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  Foreword

Dear Reader,
Does this sound familiar?
You’re sitting with friends, talking about life—and sooner or later, the conversation turns to “those at the top.”
The constant arguing. Endless debates. Governments that struggle to act, caught in compromises—yet still deciding the course of our lives: taxes, laws, even questions of peace and war. Promises made before elections that quietly fade away afterward. Governments that appear fragile, sometimes falling apart after a short time.
And at some point, a simple but powerful question arises:
Why does it have to be this way?
In an age where technology connects us instantly and empowers us in nearly every aspect of life, why does politics remain distant, indirect, and slow? Why do we still rely on intermediaries to filter our voices?
Why not a system in which we participate directly?
This book grew out of exactly these conversations—intense, honest, sometimes frustrating, but always driven by a shared feeling:
there must be a better way.
What began as a discussion became an idea.
And that idea became this book.
It is an invitation to you.
An invitation to join a journey—a search for a modern form of society, almost a new kind of utopia. Not a fantasy world, but a system in which people can truly live happy, free, prosperous, and peaceful lives.
A society where:
•	happiness is not the exception, but the foundation
•	freedom is real, without unnecessary barriers
•	peace grows through participation and dialogue
•	prosperity is shared in a way that allows everyone to thrive
What if such a system were possible?
To explore this question, we look at the world as it is today.
A current comparison of some of the most significant and particularly interesting countries across all continents in 2026 helps us understand a crucial point:
In which systems do people actually live better lives?
From Switzerland, where citizens already vote directly on key issues, to Scandinavian countries that combine equality and well-being—we examine real-world examples, not abstract theories.
But we do not stop at observation.
We go deeper—into historical ideas, from Plato’s Republic to modern experiments and emerging models of governance.
And then comes the central question:
Can we take the next step?
Can we create a system in which people truly have a say—
without career politicians and without dominant political parties?

A new form of democracy.
Democracy 2.0.
A system made possible by modern technology:
•	secure, transparent, and tamper-resistant decision-making
•	digital participation at any time
•	intelligent systems that support fair and informed debates
Imagine your everyday life.



“Perhaps in the near future, you will vote on this issue in the United States.”

[image: ]

You open an app.
Participate in decisions local or global.
You contribute your voice regularly, not just every few years.
Not as an observer.
But as an active part of society.
No more feeling of powerlessness.
But real participation.

A utopia?
For now—perhaps.

But it is no longer a distant dream.
Change always begins with a first step.

And we are about to take it.

















This book is part of a broader idea: to make knowledge accessible to everyone.
If you would like to support this project, consider the paperback edition available on Amazon.
Chapter 1: What five states reveal about the world
"We decide our future"
This idea calls for action.
But every action needs a starting point.
So let’s begin with a simple question:
What is democracy, really?
“Government of the people, by the people, for the people.”
And yet, in the vast majority of democracies, reality looks quite different.
This gap between idea and reality is exactly what this first chapter explores.
The countries examined here represent different forms of democracy.
They show how differently societies respond to similar challenges.
And they reveal an important truth:

Political systems are shaped not only by laws—
but by how people experience them.
How satisfied are people, really?
How free do they feel in their daily lives?
How close—or distant—do democratic decisions seem?
And how fair do they perceive the distribution of opportunities?
These questions cannot be answered by opinion alone.
They gain meaning when viewed side by side—across national borders.
It is through comparison that real insight emerges.
What feels normal in one country may suddenly appear unusual.
Or problematic.
Or unexpectedly stable.
This chapter invites you to look at your own country from a new perspective.
Not in isolation—but through the lens of other societies.
Not to compare for the sake of judgment—
but to find orientation.
Because if we want to understand what democracy could become,
we first need to understand how it feels today.
For people.
In everyday life.
In 2026.

We begin with five of the most significant countries across five continents.
To move beyond intuition and make meaningful comparisons possible,
this book uses five clearly defined indices.
Each index captures a different dimension of modern societies.
Together, they create a picture that is not only economic or political—
but human, structural, and global at the same time.
What matters most:

Five indices — happiness, freedom, democracy, prosperity, and peace.

World Happiness Index*
Human Freedom Index*
Democracy Index*
Legatum Prosperity Index*
Global Peace Index*
*Detailed Information on how the index ist calculated can be found ist the glossary
Together, these indices show how free, prosperous, democratic, or insecure a country is—both internally and externally—and how happy people are living there.
A journey across continents

We now turn to a closer look at some of the world’s most significant countries.
They illustrate how differently freedom, prosperity, happiness, democracy, and peace are distributed today.

Our assessment begins in January 2026.


🇺🇸 United States of America (USA)

Population (2025): approx. 335 million
Global rank (population): 3rd (after India and China)
Area: approx. 9.83 million km²
Global rank (area): 3rd–4th (after Russia and Canada, alongside China)

Population and Area
The United States is both one of the most populous and one of the largest countries in the world.
As the largest nation in the Western world, it combines a vast domestic market with immense natural resources and significant geopolitical influence.
Few countries unite demographic scale, territorial size, and economic power to this extent.
This vast geography enables regional autonomy, economic diversity, and strategic security. At the same time, it makes political governance more complex and increases social disparities. Living conditions differ widely between coastal cities, industrial regions, and rural areas.
Political tensions, social inequality, and cultural contrasts are intensified by these structural dimensions.
It is precisely this combination of size, population, and power that makes the United States a central country on its continent—and a global actor. Changes within the U.S. therefore have consequences far beyond its own borders.

Why the U.S. matters for its continent
No country has shaped North America as profoundly as the United States.
It is not only the most populous and economically powerful nation in the region, but also its political, cultural, and military reference point.
Developments in the U.S. rarely remain domestic—they almost always affect Canada, Latin America, and beyond.
Historically, the United States emerged from a European colonial conflict and evolved into a unique political experiment. Its constitution, separation of powers, and emphasis on individual liberties influenced political systems across the continent.
For many countries, the U.S. has been a model, a protective power, and at times a counter-model.
Economically, the U.S. remains the central hub of North America.
The U.S. dollar functions as the global reserve currency, and American corporations shape supply chains, technology, media, and consumer behavior worldwide. Decisions by the Federal Reserve, government institutions, or major corporations often have direct consequences for entire regions.
In terms of security policy, the United States is the dominant power. Military presence, alliances, and political influence reinforce its leadership role. At the same time, this dominance creates tension. In parts of Latin America, the U.S. is associated not only with protection, but also with intervention and dependency.

Culturally, its influence is even more far-reaching. Language, media, music, and digital platforms originating in the U.S. shape identities across the continent and beyond.
For North America, the United States is therefore more than just one country—it is a center of gravity.
When American democracy comes under pressure, the entire region feels the impact.

General country description
The United States spans a vast territory between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.
Its 50 states encompass extreme geographic, climatic, and cultural diversity.
Highly developed metropolitan regions exist alongside sparsely populated rural areas, creating very different living realities within one country.
Politically, the U.S. is a federal republic. Power is divided between the federal government, the states, and local authorities. While this system was designed to limit centralized power, it often results in political gridlock, overlapping responsibilities, and unequal conditions across regions.
Socially, the United States is a nation shaped by immigration and diversity. At the same time, this diversity also creates tension. Economic inequality, cultural differences, and social divisions are deeply embedded in society.
While parts of the population benefit from significant prosperity, others face ongoing insecurity. These disparities are visible not only economically, but also politically.
The political climate is highly polarized. Parties increasingly act as identity blocs rather than platforms for compromise. Public debate is becoming more confrontational, while trust in institutions is declining.
Freedom plays a central role in American identity. However, access to freedom is uneven. Those with income, education, and legal protection enjoy broad opportunities, while others experience freedom as limited or conditional.
Economically, the United States remains one of the most innovative countries in the world.
Technology, research, and entrepreneurship are highly developed. Yet this strength does not fully translate into social stability. Social safety nets are relatively weak, and concerns about the future are increasing.
Overall, the United States is a country of contrasts: powerful yet vulnerable, wealthy yet divided, freedom-oriented yet conflict-prone.
It represents a central question of this book:
How resilient is democracy in a world shaped by inequality, polarization, and concentrated power?

🇺🇸 United States of America (USA)

A global power in transition—between the promise of freedom, internal division, and global responsibility.

World Happiness Index (WHI)

Score: ~6.7 / 10
Rank: 24
Trend: slightly declining
	•	Rising social pressure and economic uncertainty reduce overall well-being
•	Inequality in income and opportunity affects life satisfaction
•	Social isolation is increasing despite material wealth
•	Healthcare costs and limited social security create uncertainty
•	Individual freedom remains a key contributor to perceived happiness


Human Freedom Index

Score: ~8.3 / 10
Rank: 17
Trend: slightly declining
•	Strong protections for freedom of expression, press, and religion
•	Increasing polarization limits open public discourse
•	Surveillance, security policies, and policing raise concerns
•	High economic freedom, but unevenly distributed
•	Freedom is formally protected, but increasingly politicized


Democracy Index

Score: ~7.9 / 10
Rank: 28
Trend: declining
•	Classified as a flawed democracy
•	Elections remain free, but trust in them is decreasing
•	Polarization limits reform and compromise
•	Influence of money and lobbying undermines confidence
•	Institutions remain stable, but legitimacy is increasingly questioned


Legatum Prosperity Index

Score: ~72 / 100
Rank: 19
Trend: slightly declining
•	One of the world’s strongest economies
•	High innovation and leading universities
•	Weak social safety systems compared internationally
•	Significant regional disparities
•	Prosperity exists, but is uneven and increasingly fragile


Global Peace Index

Score: ~2.6
Rank: 135
Trend: sharply declining
•	High levels of domestic and gun-related violence
•	Rising social tensions and political radicalization
•	Strong global military presence and assertive foreign policy
•	International interventions negatively affect the index
•	Internal divisions pose a greater threat than external conflicts

Brief Summary: USA

The United States combines exceptional levels of freedom, economic power, and innovation.
At the same time, polarization, inequality, and internal tensions are increasingly putting pressure on its social foundation.

Together, they show how free, prosperous, democratic, or dangerous a country is—both internally and externally—and how happy people are living there.
The path leads through all continents
We will now take a closer look at the most significant countries. They show how differently freedom, prosperity, happiness, democracy, and peace are distributed today.

This is where our inventory begins in January 2026 



🇩🇪 Germany

Population (2025): approx. 84 million
Global rank (population): ~19th
Area: approx. 357,600 km²
Global rank (area): ~63rd


Why Germany matters for Europe

Germany holds a unique position in Europe. While not the largest country by area, it is the most populous within the European Union and its economic engine. Political, economic, and social developments in Germany therefore have a direct impact across the continent.
Historically, Germany’s role is shaped by the defining events of the 20th century—two world wars, the Holocaust, division, and reunification. From this past emerged a political culture that emphasizes the rule of law, restraint in power politics, and strong commitment to European integration.
Within the European Union, Germany acts simultaneously as stabilizer, driving force, and brake. As the largest economy, it influences fiscal rules, monetary stability, and economic policy. This creates both leadership and tension, as expectations and mistrust grow alongside its influence.
In security policy, Germany has long been cautious. This changed following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, leading to increased defense spending and a more active international role—developments that affect the entire European security structure.
Socially, Germany is often seen as a model of stability and social security. However, this model is under pressure: demographic change, migration, economic transformation, and declining trust in political institutions are challenging its long-term sustainability.
Germany is therefore a central power in Europe—economically dominant, politically influential, historically shaped—and at the same time a key indicator of how resilient European democracy is under changing global conditions.

