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Preliminary remark 

The current developments in the Czech Republic as well as in other countries evoke many concerns, namely for the following reasons: 

1. Successful enforcement of reforms that would resolve existing problems is not going well. 

2. Problems tend to accumulate and escalate. 

3. Local problems become interconnected with their global context. 

4. Some members of the public given in to the idea that the development cannot be affected positively and that it is not even possible to eliminate striking cases of the failures of institutional structures. 

In our study, we will demonstrate the following: 

1. What common cause lies behind the problems of the existing developments in the Czech Republic and what is their global context. 

2. What role the phenomenon of structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles plays. 

4. How to use the game theory for the purpose of analyzing the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles and how to apply the generated results in practice. 

The problem concerning the reasons for the complexity of the existing developments, which become quite dramatic in certain moments, should be theoretically examined using anything the theory has to offer. From our perspective, it namely concerns the following: 

1. Put the current problems in a wider historical context. This means selecting comparable periods in the history of mankind and examining whether something exists that could be used to learn a lesson on the basis of a comparable analysis. 

2. Carefully record all theoretical approaches to identifying the causes of the current problems for the development of civilization. The reason for this is that each of such approaches may reveal some important aspect. However, it is true that there are signs of a savior approach in science as well – and, in this regard, many representatives of this sphere succumb to temptation to provide “the only correct” explanation and subsequently propose the “only one correct” way for resolving problems. Nevertheless or more precisely for this reason, the proper scientific approach should focus on comparing various approaches using proven methods and effort to get, as much as possible, to the core of the problem on this basis. 

3. In this connection, strive to distinguish the hierarchy of the problems (which problems are primary and which are subsequent, which are decisive and which are derived) and the analysis complexity, using interdisciplinary approach for this reason. 

4. Last but not least, search for new theoretical tools that could be used for the analysis. The reason for this is that some new problems cannot be addressed solely with the use of existing instruments – this applies not only to practice but also to theory. (We should note in this regard that, from our perspective, this concerns, for example, the possibility to apply new findings of the game theory developed in connection with the reflection of the current global social reality.) 

Key statements relating to the causes of the current problems and why it is so difficult to cope with them 

Due to the already mentioned need for comprehensive approach to the issues in question, we will first state the most significant theses, so that it is clear what we consider to be the most important aspects of the given issues and their interrelations: 

1. We believe the following to be the general reason for the high complexity of the existing developments (and for which analogies can be found in a number of periods our civilization had been through): There is a need to change the economic development orientation so that it corresponds to the nature of the knowledge society. This namely means that productive services in the area of acquiring and retaining human capital need to become the basis of the economy, as they basically offer inexhaustible growth potential which is also sustainable in the sense that not only does not put a strain on the environment but it actually reduces the existing strain on the natural environment via the spectrum of the needs met. As opposed to the post-industrial economy of unproductive services or services offering limited productivity with mass unproductive consumption and extensive positional investments, this generates conditions, under which the full development of productive capabilities of each person retroactively affects economic growth and social development as the most important productive force. (Valenčík 2008) 

2. This development (i.e. the process of constituting the knowledge society) has been basically blocked by what is referred to as reforms but what in fact represents the primary loss of allocation effectiveness and becomes the key reason for the deepening and culmination of the crisis (Šnajdar, Valenčík 2011). (Unsuitable treatment of a patient leads to the disease exacerbation.) What is referred to as “reforms” leads to illicit transfers of more and more public funds (i.e. “funds paid on mandatory basis”) in favor of various lobby groups on the one hand; on the other hand, it evokes ever rising threats to the existence of the rising number of people. The effects thereof are directly pointed against creating equal opportunities. These effects thereby escalate the economic and social segregation of the society “from the top and from the bottom” (by saturating privileges among the “top” members of the society that already live by freeloading only), as well as from the bottom (by eliminating starting conditions for social advancement). This can be demonstrated by, for example, the real form the so-called reforms in the area of pension system and healthcare/education financing are adopted in individual countries. 

3. The gradual and natural changes associated with the constitution of the knowledge society (an analogy to the Industrial Revolution) were blocked as a consequence of the society being controlled by the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles (a term we have introduced that will be clarified later) – to an extent never seen in history. There are many reasons for this: 

- There were funds to transfer, which resulted from the high innovation pace, unprecedented dynamics of technical progress - increasing not only the productivity of labor, but virtually of all resources input in the economy. 

- The financial world has developed products that enable the illicit transfer of such funds without the majority of the society noticing; however, on a large scale. 

- The possibility to transfer large amounts of money under the decisive authority of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles led to multilayer corruption of wide levels by weakening the institutional framework (Greece may serve as a typical example, with the ordinary citizen being ultimately “guilty”, and attempts have been made to force this guilt on them at all costs, so that it is possible to gradually repeat this in each subsequent country). 

(Budínský et al. 2010) 

4. This was triggered by the effort (as always in history) to preserve lasting privileges of various kinds in a situation, where the precondition of further development was the creation of a higher level of equal opportunities for independent development of individuals. 
5. The issue of global indebtedness plays a significant role in terms of the relations between the geopolitical position and the possibility to export the debt as well as the consequences thereof, i.e. to transfer it to countries with a worse geopolitical situation (which, on the outside - but solely on the outside, appears to be a repeated and escalated economic crisis). 

The aforementioned causes are interconnected, through more aspects than could be noticed at first glance. It concerns, for example, the connection of local and global privileges, connection between forming or maintaining geopolitical position on the one hand, and using or abusing the chance to affect the formation of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles on the other hand. All this aids to forming the specific nature of the current period. 

Change comparable to the Industrial Revolution, perhaps even more significant 

We addressed the issue of constituting the knowledge society as a society, the dynamics of which draws on the productive nature of services conditioning the acquisition, utilization, and retention of human capital (namely education and healthcare), in a number of studies. Therefore, we will only briefly remind the most important aspects. 

If we wish to understand a wider historical context of the current developments, it is worth comparing the origin of the knowledge society with the Industrial Revolution. During the Industrial Revolution era, the barriers relating to the guild system of trades were broken. Due to the power of competition, trades change into a newly dominant economic sector – the industry sector. The dominant role of this rapidly expanding economic sector is given by the following factors: 

1. The production of the sector leads to an intense and long-term increase in the productivity of workforce employed in the sector of agriculture. 

2. The production of the sector leads to an intense and long-term increase in the productivity of utilization of all resources coming from the land as a factor of production. 

3. It gradually employs the predominant workforce. 

4. It becomes the center of gravity of the accumulation process – substantial share of industrial production is utilized within the industry sector; this sector is also the center of gravity in terms of innovations. 

5. It significantly expands the spectrum of human needs, which are more and more met by the industrial production, i.e. through products and services produced by the industry. 

