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Abstract: This paper introduces a general stochastic game analysis of a network scenario consisting
of a mix of cooperative and non-cooperative players (i.e., users) under incomplete game information.
Users access a shared channel using the Slotted ALOHA mechanism combined with ZigZag Decoding
(SAZD). Cooperative players seek to optimize the global utility of the system (e.g., throughput, delay,
loss rate) regardless of their individual interests, whereas non-cooperative players act selfishly
and optimize their own benefits irrespective of the impact of this behavior on others and on the
entire network system. The game equilibrium is characterized by the social optimum and the Nash
equilibrium, where the former is adopted by cooperative players and the latter is the equilibrium
strategy of non-cooperative players. We undertake a comparative study across two game scenarios
with different levels of cooperation and selfishness. Our results generally show that the information
possessed by a player can determine the outcome. Furthermore, our findings show that the network
performance is strongly influenced by selfish behavior, which can lead to a significant disruption of
the entire system. Finally, we show a possible scenario in which the network could greatly benefit
from this selfish behavior thanks to the ZigZag scheme.

Keywords: cooperation; selfishness; stochastic games; mixed strategy; Nash equilibrium; social optimal

1. Introduction

Random access mechanisms are the fundamental schemes for channel access un-
der distributed access systems. These mechanisms can be divided into two categories:
ALOHA and its enhanced variants [1-5] and Carrier Sense Multiple Access (CSMA)-based
schemes [6]. Many approaches have been proposed over recent years to improve the perfor-
mance of ALOHA, such as the Age of Information (Aol) threshold mechanism [7], Coded
Slotted ALOHA (CSA) [5], Successive Interference Cancellation (SIC) [8], Capture Effect
(CE) [9], and ZigZag Decoding (ZD) [10,11]. In ALOHA, users transmit whenever they
generate a packet, whereas, in CSMA, users implement carrier sensing before accessing
the channel. This paper focuses on the the Slotted ALOHA enhanced by ZigZag Decoding
(SAZD). In slotted ALOHA (SA), users are allowed to transmit only at the beginning of a
slot. This feature provides a peak throughput equal to 36.8% compared with only 18.4% for
the pure ALOHA.

The game theory framework can be classified into two game categories: cooperative
and non-cooperative games. In the cooperative game model, users know their neighbor’s
action plan, strategy space, and utility functions. Thus, users cooperate to make decisions
that lead to an equilibrium solution that makes the group satisfied. The cooperation leads
to the best performance, whereas the non-cooperative game model yields the worst system
performance [12].
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The cooperative game framework provides highly effective approaches for modeling
collaborative environments. It has been widely applied to solve various types of interactive
situations such as channel access, resource management, and bandwidth allocation. In
wireless networks, cooperation is performed by a central entity for optimizing the overall
system performance, thus either maximizing the system throughput, minimizing the access
channel delay, or minimizing the backlog level of the network.

In non-cooperative game models [4,13,14], each user attempts to maximize his utility
without considering the potential impact on other users. Unfortunately, this selfish behavior
usually leads to a dramatic degradation of the performance of all users. To address this
issue, several approaches have been proposed in the literature. For example, in our
previous work [12], we proposed to force the cooperation by associating a cost for every
transmission attempt.

Most game theory models [13-18] consider that either all users cooperate or all users
do not. However, in this paper, we propose a game theory model with both user categories.
Thus, the proposed network scenario consists of cooperative and selfish users who share the
same wireless channel. In this context, cooperative users behave for the benefit of the overall
system. Consequently, they attempt to maximize the overall network performance. In
contrast, selfish users are self-contained, and they act independently by trying to maximize
their own utility instead of the utility of the overall system. This study aims to investigate
the interaction between cooperative and non-cooperative users within the same wireless
network, and also to evaluate the impact of selfish behavior on the performance of the
cooperative users and on the overall system performance.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

*  We propose a novel stochastic game model incorporating cooperative and non-
cooperative players in the same game.

*  We develop a bi-dimensional Markov chain to determine the system’s state in the
stationary regime.

*  We show that the game admits an equilibrium solution that integrates the Nash and
social optimality concepts.

*  We explore different performance metrics, such as throughput, delay, number of
backlogged packets, and the equilibrium retransmission policy.

*  We undertake a comparative study of two game scenarios with different levels of
cooperation and selfishness.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents some recent
related works in the literature. In Section 3, we provide a brief overview of the SAZD
mechanism. In Section 4, we describe the bi-dimensional Markov model and give the
main performance metrics. Then, in Section 5, we develop the game model and find the
corresponding equilibrium. In Section 6, we present the numerical results and discuss the
main findings of the study. Finally, Section 7 concludes this paper.

2. Related Work

Slotted ALOHA is one of the most widely used random access schemes. Nowadays, it is
implemented in many technologies, e.g., satellite networks [15], LoORaWAN networks [19-21],
IoT applications [2], Machine-to-Machine (M2M) communications [3], and NOMA for the
Next-Generation IoT [22].

2.1. Cooperative Game Models

Cooperative models study the situation of collaboration and coalition between users.
In our previous work [12,23], we proposed a cooperative model of SA and SAZD. Our
results showed that in both mechanisms, cooperation leads to the best results. We also
showed that the SAZD mechanism outperforms the standard SA in terms of all performance
metrics. However, in heavy-traffic conditions, the cooperation between users leads to unfair
resource allocation due to the system specifications that allows newly arrived packets to be
transmitted immediately after their arrival. Thus, even if the overall system performance
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is maximized, it is only used by newly arrived packets, making backlogged packets stay
on hold for a very long time. To address this issue, we have proposed in [10] an enhanced
pricing mechanism that allows us to guarantee a fairness level between newly arrived and
backlogged packets.

