arXiv:2309.14317v1 [cs.GT] 25 Sep 2023

Online and Offline Dynamic Influence Maximization Games Over Social Networks

Melih Bastopcu S. Rasoul Etesami Tamer Başar

Coordinated Science Laboratory University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, Urbana, IL 61801 (bastopcu,etesami1,basar1)@illinois.edu

Abstract

In this work, we consider dynamic influence maximization games over social networks with multiple players (influencers). At the beginning of each campaign opportunity, individuals’ opinion dynamics take i.i.d. realizations based on an arbitrary distribution. Upon observing the realizations, influencers allocate some of their budgets to affect their opinion dynamics. Then, individuals’ opinion dynamics evolve according to the well-known De Groot model. At the end of the campaign time, the influencers collect their reward based on the final opinion dynamics. The goal of each influencer is to maximize their own reward subject to their limited total budget rate constraints. Thus, influencers need to carefully design their investment policies considering individuals’ opinion dynamics and other influencers’ investment strategies, leading to a dynamic game problem. We first consider the case of a single influencer who wants to maximize its utility subject to a total budget rate constraint. We study both offline and online versions of the problem where the opinion dynamics are either known or not known a priori. In the singe-influencer case, we propose an online no-regret algorithm, meaning that as the number of campaign opportunities grows, the average utilities obtained by the offline and online solutions converge. Then, we consider the game formulation with multiple influencers in offline and online settings. For the offline setting, we show that the dynamic game admits a unique Nash equilibrium policy and provide a method to compute it. For the online setting and with two influencers, we show that if each influencer applies the same no-regret online algorithm proposed for the single-influencer maximization problem, they will converge to the set of ϵ-Nash equilibrium policies where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ) scales in average inversely with the number of campaign times K considering the average utilities of the influencers. Moreover, we extend this result to any finite number of influencers under more strict requirements on the information structure. Finally, we provide numerical analysis to validate our results under various settings.

This work is supported by the Air Force Office of Scientific Research FA9550-23-1-0107, the NSF CAREER Award EPCN- 1944403, and the ARO MURI Grant AG285.

I. INTRODUCTION Advancements in communication technologies and the development of social media platforms in the past decade have enabled individuals to be connected more than ever. With these advancements, individuals can share their beliefs and alter their opinions as a result of interactions with other individuals and also with special entities called influencers. For example, consider political campaigns for elections where political leaders want to shape public opinion to win elections. As another example, consider companies investing in online advertisements or influencers in social media platforms where companies or influencers want to affect public opinion so that individuals purchase their advertised products. In these examples, political parties or companies (in general, influencers) have limited budgets to allocate in order to affect individuals’ opinions. Thus, the influencers need to carefully design their investment strategies to maximize their influence, perhaps without knowing the opinion realizations in the future, while considering the investment strategies of the other influencers and the interactions with other individuals within the social network.

In this work, we consider a dynamic influence maximization game over social networks consisting of n individuals and m influencers who are interacting over K campaign opportunities. At each campaign opportunity, a new set of opinions are realized based on a known distribution. Upon observing the realizations, the influencers invest their budgets in the individuals and shape their initial beliefs. After that, the individuals interact with each other based on the well-known De-Groot model [1]. At the end of each campaign period, influencers collect their corresponding rewards. In this influence maximization game, we consider the offline (as well as online) setting where the initial realizations of the opinion dynamics are (not) known by influencers a priori. Our goal is to characterize the Nash equilibrium strategies for the influencers by considering both online and offline settings.

A. Related Works

The influence maximization problem in social networks has been widely studied in the past literature. In [2]–[4], the authors model the opinion dynamics in such a way that the internal and expressed beliefs of individuals can be different from each other. In [2], by altering the internal beliefs of individuals, the goal is to maximize the sum of external behaviors under a given budget constraint. In [3], the authors investigate how the conformist and manipulative behaviors may affect public opinion. In [5]–[7], the authors consider the problem of identifying a subset of the most influential individuals (also known as the seed-selection problem) that can maximize the overall influence in a social network. The competitive version of the influence maximization problem has also been studied in the past literature, which leads to game theoretic formulations [8]. More specifically, the competitive diffusion game models, where the players’ goals are to choose a subset of the nodes at the beginning of the game so that these nodes can influence as many nodes as possible through the diffusion process, have been considered in [9], [10]. Reference [9] investigates the relationship between the network’s diameter (i.e., the maximum distance between any pair of nodes) and the existence of pure Nash equilibria in a competitive diffusion game. In [10], the authors study the complexity of existence of a pure Nash equilibrium in the competitive diffusion game over general networks and provide some necessary conditions for the existence of one such equilibrium. Reference [11] considers a game between two competing influencers with opposing beliefs. Each influencer can initially affect a single node with different impacts, and then nodes’ opinions evolve according to the De-Groot model. They showed that the game has a unique equilibrium in mixed strategies when the influencers have different impacts. Reference [12] extends the budget allocation problem considered for a single advertiser [13] to a game-theoretic framework with multiple advertisers called budget allocation game with bipartite influence model.

The works that are most closely related to our work are [4], [14]–[16]. In [4], the authors consider the static influence maximization game with multiple influencers. They show the existence of a unique Nash equilibrium under certain convexity assumptions on the influencers’ objective functions and provide a method to efficiently compute the Nash equilibrium strategies. A similar problem has been considered in [14] where the opinions evolve based on the De-Groot model, and the authors provide a closed-form expression for the Nash equilibrium solution in the case of two influencers. Reference [15] extends the results in [14] to a dynamic case where the authors show that their proposed policy leads to higher utilities for both influencers compared to applying the static Nash equilibrium solution repeatedly. Reference [16] considers the dynamic version of the influence maximization game. It provides a method to compute open-loop equilibrium strategies where the influencers know individuals’ initial opinions. Different from aforementioned earlier works, we study in this paper closed-loop equilibrium strategies for dynamic influence maximization games by considering both the offline case where the opinion realizations are known to the influencers and the online case where they are unknown a priori.

B. Contributions and Organization

In this work, our goal is to find the Nash equilibrium strategies for a dynamic influence maximization game with multiple budget-constrained influencers where the opinion dynamics take independent and identical realizations at each campaign opportunity. Our contributions and organization of the paper are as follows:

• In Section III, we consider the influence maximization problem for a single influencer. By using tools from convex optimization, we provide a closed-form solution for the offline setting in which the influencer knows the opinion realizations a priori. Then, we consider the online setting where the influencer observes the opinion dynamics realizations at the beginning of each campaign opportunity. Leveraging some ideas from [17], we develop an algorithm (Algorithm 1) to obtain an online allocation policy with a regret bound of O(^{1√}_K ), where K is the number of campaign opportunities. As a result, the average utilities obtained by the online and offline policies will converge to the same values as K grows.

• In Section IV, we consider the influence maximization game with multiple influencers for the offline case, where we show that the offline game has a unique Nash equilibrium and the equilibrium policies can easily be computed by applying the best response dynamics with m = 2-influencers. For m > 2 influencers, if each influencer plays according to any no-regret algorithm, their average response converges to an ϵ-Nash policy.

• In Section V, we consider the online version of the influence maximization game. Here, we show that under a certain information structure and when m = 2, if each influencer follows Algorithm 1, their strategies will converge to an ϵ-Nash equilibrium of the offline game where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ). Thus, the average utilities obtained from the offline and online settings converge to the same values as K increases. Moreover, this result can be extended to the multiplayer (m > 2) influence maximization game under a more stringent full-information structure. Finally, we propose an alternative algorithm that requires less information but

Fig. 1. A social network with m = 2 influencers and n = 6 individuals who are connected through a cycle. Here, by allocating some of their budgets bij (k), influencers affect the opinion dynamics of the individuals.

still performs well compared to the full-information setting required for the multiplayer influence maximization game.

• Finally, in Section VI, we provide numerical experiments to verify our theoretical results and show the outperformance of our proposed algorithms under various scenarios.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION We consider a dynamic influence maximization game over social networks where there are m influencers (players) and n individuals interacting over a total time period t ∈ [0, T ] as shown in Fig. 1. In this game, influencers have K campaign times denoted by t_0 = 0 ≤ t_1 ≤ · · · ≤ t_K ≤ t_{K+1} = T . We define the inter-campaign times (or campaign duration) as T_k = t_{k+1} − t_k for k = 1, . . . , K, which take values from a set T = {τ_1, . . . , τ_r} based on a probability mass function (pmf) given by P_T (τ) = {q_1, . . . , q_r}. We assume that each T_k value is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.). During these campaign times, influencer j has the total budget B_j > 0 to influence the opinion dynamics of the individuals. We denote by B_j(k) the remaining budget of the jth influencer at campaign time t_k.

