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koopERatYVUmo koGNitYViNė 
iR komUNikaciNė katEGoRijoS: 

oNtoLoGiNiS iR GNoSEoLoGiNiS 
aSpEktai 

cognitive and communicative category of cooperativity: 
ontological and Gnoseological Status 

SUmmaRY

the article reveals the ontological nature of the cognitive and communicative category of cooperativity. 
the categtory’s essence is to be a universal fundamental feature of human society, without which society’s 
successful existence in general and the individual in particular are impossible. at the same time, the on-
tological status of this phenomenon has been highlighted by finding the prerequisites, sources and methods 
of cognition involved in the category. it has been suggested that the gnoseological nature of cooperativity 
deals with the interaction with a partner, respecting the principles of partnership, willingness and ability 
to work in a team based on fair play due to the standard rules, interest in contacting and ability to obtain 
mutual benefits.

SaNtRaUka

Straipsnyje nagrinėjamas kooperatyvumo kognityvinės ir komunikacinės kategorijų ontologinis pobūdis. 
koopertatyvumas yra universalus, pamatinis visuomenės bruožas, be kurio visuomenės ir atskirų jos indi-
vidų sėkmingas gyvavimas būtų neįmanomas. ontologinis šio reiškinio pobūdis išreikštas objekto pažinimo 
prielaidose, metoduose ir šaltiniuose. Straipsnyje parodyta, kad kooperatyvumo gnoseologinė prigimtis 
susijusi su partnerių tarpusavio bendravimu, kuris reiškiasi gebėjimu dirbti komandoje laikantis partnerys-
tės principų, pagrįstų sąžiningumu, standartinių taisyklių pripažinimu ir abipusės naudos siekiu.
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Anthropocentrism as a key principle 
of modern science in general continues 
to dominate in linguistics, actualizing 
new objects of its study through the 
prism of the linguosynergic paradigm or 
providing an updated interpretation of 
already established terms and concepts. 
These objects of observation are of a spe
cial attention, because the cognitive and 
communicative category of cooperativ
ity belongs to it (R. Benedict, P. Grice, 
M. Doich, I. Korolyov, A. Kreik, N. Po
nomarev, M. Rozov, O. Subetto, M. To
masello, N. Khudyakova et al.).

The identification of cognitive, prag
matic, psychosociolinguistic, ethical, 
ideological universal and idioethnic as
pects of the implementation of such 

cognitive and communicative categories 
as cooperativity, politeness and toler
ance in the communicative behaviour 
of representatives of different linguistic 
cultures emphasizes the necessity for 
their systematic and complicated analy
sis, in particular ontological and gno
seological status.

The object of the research is the cog
nitive and communicative category of 
cooperativity; the subject is its ontologi
cal and gnoseological status. The aim of 
the article is to formulate theoretical and 
epistemological principles for the study 
of the universal cognitive and commu
nicative category of cooperativity by 
clarifying its ontological and gnoseo
logical nature.

iNtRodUctioN

maiN tRENdS iN dEVELopmENt oF coopERatiVitY 
catEGoRY aS iNtER-diSSipLaNaL NotioN

It should be noted that cooperativity, 
as politeness and tolerance, is a constitu
tive feature of national communicative 
behaviour, because it turns out that the 
speaker is inevitably embedded into the 
system of accepted ways of mapping and 
evaluating the world in the society, i.e. in 
the system of culture, because in order 
to have successful communication it is 
necessary to use the socalled convention 
a language that is known to other mem
bers of society; it is also necessary to 
know about the available social views on 
the world and the rules of relations be
tween people, nationalvaluable orienta
tions of a linguistic personality. This 
knowledge is called semantic and prag

matic prepositions (Keenan 1971). In or
der to have successful interpersonal and 
intercultural communication, pragmatic 
pressures are relevant. At the same time, 
one cannot agree with Yu. Prokhorov that 
“belonging to a certain culture is deter
mined by the presence of the fundamen
tal stereotypical core of knowledge, re
peated in the process of socialization of 
the individual in society, as well as the 
peripheral layer (at the level of ethnic 
culture, but not personality) in the choice 
of elements” (Прохоров 2006: 14).

