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Abstract

The airport problems (Littlechild and Owen, 1973) are a well known class of cost allocation problems.
The game-theoretic approach consists of transforming these problems into coalitional games, finding a payoff
vector that solves the game and studying the corresponding rule. Since the core of the game is nonempty and
it has many allocations at which agents’ payoffs differ, we study the payoff that is the average expectation
of all the stable allocations: the core-center (Gonzélez-Diaz and Sédnchez-Rodriguez, 2007). The structure of
the core is exploited to derive insights on the core-center and its properties. The results in this paper build
upon explicit integral formulae for the core-center of the airport game. A thorough analysis of these integrals
allows not only to study the monotonicity properties of the core-center, and many other axioms discussed
in the survey by Thomson (2007), but also to compute in a relatively easy way the core-center of an airport
game.

Keywords: cooperative TU games, monotonicity, core, core-center, airport games.

1 Introduction

The airport problem, introduced by Littlechild and Owen (1973), is a classic cost allocation problem that has
been widely studied. To get a better idea of the attention it has generated one can refer to the survey by
Thomson (2007). One standard approach to study this problem consists of associating a cooperative game with
it and take advantage of all the machinery developed for cooperative games to gain insights in the original
problem. The core, introduced by Gillies (1953), stands as one of the most studied solution concepts in the
theory of cooperative games. Its properties have been thoroughly analyzed and, when a new class of games is
studied, one of the first questions to ask is whether or not the games in that class have an nonempty core. This
is because of the desirable stability requirements that underly core allocations.

Importantly, the cooperative game associated with an airport problem has a special structure that can be
exploited to facilitate the analysis of different solutions. In particular, 2" — 1 parameters are needed to define
a general n-player cooperative game, whereas for an airport game one just needs m. This special structure
simplifies the geometry of the core of such games, since they turn to be defined by 2n — 1 inequality constraints
instead of the usual 2" — 2. A related property of airport games is that their Shapley value can be computed in
polynomial time, whereas in general the worth of all 2" — 1 coalitions must be used to calculate it.

*Corresponding author: esanchezQuvigo.es



When the core of a game is nonempty, there is a set of alternatives at which agents’ payoffs differ that are
coalitionally stable. Studying the center of gravity of such set may be interesting in some cases. The core-center
(Gonzalez-Diaz and Sdnchez-Rodriguez, 2007) selects the mathematical expectation of the uniform distribution
over the core of the game. The intuition provided by its definition is a good reason to be interested in it and to
justify the study of its properties.

In this paper we try to exploit the aforementioned structure of the core of an airport game to gain insights
in the monotonicity properties of its core-center.

The formal definition of the core-center is given in terms of integrals over the core of the game. Therefore, in
order to study the core and its center of gravity we must extensively employ tools of integral calculus. In fact,
our main results build upon particular integral formulae obtained for the core-center of an airport game.

Apart from the results on the standard monotonicity properties, our approach also leads to some findings
that may be of independent interest and that we enumerate below.

First, we show that, to each player i, we can associate a face of the core of an airport game in such a way
that the derivative of the volume of the core with respect to the cost associated with player i is proportional to
the volume of his associated face. This result, which is crucial to study the core-center, may be of independent
interest.

Second, we establish that each component of the core-center of an airport game is the ratio of the volumes
of the cores of two airport games: the core of the original game and the core of the airport game obtained by
replicating agent j. This unexpected result allows to use volume computation algorithms for convex polytopes
to develop a method to compute the core-center.

Third, the machinery we develop to study the monotonicity properties of the core-center facilitates the
study of other axioms. To illustrate, we have studied the behavior of the core-center not only with respect to
monotonicity properties, but also with respect to all the axioms listed in the survey by Thomson (2007). It
turns out that the core-center satisfies, among others, those properties which are, arguably, the most important
ones.

Finally, as a byproduct of our analysis we get two new natural monotonicity properties that impose conditions
on how a change on a cost parameter of a given agent affects the payoffs of the other agents. They are called
higher cost decreasing monotonicity and lower cost increasing monotonicity. The first one says that if a cost ¢;
increases while the others are held constant, then the payoff decreases for all the players with costs higher than
¢;. The second property is a kind of reciprocal, the payoff increases for all the players with costs lower than c;.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we present the basic concepts and notations. Then, in
Section 3 we obtain an integral representation of the core-center that exploits the special structure of airport
games. In Section 4 we develop our main mathematical results, that build upon thorough exploration of the
derivatives of the volumes of the core of an airport game. In sections 5 and 6 we study the properties of the
core-center and in Section 7 we present a summary of this analysis, comparing the behavior of the core-center
with the behavior of the Shapley value and the nucleolus. We have relegated the most technical results to the
Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

We assume that there is an infinite set of potential players, indexed by the natural numbers. Then, in each given
problem only a finite number of them are present. Let N be the set of all finite subsets of N = {1,2,...}.

A cost game with transferable utility is a pair (IV,c), where N € N and c: 2V — R is a function assigning,
to each coalition S, its cost ¢(S). By convention c¢(f)) = 0. Given a coalition of players S, |S| denotes its
cardinality. Given N € N and S C N, a vector z € RY is referred to as an allocation and z(S) = 3, q %4
also, es € {0,1}" is defined as e} = 1 if i € S and e = 0 otherwise. An allocation is efficient for (N,c) if
Z(N) = ¢(N). A cost game (N, c) is concave if, for each i € N and each S and T such that S C T C N\{i},
(S U{i}) - e(S) > (T U {i}) - e(T),



For most of the discussion and results, we have a fixed n-player set N = {1,2,...,n}. A solution is a
correspondence v defined on some subdomain of cost games that associates to each game (N, ¢) in the subdomain
a subset ¥(N, ¢) of efficient allocations. If a solution is single-valued then it is referred to as an allocation rule.

Given a cost game (N,c¢), the imputation set, I(N,c), consists of the individually rational and efficient
allocations, i.e., I(N,c) = {x € RN : 2(N) = ¢(N) and, for each i € N, z; < ¢({i})}. The core (Gillies, 1953),
is defined as C(N,c¢) = {z € I(N,c) : for each S C N, z(S) < ¢(9)}.

An airport problem (Littlechild and Owen, 1973) with set of agents N is a positive vector ¢ € RY | with ¢; > 0
for each i € N. Throughout the paper, given an airport problem ¢ € RV, we make the standard assumption
that for each pair of agents ¢ and j, if ¢ < j, then ¢; < ¢;. An allocation for an airport problem is given by
a non-negative vector x € RY such that #(N) = ¢,. An allocation rule selects an allocation for each airport
problem in a given subdomain. A complete survey on airport problems is Thomson (2007).

Given an allocation x, the difference ¢; — x; between agent i’s cost parameter and her contribution can be
seen as her profit at x. A basic requirement is that at an allocation 2 no group N’ C N of agents should
contribute more that what it would have to pay on its own, max{c;,i € N’}. Otherwise, the group would
unfairly "subsidize” the other agents. The constraints j<i®j < ¢ are called the no-subsidy constraints.

To each airport problem ¢ € RY one can associate a cost game (N, c) defined, for each S C N, by setting
¢(S) = max;es{c;}; such a game is called an airport game. Airport games are concave and their core coincides
with the set of allocations satisfying the no-subsidy constraints. We slightly abuse notation and use C(N,¢) to
refer to both the core of the airport problem ¢ € RY, hereafter called airport core, and the core of the associated
airport game, (N, c),

C(N,c) = {x eER":2>0, z(N) =c¢,, and, for each i < n, ij < ci}.
J<i

The core of the airport game is contained in the efficient hyperplane z(N) = ¢, and it is defined by, at most,
2n — 2 inequality constraints, instead of the maximum number of 2™ — 2 inequality constraints of an arbitrary
coalitional game. This makes the structure of the core of an airport game more tractable. In particular, whenever
¢1 > 0, the core of an airport game is a (n — 1)-dimensional convex polytope. Further, because of the no-subsidy
constraints, any core payoff for the highest cost agent (agent n) can be obtained by adding the incremental
cost ¢, — cp—1 to any core allocation of the airport game where agents n — 1 and n have the same cost ¢, _1.
Therefore,
C(N,c) = (cn — cn-1)efny + C(N,c — (cn — Cn1)einy})-

Now, suppose that the agent with the lowest cost leaves the game paying x1, with 0 < z; < ¢;. Since 0 <
co—x1 < cg—x1 < -+ < ¢, —x1, we have a new airport problem ¢!®1 = (co—z1,...,cp—11) = CN\{1} —T1EN\{1}
with an associated reduced cost game (N\{1},c"®1). The problem ¢!t is known as the downstream-substraction
reduced problem of ¢ with respect to N\{1} and x; (Thomson, 2007). In general, given i € N, and 0 < z; < ¢;,
the downstream-substraction reduced problem of ¢ with respect to N\{i} and x;, ¢*i, is defined by

i L — X k>1
= . .
min{c; — z;, ¢k} k <.

Similarly, the uniform-substraction reduced problem of ¢ with respect to N\{i} and z; is defined by:

i Kk — X5 k>1i
uc,t = .
max{cy — x;,0} k <i.

The next proposition, whose proof is straightforward, relates the core of the airport game (N, ¢) and the core of
the (N\{1}, c1*1) reduced games.



Proposition 1. Let (N, c) be an airport game. Then,

C(N,c) = {(xl,:cN\{l}) ceR":0<z; <ep,znqiy € C(N\{l},cl’zl)} = U {z1} x C(N\{1},c"™).

0<z1<c1

Now, if we repeatedly apply the above decomposition, the core of the airport game can be covered with the
cores of reduced games of s agents, 1 < s < n — 1. In particular, we have the following result for s =n — 1.

Corollary 1. Given an airport game (N, c), the allocation (x1,...,2,) belongs to C(N,c) if and only if, for
each j € N\{n}, 0<z; <c¢; =3, _;xi, and xp = cpn — 32, ., Ti.

Gonzilez-Diaz and Sanchez-Rodriguez (2008) associate a face game with each face of the core and show that
these games have interesting properties for the class of (strictly) convex games. In terms of cost games, given
a coalition ' C N, the face Fr of the core contains the allocations that are worst for 7' and best for N\T.
Geometrically, when 0 < z; < ¢y, the core C(N\{1},c!'*!) is a cross-section of the airport core, which is also
the core of a (reduced) airport game. The reduced games for the cases ;1 = ¢; and 1 = 0 are the face games
for agent 1 and coalition N\{1}, respectively.

Remark 1. In general, the core of an airport game (N,c) can be described using reduced airport games with
respect to other players. Let i € N. Then,

C(N,c) = U {z;} x C (N\{z},c““) .

0<z;<c;

3 The core-center and its integral representation

As we said in the Introduction, one of the main goals of this paper is to gain insights on the monotonicity of the
core of an airport problem using its center of gravity as a proxy. Given a cooperative game (N, ¢), its core-center,
w(N,c), is defined as the center of gravity of the core (Gonzdlez-Diaz and Sanchez-Rodriguez, 2007). In this
section and the next we develop some analytic tools that exploit the structure of the core of an airport game
to facilitate the study of the properties of the core-center. Given a convex set A we sometimes use the notation
1(A) to denote its center of gravity.

