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The "win-win-win papakonstantinidis model": A bargaining proposal 

Papakonstantinidis LA 

 

Abstract 

In the third decade of the 21st century, beliefs related to competition in negotiations are 

now considered obsolete. New schemes, new 3-D trading strategies emerge through practice 

This article examines the equilibrium points of a three-dimensional strategy as well as a 

three-dimensional concept of a negotiation that bears the characteristics of cooperation 

rather than competition. 

In a three-dimensional solidarity it turns out that there is a single point of equilibrium that 

simultaneously answers the triple question, namely (1) what is better for me than this deal (2) 

what is best for you with whom I work and (3) what is best for the community in which we 

work 

 

Introduction 

In a report on political economy at the dawn of the Industrial Revolution, the Wealth of 

Nations1 by ADAM SMITH is widely regarded as the first modern work in the field of 

economics. 

One hundred and seventy-four years later (1950) John F. Nash was able to "see" the team 

(trust theory) through the transaction, believing that in this way "closes" the system, turning 

competition into cooperation 

Fifty-two years later (2002) we considered the system to remain open to society as a whole: 

The system ends with the inclusion of society as the third invisible "partner" in a 

transaction-collaboration between two 

In short 

I. Adam Smith: The tendency to promote society as a whole through the transaction aimed at 

individual gain [win-lose] (1776) 

II. J. F. Nash: The tendency to promote society as a whole through the transaction that aims 

at both the individual benefit and the TRUST THEORY - governing dynamics: The beautiful 

mind - [win-win] (1950) 

III. The proposal: The tendency to promote society as a whole through the transaction that 

aims at the individual benefit, the benefit of the GROUP and the benefit of the community 

(empathy) [win-win-win] -2002 

It should be clarified from the outset that negotiation is not rivalry, but cooperation and 

based on T. Schelling's (1960) conflict strategy deals with equilibrium conditions and the 

strategy between empathy and conflict: we investigate whether the win-win-win 

papakonstantantinidis model as a strategy of conflict could coexist with empathy as a pure 

condition of behavior that focuses on improving the bargaining power. 2 subjectively, through 

empathy and sensitivity We explore win-win-win papakonstantinidis through the prism of 

empathy In particular, we explore whether empathy is included in conflict strategies. of 

caring for other people and wanting to help them? experiencing feelings that match another 

person's feelings; discern what another person is thinking or feeling. and make the 

differences between self and other less distinct. It can also be understood that it has the 

difference of self-definition and another blurred Intuitive Negotiation and Limited Reality in 

the Jackpot of Life. in (cooperative / non-cooperative) trading and trading processes, with 

reference to the financial behavior of gambling, decision-making and the legal interaction of 
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players. As a result, we can safely assume that the "information gap" is the dominant key 

factor for people to "make a living". The process of raising awareness of the 

Papakonstantinidis model of the 3rd victory can achieve the full "angel limit", regarding a 

process of collective bargaining from the bottom up, promoting the post-capitalist 

development forward, in terms of participatory capital formation. The 3 win intuitive 

approach requires negotiation reciprocity (based on capital) and is analogous to the many vivid 

examples of biological mutual aid. 

 

A TWO PERSON negotiating situation involves two people having the opportunity to work 

together for mutual benefit in more than one way. In the simplest case, no action taken by 

one person without the consent of the other can affect the well-being of the other 

Finally, it is an agreement between the parties that settles what each gives or receives in a 

transaction between them or what course of action or policy each follows in relation to the 

other 

 

Triple bargaining 

What is there between you and the yes you want? In our analysis of hundreds of 

negotiations, we have identified obstacles in three complementary dimensions: The first is 

tactics. The second is the design deal; and the third is the setup. Every dimension is crucial, 

but many negotiators and much of the negotiation literature focus only on the first two. 

For example, most negotiation books focus on how executives can master the tactics - the 

interactions at the negotiating table. Common obstacles to a yes in this dimension include a 

lack of trust between the parties, poor communication and the "tough" attitudes of the 

negotiators. Thus, the books offer useful tips for reading body language, adapting your style 

to the negotiating situation, active listening, convincing your case, deciding on offers and 

counter-offers, managing deadlines, dealing with dirty tricks, avoiding intercultural gaps, etc. 

 

The second dimension, that of agreement design — or the ability of negotiators to enter into 

an agreement at the table that creates lasting value — is also noteworthy. When a deal does 

not offer enough value on all sides or when its structure does not allow for success, effective 

2-D traders work to identify the underlying sources of economic and non-economic value and 

then create deals that can unlock that. value for parts. Does some kind of trade between the 

parties make sense and, if so, on what terms? Should it be a gradual agreement, perhaps with 

contingencies and risk-sharing arrangements? A deal with a more creative idea and 

structure? What satisfies the needs of the ego but also the financial ones? 

In addition to the interpersonal and bargaining challenges faced by executives in the 1-D and 

2-D negotiations, there are three-dimensional obstacles — flaws in the negotiating agenda 

itself. Common problems in this often neglected third dimension include negotiating with the 

wrong parties or for the wrong set of issues, involving parties in the wrong order or at the 

wrong time, and incompatible or unattractive options without agreement. 3D dealers, 

however, reshape the range and order of the game itself to achieve the desired result. By 

doing business off-the-shelf, they ensure that the right places are approached in the right 

order to address the right issues, with the right means, at the right time, under the right 

set of expectations and dealing with the right non-deal choices. 