General country description

Located in the heart of Europe, Germany borders nine countries and has long served as a hub for trade and exchange. Today, it is deeply integrated into European and global systems and strongly export-oriented.
Politically, Germany is a federal parliamentary democracy. Power is shared between the federal government, the states, and local authorities. This structure promotes stability, but often slows decision-making and increases complexity.
Socially, Germany offers a high level of social security, with broad access to education, healthcare, and welfare systems. However, rising costs, labor shortages, and an aging population are putting increasing strain on these systems.
The political culture has traditionally been consensus-driven, but this is changing. Trust in political institutions is declining, and populist movements are gaining visibility. While democracy remains stable, it is increasingly viewed more critically.
Economically, Germany remains one of the world’s most productive economies, built on industry, small and medium-sized enterprises, and technological expertise. At the same time, structural weaknesses are becoming more visible: slow digitalization, underinvestment, and dependence on global markets.
Overall, Germany is a stable and prosperous country—but one at a turning point.
The key question is not whether democracy will endure, but whether it can adapt and renew itself in a more dynamic and uncertain world.

🇩🇪 Germany

A stable order under pressure—between prosperity, security, and the need for reform.


World Happiness Index (WHI)

Score: ~6.9 / 10
Rank: 20
Trend: slightly declining
•	High living standards support overall well-being
•	Growing uncertainty about the future reduces satisfaction
•	Bureaucracy and regulatory pressure are perceived as burdens
•	Social security provides stability but can create dependency
•	A general sense of uncertainty affects happiness


Human Freedom Index

Score: ~8.6 / 10
Rank: 17
Trend: slightly declining
•	Strong rule of law and protection of fundamental rights
•	Freedom of speech and press are well established
•	Increasing regulation limits individual and economic freedom
•	Surveillance and security laws raise concerns
•	Freedom is protected, but increasingly managed


Democracy Index

Score: ~8.7 / 10
Rank: 13
Trend: stable to slightly declining
•	Classified as a full democracy
•	Free elections and strong institutions ensure stability
•	Declining voter engagement weakens participation
•	Coalition politics slows reform processes
•	Trust in institutions exists but is gradually declining


Legatum Prosperity Index

Score: ~80 / 100
Rank: 9
Trend: stagnant
•	Strong, export-oriented economy
•	Industry and skilled workforce form a solid foundation
•	Energy costs and bureaucracy reduce competitiveness
•	Infrastructure and digitalization show weaknesses
•	Prosperity remains high, but growth is slowing


Global Peace Index

Score: ~1.6
Rank: 16
Trend: stable
•	One of the safer countries globally
•	Moderate levels of crime and internal violence
•	Strong focus on multilateral foreign policy
•	Traditionally restrained military role
•	Peace is increasingly influenced by global tensions


Brief Summary: Germany

Germany is a prosperous, free, and stable country.
However, structural rigidity, regulatory pressure, and growing uncertainty are slowing momentum and weakening confidence.



South Africa

Population (2025): approx. 62 million
Global rank (population): 24th
Area: approx. 1.22 million km²
Global rank (area): 24th

Why South Africa matters for Africa
South Africa holds a prominent position within Africa. It is not the most populous country on the continent, but it is one of the most economically, politically, and symbolically significant. To this day, it is seen as a key country in sub-Saharan Africa—a reference point for democratic transition and economic potential, but also for the unresolved legacy of colonialism and apartheid.
South Africa’s international importance is rooted above all in its history. The comparatively peaceful transition from apartheid to democracy in the 1990s was celebrated worldwide as a historic example. Nelson Mandela and the new constitution turned South Africa into a symbol of hope—proof that reconciliation, the rule of law, and democracy are possible even after systematic oppression.
For many African countries, South Africa became a moral and political point of reference.
Economically, South Africa is one of the most industrialized countries on the continent. It has developed financial markets, comparatively advanced infrastructure, and extensive natural resources. Johannesburg remains one of Africa’s most important economic centers. As a result, developments in South Africa directly affect regional markets, migration patterns, and investment flows.
In foreign policy, South Africa sees itself as a voice of the Global South. As a member of BRICS, it often positions itself between Western and non-Western perspectives. This gives the country geopolitical weight, even as it struggles with serious domestic challenges.
Because South Africa was once seen as a democratic model, its current trajectory matters far beyond its borders. Across Africa, it is watched both as a warning sign and as a reminder that political freedom cannot remain stable without social justice.

General country description

South Africa lies at the southern tip of the African continent, with access to both the Atlantic and Indian Oceans. This location has long given it strategic importance and promoted trade, while also attracting colonial interests. The country’s population is highly diverse in ethnic, cultural, and linguistic terms—a legacy of both indigenous societies and European colonial rule.
Politically, South Africa is a parliamentary democracy with a progressive constitution that guarantees broad rights and freedoms. In practice, however, there is a wide gap between constitutional principles and everyday reality. Corruption, weak administration, and long-term party dominance have eroded trust in public institutions.
Socially, South Africa remains one of the most unequal countries in the world. The divisions created by apartheid still shape the country—geographically, economically, and socially. A small, affluent elite stands alongside a much larger population affected by unemployment, precarious living conditions, and limited opportunities. Violent crime is part of daily life for many people.
Economically, South Africa has enormous potential, but much of it remains underused. Energy shortages, poor governance, and uncertainty for investors continue to limit growth. Youth unemployment is especially severe and poses a long-term threat to social stability.
Despite these problems, South Africa remains an open society with a lively civil society, a free press, and a critical public sphere. Democracy exists—but it is fragile. The key question is not whether South Africa is democratic, but how long democracy can remain viable without broader social participation and opportunity.

🇿🇦 South Africa

Great potential, deep contradictions—a country caught between hope and daily reality.


World Happiness Index (WHI)

Score: ~5.3 / 10
Rank: 83
Trend: stagnant to slightly fluctuating
•	Severe social inequality weighs heavily on life satisfaction
•	High unemployment, especially among young people, lowers well-being
•	Family and community remain important emotional anchors
•	Crime reduces both security and overall quality of life
•	Despite these challenges, hope for improvement remains deeply rooted


Human Freedom Index

Score: ~6.6 / 10
Rank: 72
Trend: slightly declining
•	The constitution guarantees broad civil liberties
•	In practice, weak state capacity limits implementation
•	High crime rates restrict real freedom of movement
•	Economic freedom is constrained by bureaucracy and corruption
•	There is a significant gap between formal and lived freedom


Democracy Index

Score: ~7.0 / 10
Rank: 46
Trend: gradually declining
•	Classified as a flawed democracy
•	Free elections and an active civil society are in place
•	One-party dominance weakens genuine political competition
•	Corruption undermines trust in institutions
•	Media freedom exists, but faces economic pressure


Legatum Prosperity Index

Score: ~57 / 100
Rank: 66
Trend: stagnant
•	South Africa has the largest and most diversified economy in Africa
•	Energy supply and infrastructure remain major structural weaknesses
•	The education system shows strong regional disparities
•	High unemployment limits social mobility and prosperity
•	Financial and business structures are relatively strong, but implementation is weak


Global Peace Index

Score: ~2.4
Rank: 124
Trend: consistently weak
•	Violence and crime rates are very high
•	Internal security remains low, despite the absence of civil war
•	Social tensions are the main source of internal conflict
•	Internationally, South Africa is not highly aggressive militarily
•	Peace is challenged mainly by domestic political and social conditions


Brief Summary: South Africa

South Africa is a liberal democracy with enormous potential.
At the same time, inequality, crime, and weak state capacity continue to hinder happiness, peace, and prosperity.


🇨🇳 China

Population (2025): approx. 1.41 billion
Global rank (population): 2nd (after India)
Area: approx. 9.6 million km²
Global rank (area): 4th


Why China matters for Asia
China is the central power center of Asia. No other country influences the continent in such a comprehensive way—demographically, economically, politically, and increasingly militarily. Developments in China shape not only East Asia, but the whole region and, increasingly, the global order.
Historically, China sees itself less as a nation-state in the Western sense and more as a civilization with thousands of years of continuity. This self-understanding still shapes both politics and society. Stability, unity, and order are treated as core values. The state does not primarily define itself as a protector of individual freedom, but as a guarantor of collective strength.
This model appeals to many countries in Asia, especially where Western democracies are seen as unstable, inefficient, or morally prescriptive.
Economically, China has become Asia’s leading power. It is a central production hub, the most important trading partner for many neighboring countries, and a key engine of regional development. Initiatives such as the New Silk Road extend China’s influence through infrastructure and finance, creating networks of dependency that reinforce its political reach.
In foreign policy, China acts with growing confidence. Territorial disputes in the South China Sea, pressure on Taiwan, and strategic rivalry with the United States make it a decisive factor in Asia’s security architecture. At the same time, China usually avoids open military escalation and prefers long-term power projection.
For Asia, China is therefore a model, a partner, and a potential threat at the same time. It shows that rapid economic development is possible without political liberalization—but also raises the question of how stable such a system remains when power is highly centralized and control continues to expand.

General country description

China is a country of superlatives. Its size, population, and economic dynamism make it unique. At the same time, it is highly diverse internally: modern megacities coexist with rural regions whose living standards remain much lower. These regional disparities shape everyday life across the country.
Politically, China is an authoritarian one-party state. The Communist Party controls the state, the military, the judiciary, and the media. Political opposition is not permitted, and freedom of expression is heavily restricted. The legitimacy of the system rests less on elections than on economic performance, national pride, and the promise of stability.
Socially, China has undergone profound change in recent decades. Hundreds of millions of people have been lifted out of extreme poverty. At the same time, state control has expanded. Digital surveillance, censorship, and social monitoring are now deeply embedded in everyday life. Individual freedom is subordinated to the goal of order and stability.
Economically, China remains one of the world’s most dynamic economies, but it also faces major structural challenges: demographic decline, a real estate crisis, high levels of debt, and slowing growth. The state is responding with tighter control and increased intervention.
China presents itself as a stable and capable force of order. Yet this stability comes at the cost of political control and restricted freedom. The central question is not whether the Chinese model functions in the short term—but what long-term price society and the world may pay for it.


🇨🇳 China

An emerging world power—between economic dynamism, state control, and limited freedom.

