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Abstract

In an abstract model of division problems, we study division rules that are not
manipulable through a reallocation of individual characteristic vectors within a
coalition (e.g. reallocation of claims in bankruptcy problems). A coalition can be
formed under a given communication network, a (non-directed) graph, if members
of this coalition are connected on the graph. We offer a characterization of non-
manipulable division rules without any assumption on the graph structure. When
the graph is complete, this result reduces to the results established by previous
authors. We also consider other special cases such as trees and graphs without a
“bridge”. The family of reallocation-proof rules can get larger or smaller depend-
ing on the graph structure. Our abstract model can have various special examples
such as bankruptcy, surplus sharing, cost sharing, income redistribution, social
choice with transferable utility, etc.

JEL Classification: C71, D30, D63, D71.
Keywords: Division problem; Coalitional manipulation; Reallocation-proofness;
Non-bossiness; Graph



1 Introduction

Division problems often take the following abstract form. There are a finite
number of agents. Each agent is characterized by a vector in RY, where K is the
set of characteristics. An amount of resource, a real number, has to be divided
among these agents. A systematic method of division can be described by a
division rule associating with each division problem a vector of individual shares,
or awards.

A number of earlier authors have studied division rules that are robust to
coalitional manipulation through a reallocation of characteristic vectors (reallo-
cation of claims among a group of investors in the context of bankruptcy; real-
location of contributions in the context of surplus sharing, etc.). O'Neill (1982),
Moulin (1985a, 1987), Chun (1988), Moulin and Shenker (1992), de Frutos (1999),
Ching and Kakker (2001), Ju (2003), and Moreno-Ternero (2004) consider special-
ized models dealing with bankruptcy (or taxation), surplus sharing, social choice
with transferable utility, and cost allocation. Ju, Miyagawa, and Sakai (2003,
JMS below) consider the same abstract model as ours. One common and cru-
cial assumption in these works is that agents can form a coalition without any
restriction. In this paper, we consider more realistic scenario, in which coalition
formation is subject to communication network.

A communication network is described by a (non-directed) graph. A coalition
can be formed under a graph if members of this coalition are connected. A
division rule satisfies reallocation-proofness if no coalition can increase the total
award by a reallocation of characteristic vectors among its members. Our main
result is a characterization of reallocation-proof division rules. It is established
without any assumption on the graph.! It yields various characterization results
depending on what specific structure the graph has. When the graph is complete
(any two nodes are directly linked), this result reduces to the results established
by previous authors. We also consider other special cases such as trees and rigid
graphs (graphs without a “bridge”). The family of reallocation-proof rules can
be larger or smaller depending on the graph structure.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define our
model, communication network, axioms, and some important rules in this paper.
In Section 3, we state and prove preliminary results. In Section 4, we state our

main result. Some proofs are in Appendices A-C.

'We assume connectedness of the network but our result can be applied easily for any
disconnected network.



2 Definitions

2.1 Model

There is a finite set N = {1,2,...,n} of agents. Each agent ¢ € N is characterized
by a vector ¢; = (¢ )kerx € RE, where K denotes the set of issues. We refer to ¢
as i’s characteristic vector. A profile of characteristic vectors of agents is denoted
by ¢ = (¢;)ien € RY*¥ and the sum of these vectors is denoted by

¢ = (Ch)ker = (Z Cik )kek € Rf

1€EN

A problem is a pair (¢, E) € RY*® x R, ., where ¢ € RY*¥ is a profile of
characteristic vectors and F € R, is an amount to be divided. For simplicity,
we only consider problems such that ¢, > 0 for each £k € K. A domain is a
non-empty set of problems and is denoted by D. A division rule, or briefly, a
rule over a domain D is a function f associating with each problem (¢, F) € D a
vector of awards f(c, E) € RY. A domain D is rich (JMS) if, for each problem
(¢, E) € D and each profile ¢ € RY*® such that & = ¢, we have (¢,F) € D.
That is, D is rich if it is closed under reallocations of characteristic vectors. We
restrict our attention to rich domains. For each problem (¢, E) € D, let

D, E)={(d,E) e R\*F xR, : & =¢}.

Then richness says that, for each (¢, E) € D, we have D(¢, E) C D. Examples
of rich domains are the set of bankruptcy problems in O’Neill (1982), the set of
surplus sharing problems in Moulin (1987), the set of social choice problems with
transferable utilities in Moulin (1985), the set of cost sharing problems in Moulin
and Shenker (1992), etc.

We also use the following additional notation. For each S C N and each
c € RYK

Cs = (Csp) ek = (Z cir)rex € RE.
ieS

Similarly, for each S C N and each = € RY,

Tg = E X;.

€S

Given z,y € R™, 2 > y means that x,, > y,, for each m; x > y means that z > y

and = # y; and = > y means that z,, > y,, for each m.



2.2 Communication Network and Coalition Structure

Before defining “coalitional manipulation”, we first need to explain possible coali-
tion formations. We assume that agents form a coalition through communication
on a network. The communication network is fixed throughout the paper. It is
described by a (non-directed) graph consisting of a set of nodes N and a set of
edges D = {{i,j} : i,j € N and i # j}. Let G = (N, D). For simplicity, we
sometimes denote an edge {i,j} € D by ij. Two nodes, i and j, are adjacent if
1] € D.

A complete graph is a graph G = (N, D) such that for each i,j € N with
1 # j,17 € D. A path is a sequence of edges which are successively intersecting.
A path is denoted simply by listing nodes that the path follows. A line is a path
that never passes a node more than once. For each h,,7 € N, we say i is between
h and j if every path including h and j includes also i. A cycle is a path that
passes more than two nodes and that passes one and only one node twice. With
a slight abuse of terminology, we say that a graph is a cycle when the graph itself
is a cycle. Similarly, we say that a graph is a line. A total line is a line containing
all nodes in N. A total cycle is a cycle containing all nodes in V.

For each S C N, let Gg = (S,Dg = {ij € D :i,j € S}) be the subgraph on S.
We say a subgraph G is connected if for any two nodes i, j € S, there is a path
in Gg from i to j. Note that when S = () or a singleton, G is connected trivially.
We say that S is connected when Gg is connected. Coalition S is admissible if
S is connected. Let C (G) be the set of admissible coalitions, called, the coalition
structure on G. For example, when G is a complete graph, C (G) equals the set of
all subsets of N, that is, 2"V, which is called the unrestricted coalition structure.

Throughout the paper, we assume that G is connected. However, our results
are easily extended to the general case.?

A tree is a connected graph in which every two nodes have one and only one
path from one to another. A node 7 in a tree is an end node if 7 is not between
any two other nodes, that is, for all h, j € N\{i}, 7 is not between h and j. If G is
a tree, by choosing any node i* € N as a root, we can define the directed tree with
root i*, denoted by G (i*). In the directed tree G (i*), for each ¢ € N, let s (i) be
the set of successors of i, including i itself, and s° (i) the set of successors of i, not
including 7. Let p (i) be the set of predecessors, including 7 itself, and p® (i) the set

of predecessors of 4, not including i. Let sm (i) be the set of immediate successors

2Note that any (possibly disconnected) graph is partitioned into the unique family of max-
imal connected subgraphs. Our results can be applied for each of these maximal connected
subgraphs.



of i and pm (i) the immediate predecessor of i. Clearly, j € sm (i) if and only if
i = pm(j). It should be noted that all these functions, s (-), s°(-),sm (-), p(+),
p° (+), and pm (-), depend on the choice of the root i*.

An edge ij € D is called a connection edge (also called an “isthmus” or a
“bridge” in Wilson 1979) if deleting ij from D results in a disconnected graph,
that is, (N, D\{ij}) is not connected. A graph G is rigid if it has no connection
edge.® Thus a rigid graph remains connected after deleting any one of its edges.
We next define graphs in which no single node plays a critical role in keeping the
graph connected. A node ¢ € N is called a connection node if deleting 7 from
G results in a disconnected subgraph of G, that is, G'x\y;) is not connected. A
graph G is rigid* if it is connected and it has no connection node.* Thus a rigid*
graph stays connected after a deletion of any single node. Clearly, if G has a total
cycle, GG is rigid*. There are, of course, rigid* graphs that have no total cycle. No
tree with at least three nodes is rigid*.

2.3 Axioms

Our main objective is to study rules that are robust to coalitional manipulations
through reallocations of characteristic vectors. Since coalition formation is con-
strained by a graph, such a robustness can be formalized by the requirement that
the total amount allocated to each admissible coalition S € C (G) should not be
affected by any reallocation of ¢;’s within S. Formally:

Reallocation-Proofness. For each (¢, E) € DV, each S € C(G), and each
¢ € RYKif &g = &5 and c’N\S = s,

> i ems E) =) file, E). (1)
i€s i€s

This axiom has been introduced by Moulin (1985a) and Chun (1988) in the
contexts of social choice with transferable utilities and claims problems, respec-
tively (they call this axiom “no advantageous reallocation”).

In the context of claims problems and their variants, the axiom means that
no group of agents can change their aggregate share by reallocating claims within
the group. If the left-hand side of (1) is larger than the right-hand side, then
group S with claim profile (¢;);es can gain by reallocating their claims to ¢ (and

3Thus a graph is rigid if and only if its degree of “edge connectivity” (see p. 29 of Wilson 1979
for the definition) is equal to 1.

4Thus a graph is rigid* if and only if its degree of “connectivity” (see p. 29 of Wilson 1979
for the definition) is equal to 1.



making appropriate side-payments). If the reverse inequality holds, then group S
with claims (¢});es can gain.

We also consider a weaker condition, by focusing on coalitions by pairs.

Pairwise Reallocation-Proofness. For each (¢, E) € DV, each ij € D (so
{i,j} € C(G)) and each ¢}, ¢} € RY, if ¢ 4+ ¢} = ¢; + ¢,

f(CZ, jﬂcN\{U}7 >+fj(cza J’CN\{i7j}7E):fi(C=E)+fj (C’E)‘

The next axiom is a useful implication of reallocation-proofness (see Lemma 2).
It says that any admissible coalition cannot change, through a reallocation of char-
acteristic vectors, the shares of others, without affecting its own aggregate share.
This axiom is similar, in spirit, to “non-bossiness” in economic environments
introduced by Satterthwaite and Sonnenschein (1981).

Non-Bossiness. For each (¢, E) € DV, each S € C (G), and each ¢ € RY*X if
Cs = Cs, Iy = em\s, and 3, fi (¢ E) =374 fi (¢, E),

fN\S(C/a E) = fN\S(Ca E) (2)
The next axiom is the pairwise version of non-bossiness.

