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Abstract: The scope is to apply the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model (the tripolar system of 

bargaining: bargainer A, bargainer B and the Community, C) in the less developed area of Konitsa 

with a focus on LEAN management 

Lean management is the art of continuous improvement, focusing on efficiency through minimizing 

waste and maximizing value, guided by principles of relentless innovation and respect for people 

Konitsa Area often suffers from "Brain Drain." Traditional models would suggest low-wage factory 

work to attract investors. Lean Management emerges as a guiding philosophy for organizations 

seeking operational excellence. By embracing Lean principles and cultivating a culture of continuous 

improvement, companies can streamline processes, enhance customer value, and position themselves 

at the forefront of innovation and efficiency. 

From the other hand, the Win-Win-Win papakonstantinidis model ensures that the "Third Win" (the 

Community) acts as the anchor, preventing the other two players from forming a "collusion" that 

would exploit the region's resources for short-term gain. 

In this framework, the development of Konitsa is treated as a tri-polar system where the Sensitized 

Agent (the local authority or a lead coordinator) ensures that the bargaining process converges 

toward a point. 

Keywords: LEAN Management, win-win-win model papakonstantinidis LDC countries. 
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Introduction 

The Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model is a sophisticated 

evolutionary approach to game theory and negotiation. It moves 

beyond the classic Nash Equilibrium (Win-Win) by introducing a 

third "player": the Community. 

In this model, a successful negotiation isn't just about the two 

parties at the table; it’s about ensuring the outcome benefits the 

broader social or ecological environment. 

The Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model represents a 

transformative approach to regional development, specifically 

designed to address the unique challenges of "less developed" or 

peripheral areas like Konitsa, Greece. 

Unlike traditional economic models that focus solely on the 

bilateral interests of an investor and a state authority, this 

framework introduces a third, decisive pole: The Local 

Community. 

In the context of Konitsa, a region defined by its rugged Pindus 

mountain terrain, the Aoos River, and a rich but fragile cultural 

heritage, the model serves as a "Social Bargaining" tool. It shifts 

the developmental narrative from outside exploitation to 

Endogenous Development (growth from within). 

The Three "Poles" of Konitsa's Development: 

https://isarpublisher.com/journal/isarjmrs
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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1. Win 1 (The External Entity): Private investors, tourism 

developers, or central government agencies looking for a 

return on investment or policy success. 

2. Win 2 (The Local Project): The specific enterprise—such 

as an agrotourism cooperative, a hydropower facility, or 

a traditional stone-masonry school—that must remain 

operationally efficient. 

3. Win 3 (The Konitsa Community): The "social whole" 

which seeks to preserve the environment, maintain local 

traditions, and provide high-quality employment to 

reverse the "brain drain" of its youth. 

Integrating the Papakonstantinidis Win-Win-Win model with 

LEAN management creates a powerful synergy for organizational 

health. While LEAN focuses on process efficiency, the Win-Win-

Win model focuses on the social and behavioral "grease" that 

keeps those processes running without friction. 

METHODOLOGY 

A. The Win-Win-Win Model (The "Social" Pillar) 

This model evolves the classic Nash equilibrium (Win-Win). It 

argues that for any negotiation or process to be truly sustainable, it 

must satisfy three parties: 

1. Party A (The Seller/Leader): Gains profit or achieves a 

goal. 

2. Party B (The Buyer/Employee): Receives value or fair 

treatment. 

3. Party C (The Community/Environment): The "Third 

Win." The surrounding ecosystem must not be harmed 

and should ideally benefit. 

In an organizational context, this means decisions aren't just good 

for the boss and the worker; they must also be good for the 

organization as a whole (the community). 

B.  The Lean Management   

Lean Management stands as a beacon of efficiency and innovation. 

Rooted in the pursuit of continuous improvement, Lean 

Management has reshaped the way organizations operate, 

emphasizing value creation while minimizing waste. Its principles, 

firmly embedded in the ethos of optimization and responsiveness, 

have become a cornerstone for businesses striving for excellence. 

C.  The Intersection: How They Work Together 

When you overlay the Win-Win-Win model onto LEAN, you 

address the "human element" that often causes LEAN 

implementations to fail. 

Turning "Waste" into "Wealth" 

In traditional LEAN, "waste" is seen purely through a financial 

lens. In the Win-Win-Win frame: 

 Win 1 (Management): Lean reduces costs and increases 

throughput. 

 Win 2 (Employees): Lean isn't used to "cut heads," but to 

remove the "frustration" of broken processes (making 

work easier). 

 Win 3 (The System): The organization becomes more 

resilient and sustainable. 

D. The Problem of "Win-Win-Lose" 

Many companies attempt LEAN by cutting costs (Win for 

Management) and improving delivery (Win for Customer), but 

they burn out their staff (Lose for Employees). Papakonstantinidis 

model acts as a balancing force: if the employees lose, the "Third 

Win" is violated, and the LEAN system eventually collapses due to 

lack of morale, as the table below 

 

Feature LEAN Focus Win-Win-Win Focus Integrated Result 

Goal Efficiency & Value Equilibrium & Harmony Sustainable High Performance 

Conflict Process Bottlenecks Behavioral Interests Solves "People" and "Process" issues simultaneously 

Feedback Data & Metrics Consensus & Sensitivity Data-driven decisions that people actually support 

 

The Role of LEAN If a project in the Vikos-Aoos National Park, 

for example, generates profit (Win 1) but damages the river's purity 

(Loss 3), the LEAN equilibrium is broken, and the model dictates a 

renegotiation to restore the "Third Win." 

