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Abstract:

In this paper reflexive games are defined as a twagct beyond equilibria to
control our opponents by our hiding motives. Thektaf a reflexive game is to
have the opponent’s actions become transparentstowhile our actions remain
obscure for the competitor. In case a reflexive gascarried out between agents
belonging to the same organisation (corporatiompany, institute), success in a
reflexive game can be reached by a purposeful meatidn of some components
of a controlled system. Such a modification for tpearanteed victory in a
reflexive game is calledeflexive management. This kind of management uses
reflexive games to control a knowledge structuragénts in a way their actions
unconsciously satisfy the centre’s goals.

Keywords: reflexive game, reflexive management, speech etemge, discourse
community.

1. Introduction

One of the directions in pragmatic studies is prese by reflexive games. For the first time,
Vladimir Lefebvre formulated reflexive games assugnimany reflexion levels [8], [9], [10].
Reflexive games are understood as an extensionpisteenic games [2]. The game-theoretic
mathematics for the early ideas of Lefebvre has lhexeloped by Dmitry Novikov and Aleksandr
Chkhartishvili [3], [4], [5], [6]. In this paperadppeal to the approach to reflexive games propiwsed
[12], [13], [14]. This approach is unconventionatlaassumes cellular-automatic calculations. First,
| define the context of reflexive games (sectiomm@)l show why in reflexive games there are no
conventional equilibria. Then | introduce the nataf reflexive games in accordance with the ideas
of [12], [13], [14] (section 3). Further, | show Wwowe can apply reflexive games in the
management practice within the so-called reflexnanagement (section 4). Finally, | consider the
role of reflexive management in discourse commesisection 5).

2. Enemies and Games Beyond Nash Equilibria

In the Austrian school of economics it is suppogkdt the simple mutually advantageous
interchange is always possible. In the words of@#meorists, this means that the Nash equilibrium
is always possible. For example, | produce apptesneighbour produces pears. Nevertheless, |
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like pears and my neighbour apples. Then the Naghlilerium is reached by the mutually
advantageous interchange of apples and pearsxdone by using the formula: one apple for one
pear and vice versa. During the interchange eatdr &crational, knows the set of game players,
the goal functions and the admissible set of astmfrall players, and also knows the set of possibl
values of states of affairs. Such knowledge carebehed, in particular by a public communication
of appropriate information of all agents met at @hece. This communication allows them to find
the Nash equilibrium, a simple mutually advantageiaterchange. In the Nash equilibrium there is
a parity of reflexive relations of all players. @re one hand, both actors have autonomy, different
goal functions and, on the other hand, both hetih édher to reach goals by means of a mutually
advantageous interchange, knowing everything abaah other. As the first approximation, the
stock exchange is an example of such an equilibrium

Let us suppose now that rational agents are ouniese They do not wish to help us to
reach the equilibrium of our goal functions by meahan interchange. In every possible way they
hinder us from having the usual interchange witheotplayers (for example, they use dumping
practices so that we will go bankrupt). In thisecdlse Nash equilibrium cannot be reached. We
cannot wait for a simple mutually advantageousrafitenge of goods.

Competitiveness complicates any strategy of regchirmaximal guaranteed payoff. We
should already deal with reflexive games in orderevaluate other actors, for example, to
reconstruct their goal functions taking into acdocincumstances in which they can try to delude
their environment concerning the original motivésheir acts. The main task of reflexive games is
to hide true motives and goals, not to be transpdoe others, but to know everything important
about them. Let us consider Edgar Allen Poe’s exampreflexive games:

| knew one [schoolboy] about eight years of agepsehsuccess at guessing in the game
of ‘even and odd’ attracted universal admiratiohisTgame is simple, and is played
with marbles. One player holds in his hand a nundfghese toys, and demands of
another whether that number is even or odd. Ifginess is right, the guesser wins one;
if wrong, he loses one. The boy to whom | alludenvadi the marbles of the school. Of
course he had some principle of guessing; and Idysin mere observation and
measurement of the astuteness of his opponent&x@ample, an arrant simpleton is his
opponent, and, holding up his closed hand, asks they even or odd?’ Our schoolboy
replies, ‘odd,” and loses; but upon the second leawins, for he then says to himself,
‘the simpleton had them even upon the first treald his amount of cunning is just
sufficient to make him have them odd upon the sécbwill therefore guess odd;'—he
guesses odd, and wins. Now, with a simpleton aedegbove the first, he would have
reasoned thus: ‘This fellow finds that in the finsstance | guessed odd, and, in the
second, he will propose to himself, upon the fimgbulse, a simple variation from even
to odd, as did the first simpleton; but then a sdcthought will suggest that this is too
simple a variation, and finally he will decide uppntting it even as before. | will
therefore guess even;—he guesses even, and wavs.tiNs mode of reasoning in the
schoolboy, whom his fellows termed ‘lucky,'—what,its last analysis, is it?