Former U.S. Trade Representative Charlene Barshefsky, who has negotiated with hundreds 

of companies, governments and non-governmental organizations to lead in deals on goods, 
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services and intellectual property, describes the successful 3D negotiations as follows: "The 

tactics at the table are only the liquidation. work. Many people confuse the tactics as the 

underlying substance and the relentless efforts away from the table that are required to 

create the most hopeful situation possible once you face your counterpart. "Once you know 

what you need and you have implemented a broader strategy, then negotiation tactics will 

flow." 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3-D Bargaining Strategies 

 
 

 

Even managers with superior interpersonal negotiation skills can fail when obstacles to 

agreement fall into the 3D realm. During the 1960s, Kennecott Copper's long-term, low-cost 

contract governing the huge El Teniente mine in Chile was at high risk of renegotiation. The 

political situation in Chile had changed dramatically since the agreement was first drawn up, 

making the terms of the agreement unstable. Chile had something that seemed to be a very 

attractive alternative - or in the language of negotiations, a BATNA (best alternative to the 

negotiated agreement). By acting unilaterally, the Chilean government could radically change 

the economic terms of the agreement or even expropriate the mine. Kennecott BATNA 

looked poor: Submit on new terms or get expropriated. 

 

Imagine that Kennecott had adopted a 1-D strategy that focuses primarily on interpersonal 

actions at the negotiating table. Using this approach, the Kennecott management team would 

evaluate the personalities of the ministers with whom it would negotiate. She would try to be 

culturally sensitive and could choose elegant restaurants to meet. Indeed, Kennecott's team 

made such sensible actions. But this approach was not promising enough given the threatening 

reality of the situation. Chilean officials seemed to be holding all the paperwork: They did not 

need Kennecott to operate the mine. the country had its own experienced managers and 
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engineers. And Kennecott's hands seemed tied: He could not move the copper mine, nor did 

he have a padlock for processing or trading the precious metal, nor did he have any realistic 

prospects, as in a previous era, of resorting to the US fleet. 

Fortunately for Kennecott, his negotiators adopted a three-dimensional strategy and 

organized the forthcoming talks in the most favorable way. The team took six steps and 

completely changed the playing field. First, to the surprise of the government, Kennecott 

offered to sell the majority stake in the mine in Chile. Second, to sweeten this offer, the 

company proposed using the proceeds from the sale of equity, along with money from a loan 

from the Export-Import Bank, to finance a major expansion of the mine. Third, it pushed the 

Chilean government to guarantee this loan and to include the guarantee in New York State 

law. Fourth, Kennecott insured as much of his assets as possible under the US guarantor 

against the expropriation. Fifth, it arranged to sell the expansion of the expanded mine 

under long-term contracts with customers in North America and Europe. Sixth, the rights to 

collect these contracts were sold to a consortium of European, American and Japanese 

financial institutions. 

These actions radically changed the negotiations. A larger mine, with Chile as the majority 

owner, meant a bigger and more valuable pie for the host country: The proposal would have 

more revenue for Chile and would be in the country's interest to maintain at least nominal 

sovereignty over its own natural resources. 

 

In addition, a wide range of customers, governments and creditors now shared Kennecott's 

concerns about future political change in Chile and were very skeptical of Chile's ability to 

operate the mine effectively over time. Instead of dealing with the initial negotiation only 

with Kennecott, Chile is now facing a multilateral negotiation with players who would have 

future transactions with this country - not only in the mining sector but also in the economic, 

industrial, legal and public sectors. The authentic Chilean BATNA - to oust Kennecott without 

ceremony - was now far less attractive than it was in the beginning, as Kennecott's wound 

jeopardized a wider set of Chilean interests now and in the future. 

 

And finally, guarantees, insurance and other contracts improved Kennecott's BATNA. If no 

agreement was reached and Chile acted to expropriate the business, Kennecott would have a 

number of parties on his side. Although the mine was finally nationalized a few years later, 

Chile's deteriorating alternatives gave Kennecott a better operating position and extra years 

of cash flow compared to similar companies that did not. 

 

In addition, a wide range of customers, governments and creditors now shared Kennecott's 

concerns about future political change in Chile and were very skeptical of Chile's ability to 

operate the mine effectively over time. Instead of dealing with the initial negotiation only 

with Kennecott, Chile is now facing a multilateral negotiation with players who would have 

future transactions with this country - not only in the mining sector but also in the economic, 

industrial, legal and public sectors. The authentic Chilean BATNA - to oust Kennecott without 

ceremony - was now far less attractive than it was in the beginning, as Kennecott's wound 

jeopardized a wider set of Chilean interests now and in the future. 

 

And finally, guarantees, insurance and other contracts improved Kennecott's BATNA. If no 

agreement was reached and Chile acted to expropriate the business, Kennecott would have a 
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number of parties on his side. Although the mine was finally nationalized a few years later, 

Chile's deteriorating alternatives gave Kennecott a better operating position and extra years 

of cash flow compared to similar companies that did not. 

 

This case underlines our central message: Do not skillfully play only the negotiation game they 

give you. change its underlying design for the better. It is unlikely that 1-D tactical or 

interpersonal brilliance at the table - whether in the form of steel-faced culturally sensitive 

observations or careful and thoughtful listening from all sides - could have saved Kennecott 

from his fundamentally unfavorable bargaining position. However, the three-dimensional 

moves the company made away from the table changed the order of the deal (stakeholders, 

interests at stake, their BATNAs) and ultimately created more value for all involved - many 

of whom Kennecott claimed for himself. 

How 3D movements work 

Successful 3D traders motivate target players to say yes by improving the proposed deal, 

strengthening their own BATNAs and worsening those of other parties. 3-D players intend 

such moves mainly to claim value for themselves but also to create value for all sides. 
 

Value Claim. 

3D dealers rely on many common practices to claim value, including seeking outbound offers 

or bringing in new players to the game, sometimes to create a formal or informal auction. 