Recently, there is a real “scientific 
boom” in revealing the phenomenon of 
cooperativity. First of all, the national
cultural manifestation of politeness in 
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various linguistic cultures (Nixdorf 2002; 
Газизов 2011; Ларина 2009); age features 
of the formation of politeness as a cate
gory of communicative consciousness; 
the gender aspect of polite behaviour; its 
conceptual nature (Muders 2009; Фор
мановская 2001); communication do
mains associated with communicative 
politeness strategies are studied.

Meanwhile, the category of tolerance, 
characterized by universality, is the sub
ject of research in philosophy, cultural 
studies, ethnopsycholinguistics (Стер
нин 2004; Шилихина 2004) sociolinguis
tics (Крысин 2004), cognitive science and 
discourse (Корольов 2018), linguoprag
macommunicative studies (Михайлова 
2004), etc. Thus, tolerance is defined in 
the collective monograph “Cultural prac
tices of tolerance in speech communica
tion” in the following way: it is con
ceived as a multifaceted cognitivecom
municative category that manifests itself 
in various spheres of human communi
cation and represents one of the funda
mental principles of culture associated 
with pluralism, social and spiritual free
dom (Культурные 2004).

In our opinion, hyperhyponymic 
(invariantvariant) relations are estab
lished between the abovementioned 
cognitively communicative categories of 
cooperativity, politeness and tolerance, 
because they are constituents (compo
nents, structural components etc.) of co
operative one in cognitive and discursive 
terms of communicative behaviour (Ko
rolyov 2017). Undoubtedly, communica
tion situations, in which politeness and 
tolerance are realized and are expressed 
(by the type of expression: formal, neu

tral and informal, as well as by level – 
low, medium and high (Ларина 2009: 
163), are of a cooperative nature. In this 
regard, we propose to consider cognitive 
and discursive categories of cooperativ
ity and tolerance as varieties of modes 
of cooperative communicative behaviour 
and both tactical and strategic tools with 
significant pragmatic and cooperative 
potential (Корольов 2014).

During the existence of mankind, the 
interaction and cooperation of people 
who are the fundamental signs of homo 
sapiens led to the search for mutual ben
efit, the combination of efforts to achieve 
the best results. We totally agree with 
the opinion of A. Kreyk and N. Khud
yakova that cooperativity is a fundamen
tal feature of mankind, because everyday 
life demonstrates different variants of 
behaviour of people in interaction with 
each other at different levels of society 
(interpersonal, intergroup, societal) and 
in many of its spheres (private, produc
tive, cultural, sociopolitical, etc.) (Крейк, 
Худякова 2014). Scholars also suggest 
integrating the integrative term coopera-
tivity the following thematically related 
concepts: solidarity, cooperation, integra-
tion, association, community, common-
wealth, etc. (Ibid). Obviously, the integra
tive category of cooperativity has both 
ontological and epistemological nature, 
because such virtue is inherent in people 
who are able to find the best ways for 
successful interaction, successful com
munication, implementation of certain 
strategies, development of their own 
business, who are open to communica
tion and interested in their welfare, as 
well as a wellbeing partner.
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According to A. Kreyk and N. Khud
yakova, the presence of a tendency to
wards cooperative behaviour of people is 
laid both in the natural genetic program 
of reproduction of the creatures of the 
homo sapiens and in the sociocultural pro
gram formed in the development of man
kind (Крейк, Худякова 2014). In particu
lar, U. Maturana and F. Varela, the Chil
ean physiologists, called “altruistic” and 
actionspecific actions that can be de
scribed as favourable for the group, stat
ing the presence of “a certain balance 
between preserving the individual’s life 
and maintaining the existence of the 
group as a greater unity, consisting of in
dividuals” (Матурана, Варела 2001: 174). 
K. Lorenz, a specialist in the field of ani
mal behaviour, remarks on this point: 
“due to the evolution of many creatures, 
in order to enable two or many individu
als to interact peacefully the aggression 
must be frozen, the bonds (ties – I.K.) of 
personal love and friendship appeared, 
on which the human social relations were 
built [...]” (Лоренц 1994: 270). In this con
text, the words of Marcus Aurelius, the 
Roman emperor, philosopher, represent
ative of the late Stoicism, seems very in
teresting: “If you even wanted to, you 
cannot separate your life from humanity. 
You live in it, by him and for him. We are all 
created to interact like legs, hands, eyes” 
(Аврелий Марк). Consequently, the gen
esis of human orientation towards coop
erative behaviour is its nature as a being, 
and therefore it is important to identify 
the sociocultural origins of the individu
al’s tendency to cooperate.

