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22 BREFE LAY AREE MELYS Hatte dd BhmREEE &
Xitge B 22 FHTHI HE - kD A PR kst HHEH
Ak T IEE Ko w3 HME EAetz Yok

8 Bleol vt HBAE 2o MR Wt RES WHREEES FEslA
O BESHA @A vl AAlgle] MREEES MHete &L el o b
BBEE7T MAESER 225 mBinwst 393 598 Adroh, o] 3o
h#H HEY gEMRRY 1;?4 = 7 Arr W ARy Ak 2=
7Hd A E Aol ng ERY AES BEStE #92 WA WA A4 5 U
webA BRAES SHM BESAY KEn ten BREEREES AL+ 3
T ARFERMDY HHBRHEA AN RITSHFHFEE £330 JA =5
A7t 2 B me YA BEE 7o st figel SFHGE A4 L A
BRI A &

SRl EY) = Selvbet ato] ok el BkEHE YolA B R AEFelA Y
BEREel A& dv Azolch oleid MR HET SEME 53, @
TR w125 G el A AT7b B BEES Aol 4 Zuks] o] FolA
w el oL BEHE YolN B L AKHIAY HHEMEY FH
2 3 ddor AR ey oled JAMREIES HE
el vl o] H3t ?Héﬂra Y BEBEE AoldA HEHE R
7h A s el £F FASE WS ohew o #AHES oshd A,
FHRIB/Y ZER WMol MEEEE I5F ERSBHRZACY d2E BREMRES
A gong orfix dA FANT dv STFzAA dEIHER $&
ol EA|, aswpol HRu=lo] EHifhio] 33" AL SHEANT FHEMN
A" FFE FEIe BolA mEmEmEe] olFold Aoz BREFES Jd
dsted, el ol gl A AR vdAdAdg #3e 275 mAd}the Holrh el

et FEHEETS BHFRE BRETERA 4% 2HTHRY "B/RE H
FREEESAA KBEWEAS 2302 SHE4M FHEN 2F A4 o

ol
oN
)
2
i3
i

U
2
el

2) BEeEe T BHEAST FHE Aol B EL] Fd FH T—FHE st W H &
MALRAES U3l (B9E F2K). 2B °‘H¥>-L.i HA3l Aol Egascipo)l ERHBI
ﬂl?ﬂoﬂ o] 2z x3tm Aojz Aol ol g Fel o BHITHES x| izt HHFHC L

A Aoz Hopof girk (LT, [ %8k 1, 1985, P.4lD).

3) BHERAEE B4l ot AREgo|} FL 2o Aoz FEO Aol glo]
A= obEAY 2 59 AR EE AHxst FRIAAE HA 8 Hﬁﬂiﬂl Sl A U
1. 3595 2. 547 - 7}15 2L AFAY 3. oA 4. WS- BAAY

4) BITEES BREEEY sigol 3lod 2 gy} Bths = EEMARY =349 244, A 30
Z A} 3] st 2 HKE B BHPRS Fo dad, o= ASE 4Ese &
BES MREFEES Tt BHREY Hhel
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H BB fREel o2& :¥E fHHEsA sde

AL BmE kel dste] o] o7to] MEE = AN S HATete Aol EBRES
T3 Ark Hrh zha ] whebabe EpE Al UolA BREEEEY TWEHRS B
B2 R APAA L AA st BEeo £HS 9FolA #HaEe s o
A o

R
x

=, o] Beloj] oAste] BEMFEH/T BBLBTRA NAE 4% ¥4
A olel gt kiE RS WES @S obEE REMRHES R
ot HERNCE HEALD F AT HEE K ST Rl dAstd #RsiAch