After negotiating a series of alliances and acquisitions that led Millennium Pharmaceuticals 

from a small start-up in 1993 to a multibillion-dollar company less than a decade later, then 

Chief Operating Officer Steve Holtzman explained the rationale for adding shares to: 

Whenever we feel that there is a possibility of agreement with someone, we immediately call 

six more people. It drives you crazy, trying to fool everything. But number one will change the 

perception on the other side of the table. And number two will change your perception of 

yourself. If you think there are other people who are interested, your bluff is no longer a 

bluff. It's real. "He will be faced with a completely different level of belief." (For more on 

Millennium, see Strategic Agreement at Millennium Pharmaceuticals, HBS Case No. 9-800-

032.) 

 

While bargainers should generally try to improve their BATNAs, they should also be aware 

that some of the moves they make may inadvertently worsen their choices. For example, 

several years ago, we worked with an American construction company in its negotiations for a 

consortium in Mexico. The company had already researched potential cultural barriers and 

classified its three potential partners according to the capabilities it considered most 

desirable in these companies. After approaching the negotiations with a culturally sensitive 

spirit, and with a very sensible sequence, the US team had nevertheless come to a dead end 

with its most attractive partner. The team abandoned these talks and was now deep in the 

process with the second most desirable candidate - again, things were going badly. Imagine 

subsequent negotiations with the third, least acceptable, partner, if the second round of 

talks had also been established - in an industry where everyone would quickly know the 

results of previous negotiations. 
 

 

As each round of negotiations failed, the American company BATNA - an agreement with 
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another Mexican company or no joint venture - gradually deteriorated. Fortunately, the US 

company opened exploratory discussions with the third company alongside the second. This 

helped the US company find out which potential partner really had the biggest business 

sense, avoid premature closing of options and take advantage of competition between 

Mexican companies. The US company should have arranged the process so that the prospect 

of an agreement with the most desirable Mexican partner would act as BATNA in the talks 

with the second most desirable partner and so on. In short, this would have created the 

equivalent of a simultaneous quadripartite negotiation (structured as a US company trading in 

parallel with each of the three Mexican companies) instead of three consecutive bilateral 

negotiations. This promising 3-D layout would have significantly improved any one-dimensional 

cultural insight and tactful ingenuity the US company could muster. 

 

In addition to strengthening their own position, 3D negotiators adding parties and issues to 

an agreement can weaken the other side's BATNA. For example, when Edgar Bronfman, 

former CEO of Seagram's and head of the World Jewish Congress, first approached Swiss 

banks asking them to compensate Holocaust survivors whose assets were confiscated from 

their family members. , he felt stoned. Swiss bank executives saw no reason to consult with 

Bronfman. they believed that they had strong legal ground because the issue of restoration 

had been settled years ago. But after eight months of lobbying by Bronfman, the World 

Jewish Congress and others, negotiations have expanded dramatically - to the detriment of 

the Swiss. The bankers faced a de facto coalition of interests that reliably threatened the 

lucrative Swiss share of public finances in states such as California and New York. They 

faced the sale of shares of huge American pension funds in Swiss banks as well as in all Swiss 

companies. Delay in merger between Swiss Bank and UBS due to the "characteristic capacity" 

license vital to doing business in New York; and the wider resentment of the U.S. government, 

which had been active in mediating a settlement. 

Given the grim BATNA faced by Swiss bankers, it is not surprising that the parties reached 

an agreement, including a commitment by Swiss bankers to pay $ 1.25 billion to the survivors. 

It was, however, an almost unthinkable result at the beginning of the small, initially private 

game in which the Swiss seemed to be holding all the cards. 

Another way for negotiators to claim value is to shift the issues at stake and the interests at 

stake. Consider how Microsoft won the browser war negotiations. In 1996, AOL was in dire 

need of a state-of-the-art web browser, and both Netscape and Microsoft competed for the 

deal. Technically superior, the market leader Netscape Navigator competed with the most 

confused Internet Explorer, which was then fighting for a place in the market, but was 

considered by Bill Gates a strategic priority. Netscape confidently, even arrogantly, pushed 

for a technically based "dollar browser" deal. 

In the book aol.com, Jean Villanueva, a senior AOL executive, remarked: "The deal was for 

Netscape to lose. They were sovereign. We had to get what the market wanted. Most 

importantly, we saw ourselves as smaller companies fighting the same enemy - Microsoft. 

But when all was said and done, it was Microsoft that had struck a deal with AOL. The 

software giant would provide Explorer to AOL for free and promised a number of technical 

tweaks in the future. Microsoft had also agreed that AOL client software would be 

compatible with the new Windows operating system. 

 

Microsoft — a direct competitor to AOL — would place the AOL icon on the Windows desktop 
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right next to the icon for its own online service, the Microsoft Network (MSN). AOL's 

position on "the most valuable table real estate in the world" would allow it to reach an 

additional 50 million people a year at no substantial cost, compared to the cost of $ 40 to $ 

80 per customer burdened by the "carpet bombing" " in the country. with AOL disks. In fact, 

Bill Gates sacrificed MSN's medium-term position in its broader goal of winning the browser 

war. 

 

How did the 3D moves lead the negotiations in favor of Microsoft? Microsoft's web browser 

was technically inferior to Netscape, so the chances of Microsoft winning for these reasons 

were slim, regardless of its bargaining skills and table tactics. Instead, Microsoft shifted 

negotiations from the Netscape Dollar Browser Agreement to broader business issues in 

which it had a decisive edge. Instead of focusing on sales to techies, Microsoft focused on 

sales to AOL entrepreneurs. As David Colburn, AOL's chief negotiator and head of business 

development, said in his 1998 Supreme Court ruling, "Microsoft's willingness to integrate 

AOL in some form with the Windows operating system was an extremely important 

competitive factor that impossible for Netscape to fit. in which she was strong. 