At time t, we denote the opinion of the ith individual on the jth influencer by x_{ij} (t) ∈ [0, 1], and we have ∑_m j=1 x_{ij} (t) = 1 for all i ∈ 1, . . . , n and for all t ∈ [0, T ]. We denote the matrix x(t) ∈ [0, 1]^{n×m} as the opinions of all individuals over all influencers at time t. In this game, at the beginning of each campaign time t_k, the individuals’ opinions x(t_k) take an i.i.d. value from a set of matrices X = {x^r|x^r ∈ [0, 1]^{n×m}, r = 1, . . . , d} based on a probability distribution P_X (x) = {p_1, . . . , p_d}. In other words, at time t_k, we have x(t_k) = x^r with probability p_r. This model can also be imagined as, at each campaign time, a new group of n people drawn independently from the society where the group’s prior opinion distribution is given by P_X (x). This model is applicable in practical scenarios such as political campaigns to a portion of society or personal advertisements for individuals on commercial websites.

When the individuals’ opinions and campaign duration take new realizations, the influencers observe x(t_k) and campaign duration T_k at time t_k. Then, the jth influencer invests b_{ij} (t_k) ≥ 0 on the opinion of the ith individual with a constraint on the total remaining budget, ∑_n i=1 b_{ij} (t_k) ≤ B_j (k). We denote the investment vector of influencer j at the campaign time k by the row vector b_j (t_k) = (b_{1j} (t_k), . . . , b_{nj} (t_k)). After the influencers make their investments, the individuals’ opinions change proportional to these investments and according to the following model:

x_{ij} (t^+_k ) = ϕ(x_{ij} (t_k), b_{i,1:m}(t_k)) = x_{ij} (t_k) + b_{ij} (t_k) 1 + ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (t_k)

, (1)

where t^+_k = t_k + ϵ with arbitrarily small ϵ > 0. Subsequently, the opinion dynamics of the individuals evolve based on the De-Groot model, which is given by ẋ(t) = −Lx(t) for t_{k−1} ≤ t < t_k, where L is the weighted Laplacian matrix of the underlying social network among individuals, with appropriate dimensions.

The rewards of the influencers for each campaign time k are obtained based on the opinions of the individuals just before the next campaign time denoted by t^−_{k+1} = t_{k+1} − ϵ for arbitrarily small ϵ > 0. Let us define the matrix A_k = e^{−LTk} for k = 1, . . . , K. Then, the row vector ρ_k = [ρ_{1k}, ρ_{2k}, . . . , ρ_{nk}] is given by ρ_k = 1^⊤A_k, where 1 denotes a column vector of all ones with an appropriate dimension. The reward obtained by the jth influencer at time k is given by

u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (t_k), b_{−j}(t_k))= n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}x_{ij} (t^+_k ), (2)

where b_{−j} (t_k) denotes the investment strategies of the other influencers at the kth campaign opportunity. The goal of influencer j is to maximize its aggregate reward over all campaign times. Thus, influencer j wants to solve the following optimization problem: max b_{ij} (t_k ) K∑ k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (t_k), b_{−j}(t_k))

s.t. K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_{ij} (k) ≤ B_j 0 ≤ b_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄_j , ∀i, k, (3) where each summand in the objective function of (3) is given by (2). Here, the first constraint captures the total investment budget of influencer j, and the last ones are the feasibility constraints. This defines a noncooperative game among the influencers, where the objective function and the strategy set of player j are given by those in (3).

III. OPTIMAL INVESTMENT STRATEGY FOR A SINGLE INFLUENCER In order to understand the optimal investment strategies better, we focus in this section on the single-influencer setting and provide an optimal solution to the single-influencer maximization problem. We postpone the analysis for the game-theoretic setting with multiple influencers to subsequent sections.

For the single influencer maximization problem, we consider both the offline and online settings. In the offline setting, the influencer knows the realizations of the opinion dynamics and the campaign times in advance, and thus the influencer can decide on its investment policy optimally. In the online setting, the influencer can only observe the opinion dynamics of the individuals, x(t_k), and the duration of the campaign time T_k at time t_k; it cannot observe the realizations of the future. Thus the influencer has to find an efficient investment strategy such that the total expected utility obtained in the online setting is close enough to the expected utility in the offline setting. As there is only one influencer in this section, we drop the influencer index.

A. The Optimal Investment Strategy in Offline Setting

In the offline setting, all the realizations of x(t_k) and T_k are known at time t = 0. Thus, the optimal investment strategy can be found by solving the optimization problem:

max_{bi(k)} K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}x_i(t^+_k ) s.t. K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_i(k) ≤ B 0 ≤ b_i(k) ≤ b̄, ∀i, k, (4) where the objective function in (4) is the total utility obtained from the individuals with the constraint on the total investment budget. We note that from (1), the optimization problem in (4) is concave in terms of the budget variables b_i(k), and thus the optimal solution can be obtained by analyzing the KKT conditions. For that, we define the Lagrangian function as follows: L =− K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}x_i(t^+_k ) + θ (_K ∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_i(k)−B ) − K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ν_{ik}b_i(k) + K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 γ_{ik}(b_i(k) − b̄), (5) where θ ≥ 0, ν_{ik} ≥ 0, and γ_{ik} ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [n] and k ∈ [K]. Next, we write the KKT conditions as ∂L ∂b_i(k) = ρ_{ik}(−1 + x_i(t_k)) (1 + b_i(k))^2 + θ − ν_{ik} + γ_{ik} = 0, ∀i, k. (6) The complementary slackness conditions are given by θ (_K ∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_i(k) − B ) =0, (7) ν_{ik}b_i(k) =0, ∀i, k, (8) γ_{ik}(b_i(k) − b̄) =0, ∀i, k. (9) As (4) is a concave optimization problem, the KKT and complementary slackness conditions in (6)-(9) provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the optimal solution. From (6), we have

b_i(k) = √ ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) θ − ν_{ik} + γ_{ik} − 1. (10)

From (8), we have either b_i(k) > 0 and ν_{ik} = 0, or b_i(k) = 0 and ν_{ik} ≥ 0. From (9), we have either b_i(k) < b̄ and γ_{ik} = 0, or b_i(k) = b̄ and γ_{ik} ≥ 0. Thus, we can rewrite (10) as

b_i(k) = min {(√ ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) θ − 1 )_+ , b̄ } , (11)

where (·)^+ = max{0, ·}.

Since x_i(t^+_k ) is an increasing function of b_i(k), in the optimal solution, the influencer should use its entire budget B, i.e., ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 b_i(k) = B. In this case, due to (7), we have θ ≥ 0.

In order to find the optimal θ, we first ignore the operators (·)^+ and min{·} in (11) and find a θ that solves for ∑_n i=1 b_i(k) = B. After finding θ, we substitute it back into (11) without the operators (·)^+ and min{·}. We first check if all b_i(k) ≤ b̄. If there are b_i(k) > b̄, we set the highest b_i(k) = b̄, and solve for the remaining b_i(k) values again until all b_i(k) ≤ b̄. Then, we check the b_i(k) ≥ 0 conditions. If all b_i(k) ≥ 0, we obtain the optimal θ, and thus b_i(k) values. If we have b_i(k) < 0, then we choose the individual with the smallest ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) and take b_i(k) = 0. For the remaining individuals, we repeat this process (i.e., by ignoring (·)^+ and min{·} operators) and solve ∑_n i=1 b_i(k) = B for θ and determine the remaining b_i(k) values. If there is still b_i(k) < 0, we choose the next individuals with the smallest ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) value and choose b_i(k) = 0. We repeat this process until all b_i(k) ≥ 0. We note that the above process generates the optimal budget investments due to the following reason: the highest b_i(k) value has the highest ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) term as seen in (11). Thus, if there exists a b_i(k) term that exceeds b̄ (when we ignore the min(., b̄) operator), equating that b_i(k) = b̄ and solving for the remaining ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 b_i(k) = B decreases θ in the next round. Thus, the terms that have been equated to b̄ in the earlier rounds will still remain as b_i(k) = b̄. Similar arguments can be also made for the negative b_i(k) (after ignoring the (.)^+ operator). Thus, by ignoring (.)^+ and min(., b̄) operators initially, and placing them back by following the order of ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) one by one help us to find the optimal θ value which gives us the overall optimal budget allocation policy.

B. Optimal Investment Strategy in Online Setting

In this subsection, we consider the online setting where the influencer does not observe the future realizations of the opinion dynamics and campaign durations and has to design its policy based on observing the current opinion dynamics x_i(t_k), the campaign duration T_k (or, equivalently ρ_{ik}), and its remaining budget B(k). For this problem and using similar ideas as in [17], we propose Algorithm 1, which updates the estimate of the dual variable θ (in the offline setting) based on the realizations of x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, and the remaining budget B(k). In the online setting, our main goal is to achieve a sub-linear regret bound over an arbitrary opinion and campaign time distribution P_{X ×T} such that the average expected utility obtained from the online algorithm converges to the average utility obtained from the offline solution as the time horizon K grows. To that end, let us rewrite the utility function obtained from individual i at campaign opportunity k as follows: u_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, b(k)) = ρ_{ik} x_i(t_k) + b_i(k)

1 + b_i(k)

, (12)

with u_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, 0) = ρ_{ik}x_i(t_k). Then, we define a new adjusted utility function as:

ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, b_i(k)) = u_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, b_i(k)) − u_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, 0) = ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1−x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k)

. (13)

We note that since there is a constant difference between ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, b_i(k)) and u_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_k, b_i(k)), the utility maximization problem remains the same.