The "Sensitization" Process 

The model posits that for Konitsa to thrive, all parties must 

undergo a Sensitization Process. This involves moving from a 

"selfish" individual strategy to a "collective" one through: 

 Information Symmetry: Ensuring locals have the same 

data as investors. 

 Empathy: Recognizing that the survival of Konitsa’s 

unique identity is as valuable as the project's bottom line. 

By applying this model, Konitsa is treated not just as a "territory" 

to be developed, but as a "Behavioral Community" where every 

economic action is measured by its contribution to the social and 

ecological fabric of the Pindus region. 

1. The Core Philosophy 

Traditional bargaining often focuses on a zero-sum game (I win, 

you lose) or a simple bilateral win-win. Papakonstantinidis argues 

that bilateral wins are often "unstable" or "selfish" if they ignore 

external costs. 

 Win 1: Party A (The Negotiator) 

 Win 2: Party B (The Opponent) 

 Win 3: The Social Whole (The 

Community/Environment) 
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2. The "Sensitizing" Component 

The model is unique because it integrates Behavioral Economics. 

It suggests that for a Win-Win-Win to occur, the negotiators must 

be "sensitized" to social needs. This is achieved through: 

 Information Symmetry: Reducing the gap in 

knowledge between parties. 

 Social Signalling: Acting in a way that builds trust not 

just with the partner, but with the public. 

 The "Third Pole": Treating the community as an active 

participant whose "satisfaction" is a variable in the 

success of the deal. 

 

3. Comparison with Traditional Models 

Feature Win-Lose (Zero-Sum) Win-Win (Nash) Win-Win-Win (Papakonstantinidis) 

Primary Goal Maximizing personal gain Mutual agreement Sustainability & Social Cohesion 

Focus Competition Cooperation Harmonization 

Externalities Ignored Often ignored Integrated into the payoff 

Outcome Conflict/Resentment Stability between two Long-term social equilibrium 

 

Literature 

The literature surrounding the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis 

Model is extensive and multidisciplinary, work bridges game 

theory, behavioral economics, and regional development. 

The core of the literature focuses on moving beyond the Nash 

Equilibrium (bilateral win-win) to a tri-polar equilibrium that 

includes the community as a vital stakeholder. 

 "Social Bargaining: The Win-Win-Win 

Papakonstantinidis Model"1 (OmniScriptum 

Publishing): This is a comprehensive text detailing the 

model's philosophical and mathematical roots. 

 "The Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model: An 

Approach between Empathy and Conflict Strategy" 

(2020)2: This paper explores the "Strategy of Conflict" 

(referencing Thomas Schelling) and how empathy serves 

as a behavioral catalyst for the model. 

 The Local Development based on the sensitization 

process and the social bargaining : A win-win-win 

alternative approach 3,4 

                                                           
1Social Bargaining: The win-win-win papakonstantinidis model-

theory and applications, BOOK Lambert academic publishing, 

978-620-0-53869-7 

  
2 Papakonstantinidis LA (2020) The Win-Win-Win 

Papakonstantinidis Model: An Approach between Empathy and 

Conflict Strategy An Inquiry into the T. Schelling‘s ―The 

Strategy of Conflict(1960) International Journal of Innovation 

and Economic Development  Article  Volume 6, Issue 5, 

December 2020, Pages 28-70 

3 Papakonstantinidis LA (2020) Local Development based on the 

sensitization process and the social bargaining : A win-win-win 

alternative approach , 2019- book 2020 

 "The Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model: 

Sensitization, Towards the Absolute Cooperation—

The Marginal 'Angel’s Moment'": This explores the 

concept of the "Angel's Point" (the ideal equilibrium) and 

the sensitization process5,6. 

 "L.E.A.D.E.R: The Win-Win-Win Model"7: A 

specific application of the model to the European Union's 

LEADER initiative for rural and local development. 

                                                                                                  
Papakonstantinidis LA, also  

 (2008)Local Development approach, by a win-win-win 

Methodological Tool- SRUP Magazine (Scientific Regional Urban 

Policy)    

Local Sensitivity and the Bottom-up Approach: Methodological 

Tools for an Integrated, Independent Development on Rural Areas 

in Greece» (LEADER E.U. Initiative Application in Greece) 

(2003) 

 
4 Papakonstantinidis LA (2007) «Local Sensitivity and the Bottom-

up Approach: Methodological Tools for an Integrated, Independent 

Development on Rural Areas in Greece» (LEADER E.U. Initiative 

Application in Greece) 