In the case of an airport game (N, c) with ¢; > 0, the core is an (n — 1)-manifold contained in the efficient
hyperplane, (N) = ¢,,. The latter is, therefore, the tangent space at each point of the manifold. The vector
(1,1,...,1) € R™ is normal to the manifold at each point and it has length \/n. The transformation g: R"~1 —
R™ g(z1,...,2n—1) = (1,...,Zpn_1,Cn — 1 — -+ — Tp_1) defines a coordinate system for C(N,c), so that
g Y(C(N,¢)) is the projection of the core onto R"~! that simply “drops” the n-th coordinate. Let C’(N, c) =
g 1 (C(N,e)) C R*~1. This transformation is illustrated in Figure 1.

Given 1 <r < n, let m, be the r-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Then, the (n — 1)-dimensional measure of
the core is given by

mp—1(C(N,c)) = /

dmy,_, = / Vi dm, 1 = v/n m,_1(C(N,c)).
C(N.e) 91 (C(Ne)

Hence, the volume of the core as a subset of R™ is \/n times the volume of its projection onto R”~!. Analogously,
for each i € N, the corresponding component of the core-center, u;(N,c), is given by

1 / 1 / 1
_ ridm, 1= —"-—/—H Vnx; dmp_q = %/ x; dmy_1.
mn_l(C(N, C)) C(N,c) mn—l(O(Na C)) C(N,c) mn—l(C(Na C)) C(N,e)
Example 1. Consider the airport problem with N = {1,2} andO < ¢1 < cg. Clearly, the core of the airport
game is the segment [(0,cz), (c1,c2 — c1)] C R?, then ui(N,c) = % =% and pa(N,c) = cp — G
0 1



Figure 1: (left) C(N,¢) and C(N, ¢) for a 3-player airport game. (right) C(N,¢) for a 4-player airport game.

The above integral expression for the core-center can be written in terms of iterated integrals. First, we
introduce some notation. Given 0 < ¢; <cg < -+ <c¢p_1 <c¢, and j € {1,...,n— 1}, we define

n—2
) c1 pea—w1 Cn—1— 2 Tk
j _ k=1
Un_l(Cl,...,Cn_l) —/ / / Z; d:z:n_l...dxgdxl,
0 0 0

n—2
cy Cca—x1 Cpn—1— Z Tk
k=1
Vie1(c1y ooy Cn_1) :/ / / dxp_1 ...dxodry, and
0 0 0
UJ

77:71(017 s )C'n,—l)
Vn—l(cla cee ,Cn—l) ’

ﬂj(cl7"‘7cn—1) =

with the convention that Vj = 1. Clearly, Uf;_l is a homogeneous function of degree n, V,,_; is a homogeneous
function of degree n — 1, and fi; is a homogeneous function of degree 1. Now, applying Corollary 1, it is easy to
derive the following result.

Theorem 1. Let (N,c) be an airport game such that 0 < ¢ < ¢g < -+ < ¢,. Then, mn,l(CA’(N, c)) =
Vi—1(c1,...,en—1). Moreover, for each j € {1,...,n — 1},

[Lj(N, C) = ﬂj(cla AR Cn—l) and ﬂn(N) C) = ﬂn—l(cla cey Cn—l) + (Cn - Cn—l)-

Note that all the coordinates of the core-center, except the last one, are independent of ¢,. In addition, all
the coordinates 11; are homogeneous functions of degree 1.

Remark 2. The decompositions in Remark 1 give rise to alternative integral expressions for the core-center.

4 On the differentiability of the core-center

Suppose that 0 < ¢; < ¢ < --- < ¢,. From the integral expressions derived in the previous section it is
clear that the functions V,,_; and U?_,, j € N\{n}, can be differentiated with respect to the ¢; costs, with
i € N\{n}. As a first consequence, we obtain a result that is fundamental for the analysis in this paper, namely,
a representation of the core-center as a ratio of volumes of airport cores. We relegate its proof to the Appendix.

Theorem 2. Let (N, c) be an airport game such that 0 < c¢; < cg <---<e¢, and fir j € N\ {n}. Then:



1. Uiil(cl, e 7Cnfl) = Vn(Cl, .. .,Cj,Cj, - ,Cnfl)

Vn(Cl, <y CjyChy e .Cnfl)
Vn_l(cl, .. .,Cn_l)

2. ,&j(cl, . .,Cnfl) =

Remark 3. Apart from being a key tool for the ensuing analysis, Theorem 2 is interesting on its own. There
are no known efficient deterministic algorithms for computing the centroid of a convex body. Therefore, the issue
of computing the core-center of a general balanced game is very compler. The second statement in Theorem 2
says that the center of gravity of the core of an airport game can be computed just by using the volume of its
core and the volume of the core of the airport game obtained by replicating agent j. Then, Theorem 2 opens the
door to implementing volume computation algoritms for convexr polytopes to compute, in a relatively easy way,
the core-center of an airport game.

Now, we turn our attention the derivatives of the functions V,,_1 and Ui;l with respect to the costs c;.
Proposition 2. For alli € N\{n},

8Vn7 1
8Ci

(c1y-vveno1) = Vici(er, ooy cim1)Vio1—i(Cig1 — Cis ooy Cn1 — Ci).

Proof. A direct computation using Leibnitz’s rule shows that

n—2

i—2
c1 Ci—1— Y. Tk Cit1—C4 Cn_1—Ci— », Tk
6‘/n—l _ k=1 * k=i+1 d d d d
) (Cl,...,Cn_l)— LTn—1...0T;410AT5—1 ...4AT7.
Ci 0 0 0 0

This iterated integral can be split as the product of the following two integrals,

i—2 n—2
c1 Cio1— Z: Tk Cit1—Ci Cn—1—Ci— ; Tk
/ e / k=t dr;_1...dx7 and / - / =it dTp_1... dxz’—i—l-
0 0 0 0

The first one coincides with V;_1(c1,...,¢;—1) while the second is equal to V,,_1_;(ciy1 — ¢iy. ..y Cne1 — ¢;). O

Proposition 3. Let i,j € N\{n}. Then,

Vi_l(cl, . 7Ci—1)Ui:§_i(Ci+1 — CjyereyCpn_1— Ci) < ]
Ul _, ; .
e (Cla"'acn—l) = Ui_l(cl,...,ci_l)Vn_l_i(c,;H — Cjy.reyCp_1 761‘) 1>
T
V;(Cl,...,Ci)anlfi(CiJrl,...,Cnfl)) = 7.
Moreover, Vi(c1y...,¢)Va—1-i(Cit1,y--.,Cn—1) can be equivalently written as
i—1
(CiViq(Cl, eis) = Y UF (e Ci—l))anki(CiH — Ciy-eoy Cnm1 — Gi)
k=1

Proof. The computations when either i # j are straightforward from the chain rule, Theorem 2 and Proposition 2.
The same applies to the first equality in the case j = 4. The alternative expression is obtained by directly applying
Leibnitz’s rule to the integral formulation of U] _,. O



Next, we present a series of results that relate the partial derivatives of the functions V;,_; and Ufl;l to the

faces of C (N, ¢) and its centroids. In particular, the derivative of V,,_; with respect to a cost ¢; is proportional to
the volume of the corresponding face of the core. Let (N, ¢) be an airport game such that 0 < ¢; < g < --- < ¢y
Denote by F;, i € N\{n}, the i-th face of C(N,¢), i.e.,

Fi=C(N,e)n{z eR" x4+ +a;=c¢;} CR"L
Let V(F;) be its (n — 2)-measure and u(F;) be its centroid. The next decomposition of F; is easily derived.
Proposition 4. For alli € N\{n}, we have that
Fi=CH{1,....i},(c1,...,¢)) x C{i+1,...,n}, (Cig1 — Cis oy Cn — ).

The coordinates of the centroid u(F;) are

fij—i(Ciy1 — CiyovvvCn1 —¢) ifi<j<n-—1’

,uj(FZ-):{'uj({l""7i}a(01’~--aci)) ifi >

We now show that, whenever the (n— 2)-measure of the face F; is positive, its centroid can be obtained using
the partial derivatives computed above.

Proposition 5. Let (N,c) be an airport game with 0 < ¢1 < ¢g < -+ < ¢,. For all i,5 € N\{n} such that
V(FZ) > 0,

avn—l 1
1. aCi (Cl,...,(}n_l) = WV(Fl)
aui |
82: (Cla . 7Cn71)
2. 15(F) = 5y
e (1, ,Cn—1)

Proof. Assume that V(F;) > 0. Recall that C({1,...,i},(¢c1,...,¢;)) is an (i—1)-dimensional polytope contained
in the hyperplane 1 + --- + x; = ¢;, so

mi,l(C({l, e ,i}, (01, ey Ci)) = \ﬂ mi,l(é({l, N 7i}7 (Cl, ey Cz))>
=ViVi_i(ety. .. cim).
On the other hand, the measure of C({i+1,...,n}, (Cipz1—Cis-..,cn—c;)) as a subset of R" 11 is Vi, _1_;(¢;41—
Ciy--+yCn_1 — ¢;). Therefore, the first assertion follows immediately from Proposition 2 and the decomposition

of Proposition 4.
The proof of the second property is divided in three cases. First, assume that ¢ < j. Then, by Proposition 4,

i—i U’ _
1 (F)—ﬂ (C . . C)— ijlfifi(czﬁkl_ciw-wcnfl—Ci) B BCil(ch...,Cn_l)
1 i) — Hi—i\Cit1 — Cjy...,Cn_1 —C4) = =
J\L j—i\Ci+ i n i Vie1—i(Cix1 — Ciy o v oy Cu—1 — ;) 8?7;;1(01’.“’0“71);
where the last equality follows from Propositions 2 and 3.
If i > j, then, as above, by Propositions 2, 3 and 4, we have
u](FZ) = ILLJ({I, e ,?:}7 (Cl, ey CZ))
; aus
[L (C ‘ ) Uij_l(cl,...,Cifl) 8ci1(01,...,cn_1)
= ilC1,...,Ci—1) = = .
! ' Vici(er, .., cim1) %(cl,...,cn_l)



Finally, when j = ¢, by Proposition 4

i—1
/’[’z(Fl) = /’Ll({17 s ai}7 (Cla RN cz)) =C — Zﬂk({l, s ai}7 (Cla ceey Ci))
k=1
c ziﬂ (c ci1) =c T Ukaler - e1)
= G — k\Cly.--yCi—1) = C —
’ 1 ’ ’ 1 ‘/7271(017"'761'71)
Therefore,
1—1
wi(EF)Vici(er, .. eim1) = ¢iVica(er, ..oy cimn) — Z Uik_l(cb CesCis1)-
k=1
Substituting this expression in Proposition 3 and using Proposition 2, the result follows. O

Remark 4. The first equality of Proposition 5 admits a generalization for any convex polyhedron (Lasserre,
1983).

5 Properties of the core-center

Following Thomson (2007), we recall a list of properties of allocation rules for airport problems. We distinguish
between fixed-population axioms and variable-population ones.
Fixed population
Let ¢ be a rule and (N, c) an airport game. We say that ¢ satisfies:
e Non-negativity if, for each i € N, 1;(N,c) > 0.
e Cost boundedness if, for each i € N, ¢;(N,¢) < ¢;.
e Efficiency if Y,y ¥i(N,c) = cp.
o No-subsidy if, for each S C N, > 7. ¢ ¥i(N,c) < maxies ¢;.
o Anonymity if, for each permutation 7 of N and each ¢ € N, ¢;(n(N,c)) = ww;l (N, c).
e Equal treatment of equals if, for each i,j € N with ¢; = ¢;, then ¢;(N, ¢) = ¢;(N,¢).
o Order preservation for contributions if, for each pair 7, j € N with ¢; < ¢;, then 1;(N,c) < 9;(N,c).
o Order preservation for benefits if, for each pair ¢, j € N with ¢; < ¢; , then ¢; — ¢;(N,¢) <¢; —¥;(N,¢).