The social nature of cooperativity as a 
philosophical category is postulated by 
scholars long ago, beginning with the 
works of Aristotle, the ancient Greek phi
losopher, who in his article “Politics” no
ticed that a person is a “public animal”, 
since it can happen / be realized as a per
son only in the human society. The devel
opment of this thought can be traced by 
turning to the works of other scholars: 
“There is no greater enemy of loneliness 
than a human being in its natural state. 
He / she involuntarily strives for commu
nication, seeking for closeness and re
spect from the other: the power of social 
effects of the individual is so significant 
that it will not interfere with either its 
own decision, nor resistance, nor violence 
or prohibition” (Дидро 1986: 142); “Only 
humanity [...] transforms each of us into 
a human being; [...] The natural state for 
a human being is human society [...]” 
(Гердер 1977); “Only a human being, 
who goes beyond the limits of itself in the 
“world”, in “which “he / she” exists, “can 
realize himself / herself” (Франкл 1990: 
70); “For the communication of an indi
vidualized person with the world there is 
only one productive path: active solidar
ity with other people [...] the inherent a 
human being’s desire for unity with an
other is rooted in the specific conditions 
of the existence of the human race and it 
is one of the strongest motivations of hu
man behaviour” (Фромм 1990: 40).

The particular attention is paid to the 
philosophical aspect of the notions of 
cooperation and solidarity in the first 
half of the XIXth century, primarily in 

oNtoLoGicaL aNd GNoSEoLoGicaL NatURE oF coGNitiVE 
aNd commUNicatiVE catEGoRY oF coopERatiVitY
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the works of the founders of sociology – 
O. Comte, the French scientist, and G. 
Spencer, the English philosopher, and 
later – E. Durkheim, the famous French 
sociologist and ethnologist. Theoreti
cians of the cooperation, represented as 
practical activity on the transformation 
of society, became R. Owen, the English 
philosopherpedagogue, and S. Fourier, 
the French philosopher.

With the beginning of search of social 
mind of the noncapitalist path of devel
opment, the idea of cooperation and 
solidarity became topical in the mid of 
XIXth century (M. Ziber, M. Kovalevsky, 
L. Mechnikov, P. Lavrov, E. de Roberti, 
E. Fromm). Thus, E. Fromm, one of the 
founders of neofreydism, the German 
philosopher and social psychologist, 
noted the following about the precondi
tions for the unification of people: “in 
any society, a human being must be 
united with others if he / she wants to 
survive or to be protected from the en
emies and the dangers of nature, or in 
order to be able to work and produce 
means of life” (Фромм 1995: 27).

The idea of cooperation and solidar
ity as a basis for social development is 
echoed with the ideas of the unity of 
O. Khomyakov, the unity of V. Solovyov, 
the common cause of M. Fedorov, the com-
munitarianism of M. Berdyaev, the spir-
itual collectivism of S. Franko. According 
to K. Jaspers, solidarity is one of the 
most important “conditions of human 
existence” (Ясперс 1991, 70). E. Fromm 
points to the significant role of solidar
ity with the Other. He considers it as 
“the only productive way to connect an 
individualized person with the world” 
(Фромм 1990: 111).

In the 60s of the XIXth century, the 
idea of cooperation was developed in 
Germany and Austria by F. Raiffeisen 
and G. SchulzeDelizsch in the creation 
of credit cooperation, which played a 
significant role in the formation of the 
socalled cooperative movement, in par
ticular the development and dissemina
tion of the principles of cooperative 
philosophy and behaviour. They are 
topical up to this day, because they form 
the basis for the modern cooperative 
movement, first of all, such organiza
tions as the International Cooperative 
Alliance and the World Council of Cred
it Unions. The authors of the collective 
work “Competitive Advantages of Dif
ferent Forms of Cooperation in Trans
formational Economy: Institutional As
pect” explain the popularity of the co
operative ideology, the viability of which 
is proved by the history of the coopera
tive movement, because the cooperation 
is based on values, the commitment to 
which ensures the social health of soci
ety, its ability to selforganization and 
selfdefence (Щукина 2010).

