






Skip to main content


Accessibility help




We use cookies to distinguish you from other users and to provide you with a better experience on our websites. Close this message to accept cookies or find out how to manage your cookie settings.







[image: Close cookie message]











Login Alert













Cancel


Log in




×























×



















[image: alt]









	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 





[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home













 




















	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 



 

















Hostname: page-component-6b989bf9dc-md2j5
Total loading time: 0
Render date: 2024-04-08T17:57:41.541Z
Has data issue: false
hasContentIssue false

  	Home 
	>Journals 
	>The Knowledge Engineering Review 
	>Volume 24 Issue 2 
	>Negotiation criteria for multiagent resource allocation



 	English
	
Français






   [image: alt] The Knowledge Engineering Review
  

  Article contents
 	Abstract
	References




  Negotiation criteria for multiagent resource allocation
      
Published online by Cambridge University Press: 
01 June 2009

    Karthik Iyer    and
Michael N. Huhns   
 
 
 [image: alt] 
 



Show author details
 

 
 
	Karthik Iyer*
	Affiliation: Department of Computer Science and Engineering, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC 29208, USA




	Michael N. Huhns*
	Affiliation: Department of Computer Science and Engineering, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC 29208, USA




 	
*

	e-mail: iyerk0@gmail.com

huhns@engr.sc.edu






 


    	Article

	Metrics




 Article contents    	Abstract
	References


 Get access  [image: alt] Share  

 [image: alt] 

 [image: alt] Cite  [image: alt]Rights & Permissions
 [Opens in a new window]
 

 
  Abstract
  Negotiation in a multiagent system is a topic of active interest for enabling the allocation of scarce resources among autonomous agents. This paper presents a discussion of the research on negotiation criteria, which puts in context the contributions to resource allocation from the fields of economics, mathematics, and multiagent systems. We group the criteria based on how they relate to each other as well as their historical origin. In addition, we present three new criteria: verifiability, dimensionality, and topology. The criteria are organized into five categories. The allocation category contains criteria concerning fairness and envy-freeness with respect to how resources are allocated to agents. The protocol category covers criteria for stability, strategy-proofness, and communication costs. The procedure category includes criteria about the complexity of allocation procedures. The resource category has criteria for the properties that various resources can take and how they affect allocation. The paper concludes with a discussion of the criteria for agent utility functions. The overall objectives of this paper are (1) to create a starting point for protocol engineering by future negotiation designers and (2) to enumerate the criteria and their measures that enable negotiation and allocation mechanisms to be compared objectively.
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