The authors of [15] proposed a cooperative scheme for SA with power diversity
transmission and an interference cancellation technique for multi-satellite networks. Using
an optimization approach, they derived the optimal transmission power distribution. Their
results show that the cooperative SA with optimized transmission power outperforms the
SA with uniform power distribution. Even though their analysis and results focus mainly
on the throughput, they investigated the access delay and energy consumption in [24].

The authors of [16] studied a cooperative SA full-duplex wireless network with two
users. They found that they should only cooperate when the user has a higher successful
transmission probability. However, the cooperation concept proposed in their study is
a relay-based approach between a source and relay node, which could be extended to
multiple user scenarios. The authors also proposed in [17] an optimal cooperation policy
that outperforms, in some cases, the full-cooperation and non-cooperation policies.

In [18], the authors proposed a beamforming collision resolution scheme that ex-
ploits multiple satellites” cooperation to decode the collided packets. The beamforming
algorithm is used when a deadlock state is reached. Otherwise, they use the successive
interference cancellation.

2.2. Non-Cooperative Game Models

Non-cooperative game theory provides a framework analysis of the interaction be-
tween selfish users. The Slotted ALOHA mechanism and its variants have been widely
studied using non-cooperative models. In [4,12], we have proposed a stochastic game
model of Slotted ALOHA combined with ZigZag Decoding. The model assumes that all
users are selfish, and therefore they do not cooperate with each other. Compared with the
cooperative model, we found that the selfish behavior of users yields the worst system
performance, especially in the case of a large number of users.

In [13], the authors provided a non-cooperative game model for Slotted ALOHA. To
achieve the desired throughput, they proposed to adjust users’ transmission probabilities
at each iteration of the game. Then, they investigated the equilibrium of the game.

The authors of [14] proposed a non-cooperative game analysis of a network scenario
operating using the carrier sense multiple access with collision avoidance (CSMA/CA)
mechanism. Each user in the proposed scheme attempts to minimize the age of his infor-
mation. They studied different profiles of pure and mixed strategies. They found that the
collision length affects the dominant strategy of the game.

2.3. Mixed Game Models

The authors of [25] studied the cooperative and non-cooperative game models for
Slotted ALOHA with channel capture. The optimal threshold strategy is used to character-
ize the equilibrium in the case of cooperation, whereas the non-cooperative equilibrium is
given as the Bayesian Nash equilibrium. The authors showed that in the non-cooperative
game, users transmit with a higher probability than the cooperative scenario. This aggres-
sive behavior comes from the fact that in non-cooperative games, users consider only their
own payoffs.

In [26], an extensive investigation of cooperation and selfishness was carried out
using stochastic games and evolutionary game theory. According to the study, the system
resource depends on the strategic choices of the users. Thus, it increases in the case of
cooperation and decreases in the case of non-cooperation. The same behavior was found in
SA and in SAZD systems [12].

The authors of [27] proposed a game model with a mix of cooperative and non-
cooperative users for Wifi networks. They found that the cooperation is beneficial even
if some users choose to deviate. Additionally, they claimed that most defected users are
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penalized by obtaining the worst signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR). However,
the results focus mainly on the SINR; and the impact of the mixed user scenario on other
performance metrics, e.g., throughput and delay, is not investigated.

In [28], the authors developed an optimal caching algorithm using the social selfishness
concept to achieve the best caching strategy for a mix of cooperative and non-cooperative
users. The social selfishness concept adopted takes into account the social relationship
between users. Thus, each user cares more about the cooperative users with whom he has
a strong social relationship.

3. SAZD Overview

In this section, we outline the principle operation of the main access mechanism of
this paper, namely, Slotted ALOHA combined with ZigZag decoding, which is a randomly
distributed access mechanism for channel access in wireless networks. Due to its straight-
forward implementation, it can be widely implemented in many recent technologies. The
proposed mechanism behaves exactly like the Slotted ALOHA mechanism. Thus, the time
is divided into slots of the same length. Transmissions and retransmissions are allowed
only at the beginning of the slot. Therefore, when a packet arrives during the current slot,
it should be transmitted at the beginning of the next slot.

Furthermore, if a packet collides, it should be retransmitted later with a given proba-
bility g,. Unlike SA, in the proposed mechanism, the Access Point (AP) can decode two
colliding packets thanks to the ZigZag decoding scheme. The AP can trigger the ZD only
when it detects a collision of two packets [5], then it reserves the following slot to the same
stations to collide again [29]. This feature does not introduce any overhead and does not
require any change to the MAC layer.

Based on the received feedback, we can distinguish between four medium states.

e (0: when the medium is idle;

* 1: when one packet is successfully transmitted without interference;

*  ZigZag: when the AP senses a simultaneous transmission of two packets;
¢ C: when three or more stations transmit at the same time slot.

4. Problem Formulation

In this section, we present an analytical model of the system’s state using a bi-
dimensional Markov chain. This model allows us to derive all the performance metrics of
interest in the stationary regime. This section introduces the theoretical framework and the
basic requirements needed for the construction of the game theory model introduced in
Section 5.

4.1. Model Description

We consider a wireless network consisting of two groups of users sharing a common
transmission channel, as illustrated in Figure 1. Let us consider a case where the first group
consists of cooperative users and let the second group be to the group of selfish users. Let
M be the number of users in the first group and N the number of users in the second group,
and let m and n be the number of backlogged users in each group. The arrival flow of
packets to each source in each group follows a Bernoulli process with parameters p. and
Pne, respectively. Similarly, let g, and gy, be the retransmission probability of backlogged
users in each group.

We define Q. (i,m) and Qyc(i, 1) as the transmission probability of i unbacklogged
nodes in the first and the second groups, respectively.

M—-—m
i

Quli,m) = ( )pzu Mo, M

Que(i,n) = (N ; n) P;c(l - pnC)N_n_i- ()
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Similarly, we define Q% (i, m) and Q},.(i,n) as the retransmission probability of i back-
logged nodes in the first and the second groups.

