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1. Introduction

In a transport network it is often the case that di¤erent links are owned by, or under

the jurisdiction of di¤erent countries, regions or companies. A lot of attention has

been given to the principle of marginal cost pricing. However, the revenue from such

pricing may not be su¢ cient to make up for the full costs of the transport network.

Nor will it provide resources for new infrastructure investments. It is therefore of

interest to consider other pricing principles.

The pricing schemes for using the transport networks di¤er signi�cantly across

countries and modes in Europe. Since transport networks in di¤erent countries often

are connected to each other, the pricing in one country has e¤ects on demand and

presumably optimal pricing in other countries. Natural questions arising are whether

countries have reason to cooperate with each other when it comes to pricing, and how

to handle the pro�t from such cooperation.

The issue of optimal pricing in transport networks is not new. There are a number

of studies on parallel network structures studying various aspects of pricing of parallel

congestible roads, see for instance Braid (1986), Verhoef et al. (1996), De Palma and

Lindsey (2000), McDonald and Liu (1999), Small and Yan (2001), van Dender (2005),

and de Borger et al. (2006). There are also several studies addressing pricing in serial

networks, see for instance Levinson (2001), de Borger et al. (2006), Bassanini and

Pouyet (2005) and Agrell and Pouyet (2006). However, none of these studies consider

cooperative behavior among the owners of a network.

The purpose of this paper is �rst, to show what incentives there are for cooperative

behavior among countries together owning a transport network, and second, to pro-

vide insights and tools for cooperative behavior among the owners of di¤erent parts
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of both parallel and serial networks. The model is similar to the model of de Borger

et al. (2006) although in the present paper capacity investments are not considered.

The present paper considers two types of simple networks with congestion:

� A parallel network with a number of parallel links. The links are considered

to be substitutes, meaning that transit tra¢ c chooses between the alternative

parallel routes: local tra¢ c can only use the local link.

� A serial network with a number of consecutive links, together forming a trans-

port corridor. Transit tra¢ c by de�nition passes through every link, whereas

local tra¢ c only uses the local link.

The owner of each link tolls the tra¢ c using the link, and the infrastructure

manager of each country tries to maximize a welfare function with respect to the toll.

The infrastructure manager only considers the welfare of his/her own country.

The parallel model capture situations like competing main routes through a con-

tinent or the transalpine crossings. The serial model captures situations like serial

sections of the Trans European Networks and interstate highways in the US.

In the parallel case the links are substitutes. It is therefore expected that cooper-

ation leads to higher tolls on transit tra¢ c and higher welfare for the owners of the

network. In the serial case it turns out that cooperation is not only bene�cial for the

owners of the network but also for the users, since cooperation will in fact reduce the

tolls. Although this result is not new, the structure of optimal toll or tax structure

has not been fully investigated. The previous models analyze serial networks with

two consecutive links. By modelling networks with n links in a network this paper

can provide a more thorough analysis of toll structure and welfare e¤ects. It is shown
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that infrastructure investments and maintenance in one country a¤ects the welfare

also in other countries, implying that not only pricing, but also decisions concerning

infrastructure investments and maintenance made on local level might be ine¢ cient

with respect to the total welfare level.

For cooperation to occur it is not enough that the total welfare level increases

compared to non-cooperation, the countries also have to be able to agree on how to

split the resources raised from cooperation. The analysis shows that this cannot be

done via a uniform toll level and each country keeping their own toll. In the parallel

case this is obvious since in equilibrium the total user cost including tolls must be

equal for every link, and since other user costs vary, so must the tolls. In the serial

case it is unreasonable to expect a country with a very costly link to accept setting

the same toll as a country with a less costly link.

Instead of setting a uniform toll, the total income from cooperation has to be

allocated among the cooperating countries. Of course no "correct" such allocation

exist; however, some allocations are more likely to be accepted than others. These

are allocations that satisfy intuitive properties related to fairness. By supplying such

rules, negotiation costs are reduced and cooperation is more likely to occur.

The second type of analysis performed in the paper deals with such allocations

for the serial and parallel transport models. To be able to analyze the cooperative

situation thoroughly, cooperative game theory is used. For this purpose a new class of

problems is introduced - transport network problems. Both the serial and the parallel

model �t in this class of problems. Further a new class of cooperative games is intro-

duced - the class of parallel transport network games. This class of games corresponds

to problems like the parallel model.
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The Shapley value is one of the most well-known solution concepts in cooperative

game theory. In the parallel case it is easy to motivate the use of the Shapley value

since it has very nice properties for this class of games, it is proven to coincide with

the bary-center of the core. In the serial case however, the Shapley value coincides

with setting a uniform toll level and letting each country keep their toll incomes.

As mentioned above this is not a reasonable allocation. Instead, three new alloca-

tion rules are introduced. These rules are inspired by rules from the literature on

bankruptcy games. See for instance Thomson (2003).

The set-up of this paper is as follows. In section 2 the basic model is introduced.

Section 3 analyzes the toll level and welfare level in the serial case with and without

cooperation. In section 4 cooperative game theory is used to analyze allocation rules

for the serial model. In section 5 the parallel case is analyzed with respect to optimal

toll and welfare levels, with and without cooperation. Section 6 studies allocation

rules for the parallel model. Section 7 deals with the case when their is a demand

both for transit tra¢ c and local tra¢ c. Finally, section 8 concludes.

2. The model

Two types of networks are considered. The parallel network arises when there are a

number of competing transport corridors through di¤erent countries, meaning that

the countries compete for toll/tax revenue. The serial network arises when a monop-

olistic transport corridor runs through a number of sequential countries or regions.

Each country owns one arc of the network and is allowed to toll tra¢ c through

this link. The tra¢ c consists of local tra¢ c passing through one link only and with

no other options, and transit tra¢ c which in the parallel case can choose between

all parallel links, and in the serial network passes through all sequential links. As
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opposed to the model of de Borger et al. (2006), which deals only with two countries,

this model is generalized to n countries. This allows a more thorough analysis to be

performed.

