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Abstract. We investigate a new problem that can be solved by using the
theory of a partially defined game. We consider the situation described
below: first, we assume that the worth of the grand and singleton coali-
tions is only known. It take some amount of costs to obtain worth of
larger coalitions. If it is performed, then players make a payment from
the worth of the grand coalition. That is, the worth of the grand coali-
tion is reduced by examinations of coalitional worth. The problem of a
partially defined game with payments is finding the solution of partially
defined games at each point and the best exiting rule of examinations of
coalitional worth.
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1 Introduction

Cooperative game theory provides a useful tool to analyze various cost and/or
surplus allocation problems, the distribution of voting power in a parliament,
and so on. This theory is employed to analyze problems that involve n entities
called players which are usually expressed by characteristic functions that map
each subset of players to a real number. The solutions are given by a set of
n-dimensional real numbers or a value function that assigns a real number to
each player. Such a real number can represent the cost borne by the player, the
power of influence, allocation of shared profits, and so on.

We deal with a cooperative game that is called a partially defined cooperative
game in this paper. A partially defined cooperative game (a PDG, in short)
is a cooperative game in which the worth of some coalitions is unknown. A
cooperative game is called full if all worth of coalitions is known.

Willson [12] first considered partially defined cooperative games. He intro-
duced a generalized Shapley value [11] derived solely from the known worth of
coalitions in a game.

After that, many results are obtained in this area. Recently, Yu [13] studied
a cooperative game with a coalition structure under limited feasible coalitions.
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Here, a PDG with a coalition structure was considered, and he developed and
axiomatized its Owen value [10]. Aguilera et al. [1] and Calvo and Gutiérrez [5]
proposed independently the same extension of the Shapley value for PDGs from
different points of view. This extended value was characterized for games with
restricted cooperation in Albizuri et al. [2] with three axioms which are more
elementary than that proposed in [5]. That is, this type of extended Shapley
value has been often studied. On the other hand, Černý and Grabisch [6] studies
so called player-centered PDGs and they derived the collection of monotonic full
games which can be obtained from a PDG within the class of such games.

Partially defined games and restricted games are same concepts mathemati-
cally although the reasons in which they have unknown coalitions are different.
PDGs have unknown worth of coalitions since examinations of all worth of coali-
tions are very expensive while restricted games have unknown worth of coalitions
since those coalitions cannot form because of the difference of ideologies among
players, and so on.

Myerson [8] first considered restricted games using the set of feasible coali-
tions that is called communication situations. Subsequently, he proposed and
axiomatized the Shapley value for restricted games which is called the Myerson
value. In the line of this research, many studies generalize the set of feasible
coalitions of a restricted game. As representative studies, conference structures
by Myerson [9] and union stable systems by Algaba et al. [3] can be mentioned.

In this paper, we investigate a new problem which can be solved by using a
concept of a PDG but cannot by using that of a restricted game.

We consider the situation which is described below: first, we assume that the
worth of the grand and singleton coalitions is only known. It take some amount
of costs to obtain worth of larger coalitions. If it is performed, then players make
a payment from the worth of the grand coalition. That is, the worth of the grand
coalition is reduced by examinations of coalitional worth.

With the view point of fairness of an allocation of payoffs, we should exam-
ine coalitional worth as many as possible. However, we should stop examining
coalitional worth at some point since total payoff is reduced by continuing the ex-
aminations. We name the new decision making problem a partially defined game
with payments. The problem of a PDG with payments is finding the solution
of PDGs at each point and the best exiting rule of examinations of coalitional
worth.

We extend the Shapley value for PDGs that is proposed in Aguilera et al.
[1], Calvo and Gutiérrez [5], and Albizuri et al.[2] to PDGs with payments and
axiomatize the proposed value. Furthermore, we propose an rule to finish ex-
aminations of coalitional worth for the problems and axiomatize the proposed
rule.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the definitions
of partially defined games and their Shapley value. In Section 3, we define a
partially defined game with payments and the assumptions a cost function has
in this paper. In Section 4, we propose and axiomatize the Shapley value for
PDGs with payments. In Section 5, we propose a rule of stopping examinations
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of coalitional worth and axiomatize the proposed rule. In Section 6, concluding
remarks are given.

2 The Shapley Value and Partially Defined Games

In this section, we provide the definition and related concepts of partially defined
games and the Shapley value for PDGs that is proposed by Albizuri et al. [2],
which is used to define the Shapley value for PDGs with payments.