Pairwise Non-Bossiness. For each (¢, E) € DV, each ij € D, and each
c,c; € RE if ¢ + ¢y = ¢ +¢j and fi(c}, ¢ engigy, B) + fi(ch ¢ engigy, B) =
file, B) + [ (¢, B),

Favgigy (6 ey B) = v (6 E) .

For example, in the context of bankruptcy problems, there is a large family
of non-bossy rules, known as “parametric rules”.

In some of our results, we characterize rules satisfying some combinations of
the following axioms as well as reallocation-proofness.

The next axiom says that awards should add up to the amount to divide:
Efficiency. For each (¢, E) € D, >, .y fi(c, E) = E.

Note that on the compact set D(¢, E), each agent’s characteristic vector is
both bounded above and below. Then, it is appealing to require that each agent
should not get unlimited reward or unlimited loss on the set D (¢, £/). The next
axiom states an even weaker condition that at least one agent’s award should be
bounded above or below on D (¢, E).

One-Sided Boundedness. For each (¢, E) € D, there exists i € N such that
fi(+, E) is bounded from either above or below over D(¢, E).

5



This axiom is implied by each of the following two axioms. The first one

requires awards to be non-negative:
Non-Negativity. For each (¢, E) € D and each i € N, f;(¢, E) > 0.

Another axiom that implies one-sided boundedness is no transfer paradox
(Moulin 1985a). It says that no agent can increase its award by transferring part

of its characteristic vector to other agents:

No Transfer Paradox. For each (c, E) € D, each ¢ € RY*X eachi,j € N
with ¢ # j, and each t € [0,¢;] CRE

fi(ci - t7cj + tacf{i,j}aE) S fi(ciacj7cf{i,j}7 E)

The next axiom says that no amount should be awarded to agents with the

zero characteristic vector:

No Award for Null. For each (¢, E) € D and each i € N, if ¢; = 0, then
fi(C, E) =0.

2.4 Examples of Division Rules

For the case when characteristic vectors are single-dimensional (i.e., |K| = 1),
one of the simplest and best-known rules is proportional rule, which divides the
total amount proportionally to characteristic vectors.

Definition 1 (Proportional Rule, |K| = 1). For each (¢, E) € D and each
i€ NS
file,E) = 2E.
¢
Ju, Miyagawa, and Sakai (2003) extend the definition of proportional rule
to the case of multi-dimensional characteristics, |K| > 2. A weight function is

a function mapping each (¢, F) € RE, x R, into a weight vector in A=,
W: Rf_‘_ X R++ — A|K|71.

Definition 2 (Proportional Rules, |K| > 1). A rule f is a proportional rule
if there exists a weight function W such that, for each (¢, E') € D and each i € N,

file, By =" W, (e, B)E.

C
kek F

We use PV to denote the proportional rule associated with .

5Let [O,Ci] = [O,Cil] X X [O,CiK].
5The right-hand side is well-defined since we rule out problems for which ¢ = 0.



Note that P" first applies the proportional rule to each single-dimensional
sub-problem (c*, E), where ¢* = (cit.)ien, and then takes the weighted average
of the solutions to the sub-problems using the vector of weights W (¢, E). The
weights depend on the problem being considered but depend only on (¢, E). Pro-
portional rules are efficient since ), , Wi(¢, E) = 1. Proportional rules also
satisfy all other axioms defined in Section 2.3. It is evident that, if |K| = 1,
Definition 2 reduces to Definition 1.

We now define generalized proportional rules, introduced by Ju, Miyagawa,
and Sakai (2003). These rules are characterized by two functions A: RE, xR, —
RY and W: RE, xR, — R¥, and ¢’s award is given by the sum of the following
two terms. The first term is A;(¢, E'), which is independent of i’s characteristic
vector but may treat i differently from others. The second term is proportional
to i’s characteristic vector and treats agents symmetrically. On the other hand,
the second term may treat issues asymmetrically, and the degree of importance
attached to each issue k € K is given by Wy(¢, E'). Formally,

Definition 3 (Generalized Proportional Rules). There exist two functions
A:RE, xRy — RY and W: RE, x Ry, — R¥ such that, for each (¢, E) € D
and each 1 € N,

fi(e, E) = Ae.E) + Y Wi (e, E)E. (3)
ker ©F

Note that I is not required to be a weight function, i.e., neither Wy(¢, E) > 0
nor » . Wi(¢, E) = 1 is required. Proportional rules are special cases where
A; = 0 and W is a weight function. Since, given (¢, E), the second term of
(3) is linear in c;, generalized proportional rules satisfy reallocation-proofness
and one-sided boundedness. These rules do not necessarily satisfy other axioms
in Section 2.3. Necessary and sufficient conditions for (A, W) to satisfy each of

those axioms are stated in Proposition 2.

3 Preliminary Results

We first establish two useful lemmas. The first lemma shows that any reallocation
of characteristic vectors among agents in a connected coalition can be described
by successive reallocations among edges in this coalition.

Lemma 1. If S is connected and c,c € RY*™ are such that ¢y = ¢s and
C§V\S = cn\g, then ¢ can be reached from c through successive reallocations of
characteristic vectors among edges in S, that is, there exist a number r and

7



1 .2 NxK -1 _ = 1 —
S1,00 S € Dg and ¢, ¢, -+, c" € RY*™ such that ¢, = cg,, Ca\s, = CN\Sis

T = — =m _ zm—1 m _ .m—1
"=, and for each m = 2, ,T, Cq =Cg  and NS = CN\Sy-

Proof. Let S and ¢,¢ € RY*X be given as above. The formal proof is tedious
and so skipped. Below we only give the basic idea. Pick an agent, say 1, in S.
For any ¢ € S, since S is connected, there is a path from 7 to 1, denoted by p;,
and we can transfer all ¢’s characteristics in ¢; to 1’s through successive pairwise
reallocations along this path. Then we end up with ¢’ € Rf *K such that d = ég,
c’é\{l} = 0, and c’](,\s = cy\s- Now we do the reverse changes, that is, for each
i € S, we use path p; to increase i’s vector from 0 to ¢, and decrease 1’s vector
from ¢g to ¢g — ;. Throughout this procedure, we always have non-negative
characteristic vectors for all agents and the constant sum of characteristic vectors
of agents in S. Since there is no change made in the characteristic vectors of

agents in N\ S, the final outcome is . §

We now establish logical relation among reallocation-proofness, non-bossiness,

and their pairwise versions.

Lemma 2. Assume that G is a connected graph.
(i) Reallocation-proofness implies non-bossiness.
(ii) Reallocation-proofness is equivalent to the combination of pairwise reallocation-

proofness and pairwise non-bossiness.

Proof. To prove part (i), let f be a rule satisfying reallocation-proofness. Let
S C N be a connected coalition on G and S # N. Let (c, E) € D and ¢ € RY*¥
be such that ¢g = C5 and cy\s = cjy\g. Let z = f(c, E) and 2’ = f(c, E). By
reallocation-proofness, Ts = Z'q. Since G is a connected graph, there exists a
node i; € N\S that is adjacent to a node in S. Let S; = SU{i;}. Then S is
also connected and ¢;; = ¢j . Hence ¢g, (= ¢s + ¢;,) = ¢, (= ¢ + ¢;,) and so by
reallocation-proofness, Ts + x; = T+ ;. Since Tg = T, x;, = x;,. Suppose by
induction that k£ < |N\S|and iy, - - ,ix € N\S are such that S, = SU{iq, - ,ix}
is connected, ¢g, = Cg , and T, .. 5 = x’{“%} If N\Sk = ), we are done. If
not, then since G is a connected graph, there exists a node i, € N\Sk that is
adjacent to a node in Si. Let Ski1 = Sk U {ix41}. Then Siiq is connected and
since ¢g, = Cg, and ¢;,,, = c;m, CSy1 = E’Skﬂ. Hence by reallocation-proofness,
Tsp, = Tg,,,- Since Tg (= Ts + iy + - +x5,) = T, (= T + a7, + -+ 27,),

T = Ty, Therefore, zy;, . Since N is finite, the iteration

Siky1} x{{ilwwik-s-l}'
will end after a finite number of steps and, at the end, we obtain xy\g = x’N\ g
By part (i), reallocation-proofness implies both pairwise reallocation-proofness

and pairwise non-bossiness. To prove the converse, let f be a rule satisfying pair-



wise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness. Let S C N be connected.
Let (¢, E),(c', E) € D be such that ¢g = & and cy\s = cjy\ 5. We only have to
show ..o fi(c, E) = ..o fi (¢, E) and fas (¢, E) = fnms (¢, B).

By Lemma 1, there exist a number 7, S, Ss, -+, S, € Dg, and ¢!, c?,--- ,c" €
RY*® such that s, = Cs, C}V\SI = cns, ¢ = ¢, and for each m = 2,--- .7,
cq =i and S, = c%\_ém. By richness of D, (¢!, E),--- ,(c",E) € D. For

eachm=1,---,r—=1,let 2™ = f(¢",E). Let z = f(c,F) and 2’ = f (¢, F).
Since Egl = Cg,, then by pairwise reallocation-proofness, j:}gl = Tg,. By pairwise
non-bossiness, 95]1\/\51 = Tn\s,. Since S; C S, then z§ = Tg and x}v\s = Tn\s.
For each m = 2,--- ,r, since ¢g = 675”7;1, then by pairwise reallocation-proofness,
Ty = fg:l and by pairwise non-bossiness, x’ﬁ\sm = xﬁ\_;m Since 5, C S, then

=m __ mm—1 m  _ ,.m—1 : = A ! _
¢ =7¢ " and Tihs = Tans- This shows 'y = g and Thng = Tns- I

Remark 1. (i) Reallocation-proofness implies non-bossiness if and only if the
graph is connected.
(i) Even if the graph is connected, pairwise reallocation-proofness does not imply

pairwise non-bossiness.

By Lemma 2, reallocation-proofness in all our results can be replaced with the
combination of pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness. Also,
by virtue of Lemma 2, in order to check reallocation-proofness, we only need
to consider edges, instead of all possible coalitions, and check the two pairwise

axioms.

3.1 Complete Graph

Reallocation-proofness under the unrestricted coalition structure (that is, when G
is a complete graph) is studied by JMS. They offer the following characterization

results.

Proposition 1 (Ju, Miyagawa, and Sakai 2003). Assume that G is a com-
plete graph and |N| > 3.