Let N = f1; :::; ng be the set of countries/owners of the network. Each member

of N owns one link of the network.

u u
1

...

n

Figure 1: A parallel network

u uu u1 ... n

Figure 2: A serial network

Let ti be the toll on local transport, and � i the toll on transit tra¢ c in country i,

all i 2 N: Demand for local and transit tra¢ c is represented by the strictly decreasing

and twice di¤erentiable inverse demand functions
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pli(xi (ti)) local tra¢ c 8i 2 N

pt (x (�)) transit tra¢ c

where x (�) is the demand for transit tra¢ c and xi (ti) is the demand for local tra¢ c in

country i for all i 2 N: The inverse demand functions are generalized prices including

time costs and tolls for all i 2 N . Let ri be the user resource- plus time cost on arc

i. Due to congestion this cost depends on how much tra¢ c there is on link i, so ri is

a function of transit tra¢ c x (�) plus local tra¢ c xi (ti).

We have to separate the parallel and the serial case since transit tra¢ c goes

through all arcs in the serial case. For the parallel case let yi (�) be the demand for

transit tra¢ c through path i for all i 2 N , with
Pn

i=1 yi (�) = x (�).

The generalized user cost for local tra¢ c travelling through arc i is for all i 2 N

given by

gli = ri (x (�) + xi (ti)) + ti for the serial case,

gli = ri (yi (�) + xi (ti)) + ti for the parallel case,

and the generalized user cost for transit tra¢ c travelling through arc i is for all i 2 N

given by

gti = ri (x (�) + xi (ti)) + � i in the serial case,

gti = ri (yi (�) + xi (ti)) + � i in the parallel case.

In equilibrium the generalized user cost equals the generalized user price for both
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local and transit tra¢ c. Thus for all i 2 N we have that

gli = ri (x (�) + xi (ti)) + ti = pli(xi (ti)) for local tra¢ c

gti = ri (yi (�) + xi (ti)) + � i = pt(x (�)) for transit tra¢ c in the parallel case
nX
i=1

gti =

nX
i=1

[ri (x (�) + xi (ti)) + � i] = pt(x (�)) for transit tra¢ c in the serial case

The infrastructure manager in each country maximizes social welfare consisting of

consumer surplus for local users, tax revenue and maintenance cost. The infrastruc-

ture manager considers only the welfare of his/her own country. For each country

i 2 N the welfare function is given by:

Wi =

Z xi

0

pi(exi)dexi � gli(x (�) + xi (ti)) + tixi (ti) + � ix (�)� ci for the serial case (1)

Wi =

Z xi

0

pi(exi)dexi � gli(yi� + xi (ti)) + tixi (ti) + � iyi (�)� ci for the parallel case (2)

where ci is the maintenance cost for the road segment in country i.

The welfare functions show that it is not possible to say, for the general case,

whether tolls equal to marginal cost pricing cover the costs or not.

3. Welfare with and without cooperation in the serial case

Assume that all cost and demand functions are linear. Further assume a simple case

where local demand is zero, thus reducing the welfare function toWi (�) = � ix (�)�ci
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for all i 2 N .

pt (x) = a� bx (�) with a; b > 0

gti = ri(x (�)) + � i = �i + �ix (�) + � i with �i; �i > 0 for all i 2 N

this gives that
nX
i=1

gti =

nX
i=1

[�i + �ix (�) + � i] = a� bx (�)

which gives the reduced demand function

x (�) =

a�
nX
i=1

�i �
nX
i=1

� i

b+
nX
i=1

�i

(3)

We assume that a >
nX
i=1

�i i.e. that there is a demand for transit tra¢ c. Let

A = a�
nX
i=1

�i

B = 1=(b+
nX
i=1

�i)

and rewrite (3) as

x (�) = B(A�
nX
i=1

� i) (4)

The welfare function (1) now reduces to

Wi (�) = � iB(A�
nX
i=1

� i)� ci for all i 2 n: (5)
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In order to calculate the toll-level of each country in equilibrium non-cooperative

game theory is used. A game is a triplet hN; T;W i where N = f1; :::; ng is the set of

players (in this case the set of infrastructure managers), and for each player i a set

of strategies is given by Ti. The set of strategies of a player i here consists of the set

of possible toll levels: The set of all possible strategy pro�les of the players is given

by T = �i2NTi: For each player i and strategy pro�le � 2 T; the function Wi (�)

speci�es the welfare level of player i, in this model given by function (5).

In order to �nd the Nash equilibrium of the game corresponding to the serial

model, we need to calculate the best response function for every player i, i.e. the

the toll level that maximizes the welfare of country i given the toll levels in all other

countries. The best response function of infrastructure manager i is given by the

�rst-order condition1

dWi (�)

d� i
= B

 
A�

nX
j=1

� j � � i

!
= 0

which gives the optimal toll

� �i = A�
nX
i=1

� i for all i 2 N

Since this is the case for all i 2 N the optimal toll level � �i is equal for all countries,

1Looking at the demand function (3) it is reasonable to limit the toll � i to the interval � i 2
[0; a�

Pn
i=1 �i] : Since Wi is a continous function and we optimize over a compact set there exist a

maximum. Checking the second order condition show that the �rst order condition gives a maximum.
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hence

� �i = A� n� �i

=
A

n+ 1
8i 2 N (6)

This is the unique Nash equilibrium of the problem. Note that the toll level of each

country is independent of the congestion parameter �i; hidden in B, for all i 2 N .

This is a consequence of the serial structure and the linearity of the inverse demand

function and the generalized user cost functions, which cause the resulting demand

function for transit tra¢ c (4) to be a linear function of the total toll level
Pn

i=1 � i,

rather than a function of the individual toll levels of the countries in the network.

The total toll level on the user will be the sum of the toll in every country:

nX
i=1

� �i =
nA

n+ 1
(7)

It is interesting to see that the optimal toll level is a function of the number of

countries owning the transport corridor. The total toll level is close to A when the

transport corridor is owned by a large number of countries n, resulting in a demand

for transit tra¢ c close to zero.

