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Abstract 
In this paper, we propose a generalized agent-based compensatory strategic-negotiation 

model that uses compensatory negotiation to solve distributed project dynamic scheduling 
for the sake of resource discrepancy of activity at project executing phase. The framework 
of the model comprises activity agent, utility function, negotiation strategy algorithm and 
negotiation protocol. In this model, there are many self-interested activity agents on behalf 
of activities of distributed subcontractors in multi-contract projects. Under the distributed 
architecture, each of them can coordinate and cooperate with one another that act under his 
subcontractor’s own benefits and preferences with slack time strategy and compensation 
mechanism. Through the utility function and negotiation strategy of activity agent, if any 
delay of an activity schedule is occurred by resource discrepancy at activity executing 
stage, the activity agents associated with this activity can negotiate automatically for 
dynamic scheduling with others whose schedules are affected by the delay and make an 
agreement of satisfied payment to compensate their loss. By the process of negotiation 
protocol in this model, agents can interact without a hitch in negotiation. Finally, a 
scenario of distributed project dynamic scheduling is discussed to perform our agent-based 
compensatory strategic-negotiation model. 

Keywords: agent, dynamic scheduling, negotiation model, negotiation strategy, negotiation 
protocol 
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