(i) A rule f on a rich domain D satisfies reallocation-proofness if and only if
there exist two functions A: RE, x Ry, — RY and W Ry x RE, xRy — RE
such that, for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

fie.B) = Ay, E) + Y Wi(cw, ¢, E),

keK

and W (-, ¢, E) is additive.
(ii) A rule on a rich domain D satisfies reallocation-proofness and one-sided

9



boundedness if and only if it is a generalized proportional rule.

(iii) A rule on a rich domain D satisfies pairwise reallocation-proofness, effi-
ciency, no award for null, and non-negativity (or no transfer paradox) if and
only if it is a proportional rule.

By virtue of part (i) of Proposition 1, within reallocation-proof rules, neces-
sary and sufficient conditions for other axioms can be stated as conditions for the
two functions A (-) and W (-) as follows:

Proposition 2 (Ju, Miyagawa, and Sakai 2003). Assume that G is a com-
plete graph. Let f be a reallocation-proof rule represented by A: RE, xRy, — RN
and W: R, x RE, xRy, — RE as in part (i) of Proposition 1. Then f satisfies
(i) Efficiency if and only if for each (¢, E) € D,

Y Ai(e,E)+> Wi(e,c.E)=E.

iEN keK
(ii) No award for nulls if and only if for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

A; (¢, E) = 0.
(iii) Non-negativity if and only if f satisfies one-sided boundedness and, for each
(¢, E) € D,
A; (¢, E) >0 for each i € N,
min A, (¢, E) + Z min{0, W (é, ¢ E)} > 0.

JEN
keK
(iv) No transfer paradox if and only if for each (¢, E) € D and each k € K,
Wi (-, & E) is non-decreasing.

In the next subsections, we will consider three types of “incomplete” graphs

which are crucial for establishing our theorem.

3.2 Tree

In this section, we consider the case when G is a tree.
The next result is a characterization of reallocation-proof rules.

Proposition 3. Assume that G is a tree. Then a rule f on a rich domain
D satisfies reallocation-proofness if and only if f is represented by a function
H: RE x RE, xRy — RY such that for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

Hi (65(2)7 E, E) - Z]GSW’L(’L) H] (Es(])7 67 E) ) Zf 8m<Z) 3& ®7

H; (¢, F), if sm (i) =0, (4)

.fi (C, E) = {

10



where s (+) and sm (-) are defined on a directed tree G (i*) with root i* € N.

Proof. Let G = (N, D) be a tree. Fix i* € N and consider the directed tree with
root i, G (i*). Let f be a rule given by (4). By Lemma 2, to prove reallocation-
proofness, we only have to prove pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise

non-bossiness. Note that we can rewrite (4) equivalently as follows: for each
(¢, F) € D and each i € N,

H, (58(1')7 C, E) - Zjeso(i) fi (e, B), if s°(i) # 0,

H;(ci ¢, E), if 5 (i) = 0. (%)

i <C7 E) = {
Thus, for each (¢, F) € D and each i € N, H; (és(i)7 c, E) is the total award for
agent ¢ and ¢’s successors, that is,

H; (0. & E) = ) fi(c. B). (%)

J€s(i)

Note also that for each i € N and each j € sm (i),

fi (C, E) + fj (C, E) = Hz (ES(Z'), c, E) — Hj (és(j), E, E) — Z Hj/ (Es(j’)y E, E)
j'esm(i)\{j}

Thus

j'esm()\{j}

- Z Hy, (Gsny, G, E) - (1)

hesm(j)

The first term in (f) depends on (¢;,¢;) only through ¢; + ¢; and ¢, and the
remaining two terms depend on (¢;, ¢;) only through é. Therefore, the coalition of
¢ and j cannot change their total award by any reallocation of their characteristic
vectors.

To prove pairwise non-bossiness, let h € s(i)\{i,j}. If h is an end node,
fn(c, E) = Hy(cp, ¢, E). Then f, (¢, E) depends on (¢;, ¢;) only through ¢. Hence
fn (¢, E) is not affected by any reallocation of characteristic vectors of i and j.
Now moving backward and using induction argument and (%), we can show that
fn (¢, E) is not affected by any reallocation of characteristic vectors of i and j.

11



The same argument will show that for each A who is neither a successor nor a
predecessor of 7, h’s award is not affected by any reallocation of characteristic
vectors among ¢ and j. Now consider h who is a predecessor of i. Then 7,5 €
sY (h). Assume that h is an immediate predecessor of i. By (x), h’s award depends
on (¢;, ¢j) only through ¢y, ¢, and Zkeso(h) fx (¢, E). By the previous argument,
none of these factors is affected by a reallocation of characteristic vectors among ¢
and j. Therefore, h’s award is not affected either. Arguing inductively, we obtain
the same conclusion for each predecessor of i. Therefore f satisfies pairwise non-
bossiness.

To prove the converse, let f be a rule satisfying reallocation-proofness. Then
by Lemma 2, it also satisfies non-bossiness. For each i € N, define H as follows:
for each i € N and each (z,y, E) € RY x RE, xRy, with z <y,

(x,y, F Zf]cE

jes(i)

for some (¢, E) € D with ¢;) = z and ¢ = y. For all other (z,y, E) € RE xRE, X
R, ., set H; (z,y, E) arbitrarily. Then (x) follows directly from the definition of
H and we obtain (4). Therefore, we only have to show that H is well-defined.
Let ¢,¢ € RY*¥ be such that Cs(i) = 5,5(1') =zandc=7 =y. Let x = f(c, E),
r' = f(c,E), and 2" = f(Cs0), Oy o3 ). Since N\s (i) is connected, then by
reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness, ;) = x’s’(i) (and Tyn\s() = f’]’v\s(i)).
Since s (i) is also connected, then by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness,
4

Ty = Ty (and T ) = Ty ;). Therefore, Ty = T, 1

Although the domain of H; is stated as RE x RX, x R . in Proposition 3,
only its subset {(z,y, E) € RE x R, x Ry, : for some (¢, E) € D, &y, = = and
¢ = y} matters.” What values H; takes outside this subset is not relevant to our
result and in (4). In what follows we will say that H or H; has a certain property,
when it has the property only over this subset.

Note that when f is a generalized proportional rule associated with (A, W),
then for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

=) A6 BE)+ Z E)E.
j€s(4) rere Gk

Proposition 4. Assume that G is a tree. Let f be a reallocation-proof rule
represented by H : Rf X ]Rfir x R, — RY as in Proposition 3, where s(-) and

"In particular, for H;- (-, ¢, E), only one value H;- (¢, ¢, F) matters.
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sm (-) be defined on a directed tree G (i*) with root i* € N. Then f satisfies

(i) Efficiency if and only if H;« (¢,¢, E) = E for each (¢, E) € D.

(ii-1) Assume that G (i*) has a node i # i* with at least two immediate successors
(that is, G is a non-linear tree). Then f satisfies no award for null if and only if
H, =---= Hy = Hy and for each (¢, FE) € D, Hy (-, ¢, E) is additive.

Hence, for each (¢,E) € D, Hy(0,¢,E) = 0 and Hy (-,¢, E) can be decomposed

into K functions as follows

fi(C,E) = HQ(CZ‘,E,E>
= ZWk(Cik;E,E);

keK
where W, (cik, ¢, B) = Hy (cypuy, ¢, B), denoting the k™ unit vector of R¥ by uy,
and so Wy, (-, ¢, E) is additive.
(ii-2) When G is a line, f satisfies no award for null if and only if for each
(¢, E) e RE, x R4y

Hy=Hy;=---= Hy = Hy,
Hy(0,¢,E) =0.

(iii) Non-negativity if and only if for eachi € N, each z,y € RY, each E € Ry,

and each (a;) € Rim(i)XK with 0 < > a; <z <y.

jesm(i) jEsm(2)

H;(z,y, E) > Z H; (aj,y, E), if sm (i) # 0,

jesm(s)

(iv) No transfer paradox if and only if H; (-, ¢, E) is non-decreasing for each i € N
and each (¢, E) € D.

Thus, if f satisfies no award for null, then non-negativity is equivalent to no
transfer paradox.

Proof. (i): This follows from s (i*) = N and the fact that for each (¢, E) and
eachi € N, H; (Es(i),é, E) = ZjES(Z.) fi (e, E).

(ii-1): Let f satisfy no award for null. Then by (4), for each ¢ € N and each
(¢, E) € D with ¢; = 0,

Hi| Y &uaB|= ) HpeE). (5)

j€sm(1) jesm(i)

13



Thus for each i € N, each (2;);c i) € Rim(i)XK, and each (y, F) € RE, x R,
if there is (¢, E) € D such that ¢; = 0, ¢(;) = x; for each j € sm (i), and ¢ = v,
then
H; (Zom(iy, y, E) = Z Hj(r;,y,F). (*)
jesm(i)
By no award for null and (%*) in the proof of Proposition 3, for each i € N and
each (¢, E) € D, if all successors of ¢ have the zero characteristic vector, then
they all receive nothing and so >, . fj (¢, &) = 0. Hence, for each (y, E) €
RY, x RE,,
H; (0,y,F)=0. ()
Let i € N and j € sm(i). Let (¢,E) € D be such that ¢; = 0 and for each
h € s(i)\{j}, c, = 0. Then by (5) and (xx), H; (¢;, ¢, E) = H; (¢, ¢ E). Since
this holds for each ¢; with 0 < ¢; < ¢, H; = H;. Using this and the tree structure
of G, we show Hy = --- = Hy. Let Hy be the common function. For each
(¢, E) € D, if there is a node i € N\{i*} with at least two immediate successors,
we obtain additivity of Hy (-, ¢, F) from (%) (note that if (%) holds for ¢ = i*,
then we can only obtain the limited additivity of Hy (-, ¢, E) saying that for each
v, o' € RE if v +2' = ¢ Hy(z,¢6,E) + Hy (a,¢,E) = Hy(x + 2/, ¢, F)). Using
additivity of Hy (-, ¢, E') and (4) in Proposition 3, we show f; (¢, E) = Hy (¢;, ¢, E).

The converse follows easily from the fact that Hy (0,¢, E) = 0 and f; (¢, E) =
Hy (¢, ¢, E) for each (¢, E) € D.

(ii-2): This is easily proven using part (ii)-1.

(iii): This part follows directly from (4).

