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T9 3 &) o] (moral hazard) &} agent A|&3H*
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I. E0{7}0q V. 7[22%
O. moral hazard problem V. ol Al
M. §s7l =3} Anlol| sighsis VI. agent ME3tof| e &3
23%ol 71M Vi. Z of

I. 20171

ZEAA A 71 dEH 02 TFoix] = FA7F =94 o] &4 (moral hazard problem)©]
. Moral hazard problem 349 FA (th2lQl, agent) 7t 1w 52 sh=d|, o2 3
Fol &2 FA(FU, principal) 7} AHe HAZFEH L= 7 9% F & FAol of
2] YA E SSHA st F Qe A4S Tk

dE S0 AR F+E HEA FARYIAE FUA 4TS 5i0, B 714 1
A (i) o] 1SS A5 #esta L3718 B ASke § A AP A3l =¥ 2 v F
71€ 32 Aot ARt AR FSAE ER/MAAE olH @ vl @ gE5S dAsteA
sl AAlshs e 27bestth. SRR SA S A8 47
H 282 SAATIBR ol2d ESAT AAE o] &3t Fo 4FE £F3 sHA Evh. 1A
moral hazardzte BA | Fef& Aol
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I. moral hazard problem

M AFF WS 2oh FASSta 1 o] 24 WAL AR RI|Z A} shuel AAFAYL F
9l (principal)e] &2 A FA < Wzl (agent) oA AW HYE =S ot S
237} g}, o] 2 principal-agent probleme]gkaL 3}9 o] EAel|A LAY3t= o2l %] principal
3} agent AFo]9) moral hazarde]th. 2 principal agent7} AHS A 4 5715 vt
A5t agentE A7) A AEFFE nFF T St BY o] § Alel9 FEo] 23}
=4 °]& moral hazardgtz F2& Zolt},

ol FPS FLEE agentE ©] FHE TR A% ¢ e dAe2RH T F e B

2522 Aoz BAolol principald] ASHE &3 Aot} o3 7|Fo] He TE&ET

kv

N
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Z(reservation level of utility) ©]2ta F2t}. agent2] &8%<+ principal
ZRH e FAE BAAA AF we A4lo] duy 288 BRI EAE YEhlie #F a2 T
Aol Ak, on) slE EAZ} 57] Y8lA principale 98ZF YA (risk-neutral) ©]| i agent=
219394 (risk-averse) ©] 2L 44 &t} agent2] von Neumann-Morgenstern utility function
o2 $2E =8 A HA S A8 g2 5 e E V2 kA Bt dubAl 88
3ol M E Y =27t A 8drt.

a):\/’lj_a

o]&3 Helo] g 834l agent?} risk-aversed= & F Ut

agent”} risk-neutral? 7%l moral hazard problem< W& & Ut 71241 L3
< agentolAl FLFPBol| WE AFo] 7R E reservation level of utility”’} HE=Z A
AAE HER "} o] B principale U 92 R Hed ol 3 44
7} A}, ol AFAAE EZH 22 principalel agentollAl T AFY AFGEE Bujst
2E AYF YHE agent’t FEFEE e RAolth. ol¢h Zo] moral hazard probleme®] %
At e A%, $2E first best solutions BTk 3t} AR @A HoZ L 7

agentE 29 £ B&adAdo) thak vlgso] JOEZ risk-averseo|, WEtA UA A

"
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first-best solutionS E 718t 2}49) ket (second-best solution) S 773t of 3ttt
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=93 &jo](moral hazard)$} agent A|E3}

M. wei Y=zt Zatof sietst

rir

=2y 71

ol HolME agent’t AHE F e BF /MFrt F335ID agent] FTFol| & YoE
AHE F33 Bl daf REEHE AE GFV2 A A agent7t AEE £ e FF a
T Y F5JTe e A={a,ay}t. G714 FAAA R&L principale] agents}
" PF5& AU EA € 71 glk= Aol principale ¥t agent®] 5o Wi B¢
A BA2ZM) d3eS #2F F St & principale 238 s& B2E 5 JdoH o9
AL §={s), .5, 2 EASAL agent7t BT a, T AP}HL o AHE 5,0 Yokt AR
o] AN A= g4 /gol WASIH ol2lg AR B2 p, olgta EASAL

principal-agent problem® #4l-& principal] agent$} A4S @S o agent?] #FF a
of met Fas gelshe WS =9E 471 gltke Aolth. olE principalel agentd] BFFHS
Zg & Q7] gEoltt. thit agent FF ZHEQ s FEY 5 7] WEA soll 2 A2

Hele= 7bee Zeldh. principale a® A FEE £ Q7] wEo FF 2HEQ 2 E3)
agent’} olu g FFE HAYPEAE FEFHOZE {531 old HET AL wHEojof 3T}
go2 dukAEQl principal-agent problemolA thEE 713 & AW B A}

(714 1)

DPpm > 0V 0,m .

agent®] EEFFE Ulw,a) =u(w)—d(a) 2 EA5}T agentY reservation level of utility
2y 2 YeEH7IZ &2 9714 —d(a) = agent7} agts @5S H 3o oa dAsts B EL

< T3

(714 2]
ue YA F7Hstrictly increasing) <ol , A4 E 75 (continuously differentiable)

o] 2E(concave) d<roltt,

n°l'

)j.

a8la Bla)E principale] agent’} aE PS4 S W 94 H=

FAIg} webr Bla)olA principalol agentollAl A1 &stE 452 719432 w9 principal?