In the online setting, we use a budget allocation policy Q to make an investment decision at time t_k, which depends on the history H_{k−1} = {x(t_ℓ), ρ_ℓ, b(ℓ)}^{k−1}_{ℓ=1} , the current realization of the individuals’ opinions x(t_k), and the campaign duration T_k. Thus, we have

b̂(k) = Q(x(t_k), ρ_k|H_{k−1}). (14)

By applying policy Q, the aggregate total utility obtained over all individuals is given by ũ_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂(k)) = ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b̂_i(k)). Thus, the total expected utility over all possible realizations under the joint distribution of opinions and the campaign times P_{X ×T} equals Ũ(Q|P_{X ×T} )=^K ∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 E_{PX ×T} [ ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b̂_i(k)) ] . (15)

In the offline setting where all realizations of {x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}} are known by the influencer, the overall utility is given by the solution of the following optimization problem:

Ũ_{opt}({x(t_k), ρ_k}^K_{k=1}) = max_b i(k) K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b_i(k))

s.t. K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_i(k) ≤ B 0 ≤ b_i(k) ≤ b̄, ∀i, k. (16)

Then, the total expected offline utility is given by Ũ_{opt}(P_{X ×T} ) = E_{PX ×T} [Ũ_{opt}({x(t_k), ρ_k}^K_{k=1})]. (17)

We define the regret of following the policy Q as R(Q|P_{X ×T} ) = Ũ_{opt}(P_{X ×T} ) − Ũ(Q|P_{X ×T} ). (18) Moreover, we define the supremum of the regret over the family of feasible distributions P_{X ×T} ∈ J as R(Q|J ) = sup_{PX ×T ∈J} {Ũ_{opt}(P_{X ×T} ) − Ũ(Q|P_{X ×T} )}. (19) In Algorithm 1, we denote the dual variable at the kth investment time as θ_k. Then, after observing opinion dynamics of the individuals, x_i(k), and the campaign duration T_k, which determines ρ_{ik}, the influencer makes its investment decision for a given θ_k as follows:

b̃_i(k) = argmax 0≤b_i(k)≤b̄ n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1 − x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k)

+ θ_kb_i(k). (20)

By noting that (20) is a concave function with respect to b_i(k), we can find the optimum b̃_i(k) that maximizes (20) for a given θ_k as

b̃_i(k) = min √ ρ_{ik}(1 − x_i(t_k)) θ_k − 1 + , b̄ . (21)

We note that the optimal solution b̃_i(k) in (21) in the online setting has similar expression with b_i(k) given in (11) for the offline problem where θ in (11) is replaced with θ_k in (21). In the offline setting, since all {x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}} are known by the influencer, one can determine the optimal θ. On the other hand, in the online setting, the influencer only observes the opinions and the campaign duration at the current stage and must determine its allocation strategy by deciding on the θ_k variable. Therefore, we can think of θ_k in the online problem as an estimate of θ in the offline problem.

Next, we check the summation of b̃_i(k) values in (21). If we have ∑_n i=1 b̃_i(k) ≤ B(k), where B(k) denotes the remaining budget of the influencer at the investment time k, then the influencer

Algorithm 1 Online Dual Mirror Descent Type Algorithm to Solve (4)

1: Parameters: x ∈ X , τ ∈ T with P_{X ×T} , campaign times k ∈ K, Laplacian matrix L, average budget α, step size η, initial dual variable θ_0, remaining budget B(k) with B(1) = B = αK 2: for k = 1, . . . , K 3: Receive: (x(k), τ_k ) ∼ P_{X ×T} , i.e., x(k) = x^r with prob. p_r, and

T_k = τ_ℓ with prob. q_ℓ 4: Compute: b̃_i(k) from (21). 5: Find: b̂_i(k) from (22) 6: Update: B(k + 1) = B(k) − ∑_n i=1 b̂_i(k) as in (23) 7: Find a stochastic sub-gradient of D(θ_k) in (25): g̃(k) = − n∑ i=1 b̃_i(k) + α as in (28)

8: Update the dual variable by mirror descent:

θ_{k+1} = argmin_{θ≥0} g̃(k)θ + 1 η V_h(θ, θ_k) as in (29)

9: end

uses b̃_i(k) in (21) as its investment decision. However, if ∑_n i=1 b̃_i(k) > B(k), then the influencer

chooses b̂_i(k) = 0. Thus, we can summarize the influencer’s investment decision in the online setting as

b̂_i(k) = b̃_i(k), if ∑^n_{i=1} b̃_i(k) ≤ B(k),

0, otherwise.

(22)

Based on the investment decision at time t_k, we update the remaining budget of the influencer at the (k + 1)th campaign time as

B(k + 1) = B(k) − n∑ i=1 b̂_i(k). (23)

In order to find the dual variable for the next investment time, we write the dual function for the total expected utility optimization problem in (17) as D̄(θ) = E_{PX ×T} [ max 0≤b_i(k)≤b̄ K∑ k=1 (_n ∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1 − x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k) − θ (_n ∑ i=1 b_i(k) − B K ))] . (24)

We note that since the values {x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}} are realized i.i.d. over different campaign times, we can rewrite (24) as D̄(θ) = KE_{PX ×T} [ max 0≤b_i(k)≤b̄ n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1−x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k) − θ (_n ∑ i=1 b_i(k) )] + θB. (25)

If we drop the constant term K (as it does not affect the optimization problem), we can define D(θ) = E_{PX ×T} [ max 0≤b_i(k)≤b̄ n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1 − x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k) − θ (_n ∑ i=1 b_i(k) )] + θB K . (26)

Since the optimization problem in (26) is separable over the variables b_i(k), we can define the

dual function for the ith individual as D_i(θ)=E_{PX ×T} [ max 0≤b_i(k)≤b̄ ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1 − x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k) − θb_i(k) ] + θB nK , (27)

where we have D(θ) = ∑_n i=1 D_i(θ). Therefore, the offline dual problem for the total expected

utility optimization becomes min_{θ≥0} D(θ). We note that (26) can be thought of as the dual

problem defined over an average expected utility obtained from a single campaign time with

average budget α =^B_K . By evaluating the subgradient of the offline dual problem at θ = θ_k, we

have

g̃(k) = n∑ i=1 ∂D_i(θ) ∂θ | | |_{θ=θk}= − n∑ i=1 b̃_i(k) + α. (28)

We use the function g̃(k) to update the variable θ_k by applying an online mirror descent with step

size η. For that, we define the Bregman divergence as V_h(x, y) = h(x) − h(y) − ⟨∇h(y), x − y⟩,

where h(·) is a convex regularizer function and ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product. Then, we update

the dual variable θ_k as follows:

θ_{k+1} = argmin_{θ≥0} g̃(k)θ + 1 η V_h(θ, θ_k). (29)

Example 1 By choosing the entropy function h(x) = − ∑_n i=1 x_i log(x_i) as a regularizer in the

dual variable update, the mirror descent step in (29) becomes θ_{k+1} = θ_ke^{−ηg̃(tk )}. Therefore,

for a given θ_k, if the influencer spends more than its average budget α =^B_K at time k, i.e., ∑_n i=1 b̃_i(k) > α, then g̃(k) in (29) becomes negative. As a result, in the mirror descent step

we increase θ_{k+1} for the next investment time, which decreases the budget usage, i.e., b̃_i(k + 1)

in (21). On the other hand, if the influencer uses less than its average budget at time k, i.e., ∑_n i=1 b̃_i(k) < α, the mirror descent step decreases θ_{k+1}, which increases b̃_i(k + 1) for the next

investment opportunity. Thus, the algorithm encourages the influencer to use its average resource

in each step to ensure that it does not run out of budget quickly and also spend its entire budget at the end of K investment opportunities.

Theorem 1 Let η ≤^{σ2}_{b̄} and θ_0 ≤ θ^{max}. Then, for any K ≥ 1, the regret of Algorithm 1 satisfies R(Q|J ) ≤ 2(nb̄^2 +^{α2}_n )

σ_1 ηK + nV_h(0, θ_0) η + ū(ḣ(θ^{max}) − ḣ(θ_0)) ηα + ūb̄ α . (30)

In particular, by choosing h(θ) = θ log(θ), θ_0 = e^{−1}, the regret R(Q|J ) in (30) is bounded by

R(Q|J ) ≤ ūb̄ α + 2 √ K √ 2 σ_1 ( nb̄^2 + α^2 n ) ( ne^{−1} + ū(log(^ū_α + 1) + 1) α ) . (31)

Proof: The proof follows the same steps as in [17]. More specifically, it was shown in [17] for

a different online resource allocation problem and under certain assumptions that one can obtain a sublinear regret bound as in the above theorem.