I. sRflfrae SEOERE e

B EEEcel A BREEEN o fHTHY KENRE-E F&
TR 2 AAl BEtsl = AAAA AAAEAZA 7=, BHERE HHA
o2 13 ZAAAYEE 73k F, BEMFRT WHREEESY SR S &
HoE dE 9 o] o &Y THEHEH H2es JAFF=ES &5t FFel 7HEA
£AS 2, ololue} BHAEEESL 15 2429 BELH 93 %
wmEe s s A = Zoldh fIE Eo ATstd o2 2ot HERH
EEEAsYbol s o EEIfR 3|2 A EHEMS 12% 232 SEHES
il 9% &5 L] AdE Aeg dledd o MAEEE ffste 9%
o} 12% Afe] 9] oW gt B&5| LIgE $F oA Flge]l d ZHoleh  wapA
MEE Rl 28ty Bobe o Wg F, 9% 12% AlelolA RipstH s B
FEEEES 8T ol ooy MMREFES M- 2 BN
Fel3l EAERS &Y AT A FF TFo olojo] == R (con-
tract zone) o] EAT F Uk oJA-L o Fo|2h ol st ulshRo]l MEKER
o THE dlEF A FEEEMS REste ot o3l TRk 'R 9
gyoto g ubu|gtol K (contract zone) o] #HRA 4 U+ Aoty HEH
el 315" A 2 BRZA EAENS 9% HHEEME 12%9] H451E
S J&3tE ole g FY K45 ko] HlEA Addcke RES . 7S
b, okoF &S} HEMAA 2T AP S sdste e thme] Adel AsietH 2
R FRERS Bl o &3h7] Bobe 10 % =v 11 %9 &35 &&5]
EiEs B T A Aolvh WA BEGEESE oA BEfRS] KREH
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o] 5ol He BHE =, 10% == 11% %oz o] 2o 4 (contract
zone) o] o3 A Pollx RS E Ao},

A BHERT BREEESY MRER N3 929 o] L Pz u]g
(risk premium) o] A %o Wl 7144 02 7 EEMRBEES 53 3o 2 A
#A#IK (contract zone) & ¥#WMstx, oo utet FREEES A 2 S Aol
A RipEEE dob MBS Mt SRS MEsthE Ao,

IT . sl fhae Tl Hrasis (contract zone )

1. BSHA2 #X1L

BEMETT 4 &5 = FEM oA BMARESEEEY LBTH oS SISt
oot 2 BRES SR g

) BIREEEELS K4 HEH% (resistance point ), & HEH o2 oW 3 4 9
= TR&ES €l T2 wislo]l BolA 2t 9L F A& #HR7F o e
(resistance point)0ﬂ s o R o 4sE A HEERE (FBRTET R
BEslo] At HERS A9 BE %9 FE) O JE3}

) Bk A3 HEME A AR MEE LRl AA BEoMe Sl
© BRESEESS 25 REME, F il I 7/\01.1 7b okl AE g
APA A MEHORES T A7t BRYE wet BA" £ Y ER o
sto] wvon Neuman-Morgenstern F 8345 2z °’T1} a8l B4 K
g Sko] ZEHHAMSY S23¥4E 27t (monotonic increasing) & e &,
FEREMNY 33T Dt (monotomc decreasing) ¢ g2 el
@ TS ot A BERES & 9 MEEEESS olduzl THEE &
R PERAES BAE AJl8 ot ol AL MEEEES 2 e Wl =
Rtz S 4 (priori distribution) & A3tz o= AL 90|37l x g

@ HRERAST A £ = BHARERES 259 BED & £H7 o9
T F7 % AT 4 UL WEEBH (random variable) £ 7hE= )

) B REALS LIaTo] MMREFEES) g ol Y4 F4stn ol Bk
I PR RESIs BE&AKHES AZ Byl th ol AL kiRl &EhE

5) RS MFEHHTo) F3e] F ol A F Ut KBS BT 49 ol%d A,
ool REKMS gphol 45 Aol ERehA) Aol T AME $43) ¢ 4+ gheh
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A =T EHES Bl ol Boll A o BEER REHA Fede RS Yvl
ol 4o el dAste HEBEAMY WHEPHAS Konstd KX (1) 3 o] =Hoh

TRET EHES Ik A3t KARTAAE 2 54E BHE AN REAIIZ
Eide A

E[U]=E[u(Y’)]-P(YézH—E[u(X)]-P(Y(z) .................. (1)

ECU] : 8@ &0 e

Y BEHORIE SRS e & M8 (random variable)

X :mfh RS MRS vel = BA®H (random variable)

z : SEH AR BrEHlo] Bl A FEF A= THE, F HEHE (resis-
tance point)