Microsoft shifted negotiations from the Netscape Dollar Browser Agreement to broader 

business issues in which it had a decisive edge. 

 

These examples of three-dimensional value-seeking moves contrast with the standard 1-D 

interpersonal approach to trading. The actions that are removed from the table — changing 

abrupt parts and issues, restructuring and resuming the process, changing BATNAs — are not 

primarily about one-dimensional interpersonal skills but rather about strengthening the 

underlying arrangement of the negotiation itself1. 

 

 

 

Coordination game 

The tuning game is a classic two player, two strategy game, as shown in the pay slip example 

on the right. There are two balances of clear strategy, (A, A) with a reward of 4 for each 

player and (B, B) with an odds of 2 for each player. The combination (B, B) is a Nash balance 

because if a player unilaterally changes his strategy from B to A, his payout will drop from 2 

to 1. 

 

 

Ένα παίγνιο συντονισμού  που δείχνει τις αναμενόμενες απολαβές  για τον 

παίκτη 1 (σειρά A) /παίκτη 2 (στήλη)   

Στρατηγική παίκτη 1 

Στρατηγική Παίκτη 2 

Ο παίκτης 2 υιοθετεί 

τη στρατηγική A 

Ο παίκτης 2 υιοθετεί 

τη στρατηγική B 
  

Ο παίκτης 1 υιοθετεί 

τη στρατηγική A 

4 

4 

3 

1 
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Ο παίκτης 1 υιοθετεί 

τη στρατηγική B 

1 

3 

2 

2 
  

 

 

Theory of utility / usefulness of the individual 

    1. A person who is offered 2 predictions can decide which is preferable or if both are 

desirable 

    2. The resulting classification of preferences is transitional. If A is preferable to B and B 

is preferable to C, then A is preferable to C. 

    3. Suppose we start with two equally desirable situations Each combination of probabilities 

of these situations will be just as desirable as each one separately 

    4. If Α, Β, Γ are as in hypothesis (2) then there is a combination of probabilities of Α and Γ 

that is as desirable as Β This equates to a hypothesis for the sequel 

    5. If both A and B are equally desirable, then n are equally desirable. 

These conditions are sufficient to show the existence of a satisfactory utility / utility 

function that corresponds to each individual's prediction a real number. This utility / utility 

function is not unique, i.e. if u is such a function, then so is if Using uppercase and lowercase 

letters for real numbers then such a function will satisfy the following properties: 

    (a) equals that A is preferable to B.𝑢(𝐴) > 𝑢(𝐵) 

    (b) If ,0 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 1 then 𝑢[𝑝𝐴 + (1 − 𝑝)𝐵] = 𝑝𝑢(𝐴) + (1 − 𝑝)𝑢(𝐵) 

This is an important property of linearity in a utility / utility function 

Game theory n people contains the negotiation problem of 2 people as a special case In its 

win-win-win version, the negotiation problem contains 3 people 

N-person games should have values, ie there should be a set of numbers which are 

continuously dependent on the set of quantities that make up the mathematical description of 

the game and which express the benefit / usefulness of each player if he has the opportunity 

to participate in the game We can set a prediction for 2 people as a combination of 2 

predictions each for a person So we have 2 people, each with a specific expectation for his 

future environment 

It is obvious that the individual utility / utility functions will have the same linear property 

here as in the classical case of an individual. From this point on, when we use the word 

prediction we will refer to binary prediction 

In the case of negotiations there is a prediction that stands out: this is the prediction 

where the negotiators will fail. Each person is defined upwards as the product of a positive 

real number. From now on, then, all the utility / utility functions to be used will be of this 

form. utility function for each and plotting the benefits / utilities of all possible forecasts in 

a flat graph 

It is necessary to make assumptions about the nature of the set of points we get in this way. 

We assume that this set of points is compact and convex in the mathematical sense. ends 2 

points of the set can always be obtained with the appropriate combinations of probabilities 

of two predictions depicted in these two points. square of the level on the other hand that 

any continuous function of benefits / benefits gets its maximum value at some point in the 

set 
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Bargaining Nash (N.E) 

 

John Forbes Nash Jr. suggested that a solution should satisfy certain axioms: 

 

    • Unchanged in cognate transformations or Unchanged in equivalent utility representations 

    • Pareto optimality 

    • Independence of irrelevant alternatives 

    • Symmetry 

Bargaining Solution 

We will consider 2 predictions that give the same utility / utility for each utility / utility 

function corresponding to each individual as equivalent so that the graph is a complete 

representation of the essential characteristics of the situation. Of course the graph is 

defined only as the selected scale (and changes when the scale changes) as long as we have 

not fully defined the utility / utility functions Now, since our solution should consist of 

rational profit expectations from the 2 negotiators, these expectations should be achievable 

by an appropriate agreement between Therefore there should be an available provision, which 

will give everyone the amount of satisfaction they would expect to receive. to an equivalent 

Therefore, we can assume that a point in the whole graph represents the solution and with 

represents all the provisions on which the two can agree in a fair negotiation 

We will develop the theory by presenting the conditions that should apply (in terms of the 

relationship between this solution and the whole) so that we can find a simple condition that 

will determine the point of solution. We will consider only those cases, where both people can 

benefit from the negotiation This does not exclude cases where in the end only one person 

will benefit, because the "fair negotiation" is the joint decision to solve the problem through 

a lottery (eg to throw a currency) which will determine who will get what in the end Any 

combination of potentially available forecasts is an available forecast 

Let u1 and u2 be the utility / utility functions of 2 people 

Suppose that C (S) represents the breaking point in a set S which is solid and convex and 

contains the origin of the axes (A set X is called solid if each sequence of its points contains 

a sub-sequence that converges at a point of X) Assume that: 