We first verify that all the assumptions in [17] indeed hold for the online influence maximiza-

tion problem. Since b_i(k) ∈ [0, b̄] for all i and k, the constraint set is bounded and convex. Also, each b_i(k) can take a value of 0. Thus, Assumption 1 in [17] is satisfied.^1 Moreover, we find an upper bound on ∑_n i=1ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b_i(k)) as n∑ i=1 ũ_{ij}(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b_i(k))= n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}b_i(k)(1−x_i(t_k)) 1 + b_i(k) ≤ ū, (32)

where ū = ∑_n i=1 ρ_{ik} < ∞, and the inequality follows by noticing 0 ≤^{bi(k)}_{1+bi(k)} ≤ 1, and 0 ≤

x_i(t_k) ≤ 1. Finally, there exists a b̄ such that ||b(k)||_∞ ≤ b̄ as we choose b(k) from a compact space [0, b̄]. Thus, Assumption 2 in [17] is satisfied. We assume that the average initial budget denoted by α is finite, i.e., α =^B_K < ∞. Finally, we take the reference function h(·) to be separable coordinate-wise, i.e., h(x) = ∑_n i=1 h_i(x_i), where h_i(x_i) is a convex function with

respect to x_i, σ_1-strongly convex in ℓ_1-norm in the set D, i.e., h(x_1) ≥ h(x_2) + ⟨∇h(x_2), x_1 − x_2⟩ +^{σ1}_2 ‖x_1 − x_2‖^2_1 for all x_1, x_2 ∈ D, and σ_2-strongly convex in ℓ_2-norm in the set D. Thus, Assumptions 1-4 in [17] are satisfied.

Next, let us define θ^{max} =^ū_α +1. Using [17, Lemma 2] and θ^+ = argmin_{θ̂≥0} g̃(k), θ̂+^1_η V_h(θ̂, θ_k)

with g̃(k) given in (28), for any θ ≤ θ^{max} and step size η ≤^{σ2}_{b̄} , we have θ^+ ≤ θ^{max}. Let us

1Without loss of generality, we may assume that the opinions and campaign durations have finite supports, i.e., |X | × |T | is finite, where | · | denotes the cardinality of a set.

define the stopping time of the algorithm τ_Q to be the first time before K such that τ_Q∑

k=1 n∑ i=1 b_i(k) + b̄ ≥ B. (33)

In other words, τ_Q is the first (random) time the influencer exhausts more than B − b̄ amount of its budget. With a proper choice of step size η ≤^{σ2}_{b̄} and θ_0 ≤ θ^{max}, we know that θ_k ≤ θ^{max} for all k ≤ K. Further, due to [17, Proposition 2], we have K − τ_Q ≤ ḣ(θmax) − ḣ(θ_0) ηα + b̄ α , (34)

which establishes an upper bound on the remaining time where the influencer will be close to running out of its initial budget.

We complete the proof by developing an upper bound on the primal-dual gap until the stopping time τ_Q. To that end, let γ_k be the random variable that determines the individuals’ initial opinions at time t_k and the campaign duration T_k. Then, the Lagrangian dual variable at stage k, θ_k, depends on the set ξ_k = {γ_0, . . . , γ_k}. With Algorithm 1, for a given proper step size η, due to [17, Proposition 3], we have E_{PX ×T} [ τ_QD_i(θ̄_{τQ} ) − τ_Q∑

k=1 ũ_i(x_i(t_k), ρ_{ik}, b_i(k)) ] ≤ 2(b̄^2 +^{α2}_{n2} ) σ_1 ηE_{PX ×T} [τ_Q] + V_h(0, μ_0) η , (35)

where D_i(·) is the individual’s dual function given in (26) and θ̄_{τQ} = ∑τ_Q k=1 θ_k τ_Q . It is worth

noting that different from [17], here we develop an upper bound on the expected regret for each individual until τ_Q for a given total average utility^B_{nK} =^α_n , which brings the additional n^{−2} term in (35). By combining (34) and (35), we obtain the regret bound given in (30).

Finally, when h(θ) = θ log(θ), since the regret R(Q|J ) is bounded by (30) for every η, the minimum of such upper bound is obtained by choosing η = √_B A , where A =^{2K}_{σ1} ( nb̄^2 +^{α2}_n ) and B = ne^{−1} +^{ū(log( ūα +1)+1)}_α . Substituting these expressions into (30) completes the proof. ■

Remark 1 From (31) one can see that as the total campaign opportunities K increases, the average regret^{R(Q|J )}_K converges to 0 with a rate of O(^{1√}_K ).

IV. NASH EQUILIBRIUM STRATEGIES FOR OFFLINE MULTIPLAYER INFLUENCE MAXIMIZATION GAME In this section, we consider the offline influence maximization game with m ≥ 2 influencers, where each influencer wants to maximize its own utility function leading to a constant sum game between the influencers. In this section, we consider the offline setting where the influencers know the opinion dynamics of individuals and the campaign durations. Each influencer also knows the initial budgets of the other players. More specifically, we denote the information structure of each influencer in the offline setting by I_j, which is given by I_j = {{x(t_k), T_k}_{k∈[K]}, {B_j}_{j∈[m]}}. First, we note that as the opinions at the beginning of each stage are not affected by the previous stages, and in the offline setting these realizations are known ahead of time, the dynamic game with n individuals over K campaign opportunities is equivalent to a static game with m influencers (players) and nK individuals over a single campaign time. For this static game, influencer j has a total budget of B_j as before, which needs to be spent over a single campaign opportunity over nK individuals. Since the realizations of T_k’s are known, ρ_{ik} values can be found offline at the beginning of the game. By using this line of approach, in the following theorem, we show that the dynamic game has a unique Nash equilibrium.

Theorem 2 The offline influence maximization game with m ≥ 2 influencers and information structure {I_j, j ∈ [m]} admits a unique Nash equilibrium.

Proof: We first note that the dynamic game with n individuals for K campaign duration in the offline setting is equivalent to the offline static game with nK individuals. More specifically, in the equivalent static game, the opinion dynamics are realized from the set of matrices

X̄ = { [x(t_1)^⊤, x(t_2)^⊤, . . . , x(t_K )^⊤]^⊤ ∈ [0, 1]^{nK×m} : P{x(t_k ) = x^r} = p_r, ∀k ∈ [K], r ∈ [d] } . Our goal is to show that the equivalent offline static game admits a unique Nash equilibrium. To that end, we show that the total utility function of influencer j is a concave function with respect to its own strategy b_{ij} (k). The second derivative of the total utility function is given by

∂^2 ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j(k), b_{−j} (k)) ∂b_{ij} (k)^2 = − 2ρ_{ik}(1 − x_{ij} (t_k) + ∑ j^′≠j bij^′ (k)) (1 + ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k))^3

< 0, (36)

∂^2 ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j(k), b_{−j} (k)) ∂b_{ij} (k)∂b_i′_j (ℓ) = 0, (37)

for all i^′ ≠ i and ℓ ≠ k. Thus, the Hessian of the total utility function of the jth influencer, ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j(k), b_{−j} (k)), is a matrix consisting of negative diagonal elements

given in (36), and zero elements in the non-diagonal positions due to (37). Therefore, since the

Hessian is a negative definite matrix, we conclude that the total utility function of influencer j is

a jointly concave function of b_{ij} (k) for all i ∈ [n] and k ∈ [K]. Next, we consider the weighted

sum of total utility functions over all influencers with the uniform weights^1_{Kmn} defined by

σ(b_1, . . . , b_m) = 1 Kmn m∑ j=1 K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) = 1 Kmn K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik}. (38)

Thus, σ(b_1, . . . , b_m) in (38) is a constant, and hence a concave function of {b_j}_{j∈[m]}. Next, we

show that ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) is a convex function of b_{i,−j}. For that, we have

∂^2 ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) ∂b_{iℓ}(k)∂b_{iℓ}′ (k) = 2ρ_{ik}(x_{ij} (t_k) + b_{ij} (k)) (1 + ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k))^3

, (39)

for all ℓ ≠ j and ℓ^′ ≠ j. Then, we find

∂^2 ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) ∂b_{iℓ}(k)∂b_i′_ℓ′ (k^′) = 0, ∀ℓ^′ ≠ j, (40)

for all i^′ ≠ i or for all k^′ ≠ k. Next, we construct the Hessian matrix of ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) with respect to b_{i,−j}(k), which is denoted by H_j ∈ R^{(m−1)nK×(m−1)nK} . H_j

consisting of the matrices H̃_j({k, i}, {k^′, i^′}) ∈ R^{(m−1)×(m−1)} has the following structure: H̃_j ({1, 1}, {1, 1}) H̃_j ({1, 1}, {1, 2}) . . . H̃_j ({1, 1}, {1, n}) H̃_j ({1, 1}, {2, 1}) . . . H̃_j ({1, 1}, {K, n}) H̃_j ({1, 2}, {1, 1}) H̃_j ({1, 2}, {1, 2}) . . . H̃_j ({1, 2}, {1, n}) H̃_j ({1, 2}, {2, 1}) . . . H̃_j ({1, 2}, {K, n}) . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . H̃_j ({K, n}, {1, 1}) H̃_j ({K, n}, {1, 2}) . . . H̃_j ({K, n}, {1, n}) H̃_j ({K, n}, {2, 1}) . . . H̃_j ({K, n}, {K, n}) .