Let N = {1, 2, . . . , n} be the set of players. A non-empty set of players S ⊆ N

is called a coalition. Then the pair (N, v) where v : 2N → R is called a TU-game.
For every coalition S ⊆ N , v(S) is called the worth of the coalition S.

A game (N, v) is superadditive if and only if:

v(S ∪ T ) ≥ v(S) + v(T ), ∀S, T ⊆ N such that S ∩ T = ∅. (1)

Superadditivity is a natural property that gives each player an incentive to form
a larger coalition. The set of superadditive games is denoted ΓN .

The Shapley value [11] is a well-known one-point solution concept for TU-
games and its explicit form is:

φi(v) =
∑

S⊆N
S∋i

(|S| − 1)!(n− |S|)!

n!
(v(S)− v(S \ i)), ∀i ∈ N. (2)

A PDG, on the set of known coalitions K is a set-function v which maps every
set S ∈ K a real number v(S), such that v(∅) = 0. A triple (N,K, v) identifies a
PDG. Usually, it is assumed that the worth of grand coalition is known.

Moreover, we assume that v is superadditive in the following sense:

v(S) ≥
s

∑

i=1

v(Ti), ∀S, Ti ∈ K, i = 1, 2, . . . , s such that
⋃

i=1,2,...,s

Ti = S

and Ti, i = 1, 2, . . . , s are disjoint. (3)

We provide the definition of an extension of the Shapley value for PDGs by
Albizuri et al. [2]. According to Harsanyi’s procedure [7], all the members of a
coalition S receive a dividend from S. We will distinguish two cases depending
on whether the coalitional worth is known or not: (i) if S ∈ K the total amount
of the dividends allocated by all the subcoalitions of S is v(S), (ii) otherwise,
i.e. if S 6∈ K, the dividend of S is zero. Formally the procedure can be described
as follows. If v is a PDG, define recursively a function dv : 2N → R by:

dv(∅) = 0; and (4)

dv(S) =

{

v(S)−
∑

T(S dv(T ), if S ∈ K,

0, if S 6∈ K.
(5)
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The real number dv(S)
|S| is usually called the Harsanyi dividend of coalition S

in v. The Shapley value for PDGs by [1][5][2] φ̂ is defined as follows:

φ̂i(v) =
∑

S⊆N,S∋i

d(v, S)

|S|
∀i ∈ N. (6)

In this study, we assume a property of K that is defined as follows:

K = {S ⊆ N | |S| ≤ k} ∪ {N}, for some 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1. (7)

We can establish k = max{|S| | S ∈ K, S 6= N}. Therefore, a PDG (N,K, v)
satisfying equation (7) is called an (N, k)-PDG. Thus, 1 ≤ k ≤ n−1 holds. When
k = n − 1, (N,K, v) is a full game and when k = 1, the game is a PDG where
only the worth of the grand and singleton coalitions is known. An (N, k)-PDG
(N,K, v) could be written as (N, k, v). The set of (N, k)-superadditive PDGs
is denoted ΓN,k. The relation between (N, k + l, v) (l ≥ 1) and (N, k, v) is as
follows:

(N, k + l, v)(S) = (N, k, v)(S) for all S ⊆ N such that |S| ≤ k or |S| = n. (8)

3 Superadditive Partially Defined Games with Payments

In this section, we define a superadditive PDG with payments and related con-
cepts.

We consider the situation which is described below: On the first stage, we
assume that the worth of the grand and singleton coalitions is only known. It
takes some amount of costs to obtain worth of larger coalitions. The cost function
of v ∈ ΓN is defined by cv(s) for every 2 ≤ s ≤ n−1 since all worth of coalitions
whose cardinality is the same is obtained at one examination. If it is performed,
then players pay the fee from the worth of the grand coalition. That is, if the
examination is performed for s = 2, then v(N) is reduced to v(N) − cv(2). If
cv(s) = 0 for all 2 ≤ s ≤ n− 1, then all coalitional worth can be obtained with
no costs.

In this situation, if players are not satisfied with the allocated payoffs of the
first game (that is, the game in which the worth of the grand and singleton
coalitions is only known) and agree to the payment to examine the coalitional
worth whose cardinality is two, then the worth of coalitions is obtained. Then
the same dialog is performed. If they are not satisfied with the allocated payoffs
even if they consider the cost, then the worth of coalitions whose cardinality
is three is obtained. If they obtain the worth of coalitions whose cardinality is
n − 1, then the examination is finished and they are allocated the payoffs of
the last game. A triple (N, k, v) and cv identifies a PDG with payments. We
assume that a game satisfies superadditivity and v(S) ≥ 0 for all S ⊆ N such
that |S| ≤ k or |S| = n. Since N is fixed in this study, we simply write vk and
cv to represent a PDG with payments if there is no confusion. The problem of
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a PDG with payments is finding the solution of PDGs and the best exiting rule
of examinations of coalitional worth.

