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3R O B ik Re
——MDP Procedure DFE£ED 5 BT C—

I. ®

1.1, HFIIEROBAWEFEL, MESFLPATEHTH S L) 2RV 5 THHF
TTHDOT, ANAPBRHICEERZITEIZRA L HIREL, A IZLoTET LWREHIZE I
X, WRRIBEIATLAETYA VI REPPEELRT - &% 5, ITOERIZAD, &1
DU AIEE, SR, RN, TREMSOFET S, OO GEHBNERICBIT &
BEGA N =X LDTWA Y OMEIEIIC R ISNTEL, AR TIIAXMER IEHT
REL, XFAEEZIT) ARBOREREO O OFTEHNEERAE 70X L LTO MDP
Procedure &, FRIZEINT AMENBREERGEEEZ)DA Y274 TOMEELOWICERE
T 5, ZHUT(EBETTE: (strategy proofness))d L { 13{FFER M 21 (incentive compatibility))
DEETH 5,

BRES AN = ALDA 72y T 4 TREOFRIL, BEIIBITL0EBFRFZO—DODER
ThHY), REBOREMEA I = AL IELCIOMBERIDTO L) CEHE NS, BIE, 2
=X BB BB EERD, A XDV — VDb 7253 IRE R HOAERICER
L)L T, BHUDEFICHET 2 AMFERZ BEICAEEFER (misrepresent) §5 1 » &
F AT EROWERENHE LNV ZETHEL, Wb b INE(/720 0 & (free rider prob-
lem))THo> T, BIEMOEEHEEM L O CICHEEREL VI FEOWwZ I, TOBEHAREHEY
PN, EROAZEZTL L) & THEAADOAPFEORM LA HERE VI L TERELS
®BHED, Thbb, EOBIFEHZESTAS X L0ORFTREEFEELHERN T —< & %o
72

1.2. 22T, »ABRO—FELFZH . TNIL19694E D Econometric Society Brussels
Meeting TH Z o 72, Malinvaud(1970-1971) &, Dreze and de la Vallée Poussin(1971)1%,
INILBF DB BEALE O 7260 D EHE AU ER 8 FE (planning tAtonnement process) & & A4 M E 125
LD, o OALMFEEIL, ALMORERIGD 720 D Samuelson G4 % By L
72 DT, TWEODHOBEUED-D, 0 7utRidEEHEEENL% B LT (MDP Proce-
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dure) EIFMEDLEND L H 2R, TOFFICBITIERE L o7,

ZOFEIBOBER, WL OPDOEMERL TWALIIFEL, BICHAIGELTWEEEST
bBEBETRZV, FLLB200IFRF LD 2H/IXPAH SN TTEIINEETHY), ZORIHIC
BEZT) T LRIBEICH, 28040 L 0SB THREZToTELEEDORETD
HDHEHMINDEDT, WEZRY SRS, FHWPOEEHREL DM ZREZTT
RV ALEIN

DI OBRBWRAGA 7 = X b EEBREERDOA V22T 4 7 & OWILT BEM (incentive
compatibility) DIEIL Game BRI A TR SN TE A2, 19TIFEICATIENAZOoD
BERIZEHEZ DI b Z O FEMEEIY, T Z30FED ) HIZE L WEREZXRITA, Fujigaki
and Sato(1981, 1982)i%, HEEHIFESMH—FEITIT M (feasibility), HFAM(Monotonicity),
XL — MhEE M (Pareto Efficiency), JRFTHYERRETH 14 (Local Strategy Proofness : LSP)—
RERT S, ARBOERNBEEAR O AOBEEEEZRR L, LrLERAS, FE
WCZDEHEIZ, T2 ) — 2 DHEHRME—T M (Neutrality) —% 072 EREO TR T D5
BEHL-TEE SO ADFEFEEE ), WHITARTREEELZEX, ZIr00BB»ID
S TOEELRTF—< LB ol £D72% Sato(1983)id, LD LSP &\ ) EWEFE L&D,
Kb D IZEOREIF(BAREE) ORI & NashBBEDFIDEIZ—E T 5 L ) BRDAggregate
Correct Revelation(ACR)&E W) FEZEATAHLZIEICLD, AH*EBOREBE A LSP 0%
ALREENCEEfbS N, FRBCHIEESEEL ) 52 2R LA, EEORIFRHAI(E)
DETHEONL TR EZERT LI L L, MDP Procedure ?EIFEBICHET AEERZ2/RT
T ENEBWTH o720 BEIZHVT Champsaur and Rochet(1983)135& 457 61 D A DR E D
TC, Fujigaki and Sato(1981, 1982), 7 & UNIZ Laffont and Maskin(1983) % B 12—z 1k
LT, LSP Fut Ak x eIt L, FRIZHTEE % (Local Neutrality), % 5 UNZ
KIGH 2P (Global Neutrality) &) #i7- Gz BEAT LI LICL D, LEOARWEEN
ZzEMLED & L7,

1.3. & fiE, T MDP 7Ot ADEANPLHEAE TOEBYWREROHB LMY, 3
EETORBOBNZHHE LTS, ZOMEMITHE L Tix, Schoumaker(1977), Tulkens
(1978), Laffont(1985, 1986)%&DH — /= 4 XA H HHY, 7Ot XD Algorithm 7% 65U
IZ Game Form O EICEROER* BV TARTCEIOME BT, bbbt iR
(Myopia) DIRED TIZ, EHEAZETENEERE 20X ThH S MDP Procedure % 5#THY
ICRET 5, 4 Y+ MDP Procedure 2SEH, L T b oo EEX HHHEL S 5 70
Y ALRBNTH, FHEEY EiF ooy —<E L TIE, 1) RO ADKE, i) JE
EHRRHITEN(Nonmyopia) DEA, iii) I 7V ¥ a3 X2 X 2 EBERRIFRE, iv) 7
7T TR—FEERAA MO, v) BEIZROEBIZLLEEDY T4 AT 45—
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ar, vi) EAELZ S CICEERE LSP 70t ARG EOMEE N H 555, #b ik
T Tk L7200,