‘It is merely,” | said, ‘an identification of theeasoner's intellect with that of his
opponent.’

‘It is,” said Dupin; and, upon inquiring, of the yodoy what means he effected the
thorough identification in which his success cotesls | received answer as follows:
‘When | wish to find out how wise, or how stupid, llow good, or how wicked is any
one, or what are his thoughts at the moment, lidasthe expression of my face, as
accurately as possible, in accordance with theesgion of his, and then wait to see
what thoughts or sentiments arise in my mind orthea if to match or correspond with
the expression.” This response of the schoolbay diethe bottom of all the spurious
profundity which has been attributed to Rochefolican La Bougéve, to Machiavelli,
and to Campanella (Edgar Allen Pdég Purloined Letter).
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In this example, the schoolboy has success at ijgessthe game of ‘even and odd,” because he
considers it not as simple guessing, but as axielegame and correctly defines two kinds of
gamers: ‘an arrant simpleton’ who permanently cleanipe strategy upon different trials, and a
‘simpleton a degree above the first’ who uses #maesstrategy upon different trials for cheating
(cheating since the game is understood by gamepsir@sguessing). In other words, the game of
‘even and odd’ assumes two levels of reflexion:ftrst level consisting in using casually different
strategies, the second consisting in using the sstna¢egies and in avoiding casual choices of
strategies. Different people with different intgéint abilities play at different reflexive levelsow
many levels can exist in reflexive games in all?

Let us imagine a nightmare. A huge monster rurey af$ and its speed is obviously faster.
We face two caves. The monster does not have tirsed which of the caves we choose. The first
cave is twisting and the second is a straightdis@ tunnel. It is an example of a reflexive game.
select a cave, assuming which cave the monsterchalbse. Let us consider the possible levels of
reflexion:

* The reflexion of zero level: | do not think that the animal thinks, and the aaligioes not
think that I think. |1 choose the twisting cave, arguments are as follows: in the twisting cave any
speed is reduced and | have a possibility to esttapethe monster; in running through it 1 will not
be in the monster’s sight and my further actionls mat be known by the animal. For the monster
the reflexion of zero level can mean a choice ef direct cave, as it is easier to run through this
cave.

* The first-level reflexion: | think that the animal thinks, and the animahkis that I think.
Formally: Thinka(Thinkg) and Thinkg(Thinka), where agenf is me and ager is the monster. The
monster at this level of reflexion will run througie twisting cave. It already tries to predict my
behaviour and my choice of cave. | also will runotigh the twisting cave, as | know that at the
zero level of reflexion the animal chooses thedlioave.

» The second-level reflexion: | think that the animal thinks, thinking thatHink, and the
monster thinks that | think, thinking that the miamghinks Formally: Thinka (Thinkg (Thinka)) and
Thinkg (Thinka (Thinkg)). Having selected the twisting path, | generdilg not evaluate the mental
abilities of the monster to deceive me. | assurhatlit is able only to commit direct actions and is
not able to deceive. However, this assumption cacoime false. The monster can predict my
actions in order to understand what | think offite second level of reflexion is that | assume that
the monster wishes and is able to predict my astaman intelligent being. Then | should choose
the direct cave. My arguments: any intelligent beselects the twisting cave, because it is easier t
be rescued in it, but such logic is transparenafor rational agent, the same for the monster isf i
rational. At the second level of reflexion | try poedict the actions of the monster recognising tha
it considers me an intelligent being and | try th aot in the way it expects. The monster at the
second level of reflexion also runs through theight cave.

