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A RESPONSIBILITY VALUE FOR DIGRAPHS

ROSA VAN DEN ENDE AND DYLAN LAPLACE MERMOUD

Abstract. There is an increasing need to hold players responsible for negative
or positive impact that take place elsewhere in a value chain or a network. For
example, countries or companies are held more and more responsible for their indi-
rect carbon emissions. We introduce a responsibility value that allocates the total
impact of the value chain among the players, taking into account their direct im-
pact and their indirect impact through the underlying graph. Moreover, we show
that the responsibility value satisfies a set of natural yet important properties.

1. Introduction

We see that there is an increasing urge to account for environmental or social
impact throughout a supply chain or network: through the choices players in such
network make, for example by choosing to buy or not buy from a certain supplier,
they carry some responsibility for not only their own impacts, but also for the
impacts that take place upstream of their own economic activities. Examples of
impacts for which indirect responsibility could be assigned to players include but
are not limited to the emission of greenhouse gases, the underpayment of employees,
the disposal of hazardous waste, but possibly also positive impacts such as the tran-
sition to renewable energy. Assigning this responsibility and consequently holding
these players liable for such impacts, can incentivise the increase of positive impacts
or the decrease of negative impacts.

However, as of now, it is not clear how to assign responsibility for indirect im-
pacts to players in a given network. In the case where the considered impacts are
the emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG), there is consensus that players carry some
responsibility for their indirect emissions. This could be either the energy required
to run their processes, known as scope 2 emissions, or for all the other emissions
the sources of which were not controlled by the player: the scope 3 emissions [3].
However, to which extent these players are responsible for their scope 2 and 3 emis-
sions, remains unclear. Moreover, in this context, the same unit of emission could
be claimed twice; when the emission falls within one scope for one player and under
another scope for another player. The double counting of the same reduction efforts
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that might subsequently occur is a major policy concern when trying to achieve the
emission reduction goals [1].

We thus aim to clarify and quantify the indirect responsibility for impacts in a
general manner. Based on the impact of every player and the underlying graph
of the players, we introduce a responsibility value that assigns to every player a
responsibility for the social or environmental impact of itself and the nodes it benefits
from. We show that this value satisfies certain properties, that resemble the axioms
that Shapley used in cooperative game theory to define the Shapley value [?]. In
section 3 we offer a method to approximate a solution. Subsequently, we discuss
the interpretation of the value of the discount factor that plays an important role
on the emphasis that is put on the indirect versus direct responsibility.

2. The responsibility value

Let N be a set of finite cardinality n, called the set of players. Let A be a (n×n)-
matrix, with all its entries being real numbers between 0 and 1 and with the sum of
entries of each row being equal to 1, i.e.,

∑

j∈N Ai,j = 1. We denote by R the set of
such matrices. Let GA be the weighted, directed graph the node set of which is N
and whose adjacency matrix is A. If A is symmetric, then GA is an undirected graph.

In the following, we interpret each edge (i, j), with i the source node and j the
terminal node, as an interaction between players i and j, with j benefiting from
actions of player i, and consequentially taking partial responsibility for this player.
The reader may think of a link (i, j) as a trade between a seller i and a buyer
j, and Ai,j being the proportion of purchases of j among the total volume of sales
of i. Note that there is a flow going through the directed graph: a responsibility flow.

We aim to allocate to every player a share of the total responsibility of the grand
coalition N in a way that a few basic properties are satisfied:

(1) the responsibility of a player for several time periods should be the sum of
its responsibilities of each single time period,

(2) two players that are connected in the same way to identical players should
be assigned the same amount of indirect responsibility,

(3) a player that does not benefit from any other player, that is, a player that
has no incoming edges, should not carry any indirect responsibility,

(4) no responsibility flow between two players in GA should be ignored, even
if this flow consists of a considerable amount of edges. Then, we want to
introduce some form of discounting in order to assign more responsibility to
a terminal node for source nodes of a short flow than for source nodes of a
long flow,
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(5) the responsibility for the impact of the entire group should be completely
shared among the members of the group. We want to ensure that the re-
sponsibility for every unit of impact is assigned to some player while simul-
taneously preventing double counting.