Qztiom) = (7 )atta - g, ®

Qhelirn) = ()1 = guc™ ™ @

Q%Cooperative users (M) @Selfish users (N)

Figure 1. A scenario of a wireless network where M cooperative users share the same medium with
N selfish users.

4.2. Analytical Model

In this section, we provide the theoretical model of the proposed mechanism. Let
{(Xk, Yk), k € N} be the stochastic process representing the number of backlogged users in
each group at the beginning of the time slot k. The reason behind using a bi-dimensional
stochastic process comes from the subdivision of the users into two groups.

Theorem 1. For any choice of values q. € (0,1] and gyc € (0,1], (Xk, Yi) e is Markovian with
a unique stationary distribution.

Proof. Consider the process {(Xy, Yx), k € N}, representing the number of backlogged
nodes among cooperative and selfish users in a given slot time k. The state space is then

s=1{0,1,...,M} x{0,1,...,N}, (5)

where M and N denote, respectively, the total number of cooperative and selfish users.

Let Ay and By denote the number of newly arrived packets, respectively, for coopera-
tive and selfish users during slot k — 1 and are scheduled for the first transmission attempt
in slot k. Furthermore, let C, and Dy, respectively, be the number of cooperative and selfish
backlogged users that attempt to transmit in slot k. Thus, we have

P(Ax = i|Xy = m) = Qc(i,m),  i=0,...,M, ®)
P(By = i|Yy = n) = Que(i,n),  i=0,...,N, @)
P(Cy = i[X =m) = Qc(i,m),  i=0,...,M, )
P(Dy =i|Yy=n)=Ql.(i,n), i=0,...,N. ©)
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Therefore, the number of transmissions occurring in a given slot k among cooperative
and selfish users denoted, respectively, by E; and F, can be expressed as follows:

Ex = Ax + Cp, (10)
F¢ = By + Dy. (11)

The evolution of the number of backlogged nodes found in the system at the beginning
of slot k + 1 can now be expressed by the following equations:

Xit1 = X+ Ak —Lg =1y —2- (g 0y, (12)
Yiy1 = Y+ By — Lip -1y — 2. Lip -2y, (13)

where 1 is the indicator function.

Thus, the number of backlogged nodes at the beginning of a given time slot k + 1
depends not only on the number of arrivals and departures in previous slot k but also
on the system state (Xj, Yy) (i.e., the number of backlogged users). Therefore, the follow-
ing Markov property holds since the future states of the process are independent of the
Ppast states.

For all (xo,v0),--., (Xx11,¥kr1) € Sand k € N, we have:

P{(Xi41, Y1) = (X1, Vi 1) | (Xis i) = (X, k), - -+, (X0, Yo) = (%0, ¥0) }

14
= P((Xt, Yeat) = (¥ Vst (Ko Vi) = (o)) O

where (xg, o) denotes the initial state of the Markov chain.

Now, let us assume that . = 0 and g, = 0. Then, the Markov chain has six absorbing
states, namely, (M,N), (M—1,N), (M,N—1),(M—2,N),(M,N—-2)and (M—1,N —1).
For p. > 0 and py > 0, all other states are transient. The absorbing states can be reached
with positive probabilities p. > 0 and p,. > 0 from any initial state, except from another
absorbing state. Therefore, we shall exclude the case of 4. = 0 and g, = 0.

The stochastic process { (X, Yx), n € N} can now be described as a homogeneous finite
Markov process with (M + 1) x (N + 1) possible states, where the transition probabilities
are given in the appendix. The transition diagram is given in Figure 2.

Since all states communicate with each other and the state space is finite, the Markov
chain is ergodic [30]. Therefore, the steady-state probability exists, and it is unique. We
denote by IT = (IL;;),_ (0,.M},je{0,..,n the vector of the steady-state probability, where
I1; j is the probability that the system contains i backlogged nodes of the cooperative group
and j backlogged nodes of the selfish group. This steady-state distribution can be obtained
by solving the following problem:

II1=1II-P,

I,; >0, i=0,...,M,j=0,...,N
’ (15)

where P is the transition block matrix which is given in Appendix A. O

Note that the only absorbing state with no arrivals and no departures (i.e., deadlock
state) is the state (M, N). Thus, from now on we consider g, # 0 and g, # 0, and we
choose € = 10~* such that (g¢, guc) € [€, 1]
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AU i NP U, .28

|
<>
' 3 (M,0),(M-1,0

. \
\ R 3
\ N g g
\ \ = 3
\ NOEO=
| AT

7
z

acd

Panon)

P,y

Figure 2. Transition diagram of the Markov chain. The straight line corresponds to either a successful
transmission or an increase in backlogged packets, whereas the dashed line represents a successful
transmission with ZigZag.

4.3. Performance Evaluation

Proposition 1. The average throughput of cooperative and non-cooperative users is given, respec-
tively, as follows

Pe M N
TH, = T Y |((M=m) Y Ty, (16)
S m=0 n=0
Pne N M
THy = T Y I(N=n) Y Iy (17)
5 n=0 m=0

Proof. To derive the throughput expression, we need to define the packet’s transmission
time Tg.

The slots’ lengths in SA are of the same size. However, in SAZD, the slot duration
depends on the stations’ transmission activities. In the case of ZigZag, the transmission
duration takes two slots. Otherwise, the transmission takes one slot duration. Therefore, T;
can be defined as follows

Ts =1- (1 - Pzz'gzag) +2- Pzigzug/ (18)
=1+ Pzigzagr (19)
where P, is the probability that two packets are sent using ZD, and it is given by
M N
Pzigzag = Z Z Z [QCO/m) ’ QHC(]'m) ' QZ(k/m) : :zc(l/m)]
m=0n=01,jkIeN (20)

Al Uiy jpri=oy-
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1 is the indicator function, such that

1 if i+j+k+1=2,
Litjtkri=a) = { 0 other_x./_v{s: " @1

Now, we can find the average throughput of cooperative users.