Here, we give several assumptions with respect to a cost function in this
study.

Assumption 1 A cost function is known by all players.

Assumption 2 Let v ∈ ΓN and k ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1}. If the examination is

proceeded to stage k, then the following holds:

v(N)−
k
∑

l=2

cv(l) ≥ v(N \ S) for all S ⊂ N such that |N \ S| = k. (9)

Assumption 2 states that examinations of coalitional worth are performed if
a game satisfies monotonicity only.

Assumption 3 Let v ∈ ΓN and k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}. If v(S) has been examined

for all S ⊂ N such that |S| ≤ k, and cv(k + 1) = 0 holds, then v(T ) is also

examined for all T ⊂ N such that |T | = k + 1.

Assumption 3 states that the examination of coalitional worth is surely per-
formed if the cost of it is zero. That is, if cv(s) = 0 for all s ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1},
then all coalitional worth is examined.

Assumption 4 Let v ∈ ΓN and k ∈ {2, . . . , n− 1}. If dv(S) = 0 for all S ⊂ N

such that |S| = k, then cv(k) = 0 holds.

If the examination of coalitional worth yields dv(S) = 0 for all S ⊂ N with

|S| = k, then employing the solution φ̂ provides no information to players. Thus,
Assumption 4 states that cv(s) = 0 for such a result.

In the following, we show the relation between v ∈ ΓN and vk ∈ ΓN,k as
follows:

vk(S) = v(S) if |S| ≤ k or |S| = n. (10)

for every k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}.
A solution for PDGs with payments is represented by σ(v) ∈ R

n×(n−1).
That is, σ(v) is represented by a set of n-dimensional real numbers for every
stage from one to n− 1. The solution of Stage k is represented by σ(vk) for all
k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}.

Assume that we obtained a solution for (N, k)-superadditive PDGs σ :
⋃n−1

k=1

ΓN,k → R
n×(n−1). Let σ(

⋃n−1
k=1 Γ

N,k) is the set of solutions that is obtained from

its domain
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k. Then we define an indicator function π : σ(

⋃n−1
k=1 Γ

N,k) →
{0, 1}n−1 which indicates the exiting rule of the examination of the coalitional
worth. For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}, if π(σ(vk)) = 1, then the next examination
is performed toward Stage k + 1. If π(σ(vk)) = 0, then the examination is
terminated at Stage k. If k = n− 1, then π(σ(vk)) = 0 for any solutions. In this
study, we propose a solution for (N, k)-superadditive PDGs with payments and
an indicator function for the solution and axiomatize them.
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4 The Shapley Value for Superadditive Partially Defined

Games with Payments and Its Axiomatization

In this study, we use the Shapley value for partially defined games by [2] to define
the Shapley value for (N, k)-superadditive PDGs with payments. Let v ∈ ΓN .

The Shapley value φ̃ :
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k → R

n×(n−1) is defined as follows:

φ̃i(v
k) =

∑

S⊂N
S∋i,1≤|S|≤k

dvk(S)

|S|
+

dvk(N)−
∑k

s=2 cv(s)

n
∀i ∈ N. (11)

for every k ∈ {1, . . . n− 1}.
The proposed value is essentially the same as the value proposed by [2]. The

difference between them is considering the cost to examine the coalitional worth.
We axiomatize the proposed value φ̃. Let σ :

⋃n−1
k=1 Γ

N,k → R
n×(n−1). In

the axiomatization of the proposed value, we use the concept of the degree of
increase with respect to a marginal contribution.

Let v ∈ ΓN . Then we define MS
i (v

k) = vk(S) − vk(S \ i) for every S ⊆ N

such that 1 ≤ |S| ≤ k. In addition, let v, w ∈ ΓN and d ∈ R. Then we define
(vk + wk)(S) = vk(S) + wk(S) and (dvk)(S) = d · vk(S) for every S ⊆ N such
that 1 ≤ |S| ≤ k or |S| = n.