Then, let ι : N → R be a map that associates to every node of GA a real
value, which can be interpreted as a quantity of impact for which we want to assign
responsibility. Let (0, 1) denote the set of real values strictly included between 0
and 1. For each γ ∈ (0, 1), we define a map ργ : R → R

n associating to each matrix
A ∈ R an n-dimensional vector ργ , called the responsibility value of (A, ι). For all
i ∈ N , the coordinate ρ

γ
i (A, ι) corresponds to the total impact for which player i

should be held responsible, and is defined by

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = γ

∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι(p)

)

.

As A is an adjacency matrix, Ak
p,i (the entry of Ak at (p, i)) counts the number

of walks from node p to node i of length k. For a given length k, we take into
account all the nodes of the graph that are connected to player i by summing over
all the players. Then, we sum over all the possible lengths k, with a discount factor
weighting the distance, that decreases the transfer of responsibility. So, for k = 0,
one obtains the direct responsibility, while k ≥ 1 yields the indirect responsibility.
We can interpret the factor γ as a discount factor, the value of which we discuss in
more detail in section 4.

In the following, we will show that the responsibility value satisfies the desired
properties. Denote by 0 the n-dimensional row vector (0, . . . , 0) and denote by 1

the n-dimensional row vector (1, . . . , 1). Also, denote by ri(A) the i-th row of A and
by cj(A) the j-th column of A. We write ι(N) for

∑

p∈N ι(p).

Lemma 1. For all A ∈ R, for all k ∈ N and for all i, j ∈ N , we have

Ak
i,j ≤ 1,

∑

j∈N

Ak
i,j = 1, and

∑

p∈N

Ak
p,iι(p) ≤ ι(N).

Proof. We prove the two first statements by induction on k. For k = 0, this is true
because A0 is the identity matrix. Then, assume that there exists k ∈ N such that,
for all i, j ∈ N , we have Ak

i,j ≤ 1 and
∑

j∈N Ak
i,j = 1. Then,

Ak+1
i,j =

(
Ak · A

)

i,j
= 〈ri

(
Ak
)
, cj (A)〉 ≤ 〈ri

(
Ak
)
, 1⊤〉 = 1.

Moreover, we have

∑

j∈N

Ak+1
i,j =

∑

j∈N

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
i,pAp,j

)

=
∑

p∈N

(

Ak
i,p

(
∑

j∈N

Ap,j

))

=
∑

p∈N

Ak
i,p = 1.

The last statement directly follows from the first one. �



4 ROSA VAN DEN ENDE AND DYLAN LAPLACE MERMOUD

Proposition 1 (Convergence). Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R and let ι : N → R. For

all i ∈ N , we have ρ
γ
i (A, ι) < ∞.

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1). By Lemma 1, for any i, p ∈ N , we have
∑

p∈N Ak
p,iι(p) ≤ ι(N).

It leads, for any A ∈ R and any map ι : N → R, to

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) ≤ γ

∑

k≥0

(1− γ)kι(N).

Because ι(N) does not depend on k, we can put it out of the sum, and let γ and
∑

k≥0(1− γ)k cancel each other. Then,

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) ≤ ι(N) < ∞.

�

This result shows that even though we take into account all responsibility flows
as desired and therefore obtain a sum over all possible lengths k that is finite, the
discounting ensures that ργ always has finite coordinates.

Proposition 2 (Additivity). Let γ ∈ (0, 1) and let A ∈ R. For all i ∈ N and for

all pairs of maps ι1 and ι2, we have

ρ
γ
i (A, ι1) + ρ

γ
i (1, ι2) = ρ

γ
i (A, ι1 + ι2).

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1). For any player i ∈ N , we have

ρ
γ
i (A, ι1 + ι2) = γ

∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i (ι1 + ι2) (p)

)

= γ
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

[
Ak

p,i ι1(p) + Ak
p,i ι2(p)

]

)

= γ
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι1(p)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

ρ
γ
i
(A,ι1)

+ γ
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι2(p)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

ρ
γ
i
(A,ι2)

.

�

Thus, the responsibility of a player for several time periods is indeed the sum of
its responsibilities of each single time period, as desired.

Recall that 0 denotes the n-dimensional row vector (0, . . . , 0).

Definition 1. We say that i ∈ N is an independent player if we have ci (A) = 0⊤.