6. As a result of all the aforementioned factors, the industry sector has a decisive share in the total production and economic growth, the form of which is determined by the very nature of the industrial production. 

(For more details, see Valenčík 2008) 

Further development of the society takes place in the form of the post-industrial development in the sense that the role of personal services linked to the industry sector increases in importance. Ever growing share of the total production (now already expressible through the GDP indicator, for example) is in the form of these services; however, the utilization of such services does not significantly impact economic growth. 

The role of the productive nature of personal services, namely of those that are directly linked to the development and retention of human capabilities, i.e. with the process of investing in the human capital, and of those that are linked to education, healthcare, etc. gradually increases in importance. The process of the origin of the knowledge society commences. 

Similarly as in the industrial revolution era, when the barriers relating to the guild system of trades were broken, similar barriers are now broken that limit competition in the most significant areas of the provision of educational and other services aimed at developing and retaining human capabilities (in this regard, namely the services related to healthcare are important). As a result of the power of competition, the educational system changes into a newly dominant economic sector – the sector of producing and retaining human capabilities through the provision of educational and other productive personal services (education sector). 

Similarly as in case of the Industrial Revolution, the dominant role of this rapidly expanding economic sector is given by the following factors: 

1. The production of the sector leads to an intense and long-term increase in the productivity of workforce employed in the industry sector and in the industry-linked personal services. 

2. The production of the sector leads to an intense and long-term increase in the productivity of utilization of all resources coming from the land as a factor of production as well as of resources in the form of capital goods in the area of industrial and agricultural production. 

3. It gradually employs the predominant workforce or human capital, as appropriate. 

4. It becomes the center of gravity of the accumulation process – substantial share of the education sector production is utilized within the sector itself; this sector is also the center of gravity in terms of innovations. 

5. It significantly expands the spectrum of human needs, which are more and more met by the education sector production; this concerns needs the satisfaction of which (and the utility from which, including the pleasure associated with such utility) is directly related to the development and retention of human capabilities, i.e. it concerns the so-called capability needs. 

6. As a result of all the aforementioned factors, the education sector has a decisive share in the total production and economic growth, as it determines the form of such growth by the very nature of its production (i.e. production that is in the form of the provision of educational and other services aimed at developing and retaining human capabilities). 

(For more details, see Valenčík 2008) 

In our view, the growth potential given for this period of history, starting with the Industrial Revolution and culminating with the post-industrial society period (associated with high and majority share of services in the structure of the economy) has run out. The growth potential of this type of development, which ultimately relies on the industrial basis, is already limited. Both smaller and larger crises our global civilization has been recently facing and will be facing signalize that the growth potential within the post-industrial economy is closing and that it is necessary to open up new growth potential through system changes. This potential should mainly rely on those services that not only satisfy the human needs and people are willing to pay for, but also services that lead to the development and retention of their capabilities, thereby having retroactive effect on economic growth. This way, new economic growth potential opens up, which is also associated with positive transformations in the social space. This economic system is not just about satisfying human needs; the satisfaction of needs should also contribute to the development of people’s capabilities and their subsequent implementation should become the most significant factor of both economic growth and social development. With regard to individuals, the satisfaction of their needs will be of an increasingly productive nature. This means that it will not serve solely for achieving utility (as enjoyment or experience, i.e. a subjective phenomenon), but it will also be associated with investments in the development of capabilities and, as such, increase future revenue. 

To conclude this section, we will emphasize that – similarly as always in history – the formation of a more productive type of production (understood in a wider sense) is associated with a higher level of equal opportunities. The higher level of equal opportunities is both the precondition - and later will also be the consequence – of the historical change of the above outlined type. However, this does not make it easier in any way, as it is actually much more complicated. The holders of privileges always tend to unite spontaneously against the implementation of changes that would bring about a higher level of equality, especially of equality based on equal opportunities, which by nature impairs the dominance of such privileges. 

Role of the structures based on mutual covering from both local and global perspective 

The term “structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles” was introduced in connection with the consolidation of findings collected in two – originally independent – research tendencies in the area of the game theory. Since this term plays an extremely important role for understanding the core problem (it is a link that allows us to understand the mutual implications of many phenomena), we believe it is important to briefly recall, how the term came about. We will do this by demonstrating both research tendencies in the area of the game theory: 

With regard to the first tendency: A team working at the University of Finance and Administration analyzed objects entitled redistribution systems. Within a redistribution system, players divide anything they generate together. At the same time, what they can divide depends on how they divide it. The more their payoffs deviate from a certain given distribution (for example, distribution according to their performance), under which they get the highest payoffs, the small amount they may divide. Players can form coalitions, whereas each coalition that gains a decisive control (majority for the purpose of voting) within the given redistribution system, may determine the payoff distribution for all players (i.e. for those that form the coalition and for those that do not). It is a game with an inconstant sum of payoffs. The analysis of some simple cases (for example, the system only comprises three players; the relation of what they can divide is continually proportional to the distance of the payoffs distribution point from the point of the maximum payoffs sum within the Euclidian space) led to the following conclusions: 

- In case players form fully discriminating coalitions (two players, who form a coalition, give the lowest possible payoff to the third player), such coalition may only arise if the relevant two players divide payoffs in line with the points within the discrete set of Neumann, i.e. each player has the same payoff in each of the two winning coalitions, in which the player can take part. At the same time, the points within the discrete set of Neumann are unambiguously defined (it is possible to calculate them using a system of three equations). 

- In case the given system is not affected by any external factors, each such coalition may arise with the same probability (i.e. with the probability of 1/3 in case of three players); this means that each player will be a member of the winning coalition with the probability of 2/3. 

- As opposed to the average expected payoff (2/3 of the payoff within the winning coalition in case the player focuses on forming a two-member discriminating coalition), all players may improve their position if they choose to form a three-member coalition. At the same time, the jointly acceptable equilibrium point is defined unambiguously – i.e. rational players may agree on it. 

This means that in case of simple redistribution systems (but apparently in case of more complex ones as well, which is currently being reviewed), there is a chance for a jointly acceptable agreement of all three players and the parameters of such agreement are unambiguously defined. Such “propensity” to a jointly acceptable agreement is not observed in real systems. There are many explanations for this, which can be based on the fact, for example, that people do not behave rationally. Another explanation also exists. In each system, games are played that are only disclosed to some of the players. And these secret parallel games predetermine the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs. A question arises as to what games it concerns. 