Axiom 1 (Efficiency) Let v ∈ ΓN . Then the following holds:

∑

i∈N

σi(v
k) = v(N)−

k
∑

s=2

cv(s), for all k ∈ {2, . . . , n}. (12)

Axiom 2 (Linearity) Let v1, v2 ∈ ΓN and d1, d2 ∈ R. Then the following

holds:

σ(d1v
k
1 + d2v

k
2 ) = d1σ(v

k
1 ) + d2σ(v

k
2 ), for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n}. (13)

Axiom 2 is the adaptation of the axiom of Linearity for the solution of TU-
games to PDGs with payments.

Axiom 3 (Dummy player) Let v ∈ ΓN , k ∈ {2, . . . , n}, and i ∈ N . As-

sume that v(N)−
∑

S⊂N,|S|=k v(S) = v(N)−
∑

S⊂N,|S|=k−1 v(S). If M
S
i (v

k)−

M
S\j
i (vk−1) = 0 ∀S ⊆ N such that S ∋ i and 1 ≤ |S| ≤ k, ∀j ∈ S \ i, then the

following holds:

σi(v
k) = σi(v

k−1)−
cv(k)

n
, for all k ∈ {2, . . . , n}. (14)

Axiom 3 states that if marginal contributions of a player do not increase
with respect to set-theoretic inclusion, then the allocated payoff to him does not
increase. That is, he is a dummy player.
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Axiom 4 (Players with Same contributions) Let v ∈ ΓN , k ∈ {2, . . . , n},

and i, l ∈ N . If MS
i (v

k)−M
S\j
i (vk−1) = MS

l (v
k)−M

S\j
l (vk−1) ∀S ⊆ N such

that S ⊇ {i, l} and |S| = k, ∀j ∈ S \ {i, l}, then the following holds:

σi(v
k)− σi(v

k−1) = σl(v
k)− σl(v

k−1), for all k ∈ {2, . . . , n}. (15)

Axiom 4 states that if the degrees of increases with respect to marginal
contributions of two players coincide, then the difference of allocated payoffs to
them between two stages are equal.

Axiom 5 (Fairness of first stage) Let v ∈ ΓN . Then the following holds:

σi(v
1)− σj(v

1) = v(i)− v(j), for all i, j ∈ N. (16)

Lemma 1. Let v ∈ ΓN , k ∈ {2, . . . , n−1}, and i ∈ N . If MS
i (v

k) = M
S\j
i (vk−1)

holds for any S ⊂ N such that S ∋ i and |S| = k for all j ∈ S \ i, the following

holds:
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S) = 0. (17)

Proof. We have:

MS
i (v

k)−M
S\j
i (vk−1)

= vk(S)− vk(S \ i)− (vk−1(S \ j)− vk−1((S \ j) \ i))

=
∑

T⊆S,|T |≤k

dvk(T )−
∑

T⊆S\i,|T |≤k

dvk(T )−
∑

T⊆S\j,|T |≤k−1

dvk−1 (T )

+
∑

T⊆(S\j)\i,|T |≤k−1

dvk−1(T )

=
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |≤k

dvk(T )−
∑

T⊆S\j
T∋i,|T |≤k−1

dvk−1(T )

= 0.

(18)

Using the induction with respect to k, we show that equation (17) holds.
When k = 2, we have:

dvk−1(S \ j) = dvk−1 (i) = v(i). (19)

On the other hand,

∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |≤k

dvk(T ) = v(i) +
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |=k

dvk(T ). (20)

Using equation (18) and calculating equation (19) - (20),
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |=k

dvk(T ) =

0 holds.
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Assume that
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S) = 0 holds when k = l.

When k = l + 1, from equation (18), the following holds:

∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |≤l+1

dvk(T ) =
∑

T⊆S\j
T∋i,|T |≤l

dvk−1(T )

⇔
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,l≤|T |≤l+1

dvk(T ) =
∑

T⊆S\j
T∋i,|T |=l

dvk−1(T ).

From induction hypothesis,
∑

T⊆S\j
T∋i,|T |=l

dvk−1(T ) = 0 holds for all j ∈ S.

Thus
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,l≤|T |≤l+1

dvk(T ) =
∑

T⊆S
T∋i,|T |=l+1

dvk(T ) = 0.

That is,
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S) = 0 holds for all k ∈ {2, . . . , n−1}. This completes

the proof. �

Theorem 1. φ̃ is the unique function on
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k that satisfies Axioms 1

through 5.

Proof. First, we show that φ̃ satisfies Axioms 1 through 5. From the definition
of φ̃, it is clear that φ̃ satisfies Axiom 1 and 2. Moreover, it is straightforward
to show that φ̃ satisfies Axiom 5.