Lemma 2. For all independent players i ∈ N , and for all k ∈ N \ {0}, we have,

ci
(
Ak
)
= 0⊤.
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Proof. We prove it by induction on k. For k = 1, this is true by definition. Then,
assume that there exists k ∈ N \ {0} such that ri

(
Ak
)
= 0 and ci

(
Ak
)
= 0⊤. Then,

for any p ∈ N , we have,

Ak+1
p,i = 〈rp (A) , ci

(
Ak
)
〉 = 〈rp (A) , 0

⊤〉 = 0,

then ci
(
Ak+1

)
= 0⊤. �

Proposition 3 (Independent player property). Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R and let

ι : N → R. We have

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = γι(i).

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) and let i ∈ N be an independent player. By Lemma 2, for any
p ∈ N and any k ∈ N \ {0}, we have Ak

p,i = 0. Then the sum
∑

p∈N Ak
p,i ι(p) equals

0 for k ∈ N \ {0}, so

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = γ

∑

k=0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι(p)

)

= γ

(
∑

p∈N

A0
p,i ι(p)

)

.

A0 being the identity matrix, we have
∑

p∈N A0
p,i ι(p) = A0

i,i ι(i), thus

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = γι(i).

�

We remark that the responsibility value holds the players responsible for a fraction
γ of their direct impact. Then, for player i ∈ N , we call the quantity γι(i) the
direct responsibility. Subsequently, to determine the total responsibility, we add the
responsibility of the indirect impacts. Independent players, i.e. players that do not
benefit from any other player, do not carry any indirect responsibility and are thus
just assigned a fraction γ of their direct impacts.

Definition 2. We say that two players i, j ∈ N are symmetric w.r.t. GA if

ri (A) = rj (A) and ci (A) = cj (A) .

Lemma 3. For two symmetric players i, j ∈ N , we have, for any k ∈ N,

ri
(
Ak
)
= rj

(
Ak
)

and ci
(
Ak
)
= cj

(
Ak
)
.

Proof. We prove it by induction on k. For k = 0, this is true because A0 is the
identity matrix. Then, assume that there exists k ∈ N such that ri

(
Ak
)
= rj

(
Ak
)

and ci
(
Ak
)
= cj

(
Ak
)
. Then, for any p ∈ N ,

Ak+1
i,p = 〈ri

(
Ak
)
, cp (A)〉 = 〈rj

(
Ak
)
, cp (A)〉 = Ak+1

j,p ,

then ri
(
Ak+1

)
= rj

(
Ak+1

)
. With similar calculations on the columns, we have

Ak+1
p,i = 〈rp (A) , ci

(
Ak
)
〉 = 〈rp (A) , cj

(
Ak
)
〉 = Ak+1

p,j ,

then ci
(
Ak+1

)
= cj

(
Ak+1

)
. �
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Proposition 4 (Symmetry). Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R and let ι : N → R. For all

pairs of symmetric players i and j, we have

ρ
γ
i (A, ι)− γι(i) = ρ

γ
j (A, ι)− γι(j).

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) and let i, j ∈ N be two symmetric players. Then,

ρ
γ
i (A, ι)− γι(i) = γ

∑

k≥1

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι(p)

)

.

Players i and j are symmetric, by Lemma 3 we have Ak
p,i = Ak

p,j, therefore

ρ
γ
i (A, ι)− γι(i) = γ

∑

k≥1

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,j ι(p)

)

= ρ
γ
j (A, ι)− γι(j).

�

Since for player i ∈ N the assigned direct responsibility is given by γι(i), as we
saw in Prop. 3, it follows that ρ

γ
i (A, ι) − γι(i) can be interpreted as the indirect

responsibility. Symmetry then implies the notion of fairness that two players that
are connected in the same way to identical players are assigned the same amount of
indirect responsibility.

Proposition 5 (Efficiency). Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R and let ι : N → R. We have
∑

i∈N

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = ι(N).

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R and let ι : N → R. For all i ∈ N , we have

∑

i∈N

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) =

∑

i∈N

γ
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι(p)

)

= γ
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

[
∑

i∈N

Ak
p,i

]

ι(p)

)

By Lemma 1, we have that
∑

i∈N Ak
p,i = 1, and then

∑

i∈N

ρ
γ
i (A, ι) = γ

∑

k≥0

(1− γ)kι(N) = ι(N).