With regard to the second tendency: There are many theoretical and empirical approaches that deal with the tragedy of the commons games. This concerns a case, when we model the real behavior of a higher number of players within a certain system in the form of a system of symmetric games with two players, where one of the players is a certain player and the second player covers all the remaining players. An example (also appropriate for our purpose) is usually given that concerns the behavior of farmers, who have at their disposal certain supply of water for irrigating their lands during dry periods. The farmers reach an agreement about the rules concerning the water usage, which ensures sufficiently large crops for all of them collectively, provided they comply with the said agreement. If one of the farmers breaches the agreement, he will be significantly better off, without the others actually noticing. However, if all farmers breach the agreement, their crops will be very small. The relevant payoff matrix is used to compose various models that allow theoretical and empirical testing of what would happen if one of the players breaches the agreement and is in fact caught by the others. The following examples have been described and analyzed in theoretical literature, where one player actually caught another one breaching the rules for the water usage: 

- The relevant player informs the other players that one of the players had breached the rules for the water usage. 

- The relevant player does nothing (does not notify anything / does not start breaching the rules himself). 

- The relevant player does not notify anything and, instead, also starts breaching the rules for the water usage. 

However, there is one more alternative action that the player, who caught another one, may take. The player may blackmail the caught player and force him into breaching the rules in the subsequent games as well, while forming mutually beneficial coalitions with the player. These coalitions were termed as the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. 

We can state the following about the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles in terms of the theoretical instruments we have had at our disposal for the purpose of their analysis: 

- Their existence assumes different information level of players (some of the players know, which players actually breach the rules or the generally accepted principles, as appropriate, while some of the players do not have such information). 

- They predetermine the formation of coalitions within the redistribution type systems (thereby partially letting others know about their existence). 

- They cause effectiveness impairments within redistribution systems (and this is also one of the signs that can be used to identify them). 

- They provide links between games in separate redistribution type systems (they are transferred through the power of coalitions formed in one type of redistribution systems to the formation of coalitions and distribution of payments in other types of redistribution systems). 

- They may have a relatively complex structure, they evolve, compete with one another, they may drive each other out from certain social space, in which they operate, or, on the contrary – and under certain conditions – form coalitions with each other. 

We consider the term “structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles” to be appropriate for the following reasons: 

- It not only describes the core of the problem, it also describes the mechanism of formation and operation of the relevant phenomenon, thereby uncovering it in a certain manner. 

- It defines certain area of theoretical research (formation and interpretation of models, their experimental verification or conformation with empirical materials). 

The structures based on mutual covering have been formed in the society from time immemorial. They adversely affected the development of varied societies or civilizations, often causing a crisis or downfall of society in the past. However, their impact on the social development has currently become so extensive and of such intensity that has been unprecedented in history. The reasons for this are mainly as follows: 

- The technical progress and the dynamics of innovation processes given by the progress have resulted in the society growing so rich (i.e. many resources exist for the purpose of the human consumption in a large and ever growing part of the world) that it has resulted in a substantial room for illicit transfers of such resources from the social system in a manner, which is associated with the operation of the structures based on mutual covering, without any adverse effects for anyone for a relatively long period of time. 

- The room for the geopolitical control, which had opened up after the bipolar model of the world, was being quickly occupied by different entities (superpower/power centers and their headquarters), even using the possibility to monitor, control, and form the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. They served as “leverage” to intensify the control. This not only led to further proliferation of these structures, but also to their interconnection with the geopolitical control centers. This resulted in a certain “contamination” of these centers (headquarters) – i.e. the centers themselves got under the influence of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. 

If we are to overcome the growing global economic (and not just economic) crisis, a certain limitation must occur in terms of the influence of the structures operating on the basis of mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. These structures block the necessary reforms, and disrupt not only the economic sphere, but also the area of policy and morality. Simple recommendations on how to achieve such limitation or purification apparently do not exist. What will or will not be successful, will be significantly affected by the development of events. However, this makes a qualified reflection (including a theoretical one) of the development and influence of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles on the current events even more important. 

Disclosure and the model of the structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles

When using exact models (in our case from the area of the game theory) in decoding the social reality, it is important to identify an elementary model of the core problem (in the given case and within the given context), subsequently expanding the model to cover all material facts that are of interest to us in the given area of reality. With regard to uncovering the phenomenon of structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles, its significance, description of its anatomy and operational mechanisms, the analysis of the game such as the tragedy of the commons as well as the context of this game
 seem to be a suitable key for decoding reality. It is an analogy to the prisoner’s dilemma game. 

Table No. 1: Payment Matrix of a Game of the Type Tragedy of Social Ownership
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  They cooperate
Don´t cooperate
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	10; 5(4)
	2; 2
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He cooperates


Does not cooperate
Source: Fisher 2008

The game may be well illustrated on an example of farmers using limited supply of water. In case our player and all the other players comply with the water usage agreement, each farmer will have relatively large crops (in our example rated as 5). In case our player breaches the agreement; however, all other players comply with it, his crops will increase substantially (to 10), while the crops of the other players are not reduced or are only minimally reduced (will equal to 5 or will go down to 4). In case our player and all the other players fail to comply with the agreement, each player will get substantially lower crops (2). The worst situation for our player will occur, if he acts honestly; however, all the other players cheat. 

The given mode has been analyzed mathematically, experimentally, and through the analysis of situations that occurred in different environments. In this connection, it is possible to mention extensive empiric materials collected by E. Ostrom, winner of the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences. The analysis of the materials revealed that – under certain conditions – people are willing to cooperate, comply with the generally accepted principles, and exclude freeloaders.
 

Other authors tested the possible actions of a player, who finds out that another player breached the generally accepted water usage rules. We have considered and empirically tested the following alternatives: 

- The player, who discovers the breach of the rules by another player, informs the community, in which this occurred. 

- The player, who discovers the breach of the rules by another player, will take no action.

- The player, who discovers the breach of the rules by another player, also starts breaching the water usage rules.
 

Let us ask a question now: What else can a player, who caught another player doing something wrong, do? The following alternative has not been sufficiently analyzed: The player may also blackmail the other player, in order to enable the breach of rules in other instances and under different systems. This case may even be referred to as the standard situation: A player, who discovered the breach of rules on the part of another player, will start blackmailing the player, i.e. forces the player to take actions associated with the breach of other generally accepted principles - either directly within the given system (community of farmers, which had adopted the water usage rules) or in other systems (thereby causing certain interconnections between the original system and these other systems). 

Distinguishing between cases, in which the blackmailed player is forced to breach generally accepted principles within the original system and in another system, is important for composing fundamental models used to test various alternatives. 

Note that this process may lead to interconnections of various bodies of society – community of farmers, citizens of a small town, congregation that is active in the town, etc. The contemporary society comprises a great deal of elements that can be interconnected in this manner. This may include: 

- Companies and their organizational units. 

- Institutions and their organizational units. 

- Various associations, religious, special-interest, political, and other organizations. 

- Families and clans 

- And others. 

We will later model all these social system elements by formally formulating one of the important aspects of these systems. The relevant model will then be called the redistribution system. 

The structures based on mutual covering tend to expand and compete with each other within the social space of their operation. This results in their natural selection and survival of the most resistant ones. Their influence can by no means be underestimated. 