The question of cooperative values 
was considered in his works by P. So
rokin, the RussianAmerican sociologist 
and cultural scientist, the founder of the 
theories of social stratification and social 
mobility. In his opinion, the essence of 
cooperative values is extremely impor
tant in the context of studying the prob
lems of altruism and the priority of su
pranational values systems, since there 
have always existed and there are soli
darian and antagonistic interactions in 
groups of interacting individuals (Соро
кин 1993: 280). Cooperative values are 
close and characteristic of the attitude of 
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the world, the overwhelming majority 
of people, regardless of their level of 
education, social status and activity, eth
nic and gender identity, etc. Among the 
cooperative values and principles, schol
ars distinguish primarily honesty, open
ness, social responsibility and care about 
the Other, which together form the code 
of cooperative behaviour. It became the 
fundamental of the most important doc
ument – the Declaration of the Interna
tional Cooperative Alliance on Coopera
tive Identity, the provisions of which are 
mandatory for compliance with all co
operative organizations (Щукина 2010).

At the beginning of the XX century, 
Sh. Zhid, the French economist and social 
activist, interprets cooperation as a “third 
way of development” (Gide 1907). In ad
dition, the political and legal theory of 
solidarity of L. Dugi was popular in 
France, which was subsequently devel
oped by other solidarityists. According 
to S. Bulgakov, the Russian philosopher, 
economist and theologian, the path to 
solidarity is that “every individuality [...] 
transforms (reflects – I. K.) and perceives 
in its own way the same world and the 
same human nature as its basis. It is not 
limited, but performed by other indi
viduals. A special source of bliss for in
dividuality lies in the harmony of indi
viduals, in their free love and activity 
unity” (Булгаков 1993: 153). P. Kropot
kin, one of the theorists of anarchism, a 
historianpublicist, sees cooperation as a 
form of social selforganization and a 
nonstate social institution: “Humanity 
is trying [...] to meet its necessities 
through a free agreement between indi
viduals and groups that seek one goal” 
(Кропоткин 1990: 53).

The principle of cooperation was also 
attempted by teachers. In the work of 
A. Makarenko “Theory and History of 
Cooperative Movement”, general fea
tures of cooperatives of all kinds are 
represented, cooperative principles and 
values are described, problems of coop
erative property are analysed, as well as 
the importance of the international co
operative movement is revealed (Мака
ренко 2002), etc.

From the point of view of linguistic 
communications, an interpersonal or 
psychological vectors are important, 
within which communicative strategies 
and tactics are developed that regulate 
harmonious, nonconflict communica
tion. The theory “face conservation” may 
be regarded as classical one. Based on 
the theory of speech maxim of G. Leech, 
its authors P. Braun and S. Levinson di
vided politeness into positive and nega
tive (Brown, Levinson 1987). The par
ticipants in cooperative communication 
have a common goal, adhering to the 
communion of a single principle of co
operation (Грайс 1985). T. Larina pro
poses to modify BrownLevinson’s the
ory of “face conservation” in the theory 
of “distance (distancing) and conver
gence” (Ларина 2009).

In the aspect of the modern syner
getic approach, the question of coopera
tive processes in nature and society is 
important, in particular, the significant 
role of ideas of the phenomenon of co
operative nature in the selforganization 
of social systems. In this context, one 
should mention the cooperative theory 
of sociologists V. Dronov, D. Pashkov et 
al. who developed a cooperative strategy 
for the development of modern society 
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(Дронов 2000; Пашков 2005). R. Bene
dict, an American anthropologist, relying 
on the production of synergy in society, 
shares the society with lowsynergy and 
highsynergy: “culture is lowsynergy 
when its social structure causes opposi
tion of some of its members to the ac
tions of others, and highly synergistic – 
if the structure encourages the actions of 
its members for the common good [...]; 
cultures with high social synergism dem
onstrate such a social system that pro
motes mutual benefit for all its members, 
and – with low social synergies, – where 
the individual who benefits, overcomes 
other members of the society (less suc
cessful) and attains benefits at their ex
pense [... ]” (Маслоу 1999: 215).