We show that φ̃ satisfies Axiom 3. Let v ∈ ΓN , k ∈ {2, . . . , n−1}, and i ∈ N .

Let MS
i (v

k) = M
S\j
i (vk−1) holds for any S ⊂ N such that S ∋ i and |S| = k for

all j ∈ S \ i. We have:

φ̃i(v
k)− φ̃i(v

k−1)

=
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|≤k

dvk(S)

|S|
+

dvk(N)− c(k)

n
−

∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|≤k−1

dvk−1(S)

|S|
+

dvk−1(N)

n

=
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S)

|S|
+

−
∑

S⊂N,|S|=k

dvk(S)− c(k)

n

=
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S)

|S|
−

c(k)

n
.

=−
c(k)

n
.

The second equality follows from the definition of the Harsanyi dividend
dv. The third equality follows since

∑

S⊂N,|S|=k dvk(S) = 0 holds from v(N) −
∑

S⊂N,|S|=k v(S) = v(N) −
∑

S⊂N,|S|=k−1 v(S). The last equality follows from
Lemma 1.
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That is, φ̃ satisfies Axiom 3.
We show that φ̃ satisfies Axiom 4. Let v ∈ ΓN , k ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1}, and

i, l ∈ N . From the proof of the satisfaction of Axiom 3 above, the following
holds:

φ̃i(v
k)− φ̃i(v

k−1) =
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

dvk(S)

k
−

c(k)

n
(21)

φ̃l(v
k)− φ̃l(v

k−1) =
∑

S⊂N
S∋l,|S|=k

dvk(S)

k
−

c(k)

n
(22)

FromMS
i (v

k)−M
S\j
i (vk−1) = MS

l (v
k)−M

S\j
l (vk−1) holds from the assump-

tion of Axiom 4,
∑

S⊂N
S∋i,|S|=k

d
vk

(S)

k
=

∑

S⊂N
S∋l,|S|=k

d
vk

(S)

k
holds. Thus, φ̃ satisfies

Axiom 4.
Next, we show the uniqueness. Let σ : ΓN → R

n×(n−1). Let uS be a unanim-
ity game for every S ⊆ N , and let uk

S a PDG of uS of each stage k ∈ {1, . . . , n−1}.
We show the uniqueness of σ(uk

S) for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1} for every S ⊂ N

using the induction with respect to k.
When k = 1, σi(u

1
S) = σj(u

1
S) holds ∀i, j ∈ N from Axiom 5 if |S| ≥ 2. That

is, σi(u
1
S) =

1
n
for all i ∈ N from Axiom 1. Similarly, if |S| = 1, the following

holds:

σi(u
1
S) =

{

1, if i ∈ S,

0, otherwise.
(23)

That is, σ(uk
S) is obtained uniquely when k = 1.

Assume that σ(uk
S) is obtained uniquely when k = l. Let k = l + 1. We

consider the case of |S| = l + 1. Let i1, i2, j ∈ T such that |T | = |S|, and let
i1, i2 ∈ S and j 6∈ S.

Then the following holds:

MT
i1
(ul+1

S )−M
T\j
i1

(ul
S) = MT

i2
(ul+1

S )−M
T\j
i2

(ul
S). (24)

Also, for i1, i2, j ∈ N such that i1, i2, j ∈ S, equation (24) holds.
Therefore, from Axiom 4, the following holds:

σi1(u
l+1
S )− σi2 (u

l+1
S ) = σi1 (u

l
S)− σi2 (u

l
S). (25)

for all i1, i2 ∈ S.
Let i3 ∈ N \ S, and i3 ∈ R such that R 6= S and |R| = l + 1. Then

MR
i3
(ul+1

S ) − M
R\j
i3

(ul
S) = 0 holds. Moreover, uS(N) −

∑

T⊂N,|T |=l+1 uS(T ) =

uS(N)−
∑

T⊂N,|T |=l uS(T ) also holds. Therefore, σi3(u
l+1
S ) = σi3(u

l
S)−

cuS
(l+1)

n

holds from Axiom 3.
Thus, from the induction hypothesis, σi(u

l+1
S ) is obtained uniquely for all

i ∈ N \ S.
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Moreover, from equation (25), we obtain (|S|−1) linearly independent equa-
tions. Additionally, from Axiom 1, we obtain (|S|) linearly independent equa-
tions. That is, we obtain σi(u

l+1
S ) is obtained uniquely for all i ∈ S. Namely, we

obtain σ(uk
S) uniquely when k = l+ 1.