5 Papakonstantinidis LA (2018)  The Win-Win-Win 

Papakonstantinidis Model: Sensitization, Towards the Absolute 

Cooperation: The Marginal “Angels Moment” Journal of 

International Business Research and Marketing Volume 4, Issue 

1, November 2018, Pages 30-40 DOI: 10.18775/jibrm.1849-

8558.2015.41.3004 URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.18775/jibrm.1849-

8558.2015.41.3004 

 
6 Papakonstantinidis LA(2012/ Jan) “The intermediate Community: 

A behavioral/ Bargaining Approach, for Conflict Resolution at the 

Local Level/ Bayesian Analysis International Journal of Research 

in Commerce It and Management” I.J.R.C.M 
7 Development through Game Theory-The win-win-win 

papakonstantinidis model Case Study The LEADER EU Initiative- 

BOOK ..Publishing-FLORIIDA USA 

https://researchleap.com/category/international-journal-of-innovation-and-economic-development-issn-1849-7020-print-issn-1849-7551-online/
https://researchleap.com/category/international-journal-of-innovation-and-economic-development-issn-1849-7020-print-issn-1849-7551-online/
http://dx.doi.org/10.18775/jibrm.1849-8558.2015.41.3004
http://dx.doi.org/10.18775/jibrm.1849-8558.2015.41.3004
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2. Major Themes in the Literature 

Theme Description in Literature 

Sensitization The process of transforming a "selfish" bargainer into a "socially conscious" one through information 

symmetry and empathy. 

LEAN (Limit Equilibrium And 

Neutrality) 

The mathematical convergence point where individual gain no longer conflicts with community welfare. 

The "Angel's Point" The theoretical "marginal" or "ideal" state where all three poles (Investor, Local Project, Community) 

reach perfect harmony. 

Endogenous Development Literature specifically uses the model to argue that development in regions like Konitsa must come from 

local resources and "social capital." 

 

3. Core Concepts and Terms 

The literature frequently uses specialized terminology that defines 

the model's unique stance: 

 Tri-polar Perception: The shift from a 2-person game 

to a 3-person rationality (The "3-persons in one" 

rationality). 

 Social Trust: Identified as the primary "capital" required 

for the model to work in less developed countries 

(LDCs). 

 Information Symmetry: A prerequisite for fair 

bargaining, often cited as the solution to the "Negotiator's 

Dilemma." 

4. Recent Research Extensions 

Recent academic papers have begun exploring the intersection of 

the Win-Win-Win model with Artificial Intelligence (AI). These 

studies suggest using AI platforms to process community data and 

optimize resource allocation, ensuring the "Third Win" (the 

Community) is calculated with high precision rather than just being 

an abstract goal 

John Harsanyi (NB 1994)8 Reinhard Selten (NB 1994)9, also10  

Robert Aumann (NB 2005)11, Thomas Schelling (NB 2005)12, 

Roger Myerson (NB 2007)13  completed the win-win game theory 

                                                           
8 John C. Harsanyi (1967) Games with Incomplete Information 

Played by "Bayesian" Players, I-III. Part I. The Basic Model 

Source: Management Science , Nov., 1967, Vol. 14, No. 3, Theory 

Series (Nov., 1967), pp. 159-182 Published by: INFORMS 
9 John C. Harsanyi,-Reinhard Selten (1988) A General Theory of 

Equilibrium Selection in Games  
9 Robert Aumann (with M. Maschler) 1995: Repeated Games with 

Incomplete Information, MIT Press 
10 Reinhard Selten (1991)Game Equilibrium Models IV, Berlin, 

New York, Springer Verlag, 1991 

 
12 Schelling, Thomas C. (1984). Choice and consequence. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

In my personal work14, and the others (Stephen Turnyik, 2020, Ath 

Fotopoulos, 2026,G.Spais(2009), D.Lagos, 2001 Igor Jurčić (2018) 

T. Kronberger (2015) often use local development to illustrate the 

model's practical application: 

THE WIN-WIN-WIN PAPAKONSTANTINIDIS IN THE 

LEAN MANAGEMENT 

The Papakonstantinidis Model provides the ethical and behavioral 

framework that LEAN often lacks. By ensuring that every process 

improvement is a "Win" for the manager, the employee, and the 

broader organizational culture, you move from simple "cost-

cutting" to true Total Quality Management. 

Without the "third win," lean is just a tool; with it, lean becomes a 

culture. 

The Win-Win-Win (3W) Papakonstantinidis Model is a 

sophisticated framework that bridges the gap between traditional 

game theory and practical management. Developed by Professor 

Leonidas Papakonstantinidis, it challenges the classic Nash 

Equilibrium (Win-Win) by introducing a third, crucial beneficiary: 

The Community. 

In the context of Lean Management, this model transforms how 

organizations view efficiency and value. 

1. The Core Philosophy: Beyond Two Players 

Traditional Lean focuses on the relationship between the Firm and 

the Customer. The Papakonstantinidis model adds the Social 

Environment (The "Third Win") to the equation. 

 

 

                                                                                                  
13 Myerson, Roger B. (1984). "Two-Person Bargaining Problems 

with Incomplete Information". Econometrica. 52 (2): 461–487. 

 
14  

 

https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/589577.John_C_Harsanyi
https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/412994.Reinhard_Selten
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/2516479.A_General_Theory_of_Equilibrium_Selection_in_Games
https://www.goodreads.com/book/show/2516479.A_General_Theory_of_Equilibrium_Selection_in_Games
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Michael_Maschler
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/MIT_Press
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Igor_Jurcic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Econometrica
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Stakeholder The "Win" in Lean Context 

The Firm 
Increased productivity, waste reduction 
(muda), and higher margins. 