» Thethird-level reflexion: | think that the animal thinks, thinking thathink, thinking that |
think. Thinkg (Thinka (Thinkg (Thinka))) and Thinka (Thinkg (Thinka (Thinkg))). At the second level
of reflexion | detect the monster’'s ability (as eflexive player of the first level) to predict my
behaviour, but | have not yet assumed that the tapiiself can have the ability of reflexion of the
second level and it can act not in the way | exp&tthe second level of reflexion | expected tihat
should run through the straight cave. Neverthel#ss,animal can know itself about this by my
waiting, therefore at the third level of reflexibselect the twisting cave. My arguments: any being
capable of an elementary reflexion of the secowmdlleill select the direct cave, knowing that only
the most naive rational agents select the twistiznge. We wish to act unpredictably for rational
agents, therefore we choose again the twisting. ddweat the third level of reflexion the monster
will run also through the twisting cave. It alssasies that we are capable of deceit.

* The fourth-level reflexion:

Thinka(Thinkg(Thinka(Thinkg(Thinka)))), Thinkg(Thinka(Thinkg(Thinka(Thinkg)))).
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However, my logic with the desire to be unpreditdatan also be transparent for the monster.
Consequently, | cannot be rescued again througtwiséed cave. | should choose the direct cave.
Which cave should | run through then? Which cavethwe animal run through?

In this game of choosing the caves | lose and tbaster wins, ifn > 0 and my level of
reflexion and the monster’s level of reflexion #te same number. | win, if the monster’s level of
reflexion isn and my level of reflexion is + 1.

This example with the monster shows that reflexievels can be an arbitrary natural
number. If | do not know the monster’s mental diedi, | cannot select the level of reflexion upon
which | should act. Then | will stand before botves without the possibility of finding any true
level of reflexion. In this time the monster will@rtake me and eat me. It is an example of the
reflexivity paradox, i.e. the impossibility of defining a true levef ceflexion for a successful
interaction with competitors.

Another example of a reflexive game when the refigx paradox is possible is hide-and-
seek. The first actor hides in one of several rowmtis different lighting, and another agent should
select that room where he will search for the fastor. The degree of lighting is known by both
agents. The strategies of the agents are as follbwessecond actor, who searches, rather prefers to
search where it is lighter (easier to find). On¢batrary, the first actor, who hides, rather prete
hide in dark rooms, because there are more chaocégs undiscovered. It is a zero level of
reflexion for both agents. The increase of reflexiegrees means that it becomes clear to the agent
that it is clear also to his opponent, etc. If It know the mental abilities of the opponent, the
paradox of reflexivity will hold. Then | cannot set the rooms in which it is more preferable to
search (hide). At the same time, the first actdroWides, wins, i > 0 and his level of reflexion is
n + 1, when his opponent’s level of reflexionnsThe second, who seeks, winsif 0 and his
level of reflexionn, is the same as his opponent’s level of reflexion.

It is obvious that if there are no data about a petitor's mental abilities at all, | can act at
the zero level of reflexion, i.e. | can ignore tt@mpetitor’'s intellectual possibilities in his play
against me. If there is an occasion to guess themtal abilities, | select reflexion levalwith
respect to the opponent’s abilities to play inexife games and my possibilities of winning.

If at least one agent selects a game strategy asg@mon-zero level of reflexion, then this
game is called aeflexive game. Its essence consists in finding the level oferatin n of the
competitor (i > 0) to move onto reflexion level (if | have advantages at the equal level of
reflexivity) orn + 1 (if | have no advantages) and to act on thsgshat the given level. The task of a
reflexive game is to have the opponent’s actionsotye transparent for us, while our actions
remain obscure for the competitor.

3. On the Notion of Reflexive Game

Let us notice that in our everyday life we permdlyeface reflexive games. Thereby gamers can
follow different levels of reflexion upon differemtials of the same game. A reflexion level is not
constant. It is a dynamic index. Accordingly, thetery in a reflexive game is determined by who
has managed in most cases to be in dialogueseaehdf reflexionn or n+1 while the interlocutor
remained at leveh. The more difficult the reflexive game, the monéormation we should give
about ourselves to uncover all motivations angbdtispositions of the interlocutor.

There are too many examples of daily reflexive ganiet us consider relationships in a
family. Does a husband or a wife have a priority ireflexive game? Who should be the leader in a
family? Are equal relations possible? Or consi@éatronships with subordinates. Should reflexive
games be carried out in relations with subordirtates

Rules in reflexive games depend on the followingpeeters:

» number of agents (a leader of a group is presented by an agent wiwapable in dialogues of
being at reflexion leveh or n+1 while all other interlocutors remain at levelipon major trials of
the same game; notice that for each pair of agbatasumben can be different);
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» preferences of agents (different goal functions and dependences of thayoff on actions, e.g.
when we know that each agent is interested in amsation of payoff and for this purpose (s)he
commits a minimal set of certain actions, and fffecent agents this set can be different);

» set of admissible actions of agents (there are actions which are unacceptable fomaieé group

of agents, and there are actions which are expemtawbt expected by other agents, but these
actions are admissible for the entire group of &en

» knowledge of agents (at the moment of decision making agents shoulihfiemed, probably
falsely, about all preferences of other agents);

» order of moves (sequence of choices of actions, comprehensildé o the group of agents).