(iv): Assume that f satisfies no transfer paradox. Let i be a terminal node,
that is, s(i) = 0. Then for each (¢, E) € D, since f;(c,E) = H;(c¢;, ¢, E),
H; (-,¢, E) is non-decreasing. Let j be such that for each i € s°(j), s° (i) =
0. Then f;(c,E) = H;(¢y;).¢E) — Y ) Hi(ci ¢, E) and for each i €
sm(j), H; (-,¢, E) is non-decreasing. Consider transferring ¢t € [0, ¢;] from h €

i€esm

p° (j) to j. Then by no transfer paradox, j’s award should not decrease. Thus
H] (Es(j) + t, é, E) — Zz€sm(]) H,L (Ci7 é, E) 2 Hj (és(])7 E, E) — Zzesm(]) HZ (Ci7 E, E)
Hence, H; (Es(j) +t,c, E) > H; (Es(j),é, E) This shows that H; (-, ¢, E) is non-
decreasing. Proceeding backward, we complete our proof. The converse is shown
easily. &

Remark 2. When G is a non-linear tree, adding no award for null, we obtain a
subfamily of rules that are characterized in part (i) of Proposition 1 and that have
A; (-) = 0 for each i € N. Thus, given no award for null, reallocation-proofness
on a tree is equivalent to reallocation-proofness on a complete graph. Therefore,
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all earlier characterization results based on reallocation-proofness on a complete

graph and no award for null continue to hold on a tree.
Line

If G is a line, then given an end node i* € N and the directed line G (%),
any node can have at most one immediate successor. Thus, the set of immediate
successors of i, sm (i), is either empty or a singleton. From Proposition 3, we
obtain:

Corollary 1. Assume that G is a line. A rule f on a rich domain D satisfies
reallocation-proofness if and only if f is represented by a function H : Rf foJr X
R, — RY such that for each (c,E) € D and eachi € N,

Hi (68(2)7 c, E) ’ Zf sm (Z) - Q);

‘ . 6
H (6, E) = Hongoy @oomis &, E) , if sm () 20,

fi (C, E) = {

where, for an end node i* € N, s(-) and sm(-) are defined on the directed line

G (i*).
Combining reallocation-proofness, efficiency, and no award for null, we obtain:

Corollary 2. Assume that G is a line. A rule f on a rich domain D satisfies
reallocation-proofness, efficiency, and no award for null if and only if f is repre-
sented by a function Hy: RE x RE, x Ry, — R such that for each (c,E) € D
and each i € N, Hy(0,¢,E) =0, Hy(¢,¢, E) = E, and

HO(Ci7Ea E); Zf sm (Z) = @

et = { Ho (G, € B) = Ho (aami), & E) , if sm (i) # 0,

where, for an end node i* € N, s(-) and sm(-) are defined on the directed line

G (i),

Proposition 4 (parts 2.1 and 2.2) shows that when no award for null is imposed,
there is a remarkable difference between the linear tree case and the non-linear
tree case. As shown in Corollary 2, in the case of linear tree, there are rules that
are not necessarily a member of the family of rules characterized in Proposition 1
but that satisty reallocation-proofness and no award for null. When G is a non-

linear tree, only those rules characterized in Proposition 1 satisfy the two axioms.

3.3 Rigid® Graph

In this section, we consider the case when G is rigid*.
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In the next lemma, we show that reallocation-proofness under C (G) is equiv-

alent to reallocation-proofness under the unrestricted coalition structure.

Lemma 3. Given a connected graph G = (N, D), let f be a rule satisfying
reallocation-proofness. For each T C N, if no node in N\T is a connection
node, then for each (¢, E), (', E) € D with ér = &p and cy\r = Cy

Zfz (C7E) = Zfz (C/7E)>

€T €T

fnr (6 E) = fwor(d,E).

Therefore, if G is rigid*, then reallocation-proofness under C (G) is equivalent to
reallocation-proofness under the unrestricted coalition structure.

Proof. Let G = (N,D) be a connected graph. Let f be a rule satisfying
reallocation-proofness under C (G). Then by Lemma 2, f satisfies non-bossiness.
Let T C N. Assume that no node in N\T is a connection node. Let (¢, E), (¢, F) €
D be such that ¢r = & and cjyvr = cyyp. Let 2 = f (¢, E) and 2’ = [ (¢, E).
We only have to show Zp = 77 and ayp = x?V\T. Since N is connected, by
reallocation-proofness,

In =Ty (7)
For each ¢ € N\T, since i is not a connection node, N\{i} is connected. Since
CN\{i} = E’N\ (i then by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness, x; = x;. Hence

Tn\1 = Tly\p- Combining this with (7), we obtain zr = 7. I

We will show later that rigidity* of G is the necessary and sufficient condition
for the equivalence between reallocation-proofness under C (G) and reallocation-
proofness under the unrestricted coalition structure.

It follows from this lemma and Proposition 1 that:

Proposition 5. Assume that graph G = (N, D) is rigid* and |N| > 3.

(i) A rule f on a rich domain D satisfies reallocation-proofness if and only if f is
represented by two functions A: RX, xRy, — RN and W: Ry xRE, xR, — R¥
such that for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

f’i(ca E) = A2<E7 E) + Z Wk(Cik,E, E)?

keK

and W (-, ¢, E) is additive.
(i) A rule on a rich domain satisfies reallocation-proofness and one-sided bound-

edness if and only if it s a generalized proportional rule.
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(iii) A rule on a rich domain satisfies reallocation-proofness, no award for null,
and non-negativity (or no transfer paradox) if and only if it is a proportional

rule.

Proposition 2 also holds for rigid* graph G.

3.4 Rigid Graph

In this section, we consider the case when G is rigid.

Let S C N. Subgraph Gg is mazimally rigid* on G if there is no greater
rigid* subgraph, that is, there is no S’ € N such that S’ 2 S and Gg is rigid*.
In the next lemma, we show that each rigid graph is composed of maximal rigid*
subgraphs connected with each other by connection nodes.

Lemma 4. Assume that G = (N, D) is a rigid graph.

(i) The set of nodes N is uniquely divided into a finite number of subsets Ny,--- , N,
with UL Ny = N such that for eachl=1,--- ,L, [Nj| > 3 and Gy, is a mazimal
rigid* subgraph on G.

(ii) There is no cycle of successively intersecting sets among Ny, --- , Ny, that is,
there is no v > 3 and no Ny,,--- ,N;, € {Ny,---,Np} such that N, N N, #
0,--- N, ,NN,, #0, and N;, = N,,..

r

The proof is in Appendix A.

By Lemma 4, N has the unique family of subsets Ny, - - - , N, such that for each
le{l,---,L},|N)| > 3and Gy, is a maximal rigid* subgraph. In this case, we say
that rigid graph G is composed of mazimal rigid* subgraphs Gn,,--- ,Gn,. Let
N*(G)={Ny,--- ,Np} and R* (G) = {Gn,, - ,Gn,}. Foreachl € {1,--- L},
let

C(N;) = {i € N, : i is a connection node on G}

be the set of connection nodes in V; on graph G. For each | € {1,--- L} and
each 1 € Nj, let

S (i, N;) ={j € N\ [N, \{i}] : 7 is between j and any node in N}

be the set of nodes outside N;\{i} that can be connected with any node in N,
only through i. Note i € S(i, IV;). Note also that S(z, V) is not a singleton if and
only if i € C(N;). For example, if G is composed of two rigid* subgraphs Gy,
and Gy, and the connection node is 7, then S(7, N1) = Na, S(7, N3) = Ny, and
(M) = C(Ny) = {i}.
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Proposition 6. Assume that a rigid graph G = (N, D) with |N| > 3 is composed
of L mazimal rigid* subgraphs Gn,,--- ,Gy,: that is, R* (G) = {Gpn,, -+ ,Gn, }.
Then a rule over a rich domain D satisfies reallocation-proofness if and only if
there ewists a list of functions (A': RE, x Ry, — RM WH Ry x RE, x Ry, —
R¥)ieq1,.. 1y such that for each (¢,E) € D, eachl € {1,---,L}, and each i € Ny,
if i € N\C (V)

fi(c,E) = A{(e,E) + Y _ Wi(cin, ¢ E); (8)
keK
and ifi € C(N;) and {Gx, -+ ,Gn, } is the set of all rigid* subgraphs in R* (G)
other than Gy, to which i also belongs,

fi(e.B) = AL(¢E)+ > W (Csqm ¢ E)

keK

DIPUEICE

s=1 jeN \{i}

— Z Z W,is E[NzS\C(NzS)]k + Z ES(j,le)ku C, E ) (9)

s=1 kek JEC(NI\{i}
where for each 1" € {1,--- L}, Wt (+,¢, E) is additive and

S A E)+> Wi(ae,BE)=> Al (e,E)+Y Wi (a.c.E). (10)

ienN, keK i€Ny keK

The proof is in Appendix B.

Remark 3. Note that when G is a rigid* graph, L = 1 and Proposition 6 reduces
to part (i) of Proposition 5.

We next establish necessary and sufficient conditions for the four additional

axioms, efficiency, no award for nulls, non-negativity, and no transfer paradox.

Proposition 7. Assume that a rigid graph G = (N, D) with |N| > 3 is composed
of L mazimal rigid* subgraphs Gn,,--- ,Gy,: that is, R* (G) = {Gpn,, -+ ,Gn, }.
Let f be a reallocation-proof rule represented by a list of functions (Al: ]Rff 4 X
Ry — RN W Ry x RE, xRy, — R¥)icy . 1y as in Proposition 6. Then f
satisfies

(i) Efficiency if and only if for each (¢, E) € D and each l € {1,...,L},

Y Al(e.E)+ > Wi(e¢E)=E.

1EN keK
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(ii) No award for nulls if and only if for each (¢, E) € D, each i € N, and each
LU e{l,...,L},

A6, B) = 0;
W'(,6,E) = W' (. ¢E).

Thus by additivity of W' (-,¢, E), f is a rule characterized in part (ii) of Propo-
sitton 2.

(iii) Non-negativity if and only if f satisfies one-sided boundedness and, for each
(¢, E)eD and each l € {1,..., L},

AL(e,E) >0 for eachi € N,
. 1 /= . 2l/— -
?élj{]lAj (¢, )+ Z min{0, W (¢, ¢, E)} > 0.
keK
(iv) No transfer paradox if and only if for each (¢, E) € D, each k € K, and each
le{l,...,L}, WL(-,¢ E) is non-decreasing.

The proof is in Appendix B.

Remark 4. Part (ii) shows that under no award for nulls, reallocation-proofness
under C (G) is equivalent to reallocation-proofness under the unrestricted coali-
tion structure.

4 Theorem

We now consider the most general case when G is a connected graph.
The next lemma says that every connected graph is uniquely decomposed into
a family of maximal rigid subgraphs.