It is also important to point out that these structures tend to infiltrate all components of the institutional system of the society, namely those components that are responsible for protecting the social system from the breach of generally accepted principles. This fact represents an especially sever danger – or even “malignancy” – of these structures for the social system functioning. In case influence is exercised via a structure based on mutual covering within a certain social system component, this influence is very effective as a result of two types of effects: 

- Leverage: concatenation of the players within the structure (under links of mutual covering, blackmail, and favoring) works as leverage multiplying and transferring the influence. 

- Synergy: the relevant influence is exercised through actions of several players (some of which may not even known about each other) in resolving certain social situation. 

The question is who the decisive influence within specific structure based on mutual covering has. We will leave this question unanswered for now, because we have not yet developed the theoretical instruments that would allow us to answer the question with sufficient accuracy. 

Structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles may arise from protectionism. It concerns the nomination for various offices on the basis of certain affinity relations, e.g. family relations. However, relations based on mutual blackmail and covering will always start to prevail within such structures sooner or later. 

In these structures, players (simultaneously): 

- Blackmail each other; 

- Cover each other; 

- Favor each other (namely in respect of infiltrating various institutional system components). 

Just for information: The 2010 BIS Annual Report states the following: “More than a fixed structure, it concerns a system of unattached, mutually cooperating and penetrable networks that dispose of money and/or influence and contacts. In addition to illicit operation, exercising influence, and using corruption, they also typically feature the utilization of specialists (e.g. lawyers, tax and media experts). Such structures do not turn to any evident physical violence. Their operation is also associated with the provision of immunity by influencing criminal law enforcement authorities and courts.”
 

The quoted passage does not explicitly express the element of mutual blackmail and simultaneous covering, which is absolutely crucial for understanding how the relevant structures operate within the social space. We will see that it will be possible to say a lot more on the given structures with the backing of theory. 

In case the theory we use is good, it should give us a significantly better idea about what the structures based on mutual covering consist of, through which mechanisms they operate, who plays decisive role within them or exercises influence through them, as appropriate, etc. We will attempt to answer these questions in the following section. At the same time, we will also apply the process we have applied so far: We will define a simple basic model that can be expressed through exact instruments and we will gradually expand this model, so that it covers all relevant factors we come across in reality. 

Let us also mention more complicated cases: 

- Players, who can be blackmailed, are “produced” in different ways (compromising materials are collected, players are led into difficult situations in life, thereby forced to violate the generally accepted principles, forged materials are produced and used to blackmail the players, etc.). This means that structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles come to exist not only sporadically, but also systematically. 

- The development of structures based on mutual covering is immediately related with the development of the institutional structure of the society; on the one hand, the institutional structure of the society is to prevent the formation of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principle, but on the other hand, the structures based on mutual covering infiltrate the key elements of the institutional structures. 

In general, the following applies to the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles: In real systems, the relations of personal sympathies and antipathies based on various forms of affinity relations are progressively being dominated by relations of antipathy and sympathy that originate from the formation of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. 

We will see that this moment is very important. One of the practically important tasks is to learn how to recognize whether a social system element (e.g. a company, workplace, association, institution, etc.) is / is not contaminated by the operations of a structure based on mutual covering. This is connected, among others, with what we said about the way we are wrong. The influence of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles is amplified through their mutual competition within a certain social space. This means that only the most aggressive and viable ones will survive. Is there anything we can say about them? 

Conclusions resulting from the theory of redistribution systems 

We will now move on to a completely different issue, which – at least seemingly – has no direct connection to the structures based on mutual covering. At least not in the sense that it would allow us to get a better idea about what these structures consist of and how they operate. We are in for a surprise at the end of the negotiation model compilation within redistribution systems (as this is a topic we will address). However, it will require some patience for us to get to it. 

The theory of redistribution systems is rather comprehensive and it would be necessary to provide an extensive text as well as sequence of charts to formulate the main assertions. Detailed explanations are included in the monographs we refer to.
 We will only mention the most important terms of the redistribution systems theory as well as conclusions we have reached on the basis of their analysis: 

1. A redistribution system refers to a system, in which: 

- Anything players generate together (i.e. how they perform) determines how they will divide the generated product (i.e. funds generated through collective performance). A distribution is presumed (which may be interpreted, for example, as a distribution based on the players’ performance, based on their contribution, etc.), under which the players get the highest collective results. The more they deviate from such distribution (in terms of different proportion), the smaller is their collectively generated product. 

- Players may form coalitions. A coalition that consists of the majority of players may decide about the distribution of payoffs for all players. 

2. In case of three players, two-member coalitions may be formed, discriminating the third player (in case of full discrimination, the third player gets the lowest possible payoff), or they may reach an agreement. 

3. If the negotiation process is defined in a natural manner, the negotiations about coalitions and distribution of payoffs in case of two-member coalitions pursuing full discrimination of the third player converges to reaching one of the three points of the discrimination equilibrium, which correspond to points of an internally and externally stable set. 

4. In case each of the discriminating coalitions is to be formed with the same probability, the expected average payoff of each player may amount to 2/3 of the player’s payoff that would be attributed in case such player formed a discriminating coalition. 

5. Compared to the average expected payoff, there is an area of Pareto improvements. In case players negotiate about the distribution of the Pareto improvement effect within the given area, the situation will repeat – they may either form a discriminating coalition or they may all improve their respective situations compared to the discriminating coalition. In case the If the process is repeated, it will lead to reaching an unambiguously defined point we have entitled the jointly acceptable equilibrium. 

6. The jointly acceptable equilibrium differs from other types of the cooperative solutions in a three-player game within the defined set of the payoff distribution; however, it is not too far from them (e.g. from the Nash solution, the Kalai-Smorodinsky solution, etc..). It is actually very close to them in case of normal values.
 

However, it has also become apparent that the practical significance of the results in terms of the real distribution systems is apparently not that high. That is to say, if we consider any of the standard functions that describe distance and if we consider some natural parameters of such function, then most relations of affinity (sympathies and antipathies between players) effects the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs significantly more than an improvement that would result from the successful negotiation of a jointly acceptable equilibrium. In short, the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs is predetermined by various affinity relations in the majority of real systems we can model as redistribution ones – i.e. by relations that have the highest influence under the relevant conditions. 

Therefore, we very rarely encounter the effort to agree on a jointly acceptable equilibrium (at least in terms of what we know) in real systems. We have actually confirmed the reason for this through theory. An improvement achieved through negotiation that leads to a jointly acceptable agreement generates effects, which are too small to eliminate the key role of external effects on the real system. 

If we were to apply the redistribution system model (in the form of definition of several types of games) as a “read-only” model, we would apparently not be able to interpret the distinction significance. The reason for this is that external effects are very intensive. We can understand them as sympathies or antipathies of players or as different preferences of players in terms of the formation of coalitions, as appropriate. This – at first glance – negative result leads us to a major discovery related to the revelation of the anatomy and operational mechanisms of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. 