(41)

Here, H̃_j({k, i}, {k^′, i^′}) = 0 for all {k, i} ≠ {k^′, i^′}, and H̃_j({k, i}, {k^′, i^′}) has the following form:

H̃_j({k, i}, {k, i}) = h h . . . h . . . . ... . . h h . . . h , (42)

where h is given in (39). We note that H̃_j({k, i}, {k, i}) in (42) has an eigenvalue of (m−1)h =

2(m−1)ρ_{ik} (x_{ij} (t_k )+b_{ij} (k)) (1+ ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k))^3 , and the others are equal to 0. Then, Hj in (41) has n×K eigenvalues, one

of which being (m−1)h =^{2(m−1)ρik (xij (tk )+bij (k))} (1+ ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k))^3 , and the remaining (m−2)×n×K eigenvalues

equal to 0. Thus, H_j in (41) is a positive semi-definite matrix, and hence ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j}(k)) is a convex function with respect to b_{i,−j} (k).

Let us define the pseudo-gradient of σ(b_1, . . . , b_m) as

v(b_1, . . . , b_m) = { ∇_{bj} K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j} (k)) } j∈[m]

⊤ .

We define V (b_1, . . . , b_m) ∈ R^{mKn×mKn} as the Jacobian of v(b_1, . . . , b_m) with respect to (b_1, . . . , b_m). Since ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j (k), b_{−j} (k)) is a strictly concave function in terms of variables b_{ij} (k), and each ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j(k), b_{−j} (k)) is a convex function in b_{i−j} (k), and there exist weights^1_{Kmn} such that σ(b_1, . . . , b_m) in (38) is a constant (and hence concave in (b_{ij} (k), b_{i,−j}(k))), by using [18], we conclude that the matrix V (b_1, . . . , b_m) + V^⊤(b_1, . . . , b_m) is a negative definite matrix. This, in view of [19, Theorem 2], shows that the offline game admits a unique Nash equilibrium point. ■

When there are only m = 2 influencers in the offline influence maximization game, one can compute the Nash equilibrium strategies efficiently, as noted in the following corollary, whose proof follows directly from [20] by applying the best response dynamics to strictly diagonal two-player concave games.

Corollary 1 For the 2-player offline influencer game, starting with any arbitrary initial policies, the influencers can reach their Nash equilibrium by implementing the best response dynamics.

In fact, for the case of m = 2 influencers, one can characterize the best response dynamics in a closed-form. For a given strategy of the other influencer −j, we solve the optimization problem in (3), and find the best response dynamics as follows:

b_{ij} (k)^∗ = BR_j(x_{ij} (k), b_{i−j} (k)) = min (√ ρ_{ik}(x_{i−j} (k) + b_{i−j} (k)) θ_j −1 − b_{i−j} (k) )+ , b̄_j , (43)

where θ_j ≥ 0 is the Lagrange variable that can be found by satisfying the total budget constraint ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 b_{ij} (k) = B_j , and BR_j (x_{ij} (k), b_{i−j} (k)) denotes the best response of influencer j with respect to x_{ij} (k) and b_{i−j} (k) for all k ∈ [K], i ∈ [n]. The Nash equilibrium is obtained when the following two conditions are satisfied:

b^∗_{ij} (k) = BR_j (x_{ij} (k), b_{i−j}(k)^∗), j = 1, 2. (44)

Therefore, if the two influencers successfully apply their best response dynamics in (44), their responses will converge to their Nash equilibrium strategies. On the other hand, the best response dynamics for m ≥ 2 offline influencer game may diverge in general. For that reason, we provide the following corollary, which provides a method to find ϵ-Nash equilibrium strategies in the influence maximization game, as defined next.

Definition 1 Fix ϵ > 0. A strategy profile (b_j)^m_{j=1} = {(b_{1:n,1}(k), · · · , b_{1:n,m}(k)), k ∈ [K]} is an ϵ-Nash equilibrium if, for all influencers j, and for all strategies b^′_j ≠ b_j , we have 1 K ∑_K k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_j , b_{−j}) ≥^1_K ∑_K k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^′_j, b_{−j} ) − ϵ for all j ∈ [m].

In other words, in an ϵ-Nash equilibrium, each player will be within an ϵ distance away from its best response for a given strategy of the other players, which is valid for all players.

Corollary 2 In the offline influence maximization game with m ≥ 2 influencers, if every influencer j plays according to a strategy with regret bound R_j (T_r), then at iteration T_r, (i) the average strategy vector denoted by ĉ_{ij}(s, ℓ) = ∑_K k=1 b^{Tr}_{ij} (k)1(x(k)=x^s&T (k)=τ_ℓ) ∑_K k=1 1(x(k)=x^s&T (k)=τ_ℓ) is an ϵ

T_r -Nash

equilibrium, where ϵ^{Tr} = ∑_{Tr} k=1 R_j (T_r ) T_r , and (ii) the average utility of each influencer j is close

to its utility at ĉ_{ij} , that is | | 1 T_r T_r∑

t_r =1 K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^{tr}_j (k), b^{tr}_{−j} (k)) − K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, ĉ_j, ĉ_{−j} ) | | ≤^m ∑ j=1 R_j (T_r) T_r .

Algorithm 2 Gradient Ascent Type Algorithm to Characterize ϵ-Nash Equilibrium in the Offline Case

1: Parameters: For a given set of {K, {x(t_k), T_k}_{k∈[K]}, {B_j }_{j∈[m]}}, and Laplacian matrix L, average budget {α}_{j∈[m]} 2: Initialize step size {η}_{j∈[m]}, θ^0 = {θ^0_j }_{j∈[m]} with θ^0_j > 0, ϵ_{thr} > 0, ϵ_{thr,2} > 0, cond. is false 3: Consider the offline static game over n × K individuals with the following modified utility functions: ū^ℓ_j (x̄, {ρ_k}_{k∈[K]}, b_j , b_{−j} ) = K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik} (x_{ij} (k) + b_{ij} (k)) 1 + ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k) − θ^ℓ_j n∑ i=1 b_{ij} (k) (45)

4: while cond. is false 5: Initialize t_r = 1 6: while Δb_{tr} > ϵ_{thr,2} 7: Apply Online Gradient Ascent to utilities with ū^ℓ_j (x̄, {ρ_k}_{k∈[K]}, b_j , b_{−j} ) to find b^{tr}_{ij} (k) 8: Find Δb_{tr} (j) = ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 |b^{tr}_{ij} (k) − b^{tr −1}_{ij} (k)| and Δb_{tr} = max_{j∈[m]} Δb_{tr} (j) 9: Increase t_r by 1 10: end 11: Compute: Ĉ_j (ℓ) = ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 b^{tr}_{ij} (k). 12: Update: θ^{ℓ+1}_j = θ^ℓ_j + η_j (^1_{Kn} Ĉ_j (ℓ) − α_j ) 13: If |^1_{Kn} Ĉ_j (ℓ) − α_j | ≤ ϵ_{thr} for all j ∈ [m] 14: Update: cond. is true 15: Return: b̃_{ij} (k) = b^{Tr}_{ij} (k) 16: end 17: end

We saw earlier that the offline influence maximization game over n individuals with K cam-

paign duration can be equivalently seen as a static game with n × K individuals. In Corollary 2,

T_r is the iteration index used in the no-regret algorithm. The proof of Corollary 2 follows from

the fact that in any socially concave game, if all players follow any no-external regret procedure,

then their average strategy vector converges to an ϵ-Nash equilibrium of the game as shown in

[21]. As we have shown in Theorem 2, the offline influence maximization game is socially

concave, and hence for m ≥ 2 we propose Algorithm 2, which converges efficiently to an

ϵ-Nash equilibrium of the offline game.

In Algorithm 2, for a given set of variables, we construct the equivalent offline static game

over n × K individuals with adjusted utility functions given in (45). Then, we apply an online

gradient ascent-based algorithm for a given set of θ^ℓ. At the end of iteration T_r, we calculate

how much budget each influencer uses with Ĉ_j(ℓ) = ∑_K k=1 ∑_n i=1 b^{Tr}_{ij} (k). Then, we update θ^{ℓ+1}_j =

θ^ℓ_j +η_j (^1_{Kn}Ĉ_j(ℓ)−α_j ) for the next round. We repeat these steps until the average budget constraints

are satisfied, i.e., |^1_{Kn}Ĉ_j(ℓ) − α_j| ≤ ϵ_{thr} for all j ∈ [m] for a given ϵ_{thr} > 0.

V. NASH EQUILIBRIUM STRATEGIES FOR ONLINE MULTIPLAYER INFLUENCE MAXIMIZATION GAME In this section, we consider the influence maximization game with m ≥ 2 influencers and within an online setting, i.e., when the influencers cannot observe the individuals’ initial opinions and the campaign durations a priori. At the end of each round, each influencer can observe the utilities that it obtains from each individual. In particular, our goal is to show that if all influencers commit to an online strategy developed in Algorithm 1 under the specified information structure, then they can achieve sublinear regret compared to the Nash equilibrium in the offline game with full information about public opinions and campaign durations. Furthermore, we show that such online strategies will provide an ϵ-Nash equilibrium solution, where ϵ scales with^{1√}_K .^2

Theorem 3 Let us consider the m = 2-influencer game where the information structure of each influencer at campaign time k is given by I^{onl}_j (k) = {{x_{ij} (ℓ)}_{ℓ∈[k],i∈[n]}, {ρ_ℓ}_{ℓ∈[k]}, {B_j}_{j∈[m]}}. If each influencer follows Algorithm 1 and this is known by the other influencer, then the influencers will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium where ϵ scales with^{1√}_K .