Lemma 5. Assume that G = (N, D) is a connected graph.

(1) The set of nodes N is uniquely partitioned into a finite number of subsets
Ny, -+, Np such that for eachl =1,--- L, |N| =1 or |N;| > 3 and Gy, is a
maximal rigid subgraph on G.

(i1) There is no cycle of sets among Ny,--- ,Np, which are successively con-
nected by connection edges; that is, there is no r > 3 and no Ny,--- ,N; €

{N1,--+,Np} such that N, = N, and for two sequences of nodes, iy € Ny, -+ ,i,_1 €
NT,1 and jg € Nl2, <o ,jr € Nr, we have iljg,i2j3, <o ,erfljr e D.

The proof is in Appendix A.
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By Lemma 5, N is partitioned into maximal rigid subgraphs and these sub-

graphs are located with a tree structure. Formally:

Definition 4 (Tree of Maximal Rigid Subgraphs). Given a connected graph
G = (N, D), let N be partitioned into Ny, - - - , N, such that for each [ = 1,--- | L,
Gy, is a maximal rigid subgraph. We now define a graph G of which nodes are
composed of these subgraphs. Formally, let N' = {Ny,---, Np} be the set of
nodes. For each [,I" € {1,---, L}, {N;, Ny} is an edge of G if there is an edge
of the original graph G, which connects N; and Ny, that is, for some ¢ € N; and
i" € Ny, i’ € D. Denote the set of edges of G by £. Then G = (N, &) is a tree

because of part (ii) of Lemma 5.

Let R = {Gn,, -+ ,Gn, } be the set of maximal rigid subgraphs on G. Note
that for each [ = 1,--- ,L, |N;| = 1 or |N;| > 3. By Lemma 4, for each [ =
1,---, L, N; is again divided into a finite number IL; € N of subsets, denoted
by Nj,---,Nig,, such that for each m = 1,---,L;, Gy, is a maximal rigid*
subgraph on Gy,.

Next we define a family of rules that are similar to rules characterized in
Proposition 6 on each rigid subgraph Gy, € R with |V;| > 3 and that are similar
to rules characterized in Proposition 3 when we view the total award of each
group N; € N as the award for node NN; on the tree G.

Pick an arbitrary N € A and let G (N;+) be the directed tree with root Nj-.
Then we can define successors and predecessors on G(N;+). We use the same
notation as in Section 3.2 for the set of successors s(-), the set of immediate
successors sm (-), the set of predecessors p (), and immediate predecessor pm (-).
But note that variables of these functions are different because now the set of
nodes is AV, while it is N in Section 3.2. We also use notation s° (-) and p° (-) as
used in Section 3.2. For each [ € {1,--- L}, let

Us (V) = U Ny

Ny es(Ny)

be the union of all Ny € N that succeeds N; on G(N+). Similarly, let

Us®(N,) = U Nyp.

Nyreso(Ny)

For each l € {1,---, L} and each m € {1,--- , L;}, let

C(N;) = {j € N,:jis a connection node on G};
C<Nlma GN[)

{j € Ny, : j is a connection node on Gy, }.
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Let
C* (N)) ={i € C(N)) : for some Ny € sm(N;) and some j € N;, ij € D}

be the set of all connection nodes ¢ € N; on G, which belongs to a connection
edge connecting N, to an immediate successor of Ny on G. Foreachl € {1,--- | L}
and each 1 € N, let

sm(N;i) = {N, € 5" (N;): for some j € Ny, ij € D},
" (Ni;1) = Unyesmvis (Ni) -
That is, sm(NV;;4) is the set of immediate successors of N}, connected with N,
through 7, and s°(IV;;4) is the set of all successors of N; that succeeds i. Note
that if i ¢ C*(V;), sm(N;;4) = s° (Ny;i) = (). Following the previous notational
convention, let
Us” (N33 1) = Ungesm(Nisi) Unestve) Nie-

For each i € Ny, let

S (iy Nim) = {7 € N\ [N \{¢}] : 7 is between j and each node in N, on Gy, }.

It should be noted that S (i, Njy,) is defined on the subgraph Gy, and i €
S (i, Nim), and that S (i, Ni,,,) is not a singleton if and only if i € C' (Nyy, Gy,).

Let H: R§XR§+ xR, — RL be a function such that for each { € {1,--- | L},
H; describes the total award of all agents in Us (V;), as a function of the sum of
characteristic vectors of these agents, ¢, and E. We now define the family of rules
represented by such a function H and a list of functions

. L \*
((Alm:foRf+xR++—>RNlm,W’m:R+fofo+xR++—>]RK>l > ,

m=1/1-1
where for each [ € {1,---,L}, each m € {1,---,L;}, and each (¢, FE) € D,
Wim (-, Cus(ny), G E) is additive.
Definition 5 (HAW-Family). A rule f is in the HAW-Family if f is repre-
sented by a list of functions,

H:RE xRE, xRy — RY

(A™: REXRE, xRy, — RVm W™ Ry x RE xRE, xR, — RF)L_HE
as follows: for each (¢, F) € D, each | € {1,---,L}, each m € {1,---,L;}, and

each i« € Ny,
(1) ifie Nl\(C* (Nl) U C(Nl, GNl)),

fi (Ca E) = Aim (EUS(NZ)7 C, E) + E W]im(cik, EUS(N[)? c, E)? (11)
keK
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(ii) if i € C(Ni,Gn)\C* (V1) and {G,,, -+ ,Gn,,, } 18 the set of all rigid”
subgraphs among {Gn,,, -+, Gy, }\{Gw,, }, to which 7 also belongs,

file, B) = A" (Cusviy & B) +kZKWk (€0, Ny 1es Cs(3i): €5 E)
c

-Y X AP (e B)

§= IJENlmS\{ }

T ilms | =
-2 2 W (C[Nlms\cwzmsﬂwl)}k -

CS(j,Nums k> CUS(NY)» Cs E) ;

s=1 keK JEC(Nims,Gn)\{i}
(12)
(iii) if i € C* (V) N (N\C (N1, Gw,)),
fi(c, E) = Am (EUS(NZ),E,E)—i—kg(W,im(cik,EUs(Nl),E,E)
- Y Hy(ewsw,) 6 E), (13)

U':Nyesm(Ny;i)

(iv) if i € C* (N;) N C (N}, G,),

file, B) = A™ (Gymy & E) + 3 W™ (Es(ini ks Cos(vi), & E)
keK

- Z Z Aéms (EUS(Nl)7 c, E)

s=1jENm  \{i}

- 17ims | = = = =
—L 2 W (C[szs\O(Nlms,Gm]k + CS(j.Nimy k> CUs(N1) 5 Cs E)

s=1keK JEC(Nimg,Gny)\{i}

- Z Hl' (EUS(NZI)7 67 E) ) (].4)

U':Nyesm(Ny;i)
where for each [ € {1,---,L}, each m € {1,---,L;}, and each (¢, F) € D,
Wim (-, Cus(ny), G E) is additive,
> A (Cusn). & E) 4+ Y W (Cosivprs Cusvys & E) = H (Cus(ny. & E) (15)
1€ N, keK

and, s(-), sm(-), and C*(-) are defined on the directed graph G (N;«) with
root Nj» € N'.8

8Condition (15) implies that for each m,m’ € {1,..., L},

Z Aim (EUS(NL)V G, E) + Z W’ém (EUS(Nl)k’ EUS(N1)7E’ E>

'LeNhn keK

— lm

- E : Ai CUS(Nz § Wk: CUS(N[ kaCUs(Nl);C E)
PE€EN ],/ keK
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Now we are ready to state our main result.

Theorem. Assume that G is a connected graph and |N| > 3. Then a rule over
a rich domain satisfies reallocation-proofness if and only if it is a member of the

HAW-family.
The proof is in Appendix C.
We next establish necessary and sufficient conditions for efficiency, no award

for nulls, non-negativity, and no transfer paradox.

Proposition 8. Assume that G is a connected graph and |N| > 3. Let f be a
reallocation-proof rule represented by the following functions

H:RY xR, xRy — RY
(A" RE X RE, xRy — RM» WM R, x RE xRE, xRy, — R
as in Definition 5. Then f satisfies
(i) Efficiency if and only if for each (¢, F) € D, Hj- (¢,¢, E) = E;
(ii) Assume that L > 2 and there is | € {1,..., L} such that |[N;| > 3 (otherwise,

Propositions 4 and 7 apply). Then f satisfies no award for nulls if and only if
for each (¢, E) € D and each i € N,

HO() = Hl('):"':HL(');
fi (CaE) = HO (ChEaE);
and Hy (-, ¢, E) is additive (so Hy(0,¢, E) = 0). Thus, for each (¢, E) € D,
Hy (+,¢, E) can be decomposed into K functions and we have
fz‘ (C, E) = HO (Ci,é, E)
= ZWk (CikaéaE)f

keK

where Wy (cix, ¢, E) = Hy (cipug, ¢, E), denoting the k™ unit vector of RE by uy,
and for each l € {1,...,L} and each m € {1,..., L},

Wi (.., E) =W (-,¢ E).

(iii) Non-negativity if and only if f satisfies one-sided boundedness and, for each
(¢, E) € D, each l € {1,...,L}, and each m € {1,..., L},
Am (e, E) > 0 for eachi € Ny,
min A" (¢, E) + Y min{0, W;" (¢, ¢, E)} > 0,

iEN
= m keK
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fOT each T,y € Rf and each (aNl’)Nl/€sm(Nl)

T <Y,
Hl (I‘,y,E) > Z Hl’(aNl/7y7E)7 Zf sm (Nl) # (2)7

NZIESTTZ(NZ)
-Hl (ZE,y,E) Z 07 Zfsm (Nl> - @

(iv) No transfer paradox if and only if for each (¢, F) € D, each l € {1,...,L},
each m € {1,...,L;}, and each k € K, W,im (~,ES(NZ),E, E) and Hy(-,¢, E) are
non-decreasing.

The proof is in Appendix C.

Remark 5. Combining the necessary and sufficient conditions for no award for
nulls in Propositions 4, 7, and 8, we obtain the following relations: if G is not
a line, then for each rule f satisfying no award for nulls, f satisfies reallocation-
proofness under C (G) if and only if f satisfies reallocation-proofness under the

unrestricted coalition structure.

By Lemma 2, we may replace reallocation-proofness in Theorem 4 with the

combination of pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness.

Corollary 3. Assume that G is a connected graph. Then a rule over a rich
domain satisfies pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness if and
only if it is a member of the HAW-family.