Anatomy and operational mechanisms of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles 

If we wish to understand the meaning of what we consider to be one of the most significant discoveries in the given area – which can be formulated, on the one hand, as the “decoding of the social reality with the use of the game theory” and, on the other hand, as the “interpretation of the game theory as martial art necessary for succeeding in today’s situation” – we have to recall a revelation made earlier: Relationships of players in terms of the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs are predetermined by different types of affinity relations; with the most important and most common ones in different situations (prevailing and controlling others) being the affinity relations based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. We have already covered these relations to some extent. However, we know too little about the anatomy of the structures based on mutual covering, about what they consist of and how they operate. 

It is also worth reminding that the structures based on mutual covering, which operate within the contemporary social space, are very resistance and viable. They have been undergoing natural selection. 

We will tentatively point out another important aspect that is characteristic for these structures. They feature constant conversion of financial funds into social status and of social status (influence) into financial funds, usually in the forms that comprise violations of the generally accepted principles. Corruption is only one of many similar forms. We know that anywhere positional investments exist there are also pressures on higher rivalry and lower level of cooperation.
 

Who and how applies their power through these structures? Let us remind that those who are able to exercise their power through the structures based on mutual covering, use leverage and synergy effects of these structures: 

- Leverage effect in the sense that the control of one set of redistribution systems through predetermined coalitions makes it possible to affect others via social division of labor and interrelations between various redistribution systems.

- Synergy effect in the sense that the impact area is affected by several effects mediated by those, who are involved within the structures based on mutual covering. 

The question of who has the real power in the contemporary world is very closely related to who and how exercises their power through the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. Before we discuss the most significant aspects, we will offer several preliminary deliberations. It would seem that if we talk about structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles and about who in fact controls them, we should focus on the most important intelligence services. The reasons for this are namely as follows: 

- Traditionally, these services have systematically used compromising materials to control people, i.e. they grow “their own” structures based on mutual covering of what can discredit someone. 

- On this basis, they have also gained control of the political representations of their respective countries, i.e. those that “task” them, thereby in fact becoming the bearers of power, because they only task themselves. 

The question is; however, to what extent does the violation of the generally accepted principles also occur within the intelligence services, how do various groups within the intelligence services of different superpowers integrate and unit, how does the violation of the generally accepted principles rises on the back of compromising. However, the idea of united and “pure” headquarters seems to be quite naive. 

Another type of the structure based on mutual covering is the mafia (in the traditional sense of the word). Each person that wishes to become the member of mafia must be exposable to compromising (must prove that he/she committed some type of crime such as “shooting a policeman”). Mafias are formed on clan or family basis. The space that is favorable for their activities is gradually controlled by several clans, whose representatives are able to reach agreements and adhere to them. Natural selection relating to occupying certain territory forces them to do so. Clans, whose representatives are not able to reach an agreement, retreat to the benefit of those, who are able to reach a jointly acceptable agreement. One of the biggest problems associated with the development of mafias in the long-term horizon is the succession (preservation of effective dynasty). 

We will not move on to the basic assertions: The natural stability of each structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles is conditioned by creating a natural core for the negotiation of influence within the redistribution system linked to the given structure, whose player are able to find a jointly acceptable equilibrium. This is associated with certain negotiation styles, which can be modeled in the form of games in an explicit form. This allows identifying the core on the basis of its external and mediated signs, making it subsequently possible to deduce important practical conclusions. 

All affinity relations, on the basis of which certain structures between redistribution systems are formed, are gradually (“ontogenetically” as well as “phylogenetically” – i.e. within the development of each individual structure as well as in terms of historical development) dominated by relations based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. With regard to the stability of these structures, it is the key that they are controlled by the influence negotiation core capable of reaching jointly acceptable equilibrium. This is given, among others, by the need for a certain type of agreements, including the supervision regarding the compliance with such agreements, and especially the need to manage the process of the financial funds conversion into social status and of the social status into financial funds (often through violations of the generally accepted principles, corruptive behavior, etc.), without the position investments being a threat to the balanced relationships of the core members. 

This negotiation core of the influence exercised through the structure based on mutual covering uses both leverage and synergy effects. It has real power within the territory, in which the given structure based on mutual covering operates. It is not institutionalized; it is formed spontaneously, and it may also transform in some way. The core is occupied by those players, who are able to use effective strategies. To understand the formation, operation, and development of the negotiation core of the influence exercised through the structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles (and not just theoretically, but also within real practical contexts), is the skill (art) in question.
 

It is advisable to point out here that the redistribution system we are discussing is a higher-level redistribution system, as opposed to primary redistribution systems (such as a company, workplace, institutions, associations, etc.) that have been considered so far. In primary redistribution systems, the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs are predetermined by external factors. Therefore, the possibility of reaching a jointly acceptable equilibrium is suppressed here. On the other hand, the ability of the core players to reach a jointly acceptable equilibrium is absolutely crucial within the secondary redistribution systems that negotiate the distribution of revenue from achieving the influence exercised through the structures based on mutual covering. Whoever lacks this ability loses their role, ceasing to be a core player. 

The following tends to be often underestimated: 

- The extent of branching of these structures (those, who form them, blackmail, cover, and favor each other). 

- To what extent these structures control those institutional system elements that are to protect society from the violation of the generally accepted principles (policy, courts, public prosecutor’s offices, and media). 

- The fact that stability of these structures is ensured by the negotiation core of the influence within these structures as well as the influence based on the leverage and synergy effects of the structures; this core is formed spontaneously and operates very effectively – i.e. those, who form it, are able to agree on the distribution of power and revenue from the violation of the generally accepted principles in a manner that fits all that comprise the core. 

That is why the entire system is very resistant to indiscretions committed by those who feel threatened or unappreciated. To suppress such indiscretions, threats of indiscretions are usually used in respect of those, who commit or might commit them (e.g. if they should feel like seeking remedy). 

If we wish to remedy the situation and extricate from the system, we must uncover anything that wants to be concealed – i.e. how these structures operate and what their anatomy is like. And for this purpose we need, among others, a good theory. 

The following actions (among others) occur within the negotiation core of influence in any (branched and influential) structure based on mutual covering: 

1. A game of reaching a jointly acceptable equilibrium is played – i.e. to form a coalition that would not discriminate any of the players involved within the game. 

2. At the same time, a game associated with positional investments is played (core players strive to retain and strengthen their positions). 

Therefore, the players must have both the ability to reach effective agreements and not to lose their respective positions. More precisely: those, who possess such ability, will gradually “set in” the core. It is clear to each player at each level of promoting the partnership (coalition) relations whether or not they have been discriminated upon. Therefore, the conduct of the players rather reflects what we have called the jointly acceptable equilibrium. 