The Customer 
Higher quality products, lower costs, and 
faster delivery times. 

The Community 
Sustainable practices, job stability, and 
ethical resource management. 

2. Integration with Lean Principles 

The 3W model aligns perfectly with the "Respect for People" pillar 

of Lean, often overlooked in favor of pure technical optimization. 

 Waste Elimination (Muda): In the 3W model, waste isn't 

just a loss for the company; it’s a loss of societal 

resources. Reducing waste is seen as a social 

responsibility. 

 Continuous Improvement (Kaizen): Improvement isn't 

just about the bottom line. It involves "Sensitizing" the 

participants to recognize that their individual success is 

tied to the collective wellbeing. 

 The "Sensitization" Process: This is a hallmark of this  

work. It suggests that through information sharing and 

ethical transparency, players move away from selfish 

competition toward a social equilibrium. 

3. The Mathematical Nuance 

It is used a modified version of the Nash Equilibrium. While John 

Nash focused on the point where no player can benefit by changing 

strategy alone, the 3W model seeks a Social Bargaining Solution. 

It can be conceptually represented as a transition from individual 

utility to social utility: 

𝑈𝑠𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 = 𝑓(𝑈𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚, 𝑈𝑐𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑟 , 𝑈𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑦) 

The model suggests that a Lean system is only truly "Lean" if it 

doesn't externalize costs to the community (e.g., pollution or labor 

exploitation) to achieve internal efficiency. 

4. Practical Application in Management 

To implement the Win-Win-Win model within a Lean framework, 

managers shift their KPIs: 

1. From Conflict to Cooperation: Instead of squeezing 

suppliers (Win-Lose), the firm builds long-term 

partnerships that stabilize the local economy. 

2. Total Quality Management (TQM): Quality is defined 

not just by "fitness for use" for the buyer, but by the 

"safety and sustainability" for the public. 

3. Circular Lean: Applying 3W logic often leads to circular 

economy practices, where "output waste" becomes "input 

material," benefiting the environment (the 3rd Win). 

Why it Matters Today 

In an era of ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance) 

reporting, the Papakonstantinidis model provides the theoretical 

backbone that Lean Management needs to remain relevant. It 

proves that efficiency doesn't have to be cold-hearted; it can be a 

tool for systemic harmony. 

THE MATH APPLICATION  

The Mathematical Logic 

The LAP (Leonidas Antonios Papakonstantinidis) Algorithm 

operates on the principle that the Community () is not just a 

bystander but a "virtual player." 

In a standard Nash Bargaining Solution, we maximize the product 

of the gains: 

(𝑢1 − 𝑑1)(𝑢2 − 𝑑2) 

Where d is the "disagreement point" or the worst-case 

scenario. 

In the Win-Win-Win model, we introduce a third variable, , 

representing the community's utility. The algorithm seeks to find 

the Social Optimum: 

The Steps of the LP Algorithm 

1. Identification of the "Disagreement Point" (𝒅𝒊) 

Before the three wins can happen, the model calculates what 

happens if everyone walks away. In a social context, this often 

means social unrest, environmental decay, or economic 

stagnation. 

2. The Sensitization Process (S) 

This is the "magic" of the model. It uses a Weighting Factor (w) 

to adjust the players' preferences. 

 If w=0,  the players are purely selfish. 

 As w increases toward  1 the players "internalize" the 

community's needs. 

 The algorithm calculates a new "sensitized" utility: 

 

𝑢𝑖
; = 𝑢𝑖 + 𝑤(𝑆) 

 

3. Finding the "Papakonstantinidis Equilibrium" 

The algorithm searches for a point in the 3D decision space where 

the following is maximized:   

 

𝑚𝑎𝑥 ∏(𝑢𝑖

3

𝑖=1

− 𝑑𝑖) 

 

This point is unique because it is Pareto Optimal for all three 

parties. No one can get more without hurting the community or the 

other negotiator. 

The Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model is an extension of 

traditional game theory that introduces a "third win"—representing 

the social interest or the "common good"—into the standard Nash 

equilibrium framework. 
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Developed by Professor Leonidas Papakonstantinidis, this model 

suggests that for a negotiation to be truly sustainable, it must 

benefit not just the two primary parties, but also the surrounding 

social environment or community. 

The Conceptual Framework 

In a classic Win-Win scenario, two players   (𝐴 𝑎𝑛𝑏 𝐵) seek to 

maximize their individual utilities. In the Win-Win -Win model, a 

third dimension is added: the Social Utility (𝑼𝑺) 

The model shifts the focus from a purely competitive or bilateral 

cooperative stance to a trilateral equilibrium where: 

 Win 1: Utility for Player A (𝑈𝐴) 

 Win 2: Utility for Player B (𝑈𝐵) 

 Win 3: Utility for the Community/Environment  C, (𝑈𝐶) 

The Mathematical Proof (Simplified) 

The core of the proof lies in the Sensensic Transformation of the 

Nash Bargaining Solution. 

1. The Standard Nash Bargaining Product 

In a 2-party game, the goal is to maximize the product of the 

utilities minus the disagreement point  

𝑚𝑎𝑥 ∏(𝑢𝑖

𝑛

𝑖=1

− 𝑑𝑖) 

 

2. The Win-Win-Win Expansion 

Papakonstantinidis introduces the "Third Party" as a virtual or 

real stakeholder. The negotiation is no longer a point on a 2D 

contract curve but a point within a 3D utility space. 