Finally, we consider the case |S| = n. In this case, σi(u
l
S) =

1−
∑

l

m=2
cuS

(m)

n
∀i ∈

N holds for any l ∈ {2, . . . , n−1} from Axiom 1, 4, and 5 using a similar manner
used above.

Finally, using Axiom 2, we have:

σ(vk) = σ(
∑

S⊆N

dSu
k
S) =

∑

S⊆N

dSσ(u
k
S) (26)

for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}

This completes the proof. �

Example 1. Let N = {1, 2, 3, 4} and v ∈ ΓN , and let cv(2) = 1, cv(3) = 4.

v is defined as follows:

v({1}) = 8, v({2}) = 4, v({3}) = 2, v({4}) = 0,

v({1, 2}) = 15, v({1, 3}) = 12, v({1, 4}) = 8, v({2, 3}) = 10,

v({2, 4}) = 4, v({3, 4}) = 2, v({1, 2, 3}) = 20, v({1, 2, 4}) = 15,

v({1, 3, 4}) = 12, v({2, 3, 4}) = 10, v({1, 2, 3, 4}) = 25.

The Harsanyi dividend dv can be obtained as follows:

dv({1}) = 8, dv({2}) = 4, dv({3}) = 2, dv({4}) = 0,

dv({1, 2}) = 3, dv({1, 3}) = 2, dv({1, 4}) = 0, dv({2, 3}) = 4,

dv({2, 4}) = 0, dv({3, 4}) = 0, dv({1, 2, 3}) = −3, dv({1, 2, 4}) = 0,

dv({1, 3, 4}) = 0, dv({2, 3, 4}) = 0, dv({1, 2, 3, 4}) = 5.

Then, φ̃(vk) for all k ∈ {1, 2, 3} is obtained from equation (11) as follows:

φ̃1(v
1) =

43

4
, φ̃2(v

1) =
27

4
, φ̃3(v

1) =
19

4
, φ̃4(v

1) =
11

4
.

φ̃1(v
2) =

43

4
, φ̃2(v

2) =
31

4
, φ̃3(v

2) =
21

4
, φ̃4(v

2) =
1

4
.

φ̃1(v
3) =

38

4
, φ̃2(v

3) =
26

4
, φ̃3(v

3) =
16

4
, φ̃4(v

3) = 0.
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5 An Indicator Function for the Exit Point of

Examinations of Coalitional Worth

Assume that we obtained a solution for (N, k)-superadditive PDGs σ :
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k →

R
n×(n−1). Then we define an indicator function π : σ(

⋃n−1
k=1 Γ

N,k) → {0, 1}n−1

which indicates the exit point of examinations of the coalitional worth. For some
k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}, if π(σ(vk)) = 1, then the next examination is performed to-
ward Stage k + 1. If π(σ(vk)) = 0, then the examination is terminated at Stage
k.

We consider an optimal indicator function of a PDG using the solution φ̃ to
determine allocated payoffs for players. If we terminate examinations of coali-
tional worth early, then the cost for examinations is low. However, we have to
determine the allocated payoffs under uncertain environment.

We may propose several indicator functions for PDGs with payments. In this
paper, we propose an indicator function and axiomatize it.

Definition 1 (Null player). Let v ∈ ΓN and cv a cost function of v. Let

k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. Then player i ∈ N is said to be a null player of vk under

cv if vk(S) − vk(S \ i) = 0 for all S ⊂ N such that S ∋ i and |S| ≤ k, and

dvk(N)−
∑k

l=2 cv(l) = 0.

Let φ̃(
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k) = {A ∈ R

n×(n−1)|A = [φ̃(v1), . . . , φ̃(vn−1)], v ∈ ΓN}, and
NP (vk) the set of null players in vk ∈ ΓN,k under cv for every k ∈ {1, . . . , n−1}.

Then, we define an indicator function γ : ±φ̃(
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k) → {0, 1}n−1 as

follows:

γ(φ̃(vp)) =















0, if
(

NP (vp−1) = ∅ and NP (vp) 6= ∅
)

,

or
(

γ(φ̃(vp−1)) = 0 if p ≥ 2
)

1, otherwise.

(27)

for all p ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}.
The proposed function γ states that examinations of coalitional worth of a

game are terminated if some players are turned out to be null players. Assume
that we use φ̃ as the allocation rule. From the definition of a null player, if null
players appear in a game at some stage, then worth of the grand coalition equals
to worth of some coalition whose cardinality is k. That is, if we use the proposed
stopping rule, then we examine coalitional worth as many as possible.