We now turn to relational requirements on rules. Let ¢ be a rule and (N,c), (N,¢) and (N,c”) airport
games. We say that ¢ satisfies:

e Homogeneity if, for each a > 0, ¥ (N, ac) = ap(N, ).

e Continuity if, for each sequence {(N,c")},en of airport problems such that ¢ — ¢, then ¥(N,c¢”) —

P(N,c).

e Independence of at-least-as-large costs if for each ¢ € N such that



o ¢} > ¢, for each j € N\{i} such that ¢; > ¢,
then 1; (N, Cl) = ¥i(N,c).

o Last-agent cost additivity if for each 7 € N such that ¢; = maxjen ¢; whenever cﬁv\{i} = cn\{iy and
¢; = c; +7, then Y (i3 (N, ¢') = a3 (N, ¢) and ¥;(N, ') = (N, ¢) + 7.

e weak last-agent cost additivity is property weaker than last-agent cost additivity, that demands that the
payment required to the last agent should increase by an amount equal to the increase in her cost parameter,
nothing being said about the payments required of the others.

e Conditional cost additivity if (N,c+ ) = (N, c) + (N, ') whenever the agents of both airport games
are ordered in the same way, .

e Individual cost monotonicity if for each i € N such that ¢, > ¢; and, for all j € N\{i}, ¢ = c;, then
Yi(N, ') = (N, c).

o Downstream cost monotonicity if for each ¢ € N such that for each j € N with ¢; < ¢, c;- = ¢; and for
each j € N with ¢; > ¢;, ¢ —¢; = ¢j —¢; > 0, then for each j € N such that c¢; > ¢;, 1;(N, ') > 9, (N, c).

e Marginalism if, under the hypotheses of downstream cost monotonicity, for each j € N such that ¢; < ¢;,

¥ (N, ¢) = (N, c).
e Strong cost monotonicity if, for each pair (N, ¢) and (N, c') with ¢ < ¢/, then (N, c) < (N, ).
o Weak cost monotonicity if ¢ = c+ ¢, then (N, ') > (N, c).
o Incremental no subsidy if ¢ = ¢’ + ¢’ then, for each i € N, > e <e (W5, d)—1j(N,c)) < ¢ —¢.
e Reciprocity if for each ¢ € N such that
0 %yes tilN,0) = i

o there is an airport problem ¢’ such that ¢/ = ¢+ ¢”, and
0 & — ngiwi(N7 ) > cp— ¢ —(cn — i),
then there is a pair {j, k} C N such that ¢; < ¢; < ¢ and ¥;(N, ") — (N, ¢) > (N, ) — (N, c).
o Others-oriented cost monotonicity if, under the assumptions of individual cost monotonicity, for each

JE N\{Z}7 "/Jj(chl) < ¢j(N7C).

Variable population
Let ¢ be a rule and (N, c) an airport game. We say that ¢ satisfies:
e Population monotonicity if, for each N and N’ with N’ C N, ¥/ (N, ¢) < (N’ enr).
e First-agent consistency if, for each (N,c) and j € N with j > 1, then 1;(N, c) = 1b;(N\{1}, cl¥1(V:0)),

o Downstream-subtraction consistency if, for each (N,c), each i € N and each j # 4, then ¢;(N,c) =
0y (NV\fi, %),

e Last-agent consistency if, for each (N, c) and each j < n, (N, ¢) = ¢;(N\{n}, c¥nV:)),

o Uniform-substraction consistency if, for each (N,c¢) with ¢,—1 = ¢, each i € N with ¢; = ¢, and each
J #1, then ¥;(N,c) = ’(/}j(N\-{i}’ucivwi(ch))_



Let us begin our analysis of which properties the core-center rule satisfies. A complete recapitulation of our
findings will be presented in Section 7.

Proposition 6. The core-center satisfies non-negativity, cost-boundedness, efficiency, no-subsidy, anonymity,
homogeneity, equal treatment of equals and continuity.

Proof. The first six properties follow from the fact that any core allocation satisfies them. A couple of comments
on the last two properties are needed. I Gonzalez-Diaz and Sdnchez-Rodriguez (2007) prove that the core-center
treats symmetric players equally and that it is a continuous function of the values of the characteristic function.
In our context, equal treatment of equals holds because agents with the same cost parameter are symmetric
players in the associated airport game. Similarly, continuity holds because the values of the characteristic
function are continuous with respect to the cost parameters. Then, the core-center satisfies continuity since it
is a composition of continuous functions. O

Proposition 7. The core-center satisfies order preservation for contributions.

Proof. Trivially, by Theorem 1, pi,—1(N,¢) < pun(N,c¢). Now, take two consecutive agents ¢ and ¢ + 1 where
i <n — 1. Then, by Theorem 2, u;(N,¢) < pir1(N,c) if and only if

Vn(cl, ey Gy Ciy Gy 1y - - 7Cn_l) S Vn(cl, 3Gy Ci41,Ci4 1y - - - ,Cn_l),
which is immediate since ¢; < ¢;41. O
Proposition 8. The core-center satisfies order preservations for benefits.

Proof. Recall that pi,—1 (N, ¢)—pn (N, ¢) = ¢—1—cy. Let i < n—1. We have to prove that p;1 (N, ¢)—pu; (N, c) <
¢i+1 — ¢;- Applying Theorem 2, the difference p;1(N,c) — p; (N, ¢) can be written as follows:

i—1 i n—1
C1 C2—XT1 Cifzxj C7‘,+17215L’j Cp—1— Z Zj
j=1 i= j=1
/ / / ’ / ! / ! dzxy, ... dradry
0 0 0 ci— . x 0

j=1
piv1 (N, ) = pi(N, c) =
Vn—l(cla cey Cn—l)
c1  pe2—x1 Ci+1—zle i+1 i+1
j=
/ / / A Vn—l—i(ci+l — E LjyeunyCp—1 — E .’Ej)dxi+1d$i...d$1
B o Jo Ci*jEIIJ’ j=1 j=1
Vi—i1(e1,- - enm1)

i i
Now, by the mean-value theorem for integrals, there exists a point £ € (¢; — >z}, ¢it1 —
i=1 i=

x;) such that
1

i

Cz‘+1*z$j 1+1 1+1
j=1
/ ; Vi—1-i(cip1 — E LjyeooyCna1 — E xj)dzigy =
C J:1

i*jglxj j=1

i i
(Civ1 = ci)Vn1-i(cit1 — Z»’Cj =& o1 — Zﬂﬁj - ).
Jj=1 j=1
i
But, since ¢, —ij —&<cs—ciforalli+1<s<n-—1, we have that

Jj=1

i i
Vi—1—i(ciy1 — Z-Tj =& Cp1 — Zl"j — &) < Vpo1—i(Cig1 — Ciso ooy Cpm1 — €5).
j=1 j=1

10



Therefore,

c1 Ci— D T
=1
/ .. / ’ anlfi(clqu —Ciy...yCp—1 — ci)dxi . .dﬂ?l
0 0

Vn 1(Cla~~ ; Cn— 1)

E%
/ / Vie1—i(eivr — cesCp—1 — G )dx; ... dx

EEJ @

=1
/ / J Vie1—i(civ1 — E Zj, .o, Cnol — E xj)dxz; ... dx
0 0 =

pi+1 (N, ¢) — pi(Ny¢) < (ciy1 — i)

= (Cit1 — ¢i)

<cCiy1— 6
where the last inequality holds because, Z r; < ¢; implies that ¢ — ¢; < cg — in fori+1<s<n-1. O
j=1 j=1
Example 2. The core-center does not satisfy independence of at least-as-large costs. Consider the airport

problem with N = {1,2,3} and 0 < ¢ < 3 < c3. A simple computation shows that p1 (N, c) = wiﬁiﬁdx =
o Jo yax

g¥a2a. Letc=(1,2,3) and ¢ = (1,3,3). Then, p1(N,c) = 5 < pa(N,¢) = .

Proposition 9. The core-center satisfies last-agent cost additivity.

Proof. Let (N,c) and (N, ') be airport games satisfying the hypothesis of last-agent cost additivity. Then,

n—1 n—1
(T1y s Tp1,Cn — le) € C(N,c) & (z1,...,opn_1,¢, — Zmz) € C(N,d).
i=1 i=1

Hence, C(N,¢) = C(N,¢) and pn\n} (N, &) = pn\ gy (N, ¢). By Theorem 1, pn(N,c') = pn_1(N,c) + (¢, —

n

C{nfl) :,U/n,]_(N,C)—f—(Cn +’7_cn71> Z/,Ln(N,C)+’Y O

Remark 5. If an allocation rule i satisfies efficiency and last-agent cost additivity, then

n—2
¢n71(N, C) = %(Cnfl - Zwl(Nv C)

Example 3. The core-center does not satisfy conditional cost additivity. From Ezrample 2, we know that for

an airport problem with N = {1,2,3} and 0 < ¢; < ¢a < ¢3, u1(N,¢) = °31 320022_2;11. Again, let ¢ = (1,2,3) and

= (1,3,3). Then, c+ ¢ = (2,5,6) and p1(N,c) + p1 (N, ¢) =2 + £ =2 # (N, c+ ) = 11.

Proposition 10. The core-center satisfies neither last-agent consistency, nor uniform substraction consistency,
nor downstream substraction consistency.

Proof. The result follows from the following characterizations and the fact that the core-center satisfies equal
treatment of equals, homogeneity and last-agent cost additivity:

e The slack maximizer rule is the only rule satisfying equal treatment of equals, weak last-agent cost addi-
tivity and last-agent consistency (Yeh, 2003).

e The constrained equal benefits rule is the only rule satisfying equal treatment of equals, homogeneity,
last-agent cost additivity and uniform-subtraction consistency (Potters and Sudhdlter, 2005).

11



e The slack maximizer rule is the only rule satisfying equal treatment of equals, homogeneity, last-agent cost
additivity and downstream-subtraction consistency (Potters and Sudhélter, 2005). O

Example 4. The core-center does not satisfy first-agent consistency. Let N = {1,2,3,4} and ¢ = (1,2,3,4).
Then MI(N?C) = %Z; /’62(Na C) = é% and

(€)= (eg — pi(c), e5 — pa(c), ca — pa () = (A2, 168 229

An easy computation shows that pus(N \ {1}, cb#1(€)) = ST £ pa(N,c).
Nevertheless, the core-center satisfies first-agent consistency for 3-player airport games. Indeed, if (N,c) =

({1,2,3}, (c1,¢2,¢3)), c1 < ca2 < c3, then

oV, ) = 22O (49.3), (3 — (N, 0), €5 — (N, )

ps(N,c) =3 — ca + pa(N, (c1,¢2,¢2)) = c3 — ca + pa(N, (c1, c2,¢3))

i) (42,3, (o — iV, 05 — (N, ).

