Power, control and coalition formation
Citation for published version (APA):
Karos, D. (2013). Power, control and coalition formation. Maastricht University.

Document status and date:
Published: 01/01/2013

Document Version:
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Please check the document version of this publication:
• A submitted manuscript is the version of the article upon submission and before peer-review. There can
be important differences between the submitted version and the official published version of record.
People interested in the research are advised to contact the author for the final version of the publication,
or visit the DOI to the publisher's website.
• The final author version and the galley proof are versions of the publication after peer review.
• The final published version features the final layout of the paper including the volume, issue and page
numbers.
Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright
owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these
rights.
• Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
• You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.
If the publication is distributed under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license above,
please follow below link for the End User Agreement:
www.umlib.nl/taverne-license
Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us at:
repository@maastrichtuniversity.nl
providing details and we will investigate your claim.

Download date: 25 Jan. 2021

Propositions
1. Given an n-player apex game, the core of the hedonic coalition formation
game based on the Shapley value or the normalized Banzhaf value is empty
(Corollary 2.4.12). However, the grand coalition is core stable with respect
to the Banzhaf value.
2. Given a proper monotonic simple game and a continuous, individually rational bargaining solutions, there is a power configuration, specifying for
each player in each coalition his power, which is stable with respect to
renegotiations (Theorem 3.2.7). For the egalitarian bargaining solution the
power configuration is unique, if the weight of marginal contributions in
the disagreement points is strictly positive.
3. If the weight of marginal contributions in the disagreement points is zero,
for each stable power configuration as in Proposition 2 there is an internally
stable coalition which will not be unilaterally left by any player (Theorem
3.3.3).
4. Given any mutual control structure, repeated application of elementary
substitutions leads to a unique invariant mutual control structure which
does not depend on the order of substitutions.
5. A power index exhibits the paradox of smaller coalitions (Shenoy, 1975) if
and only if it exhibits the paradox of new players (Brams, 1975).
6. Each strongly monotonic power index (Definition 2.2.5) exhibits the paradox of smaller coalitions on any proper monotonic simple game with a
winning coalitions which does not only contain veto players and null players. A necessary but not sufficient condition to avoid the paradox is that
the set of minimal winning coalitions is balanced.
7. Given a TU game and the egalitarian bargaining solution, there are claim
functions such that a payoff configuration which is stable with respect to
renegotiations coincides with Shapley value.
8. In a Cournot Oligopoly with symmetric players the Lerner market power
index of all players in the Nash equilibrium might be independent of or
even increase in the number of players.