Let (𝑈𝐴) , 𝑈𝐵) , (𝑈𝐶) be the utilities of the two negotiators and the 

community. The "Global Utility" (W) defined as: 

𝑊 = 𝑓 (𝑈𝐴, 𝑈𝐵 , 𝑈𝐶) 

3. The Sensensic Equilibrium 

The model proves that if A and B  incorporate the "Social Win" 

into their bargaining, the resulting equilibrium is more stable than a 

standard Nash equilibrium. This is because it reduces the "social 

cost" or "externalities" that typically destabilize bilateral 

agreements over time. 

The mathematical condition for the Win-Win-Win point is 

reached when: 

𝜕

𝜕

𝑊

𝑈𝐴
=

𝜕

𝜕

𝑊

𝑈𝐵
=

𝜕

𝜕

𝑊

𝑈𝐶
 

Analyzing all above, the following  utilities product is resulted , in 

its marginal form, in the sharing bargain 

 

𝑚𝑎𝑥 ∏(𝑢𝑖

3

𝑖=1

− 𝑑𝑖) 

 

888888888888888888888888888888888888888888888888888888

88888888888888 

 

THE BARGAINING/SHARING PROBLEM-

EQUILLIBRIUM 

 

 

 

The Sharing Process in details  between three agents A,B and 

C=community 

 

 

We suppose, we must share a pie 

This table shows how the product of utilities AXBXC represents 

the total utility for the community 

 

TABLE 3 (Papakonstantinidis Proposal) 

Suggesting Sharing between “A , “B” and “C” 

Share Α  

(%) 

Share Β 

(%) 

Utility A Utility B Utility 

AXB 

Share C 

(%) 

Utility C Utility 

AXBXC 

90 4 1 71 71 6 1 71 

80 13 2 70 140 7 2 280 

70 22 5 68 340 8 3 1020 

60 31 10 64 640 9 4 2560 

50 40 16 60 960 10 5 4800 

max 

41 50 23 52 1196 9 4 4784 

32 60 31 40 1240 8 3 3720 

23 70 40 24 960 7 2 1920 

14 80 50 12 600 6 1 600 

(Papakonstantinidis Proposal)  
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Notes, as to explain the symbols: 

 “C” expresses the  Community (an acceptable system 

value at local level),  as the “third” or invisible part in the 

bargain.  In real terms, it reflects  the “confidence 

indicators”, or, in other words, if  and at which level each 

member of  the Community trusts the other, during the 

bargain (H. Hans 1997)   

 The less shares for A+ B the more share for “ C” part  

 Utility is a personal matter: Utility units are not 

compared to each other. They  express the fear of 

breaking down the agreement  

 If “A” needs more the “agreement” than the payoff, then 

he should be ready to accept any form of agreement. 

 

Utility function: Law of diminishing marginal returns (or 

costs) 

 

We start from an economic-math principle: the   law of diminishing 

marginal returns goes by a number of different names, including 

law of diminishing returns, principle of diminishing marginal 

productivity and law of variable proportions. This law affirms that 

the addition of a larger amount of one factor of production, while 

all others remain constant, identified by the Latin term “ceteris 

paribus,” inevitably yields decreased per-unit incremental returns. 

Two “concepts” for the utility: 

1. The cardinal utility concept: is concerns the idea 

of a  measured quantitatively, like length, height, 

weight, temperature, etc 

2. The ordinal utility concept: expresses the utility of 

a commodity in terms of ‘less than’ or ‘more than’ 

in individual scale of preferences 

As each tries to maximize his/her own utility function (the 

“personal ordinal”, not been measured as the cardinal) knows that 

more and more quantities over a point that he/she maximizes 

his/her satisfaction in personal terms, the less satisfaction from 

these more and more quantities. The derivative of a function of a 

real variable measures the sensitivity to change of a quantity (a 

function value or dependent variable) which is determined by 

another quantity (the independent variable). Derivatives are a 

fundamental tool of calculus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From this “RULE” a crucial condition happens: 

 

Xinchange

Yinchange
slope

.....

.....
 = 1ST DERIVATIVE OF   

U’=f(x)’,possible N.E 

The “win-win-win Equilibrium” 

From the two graphs above, and the “Pareto Efficiency” conditions 

is resulted that the “utility functions” follows  the law of 

diminishing marginal returns, 

The   law of diminishing marginal returns, includes the marginal 

productivity and law of variable proportions (Turgot (1727-

1781)15 

It is 
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..,
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..,........)..(..





 

 

f(u)=max→ 𝐟′(𝐮) = 𝟎 

                                                           
15 Turgot (1766) Reflections on the Formation and Distribution of 

Riches (Réflexions sur la formation et la distribution des 

richesses).edition First appeared in 1769–1770 in Dupont’s 

journal, Éphémérides du citoyen, and was published separately in 

1776.  
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∞ 

Note Community participation is captured as (100-x-y) n where 

n=the fear factor 

It is resulted,  

 

λ=1, =
100

1
=  100, 𝛢 = 100, 𝛣 = 0, 𝐶 = 0 

λ=2, →=
100

2
=  50, 𝛢 = 50, 𝛣 = 50, 𝐶 = 0 

 

λ=3, =
100

3
=  33,3, 𝛢 = 33,3, 𝛣 = 33,3, 𝐶 = 33,3 equilibrium 

 

λ=4, x*=4/3= UNSTABLE (THEOCHARIS OSCILATION) of 

A,B,C expectations 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Why it Matters 

The proof demonstrates that collaboration with social 

consciousness is not just "nice to have"—it is mathematically 

optimal for long-term systems. 