=cC3—C2+ 5

Example 5. The core-center does not satisfy strong cost monotonicity. Indeed, let N = {1,2,3} andc = (1,2,4).
Then p(N,c) = (%, %, %) Now, for the airport problem with costs ¢’ = (1,3,4), u(N,c') = (%, %, %) Thus,
¢ < but pus(N,c') < us(N,c).

Example 6. The core-center does not satisfy marginalism. Consider the airport problems with players N =
{1,2,3} and costs ¢ = (1,2,3) and ¢’ = (1,3,4) that satisfy the hypothesis of downstream cost monotonicity
(with i = 2). Their respective core-centers are p(N,c) = (%, %, %) and (N, ) = (%, %, %) so, in particular,
:ul(NaC) 7& ul(N7C/)'

6 On the monotonicity of the core-center

In this section we discuss the behavior of the core-center with respect to well known monotonicity properties.
Moreover, we also introduce two natural monotonicity properties that have not been studied before in the
literature, higher cost decreasing monotonicity and lower cost increasing monotonicity. Throughout this section,
when no confusion arises we often use notations such as pj(ci,...,¢p) instead of p;({1,...,p}, (c1,...,¢p)).
Some of the forthcoming results rely on the following connection between the monotonicity of the core-center
components and the centroid of the F; faces.

Proposition 11. Let (N, c) be an airport game with 0 < ¢1 and 1,5 € N\{n}. Then, p;(N,c) is increasing with
respect to ¢; if and only if p;(N,c) < p;(F;). Analogously, it is decreasing if and only if p;(N,c) > p;(F;).

Proof. Recall that p;(N,c) = f1;(c1,...,cn—1) and, by Theorem 2,
6Uj .

82;1 (C]_7 ey Cnfl)‘/vn,1<017 e ,Cnfl) — Ui—l(cl’ ey Cnfl)a‘g;;l (C]_, ey Cn71>
(Va—a(ety ooy n1))? '

Ofi;
861‘

(017"'7Cn—1) =

Thus, p;(N,c) is increasing with respect to ¢; if and only if the numerator is positive. Now, by Proposition 5
the latter is equivalent to

“=L(C1, ..y Cpat) v’ (€15 sCn-1)
i(F) = dc; > _nol = pj(N,c). -
ILLJ( ) 3‘(;72.—1 (017 ,Cnfl) - Vn—l(ch ce 7Cn—1) Mj( )
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We now present two new monotonicity properties for a rule. The first one states that if one single cost ¢;
increases while the others are held constant, then the rule decreases its value for all the players with costs higher
than ¢;. The second property is a kind of reciprocal, the allocation rule increases its value for all the players
with costs lower than ¢;.

Definition 1. Let ¢ be a rule. Suppose that we have two airport games (N, c) and (N,c'), and i € N such that
¢; > ¢i and for all j € N\{i}, c; = c;. Then,

o 1 satisfies higher cost decreasing monotonicity if ¥;(N, ") < ;(N,c) whenever ¢; > ¢;.
o 1 satisfies lower cost increasing monotonicity if ¥, (N, ') > 1;(N, ¢) whenever ¢; < ¢;.

Proposition 12. Let (N,c) be an airport game with 0 < ¢; and i,j € N\{n}, i < j. The component p1;(N,c)
is decreasing with respect to ¢; if and only if fij(c1,...,cno1) > fj—i(Cig1 — Ciy oo, Cnm1 — C4).

Proof. According to Proposition 11, u;(N,¢) is decreasing with respect to ¢; if and only if p;(N,¢) > p;(F;).
Now, the result is a direct application of Proposition 4 when ¢ < j. O

The HCDM property for the core-center is a consequence of Theorem 4, which is a particular case of Theo-
rem 3 below, whose proof is relegated to the Appendix.

Theorem 3. For all p,k € N such that k > p, and all 0 <6 < dy--- < dp < -+ < dy, we have that
fp(di —6,....dy—0,....dx —8) < fipr1(0,d1,. .. dp,...,dx).
Theorem 4. Given j € {2,...,n— 1} and costs 0 < ¢ < -+ < ¢,_1, we have that
fi(er, ... cnm1) > fij—1(ca —c1y ooy Cpmr — 1) > - > (e — ¢ty .o Cpe1 — Cj—1)-

Proof. This is a particular case of Theorem 3. Given j € {2,...,n — 1} and r € {0,...,j — 2}, the inequality

/J/j—r(cr-&-l —Cpry...,Cp—1 — Cr) 2 /jcj—r—l(cr-i-Q —Cp41y---,Cn—1 — Cr+1)
follows by taking k=n—r—2,p=j—r—1and (§,d1,...,dx) = (Cr41 — CryCr42 — Cpry ooy Ce1 — Cpr). O
Proposition 13. The core-center satisfies higher cost decreasing monotonicity.

Proof. As a corollary of Proposition 12 and Theorem 4 we have that if ¢,j € N\{n}, i < j, then p;(N,c) is
decreasing with respect to c;. O

We now move to LCIM. First, note that it implies individual monotonicity. The LCIM property for the
core-center is a consequence of Theorem 5 below, whose proof is relegated to the Appendix.

Theorem 5. Given p,s € N and costs 0 <c1 <+ < ¢y < cpp1 < -+ < cpys, we have that
pp(Cr, . oycp) > pp(C1y oo sCpyCpr1) =0 2 pip(C1y o, Cpy Cptay - - o5 Cpts)
Proposition 14. The core-center satisfies lower cost increasing monotonicity.

Proof. Let (N,c) be an airport game such that 0 < ¢; < ¢g < .-+ < ¢,. Then the core-center satisfies LCIM
if and only if (N, c) is increasing with respect to ¢; for all j < ¢ < n. First, assume that j < ¢ < n. By
Proposition 4, p;(F;) = p;({1,...,i}, (c1,...,¢)). Now, according to Theorem 5,

wiler, ... ¢i) > piler, ..., ¢5, ..., ¢) > piler, ... en) = (N, ),

and LCIM is now a direct consequence of Proposition 11. As for the case j < i = n, we already know that
wi(N,c), j=1,...,n—1, is independent of ¢,, and that g%:(N, c)=1. O
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Corollary 2. The core-center satisfies individual cost monotonicity.

Example 7. The core-center does not satisfy others-oriented cost monotonicity. To see this one can consider, for
instance, the two problems in Example 2, where an increase in the cost of player 2 results in a lower core-center

payoff for player 1.

The next monotonicity property, downstream cost monotonicity, is a consequence of Theorem 6 below, whose
proof is relegated to the Appendix.

Theorem 6. Given indices i,j € N, 7 >4, a value v > 0 and costs 0 < ¢y < --- < ¢k, we have that
,Uj(017627-~70i+’Y»'--,Ck+’7) > /«Lj(ChCQ?"'ack)'
Proposition 15. The core-center satisfies downstream cost monotonicity.

Proof. Let (N,c) be an airport game such that 0 < ¢; < ¢a < --- < ¢,. Observe that downstream cost
monotonicity can be rewritten as follows. If for each pair (N, c) and (N, ¢’) and each i € N, if for each j € N
such that ¢; < ¢;, ¢ = ¢; and each j € N such that ¢; > ¢;, ¢ = ¢; +7 (v > 0), then for each j € N such that
¢; > ¢, ¥ (N, ') > ;(N,c). Thus,

(Nyo): ¢ ca ... cio1 ¢ ce. Cp
(N,): e ¢ea .. ¢i1 G+ .. cnt7,
and the result is a direct consequence of Theorem 6. O]

Proposition 16. Let v a rule satisfying downstream cost monotonicity and LCIM. Then, ¥ satisfies weak cost
monotonicity.

Proof. We have to prove that, for each pair (N, c) and (N, '), if there exists (NN, ¢”) such that ¢/ = ¢+ ¢”, then
(N, ') > (N, c). Consider the following airport problems:

Problem | Costs
CO:C C1 Co N ¢ N
ct cat+cf o+ oot ceo Cptdf
c? caat+df co+d+f—c .. g+ + - .0 et + -
3 /! /! /! /!
c’ c1+cf ca+cy c. G .. cp
/ /! /! /! /!
c"=c |a+c] ca+c R R

Now, noting that ¢’ = ¢™ and combining downstream cost monotonicity and LCIM we have

wl (]\]7 C") > LCIM
wQ (]\[7 Cn) > LCIM

LCIM ,(/)1 (]\/'7 CZ) Z LCIM . > LCIM ,(/)1 (]\/'7 Cl) Z DOWN ¢1 (N, C)
LCIM ¢2 (]\/'7 Cl) Z LCIM DOWN ¢2 (]\/'7 Cl) Z DOWN ¢2 (N, C)

IV IV
IV I

Y

LCIM ’(/JZ<N Ci) > DOWN
) -

Y

wz(N; cn) Z LCIM DOWN ,(/}Z<]\[7 cl) Z DOWN wz (N’ C)

wn(N7Cn) > DOWN | > DOWN ibn(N,Ci) > DOWN | > DOWN ibn(N,Cl) > DOWN ¢n(N7C)~ O

Corollary 3. The core-center satisfies weak cost monotonicity.

Proposition 17. The core-center satisfies neither reciprocity nor incremental no subsidy.
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Proof. The result follows from the following characterizations in Aadland and Kolpin (1998) and the fact that
the core-center satisfies no-subsidy, order preservation for contributions and weak cost monotonicity:

e The constrained equal contribution rule is the only selection from the no-subsidy correspondence satisfying
order preservation for contributions, weak cost monotonicity, and reciprocity.

e The sequential equal contributions rule is the only rule satisfying order preservation for contributions,
weak cost monotonicity, and incremental no subsidy. O

Proposition 18. The core-center satisfies population monotonicity.

Proof. We prove the result for the case in which there is k& € N such that N = N’ U {k}. The general case
follows from repeated application of that property.
Thus, given N’ = N\{k}, we prove that un/(N,c) < u(N’,cns). We distinguish three cases.

Case 1: ¢ = ¢,. So, for each i € N’, ¢; < ¢ = ¢,,. By Theorem 5, for each i € N’,
Mi(vacN’> = M’i(cl7' s 7C’I’L71) Z /’Li(cla ce -7C’I’L71)C’n) = :u’l(N) C).

Case 2: ¢, = c¢1. So, for each i € N, ¢; > ¢ = ¢;1. Now, for each € > 0, let ¢ = (g,¢a,...,¢,). Clearly,
w(N' ens) = pns (N, ). By HCDM, for each £ € (0,¢1], un' (N, ¢) < un/(N,¢f) and, by continuity, un/ (N, c) <
pn' (N, ). Therefore,

MN'(Nv C) < :U’N’(Nv CO) = :U’(N/a CN’)'

Case 3: ¢; < ¢ < ¢,. Let 1 € N'. We distinguish two subcases.