Inserting the optimal toll (6) into the demand function (3) gives

x� = B(A� nA

n+ 1
) =

AB

n+ 1



Sharing profit in parallel and serial transport networks 12

which gives the welfare

W �
i =

A2B

(n+ 1)2
� ci for all i 2 N

nX
i=1

W �
i =

nA2B

(n+ 1)2
�

nX
i=1

ci (8)

Assume instead that the infrastructure managers of the n countries cooperate to

maximize the total welfare. Using (5) the total welfare can be written as:

nX
i=1

Wi (�) = B(A
nX
i=1

� i �
nX
i=1

� i

nX
j=1

� j)�
nX
i=1

ci (9)

The �rst order condition2

@
nX
j=1

Wj (�)

@� i
= B(A�

nX
j=1

� j �
nX
j=1

� j) = 0 8i 2 N

gives

A� 2
nX
i=1

� i = 0

)
nX
i=1

� coopi =
A

2
(10)

Note that this is the optimal total toll level, the individual toll � i is not speci�ed. It is

intuitive that the demand for transit tra¢ c, given the total toll level, is independent

of the individual toll.
2Since the toll � i is limited to the interval � i 2 [0; a�

Pn
i=1 �i] for all i 2 N , and

Pn
i=1Wi

is a continous function and we optimize over a compact set there exist a maximum. Using the
Kuhn-Tucker conditions shows that the �rst order condition gives a maximum.
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Inserting (10) in to the demand function (3) gives

xcoop = B(A� A

2
) =

AB

2
for all i 2 N

which inserted in (9) results in the total welfare

nX
i=1

W coop
i =

AB

2

A

2
�

nX
i=1

ci =
A2B

4
�

nX
i=1

ci (11)

Comparing the total welfare level of cooperation (11) and non-cooperation (8) show

that
nX
i=1

W coop
i �

nX
i=1

W �
i with strict inequality for n > 1

since

A2B

4
�

nX
i=1

ci � nA2B

(n+ 1)2
�

nX
i=1

ci

) 1

4
� n

(n+ 1)2
with strict inequality for n > 1:

Cooperation is thus Pareto dominant. Note that the special case n = 1 gives equality.

This is trivial since cooperation and non-cooperation are the same thing when the

transport corridor is owned by one country.

3.1. Comparing the implications of cooperation and non cooperation .

A comparison between the total toll levels of cooperation (10) and non-cooperation
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(7) shows that cooperation reduces total toll level for the users.

nX
i=1

� coopi �
nX
i=1

� �i

A

2
� nA

n+ 1
with strict inequality for n > 1:

For a large number of links in the transport corridor, the total toll level in the non-

cooperative case is close to A, i.e. twice the total toll level in the case of cooperation.

Note that the demand for transit tra¢ c becomes zero when the total toll level is A:

The reason why the tolls are higher in the non-cooperative case than the cooperative

case is that a country in the case of non-cooperation receives all pro�t from rising his

own toll, but that the negative e¤ects - decreased demand for transit tra¢ c - a¤ect all

countries among the serial transport corridor equally. In the literature this situation is

often compared to the problem of vertical integration in a supply chain, where overall

markups are higher but total pro�t lower than in the case with full integration. The

situation also shows similarities to what in welfare economics is called the "tragedy of

the commons". The owners of the serial network own the transport corridor together

but since the pro�t is individual and the cost shared with the rest of the owners, the

corridor will be overexploited with respect to tolls.

A similar problem can be seen for the user cost parameters �i and �i (hidden in

A and B above). Remember that

A = a�
nX
i=1

�i giving that
dA

d�i
= �1

B = 1=(b+

nX
i=1

�i) giving that
dB

d�i
= �B2
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Derivating the welfare level for the non-cooperative case, W �
j ; with respect to �i and

�i respectively gives

dW �
j

d�i
=

2AB

(n+ 1)2
dA

d�i

= � 2AB

(n+ 1)2
< 0 for all i; j 2 N

dW �
j

d�i
=

A2

(n+ 1)2
dB

d�i

= � A2B2

(n+ 1)2
< 0 for all i; j 2 N

which shows that a change in �i and �i a¤ects all countries equally with a reduction

in toll income and welfare. The total welfare reduction will be n times larger than

the individual welfare reduction. An infrastructure investment in country i that will

reduce �i and/or �i can be ine¢ cient for country i but e¢ cient with respect to the

total welfare level. The infrastructure investments will therefore be smaller in the

case of non-cooperation than with cooperation.

Although this model views �; � and c as parameters, it is logical that a reduction

of maintenance costs ci increases the user cost of the road segment i, i.e. increasing

the user cost parameters �i and/or �i or that investments in segment i reduces �i

and/or �i.

This implies that not only pricing but also decisions concerning maintenance and

infrastructure investments, made on local level, might be ine¢ cient concerning the

total welfare level. Without regulation or cooperation the tolls would be higher than

what is e¢ cient from the users and the infrastructure suppliers�viewpoint. Further
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the standard of infrastructure would be lower than what is e¢ cient.

Countries not owning links in the serial network are not included in the welfare

analysis. However, it is obvious that also their welfare will improve by cooperation

among the countries who do own links in the network.

4. Sharing profit in the serial case

For cooperation to occur it is not enough that the total welfare level increases com-

pared to non-cooperation, the countries also have to be able to agree on how to split

the resources raised from cooperation. One way to do this is to set a uniform toll

level � i = 1
n

Pn
i=1 �

coop
i = A

2n
and let every country keep keep their toll income. In the

serial model this results in the individual welfare

Wi =
A2B

4n
� ci for all i 2 N:

In practise this means that a country with a long road with many tunnels and bridges

could charge no more than a country with a short and relatively cheap road. First

of all this might seem unfair, second the fact that countries with high costs do not

get higher pro�t can cause problems concerning maintenance level and investments in

infrastructure. If a country with a high maintenance cost ci cuts down on maintenance

in order to increase its welfare; this will increase �i and/or �i. Even if this increases

the welfare of country i; it might very well reduce the total welfare. The division of

the pro�t from cooperation is therefore of great importance.

To be able to analyze the cooperative situation thoroughly, cooperative game

theory is used. A cooperative game is a tuple hN; vi where N = f1; :::; ng is the set

of players (in this case the set of infrastructure managers of countries owning links
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in the serial network). The set of all possible coalitions of players in N is denoted by

2N = fS j S � Ng. The function v : 2N ! IR is called the characteristic function of

the game, and assigns to each coalition S a value v (S) 2 IR, with v(?) = 0:

A common interpretation of a cooperative game, or a coalitional form game, is

that it models a situation in which the actions of players who are not part of coalition

S do not in�uence the value v (S), i.e. that the players in coalition S can act isolated

from the rest of the players in N: In the model discussed here this is not the case.

All n countries are needed to form the transport corridor. Further it is obvious that

welfare of a coalition S depends on the toll level chosen by the players outside S;

since their toll in�uence the demand for transit tra¢ c.

For situations like this the characteristic function is usually derived from a problem

in one of two ways. The �rst is based on what a player or coalition can guarantee

himself/themselves when the remaining players act to minimize their payo¤ (in this

context the highest welfare level
P

i2SWi coalition S can guarantee themselves if they

have to reveal
P

i2S � i and the remaining players, knowing this, choose
P

i2NnS � i in

order to minimize the welfare of coalition S), the second is based on the payo¤ to

which the remaining players can hold a coalition (in this context the highest welfare

level
P

i2SWi coalition S can guarantee themselves when the players outside S chooseP
i2NnS � i in order to minimize

P
i2SWi before coalition S make their choice ofP

i2S � i ): For more details see for instance Friedman (1991).