    • If α is a point of S such that there exists another point β of S with the property u1 (β)> 

u1 (α) and u2 (β)> u2 (α) then 

    • If the set T contains the set S and c (T) is in S then c (T) = c (S) We will say that a set S 

is symmetric if there are utility operators u1 and u2 such that when (a, b) is contained in S, 

(b, a) is also contained in S - this means that the graph is symmetric with respect to the line 

u1 = u2-see figure 1 

    • If S is symmetric and u1 and u2 are as above, then c (S) is a point of the form (α, α) ie a 

point of the line u1 = u2 The first hypothesis expresses the idea that each person wants to 

maximize its own benefit / utility in the final negotiation The third hypothesis is equivalent 

to the premise that the two negotiators have identical bargaining skills 

The second hypothesis is more complicated: If two rational people agree that c (T) could be a 

fair agreement, when T is the sum of the possible agreements, then they should be able to 

make a division less restrictive and not attempt to reach some of the agreements 

represented by points outside the set S, if T contains c (T) (S) should be equal to c (T) 

Now we will show that these conditions require the solution to be the point of the set in the 

first quadrant, where the product u1 * u2 is maximized 
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We do know, however, that such a point exists because of its compactness. Also, the 

curvature property leads to the conclusion that this point is unique. 

Let us now select the utility / utility functions, so that the point mentioned above is 

transferred to (1,1) Since this is done by multiplying the utility / utility by constant 

parameters, (1,1) will be the one in which it is maximized the product (u1 * u2) For any point 

of the set we will not have u1 + u2> 2 since if there was a point of the set with u1+u2>2 joining 

(1,1) to that point, the product u1*u2 would take a value greater than one We can now 

construct a square inside the region where u1+u2< 2 which is symmetric with respect to the 

line u1=u2 , has a side on the line u1+u2=2 and completely encloses all alternative agreements 

Considering the generated square region, as the set of alternative agreements, instead of 

the older set, is obvious that (1,1) is the only point satisfying assumptions (6) and (8) Now, 

using assumption (7) we can conclude that (1,1) must also be a point of the solution, when our 

original (transformed) set is the set of alternative agreements-end 
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The Papaconstantinidis win-win-win model 

what is? 

Decisions come from people answering the question themselves, "What do (rules) a person 

like me (identity) do in a situation like this (recognition)? ”(DM Messick, 1999) 1. This logic of 

appropriateness is at odds with the prevailing "consequence logic" or EU models. of 

appropriateness may have greater interpretive power in social dilemmas than such expected 

utility models. 

To act, people must answer the question, "What kind of situation is this?" 

We have seen that the context of fitness suggests that people who make decisions wonder 

(explicitly or implicitly), "What does a person like me do in a situation like this?" This 

question identifies 3 important factors: identifying and classifying the type of situation one 

encounters, the identity of the decision-maker and the application of rules or heuristics in 

guiding behavior choice 
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Win-win-win: good for me, good for you, great for the community 
 

Win-Win-Win vs. Win-Win: 

PROPOSAL 

In the present study we attempt one step further by noting that negotiation can be defined 

as “a form of decision-making in which two or more parties discuss with each other in an 

attempt to resolve disputes their interests ". This definition refers to the two main aspects 

of human behavior in negotiation: the duality of interests that negotiators have to deal with 

and the desire (or lack of desire) to cooperate with their opponent. 

Bargaining, on the other hand, is a subset of negotiation and defines the act of bargaining for 

a particular position. 

The concept of win-win-win Papakonstantinidis is based on the dynamics that govern, ie the 

negotiating point of view of the 3 people who answer the questions and the utilities that were 

transferred to 3 people 

1. What is best for me? - Atomism 

2. What is best for you? - Socialism / Empathy 

3. What is best for the negotiating community? - Community 

Balance is achieved when the three-dimensional approach (three self-questions) is satisfied 

as much as possible 

 

The fact that individual preferences (Arrow) can not be summed up is cured by Amartya 

Sen's observation that "No poor farmer can have a summer mood and feel happy and 

satisfied with a small offer." 

The situation of the transferred tripartite utilities becomes optimistic when the product of 

their advantages is maximized, taking into account PARETO efficiency (Pareto efficiency or 

optimal Pareto is a situation where no single criterion or criterion preference can not be 

better without at least one person or a preference criterion for worse or without any loss 

Here is a subtle difference: 

John Nash based his negotiating problem1 on the concept of "team" that gave rise to trust 

theory. His astonishing contribution was that with his official "win-win" theory he went far 

beyond the cold individualistic conception of Adam Smith2 (the general good is promoted and 

better served if each Man promoted only his individual benefit) The addition of the "Group" 

says that John Nash, a 22-year-old postdoctoral student at Princeton University, "looked into 

the eyes" of Adam Smith, challenging a 174-year journey that was then taken for granted 

(1950-1776). 

In the 21st century, criticism of win-win theory is growing. It seems to be shaken by the very 

nature and complexity of human relationships. Social unrest with wars across the length and 

breadth of the earth creates 2 opposite "expectations" and future trends. : 

    1. Whether the system tends to self-destruction, with the predominance of unbridled and 

without limits of individualism - entropy 

    2. Either, at the last minute the system will "self-heal" through new unprecedented forms. 

Already, there are the first indications (Corporate Social Responsibility - CSR, Non-

Governmental Organizations - NGOs… the adoption of entire countries, social enterprises, 

social cooperatives - social economy… etc.) 

