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Abstract

Key global challenges of our times are characterized by complex
interdependencies and can only be effectively addressed through an integrated,
participatory effort. Conventional risk analysis frameworks often reduce complexity
to ensure manageability, creating silos that hinder comprehensive solutions. A
fundamental shift towards holistic strategies is essential to enable effective
negotiations between different sectors and to balance the competing interests of
stakeholders. However, achieving this balance is often hindered by limited time,
vast amounts of information, and the complexity of integrating diverse
perspectives. This study presents an Al-assisted negotiation framework that
incorporates large language models (LLMs) and Al-based autonomous agents into
a negotiation-centered risk analysis workflow. The framework enables
stakeholders to simulate negotiations, systematically model dynamics, anticipate
compromises, and evaluate solution impacts. By leveraging LLMs’ semantic
analysis capabilities we could mitigate information overload and augment decision-
making process under time constraints. Proof-of-concept implementations were
conducted in two real-world scenarios: (i) prudent use of a biopesticide, and (ii)
targeted wild animal population control. Our work demonstrates the potential of Al-
assisted negotiation to address the current lack of tools for cross-sectoral
engagement. Importantly, the solution’s open source, web based design, suits for
application by a broader audience with limited resources and enables users to

tailor and develop it for their own needs.

Keywords: Risk analysis, Negotiations, One Health, Large Language Models,
Multi-agent frameworks, GPT



Introduction

Humanity faces complex and interconnected challenges driven by growing
economic, ecological, and geopolitical pressures. At the same time, we see the
rise of new technologies providing previously unseen data processing
opportunities, realistic problem formulation, and real-time problem solution
procedures. Population growth, climate change, and increasing resource scarcity
have heightened the demand for food, water, and energy (2, 3). Meeting these
needs while ensuring adequate sustenance remains a pressing issue, straining
ecosystems already threatened by biodiversity loss and degradation (2-4). The
increasing frequency and severity of threats such as infectious disease pandemics
highlight the interconnectedness of ecosystems, animal health, and human health,
and the need for proactive, preventative approaches to mitigate these risks (2, 5).
To address these multidimensional challenges, integrative frameworks such as
One Health have gained growing recognition (6), emphasizing the links between
the health of humans, animals, plants, and the environment and calling for
integrated, participatory efforts (7, 8). -Decision-making in this context is inherently
complex, requiring the consideration of diverse parties’ (i.e. stakeholders’)
interests and balancing specific and overall public health concerns with economic
and social factors (9). One key challenge is the area of risk analysis, which involves
identifying potential threats, assessing their severity and likelihood, and
determining the most effective course of action (1, 10, 11).

Addressing complex health risks in today’s interdependent societies requires a
transformation of traditional risk analysis frameworks. Recently, we introduced the
concept of a negotiation-centered framework for multi-sector risk analysis in the
Bulletin of the World Health Organization (1). The understanding of negotiation in
our concept is closely linked to the definition by de Dreu, Beersma (11), in which

negotiation is defined as the discussions "between parties with perceived
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divergence of interests" and risks "to reach agreement on the distribution of scarce
resources, work procedure, the interpretation of facts, or some commonly held
opinion or belief" to manage the risks sustainably and efficiently. This negotiation-
centered risk analysis (Figure 1), particularly steps (i) to (iv), was further elaborated
in the present work by LLM-based multi-agent modelling under human supervision.
Throughout our proposed framework, stakeholders are empowered to engage in
a participatory approach that balances multiple risk dimensions and trade-offs.

In this context, using Al-technologies, such as LLMs, could expedite shaping the
problem definition, reaching consensus on risks and actions to prioritize, and
constructing a strategy to address identified risks (1). Our proposed framework
aligns with the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) outlined in the UN 2030
Agenda (12). The practical implementation of the SDGs at the national level
requires trade-off decisions and active involvement of local stakeholders (13-15).
Moreover, achieving these goals necessitates a dialogue between science and

policymakers, turning political commitment into concrete actions (16).
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Figure 1. Workflow of negotiation-centered risk analysis (incorporating the
visualization of the risk negotiation framework of Ehling-Schulz, et al. (1). The figure
visualizes the negotiation-centered risk analysis framework incorporating 6 different steps
as follows (i) stakeholder round table establishment; (ii) problem formulation; (iii) risk
assessment and valuation; (iv) risk negotiation; (v) communication and implementation;
and (vi) outcome evaluation and optional risk re-negotiation.




However, processes allowing the operationalization of such Al-assisted
participatory approaches are still missing. Our study aimed to define and test a
procedure that leverages Large Language Models (LLMs) (17), and an agent-
based modeling (18, 19) to perform negotiation-centered risk analysis steps. In this
proof-of-concept, we (i) developed a multi-step pipeline that integrates LLM-based
agents within a Human-in-the-Loop (HIL) approach, and (ii) challenged the

framework’s applicability using two distinct real case scenarios.

Methods

Case scenarios and practical approach

To showcase the negotiation-centered risk analysis framework, two case
scenarios were developed, each highlighting One Health considerations. The first
case relates to the use of Bacillus (B.) thuringiensis as a biopesticide in agriculture,
involving negotiating tradeoffs between using B. thuringiensis as a biopesticide to
reduce transmission of insect borne pathogens and a risk of B. thuringiensis
deposited on crops potentially causing foodborne illness. The second case
addresses tradeoffs between hunting of wild boars as population control option, to
lower crop damage, biodiversity loss, and disease spread, and alternative
population control methods to minimize animal suffering (see Supplementary

Material for further details).