¢; > cg: Consider the airport problems (N, c®), with ¢ = (g,¢1,...,Ch—1,Chit1, Cht2,---,¢n) and € € (0,¢1].
Similarly to Case 2, HCDM and continuity ensure that u;(N’,cn/) = pi(N,c) > (N, c®). Combining
this with a repeated application of HCDM, we have

Mi(vacN') = Mi(N’ CO)

ZMi(cl7017027"'7Ckfluck+1vck+27"'7cn)
2 Mi(Cl,CQ,CQ, e o3 Ch—1,Ck41,Ck42,y - - - ,Cn)
Z ,ui(cl,cQ,c?,, e o3 Ch—1,Cky Clot 15 - - - 7Cn) = /j,i(N,C).

c; < cg: In the case in which ¢; = ¢, we assume, without loss of generality, that ¢ < k. Now, applying LCIM
repeatedly,

!
pi( N’ enr) = pict, ooy Clo1y Clog1s Clog 2y -+, Cn) = HilCLy v vy Cl1y Chy Ch 1y - -+ Cae1),

and, by Case 1,
lui(cla vy Ch—1,Cky Clot-15 - - - 7Cn—1) > ,LLi(Cl, <o 3 Ch—15Cks Cht 1, - - '7Cn—17cn) = ‘U,,L(N,C)

Combining the inequalities in both equations we get that p;(N',cn/) > pi(N,c). O

7 Summary of properties

To conclude, we present a table that summarizes the behavior of the core-center with respect to the properties
we have studied.
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Rules
Properties Shapley \ Nucleolus \ Core-center
Fixed population

Non negativity
Cost boundedness
Efficiency
No-subsidy
Anonymity
Equal treatment of equals
Order preservation for contributions
Order preservation for benefits
Homogeneity
Continuity
Independence at-least-as-large costs
Last-agent cost additivity
Weak last-agent cost additivity
Conditional cost additivity
Individual cost monotonicity
Downstream cost monotonicity
Marginalism
Strong cost monotonicity
Weak cost monotonicity
Incremental no-subsidy
Reciprocity
Others-oriented cost monotonicity v
Variable population
Population monotonicity v
First agent consistency v
Downstream substraction consistency -
Last-agent consistency -
Uniform substraction consistency - - -

NN N N N NN
N N N NN

ANENK
ANENK

BENEN
NN

A N N N N N N N N N NENEN

[ NN
[N NG
BN

SSENENEN
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Appendix

In the first part of this Appendix we present the proof of Theorem 2. This result is then crucial to prove also
Theorems 3, 5, and 6, which establish the main monotonicity properties satisfied by the core center.

Theorem 2. Let (N, c) be an airport game such that 0 < c¢; < cg <---<e¢, and fir j € N\ {n}. Then:
1. Uifl(cl, NN 7Cn,1) = Vn(Cl, <y Gy Gy ,Cnfl)

Vn(Cl, <y CjyChy e .Cnfl)
Vn_l(cl, .. .,Cn_l)

2. ,&j(cl, ceey Cnfl) =
Before engaging in the proof of Theorem 2 we need some preliminary results. Recall the convention V; = 1.

Lemma 1. Given 0 < ¢y < -+ < ¢k, k €N, we have that Vi(c1) = ¢1, Va(er,ca) = é — %, and, if k > 3,

kfl
< k—01 cp — i)
Vk(Cl,...7Ck):g— Z —7,—|—1 ‘/;,1(01,...,02',1).

i=

Proof. The expressions for Vi(c1) and Va(cq,c2) are straightforward. The result also holds for k£ = 3, since
3
Va(er,ca,c5) = Jy' Vale = w,cg — an)day = [y (o5l = (gl gy = g - (ogull  (amele we

proceed by induction. Let £ € N, £ > 3, and assume that the result holds for k — 1. Then,

Cc1
Vk(ch...,ck):/ Vi—1(ca — 1, ... ep — 21)day
0

(e — )Pl (ep — o)kt k=2 (ck — Cip1)*
a /o ( k-—1! (k=1 ; TJ;)!VH(@ S TR xl))dxl-

We compute separately the integral of each addend:

c1 (Ck _ m1)k71 B Cﬁ (Ck _ Cl)k c1 (Ck _ 02)k71 B (Ck _ CQ)kfl
/0 THhoy TR w0 Jy oy T gy @), and

/ Vici(ea — 21, ... ¢ — w1)dey = Vi(er, ... ¢)
0
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By the linearity of the integral,

k k - - k—i
c (cx — 1) (e — c2) (ck — Cit1)
Vi =k _ — \% — —V ey
ACTHRERNGY k! %l (k —1)! 1(c1) ; (k—)! i1y 6)
ck (ex —c = 2 (ck — cip1)F?
(ck —a)” 1) k - +1
:]ﬁ Z d V(Cl,...,ci),
i=1
which, after a simple rearrangement of the indices, coincides with the desired expression. O
Lemma 2. Let 0 < ¢y <+ < ¢, k€N, 21 < ¢, and denote ug(x1) = V(1 — x1,...,c, —x1). Then,
duk
dl‘l (l‘l) = —Vk,1(02 —TL1y...,C — $1).

Proof. The proof is by induction. The property holds for & = 1, since ul(xl) = Vi(er —x1) = ¢1 — 21 and

fl;;i (21) = —1. Tt also holds for k = 2, because us(z1) = 2= 11) — fe 261) and 42 2(x1) = —(cg — x1). Now, let

k > 3 and suppose that the property is true for u;, 1 <i < k — 1. Then, accordlng to Lemma 1,

k k— 1 k i+1
Cp, — X k*C k*C

up(ry) = Viler — 21, 00 — 1) = ( )" _ - E

1=

k! k—i+1)! iy )

Differentiating with respect to 1,

doy (k—1)! —2—|—1 dxl '

1=2

By the induction hypothesis, if ¢ > 2, dui—y (1) = =Vi—a(ca — 21, ...,¢i—1 — x1). Therefore,

de:l

k— 1
duy, (cr — )Pt (e —co)Ft (cp — ci)F—itt

—_— = — Vie - R e .
dz; ) G-l (k=) +; Foir Rl T ci )

Renumbering the terms,

d . k—1 k=1 k- 2 — i )F
Uk(ffl):_<(0k xl) _(Ck 02) Z Ck CH Vz‘1(02—$1,~~~70i—$1)>

dxy (k—1)! (k—1)! pars
= —Vk_l(CQ —T1y.-.,Ck — .731).
where the last equality follows directly from Lemma 1. O

Proof of Theorem 2. First observe that

Ea:k J
Valer, . o¢5,¢5, .. Ccnm1) / / Vo ] E xk,...,cn,l—g xk) dzj...dzy.
0

k=1
j
If up—j(z;) = ( Z ThyoonyCrel — Z a:k) then, by Lemma 2,
k=1
dip—; J
T (@) = Voo 1<cg+1 Zxk,---,cn_1 - ka)
j

k=1
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Integrating by parts,
1 .
J

= )
Cj_k;lmk J

/ = Vn_j(cj— E ThyoooyCp1 — g a:k) dzr; =
0 k=1

k=1

J

. B izl izl .
j J Cj— 2 Tk cj— >0 Tk J
k=1 k=1
{zjvn_j(cj E ThyoooyCnel — g xk)} Jr/ ijn_j_l(cj_,_l— g ThyeooyCnel — g xk) dxj.
0
k=1 k=1

k=1 0 k=1

The bracketed expression vanishes, since V;,_;(0,¢j41 — ¢j, ..., cn—1 — ¢;) = 0. Consequently,

J

j=1 )
c_j—kglmk J

/ Vn_j(cj— g ThyeooyCp1 — E xk) dr; =
0 k=1

k=1

Cj*ji:lﬁk .7 J
/ =t ijn_j_l (Cj+1 —Zl‘k,...,cn_l — Zl‘k) da;j. (1)
0

k=1 k=1
Finally,

J .
J

i1 )
c1 ci— > Tk J
k=1 2 :
Vn(Cl,...,Cj,Cj,...Cn_l) :/ / zjVn_j_l(cj_;,_l - Lky+o+9Cpn—1 — E xk) ddfj...dil?1
0 0

k=1 k=1

= Uifl(cl, e ,Cn_l).
This last result follows from the previous property and the definition of ji. O

The proofs of the remaining theorems in this Appendix follow the same basic structure. We know, by Proposi-
tion 11, that the monotonicity of the core-center with respect to costs can be established by checking the relative
position of the core-center of the game and the centroid of the faces of the core. So, we have to prove inequalities
of the type fip(c1,...,cx) < fip+1(di,...,dgt1). But, by Theorem 2, that is equivalent to proving an inequality
suchas A = Viqi(er, .., ¢p,Cpy v oo k) Vi1 (da, o diyr) = Vi(en, - - i) Vira(da, - - - dptt, dpya, - - - dig1) < 0.
Then, we try to decompose each of the four volumes in A in terms of volumes of certain “manageable” types.
Finally, we rearrange A as a sum of expressions involving these types of volumes and study, by induction, their
sign. It turns out that the “manageable” volumes for Theorem 3 and Theorem 6 are of the same type (see Propo-
sition 21) while for Theorem 5 different volumes are needed (see Proposition 24). Therefore, we develop the
proof of Theorem 3 in full detail and just sketch the one for Theorem 6. We finish with the proof of Theorem 5.

An expression like V4s_1(c1,...,¢p, .., ¢cp) means that cost ¢, is repeated s times. When all the costs are
the same we write Vi(c1, ..., c1) instead of Vi(c1,.%.,¢1). In order to prove Theorem 3, our first step is to derive
some results involving volumes of this type.

Lemma 3. For allk € N and a >0, Vi(a,...,a) = O,‘TI;

Proof. Clearly, the property holds for £ = 1. Assume that the result is true for £ — 1 and proceed by induction.
Then,

)kfl ozk

o “(a—=z
Vk(oz,...,oz):/o Vk_l(a—.’ﬂl,...,a*xl)d(ﬂlzfo ((k_ll)!dzl_k[' =

Lemma 4. Given k€ Nand0 < a << <--- < ¢k, we have that

B
/ Vi(er — 21, e —x1)dey = Vi1 (B — o, 01 —ay ..oy ek — @).
«
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Proof. The result is true for £ = 1 since ff(cl —x1)dr = (Clga)Q — (clgﬁ)z

. Assume that the equality holds
for all ¢ < k. Then,

B
/ Vi(er —x1,...,cp — x1)dq
«

? (ex — 1) ek —e)t R (o )t
_/a kid 1—/a le‘l—; —Z+ / VL 1 ..7C7;_1_x1)dx1
(M (= B (e — ) - <ck—ci>’“—l‘“ | |
(k+1)! (k+1)! e z:; hoipnn P ma e ma),

where the first equality holds by Lemma 1 and the second by the induction hypothesis. Again by Lemma 1, the
last expression equals Vi y1(8 —a,c1 — a, ..., cp — ). O

The following result allows to decompose any given volume in terms of volumes with repeated costs.
Proposition 19. If0<a<c¢ < - <ck, k €N, then

1. Vi(eq,...ye E Vi« a)Vi—i(Cit1 —a, ..., cp — ),
k

2. Vi(er —a,...,cp — ) = g yoeyer — Q) Vi—i(cier — 1, ..., 06 — 1), and
k

3 Vi(ler —ay. ooy —a) = E (el —a,c0 —a, T co — @) Vi_i(cip1 — o, ..y ck — Ca).

Proof. 1. Let s € N such that 1 < s <k — 2 and denote

s1— Zx] CL— Y. T s s
j=1
IS:/ / ’ dxk...da:s+1:Vk_s(cs+1—Zasj,---,ck—zl“j)-
0 0 j=1 j=1

We claim that

« a—s_ilrj
[ 7 e e -
0 0

Vs(a,...,a)Vk,s(csﬂ—a,...,ck—a)—l—/ / T Ty drgyr . ..dry o (2)
0 0

Indeed,
glxj Z% Cs+1—2$1
/ / = Iy dxs...dx = / / Ip1 dogyy ... dzy —|—/ / Igp1 dogyq ... dz.
Z Tj

Then, in order to prove the claim, we just have to decompose the second addend of the last expression. But,
s+1 s+1

since Is41 = Vi—s—1 (05_5_2 — Z:z:j, ey Clp — Z:@), we have, by Lemma 4,
j=1 j=1

@+1_le.7
=
/ . Igiq daxgyq .. .dey = Vi (Cs+1 — U, Cs42 — Qv oy Cfp — a) dxs...dz.
a—3 @
i=1
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Consequently,

—1

el c5+17§:z- el ozstz>
S L d day = =7y, - ~a) da,...d
B s+1 @Tg41 ...AT1 = k_s(cs+1 a,...,Ck 0¢) Ls...AT1
0 — Sy 0 0

j=1

a a— > x;
j=1
:Vk,s(csﬂ—a,...,ck—a)/ / ’ dxg...dx
0 0

=Vi—s(Cs41 — ..oy — a)Vs(ay ... ).