Y Y=z A9Y Y.med Y=z A4S Y =Y

ECu(Y")] Y o #ifFMA

P(Y=z) :Y=:29 W

ECu(X)]: X9 HiggwA

P(Y<2) :Y<z9 W&

& (1) & HE B8 o] FJE + 3ot

E[u(Y’)j.P(Y>z):jwu(y’)fy (9)dy P (Y Z2) crerrernennenn 2)
fy’(y') : Y’ 2] 882534 (probability density function)
ECu(X)J -P(Y<z) —IZU(X)g(X)dX-P(Y<Z) .................. (3)

g(x):X9 8% 34 (probability density function)

w3 fy (y)) = % oM P(Y22): EHOEED % () & b

ECu(Y)]-P(Y22) = u(y’) f(y')dy ==

= ECu(Y)]— f;u(y)f(y)dy «oeerens ()
8]z K@B)olA fou(x)g(x)dx & Hiel 22 & (3) L ol o 7o) T‘*l‘%}’“
Ak ot o KB olA HH kE fou(x)g(x)dy S ehic)

ECu(X)J-P(Y<z) =K fZf(y)dy- eerreerereecennnns 5)

6> Rkl o) S5l HAEM MHHAL ot 2o, 2559 RS 34 ¢ A
E(UI=E(u(Y’)J-P(YSzI+E(u(X)]-P(YZz)
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A 6)E K)ol A oo KBS Lot
E(U) = E(u(Y)])~ fu(y)f(y) + kf5f(y)dy =<
—E[u(Y)]— fo {u(y) =k} (y)dy eeroemmmeneananns (6)

%Eﬁfﬁi*\“o] HEHB; (resistance point) 2 ol 5o 2 RESFEZA WA
S At F dE 7S HAS] Hske "A X (69 ECUIE zo  #H3he
gt

dE[U]:{u(z)—k}f(Z) ..................... (7N
dz

ol R e ulz)=k A5 o] HEZ HHAAMN HRpHes &
KA = BEEAHS u(z) = kot E(U]7F AL 7HA7] HsiAde u
(z) = koA o}l o] FH s F A qbEA Aok gt

d2
E(U) = —u'(z)f(z)—u(z)f' (2)+ ki’ (2) {O-rereenmemmmnnenenees @)
dz?
KO ulz) = k9 2% 2w o] Fagrh
E(U) = —u'(z2)f(2) {Orerererenarraneans (9)
o RO= M (v)ol 23t 2 fEke] JFH . SHA A BLKE
) 5te] @427} (monotonic increasing) 3te ELFFE AUER o (z2)E

A Fo ghs zti=r} w3l 3gulx 3 (probability density function) 2
Egel Wt f(z) 94 4 EY #E /RER RO A= I AHA
whebA SEHAMY WAESMES u(z)9 ol k, F Elu(X)) =Es (SulX)s
(x)dx & —&F 2% Sdsisde)

919 ARE HEEE (FEAEY B DA b A ) o] BEM R R o 3
WA F%st 882 AYUE K#eo 4 #HiE (resistance point) S AA
RN HEMHES S Acke AL g de, =3 BRREFESC]  Eh
o Aol A EpEmAvRIREE R (Y) o g 7
g HojFr)

%: (resistance point) -2 AASE

-l &L A3 g go]l X "ot

rlr
HN

2. #31% (resistance point) & RERF &
BEEEY AR Zodzad u(z) =E(u(X)]L 23 3ol ek
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PN
T 3

z=d Eu(X) =
= E(X)— RP( X) ceereemeecricnnnns (10)

E(X) : BHARBERE Yol #E#Y (random variable) X (E4K#)
o] #ARE (mean)

RP (X)) : mEzx# (random variable) X ( B4 k¥ ) 9 9@ Ty v|d(risk
premium)

BB &S] AL F v HeAKEES 5# (variance) o] 7 HREfE
vl wale] vl A FHvhy b Arrow—Pratt o {39 X4 (local risk
aversion index) S AM838}e] 9§ Zaju|Yd (risk Premium) -2 ofef o} o]
Ag 4 Lo,

RP(X) :%V (X)) 1 (X)) vrrerrerensersnenanne (11)

V(X)X (H&KEE) 9 5 # (variance)

