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Abstract: To solve process conflict in the development of complex product, the graph model for conflict
resolution was established. By analyzing decision makers, policy, state transition, and preference uncertainty,
equibria based on the four definitions of stability (Nash, GMR, SMR, and SEQ) are calculated. Illustrative
example of process conflict for manufacture of airplanes focuses on equibrium solution under the uncertain
preferences, and forecasts the evolution of the whole conflict. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of the
graph model. It provides important basis for policy makers to control the whole conflict situation.
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Table 1. Sates of the process conflict for complex product
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Figure 1. Graph model
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Table 2. Complete preference information
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Table 3. Economic-oriented preference

& 3. L&F RS E THRET

DM (Ersaleg

Ak 6>5>1>2>3>4>7>8

G 7>8>3>4>5>6>1>2

TAEER 3>7>5>1>8>4>6>2

Table 4. Firms credit-oriented preference
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Table 5. Equibrium under uncertainty preference
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Table 6. Equibrium under simple preference
3 6. B RF TR
s Nash GMR SMR SEQ
E E E E
LA A S3 V \ J
S Ss V \l \l N
LA S3 3 \
EREE S, v v \ J

PRI R I RE A DR SR TG A 4% TR SR T 51 S )
BRI, RN T EMREH AR
FE, i H AR T RS TR R R . 1B 2 A
B3 o mlgs i T R IR A A3 AR R R R
oo B2 FoRMURIEAZGE N A, 4E Nash 2T,
HIAAEIRES 1 BPPEPIRES 5 RSB IR, B,
B 2 AR — SR RSRER AR RN IR | HPIRAS 1 e
FPRZS 3, BIR CESRMERN ORISR T, B
IREGTHAL BIINPEA ™, HEREDT; 2l Rk iEnS
BB, B RS HRE 3 B ENIRE 7, RIR QL
FDEIR DT 7 IERE AT DUBER LB, jl €
SHPRE 7 BB EPRE 5, RIS Rk FRE IR0, 7
RIEFEATDAEIR T, AR A B g s sk, b
R TTHABBENZIREHEIT, AERPHRES. K
3 Ron e RAE LML AEE N 217, /£ Nash 35T, 1
PIIRAS 1 BPERIRAS 7 M IS Hers ik A2 . il
Bl 3 SR KR RN HPIRGS 1 BB ENIRES 5, AP
FER CESRIEB PO A6 PE T, TGl EORER i Bt
PRI B DT 2p Kikdnr LAEIRfE Tt
JCRAE AL AF 2 DU KIS RIS IS, =l
SEIRBEET RS BUNPEAE ™, HERSOEDT, RIS 5 #
BEPRAS 7. BEI, wPRETTEHA BB NRIRERIT,
AR HERAS o

y
’

43



[DMm1]| [DM2 [Dm1|
[DMm3| [DM2 [DMm3|

DM2 DM3 [Dm1|
| |/é\| |7

[Dm3] [DM1 [DM2] — [DM3| [Dm1|
O=C===0=0

Figure 2. Evolutionary paths of economic-oriented
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