&% (total benefit) =
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(7} 3: first-order stochastic increasing assumption)

n >nd RE n',nd A& 28z m=1,.., M taf t}20] AHz}

M M
Z Pni = Z Py
i=m i=m

(7}4 4: the monotone-likelihood ratio property)
n >nQ ZE n';nI m' >mA ZE m' md thal toh2o] AR}

Pym & Prm’

Prm Prm

(7}4 5: concavity of the distribution function condition)

a,; =Pa,+(1=Ba, & m=1,., M| 3] thgo] FH3ch,

M M M
ﬁz Pni + (1 _/B)E Pri =S Z Pri
i=m i=m i=m

V. 7|12%2

o

principal-agent problem= 7] 93 $2& 2 A= U5 FHIEAZ FEH, o & &

HE7 2 83},

(1 24D
a,EAR BE g, dieiA /EH R thf BAE Fo. ©] A€ agent’l a, & AYFEE
BEAAE HEH, Hao v g0z o]F sHedA st WS Fe Aotk WA wis,) S 2

A7} 5,2 U2 9 principalel agentollAl XA E3te AFo 2 FASAL. T3 HYA

z, =u(w(s,,))
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T93 o] (moral hazard)$} agent &3}

FAISHE, agent7t a, 2 AY3HAE o principale] Fojot st 43

= 859 71AgL 053 2o] "ok

M
Y Pt ().
m=1

HA agentd YFANAM o, &

A= E 317] Y3 2ad 27S AuEyE g WA
agentd A -&°] AT reservation level of utility=

o] 2711& #oxA(participation constraint)elgtm ®2t}. = W

AZ Bog 20e,
agent? YA B 0 BF o, & HPE W] 7ItA L] T2 PTS HYL Wro EYsio
A e tde el

M M

E PpmTm d(a‘n) = Z PrmTm d(a‘n ) vn'

m= m=1
o] & QIAIE]Ex7 (incentive-compatibility constraint)e]gtz F2th
ol2f & (

1 @A) 2418 a3t 2ol

29k % 9ot

M
minimize Y, p,.0(,,)

m=1

subject to

M
> Punm—d(a,) > uy (Participation Constraint)
m=1
M M
Y P —d(a,) = Y puni —d(a,) ¥n' (Incentive Compatibility Constraints)
m=1 m=1

A714 (1 2A) BAE E9& 9 ve
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a€A49 RE ool thelA g BAIS Eoh

maximize {B(a)— C(a)}

V. o Al

71 1€ AL =8E, 28 B2 =F'¢ Uehdth agent’t olE A5 A4 dig e HaE
<dy) 2 FAN A} agentd] BT WE A3E S={1,2}0|8 AEH 1S ‘HE]
o 28 'FEEa it o FAAQL AR AR or, 39 ZRA) AYE el 2EAY =
g A3}, F A JAFE et YA F F3F HEo] Ao|7} iz dn AGAsL He
H< AT A9 vl e =S B A F FEFol 24 UE g8 24 doa
agentd AEFFE Ulw,a) = Vw—adta & df (1 @A) BAE T84 Bx 97]M€ (1
AN ddel S =8 £EE 2, 3 'Be P02 AYsta AYAE s F 28 MAgsie
5 #E7] AsA oA FFAAE TSI oF SteAE AR R 49 FAS A o
3} 2ol oAt & A3 mo] ] agentE w,, = principal2FE Ao 2 W FE=H), o

AL g8o= I AL W, 2 AR 3}A}

m

I™ uy =002t 7Hg et (1 @A) BAle the3 2o] xd €t

KEE ZA4))
2
minimize Epz,n w2
m=1
subject to

2
> Py W, —d, >0 (Participation Constraint)
m=1
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2 2
> o W —d, E (Incentive Compatibility Constraints)

VI. agent M&stof| =2 E&E

2 oM e A7 Y 718 BE S st 2ot 44 23 p,,2 oF agent7} nolgE
=8 WA 35S 62 W molzte 23t U 855 23t 2 U4y agent7t Y
& YFE Tt B9 AWEA. FA dF EUAR] AxFAA AP S FP3te Z=AE
< 23 BA ZEAEL FAe 549 I8 =Eo] £ ¥

T A Aol g Aol £ ZEAY AS, YT =TS FYIEME T2 22 A}
Hlel Hoh g2 HE9 F5EFLS AT Aol a22ln £ =Y
a8d $27F 4R 9 principal-agent problem< 7|2F o2 |
A9 agent7t A& BFE 3 Aolth. webA 712 A< principal-agent problem$ o]
=

22 1A Y BHoz oA vt F ZEAE] nY =

|
b

9,
oi
iy
lo
fi
o
tlo
s,
g
—21 fof

gS FYE A% BAs= 2o Uizt &5 HHFR S Yepd
Ho pAZCR 2919 22471 S' 258 AW EA. 4714 FAAEQ] B4 &4 (714 3)
< ol &sta] ZE 8ol FoE sIZ AL

m>~

(22Ae) H4)

rir
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el
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rr
glo
tlo
lo
=
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=

Z2A h's Z2A T B8 FTES Y4ts)
TEE 7T =8 FULS HEE W g0l FHI

h | h !
Pia = P12 and Py = Pa.