X : X (fi4AK%) o HEE (mean)

r(X): X8 BeA#e doid B A Arrow—Pratt @33 447
(local risk aversion index)

wtebal KX (11) & K (10) o] RASI oh59 K (12) & =t

zz—i——é-V(X)r(i) ........................ (12)

R (12) & &3t} #PiB: (resistance point) 2 EEIfhHol &S] A +
A= H4HKHEY HEME (mean), 48 (variance), 7283 2 #ifF{E (mean) o
g9loj A2l Arrow—Pratt 8332 4 (local risk aversion index) o] &3}

7) B&kHEo] 3ete] gbZE7t (monotonic increasing) E 83345 Uz Y+ HEHAAS] Arr-
ow-Pratt 9 @33 x| (local risk aversion index) = t}-S-3} o] EHEcl

r(§)=—3:'(§3 e (0= (log v (D)

r(XO>08 A2 9333 (risk averse) AL, 2z r(XD0Y 4L 9FAM D (risk
prone) 4 $& e,

B& Ko 3l wdZh4 (monotonic decreasing ) EE 55 Yz 9+ HHAE Arrow-
Pratt 339 x4 (local risk aversion index): th& s} 7},
u” (Y) . —

= =4
u/(-) ™ l( )_d

1(X)= Clogu’(X))

1IGO >0 A A% 9739 (risk averse)/‘ji}——, 28z 1(X)<0Y A% AFAL (risk
prone) A oo}:_o_ Ao, o 245 A3 o8-S Pz 7, Pratt(1964), Keeney and Raiffa
(1976, pp.159-174).
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o EdTE AL ¢ F Uk HRREY Gk £28E AP 5.

HERERZR] HBRFRGH] FAst] AL Asste 5o BHMRBALK =

2 He 2k HHiE (resistance point) & ol 9} o] g Ho| o},
2’ =X, — %V(Xc)r(i) ..................... (13)

X.: {4 (random variable) X.9 #i%{f (mean) = el X, =X—
Cx Exdctd

C : FEZ588 (random variable) Co Hi#5{E (mean)o]v] CE= 2Rl thREAM
of M2+ #MHS YElE A (random variable) 24 X9} Byragol ok,

2 B2 WEM ALY wEE o] KB (resistance point) of 7] X &
dFL obe o} 3lo] F A}

Nz =z—17’
= X-%— 3 (V(X) r(D)=V(X)r (X)) mx
= T 5 LV r (D)= (V(X) + V(C) }r (Ke) Jorsrmrrsre (14)

A Hold BEME B3 A Fol YAsch 714 (constant risk
aversion), (X )= r(X,)=r > 02 A7 RrEl P2 K (14) & ojalsl 7+
o Zamth

Az= C+ >

5 V (C) o1 sremeeeeinnenninne. (15)

K (15) o 9fste] (Mol wh2E Bl SBME A M #KHB (resistance
point) 3 Az g FHAIH, o] Az IAv)E BAMEREA Hi#¥4E (mean),
s # (variance), 7.2]5 Arrow—Pratt 9 2§39 %)<= (local risk aversion
index) o web pEHThE Ae & & 9l

HHEEC] UY FEREL (risk prone) o A ¢S AUz Yo, & 109

2C

V(C)
AEE BEHHEEo) A¥ S EIF (risk prone) 3c}ed SREIMFBE ficl WEE B
A< 258 HHEAMS HHB (resistance point) & Eol: HREZ 74
< Aeolth zev o R BMEEE EF 93-S 39sdE 43S A x

A7 A ol o2 gt AeE= F3) =8 Aol

AL ARt Az e arle okl Aold, r{— o A AP

3. &AL C contract zome) 2 &gk

8) MBS HA¥ Xe=X+C2 EHA}
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o] wadd Ao fERS vlmste] MEEEE BT ool HE #HE
fiES ECT EAY AT, EA BB FRYAE AL ov] EUEAA
A e S8 x 9/1"’}. THHREEE KRS HEPB (resistance point )
Aol gisgol ol dt #iMl, 5 HEEHUR (contract zone) S 7FEZ7]E Aolch