For practicality, project team members assumed roles representing one of three
stakeholder groups in each scenario. To simulate round-table discussions, two
virtual hackathon exercises were conducted per scenario. Participants received

clear instructions beforehand, with each session set for two hours and moderated



objectively by another project team member to guide discussions. These exercises

were held between May and August 2024.

Computing and coding

The pipeline was built using algorithms for the multi-agent framework from
Abdelnabi, Gomaa (18) and Langchain (20) In short, the preliminary negotiation
between agents was implemented in the form of the interactive Jupyter Notebook
(Python) allowing users to provide background information for agents, as well as
interactively include suggestions from LLMs and then to analyze the results. The
risk negotiation procedure was done using a custom-made Python script allowing
the generation of the necessary input files to be used by the game-setup from
Abdelnabi, Gomaa (18). The analysis of the obtained results was done by the set
of Python scripts that use the obtained simulation results to generate the deal
distributions. All technical generated results, templates and documents used
during the negotiation scenarios are available from the repository under the
following URL: Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.17095804). Codes can be
accessed via Github (https://github.com/KIDA-BfR/Risks-assessments-LLMs)

Results

Description of the Al-assisted negotiation-centered risk analysis process

We developed a multi-agent modelling process with human supervision (HIL
approach), which incorporates the following steps: (i) setting the rules and
stakeholder roundtable establishment (stakeholder selection); (ii) problem
formulation; (iii) risk assessment and valuation, including the collection of
negotiation issues, i.e. effect dimensions (iiia), finding consensus on effect
dimensions (iiib), collecting risk management options for each of the effect

dimensions (iiic), agreeing on collected options (iiid) and, individually valuing each
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option based on their importance (iiie); finally, (iv) risk negotiation, i.e. a simulation
followed by the discussion of the suggested equillibrium. For further details on the

individual steps see Supplementary Material.

Practical implementation and demonstration in real case scenarios

In the following, we focus on the key steps of the used workflows while full details
of the negotiation outcomes, technical details of the scenarios, filled templates and
used codes are provided as Supplementary Materials. The general schema of the
workflow using the specifications from one of the case scenarios is provided in
Figure 2A.
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Figure 2. Practical implementation of Al-assisted negotiation-centered risk
analysis. The figure illustrates the key principal steps from Figure 1 and how LLMs
augmented the process for the case study example 1 (B. thuringiensis as biopesticide
negotiation scenario - see experimental procedures for details). (A) Each stakeholder's
stance can be represented as a finite collection of points, where each point corresponds
to the value, they assigned to a specific option representing an effect dimension. These
points exist within a high-dimensional space that represents previously described effect
dimensions (issues). The negotiation process can be visualized as a search for a Nash
equilibrium, where the value-based points from each stakeholder act as attractors,
drawing the negotiation path toward their preferred outcomes. The outcome of the
negotiation is an equilibrium point where these preferences balance. Importantly, the
human-in-the-loop approach may cause the final approved deal to deviate from the
simulated equilibrium, which leads to possible differences between the real-world agenda
and simulated agentic behavior. (B) The post-analysis allows for a deeper understanding
of how deals evolved, how they align with the combined stakeholders' preferences (e.g.,
the mean preference surface), and the rationale behind each deal.
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Initially, each stakeholder filled in a template to specify the position (e.g. on the
ethical foundations, long/short term goals etc). Stakeholders’ position papers were
used to simulate the “preliminary negotiation” to collect concrete issues for the
further discussion, as well as possible options for each issue. The generated list
of issues and options was discussed among stakeholders and fine-tuned, e.g. to
include additional issues and options, if needed. A veto right, implying that the deal
should satisfy the acceptance threshold of the corresponding party (see step 4),
was assigned to one of the stakeholders to mimic the existing legal policy. Then,
each stakeholder completed a scoring template to indicate both the importance of
each issue and the option preference per issue. Individual scores were kept
confidential from other stakeholders. Provided scores, combined with the
formulation of a discussed topic, issues/options, and negotiation rules were
provided as a prompt to set up an agent, virtually representing one of the
stakeholders in a non-zero game simulated within a LLM-based multi-agent
framework using a cooperative scenario developed by Abdelnabi and colleagues
(18). Following this, stakeholders were provided with a report containing the
distribution of the most popular deals (Fig. S1), and were asked to discuss them
to determine whether a compromise can be reached. Stakeholders could, also,
access additional information on how individual deals evolved (Fig 2B). Figure 3
provides a detailed snapshot of a practical implementation of such featured
analysis (see also Movie S1 for a complete post-analysis guide). As a result, in
both case scenarios, LLMs were effectively utilized by stakeholders to reach a
consensus (see Supplementary Text S1 for details of the case scenarios and

related negotiation procedures).
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1 <SCRATCHPAD>
C 21) Think about what others may prefer:
3 - Farmers: They seem to prefer moderate safety measures (A2), balanced environmental monitoring (82), standard regulation (2), regular monitoring for resistance (D2),
4 high support for farmers (E1), and regular communication (F2).
5 - Food safety Authority: Likely to prioritize stringent regulation and monitoring (C1 or C2), consumer safety (Al or A2), and environmental impact (81 or B2).

7 2) Based on others' preferences, propose one proposal that balances between your scores and accommodating others and that is more likely to lead to an agreement:
- I need to ensure my score is at least 65.

- Farmers' proposal: A2 (10), B2 (1@), €2 (3), D2 (2), E1 (@), F2 (@) = 25 (not acceptable for me).
10 - I need to push for Al and F1 to get higher scores while being flexible on other issues.