On this basis - we try - if it is possible to "build" an idea the idea of "win-win-win", which 

attempts, if it is possible to overcome the win-win perception in the field of negotiation-
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interaction The trimerization of negotiation by accepting the empathy (of taking the place of 

the other)  is not a wish but the result of cold logical thinking: Man has logic and adaptability: 

If we assume that there are three people on an uninhabited island, each of them, expressing 

his individual benefit will try to prevail, "throwing" the other two (win , Adam Smith) To 

achieve his goal he tries to join one of the other two (win-win) However, the two now 

"partners" have 2 options… either eat the third or join him I believe that the second 

thought, (win-win-win) since with the cooperation it is possible for everyone to build a boat 

together, for example to leave the island, it always takes a third… 

John Forbes Nash Jr. suggested that a solution should satisfy certain axioms: 

 

Unchanged in cognate transformations or Unchanged in equivalent utility representations 

Pareto optimality 

Independence of irrelevant alternatives 

   Symmetry 

Analytically 

1. Optimal by Pareto: there should not be any achievable result that all players consider the 

same aggressive, and at least one player finds it more desirable than the one chosen by the 

solution: the chosen result should belong to the whole which "is not dominated by Pareto". 

2. Symmetry: if the problem is symmetric with respect to the 45 ° line, the result of the 

solution must have equal coordinates.-see figure 

3. Stability in relation to scale changes: von Neumann - Morgenstern benefits are unique 

under homogeneous transformations, the selected result must be unchanged under such 

transformations. 

4. Independence from the contraction of the possible set: if, keeping the point of 

disagreement constant, the possible set is contracted but the result initially chosen remains 

possible, then this should remain the chosen result for the new problem. 

The Nash Theorem: The Nash bargaining solution is the only solution that satisfies Pareto 

optimality, symmetry, non-variability in scale changes (measurement of the usefulness / 

usefulness of bargaining), and independence from the contraction of the possible set. 

Nash has shown that the solutions that satisfy these axioms are precisely the points that 

maximize the following expression: 

 
(𝑢(𝑥) − 𝑢(𝑑))(𝑣(𝑦) − 𝑣(𝑑)) 
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If we added "completion" to the fifth axiom, we would have a three-dimensional result 

 

The literature indicates a number of theoretical contributions of games applied to the 

international economy and, in particular, to international trade, simply to make it clearer that 

the analysis of strategy games is particularly apt to provide perceptual space for integration 

research. An elaborate and thoroughly researched section of the literature sheds light on 

these key contributions, which will could enrich the practical meaning of the strategic 

negotiations in the context of integration. In order to remain on this central issue and continue 

to reach valid conclusions based on substantive research, an inevitable compromise must be 

decided on relatively marginal issues. This has almost no effect on the flow of arguments. The 

rich developments of the concepts, as well as a comprehensive review of the literature place 

the study in an appropriately equidistant research path towards a variety of approaches, which 

compose the theory and policy of economic integration over the last 50 years, including 

provocative discussions on macroeconomic implications. . An indicative point is the analysis of 

the objectives pursued by the negotiating countries on the path to integration, and especially 

in this context that characterizes the European process. On the other hand, the common 

threat always unites, such as that which arises from the possibility of the destruction of the 

natural environment: element of integration in the final analysis 

The choice of the appropriate approach to the subject has been facilitated by an important 

scientific tradition. Research into explaining strategic interactions through concept-

theoretical games has made significant progress over a long period of time. From the early 
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development of theory in the interwar period, the approach was gradually accepted until its 

"virtual dominance in economics" around the late 1980s. The explosive dominance of game 

theory as a tool of analysis has to do with a wide range of disciplines. such as industrial 

organization, labor economics, public finances, monetary policy, economic history, law, 

marketing, political science or sociology, to accept and explain the behavior of companies. , 

governments or groups of actors in terms of strategic choices. 

 

In the field of international trade the interest extends to a wider range of issues, from 

trade liberalization or dispute resolution games to new theories of strategic trade policy or 

trade policy. economic development economic history the institutional economy the political 

science the industrial organization the international relations all contributed to the addition 

of new knowledge and obviously broadened the view on the issues of international trade in a 

single background. 

One of the findings suggested by this rich literature is that little improvement can be 

expected in both trade theory and game mathematics. On the contrary, the main advantage 

of the new approach has been shown to be an improved and practical understanding of how 

states and companies implement trade policies when their interests interact. Schelling1's 

work has the advantage of leading the strategic analysis of interdependence between nations 

and highlighting the risk of abusing game theory to understand the proper importance of 

decision-making processes in conflict situations. Notices: 

We change the character of the game when we drastically change the amount of contextual 

details it contains ... It is often the contextual details that can lead players to discover a 

consistent or, at least, mutually non-destructive outcome. We must recognize that the kinds 

of things that determine the result are what an extremely abstract analysis may consider 

irrelevant detail 

What makes this approach more problematic is its flexibility in delivering challenging results 

even if the texture between theory and financial data is somewhat relaxed. Economists have 

to deal with a theoretical construct introduced from mathematics that has its own laws and 

develops as such autonomously. Snidal1 conceptually presents this dilemma in the following 

statement: 

To directly apply the abductive power of game theory, we need to reinforce the 

correspondences between empirical situations and game models and separate assumptions 

from predictions. As we do this, the model and theory will provide a guide to the relevant 

empirical data, just as the data will provide a guide to model evaluation and review. 