The core players are not just united by their ability to reach a jointly acceptable agreement, but also by their share idea paradigm. This plays a very important role. However, it is especially necessary to note the phenomenon of global sharing of the idea paradigm and global sharing of polarization included therein. With regard to the shared paradigm, it is effective not to identify with either party of any conflict, but to play it both ways, as they say (first of the “portfolio investments” forms). However, one exception applies. Not in respect of the basic idea paradigm, which is globally shared and which is associated with the global sharing of polarization included therein. 

It is necessary to answer two questions here: 

- Why does a globally shared paradigm include a basic polarization that is also shared (i.e. “forbids” to play it both ways in the given case; whoever attempts this, is excluding them from the influence negotiation core)? 

- Why does the global polarization of influence negotiation cores within all significant structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles take place? (Analogy to the polarization of a magnet is absolutely correct here.) 

The main reason consists in the characteristics of the very basis, on which the influence negotiation cores emerge. I.e. it concerns the structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings (violations of the generally accepted principles). Therefore, the dominant idea paradigm is in the form of a confrontation ideology associated with the making and producing enemies. Its characteristic features are as follows: 

- Idealization of one’s own position.

- Demonization of the other. 
- Demonstrative use of double standards.
 
The local development of this type gradually leads to the global polarization within all influence negotiation cores, i.e. to the definition of the global conflict parameters (the idea predetermination is associated with a global acknowledgement of an idea leader and demonized enemy). The entire system is currently undergoing a crisis, whereas the real development may actually have two outcomes: 

- Global confrontation (with immense or even fatal consequences). 

- Gradual limitation of the role of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles, change in the idea predetermination of the influence negotiation cores, quest for a perspective necessary to overcome the global civilization crisis on a wider and not polarized basis. 

Everything that is currently taking place may and also must be viewed as a part (in the context) of games of the above mentioned type. The problem of corruption is a mere part of the development we have briefly discussed. 

The players who do not share the same sympathies are driven out of the core. This phenomenon causes, among others, a relatively substantial rigidity of the core – i.e. the core may not change its preferences in terms of the formation of coalitions for a long period of time. On this basis, the coalitions within the redistribution games in lower-level systems are subsequently predetermined, which could be affected by the relevant structure. If we wish to solve the problem of corruption, we must know – on general level – and continuously identify in specific situations, how the influence negotiation core develops and how the change of its basic idea paradigm occurs. 

Historical context of the present form and present roles of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles 

The structures based on mutual covering always existed as an important social phenomenon; however, their role was limited by: 

- Potential of the economy (the “support” of such structures always represented substantial economic burden). 

- Competition among countries (the countries, in which these structures spread, experienced decline and their influence – often in the form of territory occupation – was taken over by countries with well-functioning state administration.

- Preserving the state administration functionality. 

- Limited possibility of contacts conditioning wider influence as well as timely reaction to such influences. 

By contrast, in addition to the disappearance of the limiting conditions, many factors have appeared conducive to the expansive increase in the structures based on mutual covering, their interconnection up to the global level and dominance of their influence. 

With regard to the disappearance of the limiting conditions, it namely concerns the following: 

- Potential of the economy has grown considerably – i.e. there is a “pile to take from”, without it being currently felt by the population. 

- “Cleansing” competition among countries is virtually nonexistent as a result of the mono-polar arrangement of the world and the United States of American are not even able to act as the “police” domestically in respect of the spreading of the structures based on mutual covering (this is associated with the manner, in which they apply their influence – see below). 

- Institutional system of virtually all countries is fully penetrated by these structures and has become dysfunctional in combating them (including intelligence service headquarters); furthermore, it is able to open up room – in terms of both the national and even international legislation – so that funds managed by public institutions could be transferred, without punishment and evidence, in favor of the relevant structures. 

- Not just information technologies, but also the spreading of all forms of travel as well as the emergence of places for regular informal meetings, that take various forms, have enabled an absolutely principal spreading of contacts that condition the functionality of the structures based on mutual covering and their spontaneously evolved core for the negotiation of reactions to various external factors. 

The factors that contribute to the spreading of the structures based on mutual covering mainly comprise the following: 

- Development of financial markets allows systematic, massive, and concealed utilization of extensive funds on the basis of connection of insider information and active measures that are purposefully spread by media.

- Intelligence services, which have been traditionally using a similar tool that leads to the emergence and spreading of the structures based on mutual covering (concurrence of blackmail and favoring of persons, in respect of which compromising materials exist), are no longer a dominant player. On the contrary, they succumb to the cores formed on the basis of the structures based on mutual covering (this is splendidly illustrated by embezzlements in billions and promotion of organized crime in the area of the force intervention territories to suppress “terrorism” by the “developed world”). 

- The covering of material violations of the generally accepted principles is promoted by restricting the information democracy (or, more generally, equal access to information) – from manipulating public opinion to spying with the use of state-of-the-art technology. At the same time, the penetration of institutions, which run this, by the structures based on mutual covering paradoxically but logically leads to the fact that spying does not result in revealing the violations of the generally accepted principles, but actually in suppressing of what could lead to indiscretions and the spreading thereof. 

Inverted reforms and obstruction of real changes 

Reforms that would promote the process of constituting of the knowledge society and open up the way to the formation thereof may be briefly summarized as follows: 

1. The mainly relate to the funding systems of social investments and social insurance (funding of education, comprehensive healthcare, old-age security). 

2. Education quality improvement in terms of a lifelong use of individuals plays a key role of such reforms. 

3. The reform of the educational system funding namely concerns the fact that an education provider should be effectively and directly financially involved in the long-term success of its graduates, i.e. (among others) – such provider would get funds on the transferred price principle (derived from a part of their graduates’ income). 

4. One of the most important parts of the reforms is to create a motivational environment in the area of systems of social investments and social insurance so that their synergy effect (lifelong learning, healthcare extending the period of productive employment, pension system that builds solidarity among those, who may and wish to be active on professional markets in older age, and those, who are no longer able to be productively active for whatever reason) would enable a prolongation of the horizon (as well as the peak) with regard to the voluntary productive employment of individuals. 

The implementation of the above mentioned type of reforms would lead to a significantly more prosperous human life; however, namely to the transformation and application of human skills as the most important factor of economic growth and social development. 