According to the philosopher N. Ro
zov, the fundamental parameters for the 
sociohistorical dynamics of societies are: 
1) degree of diversity of mentality, which 
is understood as the generalized charac
teristic of the totality of differences be
tween the values, goals, interests, norms 
and expectations of members of society, 
as well as the distance between mental
ity and social roles; 2) cooperative abil
ity, determined by the level of efficiency 
of the organization of people with dif
ferences in mentality, overcoming con
flicts between individuals, groups and 
societies, their involvement in the modes 
of productive social interaction, coordi

nated activities, in the corresponding 
social structures (Розов 2002: 168169). 
As V. Karasik notes that the degree of 
selfcontrol of communicants in different 
situations of communication is marked 
by significant variability. For example, 
while talking with close people at home, 
we usually behave naturally and freely, 
but in official situations we are consider
ing not only our own statements, but 
also likely replicas of partners in com
munication (Карасик 2007: 356). Accord
ing to Swethonius, Octavian August, the 
Roman emperor, preparing for a conver
sation about important matters with 
Libya, his wife, had the habit of writing 
down the questions that were necessary 
to be discussed in advance, and during 
the conversation he followed this record 
“to not accidentally tell her too little or 
too much” (Федорова 2002: 75).

Cooperative ability, in accordance 
with the concept of N. Rozov, consists of 
two parameters: 1) coercion that ensures 
cooperation by subordination of some 
participants to the interaction of other 
means of violence, threats, seizure of the 
monopoly of access to resources and 
goods; 2) consensus which ensures co
operation, taking into account values, 
interests and necessities of the autono
mous participants politically and eco
nomically (ideologically, psychological
ly – I. K.) (Розов 2002: 169).

coopERatiVitY aS a coGNitiVE 
aNd commUNicatiVE catEGoRY

Cooperativity as a cognitive and com
municative category in communication 
is realized only through cooperation and 
interaction with partners. The attentive 

attitude towards ourselves and our part
ners, our ability to understand how it is 
through joint efforts to achieve the re
sults desired by all parties, will undoubt
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edly develop such an important feature 
in communicative behaviour as coop
erative. Henry Ford, a wellknown 
American industrialist, inventor and 
owner of car manufacturing factories, 
commenting on their own livelihood 
success, argued: “If there’s any one secret 
of success, it’s in the ability to get the 
other person’s point of view and see 
things from that person’s angle as well 
as from your own. – If there is one my 
secret of success, then this ability to un
derstand the view (point of view) of an
other person and look at things from 
both his and my views (Henry Ford)” 
(Andersen, Forbs).

However, it should be noted that co
operativity, although foreseeing the abil
ity to work in a team, should not con
tribute to the development of the so
called herd instinct. Through interaction 
and collaboration, each side of the com
munication process must achieve its goal 
and solve its own tasks. In this context, 
one can appeal to the cooperative activ
ity developed by the team sports, where 
all are aimed at one overall result of the 
joint activity, but the individual contribu
tion of each participant depends on 
whether this result will be achieved. That 
is why, even in the lifelong, profession
al, it is difficult for communicants to fol
low the synergistic principle of the 
“golden section”, because it is necessary 
simultaneously to successfully combine 
interaction and isolation, the ability and 
inability to think and act independently, 
individually for the successful imple
mentation of the cognitive and commu
nicative category of cooperativity in 
communication. These questions are 

examined in detail by Rudolf and Kath
leen Werderber, the psychologists, pro
fessors at the University of Cincinnati 
(USA), in the work “Psychology of com
munication. Secrets of Efficient Engage
ment,” which argues that the desire to 
interact and cooperate in communication 
is not yet indicative of its ability to do 
so. According to American experts in the 
psychology of interpersonal communica
tion, cooperativity is a virtue that each 
interactive person must apply properly 
in speech behaviour in order to fulfil its 
supreme task in its entirety – to create 
efficient communication through the 
achievement of the goals of all its par
ticipants and the successful implementa
tion of a cooperative and communicative 
strategy (Вердербер 2010).

