(m) − Q^′_{ija}(m)| + sup i∈S,a∈A,m∈P(S) |r_{ia}(m) − r^′_{ia}(m)|.

Remark 2.1. The space (G, d) is a complete metric space since it is a closed subset of the space of all continuous functions (Q, r).

Definition 2.1. A stationary mean field equilibrium is a pair (m, π) consisting of a vector m ∈ P(S) and a stationary strategy π ∈ Π^s such that

• for all t ≥ 0 the marginal distribution of the process X^π(m) at time t is given by m • for any initial distribution x_0 ∈ P(S) we have V_{x0} (π, m) ≥ V_{x0} (π^′, m) for all π^′ ∈ Π.

Remark 2.2. Since for stationary strategies π ∈ Π^s the matrix Q^π_{ij} (m, t) does not depend on t we write Q^π_{ij} (m) := Q^π_{ij} (m, t). Using this, we obtain that the first condition is equivalent to 0 = ∑ i∈S m_iQ^π_{ij} (m) ∀j ∈ S.

Any stationary equilibrium lies in the space P(S) × P(A)^S , which we equip with the maximum norm. Furthermore, we define the map SMFE : G → 2^{P(S)×P(A)S} as the map that maps every game (Q, r) to the set of all stationary mean field equilibria of the game. Since by Neumann (2020a, Theorem 4.1) under Assumption A1 at least one stationary equilibrium exists, this map is a well-defined set-valued map.

In order to define the notion of essential equilibria we define the following notation for an arbitrary metric space (X, d): For A ⊆ X and ϵ > 0 we set N_ϵ(A) = {x ∈ X|∃y ∈ A : d(x, y) < ϵ} and on 2^X we define the Hausdorff metric by H(A, B) = inf{ϵ > 0 : A ⊆ N_ϵ(B) ∧ B ⊆ N_ϵ(A)}.

Definition 2.2. Let (m, π) be a stationary mean field equilibrium of the game (Q, r). We say that (m, π) is essential if for every ϵ > 0 there exists a δ > 0 such that for all games (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) we have (m, π) ∈ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q^′, r^′)), which means that there is a stationary mean field equilibrium of (Q^′, r^′) that lies in N_ϵ(m, π). We say that a game is essential if all stationary equilibria of the game are essential.

3 Essential Games are Generic

This chapter presents the first main result of the paper, namely, that the set of all essential games is residual. The proof is based on the classical theorem by Fort (1949) that the set of points of continuity of an upper semicontinuous map is residual. Namely, we show that the equilibrium correspondence is upper semicontinuous and that a game is a point of continuity of the correspondence if and only if it is essential.

Theorem 3.1. The set of all games for which all equilibrium points are essential is residual in the set of all games G. Moreover, this set lies dense in G.

Proof. Step 1: The map SMFE(·) is upper semicontinuous.

Let (Q, r) ∈ G and ϵ > 0. Assume that there is no δ > 0 such that any game (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) satisfies SMFE(Q^′, r^′) ⊆ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q, r)). Then we find sequences (Q^n, r^n)_{n∈N} and (m^n, π^n)_{n∈N} such that

• d((Q^n, r^n), (Q, r)) <^1_n

• (m^n, π^n) ∈ SMFE(Q^n, r^n) for all n ∈ N

• (m^n, π^n) /∈ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q, r)).

Since P(S) × P(A)^S is compact we find a converging subsequence (m^{n1k} , π^{n1k} )_{k∈N} of (m^n, π^n)_{n∈N} . Let (m, π) be its limit. Let A^k_1 × . . . × A^k_S ⊆ A^S be such that π^{n1k}_{ia} > 0 for all i ∈ S, a ∈ A^k_i and π^{n1k}_{ia} = 0 for all i ∈ S and a /∈ A^k_i . Since A is finite, we find a set A_1 × . . . × A_S that occurs infinitely often. Let (m^{n2k} , π^{n2k} )_{k∈N} be the subsequence of (m^{n1k} , π^{n1k} )_{k∈N} that runs through all indices k such that A^k_1 × . . . × A^k_S = A_1 × . . . × A_S.