WXDEBIILTOB) THLH, FOHEIARzECTHERTLIERETVERABL, #i<
S ET Tk MDP Procedure & # DHEMSRMFZ /AT 5, Local Incentive Game ZEA L,
Game HRDESIZOER L, FIVEITid MDP Procedure DYEEEZ IFRY %5, HiZ, MDP
Procedure DIEBIAALDOREA T BN, —MACICETHH - 2B R LR L THEEZEL, +
1) ¥ 7% MDP Procedure & DHREDEE T biwd 5, H VEITIZ, MDP Procedure (2B
THEBEERFEL, THEIIIEHEFELY5 2 5, APPENDIX TlX, Mclure Box Diagram %
FAWT2 A28 — A0 — MhEEM L MDP Procedure DfEBjZ/R§ 70 —F v — b &
X#s 5,

o. E5n

2.1. B8

N ADBEA, BHOREH 25, k=1,..., KEK, BOoVCHMY v FEETIREL %
BYD, TITK IAEHOES, N={1,..., N} 2 HBEOEAL L, A OEES
BEiI~Z bV (z, y) € RYY CRan, BRZHEHE U R >R cRHA SN, A
ANDFEABRTFE I 0, > 0 DATHR SN, it numéraire & L THER S, A
DEFERZLZVERET b, DEMOEEIERE#g: R,—~ R, TRHAZh, y=g9) T,
z=(z'..., ) REETLLOCLELRR/INORBP TH 5, v (z) =dg(x)/02",
k=1, .., K, 3% & A H OEREEFE (marginal rate of transformation : MRT)
THY, BEEY 7 —IZHMON TS LRET 5. RBEDTOERZETTN, £rF -
BHEF IR AIE & LHH ORAREZE(marginal rate of substitution : MRS) O #i i
ZERTEH, TOERIILUTOE) TH 5,

il

_ oU; (1', yi)/axk
oU; (x, y;)/0y;

n-tk (xy yz)

, ViIEN, VEEK

HBEO#R & F, bhbhosiTidsE AL m# L T1T5 %,

1) Sato(2001) X, MEMLAT v 7 - A4 X, FREHABE Yy FOFELZHAVT, ER7o LR L
BT ADOWERE D [K5EFAL 70 X (Piecewise Linearized Process)] #8& L, 1
YRV T4 TEEERIBER L2, 72 Sato(1999)i%, Gorman-Lancaster (24 % (FiHEEHR)
DA T, B x B (attributes) d L 134 (characteristics) ] D&MW LI 2, AL
WEE2BOBMOREREND/-DD MDP ¥ £ 7® Procedure #8%5t L, ZOMEEEFA,

2) TOF—<IZ2W T Sato(1996) % R &, 72, Campbell and Truchon(1988)7% & UiZSaijo
(1990) % b BEEH &,
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2.2. BE
RE1 ©,>0, VIEN, BXU Y w,< o Ths,
RE?2 (i) EEOBAIIZEY, U, (-, ) iZ strictly quasiconcave T, 7% < &b 2 fE
’ BT MAS TH B, (i) TRTD (2, y) LT, Uf(z, y) =0U; (z, y,)/dz"
20, BLUOU! (z, y) =0U; (z, y)/0y;>0THh5, (iii) 80U, (z, 0)/oz*=
0, VKEK, Th 5,
RE3 g (z) idM2D 2 BEREHTHS T, 09 (0)/02°=7%(0) =0, VkE K, TH 5,

&

TE 1 B9 2z 13EFTEE(feasible) TH 5,

N
w
< &

z€ 2= {(z yi ., yw) ERTY Yiytg (@) =) 0.}
T2 oz ERAEN (individually rational) Té 5,
(VieEN) [U;(z, y) = U; (0, )]
EE3 ZORED Pareto iriild, LT 2WM2THD 2EZDFELZVZ*EZ TH5b,
(ViEN) [U; (z, y) =2 U, (z*, y*].(IjEN) [U;(z, y;) > U; (z*, y;*)]
LROBRICLY, ROBPEEIBFONLZLPFMONTV S,
WENEIE 1 EEOBES 2€ Z ° Pareto RETH 5 72D DLETHFEGFIIRATRINS Y,

(Vke K)I:Zi”ik (x, y;’) = Tk (1'), Ty (2;‘7[% (1', y,’)_')’k (1')) = O:'
M. MDP Procedure

3.1. EtE7O0+X (PLanning Procedures)

FHE 7O R LIZETEEROFEICL o TTHA &N, £ —0ERRGOWETZ T 5
BICERT 57 VTY XL T, NERTERDTONE, ZOTNITY X LI3HE4 OFFER
DEHF B L OHEAMICET 51E#HR (MRS & MRT) iICX o> TEEIL, BERSOHUETH 2SN
BEESTZ2BET S, 5TH 70t AILIEHREM 2 5B ZEH~D mapping TRD X I IZEX

3) WMBIEEB1IILTOIIIbET 5, :
EITIREEL S z % Pareto M Th 5 7= DLE+FEME, UTRH-T "< 7*, VEKEK,
RHEPIINRY ML y,e [0, 7] SR ¥HEHETHZETH 5B,

(Vke K)[Z,-ui"= 7%, (rF—n®) z= OJ.
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fbansht, £EOES (iteration) t€ [0, ) IZBWT—RIZKD I I ICEZTEI NS, LL
T X Atk ko, YIdMEN D OB OBMEILRTH S,

