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DECISION ANALYSIS OF THE BARGAINING PROCESS (I)

< Summary >

Tadashi Fujita
Our objective is to analyse the behaviors of risk averter, risk neutral and
risk seeker on the offensive and defensive sides of the bargaining process,
respectively,  One of the results is shown in Table below. This shows the

time of agreement reached dependent on the attitudes towards risk.

defensive
Risk Risk Risk
offensive averter neutral secker
Risk averter (5, Ly (S, M) (5. 5)
Risk neutral (M, L) (M, M) (M, 3)
Risk seeker {(L.L) (., M) 1.8

where § =short time to reach the agreement
M = middle time to reach it
L =long time to reach it
We have to take multiattribute utility into consideration in the analysis of
the bargaining process. We could apply Bayesian Approach to study the

learning aspects on this process,