By Theorem 3.2 in Neumann (2020a) a stationary strategy π ∈ Π^s is optimal if and only if it is a convex combination of optimal deterministic stationary strategies. Since (m^{n2k} , π^{n2k} ) is for each m ∈ N a stationary mean field equilibrium, this implies that for all strategies d ∈ D^s such that d(i) ∈ A_i for all i ∈ S we have V (d, m^{n2k} ) = V^∗(m^{n2k} ), where V^∗(m) is the value function of the individual control problem. By Neumann (2020a, Section 3) the functions V (d, ·) and V^∗(·) are continuous. Thus, V (d, m) = V^∗(m) for all strategies d ∈ D^s such that d(i) ∈ A_i for all i ∈ S. Since π^{n2k}_{ia} = 0 for all i ∈ S, a /∈ A_i, k ∈ N we have π_{ia} = 0 for all i ∈ S and a /∈ A_i. Again using the fact that a stationary strategy is optimal if and only it is a convex combination of optimal deterministic stationary strategies, we obtain that π is indeed optimal for m.

Furthermore, by uniform convergence, we have that ∑ i∈S ∑ a∈A Q_{ija}(m)m_iπ_{ia} ← ∑ i∈S ∑ a∈A Q^{nl}_{ij} (m^{nl} )m^{nl}_i π^{nl}_{ia} = 0. Thus, m is a stationary point given Q^π(·), which in total yields that (m, π) ∈ SMFE(Q, r). However, (m^{n2k} , π^{n2k} ) /∈ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q, r)) for all n ∈ N implies (m, π) /∈ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q, r)), a contradiction. Therefore, we conclude that SMFE(·) is indeed upper semicontinuous.

Step 2: A game (Q, r) is essential if and only if (Q, r) is a point of continuity of SMFE.

Assume first that the game (Q, r) is essential. Then, by definition, there is for each (m, π) ∈ SMFE(Q, r) an δ_{(m,π)} > 0 such that all games (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_{δ(m,π)} (SMFE(Q, r)) have a stationary mean field equilibrium in the^ϵ_2 -neighbourhood of (m, π).

Let us first note that SMFE(Q, r) is compact: Indeed, let (m^n, π^n)_{n∈N} be a sequence in SMFE(Q, r). Since P(S) × P(A)^S is compact, we find a converging subsequence

(m^{nk} , π^{nk} )_{k∈N} with limit (m, π) ∈ P(S) × P(A)^S . We note that π_{ia} > 0 if and only if π^{nk}_{ia} > 0 for infinitely many k ∈ N. Thus, by the same argument as above π is optimal for m. By uniform convergence we then obtain that (m, π) ∈ SMFE(Q, r).

By compactness of SMFE(Q, r), there exists a finite set {(m^1, π^1), . . . , (m^n, π^n)} ⊆ SMFE(Q, r) such that each point in SMFE(Q, r) lies within the^ϵ_2 -neighbourhood of some point m_k, k ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Choose δ = min_{k∈{1,...,n}} δ_{(m}k_{,π}k_).

Now let (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) and let (m, π) ∈ SMFE(Q, r). Then by construction there is a point (m^k, π^k) at most^ϵ_2 away from (m, π). By choice of δ, we find equilibrium given (Q^′, r^′) at most^ϵ_2 away from (m^k, π^k). This yields that there is an equilibrium of the game (Q^′, r^′) at most ϵ away from (m, π). This proves, together with the first part, that SMFE(·) is continuous at (Q, r).