In the steady state, the average number of transmitted packets equals the average
number of arrivals. Therefore, for a fixed value of m, the cooperative arrival rate in each
state (m,n), wheren = 0,...,N, is p.(M — m)/Ts. Then, by taking all possible cases for
m, we can derive the throughput of cooperative users as Equation (16) of the previous
proposition. Similarly, the average number of arrival packets of non-cooperative users is
Pnc(N — n)/Ts, which yields Equation (17) by considering all the possible cases for n. [

Remark 1. Equations (16) and (17) represent the average throughput entering the system. In the
stationary regime, the expected number of arrivals derived from Equations (16) and (17) equals the
expected number of departures. Therefore, the throughput can be expressed as follows

THC_—Z ZPsmn )Ty, (22)
Ts m=0n=

THy: = T Z Hm nrs (23)
S m=0n

where P} (m,n) and P;.(m,n) are the average number of successfully delivered packets
among cooperative and non-cooperative users, respectively. They are given as follows

P (m,n) = 3 (i+])[Qe(i,m) - Que(j,m) - QC(0,m) - Que(0,m)] - Linciyjcny

i,jeN

(24)
+ Z [Qc(i,m) - Que(j,m) - Qe (k,m) - Q7. (1,m)] L iy (et1)=1}
ijkleN
Pre(m,n) =3 (k+1)[Qc(0,m) - Quc(0,m) - Qc(k,m) - Qpe(l,m)] - Ly <py1<2y
kleN
(25)
+ ), [Qcliym) - Queljm) - Qelk,m) - Qhe(lm)] - Ly(ipjy(ken)=1}-
ijkleN

Proposition 2. The average number of backlogged users is given by
M N
Sc = 2 m- Z nn |, (26)
m=0 n=0
N M
Spe=Y_ n- [Z Hm,n]. (27)
n=0 m=0

Proof. The backlogged users are the ones that have a packet on hold due to a previous
collision. Thus, since the state of the Markov chain corresponds to the number of back-
logged packets, then the average number of backlogged cooperative users can be derived
by considering the current number of backlogged users m and taking the sum over all the
possible states of the non-cooperative users which is given by

N
m - lz Hm,n .
n=0

Then, we can sum all the possible states of m. Using a similar approach, we can derive
the average number of backlogged nodes among non-cooperative users. [
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Corollary 1. Combining Equation (16) with (26), and Equation (17) with (27), we can derive an
expression for the average throughput as follows

TH. = P (M- s,), (28)
Ts
THye = %(N — Sue). (29)

Proof. We can obtain the two results of the corollary by developing Equations (16) and (17)
as follows:

Pe M N
THe = = ) [M My —m ) Hm,n], (30)
S m=0 n=0 n=0
:?[ ann_z ann]/ (31)
s m=0n= m=0 n
- %(M —S0), (32)
s
and
e N M M
THy: = T Z [N Z Hm,n —n Z Hm,n‘|/ (33)
5 n=0 m=0 m=0
pnc N N M
= NZ ZHmn—ZnZHm,n], (34)
n=0m=0 n=0 m=0
— Pnc (N Snc) (35)
O]

Proposition 3. The access delays of the transmitted packets of cooperative and non-cooperative
users are given by

Sc
D=1+ —
c + THC’ (36)
SVIC
Dye =1 : 7
e =1+ i 7)

Proof. According to Little’s result [30], the average number of packets in a stationary
system is equal to the average effective throughput multiplied by the average time that a
packet spends in the system. Note that the actual number of packets in the system includes
the backlogged packets and transmitted packets. Thus, the packet delays for both users are:

TH, + S, Se
D = ——— l
¢ TH. + TH,.’ (38)
TH)’!C "‘F Snc Si’lC
D p— P— 1 .
ne TH,, + TH,. (39)

O

In order to accurately evaluate the system implementation, we should explore the
performance of the backlogged packets. The next proposition gives the average throughput
of backlogged users.
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Proposition 4. Consider the transition matrix P, where P(; ;y( ir) is the transition probability
from state (i, ) to state (', j'). The average throughput of the backlogged packets transmitted by
cooperative and non-cooperative users is given, respectively, as follows:

M M-m N

BTHC— Z Z Z Zk P(mn1 m+knz)nmn1/ (40)

m0k1n20n10

1 N N- M
BTHue=7-), ), > L K Pl ) kg Lo (41)
5 n=0 k=1 mp=0my=0

Proof. In the stationary regime, the average number of backlogged packets that enter the
system in a slot time T corresponds to the average number of packets that leave the system
in the same slot time, and thus to the backlogged throughput. Furthermore, for a given
system state (m, 11 ), the probability that k backlogged packets corresponding to cooperative
users enter the system, or equivalently, the probability that cooperative-users packets
become backlogged is given by P, ,)(m+kn,)- Thus, the number of backlogged packets
that enter the system at a given state (m,n1) is k- Py, ) (mknp), Wherek =1,..., M —m.

Thus, by considering all possible states n; € {0,...,N}, n, € {0,...,N}, and
m € {0,..., M}, we can obtain the expression (40). A similar approach can be used
to derive the second equation of Proposition 4. []

Corollary 2. Equations (40) and (41) can be expressed in terms of the average throughput leaving
the system at the stationary regime. Thus, we can reformulate the two equations of Proposition 4
as follows:

1 M N
BTH, = Y N Pi(m,n) T, (42)
5 m=0n=0
1 M N
BTHpe = = Y N Pb(m,n) Ty, (43)
S

3
i
o
3
Il
S

where

Pch(m/ n) = E Qc(ir m) : QE(lfm) : an(k/n) : Q;c(lrn> ) ]l{i+k+l§1}

iklEN (44)
+2- Qc(Ofm) - Qe(2,m) - Que(0,m) - Qe (0, 1),

ch (m,n) Z Qc(i, Qc(j,m) - Que(k,n) - Que(1,m) - Liisjtk<ty
ikIeN (45)

+2-Qc(0,m) - Qc(0,m) - Que(0,1) - Qi (2, 1)

Proof. When either a cooperative or a non-cooperative user transmits a backlogged packet,
he will succeed if at most one other user transmits at the same time, which is given by the
first term in Equations (44) and (45).