12 New proposal:
12 - A1 (5@) to ensure consumer safety.
- B2 (1@) to balance environmental monitoring.
€2 (3) to accommodate standard regulation.
D2 (2) to monitor resistance.
E1 (@) to support farmers.
F1 (20) to ensure comprehensive communication.

20 Total score: 5@ + 10 + 3 + 2 + @ + 20 = 85 (acceptable for me).

22 </SCRATCHPAD>

24 <ANSWER>
I appreciate the Farmers' input. How about we consider the following deal:

26 <DEAL> A1, B2, C2, D2, E1, F1 </DEAL>
This proposal ensures the highest safety measures for consumers, balanced environmental monitoring, standard regulation, regular monitoring for resistance,
high support for farmers, and comprehensive communication.

29 </ANSWER>

1 <PLAN>

2 - If the Farmers or Food Safety Authority have concerns, be ready to discuss the importance of Al and F1 for consumer trust and safety.
- Be flexible on B2, C2, and D2 as long as Al and F1 are included.

4 - Emphasize the importance of comprehensive communication (F1) for public trust.
5 </PLAN>

Figure 3. Practical implementation of the negotiation game post-analysis
(A) Stakeholders' preferences can be represented as 3D surfaces defined by Issues,
Options, and Scores (with negative values used for visualization). Each deal appears as
a line on these surfaces. The surface representing the average scores across
stakeholders reflects the combined interests.
(B) Each proposed deal results from 12 rounds of negotiations. In each round a
stakeholder either endorses a previously proposed deal or suggests a new one.
(C) Each deal proposed in a round is linked with a scratchpad that outlines the rationale
behind the proposal and plans for the next steps.
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As specified before, LLMs mainly augment the stakeholders at either issue/option
formulation or negotiation. We showed that issue/option formulation can be
achieved either via single-shot GPT-40 calls (case scenario 1) call, or with a more
elaborate multi-agent conversation (case scenario 2) (Figure 4). While single GPT-
40 calls are easy to implement and do not require additional software, the multi-
agent conversation allows stakeholders to dynamically integrate additional
information via the tool usage (e.g. web search). Considering the above-described
multidisciplinary nature of the negotiation-centered risk analysis, the dynamic

integration of new information and sources is a key factor ensuring comprehensive

analysis.
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Figure 4. Integrating agent-based modeling in the effect dimensions
specification. Agent-based modeling was used to facilitate a preliminary
discussion about the raised problem and was used for issue/option definition as
described in the corresponding section of Figure 2. This preliminary discussion
process can be viewed as an aggregation of information sourced from all
stakeholders into a unified dataset (e.g. dialog). The subsequent issue definition
using LLMs resembles a dimensionality reduction technique, such as random
projection feature extraction, which allows to summarize information appearing in
high dimensional frameworks in a comparably low dimensional setting.

Discussion

Tackling risks can only be done in an interdisciplinary and multidimensional

manner, where stakeholders from various disciplines use their expertise to
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negotiate risks and balance trade-offs. However, such multidisciplinary
negotiations will inevitably face difficulties such as the lack of a common currency
to assess risks and/or benefits and balancing all stakeholders’ interests under time
constraints (1). In addition, during the process of risk assessment data gaps often
become apparent. Thus, the generation and consideration of new data might be
needed to minimize uncertainty. In the present work, we combined multi-agent
modelling (18, 20), and a “human in the loop” (HIL) approach to augment
negotiation-centered risk analysis (1). Specifically, we leveraged LLMs (i) to help
stakeholders formulate the exact issues (e.g. risks) to discuss, as well as the
possible risk management options to pursue, and (ii) to propose agreements aimed
at achieving an equilibrium that maximizes overall benefits while minimizing risks.
In both of our case scenarios the stakeholders were able to successfully complete

the risk negotiation within the time-constraints requirement.

Our risk negotiation simulation is built on the negotiation game setup as described
by Abdelnabi, Gomaa (18). We devised a process of how the issue/option
formulation and subsequent preference scoring should be done and outlined a
procedure for HIL negotiation of the obtained results. We argue that such
formalization is key to ensure the interests of all stakeholders are equally
accounted for. The issue score serves as an indicator of how important that issue
is. Meanwhile, the distribution of scores between various options linked to that
issue signals the areas of compromises or their absence. Importantly, stakeholders
are allowed to modify the exact option formulation at the final negotiation stage
and may even disclose parts of their confidential information such as maximum
scores per issue or the complete valuation of risks, to ease the compromise
search. Finally, our approach is not bound to a specific LLM such as GPT-40 (21)
or a specific framework as Langchain (19). The presented solution is one of many
possible implementations of the proposed framework. We consider the main added

value of this work in the procedural linkage between the negotiation framework,
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i.e. the six-step approach described by Ehling-Schulz, Filter (1) and computational

science areas.

Our study implemented and further defined the negotiation-centered risk analysis
process, particularly regarding step 3 (risk assessment and valuation) and step 4
(risk negotiation). Further, in both One Health risk scenarios stakeholders
successfully reached consensus in a participatory manner. Information exchange
among stakeholders from various disciplines is considered essential for effective
risk analysis (22, 23). In this regard, the simulated “preliminary discussion” on a
given topic prior to the issue and options specification in step 3 is of particular
importance. Specifically, we used LLMs to derive a formulation of issues/options
not solely based on individual proposals from each stakeholder, but rather on the
text of the simulated preliminary discussion. Since this discussion includes
positions of the stakeholders, their motivation, arguments, as well as their potential
willingness to adapt their opinions, we argue that suggestions on issue/option
formulations will be more semantically enriched and cover more nuances
compared to direct proposals from stakeholders.