Let us now assume that SMFE(·) is continuous at (Q, r). Let (m, π) ∈ SMFE(Q, r) and ϵ > 0. By continuity of SMFE(·) at (Q, r), we find an δ > 0 such that d((Q, r), (Q^′, r^′)) < δ implies that H(SMFE(Q, r), SMFE(Q^′, r^′)) < ϵ. In particular, this yields that all (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) satisfy that SMFE(Q, r) ⊆ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q^′, r^′)), which implies that for any equilibrium (m, π) of (Q, r) there is ϵ an equilibrium of (Q^′, r^′) in the ϵ-neighbourhood of (m, π).

Step 3: Conclusion

The classical theorem of Fort (1950, Section 7) states that the points of continuity of any upper semi-continuous function F (·) ranging from a topological space to the power set of a separable metric space equipped with metric H(·, ·) is a G_δ-residual set in the topological space. This theorem yields that the set of all essential games is a G_δ-residual set. Since G is a closed subset of a complete metric space, we obtain by Baire’s Theorem (Kelley, 1955, p.200) that this set is dense in G.

The following sufficient condition for essentiality is a classical and immediate consequence of the genericity result:

Corollary 3.2. Let (Q, r) ∈ G and let (m, π) be the unique equilibrium of the game (Q, r). Then (m, π) is essential.

Proof. Let ϵ > 0. Since SMFE(·) is upper semicontinuous there is an δ > 0 such that for any (Q^′, r^′) ⊆ N_δ(Q, r) we have SMFE(Q^′, r^′) ⊆ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q, r)). The set SMFE(Q^′, r^′) is non-empty because we find a stationary equilibrium for any game in G. This and the fact that SMFE(Q, r) is a singleton yields that SMFE(Q, r) ⊆ N_ϵ(SMFE(Q^′, r^′)). This in turn implies that SMFE(·) is continuous at (Q, r), which means that (m, π) is essential.

4 A Second Characterization Result for Essential Stationary Equilibria

In this section we will provide another characterization result for essential equilibria. It will rely on the results regarding equilibrium computation derived in Neumann (2020a). More precisely, for an equilibrium (m, π) to be essential it is necessary that under a small perturbations there is still an equilibrium close to (m, π). Since it holds that a stationary strategy is optimal if and only if it is a convex combination of optimal deterministic stationary strategies, a sufficient condition for an essential equilibrium is that all deterministic strategies that had positive weight in the equilibrium strategy still have to be optimal given the perturbation. However, we cannot expect that this holds for the equilibrium distribution m and also in a neighbourhood this is only clear if at the equilibrium distribution at most two strategies are optimal. Moreover, in this neighbourhood there has to be a stationary strategy that is optimal for the perturbed game and has a stationary point m^′ (i.e. 0 = m^T (Q^′)^{π′} (m^′)). However, the nonlinear equations 0 = m^T Q^π(m) and 0 = m^T (Q^′)^{π′} (m^′) do not relate for different strategies π and π^′. Thus, it is not possible to draw any conclusions for mixed strategy equilibria. Nonetheless, we obtain a criterion for deterministic strategy equilibria.

To prove this criterion we will first analyse the two problems (the individual agent’s control problem and the fixed point problem) individually and then combine the results. First, we prove that a deterministic strategy that is the unique optimal strategy for a certain point will be optimal in a neighbourhood of this point for all slightly perturbed games. Thereafter, we will analyse the fixed point problem and obtain that there are no full characterization results of essential stationary points, but similar results to Fort (1950).

Let us start with a preliminary lemma to prove that deterministic stationary strategies that are the unique optimal strategy remain optimal under small perturbations.

Lemma 4.1. Let (Q, r) ∈ G be a game and let γ > 0. Then there exists a δ > 0 such that for all (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) and all deterministic stationary strategies d ∈ D^s the distance of the expected discounted reward of the associated Markov decision process given strategy d at any point m ∈ P(S) in the game (Q, r) and in the perturbed game (Q^′, r^′) is at most γ.

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that r_{ia}(m) > 0 for all i ∈ S, a ∈ A and m ∈ P(S), else consider the game with rewards r_{ia}(m) + (− inf_{i∈S,a∈A,m∈P(S)} r_{ia}(m) + 1), which is equivalent.