 Conflict Resolution: By introducing a third, neutral 

"win" (like the environment or the law), the two main 

parties find it easier to converge on a solution because 

the focus shifts from "taking from each other" to 

"contributing to the whole." 

 Sustainability: It provides a quantitative basis for 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and sustainable 

development. 

Key Takeaway: The Papakonstantinidis model mathematically 

validates the idea that "doing good for the community" actually 

strengthens the bargaining position and stability of the individual 

players involved. 

 

How the Model "Corrects" Common Failures 

Most negotiations fail or become "toxic" because of Externalities (costs pushed onto others). The LEP Algorithm internalizes these: 

Failure 

Type 
Traditional Result Win-Win-Win Result 

Collusion 
Two parties profit by polluting a 

river. 

The "Third Win" (Environment) becomes negative, crashing the total utility score. The deal is 

rejected. 

 

APPLICATIONS: KONITSA NORTH-WEST GREECE 

The application of the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model 

to the border region of Konitsa serves as a strategic blueprint for 

revitalizing an area that, despite its immense natural and cultural 

wealth, faces severe demographic decline and economic stagnation. 

This model transcends the classical logic of bilateral agreements—

where typically only the investor and the state benefit—and 

introduces the Local Community as an equal, third "player" in the 

negotiation. 

1. In Konitsa’s case, implementation begins with the 

establishment of a "Sensitized Agent", which could be 

the Local Municipality or a regional development 

agency. This agent does not merely chase any available 

investment; instead, they seek Limit Equilibrium 

Neutrality (LEAN). This ensures that every 

developmental project yields three simultaneous benefits: 

first, profitability for the investor (Win 1); second, the 

operational viability of the specific venture, such as an 

eco-tourism network or a medicinal herb processing 

plant (Win 2); and third—most crucially—the 

strengthening of social cohesion and the protection of the 

Aoos and Vikos river ecosystems (Win 3). 

2. Instead of traditional "top-down" development, which 

often leads to resource extraction with little local return, 

the Papakonstantinidis model promotes endogenous 

growth. For example, an investment in renewable energy 

or high-end mountainous tourism in Konitsa, viewed 

through the Win-Win-Win lens, would go beyond paying 

simple municipal taxes. It would involve transferring 

technical expertise to the local youth, utilizing 

indigenous materials and labor, and committing to 

infrastructure projects that improve the daily lives of 

permanent residents. 

3. By integrating the community’s welfare into the core 

bargaining equation, the local population ceases to be a 

passive observer and becomes an active stakeholder in 

progress. This "sensitization" of all parties leads to a 

state of social equilibrium where economic growth does 

not clash with the region’s identity but rather highlights 

it—transforming Konitsa from a "less developed area" 

into a beacon of sustainable and ethical economic 

development. 

 

This model is frequently used in Local Development and 

Governance, where decisions (like building a new factory or park) 

must balance: 

1. Economic Win: Does it make money? 

2. State/Political Win: Does it follow the law and political 

goals? 

3. Social/Community Win: Does it improve the quality of 

life for the residents? 

In the context of less developed countries (LDCs) and regions, the 

model shifts from a purely commercial negotiation to a social 

engineering strategy. 
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How the Model Boosts Development 

In many developing regions, "Win-Win" deals often involve an 

outside investor and a local government. However, these deals 

frequently fail the local population (the "Third Win"). 

Papakonstantinidis proposes three pillars to fix this: 

 Endogenous Development: Growth must come from 

within. The model encourages using local resources, 

traditional knowledge, and local labor rather than relying 

solely on foreign aid or "top-down" mandates. 

 The Sensitized Agent: This is a key term in his work. It 

refers to a negotiator or leader who doesn't just look at 

the bottom line but is "sensitized" to the cultural and 

social needs of the local area. 

 Social Cohesion as Capital: By ensuring the community 

"wins" (through better infrastructure, education, or 

environmental protection), the model creates a feedback 

loop. A happy community is more productive, which 

leads to better results for the other two players. 

The "Tri-Polar" Approach to LDCs 

In a typical development scenario under this model, the "players" 

look like this: 

1. The Investor/State (Win 1): Gains access to resources, 

a new market, or a strategic location. 

2. The Local Project/Entity (Win 2): Gains funding, 

technology transfer, and operational success. 

3. The Local Community (Win 3): Gains long-term 

sustainability, jobs that respect local culture, and a 

protected environment. 

Breaking the "Dependency" Trap 

Papakonstantinidis argues that traditional development often leads 

to a Win-Win-Lose, where the outsiders and local elites win, but 

the community loses its resources. By mathematically and 

philosophically insisting on the Third Win, his model provides a 

safeguard against exploitation. 