Looking at the demand function (4)

x (�) = B(A�
nX
i=1

� i)
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it is easy to see that a toll level
P

i2NnS � i = A for the players outside S will yield

coalition S the welfare level
P

i2SWi =
P

i2S ci � 0 for both approaches: This behav-

ior of NnS is however not credible since also
P

i2NnSWi = �
P

i2NnS ci � 0: This is

a common problem for situations where all players are needed to achieve something.

The way to handle this is to de�ne a reasonable characteristic function specially for

this case.

For our serial case we have that when the countries do not cooperate they get the

welfare

W �
i =

A2B

(n+ 1)2
� ci for all i 2 N

which consists of a constant A2B
(n+1)2

; equal for every country, minus the individual cost

parameter ci. Therefore it seems reasonable to de�ne the value function v in the same

fashion. Let

v (S) = zjSj �
X
i2S

ci for all S 2 2Nn?

and v (?) = 0

where

zjN j = zn =
A2B

4

=
nX
i=1

W coop
i +

nX
i=1

ci

and zjSj is a constant in IR +; equal for all coalitions with the same number of members.

There exist a number of solution concepts in cooperative game theory, both con-

cepts which result in a set of allocations and concepts resulting in a unique allocation
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for every game. In practice a concept pointing out a unique solution is of course

appealing. The most well established such solution concept is the Shapley value. The

payo¤ to each player is the average marginal contribution that the player makes to

each of the coalitions to which he belongs.

The Shapley value was introduced by Shapley (1953) and can be characterized by

four axioms. Somewhat informally:

� e¢ ciency, i.e. no resources are wasted;

� anonymity, i.e. two identical players are treated equally;

� dummy property, i.e. a player with a constant marginal contribution to every

coalition of which he is a member, is allocated this constant.

� additivity, i.e. the solution of the sum of two games, is the sum of the solution

to the two games.

The Shapley value is the only solution concept satisfying all four of these axioms.

Example 1. Let hN; vi be a 3-person game with

v (fig) = 0 for all i 2 f1; 2; 3g

v (f1; 2g) = 4

v (f1; 3g) = 7

v (f2; 3g) = 15

v (N) = 20
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For each permutation � of the members ofN we get a vector of marginal contributions.

Let m�
i (v) denote the marginal vector of player i. The payo¤ vector corresponds to a

situation where the players enter a room one by one in the order � (1) ; � (2) ; :::; � (n)

and where each player is given the marginal contribution he creates by entering.

� m�
1 (v) m�

2 (v) m�
3 (v)

(1,2,3) 0 4 16

(1,3,2) 0 13 7

(2,1,3) 4 0 16

(2,3,1) 5 0 15

(3,1,2) 7 13 0

(3,2,1) 5 15 0

sum 21 45 54

The average of the six marginal vectors is 1
6
(21; 45; 54) ; which by de�nition is the

Shapley value of the game hN; vi :

Let �i (v) denote the Shapley value of a game hN; vi, then the Shapley value can

be written as

�i (v) =
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(v(S [ fig)� v (S)) (12)
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Using the characteristic function de�ned above gives

�i (v) =
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(v(S [ fig)� v (S))

=
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

0@zjS[figj � X
j2S[fig

cj � zjSj +
X
j2S

cj

1A
=

X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(zjS[figj � zjSj � ci): (13)

The number of coalitions, with k members, that can be formed from the set Nn fig

is (n�1)!
k!(n�1�k) using this we can rewrite (13) as

�i (v) =
n�1X
k=1

(n� 1)!
k! (n� 1� k)

k!(n� 1� k)!

n!
(zk+1 � zk � ci) +

1

n
(z1 � ci)

=
1

n

n�1X
k=0

(zk+1 � zk � ci)

=
1

n
(zn � nci)

=
1

n
zn � ci

=
A2B

4n
� ci

Thus in the serial case the Shapley value coincides with splitting the pro�t from coop-

eration equally. As discussed above this division has major shortcomings. Therefore

the Shapley value is not as appealing for this type of problem as it is for many other

situations. Instead, other options can be constructed speci�cally for this type of

problems. For this purpose a new class of problems is de�ned below.

De�nition 1. A transport network problem is a tuple (N;P; c;W ) consisting of
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� a �nite set of network owners N � IN;

� a pro�t P from cooperation (in the serial model P =
Pn

i=1W
coop
i �

Pn
i=1W

�
i );

� a function c : N ! IR+ specifying the cost of each network owner;

� a function W : N ! IR+ specifying the welfare from non-cooperation for each

member of N:

Let T denote the set of all transport network problems. A transport network rule

is a function ' on T , that assigns to each serial network problem (N;P; c;W ) 2 T a

vector ' (N;P; c;W ) 2 IRN , specifying payo¤s to each member of N . Note that this

class of problems apply for both the serial and the parallel case, but is even more

general than our models. The network structure is not speci�ed. Further the only

speci�cation of the welfare function is that it should be of the form Wi = f �i � ci;

where f �i 2IR+ is viewed as an individual constant. For the speci�c model of section 3

we can rewrite the welfare function asWi = fi (�)�ci for all i 2 N; then f �i = fi (�
�) :

Below three new allocation rules are formulated for this type of problems.

De�nition 2.

� The proportional rule PR assigns to each (N;P; c;W ) 2 T and i 2 N the

amount

PRi (N;P; c;W ) =W �
i + P

ciPn
j=1 cj

that is the pro�t from cooperation is divided proportionally to the cost of each

country.a �nite set of network owners N � IN;
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� The adjusted proportional rule APR assigns to each (N;P; c;W ) 2 T and i 2 N

the amount

APRi (N;P; c;W ) =W �
i + P

�
1� �

n

�
+ P�

ciPn
j=1 cj

where � 2 (0; 1)

that is part of the pro�t P (1� �) is divided equally among the players and the

rest P� is divided proportionally to the cost of each country

� The adjusted equal pro�t rule AP assigns to each (N;P; c;W ) 2 T and i 2 N

the amount

APi (N;P; c;W ) =W �
i + ci +

P �
Pn

j=1 cj

n

that is each country is �rst compensated for its costs, thereafter the rest of the

pro�t is split equally among the countries.