By Kakumanu (1971, Theorem 2.4) the expected discounted reward V^d(m) of strategy d ∈ D^s is given as the unique solution of ( βI − Q^d(m) ) V^d(m) = r^d(m), where r^d(m) = ( r_{id(i)}(m) ) i∈S and Q^d(m) = ( Q_{ijd(i)}(m) ) i,j∈S . By Puterman (1994, Corollary

C.4) we moreover obtain that ( βI − Q^d(m) ) is invertible. This allows us to apply the perturbation theorem (Wendland, 2018, Theorem 2.43), which yields that for any game (Q^′, r^′) such that ||Q^d(m) − (Q^′)^d(m)|| <^1_{||Q(m)−1||} it holds that ||(V^′)^d(m) − V^d(m)|| ≤ ||V^d(m)||κ(βI − Q^d(m)) ( 1 − κ(βI − Q^d(m)) ||(Q^′)^d(m) − Q^d(m)|| ||βI − Q^d(m)|| )_{−1}

· ( ||(Q^′)^d(m) − Q^d(m)|| ||βI − Q^d(m)|| + ||(r^′)^d(m) − r^d(m)|| ||r^d(m)|| ) , where κ(A) := ||A|| · ||A^{−1}|| is the conditioning number of the matrix A.

Define

L_1 := inf m∈P(S),d∈D^s ||βI − Q^d(m)|| > 0 L_2 := ( sup m∈P(S),d∈D^s ||βI − Q^d(m)|| ) ( sup m∈P(S),d∈D^s || ( βI − Q^d(m) )_{−1} || ) < ∞ L_3 := inf m∈P(S),d∈D^s ||r^d(m)|| > 0 L_4 := sup m∈P(S),d∈D^s ||V^d(m)|| > 0 and choose δ such that

0 < δ < min { min_{d∈Ds} 1 2S||(βI − Q^d(m))^{−1}|| , γL_1L_3 2L_2L_4(SL_3 + L_1) } . Then ( 1 − κ(βI − Q^d(m)) ||Q^d(m) − (Q^′)^d(m)|| ||βI − Q^d(m)|| )_{−1}

= ( 1 − ||βI − Q^d(m))^{−1}|| · ||Q^d(m) − (Q^′)^d(m)|| )_{−1} ≤ ( 1 − ||(βI − Q^d(m))^{−1}|| · 1 2||(βI − Q^d(m))^{−1}|| )_{−1}

= ( 1 − 1 2 )_{−1} = 2.

Using this we obtain ||(V^′)^d(m) − V^d(m)|| ≤ L_4 · L_2 · 2 · ( ||(Q^′)^d(m) − Q^d(m)|| L_1 + ||(r^′)^d(m) − r^d(m)|| L_3 )

≤ L_4 · L_2 · 2 · ( Sd((Q, r), (Q^′, r^′)) L_1 + d((Q, r), (Q^′, r^′)) L_3 )

= d((Q, r), (Q^′, r^′)) · 2L_2L_4(SL_3 + L_1)

L_1 · L_3 ≤ γ.

With these preparations we can prove the announced result regarding optimality of deterministic strategies under small perturbations. For this let D(m) denote the set of all optimal deterministic stationary strategies, i.e. those strategies d ∈ D^s that maximize V (·, m). We remark that they can be explicitly characterized and that the set D(m) is non-empty for all m ∈ P(S) (Neumann, 2020a, Theorem 3.2).

Lemma 4.2. Let (Q, r) ∈ G be a game. Assume that d ∈ D^s is the unique optimal deterministic strategy for m, that is D(m) = {d}. Then there is an ϵ > 0 such that for all m^′ ∈ N_ϵ(m) we have D(m^′) = {d}. Furthermore, for any such ϵ there is a δ > 0 such that for all (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r) and all m^′ ∈ N_ϵ(m) we have D^′(m^′) = {d}.