Bl oA F’Eﬁﬁ%‘«} % (resistance point) o] BEM A 2AX
o 39 Fo W%eEE (positive contract zone)o| EAS i, ©]9 iR &
B A2 #EHLE (resistance point) o] FHEMS 2A R 24 B %
X (negative contract zone) o] A 35}A =} ol o) X (16) & o]2]d}
P (contract zone) 9 RS B F 3 glom MBI F (subscript) e
o v £H EHEL HHEAS 7o

CZ=7.—7,

= (Xe=X) + €+ T) + 5 (V(X)+ V(C)I 1 (Re) + 5 V(XD

FV(Cu) )1 (Xoy) seerverenvnaseens (16)

CZ: #%#tE (contract zone) S Yehy CZ>09 A [FY e,
CZ<O2 A AY HEmERe THIch

1(Xee) : Bo k¥ Xeeo] QoA @EES Arrow—Pratt 98 3|3 =49 (lo-

cal risk aversion index)

r(Xew) @ BLAKHE Xouol ojA BEEAS Arrow—Pratt 913 3|3 =] 5= (loc-
al risk aversion index)

A K (16) ol A & frgol 3t B SRS BFME (mean) 7+ fEFAE [
2RAHY 2 AT E HBEEmRe] 24T 5 doE AL & FAd
olAL MHBER v MHEER ¥ ARBEAY TREM wWEsE AdZd0y
(risk premium) o] X, —X. & B2 A%, 3 (C.+T) + 5 (V(X) +
VCOI 1K)+ 5 (V(X) +V(C)I 1 (K> (RumKe) o 7F 42T o
7]--‘—‘—?'5]— bl o]r,]-

ohebA BRI (contract zone) o] A7 = (1) MGREEEEY BHRER
°ﬂ et WiREE (mean) o] £R (2) MFAEHEEESY dREBEHI e BigEe &

3) MREEESY HBRAEAR 9 BAY THEYM H=2s A= 0] (risk
premium)oﬂ &G AL ¢ F Uk

FE NS B2z A
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a2 HEEHEE (contract zone)o] AttE AL BHEEHERZSO] EEHWKE
ol oste] d& o & olele] 29td o adE AL gz, g9 o
£ Z7o] FYstetd K (contract zone) o] F4E LS SIS
PRE FA F Aotk webA ole] & %K (contract zone)o WAERS

@t

EX5H7] g ez Y EZH v (risk premium) & Z7}A7) = ghsko.
E BEHREES 24 NAdstAY Ao BEHRERS REGE A Sl
zd = %-F Aok

4. SHITBTS 1575485 ( contract zone) 12| HIE

FEOR/7E o2 REs ] AT HERS $BHES (HAEE "H7H )L
EH® (resistance point) & offj o} 7ko] AA T Ho|o}

U(Z) _EUES] ‘:CL_ Z,:u— EuES] ..................... (17)
S:EHETR (58] BE)HR IS T AT HeAES YehilE HEBK
(random varlable) ZA g = REAEES ERI A4

BX #R dolAE Bk BHAHRTY 243 22 BRESFESY
&Y (bargaining power) o 2iQlch &, FHTH/ME) FRREs  EE A
o BB WA HEHY RREAS Loled Adrte AAL MEEEES A
ole] o HEBfRl o E3bw ol Wb & BMREEESS HHB (resi-
stance point) & #fgdl o] E-9lol A9} Aol wet FEo] stk FE9
BHLH (resistance point) o] A3 54l o) HmgRe] HRH S dvtz 7t
Al BA. ol el A HWMEIKS HAXCT R4S %) (bargaining po
wer) & BNAFESAY e SEHRGo] HHES @S (bargaining power)
= E/PFFESHY &3 BEMl f2lshAl #E#iE (resistance point) & @A
A7) W ol e} ol ek A WUREE KT S MBEO FH% (resistance point)
o] HTMS &7 AITHESE 9 #FR 52 Sold MEM 4¥S mTF A
olch ol2gt W o B e Algsle: shod MBS BE@e LS (barg-
aining power) & H|& - HF D2 A, H A7k S8 wat ARMF HY
fe] BB o HEMGE mET ¢ I "ok 2w olouel AR EHE
(resitance point) & $Es = 22 v & H WprmgmEe] Ml &
Asteets AlSE = owe] Ao Eo HEEgme] BRI