(3.1) dz®/di= X*(¢* (1)), if 2%(¢) >0, VkEK
(3.2) dz"/dt= Max {0, X*(¢* ()}, if 2"(¢) =0, VKEK
(3.3) dy;/dt=Y,; (¢ (1))

ZZTEHH) = (@F), o, G ERY, BBV ¢ (1) = (¢, (D), ..., ¢y () E RYF
X, DTLDEOEFE —H L, BEHIEANILoTEY Y —ICE&kRES N/ MRS OfE
ThHb, TTIWA ey TATHEOAY CLRBVFEET 5, RIEORILFITBANRRD
T, VA4 FADOFB~OREZHERT 5720, (3.2) Tid Max Operator ZHH L T 5,

Process P(G, T)

FEEORE te [0,00) IZ2BWT Fujigaki and Sato(1982) TEFHE S 7z Process P(G, T)
BLUTOX ) IcEREI NS,

(3.4) X" ) =6 (Z’icﬁf(t)—rk (t)), if () >0, VKEK
(3.5) X*(¢* (&) = Max{0, X* (¢* ()}, if z*() =0, VEKEK
(36) ¥i(p (D) = = X0 06 (Xt —7.0)+ T,( ot ~7*0) ), vie N

CITGC)BIVT, (), VIENECPrIAOEMTHY), ThooEELEELT S
Zritk Y, bRUbIIRFTED Process ¥ NV T 2 L5 TE B, 20—2& LTUTFIC
MDP Procedure ##/R~L &9,

MDP Procedure

FEEOERR t€ [0, ) IZBWVWT, EORERHERFADT TOD MDP Procedure IZLLTF D & 9 I
EBEINLD, RTHS»Z2 L1, TiUd Process P(G, TVIRD X Y )N—Tdh 5,

(3.7) XE@) =)z —r* @), it () >0, VEKEK
(3.8) X (@) = Maz{0, }izF () —7* (0},  if ") =0, VEKEK
(3.9) Y, () = =) ab(OX (D +6, ), {Zﬂzf ) —7k(t)}X"(t), Vie N

ZZT6>0,VIEN, BLW )Y 6,=1Th%,
NI OPREREEIL Samuelson £HOEIF/LTH ), RHWEOREFEKIIBA i DED
MRS, %&bt 7t (1), SERES,, ZoNNC X (1) L 2D 2 FB/BEIKELTVD, &

LN
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L OBE) I, BIDOEIEHIZTAFAELIET T ACEMNT 275, H2HIFICHE
BOERX LY, TNVHEBRE S, (X THEENE, T DE 2HDFIED, MDP Procedure
WKEMT A4ty T4 75 FERICEZDEZ LG5, EHEPE—EZFIMBREICEEZ720
Wi, BLEHOATHS LRI LIEHALPTH S,

3. 2. Local Incentive Game

bbb otE 7ot Zix %K L, Lif® Algorithm T 5 & FKIZ Game Form &
LTRZON, ZOZHESN I OPEEBZIFFIBINIILTwLLEbNS, FTE 7T
AFEFNEEETHINEROBEBOERS t€ [0, o) TEEXIZL->TT LA ENBE N A
W — 4, T74bb local (incentive) game @ Game Form TH Y, ' — A DN — )V |ZE
PNTT VLAY —EEIT — 2 DICEET D, “local” &\ ) EA TN MERERE O£ W Tl
WRHASNWARES —22RATHLDIIHFINTVE, ZOF -2 IEHRRT — 4
(N, V) L LTEEEIN, NEIT VAV —DER, U= X, LIV -V —0OEBOEE
a, BOTRVIEUTOL)ICEREINS, KR IZBTLZEAONGEEETHL, T4bD

(3.10) dU, (¢ (D)) /dt= UFX* (¢* () +ULY; (¢ (1))
LERESNR, Fhu
(3.11) V(¢ () = atX* (¥ () +Y; (¢ (D)

BT B, COEREDERIZEIRD L) 27 VAV —OFTHIRHEIFH D, AREBL TS
DAREDBHNS o

VIRER (Myopia) DIRE : £ 7L A4 ¥ —iZBSOME, bbb EES, V(¢ (1)),
ERAALTAHEIICREBESLIZBVWTHSIZE o TRE DB (best reply strategy) % Ht%E
T 5,

Z 2T Game OB E% 2 OEAT 5,

EFE 4 Nash B (Nash Equilibrium) &\ ZEREOMT, BAi DA OBOTL 4L ¥ =% ¢_;
PERLAEEZWE, AANIOREORINIIG #FBERTLHZIETHS, BERWIIIEEDIEN,

4) MDP Procedure DI FICFBORVSY 1T = X ME, Laffont(1982), Mukherji(1990)7% & O°
IZ Salanié(1998) iz R 5N 5, EiZ, Von dem Hagen(1991), Chander(1993) % MDP 52 #
BRIEVEBZ MR TV 2O TEBBEIN/zv, Abdessalem(1997)ix, BEBRT MDD 5 Ak D72
DOTUERAERRL, TDA VT4 THEEZBIRLZY, BREAXTTA1 T Tholz, % B,
Malinvaud(1972) ® Procedure (&% - R 70 €2 TH 5,
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FEEDKEKIZRLT
(Vo,e W) U (¢, 6 2 U,; (¢, 6]
THY, TITh=(f1 s Bicts Pirrs s b)) E RV THS,
EFEDL FEEOEANIENIZESTOHN domiﬁant HEETHA LI
(Vo E W) (Vo_ € ) (U, (¢F, ¢ = U, (¢, ¢_)]
AWMETABBEN), TSI T = X0y, BOWIC ¢ ;= (D, e, icyy Pitys vens

oy) EREY VYV T2,

3.3. MDP Procedure M#REEEIRM

FE O ZAHE T LWEEER D D B0 I0HE TREHESMGE UTIC5IET 5, Fujigaki
and Sato(1981)i%, TN 5 DEM% Process P(G, T3 2 &2k, ABroEEHEK
ERE 7O AORKELEERZ IR L7,