Instead, inverted reforms are carried in the majority of EU states, which not only fail to address the problems, but also intensify them, and block the necessary changes. It is this very area that is the most impacted by the activities of the structures based on mutual covering of the generally accepted principles. Using an example of the Czech Republic, we will only mention some of the typical phenomena associated with the above mentioned: 

1. Instead of a real pension reform that would provide motivation for a prolongation of the horizon with regard to the productive employment (this precondition is met by an NDC-based pension funding system), a reform has been adopted provides a way for transferring extensive funds from the pension system in favor of various lobby groups. Partly from the existing supplementary pension insurance system, with funds of approximately 230 billion Czech crowns, and partly from the pay-as-you-go system, with roughly up to 30 billion Czech crowns per year at stake. The system that the current government was able to carry, literally “by force”, contains many absurd parameters, whereas in the period of expected losses for most financial assets as well as currently uncertain development in the financial markets, it lacks any other logic other than to transfer funds in favor of various lobby groups (among others, it will also make it much easier to transfer funds of Czech subsidiaries of foreign banks in favor of parent companies that might be in difficult situation). 

2. Reforms in the area of healthcare have gone from the regulation role of many fees to direct and escalating involvement of the recipients of healthcare, to financing of healthcare, without their providers being motivated to better quality. Not only is the solidarity principle weakened, it also impairs the effectiveness as measured by economic output – financial restrictions are imposed on patients’ access even to those forms of healthcare (prevention, some proven forms of healthcare mainly associated with lifestyle diseases, etc.), which provide verifiable and high economic returns. 

3. The reform of the higher education financing is not the “driver” of all other reforms. In the form it is being drafted by the minister of the current government, it goes directly against the sense of what had been proposed on various occasions. We will only point out the key “detail”, which is; however, the most significant. If we intend the following: 

- The higher education financing reform as the driver of other reforms; 

- The reform as the motivation for the providers of educational services for the highest possible long-term successful employment of their graduates; 

- In connection with the aforementioned aspects, creation of alumni network, promoting the successful employment of graduates and significantly intensifying the sharing of findings between science and research on the one hand and practical applications on the other; 

- Highly effective forms of lifelong postgraduate education to follow up on higher (university) education; 

Mainly the following measures are important: 

- Retaining the existing level of the higher education financing from public funds; 

- Provision of “additional financing” to higher education institutions on the basis of motivation - i.e. the liability of a graduate is directly towards his/her “alma mater” and interest-free (this leads to higher education institutions having significant interest in the best possible successful employment of their graduates); 

- Liability of a gradate to be repaid after achieving a certain level of income, as a percentage of the graduate’s income and directly in favor of the relevant higher education institution; 

- Possibility of direct financing under significantly preferential terms (e.g. with a 50% discount); 

- Repayment of the graduate’s liability in favor of his/her “alma mater” must be ensured from the transactional point of view – i.e. executed in a manner similar to social insurance payments. 

Instead, a system of interest-bearing loans is promoted that are to be repaid to banks. This solution: 

- Has extremely high transaction costs; 

- Has virtually no impact on the motivation of providers of higher education services that would lead to better quality of such services; 

- Is only beneficial for the loan providers; 

- Creates direct subsistence threat to those, who take out such loans – in this sense, it also creates major economic barriers to access to education (i.e. it deepens the inequality of opportunities and economic segregation of society). 

Detailed analysis of how the reforms were drafted, how they are being adopted and implemented reveals that this concept of reforms has blocked objectively necessary processes associated with the constituting of the knowledge society. 

Summary of the most important facts and specification (definition) of the basic terms 

We will now formulate the paradigms, which may be (must be) used to inspect the social reality, as well as the terms related to such paradigms that should (must) be used in connection with them: 

1. The structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings (violations of the generally accepted principles) tend to infiltrate all redistribution systems, subordinate or drive out other affinity relations and predetermine the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs. 

2. Influence negotiation cores, which use leverage and synergy effects of the entire structure, are formed during the combination process of the structures based on mutual covering. 

3. These influence negotiation cores comprise of players, who are able to reach jointly acceptable equilibrium through informal negotiations, thereby ensuring the stability of the structure and its resistance against various external factors. 

4. Since the influence negotiation cores are formed on the basis of structures based on mutual covering, its basic idea paradigm (shared by the core players on mandatory basis) relies on the need to produce enemies in the form of: 

- Idealization of one’s own position.

- Demonization of the other. 
- Demonstrative use of double standards. 

5. The interactions of the cores result in consistent idea polarization of the cores (common enemy is created, same polarization is apparent, double standards are applied on coordinated basis) – within the entire social (currently global) space. 

6. The structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings are able - at the certain level of their development and with a certain level of penetration of the social space – to effectively penetrate all institutions that should eliminate or limit violations of the generally accepted principles before these institutions are actually able to exercise their actions against the generally accepted principles violations (on the basis of which the relevant structures come into existence), and to subordinate their operations. (This can be best observed in case of investigation committees established by a supreme authority that emerged on the basis of “general will”.) 

7. The structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings are able - at the certain level of their development and with a certain level of penetration of the social space – to penetrate all social movements that might be formed as critical reactions to the activities of the structures based on mutual covering of violations of generally accepted principles, affecting such movements to be ineffective. 

8. The basic form of internal conflicts in a structure based on mutual covering is an indiscretion committed by players within the structure, who feel threatened or unappreciated. 

9. Influence negotiation cores lowers indiscretions by using indiscretions or threats of using indiscretions in respect of players, who might commit indiscretions. 

10. All external factors affecting the stability of a structure based on mutual covering are transformed into the form of indiscretions and lowering thereof. 

In this document: 

- Structure based on mutual covering of wrongdoings (violations of the generally accepted principles) emerges as follows: one player – and subsequently others – starts to blackmail a player, who violated the generally acceptable principles, forcing him to violate the generally accepted principles on other occasions as well. At the same time, they not only blackmail the player, they also cover and favor him (enabling him to get positions in various redistribution systems, create discriminating coalitions, and penetrate the institutional structure). The structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings undergo natural selection within the given social space, with only the most resilient prevailing. 

- Redistribution system is any association of players for the purpose of collective performance, where each players deals with the dilemma of: a) Generating high payoff by forming a discriminating coalition (in which the majority of players discriminates against the minority); however, at a risk that he might himself become the minority and at the expense of losses that occur upon the formation of discriminating coalitions as a result of the system efficiency (performance); b) Achieving a jointly acceptable equilibrium that comes into existence on the basis of a mutual agreement of all players in a precisely definable manner, which corresponds to the players’ natural negotiations. The qualities of the redistribution system are featured in each company, workplace, institution, organization, fellowship, party, association (including informal ones), etc. 

- Affinity relations refer to any relations between players that promote or impair their mutual sympathies and may lead to favoring the formation of some coalitions to others. These relations may be based on family or clan affiliation, common place of origin or studies, religious or sexual orientation, casual familiarity, but also on the ability of one player to blackmail another. 

- Predetermination concerning the formation of coalitions and distribution of payoffs results from the affinity relations among players. 

