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NEAQ F2F A oY -&Nash7} A AIgH NashF ) 3
¥ (Nash Bargaining Solution, NBS) [3], Kalai ¢}
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1. NBS

NBSE tha9] 22l HEai),

a) B E 33 (Pareto Optimality)

b) A% W3k thdt EMA (Independence of Linear
Transformations)

o) BEA gl titEdl tigk B A (Independence of
irrelevant alternatives)

d) A (Symmetry)

T8 a)e 4 sl A ol 2REe
2] b), o) 18|1 d)i= NBSY] FHAL B4 A=t}
ol that AAE Weat 542 (4ol 2
F2lE) of8] ZA == NBSE Nash Produ
ohal delA glok n B o] ARg AL gleme)
Nash Product G(X,, X,,..., X,)& th2 3} Zo] A o] g},

8
2
%0,
)
Ho
fo,

AMEX2

28(X,)

1
I
[}
[\
A
AY
1

—4

=R
(Bargaidi

-
-
~——

G(Xsz) =(X1 _dl)(XZ _dz)

(dy.dy)
gro| MIjy

(Disagreement Point)

A8
\ =

(28 3) T AZXiof thSt NBS (HAZL 25 12 713)

(X)

G(X,, X,.....X,) =[] (X, - d)".
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2. KSBS
KSBS¥= NBS9| 38| )& AloJetie 22 Felol o3 A
o€k, KSBs= NBS| F&] ogte g NEd dxA
(Individual Monotonicity)& Zt=d, o= f-& £ 3]
ol ALgALolA| o]5o] = wlake 2 Z718l4, KSBSE
Ho 2 g x4l 8 11 AMEAA A o]Sof |
e A& ojujdit), o] Faj= NBseh= thE KSBSHHe F
33g Aolstn, KSBSAAl F4 Aol fUst 3 1
273t (3 95 FEY AMEA] I3 KSBSE 2 &
I 9Jth. o] oM & &= gi%ol, KSBSE 2 ALgAte] Hu)
7V5 &4 (maximum achievable utlity)}& 1#5}e] 249
t}. o] 54 Wi, KSBSE ulgo & 3 21 &L NBS
Eugo 2 o A g3 taA, Z Zento] AR
0] FREC] B F e A4 FHoM) 22 £33
A3Hg = 5 JEE A e g} [, welA, KSBS
£ AEAA (self-interested) Q] AHEAER. FAE VESY
%1 7o NBSEU} & v] FH3l3 A A% 2 gl W
Hog AMgE & 9l
 KSBSE NBSS} i3k = thokt BobolM Akl gk A
go 2 AMg-Ho| gt} deolENBset 3 v gelnY
o] ARgALe] EgH 0|3 T3 A P AFo 2 ALSH
Aor, KsBsgte] B53 21 ¥ Hgke vl t=y
Alz=le] 249 Felot 8] 34 B4l Al2de) A &z 9
o AH-ESAT. B3 [10lelME 2] 4132 HEju|tlo)
AFEAFEOIKSBSE ©]-8-5}¢{Cognitive -4 YES]A 214
& Fh3ke WS Golugi

3. 7|t 32| &4 siHE - EBS, PBS

NBS %= KSBS¢} npi7b Al 2, EBSEE PBSAE th & F
BAE AN FEF J ol EAlgt. EBse 7
AREALS] Fgo] BE A B3 3L, PBSE 4 ARS
AFE9] &80l Foi vl we} AR EHEE AY FS
g}, webA] EBSE PBSS] B3t A8 A4 £k 9
t}. o]23t EBSS} PBSS] SAHEL 55 AlE(Peerto-Peer)
HENA 119} 24 #&] B2 (resource brokers)E vl
o 2% 74 Y EY I A FEju|tio] AR8Rle] 214 #a
(12190 ARg-0] H ATt
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B30 o5 Gen|to] ARl ol A&Feln
THE AL #elE I3 5 AY o8 @A HEE
AX &t A E ALE FR3 o ARSRF S elA 9]
A9 & BAE= A BARY 23] lssla, 1 g
& EA o] g e FelE Fo B3k 78 5 4
28 o} Bk} £3), oln] 2 &zl thst Ty d4
FHEo] Hejntjo] T4 2 Y| ES A x4l Felol o BA
AREE £ gloH, §3E Ago] Hejultlo] 88 Aul&
ol oJwdt o|ulE ZH=A] Yo} Bk}, '

AYHY 54 L UEY I A|2H oA o] 2 #Ele=, =
2EZ 9 732 v dRIE, o]& ARA (B o1F
A 71780 5Ho|n 7| AH R 2 FH R ws
ojstt}. 3Agh, Fx} Z ARSALES A, ML T 5
o] whglaL, Y3k Aul2v} thdst HuA, AMARE
o ZgFol1 FH3 AY A FIx FadA 1 gl
A, AY ol2g vigo e 3 A e AFe gog
U5 AR 8738 upgo 2 § thaks HolollA] g o]
29 Ao 2 7jYgc}.
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