Axiom F (EFTAIBEM : Feasibility) : (Vi€ [0, )
(Ve R [ 3, (¢ (0)+ X, X* (9% (1) = 0.
Axiom M (BiZEM : Monotonicity) : (Vi€ [0, «))
(vge RI™) (vie W) [V (¢ (0) =Tt () X (9* (D) + ¥, (¢* (1) 2 0]
Axiom PE (/XL — F3hEEtk : Pareto Efficiency)
(Ve RYS) (VEE K) [XH(¢* (D) =0 Figk ) =75 0]
Axiom LSP (JSFFEVSEETHY: - Local Strategy Proofness) :
(V¢ ERY) (V¢_,€ RYVH) (ViEN) (VIE [0, )
PEHOP SCHORINOIES ACRONING)
R HOPUCUOIERACION

CZC = (7, ..., iy) € RY , %5002 ¢F,= (¢%, ..., 05, ¢% ., ..., 05D ERT T
B%,

S RIREFFTRERS (FHEER T [program] EE5) ORANT, HETOEREER
513 B B R ORESRIRACIUE L, 704 2B B T OEA DB AHE ORREE



60 SN EBAEHEFERGE B55% B 25 20014

iR > THIRIERATH D, TXTOMFEEN % Pareto H#AH, HFALETE YO I2 X
STERTELIEZERL TS, LEROFEAHEIIFE 70 AAE F L\ outcome % b
7eb T ODBRDEFLEZLOND,

M PEIZETE 7O A BULTL 20 SN RBHUBA R EZHET 2REKWEHTH S,
Process P(G, T)I3EB A% %b, £DORTHES I Pareto $1IFEMIT R o TW5hH, &M FIiTE
ED te [0, ) {ZxF LT Process P(G, T)IZ & » THE X N 5 BL5H9FE 4T BE (feasible) T
HEZEEEFLTVD, F— A NOSMEzFHICERICEIES T 57:20121%, HOO LRI
BOTEEROMAPEFIER P TRITNE RS2V, ZNERIETLDOVEHEM TH 5,
ZAF LSP I, 7O ADOZEEHTT L A4 815 local incentive game (N, ¥, V) IZBWTE
DEFFERETH (Thbbal, VIEN, VEE K, 8iET5) 2 LA, T XTOEETDomi-
nant 8BS TH B Z L R ERT S, S LSP 1X, Laffont and Maskin(1983) 124> T X 1 Bk
%12, Strongly Locally Individually Incentive Compatibility (SLIIC) & S o Td &\, T
NTOBPAPFECEEERAZ BDOREOEM L LTRAT LB, YLV T 4 TEFODE,
Process P(G, T)W%5f: LSP 72\ LiZ SLIC #ii/-¢ & £ TdH 5, Champsaur and Rochet
(1983)1d PE A2 LSP % i/ 3 /U ADKEE FEIL L7,

LT AT, BRESDOMBEEOERZIT b ONOETE 7O 2R 25 2 6N EAR W ERZE
Tz, FEOLFE(fairness) DERP L) —BEELBETH S, LW T7THEA
(ZEFED Pareto ML 2 ERTEL L) LH2EOBHEZIRA TWARETH D,
Champsaur(1976)IC L o THO TRE I NTH 5, ZOHEWFMEIE, 7ok Aodirtk
(Neutrality) E EbTwb, Tabb, REOUHERES 5L THE, FHH LY ¥ —
BBREHE LTD 6= (5,,..., 0y ZHEUIHAET A LICLoT, TXTOEFEHEBW
Pareto B ER L ) 5o LW o TEEDOHELOMEHMASFHIHTH S, BEERE
FOE2EREHEPIEOHEIL, FIETIIWHRSOEEOREIZL D H S W S Pareto
REZERTEDLDED, HEFIIMEREED Pareto ZBICLPFETELVWI L TH DB, &
DF =< Sato(1996) A L TV B

Axiom N (A3 : Neutrality) : $XC?D Pareto $1FRM R z* = z2(0, 6) EZ L WS
Bz, EZ Iz, 6HLWPICz, O ART—bT52(t, 6) PHET S,

FRVEICE L CROBEINMES N TV 5,

EI 1 [Champsaur(1976), Cornet(1983)]. IRE 1 ~ 3 DT T, T XTHOMBEEE Pareto
B8 z* 1ZxF LC, MDP Procedure # E#&7T 5 6 25 ICHLE 2(-): [0, ) = Z OHIZ,
U, (z*) = lim,. .U, (x (8), y,(t)),VIEN, 22T 5OV HFEET S, L722%> T Axiom
N AT %
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V. MDP Procedure MD14EE

4.1. Axiom F, M, KLU PE

Axiom FIIMEEINEZEDRBZHICF v 7 TEL, £\ Dix, MDP Procedure %57
F—3I2b A PENEEIZBRIZFBENTVERLTHD, BIZ, Axiom M IZEDEIFHR
HOREDT THERSIND, FERIZAY VF VI DEHREICLTHS, PEITEES (i) TIHEH
ENb,

EIE 2 [Dreze and de la Vallée Poussin(1971)]. MDP Procedure i3 E&® 6,> 0, ViE N,
WKHLTMZWEST 5,