Then, Equation (2) holds. Now, we make repeated use of Equation (2) to obtain the first equality of the result.
Observe that

c1 [e] C1
Vk(Cl, ... ,Ck) = / Iidx, = / Iidz, +/ I,dxq
0 0 «
:/ Ildxl—i—/ Vk,1(02—x1,...,ck—x1)dx1:/ Ldxy + Vi(er —ay ... 0 — @),
0 [ 0
where the last equality holds by Lemma 4. But, now, according to Equation (2),

« o a—x1
/ Lidz, = / / Iydxodzy + Vi—1(c2a — a, ..., ¢ — )V ().
0 o Jo

Then,

[e3 a—I1
Vk(ch...,ck):Vk(cl—a,...,ck—a)—f—Vl(a)Vk,l(cQ—a7...,ck—a)+/ / Irdxodx .
o Jo

« a—x1
Next, decompose / / Iydxadzy by applying Equation (2), and repeat the process until the intended
o Jo
equality is reached.

2. To prove the second equality, just take A = ¢; — «, so that (¢; —a) — A = ¢; — ¢1, and apply statement 1.

k
Viler —a,. .. cp —a) = ZVi(Cl —a,...,c0 —a)Vi—i(Ci1 — e, 0 — ).
i=0
Now, simply observe that, for ¢ =0, Vi(c1 —¢1,c2 —¢1,...,¢cp —c1) = 0.

3. From Lemma 4 and statement 1.

C1

Vk(cl —Q,...,Ck —a) Z/ Vk—1(02 —X1y-.-5Ck —Il)d$1

«
k c1
= Z kai(CH»l —C2y...,Cp — 62)/ ‘/i,1(62 —X1y...,C2 — £L'1)d$1.
1=2 @
But, by Lemma 4,

c1
/ Vici(ca —x1,...,c0 —x1)dey = Vi(en —a,c0 —a, " hep —a). O
«
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Now we need some extra notation. Given k € Nand 0 < ¢; < --- < ¢, let Zyp =1 and
Z& =Vi(Chost1 —yeoycp—a), s=1,...k, o< cp_si1.
When no confusion arises, we write Z, instead of Z¢.

Remark 6. Let ¢,k €N, ¢ <k, 0<c¢1 <---<c¢g, and fir a < ck—q. Clearly, Z¢ = Vi(cp — ) = ¢, — a. Now,
let Ag =1 and

Ck—q+1
Ar = 2" = Vo(Chorg1 = Chgqils o3 C — Chogt1)s T=1,...,¢— 1.

Then, by statement 2 of Proposition 19,

q
Z) = Z Vilg—i, withV; =Vi(ch—gt1 — @, ..., Ch_qe1 — ), i =1,...,q,

i=1
and by statement 3 of Proposition 19,

q+1
Zi = Z ViAgii—i, with V; =Vi(ck—q — @, Clgr1 — 0,57 kg1 — @), j=2,...,q+ 1.
i=2

Lemma 5. Forallg, ke N, g<k, and0<c; <--- <y, fit o < cp—q. Then, 2128 — Zgiy 2 0.

Proof. We use the notation and decompositions of Remark 6. Clearly, by Lemma 3,

(Ck—g+1 — O‘)i

V= et
7!

,i=1,...,q. (3)

Besides, applying the definition of V; and Lemma, 3,

- k=1 (g1 ——x1) 1 1 » :
V; :/ ( k—q—1 1) dry = .*'((Ck—q-&-l . Oz)l o (Ck—q+1 . Ck—q)l)
0

(1—1)! il
1 .
=V, — X;, where X; = E(Ck_q_i'_l —Creg)’y, 1 =2,...,q+ 1. (4)
In order to prove that
qg—1
Zqu — 4g+l = Z((Ck - a)vq—i - Vq_i+1)A,' >0,
i=0

we check that, for all i = 0,...,¢— 1, (cx — @)Vy—i — Vg—it1 > 0. Certainly,

S (cr —a)(Chogr1 — @)97"  (Chogi1 — Q)T (cpgr1 — Cp_g)d !
m Vi Y = ‘ - ~ . >0,
(ck — a)Vg—i = Vog—i =1 TETES PR
since (cx —a) > (ch—qt1 — ) and (¢ — i+ 1)1 > (¢ —9)!. 0

Proposition 20. Let t,q,k € N be such that t < q¢ < k and ¢y < -+ < ¢. Fiv o < ¢—q. Then, ZZ7 —
700254, > 0.
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Proof. We proceed by induction on ¢t € N. The case t = 1 has been proved in Lemma 5. Now, assume that the
result holds for any i <t —1, i.e.,

2070 -7 720 >0, i<j<k B<cry (5)

and then, we prove that it also holds for ¢ < k. According to the notation and decompositions of Remark 6,

52, sy = (Ses) (Sovies) — (X viirs) (e )
=0 i=1 =0 =2

t—1qg—1 B q
= Z sAr (Vt—qu—r - Vt—l—qu-i-l—r) + At Z Aq—rvr~
s=0r=0 r=1

q
Certainly, A; Z Ag—rVyr > 0. Then, it suffices to prove that

r=1

-
|
—
Q
|
—

S = ASAT‘ASJ’ > 07 where As,r = Vt—qu—r - Vt—s—lvq—r—l-b (6)

w
Il
<
3
Il
<

First, we claim that -
ViVj — Vi_1Vj+1 >0, ife <j+1. (7)
Indeed, applying Equality (4) in Lemma 5, we have that V;V; —V; 1 V11 +V;_1X, 41 and V;_1X; 41 > 0. Then,

it suffices to prove that V;V; —V;_1V;11 > 0 whenever i < j+ 1. Let B = (¢t—q4+1 — ) and apply Equation (3)
in Lemma 5,

BiBi Bt pitl 1 1
ViV, = Vi1 Vi1 = (

W G-DGry g T GoDiG+ 1)!)Bi+j'

Now Equation (7) is straightforward, since ﬂ%! — > 0 if and only if i < j + 1.

1
G DIGF)!

r

q—t+1

Figure 2: The straight line r = s+ b, withb=q¢ —t + 1.

23



Letb=g—t+1>0and T = {(s,r) € [0,t —2] x [0,¢g— 1] : 7 > s+ b} C N? be the set depicted in Figure 2.
According to Equation (7), if (s,7) € [0, —1] x [0,¢—1] but (s,7) € T then A;A,A,, > 0. Now, take (r,s) € T
such that A;A4,A;, <0, then h = (r—s)—b>0and (s+ h,r —h) € T, because (r —h) < (s+h)+b. In
addition, t —s —h =qg—r+1and ¢ —r+h =t — s — 1. Therefore, each negative addend A;A,A,, <0 in
Equation (6) can be paired with the corresponding AsipAr—pAgipr—p > 0 in the following way

AsArAs,r + AerhArths%»h,rfh -
AsAr (Vt—qu—r - Vt—s—lvq—r—&-l) + As—i—hAr—h (Vt—s—th—r+h - Vt—s—h—lvq—r+h+1) =

AsAr (Vt—qu—r - Vt—s—l (Vq—r-l-l - Xq—r—i—l)) + As+hAr—h (Vq—r-i-lvt—s—l - Vq—r (Vt—s - Xt—s)) =
ASAT (Vt—qu—r - Vt—s—lvq—r-i-l) + As—i—hAT—h(Vq—r—i-th—s—l - Vq—rvt—s)+
AsAthfsleqfrJrl + A8+hA’l‘7th7TXt78 =

(As+hAr—h - AsAr) (Vt—s—lvq—r—i-l - Vq—rvt—s) + ASATVt—S—lxq—T+1 + As-l—hAr—th—rXt—s-
Therefore, if we prove that the last expression is positive whenever (s,r) € T, then S > 0. Clearly, the
last two terms are positive. Since (¢ —r 4+ 1) < (t — s — 1) 4+ 1 then, applying Equation (7), we get that
Vics—1Vy—r+1 — Vy—rVi—s > 0. It remains to show that for all (s,r) € T, AgypAr—p — AsA, > 0. Now, if
(s,r) € T, then
1. s<r—h<s+h<r;sinces<s+h=r—b<r,s<s+b=r—h<rand(r—h)<(s+h)+b<(s+h).
2. s+h<t—2,sinces+h=r—b<qg—1—-b=t-—2.

Thus,

Ar—hAs+h - ASAT‘ =
(Arths+h - ArfhflAs+h+1) + (ArfhflAsth#»l - Ar7h72As+h+2) + -+ (As+1Ar71 - ASA’I")'

All the expressions in parentheses are of the form A;A4; — A;_1A; 11 = ZijB - ZZ’-B_lZf_‘_17 with i <t—-2,71<j
and 8 = cx_g+1. Therefore, we can apply Equation (5), the induction hypotheses, and conclude that all the

addends A;A; — A;_1A 11 > 0 are positive and then Agyp A, — A;A, > 0 as well. O

The next step consists of providing a way to decompose any given volume in terms of volumes involving only
the costs up to a fixed c,.

Proposition 21. Let p,k € N be such that p <k and 0 < ¢y < --- < c¢. Then,

k—p
Vi(er, ... ) = Z Vi—p—i(Cpti4i — Cps oo sk — p)Vpgilen, ... cp, L cp).
i=0
Proof. First we prove that
Vi(er, ..o en) = Viep(epr1 — ¢py o yee — ) Vipler, .o, cp) + Vie(er, .oy Cpy Cpy Cptas - -+ Ck). (8)
Indeed, we know that
p—1
c1 cp— Z x; P P
Vk(cla--~7ck):/ / = Vk—p(¢p+1—Z%‘a---ack_Zxa’)d%--dﬂfl- (9)
0 0 — —
Jj=1 j=1
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p

P
If up—p(ap) = Viep (cpH — ij7 ce,Cp — Z x]—> then, applying Lemma 2, we have that

j=1 j=1

du(z, ) v g
da:p k—p— 1(Cp+2_zmj,... —ij).
j=1 j=1
Integrating by parts,
Cp—%f% p P
/ =t Vk,p(cpﬂ—ij,...,ck—ij)dmp:
0 : :
j=1 Jj=1

p—1
p—1 Cp— > T

P P
j=1
Vi—p(Cpt1 — Cpy ooy Cl — Cp) (cp — E xj) +/ ! TpVi—p—1 (cp+2 - g TjyeonyCh — E a:j) dzp.
0 .
Jj=1

j=1 j=1
Now, applying equality in Equation (1) in Theorem 2, the integral in the last addend can be written as

p—1

Cp— D T p p p
/ =t Vk_p(cprzj,cp_‘_zfoj,...,ck—ZzOd:cp.
0 j=1 j=1 j=1
Then, combining equations (9), (10), and (11),
Z a:J p—1
Vi(er, ..., en) = Vi—p(ept1 — ¢p / / — :cj)da:p_l...dacl
j=1

p—1
c1 Cp— > T p p D
i=1
+/ / ’ Vk,p<cp— E Tj,Cptr2 — E Tjy. e, Ch E )d:ch x1
0 0 =1 j=1 =1

=Viep(cpr1 —Cp, .o —cp)Vipler, ..o cp) + Vie(er, o Cpy Cpy Cptas -+ o, CR).