On the other hand, the second term of the previous equations comes from the fact that
if two users transmit backlogged packets at the same time, they will all be successfully de-
livered thanks to ZigZag decoding. Finally, we can obtain the expression of the throughput
of backlogged packets by normalizing by the slot time Ts and taking all the possible cases
of Mand N. O
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Proposition 5. The access delays of backlogged packets of cooperative and non-cooperative users
are given by

S¢
BD: =1+ oo, (46)
o Sne
BDye =1+ g (47)

Proof. The average number of backlogged packets includes the packets that are in the
system and the transmitted ones. Thus, by applying Little’s result [30], the backlogged
packets’ delay is obtained as follows:

BTH, + S, S,
BD,= —*% "¢ —14_-°_
¢ BTH. * BTH,’
BTHnC _'_ Snc SHC
BDy. = — € T ne —q .
ne BTHnC + BTHTIC

O

5. Stochastic Game Formulation

To model the interaction between cooperative and selfish users, we define a finite
stochastic game between a group of cooperative users Sy; := {1,..., M} and a group of
non-cooperative users Sy := {1,..., N}. All users access a shared wireless channel using
the SAZD mechanism. Furthermore, we consider that the group Sy, plays a cooperative
game with all users, and therefore they attempt to optimize the overall system’s perfor-
mance, whereas each user in the group Sy := {1,..., N} attempts to optimize his own
performance.

We summarize the components of the game as follows:

*  Players: The sets of cooperative and non-cooperative players are defined, respectively,
as Sy and Sy. In what follows, we refer to the players as users.

*  Strategy space: The set of strategies is the set of users’ actions. For each user i,
we define the set of pure strategies as A; = {T, W}, where T represents the action
“Transmit”, and W is the action “Wait”. Thus, at a given time slot, a user holding a
packet can choose one action in A;. Furthermore, we define the mixed strategies as
the set of all the distributions over A;, which is ¢; = {g%,1 — g.} for a cooperative user
i,and 9; = {qhe, 1 — gy} for a non-cooperative user j.

e Utility: The utility function corresponds to the user’s level of satisfaction, which can
be, in the case of our study, the average throughput, the access delay, or any other
performance metric of interest. Let u; : ¢; X _; — R denote the utility function of
user i in Sy. u; depends on g the transmission probability of user i and the vector
77 =1[q},4%,...,471,qi*1, ... ] of others’ transmission probabilities. Thus, each non-
cooperative user possesses his own utility function. On the other hand, let U, be the
common utility function of all cooperative users among the set Sy, which corresponds
to the overall system performance.

¢  Game information: We assume that all players share a common knowledge, which is:
the total number of players in the game, their own strategy space, and the strategy
space of others, their utility, and the utility of others. On the other hand, we assume
that cooperative players do not have the knowledge of the existence of selfish players
among them. As a result, they behave cooperatively assuming that others will behave
similarly. However, selfish users assume that everyone in the game is selfish, and
therefore they behave selfishly.

In the mixed game defined in this paper, cooperative users are interested in maximizing
the overall utility function (e.g., the system throughput), whereas selfish users maximize
their own utility functions.



Mathematics 2022, 10, 694

12 of 21

5.1. Basic Assumptions

Assumption 1. We assume that each player considers a symmetric strategy profile. Thus, he
chooses his actions expecting that others will behave similarly.

Assumption 2. Cooperative players assume that everyone in the game is cooperating, whereas
non-cooperative players assume that everyone is selfish. Therefore, we assume that cooperative
players decide their actions based on the information they have about the game. Thus, since they
assume that everyone in the game is cooperating (which is not always true since there may be some
selfish players among them), they choose to cooperate expecting that others will do the same thing.
Similarly, non-cooperative players decide to not cooperate due the information they have. Thus, they
choose to act selfishly expecting that others will behave in a similar way.

Cooperative players choose a strategy that optimizes the expected utility of the system,
which is the joint utility of all players. As a result, the equilibrium profile of cooperative
players is defined by the social optimally concept. On the other hand, non-cooperative play-
ers attempt to optimize their own utility function which leads them to the Nash equilibrium.

5.2. Characterization of the Game Equilibrium

The game equilibrium is a situation where all users are satisfied with their action
choices, and no one is interested in deviating. In game theory, an equilibrium is usu-
ally characterized by a strategy profile where different users (players) choose different
actions [31]. However, for simplicity purposes, we focus on the symmetric strategy profile
(¥, ¥;.), where ¥} is the strategy chosen by all cooperative users, and ¥} is the strategy
chosen by all non-cooperative users. Furthermore, we consider Markovian strategies that
do not depend on past actions but only on the system state.

The equilibrium of the game can be obtained as a pair (¥}, ¥;,.), where ¥} is the social
optimal for cooperative users and ¥}, is the Nash equilibrium for non-cooperative game.
The following theorem provides the conditions for the existence of the equilibrium.

Theorem 2. The pair (Y}, ¥},.) is an equilibrium of the game if it satisfies:

(i)¥7 maximizes the global utility Ug ('Y). (48)
(il)¥}, € argmax{u;([¥i.] ", %))}, VieSy, Ve>O. (49)
Yig[e,1)?

Proof. To prove the existence of an equilibrium profile, we should investigate the two
games. First, let us consider the cooperative game where users of the set Sy; attempt
to maximize the overall system performance U,. We emphasize that cooperative users
are aware of the total number of users M + N. Additionally, they assume that all users
cooperate. Thus, the game from the point of view of users in Sy, is a cooperative game of
M + N users.