At the strategic negotiation step (i.e. step 4), two out of three stakeholders in each
scenario had similar interests, while the other opposed those two (see
Supplementary for exact scores indicating preferences). Under such
circumstances, the function of a discussion moderator becomes crucial. Being a
moderator confers the advantage of being able to start and conclude the
conversation with a preferred option. Therefore, the moderating side has an
additional indirect weight in its position, which adds a new dynamic to the
negotiation process and prevents it from settling for the local minima defined by
the opposing side(s). Getting stuck in local minima is a common issue in real-world
optimization problems and is an area of active research (24). Therefore, here we
additionally pinpoint an important degree of freedom that should not be neglected
during the negotiation flows. Further, we highly recommend appointing an

experienced moderator with strong skills in facilitation and discussion
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management, as well as impartial expertise in the field, to effectively guide the
discussions during real negotiation exercises. Additionally, stakeholders could use
the archived simulated conversations to see how the discussion evolved, what
strategies were effective and which discussion points remained unsolved, thereby
potentially pointing to areas of compromise and divergence. This information is of
particular importance, if the proposed pipeline is used as preparation for the actual
negotiations. When discussing the results of the simulated negotiation,
stakeholders stressed the issues and options which they were adamant about and,
in turn, signaled a willingness to compromise on other issues. This strategy
allowed stakeholders to reach a consensus and emphasized the necessity of
integrating a HIL approach into our process, to ensure that minority opinions are

accounted for.

As our framework relies on LLMs, it is limited by the fundamental issues linked with
their usage such as hallucinations, quantitative inaccuracies, lack of reasoning
abilities, and biases. LLMs can generate plausible-sounding but incorrect or
nonsensical information, often due to the quality of their training data and the
probabilistic nature of their text generation processes (25). LLMs can struggle with
mathematical tasks (26), and be prone to biased conclusions derived from the
unfiltered training datasets containing stereotypes, misrepresentations,
social/ethical biases etc (27). Even though there are recent developments
mitigating such limitations (28, 29), we argue that a human-in-the-loop approach
is still essential to address such risks associated with LLMs in accordance with
Courtois and Lavadoux (30). Yet, in a rapidly evolving Al domain such as LLM-
based modelling, one may foresee dramatic shifts towards independently
interacting and negotiating agents without human oversight. The recently
described higher performance of GPT-4 alone compared to physicians alone,
and/or in combination with GPT-4 (31), is one of the first benchmarking results
towards this shift. Importantly, our negotiation simulation pipeline can, also, be run

in an autonomous manner Savvateev, Romdhane (32) to enable the exploration
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of the variety of possible negotiation scenarios before the actual negotiations From
an ethical perspective, when using LLMs in risk negotiation, we need to decide
how far risk negotiation should be influenced by LLMs and what the human

corrective is to assure diversity, equity and the protection of the weak (33).

Our pipeline seeks to find a compromise between stakeholders' perspectives and,
as such, does not directly utilize stakeholders' expertise or verify the data
underpinning their opinions. In this context, the preliminary discussion, i.e. where
LLMs simulate an exchange of stakeholder opinions and integrate supplementary
information via web searches (see case 2), serves as a phase where stakeholders'
positions can be further validated by cross-referencing the presented facts with
publicly accessible information.

Within the current work, we focused on a cooperative negotiation scenario where
all stakeholders seek a compromise, whereas the reach dynamic of multi-agent
communication allows researchers to simulate other plausible situations such as
sabotaging or greedy games scenarios (18). Another development direction is to
enrich LLM-based agents with personality traits (e.g. extraversion, neuroticism,
etc. (34, 35)) that greatly influence real-case negotiations (36). Finally, the
integration of the next-generation LLMs with advanced complex reasoning
features such as GPT-01 (37) will further improve the quality of the simulated
negotiations. It was shown that LLMs can help humans find common ground in
democratic deliberation (38). The negotiating agents in our framework can also be
augmented with an additional layer that learns the interests of the other agents
from the propositions. Different methodologies can be used, as described by
Baarslag, Hendrikx (39), for bilateral negotiations.

Our Al-assisted negotiation-centered risk analysis procedure helps to mitigate time
and information constraints stakeholders experience during roundtable
discussions. It may also be used to simulate potential negotiation scenarios,

offering stakeholders an insight into how the negotiation process might unfold. At
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the same time, having human supervision at all principal preparatory stages
enables monitoring for potential data inherent biases and alignment with ethical
principles. Our approach allows for efficient and effective policymaking and
management of risks and can help tackle several of the pressing challenges facing

our society.
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Supplementary Material

The PDF file includes:

Supplementary Text S1-S6
Supplementary Figures S1 to S4

Other Supplementary Material for this manuscript includes the following:

Movie S1
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Supplementary Text S1

Case scenario description and background information
Case scenario 1:

B. thuringiensis is a naturally occurring bacterium present in soil, and the environment, that among
others produce a set of proteins toxic for a number of insects and, thus, can be used as a substitute
for chemical pesticides ultimately reducing the environmental impact (1). However, research
studies report that B. thuringiensis can impact non-target organisms, such as beneficial insects and
soil microbiota as well as pose ecological risks due to horizontal gene transfer between B.
thuringiensis crops and wild relatives (2). Also, B. thuringiensis display a similar repertoire of
potential virulence genes on the chromosome as the human pathogenic B. cereus sensu strictu
(3), and these genes can be actively expressed in B. thuringiensis, eventually resulting in foodborne
disease. Indeed, there is growing evidence that exposure of agricultural staff and spill-over of B.
thuringiensis into the food chain may pose a risk to human health (4-8). To address these risks
while discussing whether B. thuringiensis should be used as biopesticide, we manually selected
the following stakeholder groups: Food Safety Authority (FSA), consumer, and farmer.
Stakeholders identified the following question for a prospective discussion: “Should B. thuringiensis

continue to be used as biopesticide in Central Europe?”.