World Happiness Index (WHI)

Score: ~5.9 / 10
Rank: 65
Trend: slightly rising

•	Material prosperity and economic growth improve life satisfaction for many
•	Social security and political stability create a sense of reassurance
•	High pressure in work and education weighs on well-being
•	Limited individual freedom restricts personal development
•	Happiness is defined more collectively and materially than individually


Human Freedom Index

Score: ~3.3 / 10
Rank: 149
Trend: consistently low
•	Freedom of speech, press, and assembly is severely restricted
•	Comprehensive state surveillance shapes daily life
•	The rule of law remains subordinate to political leadership
•	Economic freedom exists only within clear state limits
•	Freedom is seen more as a threat to stability than as a core value

Democracy Index

Score: ~2.1 / 10
Rank: 148
Trend: consistently low
•	Classified as an authoritarian one-party system
•	Political power is highly centralized
•	Elections do not offer genuine political choice
•	Civil society participation is tightly restricted
•	Legitimacy is based mainly on economic success and national strength


Legatum Prosperity Index

Score: ~66 / 100
Rank: 53
Trend: slightly rising
•	China has one of the world’s largest economies
•	Rapid infrastructure expansion and technological progress drive development
•	Social security varies strongly by region
•	Demographic change and the real estate crisis weigh on future prospects
•	Prosperity is growing, but remains unevenly distributed


Global Peace Index

Score: ~2.0
Rank: 89
Trend: stable
•	Internal security is maintained through strict control
•	Violent crime is relatively low
•	Regional tensions increasingly shape foreign policy
•	Military buildup affects international perceptions
•	Peace is understood primarily as order and stability

Brief Summary: China

China combines economic strength with extensive political control.
Prosperity is rising, but individual freedom remains severely limited.


🇦🇺 Australia

Area: approx. 7.69 million km²
Global rank (area): 6th

Why Australia matters for Oceania
Australia holds a unique position within Oceania. It is not only the largest country on the continent, but also its political, economic, and security center. As the region’s only highly developed country, it plays a key role in shaping stability across the Indo-Pacific.
Geographically isolated yet closely connected to the West, Australia acts as a strategic bridge for Western democracies in the Pacific. It is a close ally of the United States and the United Kingdom and an active participant in regional security alliances. This places Australia at the intersection of growing geopolitical tensions—particularly between the United States and China—even without being a global superpower itself.
Economically, Australia is central to the region. Its exports of raw materials, agricultural products, and services support not only its own prosperity but also influence regional markets. Decisions on trade, environmental policy, and migration have direct effects on smaller Pacific island states.
Politically, Australia is widely regarded as the most stable democracy in Oceania. Its institutions serve as a model for governance, rule of law, and democratic practice. At the same time, it reflects the broader challenges faced by liberal democracies: balancing security interests, economic dependencies, and core values.

Australia’s importance lies less in projecting power than in providing stability and orientation. How it manages this balance sends a signal across the entire region.

General country description

Australia is a sparsely populated continental nation characterized by extreme geographic and climatic contrasts. While large parts of the country consist of desert and semi-desert regions, most people live in urban coastal areas. This concentration shapes infrastructure, political priorities, and social dynamics.
Politically, Australia is a federal parliamentary democracy with stable institutions. The separation of powers, independent courts, and a free press are well established. Political culture is generally pragmatic and less polarized than in many other countries, although populist movements have gained visibility in recent years.
Socially, Australia is a classic immigration society. A large share of the population was born abroad, contributing to cultural diversity and economic dynamism. At the same time, the treatment of Indigenous Australians remains an unresolved historical and social issue, with persistent inequalities between Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations.
Economically, Australia ranks among the wealthiest countries in the world. High incomes, stable employment, and strong social systems support a high standard of living. However, the economy remains heavily dependent on natural resources and trade with Asia—especially China.
Overall, Australia combines prosperity, stability, and openness. The key challenge for the future lies in maintaining this balance amid geopolitical tensions, environmental risks, and rising social pressures.


🇦🇺 Australia

A high standard of living at the edge of the world—between freedom, stability, and growing uncertainty.

World Happiness Index (WHI)

Score: ~7.1 / 10
Rank: 11
Trend: stable
•	High quality of life and favorable environmental conditions support well-being
•	Strong social systems and community life provide stability
•	Rising living costs are becoming a burden
•	Housing shortages in major cities are increasing
•	Social relationships and leisure time play an important role


Human Freedom Index

Score: ~8.9 / 10
Rank: 12
Trend: stable
•	Strong protection of civil liberties and rule of law
•	Freedom of speech and press largely ensured
•	Some lingering effects of pandemic-related restrictions
•	High economic freedom within a regulated framework
•	Freedom remains widely accepted, but increasingly balanced against security concerns


Democracy Index

Score: ~8.8 / 10
Rank: 11
Trend: stable
•	Classified as a full democracy
•	Free elections and transparent institutions ensure stability
•	High voter participation strengthens legitimacy
•	Political polarization remains moderate
•	Public trust in institutions is relatively strong


Legatum Prosperity Index

Score: ~82 / 100
Rank: 13
Trend: stable
•	Strong and diversified economy
•	Abundant natural resources support prosperity
•	High-quality education and research drive innovation
•	Dependence on Asian markets creates vulnerabilities
•	Wealth is broadly distributed, but living costs are rising


Global Peace Index

Score: ~1.5
Rank: 17
Trend: stable
•	Among the more peaceful countries globally
•	High internal security and relatively low levels of violence
•	Participation in international military missions
•	Increasing focus on Indo-Pacific security challenges
•	Peace is actively maintained as a strategic priority


Brief Summary: Australia

Australia combines a high quality of life, freedom, and stability.
At the same time, rising costs, geopolitical dependencies, and security concerns are creating new pressures.
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The five most important countries on each continent
Here we can see at a glance where we are in the "green" zone. Red for China for freedom and democracy. Lots of yellow for South Africa for happiness, prosperity, and peace. The US is weak in terms of peace.
Before we delve deeper into the country comparison and draw our first conclusions, let's look back to the beginning of humanity. Back to where people first formed communities, made decisions, and distributed power. Only when we understand how societies were originally organized can we recognize which patterns are still effective today—and which paths led to freedom or oppression early on.
Chapter 2: History of democracy
The Egalitarian Roots


Hunter-Gatherer Societies and the First “Democracy Without a Name”
(approx. 300,000 BCE – 10,000 BCE)
Long before there were states, kings, or parliaments, people lived in small groups of around twenty to at most one hundred and fifty individuals. They moved through the landscape, gathered plants, hunted animals, and slept wherever night fell.
Within these groups, there were no permanent rulers. Any power claimed by a single individual for too long was quickly curtailed—through ridicule, exclusion, or simply because others stopped following.
Scholars describe such societies as egalitarian, meaning that members were largely equal. Some individuals were more skilled at hunting, finding water, or healing, but their standing depended on their willingness to share their knowledge and abilities. Those who began to hoard or dominate others quickly lost respect and support.
In a world where survival depended on cooperation, this created a highly effective safeguard against lasting inequality.
Decisions were made collectively. In the evenings, people gathered around the fire to discuss the next day, resolve disputes, or decide where to move next. Everyone could speak—men, women, and often young people as well.
Archaeological evidence supports this picture. Women and men were of similar height, similarly nourished, and buried in comparable ways. There are no clear signs of wealth or poverty, no lavish graves for “important” individuals. Even tools and ornaments were generally simple and similar for most.
This way of life persisted for nearly the entire existence of our species, Homo sapiens—for more than 290,000 years.
It was not an idyllic world. There was hunger, cold, injury, and constant danger. But it was a society in which no one stood permanently above others. Power had to be earned repeatedly, and it was never allowed to turn into lasting domination.
Only with the transition to settled life and agriculture around 12,000 years ago did this change fundamentally. Those who could store supplies and cultivate land could suddenly possess more than others. Possession opened new pathways to power, and the old mechanisms of equality began to weaken.

The egalitarian structures of hunter-gatherer societies became the exception rather than the rule.
And yet this distant era offers a simple and powerful insight: human beings can live together successfully for long periods without rulers and without fixed hierarchies.
The capacity for self-organization, fair decision-making, and shared resources is deeply rooted in our history. It existed long before the word democracy was ever coined—and it may be exactly the compass we need again today.


The Loss of Equality

Chiefdoms, Early States, and the Invention of Hierarchy
(approx. 10,000 BCE – 800 BCE)
Around 12,000 years ago, a profound transformation began. Some groups stopped moving and settled near fertile rivers—in regions that are now Iraq, Egypt, the Indus Valley, and China. They began cultivating crops, domesticating animals, and storing food.
What appeared to be progress had a decisive consequence: for the first time, people could own more than they could immediately consume. And those who owned more could compel others to work for them.
The mechanisms that had once preserved equality—sharing, social pressure, or simply leaving—lost their effectiveness. Those who controlled fertile land or large granaries could reward warriors. Those with warriors could expand their control further.
“I hunted today, let’s share” gradually became:
“This is my field, my harvest, my people.”
From this shift, the first chiefdoms emerged.
A chief was not yet a king in a palace, but he already stood above others. He distributed land, led conflicts, and received privileged shares of resources. Crucially, his position often became inheritable.
This marked a fundamental change.
In earlier societies, status had always been temporary—something that had to be earned again each day. Now, power could be passed down.
Archaeological evidence reflects this transformation. Large burial mounds filled with weapons, jewelry, and even attendants appear alongside simple graves for ordinary people. In sites such as Çatalhöyük or Jericho, large houses stand next to small huts as early as 9,000 years ago.
The equality of the hunter-gatherer era was fading.
In Mesopotamia, chiefdoms developed into the first city-states, such as Uruk and Ur. Temples functioned as both granaries and administrative centers. Priest-kings emerged. Clay tablets recorded obligations—who owed how much grain.
The earliest writing was not poetry.
It was accounting.
This reveals how quickly collective survival turned into structured obligation.
In Egypt and other regions, these systems evolved into full kingdoms. The pharaoh was regarded not merely as a ruler but as a divine figure. In China, the concept of the “Mandate of Heaven” linked political authority to cosmic order—yet power still concentrated at the top.
This transformation unfolded over centuries and did not occur everywhere in the same way. Some societies remained egalitarian longer, particularly in environments where storing resources was difficult—deserts, mountains, or rainforests.
But wherever agriculture and livestock became established, hierarchy almost always followed.
Why does this matter?
Because inequality and strong hierarchies are often seen as natural. In reality, they are historical developments—made possible by specific economic conditions.
Hunter-gatherer societies remind us that alternative forms of organization once existed—and functioned.
And precisely because we have experienced this shift, we can better understand today how valuable—and how fragile—equality truly is.


The Miracle of Athens

The Birth of Direct Democracy and Its Limits
(6th–4th centuries BCE)
In the winter of 431/430 BCE, the Peloponnesian War had been underway for only a year, and Athens was already mourning its first losses. As was customary, the fallen were honored in a public funeral: an empty coffin for the missing, ten more for the dead of the ten tribes, a procession through the city—and then a speech.
Pericles spoke.
His words, later recorded by Thucydides, remain one of the most powerful reflections on democracy ever written.
He began not with grief, but with a statement of principle:
“Our constitution is called democracy because power lies not in the hands of a few, but of the many.”
He continued:
“Before the law, all are equal—whether poor or rich, of low or high birth.”
And further:
“In public office, it is not class that matters, but ability. Those who can serve the city are not prevented from doing so by poverty.”
Pericles described a society in which poverty was not a disgrace, but disengagement from public life was. Citizens were expected to care for both their private affairs and the common good.
He emphasized openness:
“We live freely together, without suspicion when others act differently.”
He praised culture, public life, and intellectual exchange as sources of strength. And he highlighted open debate:
“We discuss matters openly, for we do not believe that words are harmful—what is harmful is action without prior discussion.”
Then came a sentence that still resonates:
“Our city as a whole is the school of Greece.”
Pericles concluded by honoring the dead as citizens who had defended a society worth living in—a community that demonstrated how freedom and strength could coexist.
This was not mere rhetoric.
Those listening knew that Athens faced war, disease, and uncertainty. Yet the speech captured an ideal—a vision of what democracy could be.