Proof. Since D(m) = {d} we have that V^d(m) > V^{d̂}(m) pointwise for all d̂ ∈ D^s \ {d}. By continuity of V^d(·) and V^{d̂}(·) (Neumann, 2020a, Section 3) we furthermore find an ϵ > 0 such that V^d(m^′) > V^{d̂}(m^′) pointwise for all m^′ ∈ N_ϵ(m) and all d̂ ∈ D^s \ {d}. Since N_ϵ(m) is compact, we have that inf m^′∈N_ϵ(m) ||V^d(m^′) − V^{d̂}(m^′)|| = γ > 0. By Lemma 4.1 there is a δ > 0 such that for all games (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_δ(Q, r), all strategies d̂ ∈ Ds and all m′ ∈ P(S) we have ||V^^d(m′) − (V ′)^^d(m′)|| <^γ_3 . With this it holds pointwise for d̂ ∈ D^s \ {d} and m^′ ∈ N_ϵ(m) that

(V^′)^d(m^′) − (V^′)^{d̂}(m^′) > V^d(m^′) − γ 3 1 − V^{d̂}(m^′) − γ 3 1 = V^d(m^′) − V^{d̂}(m^′) − 2γ 3 > 0. Thus, d is the only optimal strategy in the perturbed game for m^′.

The analysis of the fixed point problem is more complex. The question whether the equilibrium distribution is stable with respect to slight perturbations of the transition rates cannot be answered completely. Instead, it is closely linked to the question whether the fixed point of a certain map is essential.

Let us introduce some notation: Let TR be the set of all transition rate matrix function that can occur in our game, that is let it be the set of all functions Q : P(S) → R^{S×S} such that Q(m) is a generator for all m ∈ P(S) and Q_{ija}(m) is Lipschitz continuous in m. Let us call the solutions of 0 = m^T Q(m) in P(S) stationary points of Q.

Definition 4.1. Let Q ∈ TR and let m be a stationary point given Q. We say that this point is an essential stationary point if for all ϵ > 0 there is an δ > 0 such that all Q^′ ∈ N_δ(Q) have a stationary point in N_ϵ(m).

Furthermore, let x(·) be the map that maps m ∈ P(S) to all solutions of 0 = x^T Q(m). We remark that m is a stationary point of Q if and only if m is a fixed point of x(·). Then we obtain the following relation to essential fixed points:

Lemma 4.3. Let Q ∈ TR and assume that Q(m) is irreducible for all m ∈ P(S). Furthermore, assume that m is an essential fixed point of the map x(·). Then m is an essential stationary point.

Proof. Since Q(·) is irreducible, x(·) is a function, not a set-valued map. Moreover, it was shown in Neumann (2020a) that x(m) is the unique solution of Q̃(m)x(m) = (0, . . . , 0, 1)^T for a sensibly defined and invertible matrix Q̃(m). It suffices to prove that for any ϵ > 0 there is a δ > 0 such that if Q^′ ∈ N_δ(Q), then ρ(x, x^′) < ϵ. Since Q̃(m) is invertible, the conclusion follows as in Theorem 4.1 by using the perturbation theorem.

We remark that this allows us to apply the known characterizations for essential fixed points (see Fort (1950)) to our setting. We obtain that if Q(m) is irreducible for all m ∈ P(S) and there is a unique stationary point, then this stationary point is essential. Moreover, we obtain that if Q(m) is irreducible for all m ∈ P(S) and the set of all stationary points is totally disconnected, then there is at least one essential stationary point.

Moreover, we can readopt the proofs of Theorem 3.1 and 3.2 to prove the following statements:

Lemma 4.4. The set of all Q ∈ TR for which all stationary points are essential is residual in the set TR. Moreover, this set lies dense in TR.

Lemma 4.5. Let Q ∈ TR and let m be the unique stationary point of Q. Then m is essential.