Proof: First, for a given investment strategy profile of the second influencer b_2, let us rewrite the optimization problem for the first influencer as follows: max {b_{i1}(k)} K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik} x_{i1}(t_k) + b_{i1}(k) 1 + b_{i1}(k) + b_{i2}(k)

s.t. K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_{i1}(k) ≤ B_1 0 ≤ b_{i1}(k) ≤ b̄_1 ∀i ∈ [n], ∀k ∈ [K]. (46) Here, we note that in the online case, the future realizations of the individuals’ opinions and the campaign durations are unknown. Each player can only observe the other player’s strategy at the end of each round when they observe the utility obtained by each individual. The objective function in (46) depends on the realization of the public opinion and campaign duration, which are based on a distribution P_{X ×T} , and the second influencer’s investment strategy that can be

2As we shall see, the information structure required for influencers to converge to their ϵ-Nash equilibrium solution is slightly different for the case of m = 2 and m > 2 influencers.

arbitrarily chosen (satisfying the total budget constraint of the second influencer). Thus, the utility function at the investment opportunity k given by ∑_n i=1 ρ_{ik}^{xi1(tk )+bi1 (k)} 1+b_{i1}(k)+b_{i2}(k) can be considered to

be chosen adversarially that is unknown to the first influencer. In this case, we can assume that the utility functions are obtained based on a distribution with infinite support.^3 As in the single influencer case, all the assumptions of [17] also hold for the online optimization problem (46). Thus, by using Theorem 1, for a fixed strategy of the second influencer, if the first influencer applies Algorithm 1, its regret bound scales with √ K. Thus, for the first influencer, we have K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b_2) ≥ K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, BR_1(b_2), b_2) − κ √ K, (47)

where BR_1(b_2) denotes the best response of influencer 1 for a given other influencer’s strategy b_2, b̂_1 denotes the policy as a result of following Algorithm 1, and κ > 0 is a finite constant. Since this inequality holds for BR_1(b_2), it also holds for any other arbitrarily selected policy such that b^′_1 ≠ b̂_1, and we have K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b_2) ≥ K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^′_1, b_2) − κ √ K. (48)

Similarly, for a given investment strategy of the first influencer b_1, let b̂_2 be the strategy of the second influencer obtained by following Algorithm 1. Then, we have K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_1, b̂_2) ≥ K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_1, b^′_2) − κ^′ √ K, (49)

where κ^′ > 0. Thus, if we denote the joint online strategy of the influencers obtained by following Algorithm 1 by (b̂_1, b̂_2), we will have 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^′_1, b̂_2) − ϵ, 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b^′_2) − ϵ, (50)

where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ). This shows that if both influencers follow Algorithm 1, they will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium of the offline game, where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ). ■

3As noted in [17], Algorithm 1 will have the same regret bound in the case of infinite support.

Theorem 3 shows that if both the influencers follow the same online algorithm, they will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium. In the proof of Theorem 3, equations (48) and (49) are obtained based on the fact that influencer j applies the online algorithm based on the given investment strategy of the other influencer. However, in the ϵ-Nash equilibrium equations given in (50), we inherently require influencer j to know the investment strategy of the influencer −j. This is possible in the following way. We assume that each influencer can observe the individuals’ opinions x(t_k) and the campaign duration at the beginning of each round, and also they observe the utilities obtained by each influencer at the end of each round, which is given by^{ρik(xij (k)+bi1(k))}_{1+bi1(k)+bi2 (k)} . From the utilities obtained at round k, the influencer j can find b_{i,−j}(k). Since both influencers apply Algorithm 1, with the information available at step k, they can infer the investment strategy of the other influencer at round k +1, i.e., b_{i,−j} (k +1). Thus, we may assume that b_{i,−j} (k +1) is known by the influencer j at the end of round k, and the ϵ-Nash equilibrium in (50) is well-defined.

Corollary 3 In the two-player online influencer game with the information structure I^{onl}_j (k), the average utility obtained at an ϵ-Nash equilibrium by applying Algorithm 1 asymptotically equals the average utility obtained by the unique Nash equilibrium strategy in the offline game.

Proof: Let us denote the unique Nash equilibrium in the offline game by the pair (b^∗_1, b^∗_2). From the definition of Nash equilibrium, we have K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2) ≥ K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^′_1, b^∗_2), ∀b^′_1, K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2) ≥ K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^′_2), ∀b^′_2. (51)

Then, by using (50) and (51), we obtain: 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b^∗_2) − ϵ, (52) 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2) ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b^∗_2). (53)

Since the game is a constant-sum game, i.e., ∑_K k=1 ( u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_1, b_2)+u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b_1, b_2) ) =

∑_K k=1 ρ_k, for any pair {b_1, b_2}, if we subtract ∑_K k=1 ρ_k in (52) from both sides, we obtain 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) − ϵ ≤ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b^∗_2). (54)

By combining (53) and (54), we have: 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) − ϵ ≤ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2). (55)

Using a similar argument, we can write 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) − ϵ ≤ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_2(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2). (56)

If we subtract ∑_K k=1 ρ_k from (56), we get 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) + ϵ ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2). (57)

Finally, by using (57) and (55), we have 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) − ϵ ≤ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2) ≤ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2) + ϵ.

(58) Since ϵ converges to 0 at a rate of O(^{1√}_K ), the average utility obtained by the ϵ-Nash equilibrium strategy in the online case is the same as the utility obtained by the unique Nash equilibrium in the offline case. ■

Finally, we turn our attention to the online influence maximization game with m > 2 influencers. The following theorem provides a performance guarantee for the online Algorithm 1 once followed by all the influencers in the game.

Theorem 4 Consider the online influencer game with m > 2 influencers, where the information structure of each player j is given by Î^{onl}_j (k) = {{x_{ij}(ℓ)}_{i∈[n],j∈[m],ℓ∈[k]}, {ρ_ℓ}_{ℓ∈[k]}, {B_j}_{j∈[m]}, θ^0} for all j ∈ [m]. If all influencers commit to the online policy in Algorithm 1 with initial θ^0 = {θ^0_1, θ^0_2 , · · · , θ^0_m}, then the influencers will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium with ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ).

Proof: The proof follows similar steps as in the proof of Theorem 3. The main difference is that in the case of m = 2-influencer game, by observing the utilities obtained from each individual, influencer j can infer influencer −j’s investment strategy. On the other hand, in the case of m > 2-influencers, by observing the utilities obtained from each individual, influencer j knows ∑ ℓ≠j biℓ(k), which is not enough to determine bij (k) at campaign time k.

For given strategies of other influencers −j, influencer j wants to maximize its own utility given by max {b_{ij} (k)} K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 ρ_{ik} x_{ij} (t_k) + b_{ij} (k) 1 + ∑_m j=1 b_{ij} (k) s.t. K∑ k=1 n∑ i=1 b_{ij} (k) ≤ B_j 0 ≤ b_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄_j , ∀i ∈ [n], ∀k ∈ [K]. (59) If all influencers apply Algorithm 1, then at campaign opportunity k, influencer j finds its resource allocation based on the following equation:

b̃_{ij} (k) = min ρ^{ik}(1 − x^{ij} (k) + ∑ j‘≠j b̃ij‘(k)) θ^k_j − 1 − ∑ j‘≠j b̃_{ij‘}(k) + , b̄_j . (60)

We note that in order to find the online allocation strategy at stage k, influencer j needs to anticipate the allocation strategy of the others at stage k, i.e., b̃_{ij‘}(k) for all j‘ ≠ j. Each influencer commits to Algorithm 1 and knows the opinion realizations for all influencers, i.e., {x_{ij} (k)}_{i∈[n],j∈[m]}, initial budgets B_j for j ∈ [m], and initial values of θ^0. Therefore, under such an information structure, each influencer can form (60) for all j, and thus they can solve for b̃_{ij} (k) for all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m]. Finally, each influencer obtains its investment strategy by using (22).

Therefore, under the information structure Î^{onl}_j (k), if all influencers follow Algorithm 1, denoted by their joint online strategy (b̂_1, · · · , b̂_m), we will have 1 K K∑ k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_j, b̂_{−j} ) ≥ 1 K K∑ k=1 u_j (x(t_k), ρ_k, b^′_j , b̂_{−j}) − ϵ, (61)

where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ) and b^′_j is any arbitrary policy such that b^′_j ≠ b̂_j . Since (61) holds for all j ∈ [m], we conclude that the influencers will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium, where ϵ scales with

1√ K . ■ We note that in the case of m > 2 influencer game, in order to reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium solution, influencers’ information structure needs to be Î^{onl}_j (k), which may not be feasible in some scenarios. For that reason, in the following, we propose an alternative online algorithm that relaxes this assumption and requires less information structure. Then, we provide a condition under which the alternative online algorithm performs the same as Algorithm 1 under the richer information structure Î^{onl}_j (k).