It follows from Theorem 4 and Propositions 1-6 that:

Corollary 4. Assume that G is a connected graph. Then the following two state-
ments are equivalent:

(i) Graph G is rigid*;

(ii) Reallocation-proofness under C (G) is equivalent to reallocation-proofness un-
der the unrestricted coalition structure.

A Structure of Connected Graph

In this section, we prove Lemmas 4 and 5. We begin with some useful facts on

rigid graphs and rigid* graphs.
Fact 1. When there are at least three nodes, rigidity* implies rigidity.

Proof. Let G = (N, D) be rigid*. Assume |N| > 3. Suppose by contradiction
that G is not rigid. Let ¢j € D be a connection edge. Then G’ = (N, D\{ij}) is
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disconnected. Then since |N| > 3, i or j has an adjacent node in N\{i,j} on G'.
Suppose that ¢ has an adjacent node h € N\{i,j} on G'. Then there is no path
from h to j on G'. Since the set of edges of G'y\ (4} is a subset of the set of edges
of G’, that is, D\{ij}, then there is no path from h to j on Gy\(; either. Thus
G (i) is disconnected. This shows that 7 is a connection node, contradicting
rigidity* of G. &

Fact 2. When N ={i,j} and D = {ij}, G = (N, D) is rigid* but not rigid.

Fact 3. If G is rigid, M C N, and Gy s a maximal rigid® subgraph, then
M| > 3.

Proof. Suppose |[M| =1, say M = {i}. Then because G is connected, there is
J # i such that ij € D. Then Gy, j is rigid*, contradicting the maximal rigidity
of Gys. Suppose that |M| =2, say, M = {i,j}. Let G' = (N, D\{ij}). Let M;
be the set of nodes connected with ¢ on G’ and M, the set of nodes connected
with j on G’. Since G is rigid, then ij is not a connection edge. So M; N M; # (.
Let h € M; "\ Mj. Let p(i,h) be a path in G, from i to h and p (h, j) a path in
G’Mj from h to j. Let M’ be the set of nodes in the two paths. Clearly, M C M.
Then G has a total cycle and so it is a rigid* graph, contradicting the maximal
rigidity of Gps. 1

Fact 4. Let G be rigid. Let M, M’ C N be such that Gy; and Gy are mazimal
rigid* subgraphs and M # M'. Then

(i) Either M N M'| =0 or 1.

(i) Ifi € M N M, iis a connection node on G.

(i) Ifte MNM', h € M, and b’ € M', every path from h to h' contains i, that
is, 1 is between h and h'.

Proof. Proof of (i). Suppose by contradiction that M N M’ contains at least
two nodes. For each ¢ € M\ M’, since 7 is not a connection node in Gy, Gan ()
is connected. Since i ¢ M N M’ # (), every 5 € M\{i} has a path to a node in
M N M’, which has a path to any node in M’. Thus, Guwm)\ iy is connected.
So 7 is not a connection node in G yypp. Similarly, we show that each i € M\ M
is not a connection node in Gppr. Now let i« € M N M'. Since |[M N M'| > 2,
there is j € (M N M')\{i}. Since both G and Gy are rigid*, both Gy ;3 and
Gun gy are connected. Because j € (M N M')\{i}, any node in M\{i} has a
path, by way of j, to any node in M"\{i} on Gpyumpy. Hence Grayumfiy
is connected and 7 is not a connection node. This holds for each ¢ € M N M'.
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Therefore, Gprup does not have any connection node and Gy is rigid*. This
contradicts the maximal rigidity* of G ;.

Proof of (ii). Now let ¢ € M N M’. If i is not a connection node, G'n\g; is
connected. Pick h € M\{i} and b’ € M'\{i}. Then there is a path from h to A’
on G\ (iy- Now combining this path with M U M’, we obtain a rigid* subgraph,
contradicting the maximal rigidity* of G ;.

Proof of (iii). This follows easily from (ii). B

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 4.
Proof of Lemma 4. Let G = (N, D) be a rigid graph.

Proof of part (i): We first show that N is divided into a finite number of
subsets Ny, - -+, Ny with U2, N; = N such that for each [ = 1,--- L, |N;| > 3
and Gy, is a maximal rigid* subgraph on G. Pick a node ¢« € N. Find all
maximal rigid* subgraphs containing 7. Let Ny,---, N,, be the sets of nodes of
these subgraphs. Then because of rigidity of G and Fact 3, |Ny|,--- ,|[Nn| >
3. If Ul Ny = N, we are done. Otherwise, since G is connected, pick j €
N\ Ui, Ni and find all maximal rigid* subgraphs containing j. Denote the sets
of nodes of these subgraphs by Ny, i1, s Nppan. Then [Nyial, -+ [Npan| > 3.
If UP" Ny = N, we are done. Otherwise, iterate the same procedure. Since N
is finite, the iteration will end after a finite number of steps and, at the end, we
get a list of subsets of N, Ny,---, Ny, with the desired properties.

To prove the uniqueness, let {Ny,---, Ny} and {N}, -, N/} be two fami-
lies of subsets of N satisfying the stated properties. Pick a node i € N. Let
{Ni, -+, Np} be the subfamily of elements in {Ny,---, Ny}, which include i.
Let {N7,---, N/ ,} be the subfamily of elements in {/NV{, - -- , N1/}, which include
1. For each element Nj in the former subfamily, find j € N, that is adjacent to
i. Then there exists an element [V}, in the latter family which include both i and
j (that is, ij is an edge of GNI;,). Therefore, by Fact 4, N, = N,. This shows
{N1,--- N} € {N{,---,N/,}. Similarly, we can show the reverse inclusion.
Therefore, {Ny,--- ,Np} ={N{,--- ,Np/}.

Proof of part (ii): Suppose by contradiction that there exist N;,,---, N, €

T

{Ny,--- N} with r > 3 such that N, " N, # 0,--- ,N,,_, N N,, # 0, and
N;, = N,,. Then it we let M = N;, U---UN,,, Gy is rigid*. This contradicts the
maximal rigidity* of Gy, for each k =1,--- 7. 1

We use the next fact to prove Lemma 5.
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Fact 5. If Gy and Gy are maximal rigid subgraphs on G, then either M = M’
or MNM' = 0.

Proof. Let M, M' C N be given as above. Assume M # M’. Suppose to the
contrary M N M’ # (). Since Gy has no connection edge disconnecting G, and
M N M’ # (), there is no connection edge in G disconnecting Gsupr. Similarly,
there is no connection edge in G, disconnecting G yp. Therefore, Gy has
no connection edge and so it is rigid. This contradicts maximal rigidity of G,
and Gr. 1t

Fact 6. Assume that G = (N, D) is a connected graph and that N is partitioned
into a finite number of subsets Ny,--- , N such that for eachl =1,--- | L, |[N;| =
1 or |Ny| > 3 and Gy, is a mazimal rigid subgraph on G. Then

(i) For each I,I' =1,--- | L with I # U, there can be at most one edge ii' € D such
that 1 € N; and i' € Nyp. If there is such an edge ii' € D, it is a connection edge.
(ii) For each I,I' =1,--- L with L # U, if i € N;, i' € Ny, and i’ € D, then for
each j € N; and each j' € Ny, every path from j to j' contains it’, that is, both i

and i’ are between j and j'.

Proof. Proof of part (i): Let [,I' € {1,---, L} be such that [ # I'. Suppose to
the contrary that at least two edges ii’, jj’ € D such that i,j € Ny and ¢/, j' € Np.
Then any of these edges connecting N; and Ny is not a connection edge on G y,un, -
Since neither Gy, nor Gy, has a connection edge, then no edge in Gy, or Gy, is
a connection edge on Gn,un, . Therefore, Gn,un, has no connection edge and so
it is rigid. This contradicts to maximal rigidity of G, and Gy, .

Now assume that 77’ € D is such that ¢ € N, and ¢/ € Np. If i’ is not a
connection edge, then we can find a path from a node in N; to another node
in Ny, which does not include i7’. Now combining this path, N;, and Ny, we
can construct a larger rigid subgraph than Gy, and Gy, , contradicting maximal
rigidity of G, and Gy, .

Proof of part (ii): The proof follows directly from the definition of connection
edge. 1

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 5.

Proof of Lemma 5. Let G = (N, D) be a connected graph.

Proof of part (i): Since any edge is not a rigid subgraph, then if M C N and
Gy is rigid, either |[M| =1 or |[M| > 3. The proof of the existence of a partition
of N satisfying the property stated in part (i) is similar to the proof of part (i)
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in Lemma 4. The only difference is in showing that for any two subsets of N,
M # M, if Gy and Gy are maximal rigid subgraphs on G, then M N M’ = 0.
This is shown in Fact 5.

To prove the uniqueness, let {Ny,--- Ny} and {N7y,---, Ny} be two parti-
tions of N satisfying the stated properties. Pick a node ¢ € N. Without loss of
generality, let N; and N}, be the members of the two partitions, which include 7.
Since N; N N, # 0, then by Fact 5, N, = Nj,. Since this holds for every i € N,
the two partitions must be identical.

Proof of part (ii): Suppose by contradiction that there exist r > 3, Ny, -+, N},
{N1,--- ,Np}, iy € Niy,-++ i1 € N,_1, and js € Ny, -+ ,j, € N, such that
N, = N, and i1js, 4273, ,i,_1Jr € D. Note that for each s € {2,--- ,r — 2},
isJs4+1 connects Ny and N, and 4,_1j, connects IN;, and N;,. Therefore, since
each member of {N;,,---, N, } is connected, then there is a path from i; to js
not containing #,j, € D. This means that deleting 7,7, does not disconnect G.
So i1jo is not a connection edge, contradicting part (i) of Fact 6. B

B Proof of Propositions 6 and 7

In this section, we prove Propositions 6 and 7.