With these preparations we can state and prove the second main result:

Theorem 4.6. Let (Q, r) ∈ G and let (m, d) be an equilibrium of (Q, r) such that d ∈ D^s is the unique equilibrium strategy given m and such that m is an essential stationary point given Q(·). Then (m, d) is essential.

Proof. Since d is the unique optimal strategy given m there is an ϵ̄ such that for all m^′ ∈ N_{ϵ̄}(m) we have D(m^′) = {d}. Let ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ̄). By Lemma 4.2, we find a δ_1 > 0 such that for any game (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_{δ1} (m) and all m^′ ∈ N_ϵ(m) we have D^′(m^′) = {d}. Since m is an essential stationary point of the dynamics, there is a δ_2 > 0 such that for any (Q^′, r^′) ∈ N_{δ2} (Q, r) there is a stationary point of the dynamics given (Q^′)^d(·) in N_ϵ(m). Choosing δ = min{δ_1, δ_2} yields the desired result.

We highlight that Theorem 4.6 indeed yields different conclusions than Theorem 3.2. The first result allowed to characterize any equilibrium (also a mixed strategy equilibrium) as an essential equilibrium whenever it is the unique equilibrium of the game. This second result now yields that any deterministic equilibrium is essential whenever the deterministic equilibrium strategy is the unique optimal strategy for the equilibrium distribution and the equilibrium distribution is an essential stationary point of Q^d. In particular, Theorem 4.6 yields that several deterministic equilibria (m^{di} , d^i)^n_{i=1} each with a different equilibrium strategy are essential whenever the points m^{di} are the unique stationary point of Q^{di} .

We conclude by describing the use of the characterization results in several examples: In the consumer choice model discussed in Neumann (2020a) Theorem 4.6 allows to characterize all deterministic stationary equilibria as essential whenever we are outside the knife-edge cases k_1 ∈ {^ϵ_{b+ϵ} ,^1_2 } or k_2 ∈ {^1_2 ,^b_{b+ϵ} }. In the consumer choice model with congestion effects discussed in Neumann (2019) we obtain using Theorem 3.2 that if there is a unique equilibrium then it is essential. Also if we consider the botnet defence model of Kolokoltsov and Malafeyev (2017) in the discounted cost formulation we obtain that all deterministic equilibria such that for the equilibrium distribution only one strategy is optimal are essential.

References

Christoph Belak, Daniel Hoffmann, and Frank Thomas Seifried. Continuous-Time Mean Field Games with Finite State Space and Common Noise. Preprint, available at SSRN

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3458336, 2019.

Damien Besancenot and Habib Dogguy. Paradigm Shift: A Mean Field Game Approach.

Bull. Econ. Res., 67(3):289–302, 2015. doi: 10.1111/boer.12024.

Peter E. Caines, Minyi Huang, and Roland P. Malhamé. Mean Field Games. In Tamer Basar and Georges Zaccour, editors, Handbook of Dynamic Game Theory. Springer, Cham, 2017. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-27335-8 7-1.

Oriol Carbonell-Nicolau. Essential equilibria in normal-form games. J. Econ. Theory, 145(1):421–431, 2010. doi: 10.1016/j.jet.2009.06.002.

Sofía Correa and Juan Pablo Torres Martínez. Essential equilibria of large generalized games. Econ. Theory, 57:479–513, 2014. doi: 10.1007/s00199-014-0821-3.

Josu Doncel, Nicolas Gast, and Bruno Gaujal. Discrete mean field games: Existence of equilibria and convergence. Journal of Dynamics and Games, 6(3):221–239, 2019. doi: 10.3934/jdg.2019016.

Ulrich Doraszelski and Juan F. Escobar. A theory of regular Markov perfect equilibria in dynamic stochastic games: Genericity, stability, and purification. Theor. Econ., 5 (3):369–402, 2010. doi: 10.3982/TE632.

M. K. Fort, Jr. A unified theory of semi-continuity. Duke Math. J., 16(2):237–246, 1949.

doi: 10.1215/S0012-7094-49-01623-3.