At the same time, its limits were clear. When Pericles spoke of equality, he referred only to free male citizens. Women, slaves, and foreigners were excluded.
And yet the speech remains a milestone.
At a time when most societies were ruled by kings or religious authorities, an elected leader stood before the people and conveyed a radical idea:
A community can govern itself.
That idea—however incomplete in practice—continues to shape democratic thinking today.
And it leaves us with a quiet but enduring question:
How far are we willing to go to realize it?





The Roman Republic and Germanic Thing Assemblies

Parallel Experiments with Popular Representation
(5th century BCE – 5th century CE)
While Athens was direct and outspoken, Rome followed a different, quieter path—and in doing so created the model on which almost all modern democracies still rest: the representative republic.
Around 509 BCE, the Romans expelled their last king and declared: never again should a single individual rule over them. Instead, they created a complex system designed to distribute and restrain power as much as possible. Two consuls were elected for only one year and could block each other’s actions. The Senate—around 300 older, mostly wealthy men—deliberated and exercised enormous influence, but it could not pass laws on its own. The popular assemblies (comitia centuriata and comitia tributa) elected officials and voted on war, peace, and laws.
This was not democracy in the Athenian sense. The wealthy had far greater influence, since voting was structured by wealth and military rank, and women, slaves, and most provincial inhabitants were excluded. But it was still a monumental step. For the first time, there were written laws—the Twelve Tables of around 450 BCE—judges who ruled independently, and the principle of Senatus Populusque Romanus, the Senate and the People of Rome, as a shared source of power.
Rome showed that even a large territory—eventually an empire—did not have to be governed by a single ruler alone.
Far to the north, beyond the Alps, another experiment was unfolding at the same time—quieter, more decentralized, and surprisingly durable: the Germanic Thing assemblies.
Among the free tribes of the Cherusci, Saxons, Frisians, and Scandinavians, there were no kings in the Roman sense. Once or several times a year, all able-bodied free men—and sometimes women in important matters—gathered at a sacred tree, on a meadow, or on a hill. They called this gathering the Thing. There, disputes were settled, military campaigns decided, and leaders elected—by acclamation and by the clashing of spears against shields. Whoever received the loudest and longest response had the majority.
It was direct, often rough, and entirely oral. There were no written laws; everything was preserved through memory, oath, and honor. In some tribes, such as the Cimbri or the early Icelanders, women had more influence than in Rome or Athens. Slaves remained excluded, but among free farmers and warriors, equality was real enough that a chieftain could lead only as long as the assembly followed him.
This Thing tradition outlived the Roman Empire. When Germanic tribes moved south and west in late antiquity, they carried it with them—to the Frankish world, to England, where it evolved into the Witenagemot, and to Iceland, where the famous Althing, founded in 930 CE, became the oldest surviving parliament in the world. Even the Swiss Confederates later invoked this tradition when they swore their oath on the Rütli.
Rome and the Germanic peoples coexisted for centuries—one large, literate, and centralized; the other small, oral, and decentralized. Yet both proved the same basic point: people can organize themselves without a single ruler at the top, as long as they have rules, share power, and are required to relinquish it.
Rome fell in 476 CE, at least in the West, but its republican idea survived in monasteries, legal traditions, and municipal memory. The Thing survived in villages, valleys, and local customs.
Both traditions were waiting to be rediscovered in the Middle Ages and the modern era—and together they would help form the foundations of what we now call parliament, the separation of powers, and citizen participation.
We have already encountered Iceland: from 930 CE onward, the Althing met in the open air, with no kings—only free farmers and their goðar, who jointly administered justice and made laws for nearly three hundred years.

In a very similar form, the Thing tradition also continued across mainland Scandinavia.
In Sweden, free farmers gathered at provincial Things until the fifteenth century, such as the Lösa Thing in Uppland or the famous Mora Thing, where kings were later elected. In Denmark, there were the Viborg Landthing and the Lund Thing; in Norway, the Frostathing near Trondheim, the Gulating in western Norway, and the Eidsivating. These assemblies were not folklore. They were real institutions of power.
All free men—and in some cases widows and daughters who owned a farm—were allowed to take part.
They elected or confirmed the king, or rejected him.
They amended laws.
They judged cases of murder, theft, and border disputes.
And decisions were often made by acclamation or by the banging of weapons—whoever was louder prevailed.
As late as 1434, Swedish peasants under Engelbrekt Engelbrektsson forced the king to convene a national Riksdag, the forerunner of today’s parliament. The peasants marched armed to Stockholm and declared: “Nothing happens here without us.” It was not a request. It was a command from below.
At the same time, the Swiss Confederation and its Landsgemeinden were taking shape in the Alps. Beginning in 1291, valley communities formed alliances, swore mutual support, and refused to obey Habsburg rule. In Appenzell, Glarus, Uri, and elsewhere, men—and later, in some matters, women—gathered every spring in the town square or on the Landsgemeindeplatz and decided matters by a show of hands: taxes, war, alliances, even the building of bridges.
And in the cities—from Bruges to Cologne to Novgorod—citizens and guilds purchased or fought for charters of freedom and governed themselves.
What connected all these places?
Most were located off the main routes—in valleys, on islands, or across the sea—and were therefore difficult to control.
The people were armed and used to defending themselves.
And they retained a living memory of older traditions of assembly that had never entirely disappeared.
That is why a Swedish peasant in the fifteenth century could still say:
“We are as free as our forefathers were a thousand years ago.”
And why an Appenzeller could still proudly declare in the nineteenth century:
“We have no lord over us—only the law that we make ourselves.”

These small, sometimes tiny democracies were not perfect. Women were long excluded or only indirectly involved. The poor had fewer opportunities than landowners. And some assemblies ended in bloody conflict.
But over the centuries they proved something essential: where people meet regularly, make decisions together, and bind themselves to those decisions, there is no need for a king by the grace of God.
When the great revolutions later came—in England, America, and France—people did not have to begin from nothing. They only had to reach into the old chest and say:

Our ancestors had done it before—at Thingvellir, on the Rütli, at the Frostathing, and in the Hanseatic cities.


Medieval Origins

Icelandic Althing, Swiss Landsgemeinden, Scandinavian Things, and Municipal Self-Government
(9th–15th centuries)
Imagine Thingvellir, Iceland, in June 999 CE.
The meadow is muddy. The air smells of wet horses and smoked sheep. Five thousand people are camped there for two weeks in tents. In the middle stands a small hill, the Lögberg—the Law Rock.
There, Thorgeir, a pagan goði with a long beard, is about to speak.
The entire country is divided. Should Iceland convert to Christianity because the Norwegian king is pressuring it, or remain faithful to the old gods? Thorgeir withdraws for a day and a night beneath a fur cloak—supposedly to think. Then he rises and says calmly:
“We will accept Christianity—but everyone may continue to worship the old gods at home.”
The crowd roars. Spears clash. But no one draws a sword.
That is how Iceland became Christian—peacefully, through a single public assembly and without war.
Three hundred years later, in 1291, three men meet at night on the Rütli meadow above Lake Lucerne: Werner Stauffacher from Schwyz, Walter Fürst from Uri, and Arnold von Melchtal from Unterwalden. According to legend, the Habsburg bailiff had Arnold’s father blinded because he refused to surrender an ox. By torchlight, the three men swear:
“We will stand by one another and no longer accept a foreign judge over us.”
This is the famous Rütli Oath—the beginning of Switzerland.
No king is present. Only three angry peasants, their daggers, and an oath.
Farther north, in 1435, near Mora in Sweden, the miner Engelbrekt Engelbrektsson has had enough. The Danish king collects taxes but sends no troops against roaming bands of robbers. Engelbrekt sets out with a few hundred farmers and miners, defeats royal forces, and marches on Stockholm. There he compels the imperial council to convene the first real Swedish national assembly. The peasants arrive armed, wrapped in furs, carrying axes. They elect Engelbrekt as regent—a simple miner as ruler of the realm.
He is murdered by a nobleman two years later, but the message remains:
when peasants stand together, kings begin to tremble.
And in Lübeck, in 1408, the craftsmen’s guilds have had enough of the wealthy merchant families who dominate the council. One morning, brewers, blacksmiths, and tailors storm the town hall, throw the old councillors down the stairs, and write a new constitution: from now on, every guild will have seats on the council.
The uprising lasts only a day.
The new order lasts nearly a century.
Or Glarus, in 1412: a young man protests loudly against excessive taxes on the Landsgemeinde square. The Landammann wants him silenced. Then an old farmer rises, draws his sword, and lays it across the young man’s path:
“Whoever touches him must kill me first.”
The crowd cheers, and the tax is reduced.
Even today, people in Glarus still tell this story when they gather in the square each spring, armed with umbrellas and their voices.
What unites all these stories is the same pattern:
A few brave people say, “Enough.”
They gather in a real place—a meadow, a rock, a church square.
They speak, swear, clash weapons, or raise their hands.
And suddenly power is no longer somewhere above them, but right there among them.
These stories were passed down around the fire, from fathers to sons and from mothers to daughters. Later, when the great revolutions arrived, they were taken out again like old swords from a barn:
Look—we have done this before, without a king and without mercy from above.





The Great Turning Point

Magna Carta, the English Revolution, and the Idea of Popular Sovereignty
(1215–1689)
On June 15, 1215, King John stands on a damp meadow at Runnymede along the Thames, surrounded by armed and angry barons. They hold swords. He has no army nearby.
Weeks earlier, they had taken London and forced him to accept a document with 63 clauses. According to legend, John is furious—spitting on the ground, clenching his teeth—but in the end, he seals it.
This document becomes known as the Magna Carta.
Two of its sentences would later change the world:
“No free man shall be arrested or deprived of his property … except by the lawful judgment of his peers or by the law of the land.”
“No tax shall be levied without the general consent of the realm.”
At the time, the barons were simply defending their own privileges. But the text did not remain in their hands. It spread—to townspeople, to peasants, and eventually to revolutionaries.
For the first time, a king had been placed under written law.
Four hundred years later, in 1642, another king stands in a field—this time in Nottingham—and raises his banner against his own Parliament.
Charles I still believes in the divine right of kings.
Parliament believes something entirely new: that power comes from the people—and is only entrusted, not owned.
During the English Civil War, something remarkable happens.
Ordinary soldiers and farmers sit together in the evenings and discuss how the country should be governed after the war. In October 1647, representatives of the army meet in a church in Putney.
There, Colonel Thomas Rainborough says:
“The poorest man in England has a life to live, just as the richest does. Therefore, I believe that every man should have a say in the government under which he lives.”