Proof of Proposition 6. Let G = (N,D), Ny,--- , N, and Gy,,--- ,Gy, be
given as in the proposition. Let f be a rule represented by a list of functions
(AL RE, x Ry, — RM WE Ry x RE, x Ry, — RE)E, as in (8)-(10). By
Lemma 2, to show reallocation-proofness of f, we only have to show pairwise
reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness. Let ij € D be an edge and
i,j € Ny for some l =1,--- L. If i,j € N\C(N)), it follows directly from (8)
and additivity of W' (,¢, E) that the total award of ¢ and j depends on ¢; and
c¢; only through ¢; + ¢; and ¢. Thus, 7 and j cannot change their total award by
a reallocation of ¢; and ¢;. Now consider the case that i € C'(N;) or j € C (N,).
Assume that i € C' (N;) and j € N\C (N,) (the same argument applies when j is
also in C'(N;)). Let {Gn, ,---, Gy, } is the set of all rigid* subgraphs other than
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G\, to which i also belongs. Let (¢, E) € D. By (8) and (9),

fi<ch)+fj(CvE) = Aé(E,E)—Z Z Alhs(éaE)

s=1 heN;,\{i}

+ Z Wi (Esiinns & B)

keK
=2 D W |l awpemor D stk G B
s=1 keK heC (N )\{i}
+AL(e, E)+ Y Wiejp, ¢, E)
A E\Cjks &

keK

By additivity of W! (,¢, ), this can be rewritten as follows:

r

fi(e. E)+ fj(c,E) = Al E)+A (6E)-> Y A @EE)

s=1 heN; \{3}

+ Z Wi (cir + ¢k + s\ {iyk- G E)

keK
— Z Z W,is E[le\c(le)}k -+ Z ES(h,NlS)ka 5, E
s=1 keK heC(Ni )\ {i}

Therefore, the total award of 7 and j depends on ¢; and ¢; only through ¢; + ¢;
and ¢. This shows that f satisfies pairwise reallocation-proofness. Pairwise non-
bossiness follows from the fact that in (8) and (9), the characteristic vectors of
each link ij € D, ¢; and ¢;, affect the awards of others only through ¢; +¢; and c.

To prove the converse, let f be a rule satisfying reallocation-proofness. Then
by Lemma 2, f satisfies non-bossiness. Let | € {1,...,L}. Consider N; and
rigid* subgraph Gy,. Let Dy, = {(d, E) € RY™® x R, : for some (¢, F) € D,
enpov) = dvpcvy and for each i € C(N)), ¢siny = di}. Let g: Dy, — RM be
defined as follows: for each (d, E) € Dy,

fi (C, E) if ¢ € NI\C<NZ),
9:(d, E) = S fi(e, E) ifie C(N),
F€S(3i,Ny)
where (¢, £) € D is such that cyy\cwv) = dnpov and for each i € C(N),
¢siny = d;. To show that ¢ is well-defined, let ¢, be such that cy\c(n) =
(&,N) N\C(N)
ey = dane) and for each i € C(N), Csv) = Co ) = di- For each
i € C(IV;), if coalition S(7, N;) changes cg(; n,) to CIS(i,Nz)’ then since S (i, V}) is con-
nected, by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness, the total award of S (i, V)
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remains constant and the awards of all others also remain constant. After making
these changes for all agents in C'(V;), we finally get ¢. And for each i € C (NN,),
the total award of S (i, N;) remains constant and the awards of all agents in
N \C(N,) also remain constant. Therefore,

fi(e, E) = f; (CI,E), if i € N\\C(N));
S file,E)y="> fi(d,E),ifie C(N).

JES(6,N;) JES(i,N;)
This shows that g is well-defined.

We now show that g is a rule over Dy, satisfying pairwise reallocation-proofness
and pairwise non-bossiness under C (Gy,) and, therefore, satisfying reallocation-
proofness under C (Gy,). Let i*, j* € N, \C(V;) be such that i*j* € Dy,. Then
it follows from pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness of f
and the definition of g that this pair {i*, j*} cannot change their total award or
awards of others by any reallocation of characteristic vectors among the pair.
Now consider a pair {i*,j*} that is an edge in Dy, and * € C(N;). Let
(d,E),(d, E) € Dy, be such that dy\ i« j+} = diy i j+y a0d die + dj= = dj + de.
Let ¢ € D be such that cyp\c(w) = dvpcov) and for each i € C(N), Esiiny) = di-
Without loss of generality, suppose j* ¢ C(N;) (a similar argument applies
when j* € C(Ni)). Let ¢ be such that Cg. ) = din and ¢j. = dj. and for
each i ¢ S(i*,N;) U {j*}, ¢ = ¢. Then gy + ¢ = Csen) + ¢+ and
N\ (5% N)UL*)) = CN\(SGN)u+h- Since 15 is an edge, S(i*, Ni) U {j*} is con-
nected. Thus by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness of f,

Z fi(claE) = Z f’L(C:E)7
i€S(i*,N)U{5*} i€ S(i*, N )U{j*}

fnvesasvpugey (€5 E) = favsasmoge) (6 E) -
Therefore,
gix (dlv E) + gj+ (d/7 E) = G (d, E) + gj* (d7 E) ;
gngir gy (L E) = gngis gy (¢, B).

This shows that ¢ satisfies pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-
bossiness under C (Gy;, ).

Since Gy, is rigid* and |N;| > 3, then applying Proposition 5, we conclude
that there exist A': RE, x Ry; — R™ and W R, x RE, x Riy — R¥ such
that for each (d, E) € Dy, and each i € N,

gi(d, E) = Ai(d, E) + Y _ W{(di, d, E),
keK
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and W! (-,d, E) is additive. Therefore, for each (c, E) € D,

file.B) = Al E)+ ) Wi, E) if i € N\C(N); (1)
keK

> fi(e.BE) = Al(e,E)+ Y Wi (esumm ¢ E) ifieC(N), ()
JE€S(i,Ny) keK

and W' (-,¢, E) is additive.
Assume that {Gy, , -+, Gy, } is the set of all rigid* subgraphs other than
G\, to which i also belongs. Using (f) and (}), we obtain

fi (C7 E) = Ai (67 E) + Z W]i (ES(i,Nl)kv 67 E)

keK

_ Z Z (Ags(c, E)+ Z Wk (cjp, G, E))

s=1 jeN\C(N,,) keK

= > > frleB).

s=1 jeC(Ni,)\{i} j'€S(H:Ni,)

Again by (1) and additivity of W (-, ¢, E),

file.B) = Al(e,E)+ > Wy (esgmm ¢ E)

keK
> Y AeE) - > > W (@vacwim & E)
s=1 jJEN\C(Ny,) s=1 k€K
— Z Z Aé.s (¢, E) — Z Z W,ﬁ Z CS(j,N ks G B
s=1 jeC (N, )\{i} s=1 keK JEC(Ni )\ {i}

Since W' (-, ¢, E) is additive for each I, € {ly,---,l.},

r

fi(caE) = Aé(éaE)_Z Z Aéﬁ(é,E)

s=1 jeNi \{i}

+ Y Wi (Estmm & E)

keK
s=1 keK JEC (N )\{i}
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Applying the same argument for [y,

filc.E) = Al(e,E)— Y Ai(eE)-) > AeE

JEN\ {4} s=2 jeN; \{i}

+ Z W;? <ES(i,Nll)k7 C, E)
keK

= Wil avncwor+ D sk G E

keK JEC(N)\{i}
- Z Z Wi | @wiomi ik + Z Cs N € E
s=2 keK JEC(Ni)\{i}

In order for f(-) to be well-defined, the right-hand sides of the two expressions
for f; (¢, E) should be equal. This equality is equivalent to

Y A@E) +> Wi avcon+ D Csonk & B

JEN\{i} keK JEC(Ny)
1 /= 1 /= l — _ _
= Al (e E)+ Z Aj )+ Z Wkl C[N\oi))]k T Z Cs(j,Ni ks € B
jGNll\{ } keK jEC(Nll)

Since for each k € K,

C[NZ\C(NZ E+ Z CSle)k [Nll\C(Nll)] + Z ES(J}Nll)k = Cg,

JEC(N) JEC(Nyy)

we obtain (10). 1

Proof of Proposition 7. Note that for each | € {1,...,L}, g: Dy, — RM
defined in the proof of Proposition 6 inherits any of the additional four properties
of f, efficiency, no award for nulls, non-negativity, and no transfer paradox.
Therefore, applying Proposition 2 for the two functions A': RE, x R, — RM
and W R, x RE, x Ry; — RX that represent g, we easily obtain all the
conditions stated in Proposition 7 except for the second condition for no award
for nulls. This condition is verified below.

Let I,I' € {1,...,L} be such that N; N Ny # () (if there is no such pair,
then L = 1 and we are done). Without loss of generality, let 1 € N, N Np.
Then 1 is a connection node. Since Ny is rigid*, then there is i € Ny\{1}.
Let (y,E) € RE, x Ry;. Let (¢,E) € D be such that ¢ = y and for each
Jj€S(1,N)\{i}, ¢; =0 (thus ¢; = 0 and except for ¢, all nodes that succeed 1
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have the zero characteristic vector). Then Cs(1,N;) = Ci = Cs(i,N,,)- By no award for
nulls, fi (¢, E) =0, and for each j € S (1, N;)\{i}, f; (¢, E) = 0. Then, applying
(1) in the proof of Proposition 6 twice with regard to IV; and Ny, we obtain

Z W]i (Ciky Yy, FE

keK
S (e, B
keK

Since this holds for each ¢ with ¢ = y, then for each k£ € K, letting ¢;» = 0 for
each k' # k and using the fact that by additivity, W,i, (0,y, E) = 0, we obtain:

A

W,i (Cik,y, E) = W,ﬁl (cik,y, E).

C Proofs of Theorem and Proposition 8

Proof of Theorem. We skip the proof that every rule in HAW-family satisfies
reallocation-proofness, since it can be done using the same arguments as in the
proofs of Propositions 3 and 6.

Let G = (N, D) be a connected graph. Let N = {Ny,--- N, } and R =
{Gn,, -+ ,Gpn,}. By Lemma 5, foreach I = 1,--- L, |[N;] = 1 or |N;| > 3. By
Lemma 4, for each [ = 1,--- L, N; is again divided into L; subsets, L; € N,
Ny, -+, Ny, such that Ufnl:lNlm = N; and for each m = 1,--- ,L;, Gy, is a
maximal rigid* subgraph on Gy,. Let G = (N, &) be the graph in Definition 4.
Pick I* € {1,---,L} and consider the directed tree G (N;-). Roughly speaking
the following proof is the combination of the arguments used in the proofs of

Propositions 3 and 6.

Let f be a rule satisfying reallocation-proofness. Then by Lemma 2, f satisfies
non-bossiness. Define a function H: RE x RE, x R, — R* such that for each
l € L and each (z,y, E) € RE x RE, xR,

H(z,y, E ZchE

1€Us(Np)

for some (¢, E) € D with >, n,y ¢ = @ and ¢ = y. For all other (z,y, E),
define H; (z,y, E) arbitrarily. Since both Us (N;) and N\ U s (XV;) are connected
in G, then by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness, we can show that H ()
is well-defined.
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Letl € {1,---,L}. If |N}| is a singleton and so L; = 1, then let A" and W" be
such that for each (¢, E) € D, Al'(¢, E)+Y .y W,ﬁl(cik, ¢, E) = H, (EUS(NZ), c, E)—
Zl’:NyEsm(Nl) Hy(Cus(n, ), ¢, E), where i € Ni. Then (13) holds and the remaining
three equations (11), (12), and (14) hold vacuously.