It is concluded that integration-integration plays a decisive role both in the big schemes (eg 

European Union) and in our daily transaction. the same negotiation (through continuous 

integrations) at its completion 

This, ie the COMPLETION of the negotiation is proposed (beyond the 4 Nash Axioms, ie 

(1) Unchanged in cognate transformations or Unchanged in equivalent utility representations 

(2) Pareto optimality 

(3) Independence of irrelevant alternatives 

(4) Symmetry) 

(5) integration 

as the FIFTH Axis that implies the triple convergence of more than three poles in the win-

win-win final agreement 

More than three decades have passed since the original proposal of the behavioral 
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negotiating framework. The world has evolved tremendously - technological advances have 

offered traders new means of communication that can shape the knowledge and behavior of 

traders. Globalization has brought more and more complex structures and has involved more 

parties in the negotiations. The expansion of the global economy has given people 

unprecedented power to shape choices for future generations. and the mobility enjoyed by a 

larger part of the population has brought together different cultures that integrate, conflict 

or coexist without clear boundaries. These new trends have stimulated waves of managerial 

and academic interest in trading. For the past 30 years, researchers have not only promoted 

our understanding of the context and results of negotiations, but have also explored new 

results from the interaction of the two and the changing world that shapes them. We suggest 

that efforts are needed to integrate recent developments in negotiation research and that 

the perspective of negotiation behavior, due to its simultaneous simplicity and flexibility, is 

appropriate and effective for integrating the various flows of negotiation research into a 

systematic framework. Importantly, this framework emphasizes the dynamic interaction 

between the two levels and leaves much room for further exploration of these potentials 

 

3D space compactness 

In mathematics, especially in general topology and metric topology, a compact space is a 

mathematical topological space in which each infinite sequence of points we chose from space 

we must finally get it arbitrarily close to some point in space. 

 

 
 

A compact meter is presented for three-dimensional shapes made up of voxels. The work 

proposed here improves and extends to the extent of the discrete solid from 2D (two-

dimensional) field to 3D1. The measure of discrete solid proposed corresponds to the sum of 

the contact surfaces of the face-connected voxels of the 3D shapes. A relationship is shown 

between the surface area enclosing the volume and the contact surface. The concept of 

contact surfaces extends to three-dimensional shapes consisting of different polyhedra, 

which divide the space by creating different three-dimensional grids. The measure proposed 

here for the discrete solid is unchanged during translation, rotation and scaling. The term 

"compact" does not refer to a point set topology, but is related to inherent properties of 

objects. Finally, to prove our measure compact, we calculate the measurements of the 

distinct compactness of different focal points 

Voxel 

In 3D computer graphics, a voxel represents a value on a regular grid in 3D space. As with 

pixels in a 2D bitmap, the voxels themselves do not typically have the position (i.e. the 

coordinates) to be explicitly encoded with their values. In contrast, rendering systems infer 
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the position of a voxel based on its position relative to other voxels (that is, its position in 

the data structure that composes a single volumetric image). 

 

Figure  A solid consisting of voxels. This is a volumetric representation of solids through a 

spatial possession device 

 

 
 

 

The classical solid C of a solid can be measured in the ratio (area 3) / (volume 2), which is 

dimensionless and minimized by a sphere. Thus, for a sphere: A = 4nr2 and V = (4/3) nr3. 

Therefore, C = 36π is the minimum solid of a solid, since the sphere contains a maximum 

volume for a fixed surface. The measure of compactness is an inherent property of objects. 

Therefore, the measure of compactness is unchanged under geometric transformations such 

as translation, rotation and scaling. In the digital sector, most solids do not have well-defined 

surfaces to enclose, due to the noise of the input devices used. 

The above can create noisy enclosure surfaces and consequently larger surfaces, which will 

affect the measure of compactness. On the other hand, the measure proposed here for the 

discrete solid depends to a large extent on the sum of the contact surfaces of the adjacent 

solids polyhedra. An advantage of using this discrete compact meter is that the accuracy of 

the enclosed surface area and volume is measured using the same unit (the polyhedron). 

To introduce the proposed discrete compact measure we use volumetric representation for 

rigid solids through spatial arrays. Thus, solids are represented as three-dimensional rows of 

polyhedra labeled as filled with matter. In addition, the figure is mentioned ως σχήμα του 

αντικειμένου και ένα αντικείμενο θεωρείται ένα γεωμετρικό στερεό που αποτελείται από κανονικά 

πολύεδρα (voxels).  as the shape of the object and an object is considered a geometric solid 

consisting of regular polyoxels (voxels). 

In the content of this work, area is a numeric value that expresses two-dimensional area in a 

plane, but is sometimes used to mean the inner area itself. Another view is the assumption 

that an entity is isolated from the real world. This is called a rigid solid and is defined as the 
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result of prior processing. Figure 1 shows a solid consisting of normal polyhedra, in this case 

voxels. We use the tips and mechanisms suggested in to design rigid solids consisting of a 

large number of voxels. In this work, we use only rigid solids consisting of voxels attached to 

the face and the length of all the edges of the voxels is considered equal to one. In order to 

introduce the proposed solid measurement method, a number of geometric concepts are 

presented below. 

We present the contact surfaces for rigid solids consisting of polyhedra. We also present 

the relationship between the contact surface and the surface enclosing the volume. This 

relationship between the areas of the surfaces can be used in different polyhedra, which fill 

3 spaces. In this case, we give an illustration using hexahedra and octahedra. 

The area A of the enclosing surface of a rigid solid consisting of a finite number of n 

polyhedra (for example, voxels) corresponds to the sum of the areas of the outer planes of 

the polygons of the polygons forming the visible faces of the solid. 