Consider two countries with �i = �j, �i = �j and ci > cj, then all three rules

allocate more to player i then to player j; which was not the case with the Shapley

value.

There are some intuitive properties that seem reasonable to demand from an

allocation rule for the class of transport network problems:

De�nition 3. A transport network rule ' is

� e¢ cient if
Pn

i=1 'i (N;P; c;W ) = P +WN for all (N;P; c;W ) 2 T ;

� individually rational if 'i (N;P; c;W ) � Wi for all i 2 N and all (N;P; c;W ) 2

T ;
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� P -monotonic if for each pair (P;N; c;W ),(P 0; N; c;W ) 2 T with P 0 � P we

have that 'i (N;P
0; c;W ) � 'i (N;P; c;W ) for all i 2 N ;

� W -monotonic if for each pair (P;N; c;W ),(P;N; c;W 0) 2 T with Wi � W 0
i we

have that 'i (N;P; c;W
0) � 'i (N;P; c;W ) ::

An e¢ cient transport network rule divides the total welfare over the cooperat-

ing countries. An individually rational rule gives each country at least what they

would have gotten in the case of non-cooperation. If the pro�t from cooperation

increase, P -monotonicity implies that each country get at least as much as before.

W -monotonicity means that if a country increase its welfare in the case of non-

cooperation, this country will get at least as much as before even if the pro�t from

cooperation does not increase.

It is trivial to see that the rules introduced above are e¢ cient, individually ratio-

nal, P -monotonic and W -monotonic for the whole class of transport network prob-

lems.

The Shapley value is de�ned as an allocation rule for the class of cooperative

games, not as a transport network rule for the class of transport network problems.

However, it is possible to rewrite the Shapley value as a transport network rule for

the serial model. The Shapley value then becomes3

�i =
A2B

4n
� ci

=
P

n
+W �

i (14)

3Note that this expression for the Shapley value is true only for the serial model, not for the
whole class of transport network problems.
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Note the similarity to the APR-rule if � = 0; i.e. when nothing of the pro�t from

cooperation is split proportional to the cost of each country. Using the expression

(14) it is easy to see that also the Shapley value is e¢ cient, individually rational, P -

monotonic and W -monotonic for the serial model. However, this is not true for the

general case. Using the de�nition (12) for the Shapley value and the expression for

individual rationality used in the literature on cooperative game theory we have that

a solution concept f is individually rational if fi (v) � v (fig) for all characteristic

functions and all i 2 N . Consider the following example:

Example 2. Let hN; vi be a cooperative game with player set N = f1; 2; 3g and

characteristic function

v (fig) = 1 for all i 2 N

v (f1; 2g) = v (f1; 3g) = 0

v (f2; 3g) = 5

v (N) = 6

Then the vectors of marginal contributions of the players for each permutation are

given by
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� m�
1 (v) m�

2 (v) m�
3 (v)

(1,2,3) 1 -1 6

(1,3,2) 1 6 -1

(2,1,3) -1 1 6

(2,3,1) 1 1 4

(3,1,2) -1 6 1

(3,2,1) 1 4 1

sum 2 17 17

The Shapley value is the average of the marginal vectors resulting in
�
1
3
; 17
6
; 17
6

�
:

The Shapley value allocates the value 1
3
to player 1 although v (f1g) = 1, showing

that the Shapley value is not individually rational for the general case.

Using the expression (14) of the Shapley value it is easy to see that

@'j (N;P; c;W )

@P

@P

@A

@A

@�i
< 0 for all j 2 N and cj > 0

@'j (N;P; c;W )

@P

@P

@B

@B

@�i
< 0 for all j 2 N and cj > 0

for the PR; APR, AR rules and the Shapley value for the serial model. This shows

that the individual user cost parameters of a country a¤ects the pro�t of all countries.

The user cost parameter �i captures all costs related to congestion and �i all other

costs of road segment i: An infrastructure investment that will lower �i and/or �i

will thus increase the welfare in all countries in N and not only in country i. It

is possible that such an investment is not pro�table for country i, and in a non-

cooperative situation the investment would not be made. However in the cooperative

situation it is easy to see that the investment might be bene�cial if the total welfare
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gain of the countries along the transport corridor is considered. By using some of the

pro�t from cooperation for contributions to such national investments, everyone can

increase their welfare, including the users.

For the PR, APR and the AP rule it is obvious that a country has incentive

to claim larger costs than is the case. One way to handle this problem is to divide

the transport corridor into segments considered roughly equally costly, and that ci is

exchanged to a constant times the number of such segments owned by i. This way

the countries do not have to report their costs every time the pro�t is to be divided.

All three of the new allocation rules introduced above have very nice properties

for the serial problem, and is therefore recommended as allocationa rules for problems

of this type.

5. Welfare with and without cooperation in the parallel case

As in the sequential case we assume linear demand and cost functions. Further assume

that the local demand is zero. The total demand x for transit transport is the sum

of the demand for transit transport through all parallel paths in the network.

pt(x (�)) = a� bx (�) = a� b

nX
i=1

yi (�) with a; b > 0

gti = ri(yi (�)) = �i + �iyi (�) + � i with �i; �i > 0 for all i 2 N

where yi is the demand for transit tra¢ c through path i. To simplify the calculations

we assume that �i = �; and �i = � for all i 2 N: This gives

gti = ri(yi (�)) = �+ �yi (�) + � i with �; � > 0 for all i 2 N
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In equilibrium we have that

gti = pt(x (�)) for all i 2 N

�+ �yi (�) = a� b
nX
i=1

yi (�)� � i for all i 2 N

�yi (�) = a� �� � i � b

nX
i=1

yi (�) for all i 2 N (15)

Summing over i to n gives

�
nX
i=1

yi (�) = n (a� �)�
nX
i=1

� i � nb
nX
i=1

yi (�)

(� + nb)
nX
i=1

yi (�) = n (a� �)�
nX
i=1

� i

nX
i=1

yi (�) =
n (a� �)

� + nb
� 1

� + nb

nX
i=1

� i (16)

Inserting (16) in (15) this gives

yi (�) =
1

�

 
a� �� � i �

bn (a� �)

� + nb
+

b

� + nb

nX
i=1

� i

!