Next, we axiomatize the proposed indicator function. Let π : σ(
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k) →

{0, 1}n−1. Let x be the the negation of a boolean value x and x ∨ y represents
max{x, y} where x and y are boolean values.

Assume that σ(v0) = (v(N)
n

, . . . ,
v(N)
n

).

Axiom 6 Let v ∈ ΓN . If σi(v
k) = σi(v

k−1) for all i ∈ N , then π(σ(vk)) = 1
for every k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}.

Axiom 6 states that if the values of all players at Stage k are same as those
at Stage k − 1, then an examination of coalitional worth continues.
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Axiom 7 Let v1, v2 ∈ ΓN and k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}. If NP (vk1 ± vk2 ) = NP (vk1 ) ∩
NP (vk2 ), then the following holds:

π(σ(vk1 ± vk2 )) =

{

π(σ(vk1 )) ∨ π(±σ(vk2 )), if NP (vk1 ) ∩NP (vk2 ) = ∅,
π(σ(vk1 )) ∨ π(±σ(vk2 )), otherwise.

(28)

Axiom 7 states that an indicator function of a solution for a game can be
represented by the indicator functions of its component games using logical op-
erations.

Axiom 8 Let v1, v2 ∈ ΓN and k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}. If NP (vk1 − vk2 ) ⊃ NP (vk1 ) ∩
NP (vk2 ), then the following holds:

π(σ(vk1 − vk2 )) = 0. (29)

Axiom 8 states that if new null players appear in vk1 − vk2 , then examinations
of coalitional worth are finished.

Axiom 9 Let v ∈ ΓN . If π(σ(vk−1)) = 0, then π(σ(vk)) = 0.

Axiom 9 states that if examinations are finished, then there is no possibility
to resume it.

Theorem 2. Let σ = ±φ̃. Then, γ is the unique function on σ(
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k) that

satisfies Axioms 6 through 9.

Proof. First, we show that γ satisfies Axioms 6 through 9. It is clear that γ

satisfies Axiom 6, 8, and 9.
We show that γ satisfies Axiom 7. Let v1, v2 ∈ ΓN .
(i) When NP (vk1 ) ∩NP (vk2 ) = ∅ such that k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}:
We consider the case γ(φ̃(vk1 )) = 0 and γ(φ̃(vk2 )) = 0 holds. In this case,

φ̃i(v
k
1 ) = 0 holds for all i ∈ NP (vk1 ), and φ̃i(v

k
2 ) = 0 holds for all i ∈ NP (vk2 ).

However, since NP (vk1 ± vk2 ) = NP (vk1 ) ∩NP (vk2 ) = ∅, φ̃i(v
k
1 ± vk2 )) 6= 0 for all

i ∈ N . That is, γ(φ̃(vk1±vk2 )) = 1 holds and γ(φ̃(vk1±vk2 )) = γ(σ(vk1 ))∨γ(±σ(vk2 ))
holds.

Next, we consider the case γ(φ̃(vk1 )) = 1 and γ(φ̃(vk2 )) = 0 holds. In this
case, from NP (vk1 ) = ∅, φ̃i(v

k
1 ) 6= 0 for all i ∈ N . That is, φ̃i(v

k
1 ± vk2 ) =

φ̃i(v
k
1 )± φ̃i(v

k
2 ) 6= 0 for all i ∈ N and γ(φ̃(vk1 ± vk2 )) = 1 holds.

(ii) When NP (vk1 ) ∩ NP (vk2 ) 6= ∅ or NP (vk1 ) = NP (vk2 ) = ∅ such that
k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 2}:

We consider the case γ(φ̃(vk1 )) = 0 and γ(φ̃(vk2 )) = 0 holds. In this case,
from NP (vk1 ± vk2 ) = NP (vk1 ) ∩NP (vk2 ) 6= ∅, γ(φ̃(vk1 ± vk2 )) = 0 holds. That is,
γ(φ̃(vk1 ± vk2 )) = γ(σ(vk1 )) ∨ γ(±σ(vk2 )) holds.

Next, we consider the case γ(φ̃(vk1 )) = 1 and γ(φ̃(vk2 )) = 1 holds. In this case,
since NP (vk1 ) = NP (vk2 ) = ∅, NP (vk1 ±vk2 ) = ∅ holds. That is, γ(φ̃(vk1 ±vk2 )) = 1
holds.
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From (i) and (ii), γ satisfies Axiom 7.