Therefore, Equation (8) holds. Now, applying Equation (8) to Vi(c1,...,¢p,Cp, Cpta, - .., Ck), we find that

Vk(cla <oy CpyCpy Cpt2, - 'ack) -

Vk—p+1(cp+2 —Cpy.- oy Cp — CP)VP+1(Cla -+, Cps CI)) + Vk(cla <3 CpyCpy Cpy Cp435 - -+
Repeating this process, the result eventually follows.

Lemma 6. For all s € N and 0 < § < dy, iwe have fi;(dy — 8,.%.,d1 — 6) < fi2(d,dy,.5.,dy).

Proof. According to Lemma 3, fi1(d; — 6,.5.,dy — §) = d;+—15

A= d91+16) Veg1(8,dq1,.5.,d1) — Vego(d,dy, 5T, dq) <0.

Now, by Proposition 21 with p =1 and £ = s + 1, and Lemma 3,

(d1—9) s _ (di—5) (dy — §)s—1 i1 B s (di — )s—+1 g+t
Va0 Eadt) = S (s—9)! (+D! & (s+1)(s—)! (i +1)

=0 %
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and

s+1 s—i+l  g§i+l
; (d—0)*"1 4
VS+2(57d1,.ﬂ,d1)=; (s—i+1)! (i+1)

A:

Then, since (s —i+ 1) =(s—i+1)(s—i)!and s+1>s+1—i,forall 0 <i<s,
s (dl_é‘)s—i+15i+1 1 B 1 )_ 5s+2
(s+2)! —

=0 (i+1)! (®+U@—n! (s —i+1)!

Lemma 7. Let m € N. Given real numbers H',G7, j=1,....m+2, and Z;, i=1,...,m+1, then

m—+1 m m—+1

(5 6 2 ) (S92 ) - (55607 ) (5 102 -
i 1=0

Z Z (GmH2itgm i — I RN (2,25 — 21 Z ).

1=0 j=1t
where G" = H" =0 forallr #1,..., m+2, Zyg=1and Z. =0 for allr #£0,...,m+ 1.
Proof. Let

m—+1 m m m—+1

D= (Z Gi“ZmH_,;) (Z H"“Zm_i) - (Z Gi“Zm_,;) (Z H”lzmﬂ_i).

=0 =0 =0 =0

Straightforward computations show that

_ Gm+2 szJrl 7 Gm+1 i Hm+2 Z)ZZ +Z G Herl 7 Gm+1 i H )Z Zm+1

7 =0
m—1 m

+ Z Gm+2—iHm+1—j + Gm+2—me+1—i _ Gm+1—iHm+2—j _ Gm+1_me+2_i)ZiZj.
=0 j=1+1

Next, we group all terms of the type A(q,t) = GIH! — GtHY, with t < q. Let A(4,7), i < j, be the coefficient of
Z;Z; in the last expression and let A (¢,5) = A(m+2—i,m+1—j)and A= (i,j) = A(m+1—i,m+2—j).
For all i =0,...,m, A= (i,i + 1) = 0, so, in particular, A(m,m + 1) = A~ (m,m + 1) = 0. Then,

A*(4,1) if i =je{0,...,m}
AG,j) = A*(i,i+1) ifj=i+1e{l,...,m}
=Y aGom+1) ifj=m+1,icf0,...,m—1}

At(i,j)— A=(i,5) ifie{0,...,m—2}, i+2<j<m.

Observe that m +2 — i > m + 1 — j whenever ¢ < j and also m+ 1 —1¢ > m + 2 — j whenever j > i + 2.
All the coefficients AT (4,5) and A~ (4,4) involved are of the type A(q,t) with ¢ < ¢. But, clearly, A~ (i,j) =
A*(i+1,57 —1). TheN,

m—1 m+1

D= Z 0 Z Z + Z Z A+ Z+1 ] - 1)(Zi+1Zj,1 - Zle)

=0 j=142

Rearranging the indices and setting, if necessary, G" = H" = 0 for all » # 1,...,m + 2 and Z, = 0 for all
r#0,...,m+ 1, we obtain the expression of the statement of the theorem. O
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We need some extra notation. Given p,s € Nand 0 <6 <d; <--- < dp, we write:

gp=(d1 —9,...,d, —9,.5.,d, — 0), Gy, = Vprs-1(gp)
S = (6,d1,. .. dy, 5y dy), H = Vpyo(hD)

P
Next, we establish a particular case of Theorem 3.

Proposition 22. For allp,s € N and 0 <0 <dy <--- <dp it holds that
fp(di —96,....dp—0,.5.,dp — ) < fip41(6,dx,...,dp,.5.,dp).

Proof. We proceed by induction on p € N. Lemma 6 solves the case p = 1. Next, fix p > 1, and assume that for
all s eN, fi,—1(dy —6,...,dp—1 —0,.%.,dp—1 — 0) < fip,(0,d1,...,dp_1,.%.,dp_1), or, equivalently, for all s € N,

G+t e+ )
=1 < =1 We claim that

Gi_, = H:_,
Gl \H, -G, H! <0, forallt<gq. (12)
GY H? . . .
Indeed Gf’l < H’;’l because of the induction hypothesis and the fact that
p—1 p—1
q q q—1 t+1 q q q—1 t+1
prl _ prl prl prl and prl _ prl prl prl-
G, Gilai? G Hy o H HZPH

In order to establish the result for p > 1, we have to prove that for all s € N, Gf,“H; — G;Hg“ < 0. From
Proposition 21,

s+1 s

s+1 _ 1+1 s _ i+1

G,)" = E G, Zs+1-is H, = E H,"\Zs—i,

i=0 =0
S s+1

_ § : i+1 1 _ § i+1

G; - Gz,les—i’ H;+ - H;;7125+1—i7

i=0 =0

where Zp =1 and Z, = V,.(dp — dp-1,...,dp —dp_1), for all  =1,...,s+ 1. Applying Lemma 7,

S S
Gy — Go g = 3 (G N - G ) (22, - ZaZ).
i=0 j=i
where Z, = 0 for all7 #0,...,s+1land G,_; = H) ; =0forallr #1,...,s+2. Applying Equation (12), the
induction hypothesis, and Proposition 20, we obtain that indeed, G;HH; — G;Hg“ <0. O

We can easily generalize the property stated in Proposition 22.

Proposition 23. Given p,t,q € N such that t < q, we have that GIH, — GLHI < 0.

" ; TS . GsTt H:TL
Proof. In Proposition 22 we proved that for all s € N, G;‘HH; — G;H;H < 0 or, equivalently, —£— < —f+.
p

3
P

q q
Now, given t < ¢, we have that GgH; - G;Hg < 0 if and only if % < % Again, this inequality follows directly
p P

from the hypothesis and the decomposition

—1 t+1 —1 t+1
G,Tey ey Gy my, mpiay?

Finally, we can proceed with the proof of Theorem 3.
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Theorem 3. For all p,k € N such that k > p, and all 0 < § < dy <--- <dp < -+ < dy,
fp(di —6,...,dp—0,...,dx —9) < fipp1(6,d, ... dp, ..., dx).
Proof. According to Theorem 2,

) Vesa(ds =8, dy— 8,dy =6, .. dy — 5)
Ay =0, dy— 5, dy—6) =
fip(dy =0, dp =0, dx = 0) Veldy =06,y — 5, dr —0)

and

. Vir2(0,d1, ... dp,dy ... dy)

O,dy, ... dp,...,dy) = G .
Prre1 (O - di) Vir1(0,dr, -y dp, - dy)
Therefore, fi,(d1 —6,...,dp —90,...,dr —98) < fip41(6,d1,...,dp, ..., di) if and only if

A=Vipa1(di —96,...,dp—0,dp — 0,...,dx — ) Viy1(6,d1, ..., dp,...,dg)
—Vk(dl—5,...,dp—5,...,dk—5)Vk+2(5,d1,...,dp,dp,...,dk) <0. (13)

Now, applying Proposition 21, we decompose each of the four factors in the last inequality as sums involving
volumes of the types G}, and H,. Then,

k—p k—p
Vildy = 6,....dx —08)=> G Zepiy  Viga(di—6,....dp—0,dy —6,....dx—0) => Gy Zk_pp s,
=0 =0
k—p k—p
Vigr (0, v, ydy) = > HM Zi s, Vipo(0,d1, ..o dpydp, .. dy) = HY2Zy_ )
1=0 i=

where Zy = 1 and Z; = Vi(dg—t+1 — 0,...,dx, — 8), t =1,..., k — p. Therefore, applying Lemma 7,

k—pk—p
A= (G Hy P - Gy I HE TR (2,25 - Zi 1 Zja).

i=0 j=i

where Z, = 0 for all 7 # 0,...,k —p and G}, = Hy = 0 for all r # 1,...,k — p+ 2. Therefore, for A <0 it
is sufficient to establish that A(g,t) < 0 whenever ¢t < ¢ and that Z,Z; — Z;_1Z441 > 0 if t < gq. These two
properties were already proved in Propositions 23 and 20, respectively. O

As already pointed out, the proof of Theorem 6 has the same structure as that of Theorem 3. Hence we just
provide an outline.