Key Concept: The model treats "Social Welfare" as a non-

negotiable variable in the bargaining equation, rather than an 

afterthought or a "charity" line item. 

 

4. Comparison 

Feature Traditional Win-Win (Nash) Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis 

Focus Mutual benefit of two players Mutual benefit of two players + Community 

Driver Rational self-interest Empathy & Social Responsibility 

Scope Transactional/Tactical Holistic/Socially Sustainable 

Goal Nash Equilibrium "Angel's Point" (New Equilibrium) 

 

Key Takeaway: The model suggests that the "Information Gap" in 

negotiations can be bridged through empathy. By including the 

community's welfare in your bargaining strategy, you create more 

stable, long-term outcomes that prevent future social conflict. 

Applying the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model to 

Konitsa—a region rich in natural beauty but facing demographic 

challenges—offers a blueprint for sustainable growth that respects 

both the environment and the local culture. 

In this scenario, we move away from "top-down" decisions and 

toward a balanced "triangular" negotiation. 

The Three Poles in Konitsa’s Development 

1. Pole A: The Investor/Project Proposer (The "I") 

 Goal: Economic viability. Whether it’s a 

boutique eco-resort, a mountain sports center, 

or a local food processing plant, this party 

needs a return on investment. 

2. Pole B: The Local Authority/State (The "S") 

 Goal: Infrastructure, lawfulness, and political 

stability. They want projects that create jobs 

and improve public services without draining 

the municipal budget. 

3. Pole C: The Community (The "C" - The Konitsa 

Residents) 

 Goal: Preservation of the Aoos River, 

protection of the traditional architecture, and 

ensuring that young people can stay in the 

village rather than migrating to Ioannina or 

Athens. 

Strategy: The "Sensitization" of Konitsa 

To reach the "Angel's Point" in Konitsa, the negotiation would 

look like this: 

1. Beyond the "Greedy" Choice 

If an investor wants to build a massive, modern concrete hotel that 

clashes with the stone-built character of the town, the community 

"loses." Eventually, the community will protest, the project will 

stall, and the investor loses too. 

 The Model’s Fix: The investor "sensitizes" to the 

community's need for cultural preservation. They build a 

smaller, high-end stone lodge instead. 

2. The Information Gap 

Often, locals fear that "development" means "destruction." 
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 The Model’s Fix: Continuous dialogue and 

transparency. By sharing information about how a 

project will use local labor and local produce (cheese, 

wine, timber), the community shifts from "Responders" 

to "Partners." 

3. Social Utility (The Aoos River Example) 

Consider a proposal for a small hydroelectric plant on a tributary. 

 Win 1 (Investor): Sells energy. 

 Win 2 (Municipality): Receives tax revenue. 

 Win 3 (Community): Under this model, the project only 

"wins" if it also protects the trekking paths and river 

ecosystem that the locals rely on for tourism. If it 

destroys the view, it is a "Win-Win-Loss" and is rejected 

by the model. 

Expected Outcomes for Konitsa 

By applying this framework, Konitsa avoids "extractive" tourism 

and moves toward Alternative Tourism 

(Ecotourism/Agritourism). 

 

Stakeholder The "Win" 

Businesses Long-term social license to operate and a unique "authentic" brand. 

Municipality Sustainable tax base and improved infrastructure (roads, digital networks). 

Citizens Preservation of the "Mastorochoria" heritage and new jobs that don't destroy their home. 

 

The "Angel's Point" for Konitsa 

The ultimate goal is a Konitsa where a young person can run a 

digital-nomad-friendly café (Economic Win), supported by fast 

fiber-optic grants (State Win), while the community enjoys a 

vibrant, populated town square every evening (Social Win). 

Creating a Social Impact Scorecard is the most practical way to 

turn the abstract "Win-Win-Win" theory into a transparent, 

measurable reality for the people of Konitsa. 

This scorecard serves as a "Common Language" between the 

investor, the Mayor, and the local shepherd or shopkeeper. It 

proves that the "C-Factor" (Community) is not just a footnote, but 

a primary KPI (Key Performance Indicator). 

 

The "Win-Win-Win" Social Impact Scorecard: Konitsa Edition 

Category Metric (The Goal) How it is Measured The "Win" for Konitsa 

Local 

Economy 
Local Sourcing Ratio 

% of supply chain budget spent within the Municipality of 

Konitsa. 

Money stays in the local market (bakery, 

butcher, hardware store). 

Employment 
Youth Retention 

Rate 
Number of full-time positions filled by residents under 35. 

Combats the "brain drain" and keeps the 

schools of Konitsa open. 

Heritage 
Stone Masonry 

Integrity 

Adherence to "Mastorochoria" architectural standards 

(monitored by a local committee). 

Preserves the visual identity that attracts 

tourism in the first place. 

Environment Aoos Water Quality Monthly independent testing of river runoff/purity levels. 
Ensures the river remains a sanctuary for 

rafting and wildlife. 

Education 
The "Knowledge 

Transfer" 

Hours of free workshops provided to locals (e.g., 

Agritourism or Digital Skills). 

Empowers the community with new, 

future-proof skills. 

Access Trail Connectivity 
Meters of hiking paths maintained or cleared by the 

project. 