Thus, preferences express what agents want, sathoésible operations express what they
can do, knowledge expresses what they know, aret ofdnoves express when they select actions.

The larger the number of agents in a group, theermomplex task to be a leader (to reach a
victory in a reflexive game upon major trials). &tementary case is the game with two actors.
Such games can be considered in the bimatrix f&my.the monster’s run is a bimatrix reflexive
game of the formx y), wherex is my choice (0 is a straight line, 1 is a twistave),y is the
monster’s choice (0 is a straight line, 1 is a tedscave). | win, ifzy, and the monster wins,xf=
y. Values ofx andy depend on the reflexion level. At an equal levietadlexion x =y and the
monster wins, as at the level of direct actioriseag advantages. At reflexion levefor the monster
andn+1 for us there is no Nash equilibrium.

A classical example of a bimatrix reflexive gamehe Prisoner’'s Dilemma. Each of two
prisoners can choose one of the following two astidto confess a crime” and “not to confess a
crime.” If both agents cooperate with the policethbare sentenced and the vector (1 year, 1 year)
is their payoff. If the first confesses and theosetdoes not, then the first goes free and thenskco
is sentenced and the vector (goes free, 3 yeatlgiispayoff. If the second confesses and the firs
does not, then (3 years, goes free). And if botmaibconfess, their punishment will be equal (2
years, 2 years).

In reflexive games we deal with an unlimited hiehgr of cognitive pictures. Let us consider
a bimatrix game with agenitsndj. Each of them can have their own picture abouate ®f affairs
A. Denote these pictures 4 and Kj4 respectively.The first-order reflexion (thoughts about
pictures of the opponent) is expressed by meanpiabfires of the second order which are
designated b¥Ki4 andKiK;4 whereK;Ki4 are pictures of agemtabout pictures of agentK;K;4
are pictures of agemtabout pictures of aget The reflexion of the second order defines which
pictures of one opponent are related to picturesnather opponent. At this level of reflexion
pictures ofthe third order KiKjKi4 andKjKiK;4 are generated. And so ad infinitum. The collection
of all picturesKi4, K4, KiKi4, KiKj4, KiKiKi4, KiKiK;4 etc. makes an infinite hierarchy.

Definition 1. The reflexion of the agenon then-th level in bimatrix games is expressed byl)-
order knowledge operatokg™ A = KiKiKi...4, where on the right side there arel K,-operators
(m=i,j).

Let us consider two agentandj and suppose that the reflexive game takes platevein.
This means that we hawe™'A and/orKj””A which are understood as perlocutionary effects of
illocutionary acts [15], [16] and satisfy requiremis

(KANKB) =K (AnB); (1)
K (AUB) = (K AUK;B); (2)
K(AUB)=(KANKB); €)

AOB=KADKB, (@)
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ADKA (5)

KKA=KA ©)
For more details see [12], [13], [14].

We know thatd[l ... OK;"AOK;"*A andAD ... OK"AOK;""A. Thereforek;"™*AnK;" Az,

Definition 2. The payoff of a reflexive game on theh level in accordance witk"*A or
K,-””A is called performative equilibrium of this game.

We have the following possibilities:

« bothK"*A and K,-””A are a performative equilibrium—this means thanégjeandj are on the
n-th level of reflexion, simultaneously;

« onlyK{"*Ais a performative equilibrium (then we can tm{éﬂA =K;"A) — this means that agent
i stays on the-th level of reflexion, but ageitstays on then(— 1)-th level of reflexion;

e only K,-””A is a performative equilibrium (then we can t&&&*A =K;"A) — this means that agent
] stays on the-th level of reflexion, but agemtstays on then(— 1)-th level of reflexion.

For any reflexive game on theth level of reflexion we can build up a tree ofpghs.
Vertices of the tree correspond to real or pharagents, participating in reflexive game. Branches
of the tree simulate a mutual knowledge of agentsedlexion leveln: if from (real or phantom)
agenti there exists a path to aggnthen agenj is correctly informed about agentin this case
K,-””A is a performative equilibrium. If botik™A andK,-””A are a performative equilibrium of the
same game, then an appropriate tree has a loop.

