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Thank you for your participation to the fourth Intercollegiate Negotiation Competition. The
Steering Committee would like to have your active participation and contribution to the
Competition to make it a meaningful event.

The Committee will make various notices and announcements to each university. The
representatives of each university are requested to inform all members of the university of
such notices. Important information will also be posted on our website. Please check the
website frequently.

(Participants)

(Participants are as follows)

(Univ) (participants) | (Japanese) (English)
Tokyo 18 2 1
Kyoto 5 1 0

Nagoya 14 0 3
Osaka 14 1 1
Kyus u 23 2 2

(Chuo) 10 2 0
(Doshis a) 21 2 2
(Sophia) 23 4 1
(Waseda) 16 2 1
(Keio) 10 1 1
(Hitotsubashi) 16 2 1

(Hokkaido) 17 2 1
Tohoku 14 2 0

ANU 6 1 0
(Total) 207 24 14




((Difference of the fourth competition from the third
competition)
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Some important revisions are made in this Competition as follows:

Judges are increased from two to three for each match.

The styles of citing materials and quotations in the memorandum for Round A are

specified in the Rule.

The compulsory requirement for the negotiation between the company presidents is

abolished.

Self appraisal session is featured as a report to the King or the President.

Making of a written agreement or a letter of intent is not compulsory in Round B.
Especially, in Round B, it is important that neither the King nor the President joins the
negotiation, and that the manner of the self appraisal is changed.

Please read the Rules of this year to prepare for the Competition.

Amendments to the Problem

The Committee announced the amendments to the Problem today. Please check the
details on the website of the Competition. The Committee may make further
amendments to the Problem to make the Competition fairer and more worthwhile.

(Answers to Questions)

The following are the answers and comments to the questions received by October 31,
which the Committee considers merit our attention.

(On the main text of the Problem)



Q: Paragraph 26 mentions the possibility of asking Purple Corporation. Could Purple
Corporation have undertaken the work?

A: Yes, it was possible. If Red Corp. commissioned Purple Corporation for the work
immediately after Blue told Red that there was no other team, Purple could have completed
the reinforcement work before the landslide.

Q Taking-Over Certificate ZONE A ZONE E

A Taking-Over Certificate

Q: Was the taking-over certificate mentioned in Paragraph 28 issued for Zone A to E each, or
for the whole work?

A: The taking-over certificate was issued by Red Corp. for the whole work on the expiry of the
Time for Completion expected in the contract.

Q

Q: Paragraph 34 says, 1 Negoland Dollar= 1 US dollar before August. Is it correct to
understand that the fixed exchange rate system was used in Negoland before August?

A: No fixed exchange rate system was adopted, but, in relation to this problem, the exchange
rate of Negoland dollar and US dollar should be deemed stable at the level that one
Negoland dollar equals to one US dollar. Also, after October, it must be assumed that the
exchange rate be stable at the level that one Negoland dollar equals to one US dollar.

Q

A

Q: Is Blue Corporation able to get US dollar or Negoland dollar without difficulty when
necessary?
A: Blue Corporation is able to get US dollar or Negoland dollar when necessary.

Q
A
Q: How was the exchange rate of US dollars and Arbitrian Franc?

A: In relation to this problem, the exchange rate has been stable at the level, 1 Arbitrian
Franc = 1 US dollar.



Q: Was there any weight limitation for the Happy Bridge?
A: Yes. The rickshaw may pass the Happy Bridge. The bridge was designed to withstand more
than 5000 people easily.

Q
A

Q: Does the swinging phenomenon occur when too many people pass the Bridge?

A: As mentioned in the article introduced in Paragraph 32, the number of people is not the
only determining factor. It is certain that when the force is small with only small numbers
of people passing the Bridge, the phenomenon doesn’t occur. On the other hand it doesn't
mean that the phenomenon always occur when many people walk the bridge.

Q

A

Q: How familiar was the swinging phenomenon in other countries than Negoland, Arbitria
and Japan?

A: It is found that the phenomenon was not known in UK. The situation in other countries is
not clear.

o (On attachments)

Q 3.11 "Unless otherwise stated in the Contract,”

A

Q: 3.11 of Attachment 6 says “[u]nless otherwise stated in the Contract, ...”. Is there any such

special provision in the Contract (attachment 6)?
A: There is no special provision to be considered other than mentioned in the Problem.

Q 14.1 ’Schedule ”
A Schedule
Q: Is it not necessary to take into consideration “Schedule I” in 14.1 of Attachment 6?

A: No. Though Schedule I contains detailed stipulations about the downpayment, payment
schedules and amounts, there is no information to be considered for the Problem.



Q: Who made Attachment 7?
A: Attachment 7 was made by an expert appointed by the Arbitral tribunal from the relevant
materials
Table 1 to 4 are the excerpts of the descriptions of forecasts of visitors and profits from the
papers titled “The Forecasts of Visitors and Profit”, which were made by Red or Blue and
submitted to each other (No change was made in currencies and units). Table 5 shows the
number which the Arbitral tribunal considers as facts. Both parties don’t dispute this
numbers.

(Relationship between this mock case and
the real world)

In the mock case, some situations may be different from or far beyond the reality.
However, the competition is based on the fictional facts and those specified in the Problem
will be treated as the “facts” in this competition.

Not all the facts are referred to in the Problem. The unspecified parts should be supplemented
by the general understandings in the real world. Still, the purpose of this competition is NOT
to discuss whether some facts are true or not. If one party asserts certain fact as true and the
other agrees to it, the discussion will be based on this fact, but if the other does not agree, to
decide whether the fact is true or not is NOT usually necessary in this competition. In some
cases, the judge may decide the facts to expedite the competition proceedings and in such
cases the consecutive discussions will be based on the decided facts.



(The guestion period)

4

The deadline for questions is November 5, 5 p.m. You may make any question to the answers
given in this News Letter by the same deadline. If necessary, you may ask the same questions
which are left unanswered in section 4 of this News Letter by the above deadline.

(Registry of the titles)

The deadline for the registration of the titles is November 5, 5 p.m. Please fill the titles in the
left column of the name of each participant in the registration form, and mail it to the
Committee. Each team needs to decide the titles according to 6(6) of the Rules, but when a
team has more members than 6(for Red) or 5(for Blue), you may create other titles, which may
be considered reasonable from the context of the case.

(Projector)

(Projector)

Under the Rule 9 (1), each university may submit projected images. The Sophia University
has a few projectors for this Competition, but it is highly recommended that each university
prepare their PCs and projectors by their own (If there is any special difficulty for preparing
such items, please consult the Committee). You may use wall as a screen, so you will not need
to bring a screen. The universities that use projectors should give notice to the Steering
Committee by November 8.