Across from him, General Ireton warns: if everyone votes, even the poorest, then “every servant and every beggar will want to vote.”
The debate continues for days. It is recorded word for word—and ends without a final decision.
But something has changed.
The idea is now out in the open.
Two years later, on January 30, 1649, Charles I stands before the window at Whitehall. A masked executioner raises the axe.
For the first time in Europe, a king is executed by his own people—declared a tyrant, traitor, and enemy of the people.
England becomes a republic—the Commonwealth.
It lasts only eleven years, but it leaves behind two ideas that never disappear:
Kings are not gods.
Power comes from below.
In 1688, it happens again—this time almost without bloodshed.
King James II flees. Parliament invites William of Orange and Mary to take the throne—but only under strict conditions. They must accept the Bill of Rights.
It establishes:
No taxation without Parliament.
No standing army in peacetime without consent.
Free elections.
Freedom of speech in Parliament.
And above all:
The king rules by the will of Parliament, not by the will of God.
At the same time, the philosopher John Locke writes what will later become one of the most influential ideas in political history:
Governments are created by people to protect their natural rights.
If they fail, the people have the right to change or abolish them.
From Runnymede, Putney, and Whitehall, one fundamental idea emerges:
Not God. Not the king. Not the nobility.
The people are sovereign.
This is the turning point.
Earlier movements toward participation had been local and limited. Now, for the first time, there is an idea powerful enough to shape entire nations—and eventually the world.


The Age of Revolutions

America 1776, France 1789, and the Global Spread of the Democratic Idea
(1776–1848)
On July 4, 1776, fifty-six men gather in a hot room in Philadelphia. The windows are closed to keep out spies. Sweat runs down their faces.
Thomas Jefferson, 33 years old, reads aloud:
“We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men are created equal… that they are endowed with certain unalienable rights… among them life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”
Then comes the decisive sentence:

“When a government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it.”
The men sign—knowing that if they fail, they will lose everything.
John Hancock signs so large that, as he later jokes, “the king can read it without his glasses.”
They win.
And suddenly, there is something entirely new: a large country without a king, without a nobility—founded on the simple words:
“We the People.”
Thirteen years later, on July 14, 1789, a crowd storms the Bastille in Paris. Inside are only seven prisoners—but the building stands for royal power.
Weeks later, representatives of the people gather in a tennis hall in Versailles and swear:
“We will not disperse until we have a constitution.”
On August 26, 1789, the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen is adopted.
It states:
All people are born free and equal.
The law expresses the will of the people.
Every citizen has the right to participate—directly or through representatives.
France descends into violence, terror, and eventually empire.
But the ideas cannot be stopped.
They spread:
To Haiti, where enslaved people establish the first Black republic in 1804.
To Greece, where fighters cry “Freedom or death.”
To Latin America, where leaders like Simón Bolívar liberate entire regions from colonial rule.
Then comes 1848—a year unlike any other.
Across Europe, revolutions erupt almost simultaneously: in Paris, Berlin, Vienna, Budapest, Milan, Prague, and beyond.
Workers, students, women, and citizens demand constitutions, rights, and participation.
In Frankfurt, the first freely elected German parliament meets. One delegate says:
“Having seen the people in the streets, I know: sovereignty no longer lies with princes, but with the people.”
Most of these revolutions fail. The old powers return.
But something irreversible has happened.
The idea can no longer be contained.
Constitutions spread. Parliaments emerge. Censorship weakens.
And everywhere, one conviction takes hold:
Power belongs to the people—and the people are beginning to claim it.



The Long Consolidation

Women’s Suffrage, Decolonization, and the “Third Wave” of Democracy
(1918–1990)
On November 12, 1918, in the rain in Bern, a woman walks through the streets distributing leaflets.
Her name is Emilie Gourd.
Her message is simple:
“If men have died for democracy—why should women not be allowed to vote?”
In some countries, women already have this right—New Zealand (1893), Australia (1902), Norway (1913), Denmark (1915). Now, the movement accelerates.
Between 1918 and 1920, women gain voting rights in Germany, Austria, Poland, the Netherlands, and the United States.
In Britain, it follows in 1928.
In France, not until 1944.
In Switzerland, only in 1971.
In Liechtenstein, as late as 1984.
But by the end of the 20th century, one thing is clear:
No democracy can exclude half its population.
At the same time, another transformation unfolds: the end of colonial empires.
In 1947, Jawaharlal Nehru declares India’s independence:
“As the world sleeps, India awakens to freedom.”
In the decades that follow, countries across Asia and Africa gain independence. By the mid-1970s, most colonial systems have collapsed.
Many new states adopt democratic structures. Some succeed. Others struggle.
But one principle becomes universal:
No people should be ruled by another.
Then, between 1989 and 1991, another dramatic shift occurs.
The Berlin Wall falls.
Communist regimes collapse across Eastern Europe.
The Soviet Union dissolves.
In Leipzig, tens of thousands march peacefully with candles.
In Prague, people shake their keys in the streets.
In South Africa, Nelson Mandela is released after 27 years in prison and later becomes president.
Political scientist Samuel Huntington calls this period the “third wave” of democratization.
From the 1970s to the early 1990s, more than 60 countries transition toward democracy—more than ever before in such a short time.
For the first time in history, more people live in democracies than in autocracies.
The world becomes more open, more connected, more hopeful.
Not everything is stable. There are setbacks, corruption, and crises.
But something fundamental has changed:
Millions of people experience, for the first time, that they can choose their government—and remove it again.
The idea that began in Athens, evolved in Rome, lived on in assemblies and revolutions, has now reached the entire world.
And it no longer belongs to a few.
It now includes women, workers, and people of all backgrounds.
Democracy has come of age.




The Crisis of Representative Democracy

Populism, Polarization, and the Trust Deficit
(1990–2024)
At first, everything seemed to move in one direction.
In 1989, the Berlin Wall fell.
In 1991, the Soviet Union collapsed.
In 1994, Nelson Mandela became president of a free South Africa.
For a brief moment, it looked as if liberal democracy had prevailed—globally, permanently.
Some even believed history itself had reached its destination.
But the optimism did not last.
By the early 1990s, the first cracks began to appear.
In 1992, Danish voters rejected the Maastricht Treaty in a referendum. The political establishment was stunned. Instead of asking why, it asked again—this time with adjustments—until the answer changed.
A pattern emerged:
When citizens say “no,” the system does not always listen.
Sometimes, it repeats the question.
In the United States, politics began to change its tone.
In 1994, Newt Gingrich led Republicans to victory with a confrontational style that broke with decades of compromise. Two years later, Fox News launched.
Politics became faster, louder, and more emotional.
Debate turned into spectacle.
Opponents became enemies.
And society began to split into camps that increasingly stopped understanding each other.
Then came the internet.
At first, it promised connection: everyone could speak, everyone could participate.
In practice, something else happened.
Algorithms learned quickly that outrage holds attention longer than nuance.
Information no longer brought people together—it sorted them apart.
Echo chambers formed.
Trust eroded.
Emotion replaced deliberation.
In 2008, the global financial system collapsed.
Banks were rescued with massive public funds.
Millions of people lost their homes, their jobs, their security.
In Iceland, citizens protested, rewrote parts of their constitution, and held bankers accountable. In most other countries, little changed.
For many, this was a turning point.
Losses were shared.
Responsibility was not.
Trust began to fracture.
In 2011, movements like Occupy Wall Street and protests in Madrid demanded real participation.
“We are the 99%,” they said.
They were not rejecting democracy—but asking for more of it.
The movements faded.
The demands remained unanswered.
Frustration turned into disillusionment.
By 2015–2016, the tension became impossible to ignore.
The United Kingdom voted for Brexit.
In the United States, Donald Trump won with a direct, confrontational style.
In Hungary and Poland, governments began reshaping institutions.
In Turkey, democratic structures gave way to centralized power.
Across different systems and cultures, the signal was the same:
Large parts of the population no longer felt represented.
Surveys confirm this shift.
Trust in parliaments, political parties, and media has been declining for years in many democracies.
In Germany, trust in parliament has fallen significantly.
In the United States, trust in Congress has reached historic lows.
The perception has changed:
From representation → to management.
From participation → to distance.
Three gaps help explain this development:



The Representation Gap
Political institutions increasingly reflect a narrow segment of society. Fewer representatives come from ordinary working backgrounds. Politics appears distant—socially and culturally.

The Speed Gap
Global challenges evolve rapidly. Political systems respond slowly. Citizens see problems in real time but experience decisions as delayed, complex, and often unclear.

The Emotional Gap
Many people feel left behind—economically, socially, or culturally. The sense of control is fading. The phrase “those at the top do what they want” is no longer marginal—it is widespread.

Into these gaps step populist movements.
They simplify.
They personalize.
They promise protection.
And above all, they communicate something many others no longer do:
“We hear you.”
Their success is not an accident.
It is a response.
The pandemic between 2020 and 2022 intensified these dynamics.
Governments acted quickly.
Parliaments were sometimes sidelined.
Rights were temporarily restricted.
For some, this created uncertainty.
For others, it revealed something unexpected:
Decisive leadership can feel effective—even when it limits participation.
In surveys, a growing number of younger people expressed openness to stronger, less democratic forms of governance under certain conditions.
And yet, this is not only a story of decline.
At the same time, new forms of participation are emerging.
In Ireland, citizens’ assemblies helped shape major constitutional decisions.
In Taiwan, digital platforms enabled large-scale, structured public deliberation.
In France, randomly selected citizens developed concrete climate policies.
These are not protests.
They are prototypes.
Representative democracy is under pressure.
It has delivered peace, prosperity, and freedom on an unprecedented scale.
But it was designed for a different world:
A world of slower communication,
clearer social structures,
and limited access to information.
Today, every citizen carries more information in their pocket than a head of state had a few decades ago.
And yet, many feel they have less influence.



The crisis is real.

But it is also a signal.
Not the end of democracy—
but a call to evolve it.




Democracy Is Reinventing Itself

Beyond the Ballot Box
(2018–December 2025)
The shift does not begin with a revolution.
It begins quietly.
In 2018, in Berlin, small groups begin experimenting with new forms of participation. The idea is simple:
Voting every few years is no longer enough.
People want to participate when decisions are made—not just afterward.
This leads to new tools based on a flexible principle:
You can vote directly.
Or delegate your vote to someone you trust.
And you can take it back at any time.
Representation becomes fluid.
During the pandemic, a realization spreads:If entire societies can work digitally,
they can also deliberate digitally.
In Taiwan, new platforms enable large-scale, structured discussion.
Thousands of citizens participate in shaping policies—on masks, vaccination, education.
The process is transparent, moderated, and focused on consensus rather than conflict.
The results feed directly into government decisions.
Participation increases.
Trust increases.
In France, a citizens’ assembly on climate policy brings together randomly selected individuals.
They spend months learning, debating, and developing proposals.
Most of their recommendations are adopted.
For the first time, many participants experience politics not as spectators—but as contributors.
Similar models appear across Europe.
Citizens’ assemblies.
Participatory budgeting.
Deliberative forums.
They differ in form, but share a core idea:
Decisions improve when more people are meaningfully involved.
Technology begins to support these processes.
In some cities, proposals are structured and evaluated with the help of digital tools.
Costs, trade-offs, and consequences become visible in real time.
Decisions remain human.
But they become more informed.
By 2025, these developments are no longer isolated.
Multiple countries experiment with permanent citizens’ councils.
Digital participation platforms reach significant portions of the population.
Hybrid systems—combining representation and direct input—emerge.
Participation is no longer symbolic.
It becomes operational.
And something important happens:
People who participate report higher satisfaction.
Higher trust.
Greater acceptance of outcomes—even when they disagree.
A small but telling moment:
In one European city, a citizens’ assembly reaches a decision that differs from the city council’s preference.
Instead of conflict, the issue is put to a broader digital vote.
A clear majority supports the citizens’ assembly.
The council accepts the result.
No protests.
No escalation.
Just a system that works.