Therefore, the equilibrium is given by the social optimality concept, which is defined
by the following optimization problem:

max U, (YY) subject to:
Yele1]? g( ) )

(50)

where¥ = [¢,...,¢]and ¢ = (g, 1 — q;).
For any value g, € (0,1], the steady-state probabilities are continuous functions.
Therefore, a solution to the optimization problem (50) might not exist if we consider the
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non-closed interval (0,1]. However, since we optimize on the closed interval [e, 1], an
optimal solution exists.

Let us now consider the game from the point of view of a selfish user. Each user in the
set Sy plays a non-cooperative game with all other users on the system, including users
that choose to cooperate. Thus, selfish users assume that everyone is rational and attempt
to optimize their own utility functions. Therefore, the game from the point of view of the
set Sy is a non-cooperative game of M + N users. As a result, the equilibrium is obtained
using the Nash concept, which satisfies for every user i in Sy the following condition:

wi(¥) > (Y], F) vyl £y, (51)

where Yue = {¢ic, - i Pt i = (4,1 — 42) and 0 = (e, 1 = ic)-

According to Nash theorem, a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium exists since the game
includes a finite number of users and actions.

Let us now consider the set R; of the best response strategies of a user i in Sy;.

R; = argmax{u; (¥, ¥}, (52)
Yicle,1)2
={¥ cle1® / u(¥)<u(¥), VY¥ele1?) (53)

We are interested in a symmetric equilibrium where all selfish users use the same
strategy. Thus, we have

i € argmax{u;([¥;.] ", ¥)}, Vi€Sy, Ve>o. (54)
Yicle,1]2

O

Condition (49) means that ¥}, is the best strategy for user i given that others will play
the same strategy.

Remark 2. The proposed stochastic game model is a generalisation of some models that have been
proposed in the literature [19,32-36]. In the special case of N = O, the game corresponds to the pure
cooperative game, and the case M = 0 is equivalent to a non-cooperative game model.

6. Numerical Results

In this section, we present the numerical results, and we discuss the main findings
of this study. The overall system throughput is taken as the utility function of coopera-
tive users Uy := TH,, whereas the utility function of a single selfish user is the individ-
ual throughput.

We investigate and compare two game scenarios. First, we consider a network where
the number of cooperative users exceeds the number of selfish users, M = 3 and N = 2.
Then, in the second game scenario, we consider the opposite case where the number of
selfish is N = 3 and the number of cooperative users is M = 2. In each scenario, we
compare the performance of cooperative users and selfish users. Furthermore, we provide
the performance of the overall system in each case. To maintain a fair channel condition,
we set for all users the same arrival rate, i.e., p; = pc = puc. Finally, we take € = 10—4.

Figure 3 shows the game equilibrium (¥}, ¥nc*) as a function of the arrival rate
pa, where ¥} = (g5,1 —g}) and ¥Ync* = (g;.,1 — q},.). The retransmission probabilities
g: and gy, represent the optimal retransmission probability of cooperative and selfish
users, respectively. The results show that selfish users access the wireless channel more
aggressively than cooperative users.
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Figure 3. Retransmission policy for cooperative users and selfish users.

Cooperative users use a high retransmission probability in light load conditions
since the collision rate is meager. However, as the arrival rate increases, they lower their
retransmission rate to reduce network congestion. In contrast, selfish users transmit with
high probability than cooperative users. Moreover, they increase the transmission rate even
in the case of high load conditions. Even though this aggressive behavior is not suitable for
any user, selfish users cannot unilaterally deviate from their retransmission strategy due to
the rationality concept.

Assuming that all others will cooperate, a selfish user could improve his utility function
by choosing to cooperate. However, if he cooperates while the others defect, he will be
heavily penalized. Thus, in such a situation, selfish users prefer to defect since they do
not know the strategy chosen by others. This conflict situation is known in game theory
as the prisoner dilemma. On the other hand, cooperative users assume that everyone is
cooperating. Thus, they do not have any information about the existence of selfish users.
Therefore, they play a cooperative game, assuming that everyone behaves similarly.

In the following results, we present the performance metrics at the equilibrium, i.e.,
when the cooperative and selfish users use the retransmission probability g7 and g;,
respectively. Figure 4 shows the throughput of cooperative and selfish users as well as the
global system throughput. Furthermore, we compare two scenarios: (a) when the number
of cooperative users exceeds the number of selfish users and (b) when the number of selfish
users is greater than the number of cooperative users.

Figure 4a shows that in light load conditions, cooperative users have a higher through-
put than selfish users. This is because both users use a high retransmission probability.
Even though the retransmission probability of selfish users is slightly higher, its impact is
not significant in light load conditions. Thus, due to the dominant number of cooperative
users, their throughput is slightly higher than that of selfish users. However, in high load
conditions, selfish users get significantly better throughput since they transmit with higher
probability and also because cooperative users lower their transmission probability as
seen from Figure 3. In very high load conditions p, > 0.88, cooperative users stop the
retransmission of backlogged packets while selfish users transmit at the highest probability.
This aggressive behavior allows selfish users to dominate the overall system throughput.
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Figure 4. Normalized throughput for different retransmission policies. (a) M = 3, N = 2, and
(b) M=2,N =3.

From the above results, it seems that the aggressive behavior of selfish users is benefi-
cial for the system, even if it is done at the expense of the performance of cooperative users.
However, it is not always the case, as shown in Figure 4b where the number of selfish users
dominates over the number of cooperative users. Figure 4b shows that selfish users always
get better throughput, not only because of their dominant number but also because of their
aggressive behavior. However, when p, > 0.5, the system throughput drops considerably
due to the collisions caused by the selfish users.

Figure 5 shows the number of backlogged users as a function of the arrival rate. In the
first game scenario Figure 5a, the cooperative users get heavily penalized by the aggressive
behavior of selfish users since the number of their backlogged packets grows more rapidly
as the traffic load increases.