HHIEEICARDEE,LLE X NS,
(4.1) V, (@) =D EXE(@)+ Y, (¢) =) U6, (XF (¢)) =0
4.2. BOTFELERTEE

CDY¥ Ty g TiE, MDP Procedure ’%fﬁ%’jﬁéﬁifﬁ@%@ﬁﬁkf%ﬁ%%%?
T 5,

I 3. MDP Procedure 7z & N2 2, Z 123 LT lim,_, 2 (1) MFFEL, fEBIEER Pareto
BB THE—BH2(-): [0, ©)—=>ZIPFET 5,

i (1) B

T ADBEDOFREZHEHT 572912, Henry(1972)DFEX U L A5 % Sato(1985) D F
EEBEEOLNEMOMRIZISHT %5, MDP Procedure % 29 5 J155R1ZHH 5 2212 globally
Lipschitzian continuous TlXZz\y, LA T, H 0 ) NEEFEEICTLT L2012, b
NHIUILLT D&Y, MDP Procedure #2XE 3 %,

(4.2) X*=DzfF (@), y)—7*(x @), VEE K
(4.3) Y= =zl (x (), yD)X*
+6; % {Zﬂrf (x (@), y)—71* (x (x))}X", ViEN

ZZTyx(x) = (Max {0, z'}, ..., Max {0, %}), 6,> 0,ViE N, io‘J:U“ZlBi: 1 THb,
XT, X VKEK, BXUY, VIiE N, 19T Lipschitzian 2% 2 72DT, &z, 25 X
¥ — NT LRI —FF 2z (t, z,) DEET 5, REREE VDI x (@) 12 TREEE 7]
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&

i

2B

(i) PORME

FHEDOE 2 DS % T 572912, Champsaur, Dréze and Henry(1977) DEH 6.1 % It
A35, bbb, bLZICBVWTERMIZEILL, TXTCOBREITZICEEILZHLWE
2o 12X LT, MDP Procedure = EFE$ 5 NFERI—FB#E, 2 (1, 2), 26Ny ¥ 7/ 74
BOPFEETIE, ¥4+ 3Iv 7 - AT LI38EE (quasi-stable) TH b, V¥ 7/ 7KL
L CHEY) 2B 0BIRE LT EBEEOKRM

(4.4) L@ =3 U®
RO T B &
(4.5) dL (z(1))/dt=,(dU;/dt) =3 (Y at—7¥) = 0

Eeb, HESHIZ MDP Procedure DEZEDHE 1L Pareto B EES TH A5, EED
Z2)EZIZH LT lim oz (8 20) DERETHIERIAHLEZTNIEIV, T4bb, bh
bhOMEDIRZEIZEL Y, L (2*) = 1im,, L (z2(2)) T 54— Pareto F&i# z2* BHFEET
%, Q.E.D.

Axiom PEIZZ DL HICLTEHERENDLITTH A, ) v 7/ 7HEEBIEINEKTH 5 28,
Fickh EHFER, 210 2T_XTOBBE S ITEE ETH Y Pareto $1ZERY, LA dEyHE
BOBMEICL ) BRRESIZT—BNEREDTHS,

4. 3. Maximin 7 5 UFC Nash BEB&
i) Maximin ¥#&

ZNnTix, MDP Procedure ® Game Form & L TORMEIZED 7259 2o LTOEED D
b,

EI 4 [Dreze and de la Vallée Poussin(1971)]. MDP Procedure \Z B\ TE D EIFEH
FHI LR, BTLAY =128 5T Maximin s Th 5, X> 0, VEE K, OBEIXF N
SHE— D Maximin EiRETH 5,

SERH BT LAY —IZHFORNEERMET S X ) IR BIRT 5 &

(4.6) oV, (9)/0¢f=2 {(zt—o)+208, ( 3 oi+ of—7*)} =0, vke K

h#j

LY, ZITYRYLTLY AFEi—BLEVvDT
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(4.7) ¢r= ¢ 1+" 2 ok

20 h+j -
THbho MOFMHG (#F 1) BT RTCIOEEEZME S & J|ZEME( 2EER T LF1B 1L
(4.8) V; (¢) = = (aF—¢)?/45,< 0
R, MOT LAY —DOBBICED S TEDRFERYE, Thbb ¢f=1nf VEKE K, DAY,
FIE V, (¢) OFKILERIET 5, Q.E.D.

ii) Nash #g&
K12, MDP Procedure @ Nash property i22W TR TH L S, Roberts(1979) D ik & H
W5 &, Nash BBEIIRD L ) ICEB I NS,

(4.9) ¢f= mf—

11;_2;‘15" (Einf—rk>, vkE K.

—fFiZ, FEED LI LT 28 LT 5, LI DIREED kI LT -
r¥E 0 DS TH D, LHELRYDS, WEICBWTIEED LIS LT i nf—r=0 %857
5, LizdSoT ¢¥= zf, ViE N, VEE K, ﬁ\%mméhé RO bibidkDEE%

1=
5

FIE5 [Roberts(1979)]. MDP Procedure DI BT ¢,= n,*, ViE N, VEE K, 755
IT A,

%% %% MDP Procedure iZ243 L d EHROEDEFEAZHHRE LTH5T, BEIZ Roberts
(197 L B2ROFHED D 5,

Nash #0513 (4.9) TRBEENDL L) I—BRICHFEET L, b LTRXTOEARD Nash #HE
L, AFM L0 RN OBEREIIRO L) IBEENS, ThE & MDP Proce-
dure LTFEEZ EIZL LD,

(4.10) XF*= N—I—T{Zf zF(x (@), y)—7*(x ()}, VEE K

(4.11) Y= N_1

[—Zkﬂf (x @, y) {2 inf @), y) -7 (x @D} x*
+o, {2 nlk (@), y)—7F (x (@0} X"], VieE N