Theorem 6. Let k,i,5 € N, i < j <k, avaluey >0 and costs 0 < c; <--- <cg. Then

Mj(claCQa"'7Ci+’Y7"'ack+/7) Zﬂj(claCQ»---,Ck)~

Proof. Let us examine some simple situations. If i = j = k, then ug(cq,...,ch—1,c6 +7v) =7+ plcr, ... c) >
pr(er, ... cx). i < kand j =k then

pr(ct, .o+, e +) = (ep — cp—1) + fie—1(cr, - 6+, cem1 + )

and

pr(cry ... ex) = (ck — cp—1) + fi—1(c1, ..., Ccrp—1).
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Thena /*Lk(cla ce G, 'ack—'_’Y) > /’Lk(cly v 7Ck) if and Only ifﬁ’kfl(clv ces G, '7Ck71+7) > ﬂk*l(clv .. 'ack71)~

Ovbiously, if i < j < k then pj(cr,ca,. .. ci+7, ..., ce+7) = fii(cr, ..., ¢+, ... ce—1+7) and pj(cr, ..., cp) =
fi(er, ... cx—1). It suffices to prove that for all ¢ < j <k,

p’j(clw'wci—laci+’Y7"'7Cj+7a"'7ck+7)Zﬂj(clw"vck)'
According to Theorem 2, this is equivalent to establishing that
A=Vipi(er,. .., cim1, ¢+, ¢+, ¢+, e +7)Vai(er, ..o ck)
—Viler, o oscim, e+, o6+, e ) Vi (e, .- 65,6550 cr) > 0.
Denote Zyp =1 and
G; = Vjys—a(cr,ooscict i+, .65+, 550 +7), s=1,... 0k —j+2
H;:‘/j+5,1(01,...,0j,.§.,6j), S:].,,k—_]+2
Zt:W(Ck_t+1—6j,...,ck—6j), tZL,k—j

k—j k—j
Applying Proposition 21, Vi (c1,...,cx) = Z H;HZ;@,J»,T, Vidi(c1, .. ,¢5,¢5, .. cx) = Z H;Jrsz,j,r, and
r=0 r=0
k—j
Vk+1(cla~"7ci +’77"’7Cj +’}/,Cj +Y s Ck +’7) = G;+2Zk:7j7'r‘
r=0
k—j
Vi(er,...,ci+7, .., +7, ..., +7) = G;'HZk_j_r
r=0
Therefore, applying Lemma 7,
A= Y S G I G ) (4,7, 7, 7).
r=0 t=r

where Z, = 0 for all r # 0,...,k — j and G} = Hj =0 for all v # 1,...,k — j + 2. Then, in order to prove
that A > 0 it is sufficient to establish that A(g,t) > 0 whenever ¢t < g and that Z,Z; — Z,_1Z;41 > 0 if r < t.
The first property can be established, with very few adjustments, as in Proposition 23, and the second holds by
Proposition 20. O

The proof of Theorem 5 follows a similar technique but with a significant difference: the decomposition of a
given volume provided by Proposition 21 has to be changed by the one given in Proposition 24. We need some
final notations. Given p,k,s,t,q € Nsuch that k >pand 0 <c¢; <--- <¢p <+ < ¢y, define

Az,s = Vk"!‘s—l(cla <5 Cpyee oy Cky .‘?.,Ck)
/12’8 = Vits(C1,- oy Cp,Cp oy Chiy -5, Ch)
Azlé(t’ q) = AI];,tAII;,q - AZ,tAII;,q

The superscript in AZ’S, though somehow unnecessary or ambiguous in cases like Ags = A,’Z,s 41, is helpful to
refer to a particular coordinate of the core-center. It is also worth noting that A} (¢,¢) = 0.

Proposition 24. Given p,k,s € N such thatk>p>1and0<c; <---<e¢, <--- <y, let 6(p, k) =p—1 if
p=k and §(p,k) =p if p < k. Then,
“ 1 °1
6(p,k ; A ~5(p,k .
AZ,S = Z 5141@(31,2“71‘ (ck — cr—1)", Ai,s = Z 5Ak(f1,3+17i (ck —ck—1)"
i=0 i=0
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Proof. Let p,k,s € N with £k > p > 1. Then

P
Aks Vk+s 1(01,...,Cp 7ck,.?.,ck)
cr 1_21] k—1 k—1
/ / ck— E TjyersCl— E xj)dxk,l...dxl
j=1 j=1
Cr 1—2% 1 k—1 .
/ / — ck— g xj) dxy_1...dx
Jj=1

where the last equality is obtained applying Lemma 3. Now, we expand the integrand by the binomial theorem,
k—1

setting Xy =cr —cp—1 and Y1 = cxp—1 — Z x;. Then,
=1

k—1 s s

s _ 1 s 1 S\ yrivrs—i 1 iys—i

*(Ck - xj) = Q(Xk + Y1) = 7 (,L-)Xkyk—l = E :kaYk—l'
=0 i=0

Therefore,
Ci—1— Z IJ 1
AZ’S: Z' / / — )Yks fdl‘k 1. d[El)X

Again, by Lemma 3, ﬁYsjl = Vs—i(Yi—1,...,Yr_1) and, consequently,

Cl— 1721:1 1 Cl— 1721]
/ / G = / / Veei(Yiot, o Y1 )dapor ... day

c1 Cl—2— Z T k—2 k—2
:/ / =t ‘/34_1_1(0]6_1721']',...,6]6_17Z$j>diﬂk_2...dl'1 :Ai—l,s—i-l—i'
0 0 j=1 j=1
The above equality leads to A}, Z Ak 1s41—i Xi.
The case k = p and the second part of the proof can be easily adapted from the previous one. O

Lemma 8. Given p,k,s € N such thatk>p>1and0<c; <---<¢p, <--- <y, let Xy =cp —cx—1. Then,

AV(s,s+1) Z(ZB (i,7) ( (z,r),q(i,r)))X,i.

=0 r=0
where, r; € N for alli € {0,...,2s}. Besides, for allr € {0,...,r;}, it holds that B(i,7) > 0 and t(i,r) < q(i,r).

Proof. Using the decomposition of Proposition 24, one can derive that

AP(s,s+1) = Z;(Z: ﬁAi@p (t1 (i, 1), q1 (4, r)))X,g

2s+1 2s+1—1

i(p, . i
+ Z ( Z iz 7n)l(z iz r))lA @ )(tQ(l T) QQ(ZaT))>Xk'

i=s+1 r=0
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where, t1(i,7) =s+1—71,q1(i,7) =s+2— (i —7), ta(i,r) =25+ 2 —i—r and ¢(i,r) =7+ L.

First, we examine the coeflicients of the powers X;, ¢ = 0,...,s, in the sum above. Observe that the
coefficient of X, that corresponds to i = 0, 7 = 0, is just Ai(_pik)(s +1,s+2). Next, fixi € {1,...,s} and
denote r; = 51, Clearly, if i is an odd number, 7} € N and the term corresponding to the index r = 7} is zero,

because t1(i,7}) = q1(i,r}). As a consequence, the coefficient of X} has an odd number of addends, in fact, i
when ¢ is odd and i + 1 when ¢ is even. In any case, the term corresponding to the index r = i (the last one)
is, B(i,i) A3 %P (t(i,4), (i, 7)) where B(i,i) = % >0, t(i,i) = s + 1 — i and q(i,i) = s + 2. Since i € {0,..., s},
t(i,4) < q(i,4). Therefore, we are left with an even number of remaining terms.

Now, consider the terms corresponding to indices r1,79 € {0,...,7 — 1} such that r; < 79 and r; +
ro = i — 1. We have that, 1 < rf < ro, t1(i,71) = ¢q1(4,72) and ¢1(3,71) = t1(4,72). Subsequently,
Ai(_p’lk) (t1(i,71),q1(¢,71)) = —Ai(_p’lk) (t1(i,72),q1(2,72)), so we can add up both terms and write

¥A5(nk)(t1(i77“1)#11@#‘1)) + ¥A6(p’k)(t1(ia7“2)a q1(i,72))

Tl!(i—Tl)! k=1 TQ!(i-T’Q)! k=1

1 1 o) .
B <r2!(i —ro)! (i — Tl)!)Ai(—lk)(tl(Zar2)aQ1(ZaT2))'

Therefore each pair of indices 71, r, with the properties listed above, produces a single term of the form
B(i, T)Az(_p’lk) (t(i,7),q(i,r)) satisfying:
1. B(i,r) > 0.
1 1
Indeed7 TQ!(ifTQ)! - 7’1!(7;7’1"1)!

t—ry=ro+1,1—r9=1ry + 1. Thon,(i%;f)!:r2+l>(i%:f)!:r1+l.

> 0 if and only if Y= > @=228 But, ry 475 = i — 1 implies that

- 1

2. t(i,r) < q(i,r).

Certainly, t(i,r) = t1(i,r2) = s+1—1r2 < q(i,7) = q1(i,r2) = s+ 2 — (i — o) if and only if ry > L = r¥.
A similar analysis can be done for the coefficients of the powers X, i =s+1,...,2s+ 1. O

Lemma 9. For allp,s € N, py(c1,...,cp,.5..¢p) > ppler, ..., cp, 5t ¢p).

Proof. We proceed by induction on p. The case p = 1, that is, pi(c1,.%.,¢1) = pi(c1, 5t ep) for all s € N, is a
simple consequence of the fact that 1 (c1,.%.,¢1) = <. Next, assume that the result holds for p — 1, that is, for
all s € N,

/defl(Cl, <oy Cp—1, .?., Cpfl) Z /lpfl(cl, <oy Cp—1, §+},Cp,1).

Then, directly from Theorem 2, Ag:%(s, s+1) > 0 for all s € N, or equivalently, Ag:}(t, q) > 0 whenever t < gq.

We have to prove that the result holds for p. But, again, that is equivalent to prove that Ag(s, s+1) >0, for
all s € N, which is a direct consequence of Lemma 8 and the induction hypothesis. O

Lemma 10. For all p,k,s € N such that k > p,

Pp(Cly ey Cpyee s Chy 5oy Cl) = ip(Clyeevy Cpy ey Cl, ST k).

Proof. We proceed by induction on k. The case k = p was proven in Lemma 9. Next, assume that the result
holds for kK — 1 > p, that is, for all s € N,

1
Lp(Cly vy Cpye ey Chm1, -5 Cl1) 2> Pp(Clyv oy Cpy vy Cle1, ST Cmn).

Then, A} _;(s,s +1) >0 for all s € N, or equivalently, AY_,(¢,q) > 0 whenever ¢ < g. We have to prove that
the result holds for k > p. But, again, that is equivalent to prove that A% (s, s+ 1) > 0, for all s € N. But this
inequality follows immediately from Lemma 8 and the induction hypothesis. O
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Theorem 5. Given p,s € N and costs 0 <c1 <--- < ¢y < cpp1 < -+ < cpys, we have that

pp(Ciy s p) = piplCry ooy CpyCpp1) 2000 = pap(Cry ooy Cpy Cppts oo o5 Cpis)

Proof. Observe that py(c1,...,cp) = (¢p — cp_1) + fip—1(c1, ..., cp—1) and pp(cr, ..., cp,cpr1) = fiplcr, ..., cp).
Then, pp(c1,...,cp) > ppler, ..., cp, cpyr) if and only if A, = (Cp_cp—l)Azzi,lAgg+A§:%,2Ag,1 —A572A§j)1 >
0. Note that A, does not depend on the cost cp;1, therefore, using Lemma 9, it is easy to see that the first
inequality of the chain is satisfied.

Now, whenever k > p, up(c1,...,cr) > pp(ca, ..., cx, cpy1) if and only if f,(c1, ..., cu—1) > fplca, ..., cr).
Using Theorem 2, the last inequality is equivalent to

AP P AP p
Ak—l,lAk,l - Ak,lAk—Ll > 0.

Consider the left hand expression as a function of the cost ¢k, that is, f(cy) = Az—1 AV — Aﬁ AV L,
¢k € [ek—1,ck+1]. A straightforward computation shows that f’(c;) = 0. Henceforth, f is constant in the
interval [cx_1,ck41]. Consequently, f(cg) > 0 if and only if f(ck—1) > 0. Since f(cp—1) = A} _;(1,2) then
flek=1) > 0 if and only if j,(c1,...,¢py ..., Ch—1) > fip(c1,...,Cp,- .., Ch1,Ck—1). Finally, the last inequality
has already been established in Lemma 10. O
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