Case scenario 2:

The second case scenario tackled the ongoing debates about hunting in Germany (9-11),
specifically focusing on one species, which is wild boar (Sus scrofa ferus). Over the past 30 years,
wild boar populations in Europe have steadily increased due to factors such as reduced predator
presence and changes in agricultural practices (12). This rise has been linked to significant damage
to agricultural crops (13), decreased plant biodiversity (14), and the spread of infectious diseases
such as African Swine Fever (15). Meanwhile, animal protection activists highlight unnecessary
animal suffering caused by hunting and propose alternative methods for population control and
crop protection (9), such as immunological contraception (16), fencing (17), and dissuasive feeding
(18). To tackle these controversies, hunters, animal protection representatives, and farmers were
manually selected as key stakeholder groups. Stakeholders framed the central question as:
"Should hunting of wild boars be forbidden in Germany?”. They then specified their positions on

whether wild boar hunting should be prohibited in Germany.



Scenario-specific technical details

Case scenario 1:

The filled-out templates were directly used for a single-shot call of GPT-40 to simulate a list of
possible issues and options for the prospective discussion. The generated list of issues and options
was discussed among stakeholders and fine-tuned to include additional issues and options omitted
by GPT-40 (Case1_SingleShotCall.docx). A veto right was assigned to Food Safety Authority
(FSA). Each stakeholder filled in a scoring template (Case1_StakeholdersScrorings.docx).
Provided scores, formulation of the discussed topic, issues/options, and negotiation rules were
provided as prompts to set up agents representing Food Safety Authority, Consumer and Farmer

(see Code_Models-Negotiatios_simulation-cooperive_games-initial_prompts_base_ Bt folder).

Case scenario 2:

Single-shot calls to GPT-4 were combined with agent-based modeling to generate a list of specific
issues and options (see Figure 4 and Preliminary_discussion.ipynb in Code_Models), while the rest
of the framework remained unchanged. Specifically, the stakeholders’ position papers were used
to prompt three LLM-based (i.e. GPT4-based) agents, each virtually representing a stakeholder. In
addition to LLM-powered capabilities of text analysis and generation, those agents were equipped
with the tools allowing web-based information retrieval using arxiv.org (19), wikipedia.org (20), and
duckduckgo.com (21) platforms. These agents engaged in a plain-text conversation with each other
about the topic, and the conversation records were used in a single shot GPT-4 call to create a list
of suggested issues. This list of issues was discussed and fine-tuned by the stakeholders
themselves, representing the same approach used in case scenario 1. The fine-tuned list of issues
along with the topic formulation and stakeholder’s position papers was then sent to GPT-40 via
single shot call to identify the list of options per issue. The options obtained were also fine-tuned
and agreed among the stakeholders. Unlike for case scenario 1, none of the stakeholders was
given a veto right. Scores provided by stakeholders for issues and options are in

Case2_StakeholdersScroings.docx.



Supplementary Text S2

Detailed description of the individual steps of the Al-assisted negotiation-centered risk
analysis process

Step 1: Setting the rules and stakeholder roundtable establishment (stakeholder selection)

Once a problem for negotiation is identified, the negotiation rules must be clearly defined to ensure
transparency and minimize misunderstandings or potential conflicts during the process. This
includes specifying the modalities and organization of the meetings, outlining the roles of
participating stakeholders - such as if someone holds veto rights or initiates the negotiation - and
detailing the process for progressing through each step. It should also be specified if and how
participants may revisit previous steps, as well as the conditions for reaching consensus, such as
by majority vote or full agreement. It is also possible to determine through negotiation simulations
if certain rules are ineffective. Following these initial steps, and based on a discussed area, the
selection of relevant stakeholders is done. The selection process should facilitate knowledge
sharing and exchanging perspectives as these factors influence the identification of trade-offs
during the risk assessment, management, and communication process (22). For our purposes, a
stakeholder is defined as any individual, group, or organization with a vested interest in a discussed
area. Stakeholder groups are selected within public, private, or civic sectors to reflect various
interests. To identify relevant stakeholders, publicly available information, e.g. peer-reviewed
articles from scientific literature archives such as PubMed Central®, may be used. One can use
LLMs such as the latest models from OpenAl®© (23) or Alphabet®© (24), or open-source alternatives
(such as Hugging Face (25), Llama (26), or Nvidia (27)), to suggest relevant stakeholder groups
for a given problem (see step 2). After identifying relevant stakeholder groups and their
representatives, their roles in the negotiation process, such as veto holders, moderator and other

responsibilities need to be determined.

Step 2: Problem formulation

A clear problem formulation is necessary before negotiation begins. This can range from a broad,
question-based format to a more detailed problem description or a list of problems to be discussed
within the previously outlined discussion area. It is essential to ensure that all stakeholders can fully
engage with this process. Initially, LLMs can offer a suggested problem definition and subsequently
aid in refining the problem formulation. For analysis of confidential information, a user can also
switch to the usage of open-source models (25-27), or models within local environments (28).