ZZTo=00-6)/(N—1), 0,20,ViEN, 250z}, 0,=1Th 5, .
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1) BB T O ADHHEIZB N TOR Nash WL BERT 21000 LD, FEEETORET
D15 1) (preference misrepresentation)ix, 7' @+t X DOE P& HEAY Pareto FiE D INHE
2T R\,

2) Nash BHEEEEOZRIZ, 1) EEKOBMEXII T O AOREEELEL, i) BEO
BIFRADEE L 138 % 5 Pareto RBIZPORT 5 L) BERTHRE SR EZEL I ¥ 5,

Nash #9:&17#1E (manipulation) DFER, 0,& 6, ICTREEIETEDITTH LYY, ZOFREDS
H 2 AEEIZ Axiom LSP SEALT 5, FD&EMAIE

(4.12) 0= 6,= =
T#H Y, TiidFujigaki and Sato(1981) TR LN T H L ADFHD—DTH %,

& MDP Procedure ¥ — AL LTN=2({=1, 2)Dr—A%xEzx 5 &,
(4.13) X =7k (x @, y)—7*(x @), VEEK
(4.14) V== nl (@), y) X 40, {( Jinf (x (@), y)) —7" (x (@)} X"
ZITo=1-6;, i=1, 2, Thhb,

#am& LT, Nash BREH)EIFERBOT CTE X, MDP Procedure 2%7% 3 % %47 §E (imple-

mentable) TH A Z LWL E R o228, bbNiZ45. TR A X 9512, Roberts(1979) X
DHHEIERVWEREBLZ L IZR 5,

iii) Dominant BB

MDP Procedure 2BV Tid, BEP2MBALZT 2L 255 EIC0OA, EORFERRFIZ
Dominant B{EE TdH 5, T AULBEIZ Roberts(197TNIC L NS TwiAZ & TH Y, (4.9)
WZBWTE,=1/2, $bbRFEIZ2MADAFET HHE (N=2) IZi&, EIZ

(4.15) ¢t=rnf vkE K
WAL T B, LIADIDBREGIT o=l vke K Thr, LHIL, TOEZIZEEOEA

(N=3) I2—f&ftd A 7290121%, Fujigaki and Sato(1981) »%F-o 72 & 912, MDP Proce-
dure ZIERIALT HLENH 72D TH 5,

4.4. MDP Procedure DIEEHAL -
MDP Procedure ®IEfEFALIL, Fujigaki and Sato(1981)THIO TR EN724%, bhbh
@ Nonlinearized MDP Procedure \(ZLN T D H#FRTERIINS,

(4.16) X*=pF (Y xf (@), y)—7* (x @)}, VEEK
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(4.17) Y= —20nf (x (@), y) X"+ %Zk {37k (@), y)—r*(X@)} x*

ViE N
L Tut= g Yt @, )~ @) B*E RE,, ThHY, 51k k FH DALY
LT A~ 5 ThH b,

bbb ILIE, 2O 7 atv A% “Generalized MDP Procedure” & WA TWI2AS, £
SHEMHT, %% T Nonlinearized MDP Procedure %7213 u MDP IR L2 5, Thb
Ly MDPZ X*2SLSP OEFIC LY, pf VEKE K, THEOI LN, ZOX)ILRFIlLkoT
WAEPRZIZY, DE2EIFHEILSNTLEY, 243 L 5 MDP Procedure ®— b & 135
REVDPLTH 5,

1) ¥+ ) MDP Procedure & ¢ MDP Procedure & DMHELFIILLTO@EY TH 5,

1) u MDP i3 A ORERBHO IR ENTBY, AEAE - FP¥EL S, ¢ MDP i3
NN DEAKEVIZE “turnpike” REBDPD L HICAY — FAEL, HEITED <
FERAT— - ¥ 35,

i) FARYEF OFREXDE 2 HORE SR 6, PENCE > THE—D I/N IZFEgfLI LT
R

iii) i) PHHELPR LI, ¢« MDP I EEHE L 2\,

Y 5 —DFETITREEFO—DIILIMORBEEITDERTHY), TDOLDIZEI S
—i, LEOHAELMETS L) K ERPOLLELTHIAMBERELNET S, 7O
LSP Z i 7= R LB EIFRDOINE LT RETH 525, ¢ MDP IZFE W IZd LSP 2T 5, ©C
THONONIIRDODEERZHZ5,

EH 6 [Fujigaki and Sato(1981)]. u# MDP Procedure it F, M, PE, 7 & UNZ LSP % i
BT 5,

ZEBH I Fujigaki snd Sato(1981) D5EH 4 # SHBE X,

4.5, EEHMIEERRA (Aggregate Correct Revelation)

Fujigaki and Sato(1981) CERIZfef &7z & 9 12, Nonlinearized MDP Procedure (%
MHEEHRFLR RV, EW) D, R ORERBEORE 2EFEEINTWT, FIUT TV
MDP D2 6 I L Z2RENATEIELSLTH D, Lizh o THOF#EEEZH/-L>D, T
TADEEL ) ZREES~NOBHELXEBEL LD &) EADT, Sato(1983)I2&k o T &
nizhblFTh s,

REDOT—<ix, RE770—F L LTLSPORDLDIZACR &) xR LzE &I
b, FHE TR 2R T 5 AEKM OREEBO 7 T X )Y Nash EBEIZ & ) 17 fg (imple-
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mentable) TH Y, TD7 5 AIZBTSH 7Ot AL Pareto $hZFMIZ D &£ X, 3% &
BLIDBZERZRTIETHD, FD2DIZ Sato(198)IXLLTDO 3 DO LNEEZEA L7,

