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757 — I\ Bargaining Games and fi# Solutions

Definition (334 fE)#& Bargaining problem)
XHREIBE (X (S,d) e ¥ D -

o S C RN MATIREES utility possibility set (UPS).

o d e S RZ R disagreement point.
(FIEF—MREVCUT D IR ZRET S :
S M VI)\D M Compactness. th1E Convexity
SEME Comprehensiveness Yz € S,Vy € ?Rf,y <zx=yesS
BIBEANBIBM Strong individual rationality 3z € S,z > d

T, BREOSH. EEMANERRETHDIIEZEREL. (X(F)
—fREERDS CERBL, d=0 ZRET Do
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S RBIREDY - )1 Do

Example (/-1 DECH)
ZADTL—Y—{1,2} I£&BI1A DRBEEZZ Do
o TL—VY—i AZ(FENB /1 DENDEIE%Z z; € [0,1]
o JL—Y—i DS z, L&D (RAMAMMERT 2) BEHAZ

U,Z(IL'Z) = ai\/:n_i
2’2 Us a; >0 [F. TL—P—i DT —FDOFHZERTHE

o UPS (& S = {(u1,u2) € R2|u?/af +ud/ad <1}
o ZHRAKRIE d=(0,0)
o (S,d) FRENBISRBOMHEEZHRICT .
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fZ Solution

Definition (#% Solution)

(%) BRE(F. HRB VS e %, [T UPS EDR ¢(S) e S EHED
(T2 ¢ : 2 — RN

BE.

BN EBBIRE SN DM
VS eX
(85) /XL — BRI Pareto efficiency = 3z € S,z >> (S)
(—R) BRI Homogeneity Ve > 0,¢(c S) = c ¢(5)
RIEANSBIBM Strong individual rationality ¢(S) > 0
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BEAZEOEHAERED (T — Win-Win

Win-Win D FEEEDFHH
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NIEBDH (Kalaifl])

Definition (38& 58 Strong Monotonicity (FERE(CEI T D B Issue
Monotonicity))

VS, T €X,SCT = ¢(5) <p()

Definition (7FROJREM (ZERPEISOIREME Step-by-Step Negotiation) )

R o DOROREMETSICT iff, VS, U e X, U c S, HhD
T={2"eRlY | €S2 =2"+ )} €T ESE

o(U) = p(S) + o(T)
HEimlcd & TH Do
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B EEDRB - 195 #E egalitarian solution

Definition (—ELLZREC Proportional Solution)
B o N—ELURHPBETHDEF IJpe RY, VS e X,

¢(S) =max{A [ Ape S}t p

BiC. p=(1, 1) DERF, 19FHE egalitarian solution &L\ D,
;@ﬁ#%?ﬁﬁ?‘%.ﬂﬁ%ﬂzgiﬁ egalitarianism &UL\5,
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NESHN 7 TO0—FDFEEBDA (Kalai[1])
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B D3HEE DB

Definition (7w ¥ 2 28 Nash bargaining solution (NBS) [5, 4])
e(S) NF vV ABBETH D E L,

maX{HiEN(ui = dl) ‘ u e S}
EVWSRAILBIBDE—DIRERD I ETH D,

BIC, CORBROTEZENE, SAOHADOINERKILITDE
(THEI EZBVER utilitarian solution) & [EE,
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ROAERN T 7 O—F DERDH

Theorem ([5, 4])

LT OMEZBL T RSREM—F v Y 21 HEEDHTH D,
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FEEZ vs TR EZRD

XARICE o T, EORBBMBENTLDINIERD (3] BREDBER),

Q. Uy—xF ADTL—V—1. 2OZATONEEZEZ %,
TL—VP-1D2&DET—F A ZIFATULDEE, Kalai
DRECHES &, EBSICEDZLLDT—FHMnEcSND
E35H7?

Q. BDT—F B [CDWLWTIF. EHIEELELD,
A BD2D2DT—xDNEHNS5EBESNZIMAEEELEL
7eBF. Nash & Kalai & T, EESOADNMANKELR
BH7?

{EREDIHIE
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