In a reflexive game on leveal it is important for agent that Ki”ADK,-””A holds, because it
means that agenmthas really corresponded to level Correctly defining the leveh of reflexion
implies a victory in a game. Let us consider thengaf two brokers to show how it is sophisticated
sometimes to define. Two brokers at a stock exchange have appropewgbert systems which
have been used for the support of decision maKihg.network administrator illegally copied both
expert systems and sold each broker an expertnsystdis opponent. Then he tries to sell each of
them the following information: “Your opponent hgsur expert system.” Then the administrator
tries to sell the information: “Your opponent knowst you have his expert system,” etc. How
should brokers use the information received from administrator and also what information on
what iteration is essential? Theoretically, reflexieveln can be any natural number.

4. On the Notion of Reflexive Management

Any everyday dialogue can be considered a reflegamme. Each person, speaking those or other
things, tries to obtain something from us. We abvay to understand the motives (s)he has for
talking to us. Do they (s)he wish only to learn stinmg from us or to influence us? How exclusive
is the message which (s)he utters? Will we begikntmwv more on the topic after the talk? Is (s)he
sincere? How sincerely does (s)he express foradkdristrategy of creative reasoning?

Emotions, which are expressed in illocutions, ame of the main forms of reflexion. The
interchanging of emotions is always a reflexive gam method of manipulation of others. The
character played by Sharon StoneBasic Instinct (the 1992 movie) shows reflexive abilities in
emotional management. How transparent are her eng#tiAre we capable of winning emotionally
in games with her or at least of reaching an emati@onsensus? Her emotions are not at all
transparent for us as are the emotions of coachiaigers who better know strategies of
management struggle and overcome us in any reédegame.

Insufficient knowledge (lack of common knowledig&*'A) of agenti on reflexion leveh
leads to an actual vector of actions on reflexereln that can differ from a vector expected by
agent. For reaching a performative equilibrium it is edent to follow the following assumptions:
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1. The finite number of real and phantom agentsqgyaate in a reflexive game.

2. Equally informed agents select identical actiaosording to reflexion levei.

3. The rational behaviour of agents consists ihé¢hah of them aspires to maximise a goal function
by a choice of appropriate actions, predicting Whactions other agents will choose as rational
agents from the point of view of knowledge of reite leveln about other agents.

In case a reflexive game is carried out betweemtageelonging to the same organisation
(corporation, company, institute), success in dxefe game can be reached by a purposeful
modification of some components of a controlledtesys Such a modification for the guaranteed
victory in a reflexive game is calleteflexive management. The principal kinds of reflexive
management are as follows:

* institutional management (modification of admissible sets of actions of@lbups of agents);

» motivational management (modification of goal functions of concrete agénts

* informational management (modification of information which agents use ircid&gon making).
Informational management refers to the followingds:

 informational regulating (purposeful influence on information about stateaftairs);

» expert management (purposeful influence on information about moddldecision making);
 active prognosis (purposeful spread of information about future ealof parameters depending
on states of affairs and actions of actors).

The task of reflexive management is formulated as follows: a controlling organ desaa
knowledge structure of agents in a way such tha¢réormative equilibrium satisfies the centre’s
goals (maximally favourable for this centre.)

Management of an opponent’s decision-making cacabged out by means of suggestions
to him/her of some foundations from which (s)helddaogically infer decisions favourable to us.
Such a process of suggesting foundations for amrmgp’'s decision-making is calladflexive
management. Reflexive management can be performed by mearayofg false information about
a state of affairs (creation of false objects), hgans of suggesting an opponent’s purposes
(provocations and intrigues, acts of terrorism @ewblogical diversions), or by means of suggesting
decisions (false advice).

5. Reflexive M anagement in Discour se Communities

A reflexive game is probable only in a case whegenés can reacperformative equilibrium —

they can act concordantly at reflexion lewebs 0. This condition is fulfilled in the case whehere

are mechanisms of intercommunication broadly agrgeesh among people. These mechanisms
have been preserved within an appropriate discocmggmunity Kommunikationsgemeinschaft)

[1] shared by members with a suitable degree afodisal expertise (i.e. members possess one or
more genres in the communicative furtherance oaimss and know a specific lexis) and with a
degree of relevant content to provide informatiod éeedback.