Stakeholder representatives must refine and agree upon a more precise definition, following a



human-in-the-loop (HIL) approach. When refining the problem definition, it is important to focus on

a single issue while capturing its full complexity across all dimensions.

Step 3: Risk assessment and valuation

At this step, stakeholders aim to agree on the list of assessed risks/issues, evaluate possible risk
management options, and weigh the advantages and disadvantages of each option. The process
ultimately leads to determining the risk-based value of each option. This part of the approach,
initially detailed by Ehling-Schulz, Filter (22), experienced the most substantial further development
and was subdivided into five concrete steps (3a-3e) to be followed during a first exercise as follows:
(3a) collect negotiation issues, i.e. effect dimensions; (3b) find consensus on effect dimensions;
(3c) collect risk management options for each of the effect dimensions; (3d) agree on collected
options; and (3e) individually value each option based on their importance. Practically, each
stakeholder is to be instructed to specify their position in relation to the negotiated question by
providing information in the form of plain text, potentially within predefined categories such as
description, short-term goals, general aim, scientific foundation, ethical foundation. This information
will then be used to prompt LLM for the simulation of the preliminary negotiation between the
stakeholders with the aim of collecting possible issues (i.e. effect dimensions) and risk
management options (i.e. prospective solutions). Thus, stakeholders will end up with a list of
concrete issues and a fixed number of options per issue to be further discussed. Next, stakeholders
are asked to quantify their preferences by assigning a score to each available option. Using a pre-
defined number of points (e.g. 100), each stakeholder distributes their scores across the identified
effect dimensions (i.e. issues) according to their importance, with higher scores indicating higher
priority. Once all issues are scored, the specific options for each effect dimension are then also
scored based on their importance. Each stakeholder also needs to define a minimum threshold for
an agreement. These scoring principles allow representatives to prioritize risk negotiation issues of
greatest concern, while also highlighting areas where compromises may be possible. The individual
scores are kept confidential and will be used in LLM-assisted negotiation simulations as described
in step 4 (29).

Step 4: Risk Negotiation

The risk negotiation step aims to find a compromise (‘Nash’ equilibrium) between the stakeholder
preferences outlined and scored in step 3. This compromise-based risk management approach,
referred to as a "deal," consists of a set of proposed risk management solutions (options) designed
to address the various identified issues. For example, in one of our real case scenarios, a key

question concerned the use of a biopesticide. One issue, "Consumer Safety and Health Risk"



(Issue A), involved options based on the level of safety measures to be applied for this biopesticide:
"strict," "moderate," or "minimal" (Options A1, A2, and A3, respectively). Ultimately, multiple issues
(A-F) were identified, each linked to three potential options (e.g., A1-A3, B1-B3, etc.). The resulting
deal from the risk negotiation process is then a selected combination of options addressing each
issue (e.g., A1, B2, C3, D3, E1, F2). Since stakeholders assigned scores to each option based on
their preferences (step 3), the deal acceptance criteria can be understood as reaching a specific
numerical threshold, and the negotiation process is characterized as a non-zero-sum game. In
brief, the risk negotiation is performed with LLM-assisted negotiation simulation within a multi-agent
framework described by Abdelnabi, Gomaa (29). In our approach, agents represent the
stakeholders and are guided by initial prompts containing shared project details, stakeholder-
specific confidential scores, and game instructions. Negotiations are launched with a suggestion
from a moderator (chosen from one of the involved parties) and proceed over multiple rounds, with
agents exchanging the information in plain text form, either supporting previous deals or proposing
new ones based on the interaction history. After all rounds, a final deal is proposed by the
moderator. The multiple iterations of the LLM-based simulation are conducted to ensure the
reproducibility of the results and to account for fluctuations due to the different initial conditions, i.e.
moderator role (see Fig. S2 and Fig. S4 for practical examples of the moderator role influence).
The ultimate result is a distribution of suggested deals. Obtained deals are to be discussed among
the stakeholders to either agree on one of them or modify the deals to reach a consensus. If
necessary, stakeholders can check the history of each of the deals proposed during the negotiation
simulation, track how the proposals were formulated, and identify what was the rational behind (see
an example of such an analysis in case scenario 1 below; also, Movie S1, provided as

Supplementary Material, exemplarily illustrates a potential analysis pipeline).



Supplementary Text S3
Template Scoring Case scenario 1 (B. thuringiensis)

Step 3d: Valuation — Scoring options of the stakeholders.
Stakeholder (please check the respective box)

] Consumer

[ ] Farmer

[] Food Safety Authority

Date of scoring:
Quick guide for the scoring scheme

1. General rules

You have 100 points that can be used to define your preferences.

The higher the value, the higher the preference.

You do not know the scores of the other parties, but you do know the descriptions of the other
parties, so you can share your guesses on what other may think (optional).

Your goal is to define scores reflecting your preferences, but you may also show possible
areas where a comprise is feasible.

2. Follow the 2-step scoring approach:
First, for each issue define the maximum score (points) you put on this issue as follows:

e Max score weights the importance of the issue to you
e You can put scores from 0 to 100:
o 0-the lowest importance
o 100- the highest importance
e sum of scores of all issues should be 100 in total (remember: you have 100
points to be used — general rule!)