Turning Point – Democracy in 2026

We are no longer asking if democracy will change.
Only how—and how quickly.
What is emerging is not entirely new.

It reconnects with something much older:
The idea that people can govern themselves—
when they are informed, included, and taken seriously.
This new phase combines three elements:
The wisdom of many
(as seen in early assemblies and direct participation)
The structure of representation
(as developed in modern states)
The speed and transparency of digital systems

It is not perfect.

It is still developing.
Still uneven.
Still experimental.

But it is growing.
In cities.
In countries.
In small steps and large ideas.

We have returned to the present.

January 2026.

Before we draw conclusions about the future,
we take a closer look at the present:
At a selection of countries
that reveal how democracy is experienced today—

in different forms,
under different conditions,
with very different outcomes.


Chapter 3: What democracy achieves – a focus on special countries

The Impact of Democracy – A Focus on Notable Countries

A Broader View of the World: Nine Countries, Nine Paths
After laying the historical groundwork and taking an initial global snapshot, it is time to broaden our perspective once more.
Some countries tell stories that no statistic can fully capture—stories of courage, exhaustion, happiness, decay, or unexpected strength. They help us understand why democracies emerge, why they fail, and why some societies remain resilient even under difficult conditions, while others struggle despite prosperity.
For this chapter, we have selected nine countries that stand out in very different ways:
A country consistently ranked as the happiest in the world.
A state with deeply rooted direct citizen participation.
An extremely poor country without stable structures.
A peaceful outlier that has abolished its military.
A technologically advanced yet internally exhausted society.
An aggressive autocracy.
And two countries that are making real democratic progress despite difficult starting points.
Finland shows how trust can sustain an entire society.
Switzerland demonstrates what genuine citizen participation can achieve.
Niger reminds us how difficult it is to secure freedom without prosperity.
Costa Rica proves that peace can require more courage than armament.
Japan reveals that modernity alone does not guarantee contentment.
Russia illustrates how dangerous power becomes without checks and balances.
Georgia and Botswana, finally, show that democracy can take root even where one might least expect it.
These nine countries do not represent the entire world—but they reflect nine fundamental ways in which societies can function or fail.
Together, they form a broader picture of the present and lead us to a central question:
What keeps democracies stable—and what makes states dangerous?

Finland

Why this country is so happy
If you want to understand why Finland ranks at the top of the happiness index year after year, you must first accept one thing: happiness looks very different here.
It is not loud, not exuberant, not driven by constant excitement.
Finnish happiness is quiet, steady, and remarkably resilient.
It does not come from euphoria, but from a simple, powerful feeling:
that life is reliable—and that one does not have to struggle against the system just to live with dignity.
A key reason for this is the exceptionally high level of trust.
People trust the state because it acts predictably.
And the state trusts its citizens by granting them both freedom and responsibility.
This mutual trust creates a form of emotional security that is difficult to measure, yet clearly felt.
When rules are applied fairly, institutions function reliably, and no one receives special treatment, daily life becomes stable—free from constant stress, fear, or uncertainty.
A second factor is social equality.
Finland is among the countries with the lowest income disparities in the world. Wealth exists—but it is not displayed. Poverty is addressed before it becomes destructive.
This balance reduces envy, social pressure, and comparison—and allows people to feel that they are valued members of society.
The education system reinforces this.
Finnish schools are not designed to filter and rank—but to provide a strong and equal starting point for everyone. Parents do not need to search for the “best” school, because every school meets a high standard.
This removes a significant source of pressure from everyday life.
Equally important is the Finnish understanding of freedom.
It is not ideological—it is personal.
People are free to live as they are: quiet, independent, unconventional.
There is little pressure to conform.
And that creates a deep sense of inner calm.
The feeling “I can live as I am” is one of the strongest foundations of happiness.
Nature also plays a role.
Forests, lakes, silence—Finland offers an environment that naturally reduces stress. Being outdoors is not a trend, but a normal part of life. The state actively protects this environment, and many people find in it the balance that is missing elsewhere.
Finally, there is a culture of pragmatism.
Problems are not dramatized—they are solved.
Politics is calm, transparent, and rarely driven by emotion.
Some might call this boring.
Finland would simply say: It works.
The result is a country that is not spectacular, not loud, not glamorous—
but one that genuinely makes people happy. Not just temporarily, but over a lifetime.

Finland – General Country Description

Finland is often underestimated from the outside. It appears quiet and reserved—but behind this calm lies one of the most stable societies in the world.
The state is defined by transparency, low corruption, and a highly reliable administration. Decisions are made pragmatically, political debates remain measured, and even major changes tend to occur without disruption.
At the core of this stability is a deeply rooted culture of trust.
Citizens trust their institutions—and institutions trust their citizens.
This reduces friction in everyday life and eliminates the constant need to question fairness or intention.
Equality is a central element of Finnish identity—not in the sense that everyone is the same, but that everyone is treated equally.
Socially, Finland is remarkably balanced.
Education, healthcare, and public services function reliably and are accessible to all. The system is efficient without being overly bureaucratic or ideologically driven.
Technologically, Finland is advanced, yet understated.
Innovation happens quietly but consistently. At the same time, nature remains a central part of life—providing calm, space, and perspective.
Geopolitically, Finland is cautious but realistic.
Its history has taught vigilance without aggression. This balance between internal stability and external awareness makes Finland one of the most resilient countries in the world.

Finland

World Happiness Index
Score: approx. 7.7 / 10
Rank: 1 worldwide
Trend: stable at a very high level
•	Strong trust in government and society
•	Low social inequality
•	High work-life balance
•	Welfare system reduces existential fears
•	Happiness based on security, not consumption

Human Freedom Index
Score: approx. 8.7 / 10
Rank: 6 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Strong personal and legal freedoms
•	High rule of law, minimal corruption
•	Economic freedom within clear rules
•	Advanced digital rights and transparency
•	Freedom understood as shared responsibility

Democracy Index
Score: approx. 9.3 / 10
Rank: 2 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Full democracy
•	High participation
•	Transparent governance
•	Low lobbying influence
•	Strong institutional trust

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: approx. 83 / 100
Rank: 5 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Excellent education and healthcare
•	High social mobility
•	Strong innovation capacity
•	Sustainability integrated into policy

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.4
Rank: 11 worldwide
Trend: slightly declining
•	Very low internal violence
•	High sense of security
•	Increased defense readiness since 2022
•	Defensive foreign policy
•	Peace actively maintained

Brief Summary: Finland

Finland demonstrates that high levels of happiness, freedom, democracy, and prosperity can coexist—
not through power or noise, but through trust, education, and well-functioning institutions.


Switzerland

Why it is politically unique
In a time when many democracies are under pressure, Switzerland appears almost like a political laboratory.
It shows what happens when power is truly shared, trust is built into institutions, and citizens are consistently involved in decision-making.
Switzerland is not a typical state—it is a system built on responsibility, pragmatism, and participation.
One striking feature is the absence of political drama.
Governments do not collapse. Political camps do not engage in constant confrontation. Public debates are rarely dominated by polarization.
This is not because there are no conflicts—but because power is widely distributed.
No single party dominates. No group controls the system.
Switzerland operates as a concordance democracy: major political forces govern together and seek compromise rather than confrontation.
At the center of this system lies direct democracy.
Citizens vote several times a year on key issues—from infrastructure projects to constitutional changes.
This regular participation has a profound effect:
People do not feel like observers—they feel like participants.
Political decisions are not imposed—they are shared.
This creates both responsibility and stability.
Those who are involved do not feel excluded.
The federal system strengthens this further.
Cantons and municipalities have extensive autonomy. Politics is experienced locally and directly—not as distant decisions from a central authority.
This proximity builds a level of trust that is rare worldwide.
The Swiss mindset reinforces the system:
pragmatic, disciplined, freedom-oriented, and cautious in conflict.
The result is a country that is politically stable, economically strong, and socially balanced—
and one of the most resilient democracies in the world.


General Country Profile – Switzerland

Switzerland is one of the most efficiently organized countries globally.
Administration is precise, transparent, and accountable. Corruption is extremely rare, largely because power is never concentrated in a single center.
Economically, Switzerland is among the most successful nations in the world.
Despite its small size, it maintains a strong industrial base, a globally relevant financial sector, and a highly resilient economy.
Education, healthcare, and infrastructure rank among the best worldwide.
Socially, the country is marked by stability and calm.
Public safety is high, as is trust in institutions such as the police, courts, and government.
Neutrality further contributes to this stability, keeping Switzerland largely outside international conflicts.
Overall, Switzerland represents a unique balance:
political participation, social stability, and economic strength reinforce one another.

Switzerland

World Happiness Index
Score: approx. 7.3 / 10
Rank: 9 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	High quality of life and safety
•	Strong purchasing power
•	Strong communities and civic engagement
•	Responsibility-driven society
•	Happiness rooted in stability

Human Freedom Index
Score: 8.9 / 10
Rank: 2 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	High personal and economic freedom
•	Minimal but reliable state
•	Strong property rights
•	Freedom of speech and assembly
•	Freedom linked to responsibility

Democracy Index
Score: 9.0 / 10
Rank: 5 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Full democracy
•	Frequent referendums
•	High participation
•	Strong local governance
•	Politics as continuous negotiation

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: approx. 85 / 100
Rank: 3 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Strong economy and productivity
•	Excellent education and healthcare
•	High innovation
•	Efficient institutions
•	Broad, performance-based prosperity

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.3
Rank: 6 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Very low internal violence
•	High security
•	Defensive militia system
•	Tradition of neutrality
•	Peace embedded in political culture

Brief Summary: Switzerland
Switzerland shows that freedom, prosperity, and democracy reinforce each other—
when citizens actively participate and take responsibility on a regular basis.