Keeps the mountain accessible for 

everyone, not just hotel guests. 
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In points,  

Applying the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model to 

Konitsa is a perfect case study. Konitsa is a beautiful but 

"underprivileged" border region in Epirus, Greece, facing classic 

developmental hurdles: a declining/aging population, geographic 

isolation, and an economy traditionally reliant on limited 

agriculture and seasonal tourism. 

In this model, the goal isn't just to bring in an investor or a 

government grant, but to create a "Tri-Polar" Equilibrium. 

1. Identifying the Three "Winners" in Konitsa 

To move Konitsa from stagnation to sustainable growth, the model 

identifies three distinct beneficiaries that must all gain 

simultaneously: 

 Win 1: The External Entity (Investor/State). This 

could be a private eco-tourism firm, a renewable energy 

developer, or the Greek Ministry of Development. They 

need a return on investment (ROI) or successful policy 

implementation. 

 Win 2: The Local Project/Enterprise. This is the 

specific venture—for example, a modern dairy 

cooperative or a "Vikos-Aoos" trekking hub. It needs to 

be profitable and operationally sound. 

 Win 3: The Konitsa Community. This is the 

"Papakonstantinidis Third Win." It represents the social 

welfare, the preservation of the stone-built architecture, 

the protection of the Aoos River, and the reversal of 

"brain drain" (keeping young people in the village). 

2. Implementation Strategy: The "Sensitized" Approach 

For Konitsa, the model suggests that success depends on 

Information Symmetry—ensuring the locals aren't left in the dark 

about development plans. 

A. Sustainable Eco-Tourism (The Aoos River Case) 

Instead of building a massive, impersonal hotel chain (which might 

be a Win-Win for the builder and the state but a Lose for the 

community's character): 

 The Strategy: Small-scale, high-value "Boutique" 

tourism. 

 The Result: The investor gets a high-margin product 

(Win 1), the local guesthouse owners get year-round 

bookings via a central cooperative (Win 2), and the 

community sees their hiking trails maintained and their 

environment protected (Win 3). 

B. Agricultural Innovation (Medicinal Herbs & Livestock) 

Konitsa has unique biodiversity. 

 The Strategy: Using the model to create a "Sensitized" 

cooperative for mountain herbs (like mountain tea or 

oregano). 

 The Result: A pharmaceutical company gets high-

quality raw materials (Win 1), the local cooperative gets 

modern processing equipment (Win 2), and the local 

farmers receive fair-trade wages that allow them to stay 

on their ancestral land (Win 3). 

3. Overcoming the "Isolation" Barrier 

We argue that for areas like Konitsa, the "Third Win" acts as a 

marketing tool. By branding Konitsa as a "Socially Responsible 

Destination," it attracts a specific type of visitor and investor who 

values ethics. This creates a socially stable environment—

investors are less likely to face local protests because the 

community feels like a partner, not a victim. 

4. Mathematical Goal: The LEAN State in Konitsa 

In Konitsa, the model seeks the Limit Equilibrium Neutrality 

(LEAN). This is the point where: 

 The profit for the outsider is fair. 

 The efficiency of the local business is high. 

 The social cost to the Konitsa environment is zero (or 

negative, meaning the environment actually improves). 

The Role of the "Sensitized Agent" 

In this specific case, the Municipality of Konitsa must act as the 

"Sensitized Agent." They shouldn't just look for the highest bidder 

for local land; they should facilitate deals where the "Third Win" 

(public squares, schools, or environmental protection) is written 

into the contract. 

The application of the Win-Win-Win Papakonstantinidis Model 

to the border region of Konitsa serves as a strategic blueprint for 

revitalizing an area that, despite its immense natural and cultural 

wealth, faces severe demographic decline and economic stagnation. 

This model transcends the classical logic of bilateral agreements—

where typically only the investor and the state benefit—and 

introduces the Local Community as an equal, third "player" in the 

negotiation. In Konitsa’s case, implementation begins with the 

establishment of a "Sensitized Agent", which could be the Local 

Municipality or a regional development agency. This agent does 

not merely chase any available investment; instead, they seek 

Limit Equilibrium Neutrality (LEAN). This ensures that every 

developmental project yields three simultaneous benefits: first, 

profitability for the investor (Win 1); second, the operational 

viability of the specific venture, such as an eco-tourism network or 

a medicinal herb processing plant (Win 2); and third—most 

crucially—the strengthening of social cohesion and the protection 

of the Aoos and Vikos river ecosystems (Win 3). 

Instead of traditional "top-down" development, which often leads 

to resource extraction with little local return, the 

Papakonstantinidis model promotes endogenous growth. For 

example, an investment in renewable energy or high-end 

mountainous tourism in Konitsa, viewed through the Win-Win-

Win lens, would go beyond paying simple municipal taxes. It 

would involve transferring technical expertise to the local youth, 

utilizing indigenous materials and labor, and committing to 

infrastructure projects that improve the daily lives of permanent 

residents. By integrating the community’s welfare into the core 

bargaining equation, the local population ceases to be a passive 

observer and becomes an active stakeholder in progress. This 

"sensitization" of all parties leads to a state of social equilibrium 

where economic growth does not clash with the region’s identity 

but rather highlights it—transforming Konitsa from a "less 

developed area" into a beacon of sustainable and ethical economic 

development. 