=
1

�

 
� (a� �)

� + nb
+

b

� + nb

nX
i=1

� i � � i

!
(17)

Let A = �(a��)
�+nb

, and B = b
�+nb

yi (�) =
1

�

 
A+B

nX
i=1

� i � � i

!
(18)
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Using (18) the welfare function (2) reduces to

Wi (�) =
1

�

 
A� i +B� i

nX
i=1

� i � � 2i

!
� ci (19)

In order to calculate the toll-level of each country in equilibrium non-cooperative

game theory is used. Let hN; T;W i be a game where N = f1; :::; ng is the set of

players (in this case the set of infrastructure managers), and for each player i a set of

strategies Ti. The set of strategies of a player i here consists of the set of possible toll

levels: The set of all possible strategy pro�les of the players is given by T = �i2NTi:

For each player i and strategy pro�le � 2 T the function Wi (�) speci�es the welfare

level of player i, in this model given by function (19).

In order to �nd the Nash equilibrium of the game corresponding to the parallel

model, we need to calculate the best response function for every player i, i.e. the

the toll level that maximizes the welfare of country i given the toll levels in all other

countries. The best response function of infrastructure manager i is given by the

�rst-order condition4

dWi (�)

d� i
=

1

�

 
A+B

nX
i=1

� i +B� i � 2� i

!
= 0

(2�B)� i = A+B

nX
i=1

� i ,8i 2 N (20)

4Looking at the demand function (17) it is reasonable to limit the toll to the interval � i 2
[0; n (a� �)]. Since Wi is a continous function and we optimize over a compact set, a maximum
exist. Checking the second order condition shows that the �rst order condition gives a maximum.



Sharing profit in parallel and serial transport networks 30

Since this is true for all i 2 N we can rewrite (20) as

(2�B)� i = A+Bn� i

� �i =
A

2�Bn�B
for all i 2 N (21)

The unique Nash equilibrium of the game is when every infrastructure manager set

the toll � �i =
A

2�Bn�B : Inserting (21) in the welfare function (19) gives the welfare

level in equilibrium for non-cooperation.

W �
i =

1

�

�
A� A

2�B(n+ 1)
+Bn

A

2�B(n+ 1)

�
A

2�B(n+ 1)
� ci

=
A2

� (2�Bn+B)2
(2�Bn+B � 1 +Bn)� ci

=
A2

� (2�B(n+ 1))2
(1�B)� ci (22)

If the infrastructure managers instead were to cooperate they would maximize the

sum of welfare functions:

nX
i=1

Wi (�) =
1

�

 
A

nX
i=1

� i +B
nX
i=1

� i

nX
j=1

� j �
nX
i=1

� 2i

!
�

nX
i=1

ci (23)

with respect to � i for all i 2 N: The �rst order condition5 then becomes

@

nX
j=1

Wj

@� i
=
1

�

 
A+ 2B

nX
j=1

� j � 2� i

!
= 0 , for all i 2 N

5Since the toll � i is limited to the interval � i 2 [0; n (a� �)] for all i 2 N; and
Pn

i=1Wi is a
continous function and we optimize over a compact set there exist a maximum. Using the Kuhn-
Tucker conditions shows that the �rst order condition gives a maximum.
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Since this is the case for all i 2 N we can rewrite this as

A+ 2Bn� i � 2� i = 0

� coopi =
A

2(1�Bn)
(24)

Inserting (24) in the welfare function (23) we get

W coop
i =

1

�

A

2� 2Bn(A�
A

2� 2Bn +Bn
A

2� 2Bn)� ci

=
1

�

A2

(2� 2Bn)2 (2� 2Bn� 1 +Bn)� ci

=
1

�

A2

4(1�Bn)
� ci (25)

Comparing the welfare levels of cooperation (25) and non-cooperation (22) gives

W coop
i � W �

i

1

�

A2

4(1�Bn)
�

nX
i=1

ci � A2

� (2�B(n+ 1))2
(1�B)�

nX
i=1

ci

1

4(1�Bn)
� 1�B

(2�B(n+ 1))2

(2�Bn+B)2 � 4(1�Bn)(1�B)

4� 4Bn� 4B + 2B2n+B2 +B2n2 � 4� 4Bn� 4B + 4B2n

B2(2n+ 1 + n2) � 4B2n

2n+ 1 + n2 � 4n for all n � 1; with equality for n = 1

showing that it is Pareto e¢ cient for the infrastructure managers to cooperate.

This is not surprising, the parallel paths are assumed to be perfect substitutes and
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it is therefore a competitive situation. Cooperation means that they can act as a

monopoly. This implies that the welfare of countries outside the model, i.e. countries

not owning links in the network, will be reduced by cooperation among the network

owners.

In the non-cooperative situation one might expect the toll to equal marginal cost.

From the welfare function

Wi = � iyi (�)� ci:

it is possible to write the �rst order condition for the non-cooperative situation as

� i = �yi (�) =
dyi (�)

d� i

= �yi (�) =
�
1

�

�
b

� + nb
� 1
��

= yi (�) =

�
1

�

�
1� b

� + nb

��
= �yi (�)

� + nb

� + nb� b

where �yi (�) can be interpreted as the marginal external cost of congestion. Since

� + nb

� + nb� b
> 1

the toll will exceed the marginal cost. The interpretation is that a high toll on one

path increases congestion on the other paths, thus allowing tolls higher than marginal

costs even in the case of competition (see for instance Verhoef et al. (1996) and van

Dender (2005)). The resulting toll-level depends on the number of competing paths

n. The larger the number of competing paths n the closer to marginal cost pricing
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we get. This is reasonable since congestion decreases when n increases.

Note also that

� coopi =
A

2(1�Bn)

=

�(a��)
�+nb

2
�
1� bn

�+nb

�
=

� (a� �)

2 (� + nb� nb)

=
a� �

2

which shows that the optimal toll in the cooperative case is independent of the con-

gestion parameter �. This follows from the fact that the paths were assumed to be

perfect substitutes, and the monopolistic pricing in the cooperative case.

6. Sharing profit - the parallel case

In order to simplify the analysis above we assumed �i = �; �i = � for all i 2 N .

This resulted in a uniform toll. However, if the parameters are individual the toll will

di¤er between the paths depending on the individual parameters.

Example 3. Consider a case with three parallel paths and a = 14; b = 1, �1 = �2 =

1; �3 = 1:2; �1 = �2 = 1 and � = 1:2: This results in the tolls � 1 = � 2 � 2:64 and

� 3 � 1:14:

In this section the more general case with individual parameters �i and �i is

considered.