Austria

The quiet model between stability, comfort, and perseverance
Austria is not a country of grand gestures. It does not push itself into the spotlight of world politics, proclaim big missions, or constantly explain itself. And that is precisely what makes it distinctive.
Austria simply works—mostly without fanfare, often reliably, and sometimes with surprising resilience.
While other countries loudly debate freedom, happiness, or democracy, Austria tends to live these values in a quieter way. Almost as if they were part of the furniture: always there, useful, but rarely examined too closely.
A State of Proximity
Austria is small enough to remain manageable—and large enough to be stable.
Politics, administration, media, business, and civil society operate within a relatively compact space. People often know one another—or at least know of one another. This creates a sense of proximity, sometimes familiarity, and occasionally even cronyism.
As a result, decisions often feel more tangible than in larger countries, but not always more transparent.
The state is not an abstract structure. It is present in everyday life: in the municipality, the local office, the school, the hospital.
This closeness creates trust—but also complacency.
Many Austrians assume that “the state will take care of it.” The social safety net is dense, public security is high, and the fear of falling through the cracks is comparatively low.
In Austria, freedom is often experienced less as a constant struggle for rights and more as the feeling of being able to move through life with confidence.
It is a quiet form of freedom—but also one that can easily be taken for granted.
Prosperity without drama
Austria has been one of Europe’s prosperous countries for decades.
Prosperity is widely shared. Differences exist, but they are rarely extreme. Poverty exists as well—but in most cases it is less existential than in many other countries.
The healthcare system functions. Education is broadly accessible. Infrastructure is reliable.
All of this creates a basic sense of contentment that shows itself less in enthusiasm than in calm.
At the same time, this prosperity is closely tied to the status quo.
Innovation exists, but it is often cautious. Change is not rejected—but it is frequently postponed.
Austria is not a country of radical upheaval. It is a country of gradual adjustment.
That protects it from major shocks—but it also slows momentum.
So the central question is often not: How do we move forward?
But rather: How do we preserve what we already have?

Democracy as everyday life—not as a passion
Democracy in Austria is stable, well established, and historically rooted.
After the upheavals of the twentieth century, a system emerged that relied on compromise, consensus, and proportional balance. Conflicts were contained, interests reconciled, and extremes kept at bay.
For a long time, this worked very well—perhaps too well.
Because in Austria, democracy is often experienced more as administration than as a living civic process.
Elections take place regularly. Political participation exists. But it rarely feels energetic or passionate.
Trust in institutions remains relatively strong, while trust in political actors tends to fluctuate more.
Many citizens do not feel excluded—but neither do they feel genuinely heard.
Politics often appears technocratic. The language is bureaucratic. The visions are limited.
And here lies the paradox:
Precisely because democracy functions, it is rarely questioned in depth.
Only during crises—pandemics, inflation, geopolitical uncertainty—does it come back into sharper focus. Then it becomes clear how delicate the balance between freedom, security, and state control really is.
Happiness between security and skepticism
By international standards, people in Austria are relatively satisfied with their lives.
Happiness here grows less from excitement than from stability.
Work, family, social security, leisure, and nature form a solid foundation.
At the same time, the Austrian outlook on the future is often marked by skepticism. People do not expect dramatic improvement—but neither do they expect collapse.
This attitude runs deep in the culture.
It protects against disappointment, but it can also become paralyzing.
Happiness is not pursued with great intensity.
It is managed.
People are content—but rarely enthusiastic.
Perhaps that is the price of a society that has learned to minimize risk.
Peace as the norm
Austria has lived in peace for generations—both internally and externally.
Neutrality is not only a foreign-policy principle, but part of the national identity. Conflicts are avoided, compromises are preferred, and escalation is considered poor form.
Violence plays only a minor role in public life, and the sense of security is high.
And yet here, too, there is an ambivalence.
Peace is often experienced as a condition—not as a task.
International tensions, war in Europe, and global power shifts are increasingly testing this self-image. The question of what neutrality means in the twenty-first century remains unresolved—and is often postponed rather than answered.

What makes Austria special
Austria is a country of the functioning middle ground.
It shows how much stability, freedom, and prosperity are possible without constant political drama.
At the same time, it reveals the risks of this comfort zone: political inertia, delayed reforms, declining participation, and a growing distance between the system and its citizens.
That is exactly why Austria is so interesting in a book about the future of democracy.
Not as a crisis case—
but as a warning sign.
Because when even stable, prosperous, and free societies begin to settle into routine, a crucial question emerges:
What happens to democracy when it is no longer actively defended, but merely managed?

General Country Description

Austria lies at the heart of Europe and connects geographically, historically, and culturally diverse regions.
The country is shaped by the Alps, river valleys, fertile plains, strong regional identities, and at the same time a clear sense of national cohesion. Austria is federal in structure, politically stable, and deeply integrated into European institutions.
Most of the population lives in urban areas, with Vienna as the dominant political, economic, and cultural center. At the same time, smaller cities and rural regions remain important for identity, tourism, and social cohesion.
Tradition and modernity coexist: historic architecture, cultural heritage, and long-standing rituals meet high living standards, modern infrastructure, and international connectivity.
Austria sees itself as a social constitutional state with a dense network of public services.
Healthcare, education, social security, and public administration are well developed and strongly shape everyday life. The state is highly present, but for many citizens it is also reliable.
This model creates security and predictability—but also high expectations regarding state solutions.
Economically, Austria is among the wealthiest countries in Europe.
A strong industrial sector, a dynamic network of small and medium-sized enterprises, internationally active companies, and a major tourism industry form the backbone of the economy. The labor market is comparatively stable, even as demographic change, labor shortages, and rising living costs put increasing pressure on the system.
Wealth is broadly distributed. Social disparities exist, but they are less pronounced than in many other countries.
Socially, Austria is often consensus-oriented.
Conflicts are rarely played out openly. Compromise has traditionally been valued. Political culture and everyday life are marked by pragmatism, restraint, and a certain skepticism toward radical change.
This creates stability—but it can also slow reform.
Historically, Austria experienced profound upheavals, especially in the twentieth century. The legacy of authoritarianism, war, and occupation has deeply shaped its political self-understanding.
From this history emerged a strong commitment to democracy, the rule of law, and peace. Permanent neutrality remains part of Austria’s national identity and continues to influence its foreign-policy stance.
Overall, Austria appears as a country with a high quality of life, functioning institutions, and a strong sense of security.
Its strength lies less in dynamism or visionary ambition than in stability, balance, and continuity.
And that is precisely what makes Austria such an interesting example of a modern, established democracy:
a country that must answer one central question—
how to preserve its achievements without losing its capacity for the future.

Austria

World Happiness Index
Score: 7.1 / 10
Rank: 15 worldwide
Trend: slightly declining
•	High quality of life and strong social security
•	Security and predictability are key sources of happiness
•	Growing concerns about inflation, housing, and energy
•	Less enthusiasm than steady satisfaction
•	Happiness is calm and stable rather than euphoric

Human Freedom Index
Score: 8.4 / 10
Rank: 13 worldwide
Trend: stable to slightly declining
•	Very strong personal freedoms
•	Social security strengthens individual freedom
•	Bureaucracy limits economic freedom
•	Freedom of expression remains high, though debates are becoming more polarized
•	The state is seen both as protector and regulator

Democracy Index
Score: 8.3 / 10
Rank: 19 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Classified as a full democracy
•	High institutional stability
•	Limited direct citizen participation between elections
•	Political scandals have weakened trust
•	Democracy is often administered rather than actively shaped

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 80 / 100
Rank: 11 worldwide
Trend: stagnant
•	High material prosperity
•	Very strong healthcare and welfare systems
•	Solid educational infrastructure
•	Innovation potential remains below what might be expected
•	Prosperity is broadly distributed, but expensive to maintain

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.5
Rank: 5 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Very low levels of internal violence
•	High subjective sense of safety
•	No aggressive foreign-policy posture
•	Neutrality remains identity-forming
•	Peace is experienced as normal

Brief Summary: Austria

Austria is a highly free, peaceful, and prosperous country and its greatest strength may also be its greatest weakness:
stability.


Niger

Why this country matters despite extreme poverty
There are countries that tell us a great deal about the world not because of their strength, but because of their fragility.
Niger is one of them.
Located in the heart of West Africa, it is vast in territory but extremely vulnerable in social and economic terms. And that is precisely why it is such an important country for understanding why freedom, democracy, and prosperity do not emerge automatically—and why some societies repeatedly slide back into instability despite enormous effort.
What makes Niger so striking is the rare combination of several factors:
extreme poverty,
rapid population growth,
fragile statehood,
and recurring military coups.
Few countries in the world combine these pressures so intensely.
Niger is therefore less a classic “developing country” and more a mirror that shows how strongly political systems depend on economic foundations.
Democracy requires minimum conditions.
And Niger shows what happens when those conditions are missing.
Demographic pressure
One of Niger’s greatest challenges is demographic.
It has one of the highest birth rates in the world. This means the country must provide for millions of additional young people year after year—in a state with very few jobs, almost no industrial base, and limited public capacity.
It is a race the state can hardly win.
Every improvement is quickly overtaken by the sheer speed of population growth.
Fragile institutions and insecurity
To this is added chronic political instability.
Institutions are weak, and the state is barely present in some regions. Terrorism, armed groups, and insecurity destabilize large parts of the country.
In such a situation, it is extremely difficult to build lasting democratic structures—and even harder to preserve them.
Security is fragile.
State authority is uneven.
Trust remains low.
More than a country of crisis
And yet Niger should not be defined only by its problems.
The country has a remarkably young population and many people display extraordinary resilience. Families hold together. Local communities often function better than formal institutions. Cultural diversity, hospitality, and everyday pragmatism remain real strengths.
Niger is a country with very few resources—but considerable human potential.
It is a place where hope persists despite poverty.
Why Niger matters globally
In a global context, Niger reminds us that freedom and democracy cannot be explained by politics alone.
They need economic foundations.
Without these, political systems remain fragile and can be disrupted again and again.
That is what makes Niger so significant.
It reveals, in an almost concentrated form, how vulnerable a country becomes when the basic conditions for self-government are missing.
General Country Profile – Niger
Niger is one of the poorest countries in the world.
More than 40 percent of the population lives below the poverty line, many of them in rural areas with limited access to stable services and infrastructure. The country has almost no industrial base, weak transport networks, and a heavy dependence on international aid.
Its economy is based largely on agriculture, which is itself highly vulnerable to climate shocks.
Politically, Niger has experienced repeated coups since independence. Democratic structures have been established, suspended, and reestablished several times, which has undermined trust in institutions.
Security concerns further worsen the situation.
Terrorist groups operate in border areas, and state control remains limited in parts of the country.
Social services—especially education and healthcare—are chronically underfunded. Many children do not attend school, poverty is passed from one generation to the next, and the protection of women and girls is often inadequate.
And yet Niger is also a country of great cultural richness.
Ethnic groups such as the Hausa, Tuareg, and Fulani shape a diverse social landscape. In many places, local communities function more reliably than the formal state.
This cultural strength gives the country a minimum level of cohesion even under extremely difficult conditions.