- Core of negotiation and exercising influence is a spontaneously emerged association of a few players, who are able to agree on a jointly acceptable equilibrium so that this core could use leverage and synergy effects of a structure based on mutual covering, on the basis of which they come into existence. This jointly acceptable equilibrium is negotiated in terms of opportunities offered within the area of operation of the given structure as well as in terms of threats for the structure that might emerge. This ensures the ability of the given structure to survive, expand, penetrate the institutional system, and remain resilient to various adverse external factors and situations that might endanger the structure. The influence negotiation core takes the form of an informally emerged redistribution system. The core players are also united by a jointly shared basic idea paradigm that is globally polarized. The players, who make up the core, may fluctuate during the development of a structure based on mutual covering. 

- Leverage effect occurs by using the ability to predetermine discriminating coalitions within a specific redistribution system for the operation of the entire redistribution system consistent to its role in the social space, i.e. for achieving certain goals associated with the utilization of opportunities and elimination of threats for the structures based on mutual covering. 

- Synergy effect occurs on the basis of a simultaneous and coordinated use of several redistribution systems (specifically the control of winning coalitions within such systems) for achieving certain goals associated with the utilization of opportunities and elimination of threats for the structures based on mutual covering. 

- Jointly acceptable equilibrium is one of the solution types to a multiplayer game, in which coalitions are formed and which has an inconstant sum. The jointly acceptable equilibrium is derived from the potential for Pareto improvements compared to an average expected payoff, which can be achieved by each player when focusing on the formation of discriminating coalitions; however, when such player has no assurance that he would be in a winning coalition. The potential for Pareto improvements compared to an average expected payoff is given by the fact that the sum of the payoffs is inconstant, more specifically by the fact that the sum of the players’ payoffs declines the more they depart from the distribution of payoffs, which can be interpreted as a distribution of payoffs according to the potential contribution or performance of players. Players may achieve a jointly acceptable equilibrium through several types of negotiations, in which they follow the rationality focused on the maximization of their own payoffs. The jointly acceptable equilibrium as well as the different ways of achieving it through players’ negotiations may be mathematically defined, described, and modeled. 

- Informal negotiations within the core of negotiation and exercising of influence are used to negotiate on a jointly acceptable equilibrium and, at the same time, to automatically select the players capable of agreeing on such jointly acceptable equilibrium. During informal negotiations, not only institutionalized forms of negotiations on important issues are used, but also informal meetings on various occasions associated with important events, leisure activities, etc. 

- Stability of the structure based on mutual covering is its ability to survive under varying conditions and while fighting for survival with other similar structures. The precondition to this is the existence of an effectively functioning influence negotiation core. 

- Basic idea paradigm of a structure based on mutual covering is used for global coordination of structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles and plays an important role in automatic selection of (mutually recognized) core players. Since the basic idea paradigm must – in addition to the aforementioned function – contribute to the covering of violations of the generally accepted principles, it has the following basic attributes: a) creating an enemy; b) idealization of one’s own position; c) demonization of the other (created and elaborated enemy); d) demonstrative use of double standards. On this basis, the consistent idea polarization of the influence negotiation cores takes place on the global level, thereby making it possible to coordinate their activities. 

- Institutions used to eliminate or limit the violations of the generally accepted principles have been forming as part of the long-term historical development of the society. Their objective is namely to adopt laws (e.g. legislative bodies), enforce laws (legislation, security, supervisory bodies), elimination of asymmetry of information that occurs by the covering of violations of the generally accepted principles (area of media). Under certain circumstances (if case the structures based on mutual covering spread), the effectiveness of these institutions may be significantly impaired as a result of their penetration by  the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles. Players, who are not involved in the structures based on mutual covering and who work in such institutions, thus have a significantly more difficult position in fulfilling their professional obligations (i.e. to protect the society from the violations of the generally accepted principles). 

- Movements formed as a critical reaction to the activities of the structures based on mutual covering represent a natural reaction to the situation, in which these structures spread, with lowering effectiveness of the institutions that are to eliminate or limit the role of the structures based on mutual covering. The structures based on mutual covering may infiltrate these movements, similarly as other institutions that are formed to eliminate or limit the influence of the structures based on mutual covering (and it is often via the specialized institutions of this type). 

- Indiscretion is the basic form, through which a player involved in the structures based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles tries to disrupt such structure. He uses indiscretions in case he feels unappreciated or threatened. It concerns the disclosure of cases concerning the violations of the generally accepted principles committed by another player / other players. 

- Suppression of indiscretions by using indiscretions / threats of using indiscretions is the basic form of reaction on the part of the structure based on mutual covering. This reaction is enabled by the influence negotiation core, which uses leverage and synergy effects of the given structure during the action. 

- Portfolio investments has two forms: a) gaining position in various redistribution systems; b) in case a conflict arises, by maintaining position with all sides involved in the conflict. Exception applies to players, who form the influence negotiation core – i.e. the polarization associated with the basic idea paradigm. 

Conclusion in the form of recommendations 

The following strategies seem to be very effective in terms of a society, in which the structures based on mutual covering of wrongdoings (violations of the generally accepted principles) spread: 

1. Do not get blackmailed or involved in any situation that could later be used to blackmail an individual (once someone can be blackmailed, he/she only becomes a chess pawn – albeit a higher-ranked and temporarily successful – but without any actual influence). 

2. Systematically get (but simultaneously verify) information about how different individual with influence can be blackmailed, how they are integrated within a specific structure based on mutual covering of violations of the generally accepted principles (verification of information about the involvement of such persons in the activities of the structures based on mutual covering relies on comparing the assumptions about how people would behave on the basis of their commitments with their actual behavior). 

3. Portfolio investments in the social status in two ways: 

- Once a conflict or polarity arises anywhere, maintain contacts and positive relations with both sides of the conflict. 

- Have positive relations in various spheres of social life with important persons of such spheres (in the area of politics, finance, science, culture, media, religion, sports, intelligence, etc.) – from the perspective of various dimensions of such structures, including international dimension (naturally, a person cannot manage to do everything to develop these relations in a balanced manner; personal “know-how” makes it possible to select the most appropriate mix). 

4. Maintain one’s own useful social status without trying to get to the lead (higher positions are usually staffed by various individuals as a result of compromise, jointly acceptable agreement; however, in a manner that prevents any real influence of such persons); the combination of several important and recognized positions is suitable as it allows a wide spectrum of natural communication. 

5. Monitor the course of the existing crisis, pressures that arise in respect of local and global influence negotiation cores, affect change in the basic idea paradigm. 

(Among others, players, who form the influence negotiation cores, tend to possess the above mentioned capabilities.) 

The key conclusion may be formulated as follows: It is quite naive to believe it is possible to fight corruption directly. Whoever attempts this without reasonably understanding the matters in questions may not be successful or, more precisely, may end up very badly. Nevertheless, it is useful to embrace the game theory as martial art within the above indicated intentions. We are then able to have the necessary insight and, and the same time, to rise above the issue to know what to do in each specific situation. 
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