—BCE UM BRI A BRREEES S MBS HEHE (resistance po-
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int) & sl ofulq WEA A WIORRKO A5T AF Sophdz ek 0

Webd WEHAZ EES T HRme ERAwel Jo1 A B &
A5t el g 2 Bl olvl 2 R A iR Aoleh ol BEMR
FAE MENHHEM BT RS Sote] HHM (resistance point) & W7
A7 % 9] ARelr ofv] el A HHTSHARC] o A% (EHM (resistance
point) & BHARMER Rl A A2 3 Ayl oJ3hed AAHE Aotk

webd fo] BEEE] AL A PRITAIL REY BEES) WREEHS
L WU ZWEHE 5 BERES stz 2ok B BEEA &
B e BEEEES S A9 EWER] B E 2 Mol <
Ael ek,

8 mEEe] ol Y e FAY At BEMRTAAE
LWBES A0 PROBRITY 2205 o 2 tehte v 98 ol
o) A3l ek,

V. SRelfhE T KBET
1. MHREY AT

7ol ol
L Zol Ssle] WA o FAREIE $ABI] d3tel, thee] 7S Zeuthen-

2 AR > E‘E{?_

HEE A BEMe] 2A2E A RSt ke AS Bastae Sl
O MREHEESS A2 AEH o2 YT E (risk willingness) & v 3}
ololwet 9@ T (risk willingness) 7} e o] Fug ek o] 4

FRIE F7)E 9P AIE (risk willingness) Bl ol 9lojA 2 FA 7} i
23 AR ok gkek FE9 PP E (risk willingness) 7} U ol = B
REFE 27 S5 gD

10 ) Walton and Mckersie(1965, P.61)%= t}-2-3} zto} F-A3br}, “Parties first tactical assign-
ment is to assess Opponent's utilities and strike costs and if possible to ascertain his
resistance point).”

11) Harsanyi(1965)] oate} @zldel mARYE o3 Fugele] FFslofof gebe solo} &
3} 519 oo, Pen(1952), Bishop(1963,1964) 28] 32 Foldes(1964)5-2 ol2{gt R g2lo] ¢
73 ARG e o olel A =42 Cross(1969, pp.23-28)F H=2T A.
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et BEEA o] B HEEmAA LS I3 497 JAAE e
o AL BBHEHE Y Adold F, £HMANS T HEEARNIA BeK
BE ZWshe A5 ol KR (18) 9 A #HEEE o mHEEM] #Rd
BEKES Wropgol x| g3 AT 27 & A% F48 Aol

Uu(v)-(1-P(v)] + ELUu(Xu)J-P(V)) Uu(W) creeeserrernerrens (18)

uBBELANS LERF

v BEE AR dA HaEslol Bl Q98 BH K

wi BEHEMC] dA HEgelo] Bol A BiRsH: BHk¥E

Xu: GBI MIS] FEA#BE (random variable) 24 WEMRY HE IS F

A= B k¥

p(v) : R HM] HEHAAEY BELOTY vE AAS ¢

2B A T 8TY vE AL oS mEA HHHAC) Hele o] dL

oh3-7 Zro] =}

AUu = Uu(v)[1-P(v)] + E(Uu(Xu) JP(v) — Uu (W) sesrrereeeemnenes (19)

HHHA MU AUu7t %01 ‘: TEA THRrEe] AgE Tk Aol o

l

#H o}

Pu(v) : 8 AM 487 IFA S (risk willingness)

PREA 2 EAE RS 92t X (risk willingness) ¥ ohg&-3} o] 3
= o,
Ue(w) — Ue(v)

Qe(W) = —— (21)
Ue(w) —E[Ue(Xe))

Qe (w) : fFAEMS] APFIFA% (risk willingness)

A9 K (20) # (21) ol E(Uu(Xu)) 2 E(Uu(Xe)l & 7 & Bl & 3
fEFES] HHU% (resistance point)olA9 A& U, (z,) ¥ Ue(ze)gl- —Fe=
Aol B2 AT MGREEESY YA GAE (risk willingness) & ulszel] o]
AL ALK KB (resistance point) o] AAA JIE 73t AS o 49
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o} & (20) #F (21) & webA] ofS 3 3o}
U“(v)_Uu(w)
Pu(v) = (20")
U“(V)—Uu(zu)