M. K. Fort, Jr. Essential and Non Essential Fixed Points. Am. J. Math., 72(2):315–322, 1950. doi: 10.2307/2372035.

Diogo A. Gomes, Levon Nurbekyan, and Edgard A. Pimentel. Economic Models and Mean-field Games Theory. 2015. ISBN 978-85-244-0404-7. URL

https://impa.br/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/30CBM_04.pdf.

Olivier Guéant. Mean field games and applications to economics: Secondary topic: Discount rates and sustainable development. PhD thesis, Université Paris-Dauphine, 2009. URL www.oliviergueant.com/uploads/4/3/0/9/4309511/these2.pdf.

Olivier Guéant, Jean-Michel Lasry, and Pierre-Louis Lions. Mean Field Games and Applications. In Paris-Princeton Lectures on Mathematical Finance 2010, volume 2003 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics, pages 205–266. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2011. doi: 10.1007/978-3-642-14660-2.

Minyi Huang, Roland P. Malhamé, and Peter E. Caines. Large population stochastic dynamic games: closed-loop McKean-Vlasov systems and the Nash certainty equivalence principle. Commun. Inf. Syst., 6(3):221–252, 2006.

Prasadarao Kakumanu. Continuously Discounted Markov Decision Model with Countable State and Action Space. Ann. Math. Stat., 42(3):919–926, 1971. doi: 10.1214/ aoms/1177693321.

John L. Kelley. General Topology. The university series in higher mathematics. D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., Princeton, New Jersey, 1955.

V. N. Kolokoltsov and A. Bensoussan. Mean-Field-Game Model for Botnet Defense in Cyber-Security. Appl. Math. Optim., 74(3):669–692, 2016. doi: 10.1007/ s00245-016-9389-6.

V. N. Kolokoltsov and O. A. Malafeyev. Mean-Field-Game Model of Corruption. Dyn.

Games Appl., 7(1):34–47, 2017. doi: 10.1007/s13235-015-0175-x.

V.N. Kolokoltsov and O.A. Malafeyev. Corruption and botnet defense: a mean field game approach. Int J Game Theory, 47:977–999, 2018. doi: 10.1007/s00182-018-0614-1.

Jean-Michel Lasry and Pierre-Louis Lions. Mean field games. Jpn. J. Math., 2(1):

229–260, 2007. doi: 10.1007/s11537-007-0657-8.

Berenice Anne Neumann. Stationary Equilibria of Mean Field Games with Finite State and Action Space: Existence, Computation, Stability, and a Myopic Adjustment Process. PhD thesis, Universität Hamburg, 2019.

Berenice Anne Neumann. Stationary Equilibria of Mean Field Games with Finite State and Action Space. Dyn. Games Appl., 2020a. doi: 10.1007/s13235-019-00345-9.

Berenice Anne Neumann. A Myopic Adjustment Process for Mean Field Games with Finite State and Action Space. Preprint, available on ArXiv

https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.13420, 2020b.

Martin L. Puterman. Markov Decision Processes: Discrete Stochastic Dynamic Programming. Wiley series in probability and mathematical statistics. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, Chichester, Brisbane, Toronto, Singapore, 1994. ISBN 0-471-61977-9.

Vincenzo Scalzo. Essential equilibria of discontinuous games. Econ. Theory, 54:27–44, 2013. doi: 10.1007/s00199-012-0726-y.

Wu Wen-Tsün and Jiang Jia-He. Essential equilibrium points of n-person noncooperative games. Scientia Sinica, 11(10):1307–1322, 1962.

Holger Wendland. Numerical Linear Algebra: An Introduction. Cambridge Texts in Applied Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2018. ISBN 978-1- 107-14713-3.

Jian Yu. Essential equilibria of n-person noncooperative games. J. Math. Econ., 31(3):

361–372, 1999. doi: 10.1016/S0304-4068(97)00060-8.