T T T T T
~— Backlogged cooperative users
R selfish users

T T T T T
—+— Backlogged cooperative users
—— Backlogged selfish users

25 25

Backlogged users
s
Backlogged users
&

051 05

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1
Arrival probability p, Arrival probability p,

(a) (b)

0

Figure 5. Number of backlogged users for different retransmission policies. (a) M = 3, N = 2, and
(b) M=2,N =3.

As for the selfish users, ~30% of them get backlogged when p, = 0.53. Note that
when p, > 0.88, cooperative users refrain from transmitting their backlogged packets, refer
to Figure 3, as a result they all get backlogged, see Figure 5a. Indeed, due to the high arrival
rate, cooperative users stay silent to allow the newly arrived packets to access the channel
without any disturbance. On the other hand, selfish users take advantage of the situation
and access the channel with the highest probability, i.e., g;;. = 1, refer to Figure 3. Even
in the presence of two selfish users, they reach the maximum throughput thanks to the
ZigZag decoding technique that decodes all their collided packets.
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In the second game scenario Figure 5b, selfish users are penalized by their aggressive
behavior more than cooperative users because they collide very often, especially in high
load conditions.

Figure 6 shows the access delay as a function of the arrival rate. The access delay
represents the time in slots elapsed from the packet generating time and its successful
transmission. The results show that the delay increases with the arrival rate. Furthermore,
cooperative users exhibit the worst delay due to their low retransmission policy. For
instance, under heavy load conditions, the delay reaches 9.99 x 107 and 108 slots in the first
and second game scenarios, respectively. However, in the first game scenario, the delay of
selfish users under the same load conditions is limited to 1 slot. That is to say, the selfish
users are able to successfully transmit all their packets at the first attempt. On the other
hand, selfish users experience a considerably high delay of 5 x 10° slots in the second game
scenario due to the increasing number of selfish users.

108 T T T T T 102 : . : : -
~—o— Delay of cooperative users ~+— Delay of cooperative users
—— Delay of selfish users —=— Delay of selfish users
101(] L
106 L
. 10%F
2 3
v 3
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Delay=1 slot 10%
102 E
102
100 T . . . e 100 n | . . I . . .
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Arrival probability P, Arrival probability P,

(a) (b)

Figure 6. Delay of transmitted packets for different retransmission policies. (a) M = 3, N = 2, and
(b)M =2,N = 3.

Figure 7 shows the delay of backlogged packets as a function of the arrival rate.
Backlogged packets are the pending packets that went through a collision, and the ability
to deliver backlogged packets is crucial for real-time traffic. Similar to the previous results,
cooperative users have the worst delay. The first game scenario shows that backlogged
packets get delayed more as the traffic load increases. However, as the arrival rate gets closer
to 1, the backlogged packets of cooperative users become very large. In contrast, selfish
users do not report any delay when p, > 0.88 since they do not possess any backlogged
packet as shown in Figure 5a. On the other hand, both cooperative and selfish users suffer a
longer delay when the load increases in the second game scenario (see Figure 7b). However,
selfish users experience slightly higher backlogged delay than cooperative users due to
their number and exaggerated aggressive behavior.

The mathematical and numerical models in this study provide the basis for the perfor-
mance analysis and protocol design of future generation wireless networks and protocols.
With the ever increasing number of interconnected wireless devices, there is an increasing
need of developing more robust protocols capable of limiting the impact of interference
over the network performance. Furthermore, the lack of cooperation of even a single user
may result in the malfunctioning of the overall network.
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Figure 7. Delay of backlogged packets for different retransmission policies. (a) M = 3, N = 2, and
(b) M=2,N =3.

In order to illustrate the potential use of our models in the context of the research
and development efforts of future telecommunications systems, let us consider a network
of M = 10 and N = 2 users. Table 1 shows the results as a function of the arrival
probability p,. In the table, TH: and TH},, indicate the throughput of a cooperative user
and a non-cooperative user, respectively. As seen from the table, as the arrival probability
increases, selfish users get more aggressive and attempt accessing the shared wireless
channel using the highest probability g;,. = 0.9999. In contrast, the cooperative users
lower their retransmission probability to avoid collisions for allowing everyone to use
the network resources. Under very heavy load conditions (i.e., p, > 0.9), the cooperative
users reduce drastically their retransmission probability g7 while the two selfish users
can successfully transmit all their packets thanks to the use of the ZigZag scheme. In
fact, the impact of the ZigZag scheme can be particularly seen on all the performance
metrics under very high load conditions. The last two rows of the table show that the delay
experienced by the traffic of the cooperative users experience increases by several orders
of magnitude as all the cooperative users get their packets backlogged, Sc = 10. On the
contrary, the non-cooperative users benefit from the use of the ZigZag scheme by equally

sharing the channel TH},. = 0.49 and are able to transmit practically all their packets at
their first attempt, S, = 1.99 x 1073 The results also show that the collision probability
resulting on packet losses reduces drastically to P.,; = 9.99 x 10~% as the packets of the two
non-cooperative users rarely collide with the packets of the cooperative users. Remember
that by implementing the ZigZag code, the receiver may properly recover the information
of up to two colliding packets. Even though the use of the ZigZag proves effective in
improving the performance of the network, it also raises some concerns on the dangers
of the misuse of such features. As seen from our results, non-cooperative users may take
advantage of such a decoding scheme. Therefore, further studies are required to explore
the use of such scheme even in the presence of non-cooperative users. One possible line
of research will be a dynamic implementation of such code by enabling and disabling its
operation as a means to discourage non-cooperative users.
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Table 1. Performance evaluation in the case of M = 10 and N = 2. P, is the system collision
probability, TH: and TH],. are the individual throughputs of a cooperative user i and a selfish user j,