 

Unlike pixels and voxels, polygons are often explicitly represented by the coordinates of 

their vertices (as points). A direct consequence of this difference is that polygons can 

effectively represent simple three-dimensional structures with very empty or homogeneous 

full space, while voxels excel at representing regular samples of spaces that are not 

homogeneously filled. 
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Let it be, now 𝑆𝑖,𝜅the set of all possible strategies for the player i𝑖 = 1,… .𝑁 …𝜅  Let's 𝑠❑ =

(𝑠𝑖
❑, 𝑠−𝑖,𝜅,

❑ )be a strategy profile, a set consisting of a strategy for each player, where indicates 

the strategies of all players except Let's 𝑢𝑖(𝑠𝑖
❑, 𝑠−𝑖,

❑ 𝑠𝑘
❑)player's reward as a function of 

strategies . The strategy profile is a win-win-win balance if 

 

𝑢𝑖(𝑠𝑖
❑, 𝑠−𝑖

❑ 𝑠𝑘
❑) ≥ 𝑢𝑖(𝑠𝑖,𝑠−𝑖

❑ 𝑠𝑘
❑) ≥ 𝑢𝑖(𝑠𝑖.𝑠−𝑖, 𝑠𝑘

❑)  

 

for all 𝑠𝑖 , 𝑠𝑘 ∈ 𝑆𝑖 

 

Now, if u (x) is the utility prediction function of the continuation of trading and u (d) is the 

function of the prediction points of the cessation of trading c (z) is the utility function of the 

community (c = community) and c (d) a prediction function for stopping trading for the 

community (or otherwise those points where the community finds it best to stop trading rather 

than continue. So we get the "triangular" relationship below 

 
𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑢(𝑥) − 𝑢(𝑑))(𝑣(𝑦) − 𝑣(𝑑))(𝑐(𝑧) − 𝑐(𝑑)) 

 
𝑖𝑓𝑢(𝑑) = 𝑣(𝑑) = 𝑧(𝑑) = 0 

 

That is, if the points of disagreement are zero 

then 

We have the maximum PRODUCT of benefits for the parties and the community 

(society of angels) 
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𝑈 = 𝑢 ∗ 𝑝:
𝑈𝐴 = 𝑢𝐴 ∗ 𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑙

𝑈𝐵 = 𝑢𝐵 ∗ 𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑙𝐵❑𝑈𝐶 = 𝑢𝐶 ∗ 𝑝𝐶𝑈

= pleasant..experiance...according..to....𝑎..strictly..personal...positive..list𝑢
= individual....utils..(not..measuring)𝑝:probabilities,these..pleasant...experiance′𝑠..utils..to..occure..in..the...𝐴.𝐵.𝐶...individuals 

 
𝑈𝐴𝑈𝐵 , 𝑈𝐶
when,
𝑈𝐴 = 𝑥
𝑈𝐵 = 𝑦

𝑈𝑐 = (100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)

 

 
𝑈𝐴 ∩ 𝑈𝐵 ∩ 𝑈𝐺 = 𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝑈𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝐶 = max

for..this..must..be..(𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝐵𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝐶)′ = 0..(or..in..neiborhood..of..ZERO)
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𝑈𝐴 ∩ 𝑈𝐵 ∩ 𝑈𝑐 = 𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝑈𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝑐 = max

(𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝑈𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝑐)
′ = 0

𝑢𝑖 = 𝑓𝑖(𝑠)

xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 = max → [xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛]′ = 0

[xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛]′ = 𝑥′𝑦(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 + 𝑥𝑦′(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 = xy[(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛]′ = 0

xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛]′ = 𝑦(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 + 𝑥(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 + nxy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛−1 = 0

(𝑓(𝑥) ∗ 𝑔(𝑥))′ = 𝑓′(𝑥) ∗ 𝑔(𝑥) + 𝑓(𝑥) ∗ 𝑔′(𝑥)

[xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛]′ =

𝑦(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛−1(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) + 𝑥(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛−1(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) + nxy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛−1 = 0

It...must:.....xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛 = max → lim
𝑥→∞

[xy(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦)𝑛] = 0

sup...that..(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) ≠ 0
𝑦(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) + 𝑥(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) + nxy ∗ 1 = 0

(𝑥 + 𝑦)(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) + nxy = 0 ⇒ (
𝑥 + 𝑦

xy
)(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) = (−1)𝑛.....................by..putting,....

𝑥 + 𝑦

xy
= 𝜆 ≻ 0

𝜆(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) = (−1)𝑛 ⇒ (100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) =
−𝑛

𝜆
= (−𝑛)

1

𝜆

but,.....(100− 𝑥 − 𝑦) = %..Community..ital𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒..of...𝑜..budget,..𝑏 = 1.......EXPECTED..payoff...from..b=1

%..Community...share = (−𝑛)
1

𝜆
(𝑏).........the..(−𝑛)...denotes,,the..reduction

result...which..comes..from..the..Community..ital𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛..in..any..BARGAIN,..(by...its..3rd...role,....𝑖.𝑒
as..an..Agent..of..the..CITIZEN. − .PRINCIPALrelation,..Arbitrator,,,and..as..the..

Indepented..3rd..barty)..to..the..total..budget..b...of..the..BARGAIN

then,...the..𝑖 th..player; 𝑠.best..mixed...strategy(probability = ..𝑎..lottery..over..

𝑎..trinomial...distribution),is..the..best..strategies..for..ℎ.imself,as..well,as..the..best...strategies
..for..the..other..players,aswell..as..the..best..strategy..

for..the..Community..(the..common...welfare)

𝑈𝐴 ∩ 𝑈𝐵 ∩ 𝑈𝑐 = 𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝑈𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝑐 = max

(𝑈𝐴 ∗ 𝑈𝐵 ∗ 𝑈𝑐)
′ = 0

𝑢𝑖 = 𝑓𝑖(𝑠)
xy
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Conclusion 

It follows that in a mental three-dimensional coherence it is possible to find an exclusive 

equilibrium point of a three-dimensional strategy that answers positively the triple question (1) 

what is best for me (2) what is best for you with whom I cooperate and not compete and (3) 

what is best for the community in which we work; 

The ideal share of this partnership is 1/3 of the total pie we share 
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