To model the parallel situation as a cooperative game hN; vi we need to de�ne a

characteristic function v assigning a value to every coalition S 2 2N : However, just
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like in the serial case, the value of a coalition S clearly depends on the toll levels

of parallel links owned by players outside the coalition, i.e. links owned by players

in NnS. The standard way to handle this give rice to the same problems as in the

serial case (see section 4), the players outside the coalition would have to behave in

a way that is not credible, and the value of each coalition would be v(S) = 0; with

exception of v(N): Instead the characteristic function is here de�ned speci�cally for

our model.

It is not credible that a coalition acts other than to maximize its welfare. However

it is not always that players manage to cooperate even if this would be bene�cial.

Therefore let �S be a vector of tolls for the countries in S; and T (S) the set of all

toll vectors for coalition S: Let � �S 2 T (S) be the pro�le of tolls that maximizes the

welfare of coalition S given �NnS, i.e.

� �S 2 arg max
�S2T (S)

X
i2S

Wi

�
�S; �NnS

�
=

(
tS 2 T (S) :

X
i2S

Wi

�
tS; �NnS

�
�
X
i2S

Wi

�
�S; �NnS

�
for all �S 2 T (S)

)
:

Let d (S) be a coalition partition of the members of S; consisting of a coalitions

S1; :::; Sk ; and D (S) the set of all possible coalition divisions of S:

De�nition 4. A parallel transport network game hN; vi is de�ned as follows:

N � IN is a set of players each owning one path of a parallel network.

v (S) = min
d(NnS)2D(NnS)

X
i2S

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
(NnS)1 ; :::; �

�
(NnS)k

�

i.e. the value of coalition S is the maximal welfare S gets when every coalition
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maximizes its welfare, and the players outside S divide into the coalition division

that is least bene�cial for coalition S:

This de�nition is reasonable also when we do not limit the model to linear cost

and demand functions.

In the serial case it seemed reasonable to allocate more to a country with high costs

than to a country with low cost. Since the parallel case is a competitive situation, it

is reasonable that the individual costs ci are carried exclusively by the country itself.

This turns out to be the case with the Shapley value for the class of parallel network

games. Rewriting the welfare function as

Wi (�) = f (�)� ci

where f (�) = � iyi (�) the welfare function can be rewritten as

v (S) = min
d(NnS)2D(NnS)

X
i2S

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
(NnS)1 ; :::; �

�
(NnS)k

�
= min

d(NnS)2D(NnS)

X
i2S

fi

�
� �S; �

�
(NnS)1 ; :::; �

�
(NnS)k

�
�
X
i2S

ci

= ev (S)�X
i2S

ci
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Using the de�nition of the Shapley value one can see that an individual constant does

not change the allocation to other players.

�i =
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(v(S [ fig)� v (S))

=
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

 ev (S [ fig)�X
j2S

cj � ci �
 ev (S)�X

j2S
cj

!!

=
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(ev (S [ fig)� ci � ev (S))
=

X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(ev (S [ fig)� ev (S))� X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

ci(26)

the number of coalitions with k members that can be formed from the set Nn fig is
(n�1)!

k!(n�1�k) using this we can rewrite (26) as

�i =
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(ev (S [ fig)� ev (S))� nX
k=1

(n� 1)!
k! (n� 1� k)

k!(n� 1� k)!

n!
ci

=
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(ev (S [ fig)� ev (S))� nX
k=1

1

n
ci

=
X
S:i=2S

jSj!(n� 1� jSj)!
n!

(ev (S [ fig)� ev (S))� ci

which shows that every player will carry their own individual cost. This follows from

the additivity property of the Shapley value.

Since the class of transport network problems de�ned in section 4 applies also for

the parallel model, we can use the proportional rule PR; the adjusted proportional

rule APR; and the adjusted equal pro�t rule AP also for the class of parallel transport

network games. However, for these rules the individual cost for one country a¤ects
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the allocation to another, which is not wanted in the parallel case.

An intuitive property of a solution concept is that it should allocate the pro�t in

such a way that no player or coalition of players would have been better of by them

selves. The set of such allocations is called the core.

De�nition 5. The core of the game hN; vi is the set

C (v) :=

(
x 2 IRN j

nX
i=1

xi = v (N) and
X
i2S

xi � v (S) for all S 2 2Nn?
)
:

It is obvious that we want a solution concept that yields an allocation in the core for

every parallel network game. As it turns out, the Shapley value does not only yield

an allocation in the core for every parallel network game, but also coincides with the

bary-center of the core.

De�nition 6. A game hN; vi is convex if

v (S) + v (T ) � v (S [ T ) + v (S \ T ) for all S; T 2 2Nn?:

Theorem 1. For a parallel network games hN; vi the Shapley value is the bary-center

of the core.

Proof. It is well known that the Shapley value of a convex game is the bary-center

of the core of the game, see Shapley (1971). From the characteristic function it follows
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that

v (S) = min
d(NnS)2D(NnS)

X
i2S

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
(NnS)1 ; :::; �

�
(NnS)k

�
� min

d(Nn(S[T ))2D(Nn(S[T ))

X
i2S

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
T ; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))1 ; :::; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))k

�
v (T ) = min

d(NnT )2D(NnT )

X
i2T

Wi

�
� �T ; �

�
(NnT )1 ; :::; �

�
(NnT )k

�
� min

d(Nn(S[T ))2D(Nn(S[T ))

X
i2T

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
T ; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))1 ; :::; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))k

�

thus

v (S) + v (T ) � min
d(Nn(S[T ))2D(Nn(S[T ))

X
i2T

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
T ; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))1 ; :::; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))k

�
+ min
d(Nn(S[T ))2D(Nn(S[T ))

X
i2S

Wi

�
� �S; �

�
T ; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))1 ; :::; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))k

�
� min

d(Nn(S[T ))2D(Nn(S[T ))

X
i2T

Wi

�
� �S[T ; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))1 ; :::; �

�
(Nn(S[T ))k

�
� v (S [ T ) :

So

v (S) + v (T ) � v (S [ T ) + v (S \ T )

showing that a parallel network game is convex. Hence the Shapley value of a parallel

network game is the bary-center of the core.

Moreover, Sprumont (1990) showed that the Shapley value of a convex game

yields a population monotonic allocation scheme: the payo¤ allocated to each player

according to the Shapley-value increases as he joins larger coalitions.
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Due to all the nice properties of the Shapley value for the class of parallel network

games, it is recommended as allocation rule for the parallel problem.