To that end, by assuming that 0 ≤ b̃_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄_j , we can rewrite (60) as b̃_{ij} (k) = − θ^{kj} ρ_{ik} G̃_{ij} (k)^2 + G̃_{ij} (k) − x_{ij} (k), (62)

where G̃_{ij} (k) = 1+ ∑_m j=1 b̃_{ij} (k). Using some algebraic manipulations, we find G̃_{ij}(k) =^{(m−1)ρ}ik_{∑mj=1 θkj} .

Thus, (62) becomes b̃_{ij} (k) = (m − 1)ρ^{ik} ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ( 1 − (m − 1)θ^k_j ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ) − x_{ij} (k). (63)

The advantage of (63) is that in order to find b̃_{ij} (k) values, the influencers only need to know θ^k, ρ_k, and x_{ij} (k), which requires less information as compared to Î^{onl}_j (k). In fact, such an information structure can be easily implemented in practical situations using a central authority that reports θ^k vector to all influencers at the beginning of each campaign time k. Then, each influencer applies b̃_{ij} (k) in (63) and reports their remaining budget B_j (k + 1) to the central authority at the end of the campaign time. Based on the remaining budgets, the central authority updates θ^k vector and sends it back to influencers for campaign time k + 1.

We note that the above derivations are valid under the assumption that 0 ≤ b̃_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄_j ∀j. Therefore, in the following corollary, we provide some conditions under which this assumption is always satisfied.

Corollary 4 Let us consider the case where b̄_j = b̄ for all j and assume that b̄ is large enough so that b̃_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄ is always satisfied. Then, if the following conditions hold θ^k_j ≤ ρ_{ik} mb̄ ( 1 − 1 mb̄ ) , θ^{max}_j = ū α_j + 1 ≤ ρ_{ik} mb̄ ( 1 − 1 mb̄ ) , (64) then we have 0 ≤ b̃_{ij} (k).

Proof: First, we note from (63) that if we have 1 ≤ (m − 1)ρ_{ik} ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ( 1 − (m − 1)θ^k_j ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ) ≤ b̄, (65)

then 0 ≤ b̃_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄. By using (65), we obtain^{(m−1)ρik}_{mb̄} ≤ ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ≤^{(m−1)ρik}_m . As we assume that b̄ is large enough so that the upper bound b̃_{ij} (k) ≤ b̄ is always satisfied, we consider the lower

bound in (65), i.e., 1 ≤^{(m−1)ρik}∑m_{j=1 θkj} ( 1 −^{(m−1)θkj} ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ) , which implies that θ^k_j ≤ ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j m−1 ( 1 − ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j (m−1)ρ_{ik} ) . Since ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j ∈ [^{(m−1)ρik}_{mb̄} ,^{(m−1)ρik}_m ], the tightest upper bound on θ^k_j can be found as θ^k_j ≤ ρ_{ik} mb̄ ( 1 − 1 mb̄ ) . (66)

Finally, in Algorithm 1, we defined θ^{max}_j =^ū_{αj} + 1, where ū = ∑_n i=1 ρ_{ik}, which was used to derive the regret bound in Section III. If θ^{max}_j ≤^{ρik}_{mb̄} ( 1 −^1_{mb̄} ) is satisfied for all j, θ^{max}_j will lie within the bound, and thus the regret analysis in Section III would follow. ■ Under the assumption that b̄ is large enough, the first condition in (64) ensures that 0 ≤ b̃_{ij} (k), which can enable influencers to have less information and they are still able to find ϵ-Nash equilibrium strategies with the help of a central authority. As we will show in our numerical results, the above alternative online algorithm with less information closely mimics the behavior of the online Algorithm 1 with the richer information structure Î^{onl}_j (k), and serves as a very good approximation to it.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we provide numerical results to illustrate the theoretical analysis found in the previous sections. In the first set of simulations, we consider a single influencer and compare the online and offline strategies. In this example, there are n = 4 individuals, and each individual’s opinion takes an independent realization from 0.1 to 0.9. Thus, X = {x^r|x^r ∈ [0, 1]^{1×4}, r = 1, . . . , 9^4} with P_X (x^r) =^1_{94} for all r. The campaign duration T_k takes independent values from 1 to 10 uniformly. Thus, we have T = {1, . . . , 10} with pmf given by P_T (τ) = 0.1. The

Fig. 2. Average regret for a single influencer when α ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.6}.

individuals in the network interact with each other based on the De-Groot model (ẋ(t) = −Lx(t) for t_{k−1} ≤ t ≤ t_k), where L is given by

L = 3 −1 −1 −1 −^1_3 2 −^2_3 −1 0 −1 1 0 −1 −2 0 3

. (67)

In this numerical example, we increase the number of campaign opportunities K from 2 to 100 and consider three different average budgets for the influencer, which are given by α = {0.2, 0.4, 0.6}, where α =^B_K . We compare the performances of the online and offline strategies by looking at the average regret of the influencer. In Fig. 2, we see that for all α values, the average regret converges to 0, meaning that the average utilities obtained by the online and offline strategies converge as K grows. We also observe in Fig. 2 that when the influencer has a limited budget, i.e., when α is low, the convergence is slower. This is reasonable because as the budget gets lower, the influencer must carefully allocate its budget to individuals. In the online case in which the influencer does not get to observe the opinions’ realizations a priori, it will take a longer time to learn the optimal allocation strategy.

In our second numerical result, we consider m = 2 influencers with α_1 = 0.7 and α_2 = 0.5, i.e., the first influencer has a higher budget compared to the second influencer. We consider that each

(a) (b) Fig. 3. Average utility difference of the online and offline strategies in the presence of m = 2 influencers.

individual’s opinion for the first influencer can take x_{i1}(t_k) ∈ {0.2, 0.5, 0.8} values uniformly at random. Similarly, opinion dynamics for the second influencer is x_{i2}(t_k) = 1 − x_{i1}(t_k) ∈ {0.2, 0.5, 0.8}. We note that this particular opinion dynamics can represent the scenario where the individual favors, is neutral, or opposes an influencer. The campaign duration can take values T_k ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8} uniformly at random. We take n = 4, and the Laplacian matrix L is the same as in the previous example. In this numerical result, we compare the performance of the offline and online strategies as the number of campaign opportunities K increases from 10 to 60. In the offline case, we showed in Theorem 2 that there is a unique Nash equilibrium among the influencers. For the m = 2 influencer game, we find the unique Nash equilibrium solution by applying the best response dynamics repeatedly. For the online case, each influencer follows Algorithm 1, they can reach ϵ-Nash equilibrium solutions, where ϵ = O(^{1√}_K ) as shown in Theorem 3. We provide the utilities obtained from each influencer in Fig. 3(a). As the first influencer has a higher budget, the first influencer gets more utility compared to the second one. The average utilities obtained in the online and offline policies are close to each other. More precisely, we plot^1_K | ∑_K k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2)− ∑_K k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2)| in Fig 3(b), where (b^∗_1, b^∗_2) denotes the Nash equilibrium strategy and (b̂_1, b̂_2) denotes the ϵ-Nash equilibrium strategy obtained by following Algorithm 1. We observe in Fig 3(b) that the average utility difference between the online and offline strategies converges to zero as K increases.

In the third numerical example, we consider m = 3 influencer system with α_1 = 0.7, α_2 = 0.5, and α_3 = 0.3. Here, each individual’s opinion takes independent realizations from the set x_{i,1:3} ∈ {[0.2, 0.3, 0.5], [^1_3 ,^1_3 ,^1_3 ], [0.6, 0.3, 0.1]} uniformly. Note that with these realizations, an individual can be initially in favor of influencer 1 and against influencer 3 (when x_{i,1:3} = [0.2, 0.3, 0.5]), neutral to all influencers (when x_{i,1:3} = [^1_3 ,^1_3 ,^1_3 ]), or in favor of influencer 3 and against influencer 1 (when x_{i,1:3} = [0.6, 0.3, 0.1]). We consider n = 4, and the L matrix is the same as in the previous example. In this numerical example, since we consider more than two influencers, as mentioned earlier, the best response dynamics may not return the Nash equilibrium solution. However, as shown in Corollary 2 for the offline case, if every influencer j plays a no-regret algorithm, they will reach an ϵ-Nash equilibrium. For that, we propose Algorithm 2, which utilizes online gradient ascent to find the allocation policy. For the online case, we consider two settings for the information structure: full information setting given by Î^{onl}_j (k) = {{x_{ij} (ℓ)}_{i∈[n],j∈[m],ℓ∈[k]}, {ρ_ℓ}_{ℓ∈[k]}, {B_j}_{j∈[m]}, θ^0} for all j ∈ [m] and partial information setting with Ĩ^{onl}_j (k) = {{x_{ij}(ℓ)}_{i∈[n],ℓ∈[k]}, {ρ_ℓ}_{ℓ∈[k]}, B_j, θ^k_j , ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j }. In other words, with the full information setting, influencers know the entire realization of the opinion dynamics and initial θ^0, and thus can follow the remaining budgets of the other influencers. With the full information setting, starting with (63) as the initial solution, influencers run (60) until the allocation policy converges. In the case of oscillating between different allocation policies, we choose any one of them arbitrarily. Considering the scenarios where full information setting is not feasible, we propose a way to find an allocation policy with partial information setting Ĩ onl_j (k), which requires each influencer to know its own opinion realization, its own remaining budget, and ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j . Then, the influencers can find their allocation policy by using (63).^{4 5} We see the average utilities obtained by the influencers in Fig. 4(a). Online policies with full and partial information settings perform closely with the offline setting. In Fig. 4(b), we plot 1 K ∑_m j=1 | ∑_K k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_2, b̂_3) − ∑_K k=1 u_j (x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_2, b^∗_3)|. We observe that as K increases, the online strategy obtained as a result of having full information performs better than the online strategy with partial information. However, we see that online strategy with partial information performs well and could be preferred as working with Î^{onl}_j (k) may not always be possible.