Secondly, for each suboption of the issues define the option scores as follows:

e Option scores define the preferences and your flexibility
option scores may not be higher than the max score of this issue (defined at 1)
at least one of the suboptions (the one reflecting your preferences the most)
should be scored equally to the max score chosen for this issue

o the other suboptions may be scored according to your preferences using
scores from 0 to the max score chosen for this issue

e Limit yourself to natural numbers

Now, please provide your scorings for the following issues and options:



Issue and suboptions

Your
score

A: Consumer Safety and Health Risk
This issue pertains to the potential health risks associated with the use of Bt as a
biopesticide.

(max
score)

A1: "Strict Safety Measures": Implement rigorous testing and regular monitoring
to ensure Bt does not pose any health risks to consumers until Bt biopesticide
application have been proven to be harmless for humans

A2 "Moderate Safety Measures": Conduct regular assessments and testing but
with less stringent monitoring. Implementing a waiting time.

A3 "Minimal Safety Measures": Rely on existing safety data with minimal
additional testing and monitoring until adverse health effects have been
demonstrated.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue A

Issue and suboptions

Your
score

B: Environmental Impact and Biodiversity
This issue concerns the long-term environmental impact of Bt on biodiversity.

(max
score)

B1 "Intensive Monitoring": Conduct extensive studies and continuous monitoring
of Bt's impact on non-target organisms and ecosystems until Bt biopesticide
application have been proven to be harmless for the environment and the
biodiversity.

B2 "Balanced Monitoring": Implement moderate monitoring efforts to assess the
environmental impact periodically.

B3 "Limited Monitoring": Rely on existing environmental impact studies with
minimal new monitoring efforts until adverse environmental effects have been
demonstrated.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue B

Issue and suboptions

Your
score

C: Regulation and Monitoring
This issue addresses the regulation and oversight required for the use of Bt.

(max
score)

C1 "Stringent Regulation and Monitoring": Establish strict regulations, including
genome sequencing and tight control over Bt strains used.

C2 "Moderate Regulation and Regular Monitoring": Implement standard
regulations with periodic reviews and monitoring.

C3 "Minimal Regulation and Basic Monitoring": Maintain current regulatory
practices with minimal additional oversight.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue C

Issue and suboptions

Your
score

D: Resistance Development
This issue focuses on the potential for pests to develop resistance to Bt and the
strategies to manage |it.

(max
score)




D1 "Integrated Pest Management (IPM)": Promote IPM strategies including crop
rotation and biological controls alongside Bt use.

D2 "Regular Monitoring and Adaptation": Monitor pest resistance levels and
adapt Bt usage accordingly.

D3 "Status Quo": Continue current Bt usage practices without additional
resistance management strategies.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue D

Issue and suboptions Your
score

E: Economic Viability and Sustainability

This issue concerns the economic impact of Bt use on farming and its (max

sustainability. score)

E1 "High Support for Farmers": Provide significant support and subsidies for

farmers using Bt to ensure economic viability and sustainability.

E2 "Moderate Support for Farmers": Offer moderate financial support and

incentives for Bt use.

E3 "Minimal Support for Farmers": Rely on the current market dynamics with

minimal additional support for farmers using Bt.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue E

Issue and suboptions Your score

F: Communications

This issue addresses the communication required for the use of Bt.
(max
score)

F1 "Comprehensive Communication"; Ensure comprehensive communication
with the public about the safety measures and labelling of sprayed products.

F2 "Regular Communication": Provide regular updates to the public about the
safety and usage of Bt.

F3 "Minimal Communication": Offer basic communication to the public about Bt
use.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue F

Optional: General comments on the scoring
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Template Scoring Case scenario 2 (wild boar hunting)
Step 3d: Valuation — Scoring options of the stakeholders.

Stakeholder (please check the respective box)
] Hunter

[] Farmer
[] Animal protection representative

Date of scoring:
Quick guide for the scoring scheme

1. General rules

You have 100 points that can be used to define your preferences.

The higher the value, the higher the preference.

You do not know the scores of the other parties, but you do know the descriptions of the other
parties, so you can share your guesses on what other may think (optional).

Your goal is to define scores reflecting your preferences, but you may also show possible
areas where a comprise is feasible.

2. Follow the 2-step scoring approach:
First, for each issue define the maximum score (points) you put on this issue as follows:

e Max score weights the importance of the issue to you
e You can put scores from 0 to 100:
o 0-the lowest importance
o 100- the highest importance
e sum of scores of all issues should be 100 in total (remember: you have 100
points to be used — general rule!)

Secondly, for each suboption of the issues define the option scores as follows:

e Option scores define the preferences and your flexibility

e option scores may not be higher than the max score of this issue (defined at 1)

o atleast one of the suboptions (the one reflecting your preferences the most)
should be scored equally to the max score chosen for this issue

o the other suboptions may be scored according to your preferences using
scores from 0 to the max score chosen for this issue

e Limit yourself to natural numbers

Now, please provide your scorings for the following issues and options:

Issue and suboptions Your
score

A: Wild boar population control

This issue focuses on the management of wild boar populations in Germany,
taking into account population control, disease control, socio-economic impacts, | (max
and ethical considerations. score)

10



A1 "Strict Control": Implement strict control measures, including regulated
hunting seasons and quotas to maintain a balanced population and prevent
overpopulation and disease spreading.

A2 "Moderate Control": Allow moderate hunting with specific guidelines to
manage the population without overhunting and considering disease spreading.

A3 "Minimal Control": Implement minimal control measures, focusing on non-
lethal methods of population control such as relocation and sterilization
programs and considering disease spreading.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue A

Issue and suboptions Your
score

B: Promoting Coexistence and Ethical Treatment

This issue highlights the importance of promoting coexistence with wildlife and

ensuring the ethical treatment of wild boars in population management. (max
score)

B1 "Coexistence Priority": Prioritize coexistence measures, including extensive

use of non-lethal methods and public education on living with wild boars.