respectively.
Cooperative User Non-Cooperative User

Pa Peor q: THE D, S¢ ch TH{lc Dy Suc

0.0001 253 x 10710 414 x101  1.00x 107 1.00 1.50 x 10~ 0.8787 1.00 x 10~* 1.00 1.55 x 10710
0.1 214 x 107 161 x 107! 529 x 1072 7.38 3.38 0.9999 7.21 x 1072 2.37 1.98 x 1071
0.2 264 x10°1  8.08x1072 421 x 102 18.28 7.29 0.9999 1.30 x 1071 221 3.17 x 1071
0.3 3.05 x 1071 7.07 x 1072 326 x 102 27.24 8.57 0.9999 1.70 x 1071 2.21 4.36 x 1071
0.4 311 x 107! 6.06 x 1072 252 x 1072 37.30 9.15 0.9999 220 x 1071 2.10 495 x 107!
0.5 347 x 107! 6.06 x 1072 1.88 x 1072 51.19 9.48 0.9999 250 x 107! 2.15 593 x 107!
0.6 325x 107! 505x1072 137 x 1072 71.58 9.67 0.9999 3.00 x 1071 1.97 5.88 x 1071
0.7 292x 107! 404x1072 9.02x 1073 109.65 9.81 0.9999 3.40 x 10~1 1.79 550 x 10~!
0.8 244 x 107! 3.03x1072 485x1073 205.01 9.90 0.9999 3.90 x 1071 1.60 476 x 1071
0.9 999 x107*  1.00x107* 1.14x1075 870 x 10* 9.99 0.9999 497 x 1071 1.00 1.99 x 1073
0.9999 999 x 107*  1.00x107* 999 x10~?  1.00 x 108 10.00 0.9999 499 x 1071 1.00 1.99 x 1073

7. Conclusions

In this paper, we have presented a novel stochastic game analysis that considers the
existence of cooperative and selfish users in the same game and studies the interaction
between them. First, the system state evolution is modeled using a bi-dimensional Markov
chain in which we derived different performance metrics. Then, we constructed the
proposed stochastic game using cooperative and non-cooperative game theories. Finally,
we showed that the game ends at an equilibrium that combines the social optimality and
the Nash concept. This paper provides a comparative study between two game scenarios:
(1) the case where the game consists mostly of cooperative users and (2) the opposite case
where the game contains more selfish users. In each case, we highlighted the impact of
the selfish behavior on the other users and on the overall system. Our results showed
that the number of selfish users and the arrival rate significantly impact the system’s
performance. The proposed model provides a general framework that can be implemented
in a wide range of application areas, such as resource management, network architecture,
and protocol design.

In our future work, we will develop and investigate a more complex system where
each player can choose between multi-levels of cooperation and selfishness. We also plan
to develop some approaches that help in getting rid of the non-desired selfish behavior.
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Appendix A. Transition Probabilities

P(m,n)(m+i,n+j) =

Qc(i,m) - Que(j, n), if3<i<M-mand0<j<N-—mn,

Qe(i,m) - (1= Q(0,m) — Qi(1,m)) - Qne(j, m)
+Qe(i,m) - Qe (0,m) - (1= Qpe(0,n) — Qpe(1,1)) - Que(j,n) pif i=1andj=0,
+Qc(i,m) - Qe(1,m) - (1= Qpe(0,1)) - Que(f,n),

Qelim) - (1~ Q1(0,m) - Que(jm) i
Lol GOm0 Qi i = Tand =1

Qc(i,m) - Que(j, 1), ifi=land2<j<N-—n,

Qelim) - (1 - Q1(0,m) - Que(jm) i pand i
Lol GOm0 Qi I = 200 =0

Qc(i,m) - Que(j, n), ifi=2and1<j<N-—mn,

Qc(0,m) - (1 = QL(0,m) — Q(1,m) — Qz(2,m)) - Que(j, 1)
+QC(O,H’1)~QT(O,TH)-an(o,n)'(l— g ( ) an(z ))
+Qc(0,m) - QC(1,m) - Que(0,m) - (1 — ; ne(0,m) — Qpc(1,n))
JFQC(O/m) : C(Zlm) : QHC(OIH) ! (1 - ZC(O,H))
+Qc(1,m) - QL(0,m) - Quc(0,1) - Q},.(0,1) if i=0andj=0,
+Qc(2,m) - Q(0,m) - Qne(0,1) - Q7 (0, )

JFQC(O/m) : c(orm) : an(l,n) ’ Q;C(O’n)
+Qc(0,m) - QC(0,m) - Qne(2,m) - Qe (0, )
+Qc(1,m) - QC(0,m) - Que(1,n) - Qc(0, ),

Qc(l m) an(]/n) ’ (1 - nc(oln) - Q;c 1/”))

JrQc(l/m) (1 - QZ(O,m) QZ(l,Wl)) : nc(j;n) : ;C(Oln) ifi=0 andj =1,
+Qe(i,m) - (1= Qe(0,m)) - Que(j, 1) - Qne(1,1),

Qe(i,m) - Qne(j,m) - (1 — Qpe(0,m)) ifi=0andi—
Lol 1 o i) Qo 1= 0and =2

Qc(i,m) - Que(j, n), if i=0and3<j<N-—mn,

Qc(0,m) - Q¢(0,m) - an(O n) - Qne(1,n)
+Qc(0,m) - QL(0,m) - Que(1, ) (1 ,n) if i=0andj= -1,
+Qc(1,m) - QL(0,m) - Quc(0,m) - Qfe(L, 1),

QC(OIm)an)/m)an( 11) Qn ( ), if z—Oand]_

Qc(0,m) - Qr(1,m) - QnC(O n) - Qn(0,n)
+Qc(1,m) - QL(1,m) - Que(0,n) - QL. (0,n) (if i=—1andj=0,
+Qc(0,m) - Q¢(1,m) - Que(1,m) - Q c( 1),

Qc(0,m) - QL(1,m) - Que(0,n) - Qh.(1,n), ifi=—-landj=—

Qc(0,m) - QL(2,m) - Que(0,n) - Q.(0,n), if i=—-2andj=0,

0, otherwise.
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