4In order to obtain ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j , the influencer may utilize a central agent which collects θ^k_j from the influencers and reports ∑_m j=1 θ^k_j truthfully.

5In other words, both the full information and partial information settings are using (63) as their initial solution. However, with the full information setting, the influencers can further iterate their initial solution with using (60).

(a) (b) Fig. 4. (a) The average utilities of the 3 influencer system as a result of a result of applying offline, online with full information, and online with partial information. (b) The total average utility difference of the online policies compared to the offline policy.

In the fourth numerical example, we consider the utility of the first influencer as we increase the total budget of the other influencers when the total numbers of influencers are m = 3, 5, 7, 9. We take n = 4, K = 100, and the L matrix is the same as in the previous 2 examples, b̄ = 1, B_1 = 50 (and thus, α_1 =^{B1}_K = 0.5). The opinion dynamics of the individuals toward the first influencer take values from the set x_{i,1}(k) = {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4} uniformly. We consider the initial opinion dynamics for the other influencers as x_{i,j} (k) =^{1−xi,1(k)}_{m−1} for j = 2, . . . , m. For instance, if x_{i,1}(k) = 0.4 and m = 3, then we have x_{i,2}(k) = x_{i,3}(k) = 0.3. The campaign times are equal to T_k = 5 for all k ∈ [K]. In this numerical example, while we keep the first influencer’s budget B_1 the same, we increase the total budget of the other influencers, i.e., ∑_m j=2 B_j from 50 to 600 where they each have the same total budget, i.e., B_2 = · · · = B_m. In Figs. 5(a)-(b)-(c)-(d), we provide the utility of the first influencer obtained from the offline policy, online policies with full and partial information when m = 3, 5, 7, 9, respectively. Here, we see that as we increase the total budget of the other influencers, the utility of the first influencer decreases, which is aligned with intuition. In all cases, the online policies perform closely to the offline policies. Interestingly, as we increase m, we see in Figs. 5(c)-(d) that the online policy with partial information performs better than the online policy with full information which may indicate that our proposed solution may not benefit from the full information setting fully. Then, we compare the utility of the first influencer for the offline case, which is the utility of the first influencer obtained as a result of the ϵ-Nash solution as we increase m from 3 to 9 in Fig. 5(e). Here, at least with the settings considered in this example, we see that the utility of the first influencer is similar as we increase

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f) Fig. 5. The average utility obtained from influencer 1 while increasing the sum of the other influencers budget when (a) m = 3, (b) m = 5, (c) m = 7, and (d) m = 9. (e) The comparison of the average utility of influencer 1 as a result of applying the offline policy when m ∈ {3, 5, 7, 9}.

the number of influencers but we keep the total budget of the other influencers at the same level. Finally, we plot^1_K | ∑_K k=1 u_1(x(t_k), ρ_k, b̂_1, b̂_{−1})− ∑_K k=1 u_j(x(t_k), ρ_k, b^∗_1, b^∗_{−1})| in Fig. 5(f) which shows that the online policy with partial information performs closely with the offline policies.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS In this work, we have studied dynamic influence maximization games for multiple influencers who have total budget rate constraints. First, we considered the influence maximization problem for a single influencer, where we provided solutions for the offline and online cases. In particular, Algorithm 1 has a sublinear regret rate. Then, we focused on game formulations with multiple influencers. For the offline case, we showed that the dynamic game over K campaign times with n individuals can be considered a static game over n × K individuals with a unique Nash equilibrium due to social concavity property. As for the online case, when we have m = 2 influencers and each influencer follows Algorithm 1, we showed that the influencers converge to an ϵ-Nash equilibrium. We extended this result to the general number of influencers under a more strict information structure. We also developed an alternative online algorithm with less information, which can be run independently by the influencers to approximate the offline ϵ-

Nash equilibrium strategies. We have seen in our fourth set of numerical results in Fig. 5 that our proposed online policy with partial information performs as good as the one with the full information setting. As an immediate extension to our work, we would like to further investigate proposing another online algorithm that can benefit from the full information setting fully.

As a future direction, one can also consider the influence maximization game in which the opinion realizations are not independent at the beginning of the campaign opportunities but rather are correlated based on a Markov chain model, leading to a Markov game formulation. Also, one can consider a direction where the opinion dynamics evolve continuously in the form of a differential game between the campaign times. In this case, influencers need to plan their investment strategies carefully, as their current investments would also affect the evolution of future opinion dynamics.

REFERENCES

[1] M. H. DeGroot. Reaching a consensus. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 69(345):118–121, 1974. [2] A. M. Ahmadinejad, S. Dehghani, M. T. Hajiaghayi, H. Mahini, S. Seddighin, and S. Yazdanbod. Forming external behaviors by leveraging internal opinions. In IEEE INFOCOM, pages 1849–1857. IEEE, May 2015.

[3] S. R. Etesami, S. Bolouki, A. Nedić, T. Başar, and H. V. Poor. Influence of conformist and manipulative behaviors on public opinion. IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, 6(1):202–214, March 2019.

[4] F. Christia, M. Curry, C. Daskalakis, E. Demaine, J. P. Dickerson, M. T. Hajiaghayi, A. Hesterberg, M. Knittel, and A. Milliff. Scalable equilibrium computation in multi-agent influence games on networks. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 35, pages 5277–5285, February 2021.

[5] D. Kempe, J. Kleinberg, and É. Tardos. Maximizing the spread of influence through a social network. In Proceedings of the 9th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, pages 137–146, August 2003.

[6] A. Gionis, E. Terzi, and P. Tsaparas. Opinion maximization in social networks. In Proceedings of the 2013 SIAM International Conference on Data Mining, pages 387–395. SIAM, May 2013.

[7] W. Chen, Y. Yuan, and L. Zhang. Scalable influence maximization in social networks under the linear threshold model.

In 2010 IEEE International Conference on Data Mining, pages 88–97, December 2010. [8] T. Başar and G. J. Olsder. Dynamic noncooperative game theory. SIAM, 1998.

[9] N. Alon, M. Feldman, A. D. Procaccia, and M. Tennenholtz. A note on competitive diffusion through social networks.

Information Processing Letters, 110(6):221–225, February 2010.

[10] S. R. Etesami and T. Başar. Complexity of equilibrium in competitive diffusion games on social networks. Automatica, 68:100–110, June 2016.

[11] M. Grabisch, A. Mandel, A. Rusinowska, and E. Tanimura. Strategic influence in social networks. Mathematics of Operations Research, 43(1):29–50, July 2018.

[12] T. Maehara, A. Yabe, and K. Kawarabayashi. Budget allocation problem with multiple advertisers: A game theoretic view.

In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 428–437. PMLR, July 2015.

[13] N. Alon, I. Gamzu, and M. Tennenholtz. Optimizing budget allocation among channels and influencers. In Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on World Wide Web, pages 381–388, April 2012.

[14] V. S. Varma, I. C. Morărescu, S. Lasaulce, and S. Martin. Marketing resource allocation in duopolies over social networks.

IEEE Control Systems Letters, 2(4):593–598, 2018.

[15] V. S. Varma, S. Lasaulce, J. Mounthanyvong, and I. C. Morarescu. Allocating marketing resources over social networks:

A long-term analysis. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 3(4):1002–1007, 2019.

[16] S. R. Etesami. Open-loop equilibrium strategies for dynamic influence maximization game over social networks. IEEE Control Systems Letters, 6:1496–1500, 2022.

[17] S. Balseiro, H. Lu, and V. Mirrokni. Dual mirror descent for online allocation problems. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 613–628. PMLR, 2020.

[18] J. C. Goodman. Note on existence and uniqueness of equilibrium points for concave n-person games. Econometrica, 48:251–251, 1965.

[19] J. B. Rosen. Existence and uniqueness of equilibrium points for concave n-person games. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, pages 520–534, 1965.

[20] I. Gilboa and A. Matsui. Social stability and equilibrium. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, pages 859–867, 1991.

[21] E. Even-Dar, Y. Mansour, and U. Nadav. On the convergence of regret minimization dynamics in concave games. In Proceedings of the 41st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 523–532, 2009.