B2 "Balanced Approach": Combine ethical hunting practices with non-lethal

methods to promote coexistence and ethical treatment.

B3 "Hunting Priority": Focus primarily on ethical hunting as a means of

population control, with minimal emphasis on non-lethal methods.

B4 "No Tourism Priority": Prioritize coexistence measures, including extensive

use of non-lethal methods and public education on living with wild boars, strictly

forbidding hunting tourism.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue B

Issue and suboptions Your
score

C: Economic Viability and Agricultural Protection

This issue focuses on the economic viability of farming communities and the

protection of agriculture from wild boar damage. (max
score)

C1 "High Compensation": Provide high compensation to farmers for crop

damage or livestock disease management options caused by wild boars, funded

by hunting licenses and related tourism.

C2 "Moderate Compensation": Offer moderate compensation to farmers for crop

damage or livestock disease management options and implement preventive

measures such as fencing and repellents.

C3 "Low Compensation": Provide low compensation to farmers for crop damage

or livestock disease management options with a focus on self-sustaining

preventive measures by farmers.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue C

Issue and suboptions Your
score

D: Cultural Significance and Public Awareness

This issue addresses the cultural significance of hunting, public awareness, and

education on wild boar management practices. (max
score)

D1 "Promote Hunting Culture": Strongly promote the cultural heritage and
conservatory role of hunting through public campaigns and education.

11




D2 "Balanced Cultural Promotion": Promote both hunting culture and
conservatory role of hunting and the importance of ethical wildlife management
equally.

D3 "Minimal Hunting Promotion": Focus on promoting non-hunting aspects and
education of wild boar management and cultural significance.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue D

Issue and suboptions

Your score

E: Scientific Data Generation and Monitoring

This issue addresses the generation of scientific data and monitoring of wild
boar populations including crop damage, occurrence of diseases transferred
by wild boars, and genetic population structure.

(max score)

E1 "Comprehensive Monitoring": Implement comprehensive monitoring
programs, including advanced tracking and data collection methods, including
animal welfare issues.

E2 "Moderate Monitoring": Establish moderate monitoring efforts with regular
data collection and reporting, including animal welfare issues.

E3 "Basic Monitoring": Establish basic monitoring activities with minimal
resource allocation.

Optional: General comment on the scoring for Issue E

Optional: General comments on the scoring
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Supplementary Text S5
Case scenario 1: Full details of negotiation outcomes

Step 4: Modelling results negotiation.

the most approved (39.7%) combination of suboptions for the issues by the LLM agents
during negotiation was: A1 B2 C2 D2 E1 F2

Farmers and Food Safety Authorities (FSA) representatives accepted the most approved
combination

The consumer representative didn’t accept the most approved combination. Source of
disagreement: issue F. The consumer representative would not accept a solution less or
equal to F2

It was decided to disclose the individual scoring of the stakeholders given for issue F:
o Farmers representative: F1:0 F2:1 F3:3
e FSA representative: F1:1 F2:9 F3:1
e Consumers representative: F1:20 F2:0 F3:0

Background information on the scores: the issue is not top priority for farmers, FSA would
accept options higher or equal to F2, consumers rated issue F as second issue of
concern for them and would only accept a F1 option.

Agreement was found to adopt the F1 control option

Final agreement on the following suboption combination: A1 B2 C2 D2 E1 F1

by achieving this consensus on the suboptions the negotiation of the Bt question is
officially closed. Further steps according to the risk negotiation workflow are to follow.
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Supplementary Text S6
Case scenario 2: Full details of negotiation outcomes

Step 4: Modelling results negotiation.

= the most approved combinations (16.7%, each) of suboptions for the issues by the LLM
agents during negotiation were:

e A2B2C2D2E1
e A2B4C2D3E2
= Farmers and Hunters representatives accepted the two most approved combinations

= The animal protection representative didn’t accept the most approved combination.
Source of disagreement: issues A and B

= |t was decided to partly disclose the priorities of the stakeholders given for the issues
e Farmers representative: issue C was given highest priority, followed by issue A
e Hunters’ representative: issue A was given highest priority, followed by issue C

¢ Animal protection representative: issue B was given highest priority, followed by
issue A; issues A+B in combination account for 80% of all sum scores

= As for issue A the hunters’ representative could not accept any option less than A2
(moderate)

= However, the animal protection representative shows flexibility in accepting A2 if
suboption B4 would be chosen

= Also, the farmers representative shows willingness to accept B4

= Alternatively, the farmers representative shows willingness to accept A3 but in
combination with C2, only.

= Agreement was found to negotiate a “suboption package” regarding issues A and B

= |ess disagreement was observed for issues C, D, E - all stakeholders could live with the
proposed agreement

= Final agreement on the following suboption combination was then achieved as follows:
e A2-B4-C2-D2-E1/2

= by achieving this consensus on the suboptions the negotiation of the hunting question is
officially closed. Further steps according to the risk negotiation workflow are to follow.
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Fig S1. Case scenario 1: Combined results — distribution of unique issue-option
combinations
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Authority/FSA). The exact formulation of each issue/option matches Supplementary Text S1.
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Fig S2: Case scenario 1: Moderator influence on the issue-option combinations
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Fig S3. Case scenario 2: Combined

combinations
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Fig S4: Case scenario 2: Moderator influence on the issue-option combinations
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