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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback
here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
Minor REVISION comments

This paper provides a generalization of
the Nash equilibrium concept in non-
monetized games when the players'
strategies and the outcome spaces are
lattices.
The contribution of the paper is new and
of some interest to specialists. I therefore
recommend that the manuscript be
accepted for publication subject to a
minor revision. I will enumerate all
suggestions according to their appearance
in the paper (independently
of their importance).
1. I think that the founding papers of Nash
(1950, 1951) should be cited in the
introduction.
2. In the first page, second paragraph:
“For most games in game theory, all
utilities of the players are real valued
functions.....". I think that there is much
literature in games theory and in its
related fields where the utilities of the
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players are not real valued functions as in
Social Choice theory, Voting games,
Implementation Theory...
3. Page 2, Line 6 at the bottom (and in the
rest of the paper) : “2 ⃥Ø’’ should be : “2⃥{Ø}’’
4. Page 10, Lemma 4.2, “ = × ×…× » should be “ = × × …×

».
5. I think that, in this paper, it is very
suitable that the authors give some simple
examples that explain how work these
generalized versions of Nash equilibrium.
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