7. Local traffic

To simplify analysis in the previous sections demand for local tra¢ c was assumed

to be zero. Adding local tra¢ c will of course a¤ect both optimal toll and welfare

levels. However, it will not change the recommendation for what allocation rule to

use. In fact, the game theoretical analysis becomes almost identical. Adding local

tra¢ c means that the welfare function will be of the form Wi = f (t; �) � ci for all

i 2 N; which shows that both the serial and the parallel problems belongs to the

class of transport network problems also when local tra¢ c is added. As stated in

section 5 the allocation rules PR; APR; and AP are e¢ cient, individually rational,

P -monotonic and W -monotonic for this whole class of problems. The PR, and the

AP rules are also self-consistent.

In section 6 it was shown that for the Shapley value an individual constant, such

as the maintenance cost ci, does not e¤ect the allocation to other players. This

means that every player carries his/her own maintenance cost both in the serial and

parallel case also with local tra¢ c. Following the reasoning in section 5 and 6, this

is reasonable in the parallel case but not wished for in the serial case.

The class of parallel transport games introduced in section 6 has a characteristic

function de�ned for parallel problems without local tra¢ c. However, it can easily be

adapted to include local tra¢ c by adding local tolls in the following manner; let �S

be a vector of tolls for transit tra¢ c, tS a vector of local tolls for the countries in S;

and �S a vector of all tolls for the countries in S; where the �rst jSj elements are the

elements of vector �S and the next jSj elements are the elements of tS: Let T (S) be
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the set of all such toll vectors for coalition S: Let ��S 2 T (S) be the pro�le of tolls

that maximizes the welfare of coalition S given �NnS, i.e.

��S 2 arg max
�S2T (S)

X
i2S

Wi

�
�S; �NnS

�
=

(
 S 2 T (S) :

X
i2S

Wi

�
 S; �NnS

�
�
X
i2S

Wi

�
�S; �NnS

�
for all �S 2 T (S)

)

Let d (S) be a coalition division of the members of S; consisting of the coalitions

S1; :::; Sk ; and D (S) the set of all possible coalition divisions of S:

De�nition 7. A parallel transport network game hN; vi is de�ned as follows:

N � IN is a set of players each owning one path of a parallel network.

v (S) = min
d(NnS)2D(NnS)

X
i2S

Wi

�
��S; �

�
(NnS)1 ; :::; �

�
(NnS)k

�

i.e. the value of coalition S is the maximal welfare S gets when every coalition

maximizes its welfare, and the players outside S divides into the coalition division

that is least bene�cial for coalition S:

With this de�nition the analysis is analogous to section 6, i.e. the Shapley value is

the bary-center of the core also for this class of games. The recommended allocatoion

rules for the serial and parallel models are therefore identical with and without local

tra¢ c.

8. Conclusion

In this paper two types of transport network models are studied; one serial transport

network (a transport corridor) and one parallel transport network where the parallel
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links are substitutes. For theses models two types of analysis are performed. First

the toll and welfare levels with and without cooperation are studied, using non-

cooperative game theory. The analysis show that there are strong incentives for

cooperative behavior among the countries owning links in the network. Without

cooperation the parallel case is a competitive situation. It is therefore of no surprise

that cooperation leads to higher tolls on transit tra¢ c and higher welfare for the

owners of the network. Countries outside the network will experience a reduced

welfare due to the higher tolls for transit tra¢ c in the network. It turns out that

without cooperation the tolls slightly exceed marginal costs. The interpretation is

that a high toll on one link increase congestion on the other links, thus allowing tolls

higher than marginal cost even in the case of competition. It is shown that the toll

converges towards marginal cost when the number of parallel links increase.

In the serial case it turns out that cooperation does not only increase the welfare

of the owners of the serial network, but also the welfare in countries outside the

network. There are a number of reasons for this. First of all, cooperation among the

countries along the transport corridor will in fact reduce the tolls. Further without

cooperation all decisions concerning maintenance and infrastructure investments are

made on local level, and the paper shows that such decisions might be ine¢ cient

concerning the total welfare level. Therefore, without regulation or cooperation the

tolls will be higher than what is e¢ cient, while the standard of infrastructure will be

lower than what is e¢ cient.

For cooperation to occur it is not enough that the total welfare level increases

compared to non-cooperation, the countries also have to be able to agree on how to

split the resources raised from cooperation. The analysis shows that this cannot be
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done via a uniform toll level and each country keeping their own toll incomes. In the

parallel case this is obvious since in equilibrium the total user cost, including tolls,

must be equal for every link, and since other user costs vary, so must the tolls. In

the serial case it is unreasonable to expect a country with a very costly link to accept

setting the same toll as a country with a less costly link.

Instead of setting a uniform toll, the total income from cooperation has to be

allocated among the cooperating countries. Of course no "correct" such allocation

exist; however, some allocations are more likely to be accepted than others. These

are allocations that satisfy intuitive properties related to fairness. By supplying such

rules, negotiation costs are reduced and cooperation more likely to occur.

The second type of analysis performed in the paper deals with such allocations

for the serial and parallel transport models. To be able to analyze the cooperative

situation thoroughly, cooperative game theory was used. For this purpose a new

class of problems is introduced - transport network problems. Both the serial and the

parallel model �ts in this class of problems. Further a new class of cooperative games

is introduced - the class of parallel transport network games. This class of games

corresponds to problems like the parallel model.

The Shapley value is one of the most well-known solution concepts in cooperative

game theory. In the parallel case it is easy to motivate the use of the Shapley value

since it has very nice properties for the class of parallel transport network games,

such as being the bary-center of the core of the game. In the serial case however, the

Shapley value coincides with setting a uniform toll level and letting each country keep

their toll incomes. As mentioned above this is not a reasonable allocation. Instead,

three new allocation rules are introduced; the proportional rule (PR), the adjusted
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proportional rule (APR) and the adjusted equal pro�t rule (AP ). These rules allo-

cate more to a country with large costs than to a country with low costs, which is

reasonable for the serial case. They also have a number of other nice properties.

In most of the analysis the demand for local tra¢ c is assumed to be zero. Adding

local tra¢ c will of course a¤ect both optimal toll and welfare levels. However, the

game theoretical analysis becomes almost identical when adding local tra¢ c, and it

does not e¤ect the properties of the studied allocation rules. The recommendations for

cooperative solutions are therefore identical with and without local tra¢ c. However,

although intuitive, the paper does not prove that it is bene�cial to cooperate when

there is a demand for local tra¢ c.
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