Axiom ACR (EEt89EE3RAR : Aggregate Correct Revelation) : & D " 125t LT
(VEE K) (Vi€ [0, )¢5 (x* () =205 ()]
MBI L, 22 Taf= (xf, .., of) TH s,

ACR & Process P(G, THiZ & o THER, &N 5 local incentive game {28Vv>T, Nash B
OHRFDBED MRS DEFHEL BIC—HTAZLEBHRLTWA, ACRIEZLTLDEZEANDHE
A2 EOEFRALZERL TTW LW, REMEL LTOENEZERLTWAD I EITERT
RETH5A, B2 Sato(1983)i% Process P(G, TIWZRDOLEEZFRL 72,

Axiom TA (¥$zE &1 : Transfer Anonimity) : EEDNEFIE M 0: RY— RY izt L T
(ViE N) (v¢E RY) [T, (¢) = T, (o ()]
THb,

CDRBIIEZENDPZITI S AWM RBERED, BHTHIHEDOIEFICL o THBINTAE
ThHhHI ErERT S, Sato(1983) X FEED 2 AL 5 IV T O R % Process P(G, T)
KR T 2 LIZL D, AEBORER#HE LSP OB LRBICEELL) 22 2R, —H
BFEROLNAFIIEEZEESE) LI EREALL, THIZL ) EORIFERAVBNOETHEDS
NBEZEWRENTZDTH 5, .

Champsaur DFVEEXFT 572012, 2 ThivbNDOH %% Transfer Neutrality
LT AIEILLE ) PNOLNOHFIEIZ S, TER T 2N LTHRONEPLTHS,

Axiom TN (&3 : Transfer Neutrality)
(vz*eP)(VTEQ) [Tz ()]

2T PR ARNAEY Parcto BBV EA, Qit T= (T, ..., Ty} DI, %5002 2 () 13
Process P(G, T) OfETH A,

5) HaHiIZEBIM (autonomous) TH 5%, Champsaur and Rochet(1983) D[ EHT A % (local
neutrality) ] (ZIEEEIM (nonautonomous) T& ) EEEICIKET 5, ThbbHEE LYY —13&
A TALRBORERH X (0 (D)), VKE K, #BIRL ) B LIREL TS, ¥72, Champsaur ®
FZELDEVITNE S — 2B ATHFH %R D’ Aspremont and Dreze(1979) Oft&d &
B X,
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FROFEAEIZLY, Sato(1983) I T OREbEE 25 Z LSk,

T 7 [Sato(1983)]. LLTiIcERE NS FYutRiE, ACR, F, M, PE, TN, BXU TA
BMET S, HIZ, INSEFHLTEEOTOLRATIRD LD I2EELENS,

(4.18)  X*= {37k (x (@), y) —7F (x (@)}, VKE K

(4.19) Y= = ak (@), y) X*+¢ ) { Xinf (@), y)—r* (@)}, vieEN
=1 7F (@), y)—r (@2 gke RX , VkEK

22T 6= T {3 nf (@), y)—7r* (x @)}, ViENTH B,

FEBAIZ Sato(1983)DEH 1, 2 2 A &,

ZOTOL A% ZORMIZLY) { MDP Procedure L&At 175 &, FiZZD7aEAZ Z)S
%1 ¥ v MDP Procedure D—f%{t T % “Generalized MDP Procedure” D% \Z1E3 % b
DTHDHIENFbPE, L) DL, RS NAKBORABEE X I2BVWTN=2 L
L, &= 6 2 {2 inf @, y)—r* (@)X e§52 L2k, U Y+ o MDP
Procedure 86N 276 THh B, 1 MDP 2% V), Nonlinearized MDP Procedure i& LSP
DOBHEIZE LT, MDP®D 2 AD7—RA% N ANIZ [—#fb] L7zZ L i3MIrTH A28, Z0
W ZR/A - 00REE L TR OREER Y, bERILSN, TOHERELTEHLA
ARG OREREE L L Tid4F% 7% MDP Procedure & %20, HiMEZRSTLES720HTH
5o

Robertrs(1979) D& H L 72 £ MDP Procedure & bbb itd { MDP Procedure & O xf ki
LTo@E)THS,

1) FRBEOEMOXLBEIMETE KN LbDE%B, T%PH EMDP Procedure Tl
FEAY — M2k L, {MDP Procedure TIIMET 5,

i) S EAREAS £ MDP Procedure Tit 6, 25 0, (&AL 3 5 %%, { MDP Procedure Tid
TOHEQ OFPLEBFEDO TE#BIRT I EI2LY 6, 2 AE0T FTI2HEDL, EEEO@ED &
1) ¥ 7% MDP Procedure %455 Z L 95T&E 5, L72h > CETHEIY v & — I3 RMEESIC
WNEHay b= VEERLTIZTEL, ZNTMEZERTHI LN TE S,

EBH E 72 E MDP Procedure i, 7L 4 ¥ —® Nash HZBIFRE/EIC L CEBETH L Z &
DHERRT &7z, T D X9 IZ Nash HBIFERA/EIZE L T Roberts(1979) L £ £ 2 FHE /5
N7 Z EITHEERRE W,
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V. EEE
KEITIZZ N E TIZ Fujigaki and Sato(1981, 1982) TH/RONTWAHEEZFIZL, &b
BEELGEBRINEZEZAZLIZLVv, B—OREBMOS — X 25T,

fHBhTEIR 2  Process P(G, T) 7°F, M, BXULSP 2 I RTWmETHIDET S, ZDH,
B Gt ) o~ 7 L CAFSTH 5,