�

Efficiency ensures that all the units of emissions are assigned to some player and
prevents double counting.

To summarize, besides always taking on finite coordinates, our responsibility value
ργ always satisfies additivity, symmetry, the independent player property and effi-
ciency. Note that these properties resemble the axioms that Shapley used to define
its Shapley value [?] in cooperative game theory.
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3. Approximate solutions and numerical computation

3.1. ε-approximations. With the responsibility value, we aim to provide a prac-
tical tool. In the sequel, we show that, despite being an infinite sum, a precise
approximation for the responsibility value can be reached with just a few computa-
tions. Let γ ∈ (0, 1), let A ∈ R, let ι : N → R and let i ∈ N . Denote by ργ(A, ι)|q
the truncated responsibility value, defined, for all i ∈ N , by

ρ
γ
i (A, ι)|q = γ

q
∑

k=0

(1− γ)k

(
∑

p∈N

Ak
p,i ι(p)

)

.

The value ργ(A, ι)|q requires only a limited amount of calculations to be computed,
mainly q − 1 matrix multiplications. Given ε > 0, we define an ε-approximation

as any r ∈ R
n such that ‖ργ(A, ι) − r‖∞ ≤ ε, with ‖·‖∞ the L∞-norm of Rn. We

denote by qε the smallest integer such that ργ(A, ι)|qε is an ε-approximation, i.e.,

qε := min
{
q ∈ N | ∀i ∈ N, |ργi (A, ι)− ρ

γ
i (A, ι)|q| ≤ ε

}
.

By Lemma 1, for all i ∈ N we have
∑

p∈N Ak
p,i ι(p) ≤ ι(N), and then

‖ργ(A, ι)− ργ(A, ι)|q‖∞ ≤ γ ι(N)
∑

k≥q+1

(1− γ)k.

Using the formulae of geometric series and partial geometric series, we have

∑

k>q

(1− γ)k =
∑

k≥0

(1− γ)k −

q
∑

k=0

(1− γ)k =
1

γ
−

1− (1− γ)q+1

γ
=

(1− γ)q+1

γ
,

and then ‖ργ(A, ι)− ργ(A, ι)|q‖∞ ≤ ι(N)(1 − γ)q+1. Therefore, qε is determined by

(1− γ)qε ≥ ι(N)ε ≥ (1− γ)qε+1.

Using a computer, it is fairly easy to find qε, and then to compute an ε-approximation
r := ργ(A, ι)|qε. By minimality of qε, r is the ε-approximation most efficiently
computed, in qε + 1 steps requiring qε − 1 matrix multiplications.

3.2. Numerical computation. For convenience, we denote ~ι the n-dimensional
vector defined, for all i ∈ N , by ~ιi = ι(i). The formula for the responsibility
value becomes ργi (A, ι) = γ

∑

k≥0(1− γ)k
〈
ci
(
Ak
)
,~ι
〉
. Denote by P q

γ (A) the matrix

derived from A defined by P q
γ (A) :=

∑q
k=0 ((1− γ)A)k. This new matrix only

requires q− 1 matrix multiplications to be performed. Rearranging some terms, we
find a highly efficient formula to calculate approximations of the responsibility value
for all the players simultaneously :

ργ(A, ι)|q = γ~ι · P q
γ (A).
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A =







0.1 0 0.1 0.8
0.2 0 0.2 0.6
0.1 0 0.1 0.8
0.5 0 0.5 0
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1

0.1

0.1
0.8

0.2

0.2

0.6

0.1

0.8

0.5

0.5

Figure 1. Adjacency matrix A and its corresponding digraph GA

3.3. Example. Let γ = 0.6, let N = {1, 2, 3, 4}, let ι(i) = i, for all i ∈ N , and let
A be the adjacency matrix defined in Figure 1.

Notice that, in this case, players 1 and 3 are symmetric, and player 2 is an
independent player. By Prop. 3, we have that

ρ0.62 (A, ι) = 0.6 · ι(2) = 1.2.

It means that player 2, as part of the whole group N , is responsible for an impact
of 1.2 among the global impact of ι(N) = 10.