Now consider the case when |N;| > 3. Fix y € RE,. Let Dy, (y) = {(d, E) €
RfﬁrXK x Ry : for some (¢, E) € D, ¢ =y, cn\cx(ny) = dnp\c+(ny), and for each
i € C*(Ny), ¢; + Cusonyy) = diy. Define g: Dy, (y) — RM as follows: for each
(d, E) € Dy, (y) and each i € N,

fi(C7E)’ lfz¢0*(Nl)a
fi (07 E) + ZjEUSO(Nl;i) fj (C? E) ) ifieC” (Nl) )

for some (¢, E) € D such that ¢ = y, cusn,) = d, cnpovy) = dnp\c+(vy), and
for each i € C*(INVy), ¢; + Cuso(niy = di- We now show that g is well-defined.
Let (¢, E) € D and ¢ € RY*¥ be such that ¢ = @ = y, Cus(Ny) = é’US(NZ) = d,
CNNCH(Ny) = C/Nl\C*(Nl) = dnzc+(ny), and for each i € C*(N), ¢; + Cuson) =
¢ + Cgo(n,y = di- Since N\ U's (IV;) is connected, then by reallocation-proofness

gi(d,E) = {

and non-bossiness, cy\us(n,) i irrelevant in this definition. So without loss of
generality, we may assume that cy\usv,) = c?V\Us(Nl). For each i € C*(N)),
let T; = {i} U [Us® (N;;4)]. Then T; is connected. So by reallocation-proofness
and non-bossiness, if coalition T; changes cr, to ¢, then the total award of
T; and the awards of all others in N\T; do not change. After making these
changes for all i € C* (N;), we end up with ¢ and, throughout this process, the
total award of coalition T; = {i} U [Us® (N;;4)] for each i € C*(1V;), and the
awards for all j € N;\C*(N,;) do not change. Therefore, for each i € N;\C*(1V;),
file,E) = fi(d, E), and for each i € C*(Ni), fi (¢, E) + 3 jcusoqnyy [i (6 E) =
fild, E) + ZjGUs"(Nl;i) fi (¢, E).

We now show that g is a rule over Dy, (y) satisfying pairwise reallocation-
proofness and pairwise non-bossiness under C(Gy,) and, therefore, reallocation-
proofness under C(Gy,). Let i*,j* € N\C*(N,;) be such that i*j* € Dy,. Then
it follows from pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-bossiness of f
and the definition of g that this pair {i*, j*} cannot change their total award or
awards of others by any reallocation of characteristic vectors among the pair.
Now consider a pair {i*,j*} that is an edge in Dy, and * € C*(N;). Let
(d,E),(d,E) € Dy, (y) be such that dy,\(ijp = diyp - oy and die + dje =
dix + dj.. Let c € RfXK be such that ¢ = y, Cusn,) = d, en\Cr () = ANp\cH (V)
and for each i € C*(IV), ¢; + Cuso(n,) = d;. Without loss of generality, suppose
j* ¢ C*(N;) (a similar argument applies when j* € C*(V;)). Let ¢ € RY*X be

such that Cy\ e jeyuuson) = EN\E 5 UUsS Nl Cir + Cuso(agin) = divs a0

34



C;* = d;* Since d,’* + dj* = d;* + d;*, Cix + EUSO(Nl;i*) + Cjx = C{L»* + E,USO(NZ;i*) + C;'*.
Since i*5* is an edge and {i*} U [Us®(NN;;¢*)] is connected, {i*, 7*} U [Us®(N;;i*)]
is connected. Thus by reallocation-proofness and non-bossiness of f,

Z fi(CI7E>+fj* (ClvE) = Z fi<ch)+fj* (C7E);

i€ {i* JU[UsO (N5i%)] ie{i* JU[UsO (Ny;i)]

Indimgyousovn) (€ E) = faasj-yousoavisio) (65 E) -
Therefore,

gi* (d/a E) _'_gj* (dlﬂE) = g <d7 E) + gj* (d7 E) ;
gy (€S E) = gnvge gy (6, B).

This shows that ¢ satisfies pairwise reallocation-proofness and pairwise non-
bossiness under C (G, ).

Now applying Proposition 6 and the definition of H (-), we conclude that there
exists a list of functions (Am; RE, x Ry, — RNm 1/ R, x RE, x Ry, — ]RK)
such that for each (d, E) € Dy, (y), each m € {1,---,L;}, and each i € Ny, if
i € Nun\C (N, Gn,)

L,

m=1

gi(c, B) = A"(d, E) + Z W™ (cip, d, E);
keK
and if i € C'(Niyn, Gy,) and {Gn,,, -+ ,Gn,, } is the set of all rigid* subgraphs
other than Gy, , to which 7 also belongs,

r

gi(c,B) = AM(d.E)=Y" Y A™(dE)+> W (dsnwd E)

s=1 jENm \{i} keK

— Z Z WkT:nS d[szz\C(szyGNl)]k + Z ds(j7Nlm5)k7 d7 E )
s=1 keK JEC(Nimg,G N}

where for each [ € L, W™ (-,d, E) is additive and satisfies (10). Now for each
m € {1,--+,L;}, let A™ (cuyw,), ¢ E) = A™ (Gusny), E) and for each k € K,
W,im (-,EUS(NZ),E, E) = W,;” (-,EUS(Nl),E). Then by definition of H (-), we ob-
tain (11)-(14). For each (¢, E) € D, each | € L, and each m € {1,..., L;}, both
i, A (G & E)+ 3 pere W™ (usiviyns oo & E) and Hy (usy), €, E)
measure the total award of all agents in Us (/V;). Thus, we obtain (15). 1

Proof of Proposition 8. Parts (i), (iii), and (iv) are easily obtained from
Propositions 4 and 7. The proof of Hy (-) = --- = Hp(-) in part (ii) is the
same as in Proposition 4. Let Hy (-) = Hy (-) = --- = H (+).
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Claim 1. For each (c,E) € D, Hy (-, ¢, E) is additive.

Proof. Assume that L > 2 and there is [ € {1,..., L} such that |N;| > 3.
Without loss of generality, let |[Ny| > 3 and sm (Ny) # 0 (if sm (N7) = (), then
since L > 2, we can change the root N« so that sm (N;) # (). Assume that
Ny € sm(Ns), 1 € Ny, 2 € Ny, and {1,2} € D. Since |N;| > 3 and N, is rigid,
there are 7,7 € N1\{1} such that {¢,1},{j,1} € D. Let y, z,d € RE be such that
y+ 2z <d. Let (¢, E) € D be such that ¢ = d and for each h € Us(Ny)\{4,j},
¢, =0 (so c; =c;=0), ¢; =y, and ¢; = z. Then by no award for nulls, for each
h € Us(N)\{i, 5}, fn(c, E) =0, and éugn,) =y + 2. Thus

fi(caE>+fj(CvE):Ho(y+z757E)' (T)

Let ¢ be such that ¢ = ca(= 0), ¢4 = ¢;(= y) and ¢y, 9y = cn\i2p- Since
{i,1,2} are connected, then by reallocation-proofness,

Ji <07E> + fi <07E> + f2 (C7E> = fi (C/vE) + fi (C/7E> + f2 (ClvE)‘

Thus by no award for nulls

i (C, E) = fa (C/7E)- (i)

By no award for nulls, for each h € Us (N2) \{2}, fu (¢, E) =0, and Cus(v,) = ¥-
Thus, fo (¢, E) = Hy (y,¢, E). Using (), we obtain

i (C, E) = Hy (%EvE)'

Similarly, we can show

fj (Ca E) = Hy (Z7Ea E) :

Thus, by (1),
HO (yJEJE) +H0 (ZaéuE) = H0<y+Z,E,E).

Therefore, Hy (-, ¢, E) is additive. 4
Claim 2. For each (¢, E) € D and each i € N, f; (¢, E) = Hy (¢;, ¢, E).

Proof. Let | € {1,...,L} be such that N; is an end node of G (N;<). Let
m € {1,..., L} be such that N,, = pm(N,;). Let iy € N; and i,,, € N,, be such
that {i;,4,,} € D (thus {i,4,} is a connection edge). Let (¢, E) € D. Let ¢ be

/

such that ¢} = ¢;, + ¢, ¢, =0, and c’N\{il’im} = CN\{iim}- Oince Ny U {iy,} is

connected and N; is an end node on G (N;+), then by reallocation-proofness and
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the definition of H, (-),

fim (Cu E) + Z fz (Cv E) = fim <C7 E) + Hy (ENHE? E)

1€EN;
= [in (\E)+ > fi(d E) = f, (¢, E) + Hy (¢, ¢, E)
€N,
= fim (C/, E) + H() (Cim + EN“ 5, E) .
By no award for nulls, f; (¢, E) =0. Thus by additivity of Hy (-, ¢, E),
fim (¢, E) = Ho (¢, C, E) . (%)

Let ¢ € Ny be such that {i,4,,} € D. Let ¢’ be such that ¢/ = 0, ¢
Ci + Cipy and R 55 1 = CN\{ii}- Lhen by (x), fi, (¢, E) = Ho(c ¢, E). By
reallocation-proofness and no award for nulls,

file,E)+ fi, (¢,E) = fi,. (¢".E) = Ho (¢! ,¢, E).

By (%) and additivity of Hy (-, ¢, E), fi (¢, E) = Ho (¢4, ¢, E). The same argument
can be used to show: for each i € N,,,

fi (C, E) = HO (Ci,é, E) (**)

Now let ¢* be such that ¢ = ¢;, + ¢, ¢, =0, and c*N\{mm} = CN\{irim}- Lhen
by reallocation-proofness, no award for nulls, and (x),

fi (¢, E) + Hy (ci,,, ¢, E) = fi,,(c", E) = Ho(c;, , ¢, E).
Thus by additivity of Hy (-, ¢, F),
fil (C, E) = HO (Cil, E, E) .

Using this and the same argument that is used for (xx), we can show: for each
i€ N,
fi (C, E) = HO (Ci7 E, E) .

Now moving backward on the three G (N;+), we can show this equation for each
1€EN. 41
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