WBHTEIR 3  Process P(G, T) 7°LSP 2{fi@35dDET 5, ZOLXBYM G L T, DI
RIS 5,

(5.1) T, (6, 2 0-7)= [ 6(2¢,~7r)do:+H, (4_),ViEN

CIZTH, 3ETEHRT ¢; oM OEEDEHERKTH 5,

’ N-—-1
WHER L 0OEKGO) =ayta,0+- - +ay,0V'=Ya,0"d, 0 ICELTRA%SST
h=0
HHIDETEH, BHL, B¥a,,..,ap 1, 6DFFICEHLTOAMEETHS L) 285
A= ThHb, TDEERVEILT 5,

(i) GO DENHay 0" ' ZZNEE, AFFEHTHZ, T4bb

(5.2) ay-1= B [sgn (Q)JN_z, BER,
i, /G (0) dO I LFESERE G WY /-850 % F(0) L35 &, RPPYILD,

(ii) TRTHOHE RIZDOWTOG (8) = NF(0) 251F

(5.3) Qp=""" =y,

Thbb

(5.4) G (6) =B [sgn (0))¥ 26"
Thb,

TEXE8 Process P(G, T) °F, M, %5 UNCLSP %2R T 5 2 5RO & J IcHE/LIN S,

(5.5) G (21 “bf_r) - 3{39”(2j¢j_7>}N_2(Zf ¢; —T)N*I'
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EIE9 DT TEZRINS Process P(G*,T*) 1ZF, M, PE, %25 W12 LSP 2 T RCilE T
Lo LDINSZET S ERWBEFE ST RIE, Process P(G*, T*) LAZHFEFEL
2\,

é (2:‘9/’:‘_7’) = /3{39" (Zj¢j"7)}N_2(2j 4’1—7’)%1, BER,,,

P(G* T*): { |
7,(¢. 25¢5~7) =5 (Xs0,-7)6 (X¢,-7). viE N,

FEBH : Tl Fujigaki and Sato(1982) THZ LN TWwBH b DL IZFIDE S HELRIEHA %
525, (51) 2EEHOWTEIHRZ L L

¢
(5.6) T, (¢, 6) = G(6;,3;0;0,—71)dO+H,; (¢)
7_2;‘¢i§bj |
LB, Z2TO=¢,—7 THY, (56) IUTOL) ICHEEXBEISND,
g
(5.7) T, (¢, )= | G(B)AO+H,(¢_))
: 0
ZZTO=0¢+T5HE
(5.8) T, (¢, 0) = H; (¢)

Ebh, LI L, Axioms F & M %2 ZOCiRICEH 3L

(5.9) T; (¢, 0) =0
LY, Thi
(5.10) H;(¢_) =0
¥ ERT 5, BENICbLbIZ
g

(5.11) T, (¢, )= | G(9)deo

0
FBBIENTE, L72hoT

)

(5.12) G (6) =3 T, (¢, 6) =) | GO de

kb, Thz O ICEBL TG T 5L
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6dG (6)

(5.13) G (6)+ 10

= NG (6)
/b, Wz

dG(8)/d N—1
GO 6

(5.14)

T, (5.14) % G(6) IBALTHES &
(5.15) G (0 =poe""!
FELND, BEEEADS G(0) FRAFERRTH L7, BEHIC
(5.16) G(0) =B616|1"* BER,.,
BFEbLN5,
KIS (5.11) A LEHI

(5.17) le T2:. e = TN

(5.18) 6G (@) = NT;
WRL, Zhwx
(5.19) T,= (1/N) 6G (8)
&%, QED.
o T, ROEEDVILT 5,
EIE10 F, M, PE, LSP, BXU'N ZAFICHE T 2 AXB RO D 0 ERMKERE
T RAIFEL 2V,
APPENDIX

Mclure Box Diagram {Z& % MDP Procedure (D2

Edgeworth Box Diagram (I &F % TidZ 2%, Charles Mclure(1968) 28233t Bf & FARY RS
BENEN LB TOFET HBED/-DIZEFE L7 Diagram IFEFEICHERLZOT, T2 T
Zn%FA L, MDP Procedure DB 2 X L TAh & 9, Bt ¥ —35EARE S = %
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FIGURE1. PARETO EFFICIENCY

THIELILLY, EEOEEHEM Pareto IRENE L Z LSRR D AT, FENIZHFE O RAE
DEBETSH I LIZTE %\, MDP Procedure D1E&)j & Flow chart # FIGURE 1, FIGURE 2
TRE o

COREEICIE2 AOEANL, 2EEL, I, L 3FNENES DEZFIMETHY, O,
0,132 A\DJRETH B, Mclure Box Diagram Tid Fdgeworth Box Diagram & I3E7%2 1,
0y, O, 1T AR LI EE T, ZHMBEEZIZI 797 N 54 21385 ax* TERHEAS
n, BEZTXTSL—MRETH Y, RIEMORBUAE D 720 O Samuelson AL T
b0 wlE 2 ADOFAHIE OIS O#F, z, vy 1 IFNENRAHHT L AEBOKETH Y,
v,y BENRENAE, EA 1 NORWE, BA2NORNHORERBETH S, 7,

» X 2MEAD MRS, 7 i3&£EEED MRT TH 5%,

MDP Procedure M#I#sl w (= 29) #5A5 =P L, a CEZ T TH Z T,—7>0 T
75, alZfho THEA, Zn =0 LB BaMTAN Y T B, @ 2D o E BT
NTETTERESTTHY, i%@;ﬂf@%ﬁﬁﬁbﬂné ZLT, REoRBEMfEDOTZDOD
Samuelson £V LT 2a R CTREBOHERDMET 5D TH 5,
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FIGURE2. FLOW CHART OF THE MDP PROCEDURE
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