Let ε := 10−3. To obtain an ε-approximation of ρ0.6(A, ι), we have to find qε that
is the first integer to be smaller than or equal to ι(N) · ε = 0.01, i.e.,

(0.4)qε ≥ 0.01 ≥ (0.4)qε+1,

that is

q = 1 q = 2 q = 3 q = 4 q = 5 q = 6
(0.4)q 0.4 0.16 0.064 0.0256 0.01024 0.004096

.

We find qe = 5. Then, we need to compute the matrix P 5
0.6(A), which is approxi-

mately

P 5
0.6(A) ≃







1.129 0 0.129 0.401
0.160 1 0.160 0.341
0.129 0 1.129 0.401
0.251 0 0.251 1.158







.
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We can now finish the calculations:

ρ0.6(A, ι) ≃
(
0.6 1.2 1.8 2.4

)
·







1.129 0 0.129 0.401
0.160 1 0.160 0.341
0.129 0 1.129 0.401
0.251 0 0.251 1.158







=
(
1.704 1.2 2.904 4.151

)
.

We indeed obtained the right value for player 2. We see that player 2 and player
3 carry less responsibility than their direct impact, while player 1 and player 4 are
held responsible for less than their direct impacts.

ρ0.61 (A, ι)− γι(1) ≃ 1.704− 0.6 = 1.104,

ρ0.63 (A, ι)− γι(3) ≃ 2.904− 1.8 = 1.104,

satisfying the symmetry property.

4. The parameter γ

The parameter γ ∈ (0, 1) plays an important role in the responsibility measure
and determines how much emphasis is put on direct responsibility with respect to
indirect responsibility. Recall that for player i ∈ N with direct impact ι(i), the
direct responsibility a player has is given by γι(i), to which we subsequently add
the indirect responsibility. To get some intuition for the parameter γ, consider the
following example in Figure 2, that consists of N = {1, 2}, A′

1,2 = A′
2,2 = 1 and

A′
1,1 = A′

2,1 = 0. Moreover, the impacts are given by ι(1) = 1 and ι(2). In words,
player 1 sells all of her output to player 2, who in return consumes all her output
herself. Since ι(2), the activities of player 2 do not result in any impact. Then, let
us evaluate the assigned responsibilities. For player 1, we obtain

ρ
γ
1(A

′, ι) = γι(1) = γ,

while for player 2, we find

ρ
γ
2(A

′, ι) = (1− γ)ι(1) + ι(2) = (1− γ).

A′ =

(
0 1
0 1

)

1 2
1

1

Figure 2. Adjacency matrix A′ and its corresponding digraph GA′

Observe that when γ < 1
2
, player 2 carries more responsibility for the impact of

player 1 than player 1 itself. In fact, even though its own impact is zero, player 2 has
a greater total responsibility than the player 1 who does carry direct responsibility.
On the one hand, if one believes that a player should be responsible for its own
actions, it could therefore be argued that a value of γ < 1

2
is unreasonable. On the



10 ROSA VAN DEN ENDE AND DYLAN LAPLACE MERMOUD

other hand, one could argue that γ < 1
2
is legitimate since it reflects the power or

leverage a player has. In the current example, player 2 is the only player to whom
player 1 supplies, making player 2 the reason why player 1 has the impacts. If
player 2 were to cease buying from player 1, player 1 would, in the given situation,
no longer have any incentive to keep producing the impacts. Thus, the power that
player 2 has, is reflected in this high responsibility value. These are moral or political
questions which are not easy to find a universal answer to. In our model, one can
adapt the value of γ in order to be in line with the point of view on these dilemmas
one chooses to take.

5. Conclusions

As a response to the increasing need to assign responsibility to a player for impacts
that take place elsewhere in the value chain, whether such impacts are negative
impacts like the emission of greenhouse gases, the underpayment of employees or
positive impacts such as the transition to renewable energies, we developed a method
to assign direct as well as indirect responsibility to players, based on the underlying
graph and the direct impacts of every player. Since this responsibility value is shown
to satisfy a set of desirable properties, it can be applied in many situations and on
many different scales, as players can be interpreted as either countries, firms or
individuals. For example, if we consider the impacts to be carbon emissions, the
responsible value could play a major role in achieving the emission reduction efforts.
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