Ug (W) — Ue(v)
Qe(w) e iiiiessssieesiieeeaes (2]/)
Ue(w)_ Ue(Ze)

7F4 (W) & BFE Pu(v) = Qe(w) o A & Ao, Pu(v) 2Qe(w) 9 7
T+ BAE7 FESGE AL uigid sHA () & HGREEET] BN EER
of A= Ad HHRE AUz Adote AL Yulet AL opdn ol
2] BAFEEESS O ARERE dFY ¥ olZE 252 Pu(v)d QewE
Hlashs Zlo] ohdeh, 250l Rakshy e MEMe YA E (riskwillingness)
o aEMe 9349 A% (risk willingness) & vl mdhe] FTHELE BEd A
olef. @MEF B#St v HHM AL AR IAH = (risk willingness) &
Pa(v) olgtx 3, ol AL

Uu(v) — Uu(w)

Pﬁ(v) — heieeieseneccnsanenes (22)
Uu(v) — E[Uu(Xe)]

o 7o) EAS 3, 2o wHo T HEMAC] W@ 9= ERES 97D
E (risk willingness) & o}e} ¢} 7ro] F A =t}
Ue(w) — Ue(v)

Qe’ (w) e eeteetiecirecsessa e (23)
Ue(w) — E(Ue(Xu)]

wetA BEFEEL Pu(v)< Qe'(w) 9 A4, FEAEZE Qe(w)=Pu'(v)y 7
F GEE T Aot zEE ol A AYHI A= AR, Pu(v) 2
Qe’(w) ¢t Pu'(v) 2Qe(w) o A, 4 Pu(v) £ Qe’(w) 9} Pu’(v) < Qe(w)
o A, =g AR Pu(v)=Qe’ w) &Pu’(v)2Qe(w) o A7 A= stodof &
ot A9 Hgole HEHEN EAY A HEE40] 23z vixgy A$ <k
& 257 gEstA =,

a2y BREEES LT BREMEE R osto] MHEMle] &S IR B
o BTl AFIT HFiIHEZES A (prior distribution) & Y giodd, Pu
(v)> Qe’(w) &t Pu’(v) <Qe(w) & A7} A AR Aok, wabd %@
< BERE wtd Zlolw, o] g 432 o] EHolA 2 AL B §
<= Aol oA L on] FEMEANA Hal A, F BEMKRTS EHE (resist-



128 EEBHE GIT%

ance point) -2 ¥ol o5t FED £ Qots A —FFE Aol weh
05 B9 BEERA A Zhd A Sl 5 oleldt oMo fHAEE 2wl sl
Hel, BEMRT BREE FEBRY BETHL RARE WA == Aol

2. PHTBTY FHETIY KK

FEITR7T RhEE HEEY H S E PHRTHEE Aot BEEELS) 4
Cfell felstA e HFHTHASH 45 (prior distribution) & 27 = Ee
BEFIRACI A ol ebx o A RO HERZ W BEikagst sy, 28
ool A o] A oe 2ol fagElo] & 9ol A ol o dlAe] st
H 4ol A AFH AR FHRITBMES MEEEEAY T HEMFHE o
sted guEE ool M E WAL THHRET Sote Hoh F33 wastAl ot gy
A RROTR7L R FEEAAY BBELBAAE HBREkEEe] 520 el Pu
(v) & Pu(v)E Pu(v)Z, 22xw Qe(w) 9 Qe’(w)E Qe (w) 2 &4 +
Hote dE&e Hold =R %o BERE THY 4 Aok 22 ojAL W
REFESC] Hrgdlol 29 THARE Eotd I HEMRT mEY 4
€ 58 & ZEche fiRol s15d Aol g2

olot 2 BithEFH FHYY FAAAE o £, BESRT BEASE
ROl S BBLWe T B EANYNE SHAS AETY  Ee
LWt vl wstel BEMRe] wA 9ge] o F Jolats AMNS & 4 9A Ho

V. #& A

AE RS AR oIk WRER BREEES RES EBRLH
St BHAECL BAE T FElEels SUHBERES Y ERc] B|EsTE
2ol wal o] A BEMA TN REFE & MEEEESS HHMUH (res-
istance point)o] BES ] Zypol 98 EiFo] ¥rhssty] @Eolo.  weh4