ZAolx F WA ¥4 F Z2A BL ¥ S FYT A5 A4 745 Uehle Aot
i 1
utebr] 7] 2291 principal-agent problemlME p,, = E(pﬁm+pi,m)3i = Z2x9 A3

(e}
g9 Haolgtn & F vk 2 EZ 7|EAQ principal-agent problemolA 2@ 3le AL
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AA o3t 2ol Bo FustA 28T 4 3o

minimize Z (phy + Do) W2

m= 1

subject to

2
1 1
215(172"‘ +Phy) Wi — E(dg +d) >0 (Participation Constraint)

2 2
1 1 1

ZE p2m+p2m m_—2—(d2+dfz ZE p1m+p1m W —_(dh+dl)
(Incentive Compatibility Constraints)

o714 g2 st AL principal-agent problem< ZAld] wal FEHE Z2EAEE A

T =
48 & 3en, o] F+ Bt} principaldldl B& &S AFste AFAA sHestdzide

Aot}
el BE QS
principale t=9] (1 @A) EAE Eax & Aot}

1A ZEAM)GA 22 F e AEZ ANEF AV sl AP

KA &4

2
minimize E pgm W;‘,’l

m=1

subject to

2
> ph.W,—ds >0 (Participation Constraint)

m=1

|

2 2
Sioh oW, —dt = Y pt W, —d! (Incentive Compatibility Constraints)

FlNe HA BRYS gu AAY 2o
% TFAsE Ao] B

0_1_:

principal& Y% 7ltjo]S A7) w & nAA

o frElstA do
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=84 o] (moral hazard)® agent &3t

Hop pAZoz A9EY, (L2 ZA)AAY FHsE W, s & BF S Z2o] Y9

R, :P?l VV;‘*’P?z Wg_d’ll
R, :Pgl VVl*'*'Plzlz VVz*'—dg
Ry =ph, Wi +pl, Wy —d}

— o mALd g
Ry =py W) +poy W, —d,.

HA (P8 EA)) FAd A participation constraints S5 2 AHITS & F AUt}

%t a=py VI{*%—pszV;—dz >0012td, #3j= A= 3

7} participation constraint®} incentive compatibility constraints® AL S & &

onl (W, W) 20 o £ A4E ¢ 5 ATk WA py, W +pp W —dy =08 RE3joiof 3

o

. olE R+ R, =0% ngt} #Ao] o3 g di < dyF} I nHRA, o]&
Pgl m*'*’P;zW;_Rz = Plzl I/Vi*+19]22 I/V;_Rzi-
1% B

(Pgl _le) VV;‘*‘ (pizlz _plzz) W; <2R,.

*

047101] pg1 _p"z1 :_(pizlz_plzz)olj'— I/I/;*< I/VQ’% 0]%6]":5. 0< R2 kA 0 < Rz’ce—? 0]%—‘5}-0:1
h agent® BAS 274 I9 0< B2 A3 A& 439 AL AL 5 9o} o]t A NEF
2 o 2 . 2 .

d JlFom B ow, Y,ph W.— Y, ph (W,—R)* =Y, ph (2R, W, — R)TZ principal®]

m=1 m=1 m=

7l ol & F7ketA dt.
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VI. & o

B =82 e 49 22271 € W principal-agent problem? #37} wAsta o] 2 Ql
& principal 97849 71 ©]9 F715 4L F U AR AW ol £ FIb
T 22AY G E A7 718@E Al dE AE 4 F AUtk

£ =89 571t big data®) £do= 29| &gl 7hsstd el met A2¢ 7137}
B dobe Rl Aok AzYY] Aoz, AA GEF v gRTto] ol AFEZ AA,
Frol ool BAHASE BT F JA HAY. o]HH Bt AL 57t o8 sHed Fe
el Z 22AE ALY AFd s EFFo]l et o] HHARR o2 Q3 Ho} e
= stolok sHA HAT wEkA 7199 G E N ZEAER AdY APe 1l sl
Eoh AlEstd B240] 7bsafd Aoln o2 Q3 HEHAE 4d& F o o= Q3 71l
o F7H8 71 g & A =AUk Z big dataE F3 principalel agentel tis] 2o}k XL
monitoringS & & A HeH, o]Z Q& AAH gL A& & USS BAF.
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