Any discourse community represents a group of lgeao are in permanent interactions
with each other and exchange performative proposti This community is self-organised. Due to
common discourse it can reachiaformational equilibrium, and also a parity of creative reasoning
as well as emotional consensus in interchanginippeative propositions.

Members of a discourse community have a commoecspeompetencesfrachkompetenz)

[1], sufficient for interactions. Let us recall thapeech competence as such is comprehended
neither by members of a discourse community, norobiside agents, but its possession is a
necessary condition for entry into an appropriatecalrse community. Speech competence is
understood as the knowledge and ability to useuageg in accordance with different contexts.
Thus, modelling by speech competence is a key médiomanaging a discourse community.

Any stable group of people united by joint intesasta discourse community. It is presented
by appropriate forms of consolidation. In some sag® emotional community of its members
leads to the appearance of corporate ethics, d.esharing values and priorities. Systems of
sanctions, such as blame or elimination from tloeigy are possible also.
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A discourse community can be transformed into gir@riate social institute. Then group
interests are formulated in an explicit form. Conmmeentres of decision making appear and
individual acts of activity are coordinated withrjp plans. Within social institutes the discourse
community becomes a hierarchical system. Its degf@®mplexity is presented by the opacity of
the decision-making mechanism (the closeness oirtbehanism for how creative reasoning is
constructed, the hiding of a maximal reflexion lewé the centre). The different degrees of
openness of a social structure is possible also.

A discourse community is a multiagent system whoaeicipants have the ability to act,
including a freedom to choose states and straterfiepeech behaviour. Besides a possibility of
choice of activity schemata, members of a discoomsamunity bear characteristic interests and
preferences which can contradict interests anceprtes of other members.

In any multiagent system we assume that therec@lection of subjects and objects which
are units of the system, but they can be diffelgnthe nature: rational, irrational, intelligent,
phantom agents, etc. Among these items there @&ndyf of informational, controlling and other
links, including subordination relations and distitions of the right to make decisions.

Rules, according to which the criteria of interanteffectiveness (performative equilibrium)
are made, define which agents are rational oriamat. The dynamics of a system depends on the
variety of preferences of agents and on the way®on$ensus in the context of control actions. The
order of system functioning can be revealed bydieig a sequence of process data and a choice of
strategies made by system members. Thus, the dmnag order depends on how often different
strategies are chosen.

The life engineering cycle has the following stagd9 design (concept design, detailed
design, validation), (2) realization (plan manutaictg, manufacture, test), service (sell and delive
use, maintain and support, dispose). By analogypbssible to point out a performative cycle of a
discourse community: (1) showing joint interest®) (@definitions of appropriate forms of
performative equilibriums to reach joint interegt3) implementation and realizing corresponding
performative equilibriums, (4) loss of joint inteteFor example, the performative cycle of a cltib o
salsa fans consists of the stages: acquaintansevafral salsa fans, finding a place for regular
meetings (for example, in a bar), realisation oktimgs, acceptance of new members, closing.

In hierarchic discourse communities (for examphesacial institutes) the dialogue with the
centre can be considered a reflexive game. The diffreult the hierarchic multiagent system, the
higher the order of reflexion of the centre. Thengatask consists in explicating performative
cycles of the system in order to uncover the c&ntreechanisms of planning and stimulation and,
then, to involve the centre in a reflexive gameyilgthe order of reflexion sufficient for obtaiigin
victory in this reflexive game.

Centralised systems are a variety of hierarchicsonkheir disadvantage is in that
subordinates ignore a part of their obligations andid full responsibility, meaning that their
manager is completely responsible. The effectivenals management for such a business is
insignificant. The manager is too busy dealing wahtine, and the employees half idle, expecting
visit from the manager. In such systems any refkexjame with the centre has a low reflexion
level, therefore performative equilibriums do nes@ame a high cognitive and emotional consensus
of participants.

The system, in which there is a delegation of peywhere the decision-making process is
distributed throughout the entire system of managdgmis more rational than the centralised
system. The higher tasks of organisation are diviolko many more detailed tasks for which
solutions specific employees are responsible. Heemeh employee (1) surely knows what action
(s)he is responsible for; (2) knows what resoulsgise can use independently and in what cases
(s)he can ask the manager about additional ressju(8¢ knows how outcomes of activity are
evaluated and knows the method of reward for sscCEsese conditions provide the system with
complex reflexive games making the system mordestadrformatively.
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