Next, we show the uniqueness. Let π : ±φ̃(
⋃n−1

k=1 Γ
N,k) → {0, 1}n−1. For

every S ⊆ N , let uS ∈ ΓN be a unanimity game and cS ∈ R \ {0}. Let k < |S|.
Then from the definition of φ̃, the following holds:

φ̃i(cSu
k
S) =

cS

n
∀i ∈ N. (30)

Otherwise, that is k ≥ |S|, the following holds:

φ̃i(cSu
k
S) =

{

cS−ccSuS
(k)

|S| , if i ∈ S,

0, otherwise.
(31)

Here, notice that ccSuS
(k) = 0 holds if S 6= N from Assumption 2 and 4 of a

cost function.

Therefore, from Axiom 6 and Assumption 2, 3, and 4 of a cost function, the
following holds:

π(φ̃(cSu
k
S)) =

{

1, if k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n− 2},
0, if k = n− 1.

(32)

Let v ∈ ΓN . Since φ̃ satisfies Additivity, the following holds:

π(φ̃(vk)) = π(
∑

S⊆N

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) (33)

= π(
∑

S⊆N,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S) +

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) (34)

such that cS ∈ R \ {0} ∀S ⊆ N , for all k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n− 1}.
From Axiom 7, we have:

π(
∑

S⊆N,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) =











































π(
∑

S∈P (N)\S1,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) ∨ π(φ̃(cS1

uk
S1
)),

if NP (
∑

S∈P (N)\S1,cS>0

cSu
k
S) ∩NP (cS1

uS1
) = ∅,

π(
∑

S∈P (N)\S1,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) ∨ π(φ̃(cS1

uk
S1
))

otherwise.
(35)

Continuing this calculation, π(
∑

S⊆N,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) can be represented by using

∨ of π(φ̃(cSu
k
S)) for all S ⊆ N such that cS > 0. Similarly, π(

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

φ̃(cSu
k
S))

can be represented by using ∨ of π(φ̃(cSu
k
S)) for all S ⊆ N such that cS < 0.
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Finally, if NP (
∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S)∩NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

cSu
k
S) = NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S+

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

cSu
k
S), then π(

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)+

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)) is obtained uniquely

from Axiom 7.
If NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S) ∩NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

cSu
k
S) 6= NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S

−
∑

S⊆N,cS<0

−cSu
k
S), then NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S

−
∑

S⊆N,cS<0

−cSu
k
S) ⊃ NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS>0

cSu
k
S) ∩ NP (

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

cSu
k
S) holds since a

player is a null player in vk1 − vk2 if he is a null player in vk1 and vk2 for any
vk1 , v

k
2 ∈ ΓN,k.

Therefore, π(
∑

S⊆N,cS>0

φ̃(cSu
k
S)−

∑

S⊆N,cS<0

φ̃(−cSu
k
S)) = 0 from Axiom 8.

That is, π(φ̃(vk)) is obtained uniquely for any vk ∈ ΓN,k for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n−
1}.

This completes the proof. �

Example 2. Using the result of calculation of Example 1, the γ(φ̃(vk)) for all
k ∈ {1, 2, 3} is obtained as follows:

γ(φ̃(v1)) = 1, γ(φ̃(v2)) = 1, γ(φ̃(v3)) = 0. (36)

6 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we considered a new problem of cooperative game theory that is
called a partially defined game with payments. We proposed and axiomatized
the Shapley value for PDGs with payments and an exiting rule which indicates
when we should stop examinations of coalitional worth. It might be possible to
propose exiting rules other than the rule we propose in this paper. For instance,
it can be proposed that examinations of coalitional worth are not performed at
all. That is, if we use this exiting rule, then we have to decide allocations of
payoffs in the situation that only the worth of the grand and singleton coalitions
are known. If we use ˜phi as the solution for PDGs with payments, then the
allocation rule coincides with the CIS value [4]. Many rules other than this rule
and our rule may be proposed in future research with their axiom system.

References

1. Aguilera, NE and Di Marco, SC and Escalante, MS (2010). The Shapley value for
arbitrary families of coalitions. European Journal of Operational Research 204:
125–138.

2. Albizuri, MJ and Masuya, S and Zarzuelo, JM (2022) Characterization of a value
for games under restricted cooperation. Ann. Oper. Res. 318: 773–785.



15

3. Algaba, E and Bilbao, JM and Borm, P and López, JJ (2001) The Myerson Value
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