In the explanatory dictionaries there 
is the main archeseme of lexeme coopera-
tion: “1) the action of cooperating: com
mon effort”; 2) “association of persons 
for common benefit” (MWDT); 1) “when 
you work with someone to achieve so
mething that you both want”; 2) “willin
gness to do what someone asks you to 
do” (LDCE) (lith. kooperăcija: “darbo or
ganizavimo forma, kai daugelis žmonių 
ar jų kolektyvų dalyvauja tame pačiame 
arba artimuose darbo procesuose: darbo 
kooperãcija (DLKŽ). The issue of further 
intelligence in this area will have a psy
cholinguistic character, we consider it 
necessary to refer to the definition of the 
concept of cooperation in psychology. 
Thus, according to the Great Psycholog
ical Encyclopaedia, cooperation (from the 
Latin cooperatio – cooperation) is one of 
the main forms of organization of inter
personal interaction characterized by the 
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unification of the efforts of the partici
pants to achieve a common goal, while 
the simultaneous separation of functions, 
roles and responsibilities (БПЭ).

For example, in pedagogical psychol
ogy, the principle of cooperative interac
tion between the teacher and the mem
bers of the team, as well as within the 
team itself is one of the most important. 
In particular, in the work “Children from 
Heaven,” John Gray, an American psy
chologist, a specialist in the field of in
terpersonal and family relationships, 
refers to the upbringing of children and 
the behaviour of adults, first of all, about 
the former methods of punishment and 
the principles of positive parenting. The 
mainstream of author’s thought is the 
postulating of the idea of binding and 
exclusivity of the principles of coopera
tion and interaction between parents and 
children, through which the family will 
reign in peace and love, mutual respect 
and understanding. Even in the title 
“Children Are From Heaven: Positive 
Parenting Skills for Raising Cooperative, 
Confident, and Compassionate Chil
dren,” J. Gray concentrates the attention 
of a potential reader on the art of positive 

parenting, which is essential for the de
velopment of a child’s cooperative, self
confidence and sensitivity (Gray 1999).

The interaction and cooperation of 
people at all times predetermined the 
search for mutually beneficial, combined 
efforts to achieve the best and most ex
pected results. In business communica
tion, the code of politeness is one of the 
foundations of secular communication, 
because in business communication it is 
extremely important to adhere to the 
principles of cooperativity, partnership 
and attentiveness to the discussed issues. 
In the proposed British Association of 
Management Consultancy Consultants, 
the concept of cooperation, covered in 
the work of Stephen Cardell “Strategic 
Cooperation. Creative business course,” 
outlines new opportunities and ap
proaches to cooperation, in particular, it 
offers four of its models: in the supply 
chain, based on of abilities, based on the 
proposal, competitive cooperation. The 
author pays particular attention to the 
issues of interaction, cooperation and 
management in the context of a network 
economy that can become a motivation 
to act in ecommerce (Cardell 2003).

coNcLUSioNS

It may be concluded that the environ
ment (partners, interlocutors), which 
would be a standard in terms of coopera
tion, capable of conducting a construc
tive dialogue / polygon with the desire 
and ability to achieve the set goals and 
the desired perlocative one, is the prereq
uisite for achieving cooperative nature in 
communication in the socalled “pure” 

form effect. The ontological nature of the 
cognitive and communicative category of 
cooperativity is that, as an object of 
knowledge, it is a universal fundamental 
feature of human society, without which 
it is impossible both its successful exist
ence in general, and individual personal
ity in particular. Considering the onto
logical nature of the cognitive and com
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municative category of cooperativity, 
which involves clarifying the precondi
tions, sources, boundaries and conditions 
of the object of cognition, we can assume 
that its gnoseological status consists in 
cooperation, interaction with the partner, 

in particular adherence to the principles 
of mutually beneficial cooperation, read
iness and ability to work in a team based 
on honest playing on generally accepted 
rules, interest in contact and the ability 
to win mutual benefit.
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