12) Hicks(1963, pp.146=147) o323} 780 2L Jfep “.owes while the employer may refuse
to concede it, because he does not believe the Union can hold out long enough for concess=
ion to be worth his whiler-.--- a strike will ensue ! but it arises from the divergence of
estimates, and from no other cause:----- The danger lies in ignorance by one side of
the other’s dispositionsyseeeecess
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BHMERET Bl Aty YE BEWREEES T3 A 8%, HET

ol A== HHUB (resistance point) o BHMBEME Wl BRI F

BITR (53] B ) FES KYWoZE RITET F Jrts A2 o]2A ot

5, BEMRTANA EHLB (resistance point) o BEHKBME A, A K

Bl ZAZE A $ ol THE KT ZPL o) Tol WA Eoh: FAAL #ik

AZie B, EEOBES MEAEEEESAIA st o BHEERS BRE A

S, &9 JuAAY o] B WP 9 (HBNV. 1 ZEf 4 Pu(v))>Qe’ (w)
ot Pi(v)<Qe(w) o] #HAIZF FAlol 4P 23] 0 KIBAIE ddoz o

FA e Aol weld BHMARE 2 HRY FREt It KENRES
metm s el e R whel, =3 K5 (resistance point)o @

E#S oot BEREEFESS AAY 876 gEshdl sles Aol A3 &
wrRHE] LEREET HARES HED REE 259 SERedl U

A KGR (resistance point) o 4 2 WOl #ETBES BRI o Folztn
& g 9l

FoE ARWAAMER A 2ste] Bl RHESY P READ F dE HE
#orstarat kel A, REEER HE 92 BAA BEEEE (con-
ract zone) o] HRT BRI of I Aoloh wetd BT MEEES ] o
vh BASRE (final offer) /RO MWAo] EFHCH ol AL BMEEHE £4
o] MEEHC] REER o] FAY £ FolA st AdE o HmRETE
ol Fof e HROZA, BTHES vl wote] BGEEFEAA o 2 o@ug
ek Zol ek, webd Bk BhigE 2ubE o uE Aol A, R4
HEE fliol o2& EAo] HAEHEE (contract zone) Kol 7| 3tchs Aol %
RSk}, BAREEEECNA MBRGXK w2s BHS Ay RFAI 2 gk e},
webd BREEEEC Wil st AL F Y& oo ZyHEm, mae
Rk R A A Fx19 Zolo), mix|etom (hgigaEel RS W] BEs
o A BEERS BRS Jetx, w3 FY BEEERcd radRae m
245 WA st oF & AHolr}

~ o

[¢)

e & 1o ru
il

13) HREEHRS] FHHEH M oriori distribution)o] Hstel BIFEEHSO] ¥t ol &

BOlE A% BT F U3
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The Analysis of the Effect of Compulsory
in Labor -Management Relations Arbitration

— Can Compulsory Arbitration Carry Out a Strike-Like Function

in Collective Bargaining? —
Gwang - Gi Baek

Abstract

The increased number of organized employees and amount of collective bargain-
ing in the public sector has caused many industrial relations students to pay atten-
tion to the compulsory arbitration mechanism. Some of these have criticized the
compulsory arbitration on the grounds that it tends to replace collective bargain-
ing itself. They argue that each party lacks the incentive to concede and compro-
mise that is so necessary in reaching agreements as long as the threat and/or use
of strike is unavailable to them. On the other hand, the proponents of the com-
pulsory arbitration maintain that compulsory arbitration carries out a strike like
function by imposing the cost of disagreement.

This paper is primarily concerned with these contradictory issues. More particu-
larly, an attempt is made to analyze the impact of the compulsory arbitration
mechanism upon the collective bargaining process by developing a bargaining model
with explicit considerations of the determinants of the concession behavior of
each party as a function of the cost of disagreement and the risk willingness rela-
tionship between the parties. The analysis in this paper leads to a synthesis of
the above competing arguments, and shows that those contradictory views on
the effect of the compulsory arbitration are mainly due to their failure to con-

sider the concession process.
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