Niger

World Happiness Index
Score: 4.5 / 10
Rank: 133 worldwide
Trend: very low and fluctuating
•	Extreme poverty weighs heavily on life satisfaction
•	A very young population with limited future prospects
•	Strong family and community ties remain important
•	Recurring food crises and insecurity shape daily life
•	Happiness depends strongly on immediate survival conditions

Human Freedom Index
Score: 5.0 / 10
Rank: 139 worldwide
Trend: significantly declining
•	Personal freedoms are heavily restricted in practice
•	Weak rule of law and low legal certainty
•	Strong dependence on security forces and the military
•	Economic freedom is extremely limited
•	Daily life is shaped by insecurity and pressure to conform

Democracy Index
Score: 3.0 / 10
Rank: 149 worldwide
Trend: sharply declining
•	Classified as an authoritarian regime
•	Military coup and suspension of democratic processes
•	No free and fair elections
•	Political opposition heavily restricted
•	Democracy effectively suspended

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 42 / 100
Rank: 154 worldwide
Trend: very low
•	One of the poorest countries in the world
•	Economy heavily dependent on agriculture and uranium exports
•	Very low education and healthcare standards
•	Extremely rapid population growth
•	Structural poverty persists despite international aid

Global Peace Index
Score: 2.9
Rank: 154 worldwide
Trend: very poor
•	High levels of internal violence and terrorist threat
•	Military conflict in border regions
•	Chronic political instability
•	State control remains incomplete
•	Peace is barely institutionalized

Brief Summary: Niger

Niger is a clear example of a country in which democracy, freedom, and prosperity are not abstract ideals—
but fragile luxuries that depend on conditions the state still struggles to provide.

Extra: Aid for Niger

Meaningful forms of support
Niger is roughly thirty times the size of Switzerland and has around three times as many inhabitants.
As one of the poorest countries in the world, with more than 40 percent of the population living in extreme poverty, Niger needs support that is both sustainable and participatory. Effective aid must strengthen local capacity rather than create long-term dependency.
A major priority is agriculture.
Around 80 percent of the population works in this sector, which accounts for roughly 40 percent of GDP. Investments in climate-resilient farming methods, irrigation systems, and better market access could significantly increase yields.
Examples already exist: projects that provided water and sanitation infrastructure for nearly 900,000 people and created 3.1 million temporary workdays have helped reduce poverty.
Other priorities include health and education.
Programs to combat malnutrition—which affects around 45 percent of children—and vocational training for young people are essential. More than 9,000 people have already completed such training in some initiatives, with around 52 percent later integrated into the labor market.
Economic development also depends on reforms.
Simplifying business start-ups, strengthening local value creation, and promoting exports in agriculture and mining can improve resilience and reduce dependence.
For aid to work, it must be coordinated with local NGOs, public institutions, and the private sector. Local ownership is crucial.
Self-help and local resilience
The population of Niger can make progress through local initiative—if that effort is supported by capacity-building measures.
Community projects, including women’s groups and producer associations, have already brought thousands of hectares of land under more sustainable cultivation. Village radio networks help spread climate information and practical knowledge.
Economic self-reliance can also be strengthened by supporting domestic production in mining and agriculture, reducing dependency on imports.
Major barriers remain—especially gender inequality, insecurity, and the consequences of the 2023 coup.
External assistance should therefore not replace local action, but complement it—for example through technology transfer, training, and institutional support.
The role of the United Nations
The UN already coordinates major parts of humanitarian aid in Niger through organizations such as OCHA and UNCDF. Programs in regions like Maradi focus on local development and food security.
A stronger UN role could improve access to affected populations and support long-term self-help—for example through partnerships with local authorities and technology transfer in fields such as diagnostics or oxygen production.
At the same time, the situation has become more difficult since the 2023 coup.
Funding has declined, access is more fragile, and humanitarian operations require both greater resources and stronger diplomatic backing.
Estimated investment needs
Estimates vary, but emergency humanitarian aid alone requires roughly $662 million per year.
Long-term development goals are far more ambitious. By 2030, Niger may require $5–10 billion in total investment for poverty reduction, infrastructure, and resilience.
Sectoral estimates suggest:
•	$1–2 billion for agriculture, irrigation, and climate protection
•	around $500 million for health and education
•	additional investment in energy, transport, and local economic development
These investments must be locally anchored and as corruption-resistant as possible in order to have lasting impact.
Niger, as one of the poorest countries in the Sahel, may need annual development investment of around $1–2 billion through 2030 to make meaningful progress in climate protection, infrastructure, and poverty reduction.
A final comparison
For perspective:
The total cost of one month of war, for example in Ukraine in 2025, is estimated at around $5 billion, depending on intensity and methodology.

In the long run, the indirect costs of war—migration, inflation, destruction, instability—often exceed the direct military costs.
That comparison alone shows how small the resources required for long-term development can appear when set against the price of conflict.



Costa Rica

Why this small country is so happy, peaceful, and stable

Costa Rica is one of the most remarkable countries in the world—not because it is rich, and not because of spectacular industrial achievements, but because for decades it has embodied a decision that is almost unique: it abolished its military.
Instead, Costa Rica invested in education, healthcare, and environmental protection. That fundamental choice set in motion a political, social, and cultural dynamic that has made the country one of the happiest and most stable nations in the world.
Costa Rica’s distinctiveness begins with this peaceful identity.
Where other countries invest in weapons, Costa Rica builds schools.
Where others cultivate distrust, it emphasizes community and cooperation.
Security is not created through force, but through social stability.
Years ago, military spending was redirected into social programs, hospitals, and universities—and that decision has shaped the country ever since.
A second reason for its high level of life satisfaction is its strong commitment to education.
Costa Rica is considered one of the best-educated countries in Latin America. School attendance is widespread, universities are accessible, and society places a high value on knowledge and lifelong learning.
Education acts as a social anchor.
It creates opportunity, reduces poverty, and strengthens democratic culture.
Nature also plays a central role.
More than a quarter of the country is under environmental protection—an extraordinary figure by global standards. Rainforests, volcanoes, beaches, and biodiversity are not only natural treasures, but also part of the country’s long-term strategy.
Costa Rica understood early on that an intact natural environment is not just morally valuable—it is also economically wise.
Ecotourism has become one of the country’s most important sources of income. Visitors are drawn by the same peace, beauty, and quality of life that shape the daily experience of its citizens.
The political culture is marked by calm and balance.
Conflicts rarely escalate, democracy is stable, and corruption is prosecuted relatively consistently. People do not trust blindly, but they generally feel that institutions take them seriously.
Internationally, Costa Rica maintains a peaceful and pragmatic profile. It avoids confrontation and prefers cooperation.
The result is a country that does not shine through military power or great wealth, but through wise long-term decisions.
Costa Rica shows that happiness and stability do not grow out of armament or ideology, but out of education, peace, and social security.
It is a modern example of how a small state can have a large impact.


General Country Profile – Costa Rica
Costa Rica is a small country in Central America, but socially and politically more significant than its size might suggest.
It is considered one of the most stable democracies in Latin America. The country has transparent institutions, regular elections, a clear separation of powers, and a politically engaged population. Despite economic fluctuations, political extremes remain limited, and the party system is relatively moderate.
Its social stability is remarkable.
Costa Rica has a functioning healthcare system that performs exceptionally well by regional standards. Literacy is high, infant mortality is low, and life expectancy is comparable to that of many European countries.
Many of these achievements are closely linked to the abolition of the military and to sustained investment in education and public welfare.
Economically, Costa Rica relies on a mix of ecotourism, agriculture—especially coffee, pineapples, and bananas—and, increasingly, technology companies that have established themselves in and around San José.
Although Costa Rica is not a rich country, it has managed to distribute prosperity more fairly than many of its neighbors. Extreme poverty exists, but it is significantly lower than in much of the surrounding region.
Internationally, Costa Rica keeps a low profile.
It maintains constructive relations with partners around the world and plays a leading role in environmental policy. Its neutrality is less a tactical position than a moral one: Costa Rica sees itself as a peaceful country, and it acts accordingly.

Costa Rica

World Happiness Index
Score: 6.6 / 10
Rank: 25 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Strong sense of community (“Pura Vida”)
•	Relatively low income inequality
•	High life satisfaction despite moderate prosperity
•	Nature plays an important role in well-being
•	Trust in basic state functions remains solid

Human Freedom Index
Score: 8.2 / 10
Rank: 20 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	High personal and civil freedoms
•	Rule of law is comparatively strong for the region
•	Economic freedom is solid, though not outstanding
•	Freedom of speech and press are well protected
•	Freedom is deeply rooted in the culture

Democracy Index
Score: 8.3 / 10
Rank: 16 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Classified as a full democracy
•	Long democratic continuity
•	High voter participation and institutional trust
•	Independent judiciary and free media
•	Low political polarization

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 70 / 100
Rank: 37 worldwide
Trend: slightly rising
•	Solid prosperity with moderate income levels
•	Good education and healthcare
•	Strong ecological orientation in the economy
•	Dependence on tourism and services
•	Higher social mobility than in many comparable countries

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.8
Rank: 36 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	No military since 1949
•	Low foreign-policy tension
•	Relatively low violence by regional standards
•	Internal security largely stable
•	Peace is part of the national identity

Brief Summary: Costa Rica

Costa Rica proves that democracy, peace, and life satisfaction are possible—even without military power.


Japan

Why a highly developed country is often internally exhausted
Japan is one of the most modern and prosperous countries in the world—a technological leader, culturally rich, and politically stable.
And yet, for years it has performed surprisingly modestly in international happiness rankings.
This paradox makes Japan one of the most fascinating countries in this chapter:
How can a society that lives with safety, order, and prosperity also be so emotionally burdened?
One key part of the answer lies in the country’s intense performance culture.
From school to university to professional life, Japanese society is shaped by expectations, exams, and competition. Many young people learn early that their future depends on whether they can clear a series of demanding hurdles.
Working life often intensifies that pressure.
Long hours, strong expectations of conformity, and the fear of standing out are deeply embedded in social life. As a result, many people feel constantly evaluated and rarely fully free—even within an outwardly secure society.
A second factor is emotional restraint.
Japan is a country of great politeness, but often limited emotional openness. Feelings are rarely displayed openly in public, and many burdens are carried in silence.
This creates harmony on the surface—but can also lead to isolation beneath it.
Phenomena such as hikikomori—young people who withdraw almost completely from social life—or high suicide rates among older people reflect this hidden strain.
Demographic change adds another layer.
Japan is aging faster and more dramatically than almost any other society. In some regions, schools are closing while care facilities are under pressure. This creates economic strain, labor shortages, and growing social burdens.
And yet Japan remains a remarkable example of discipline, precision, and organization.
Public spaces are clean, crime is very low, the healthcare system is strong, and the infrastructure is excellent.
But this very perfection can also create rigidity—the sense that one must not step outside the expected path.
In Japan, freedom is often constrained not by law, but by culture.
It is limited less by state coercion than by social expectation.
Japan is therefore a country of extraordinary achievements and profound internal tension.
It shows that prosperity alone does not make people happy—and that modern societies must protect freedom not only legally, but culturally as well.

General Country Description

Japan is a parliamentary monarchy with a stable democracy and a politically moderate system.
Its institutions function efficiently, elections are free, and the state enjoys a relatively high level of trust. Political extremes play only a minor role, and corruption remains low by international standards.
Economically, Japan is one of the strongest countries in the world.
It is a center of technology, research, and innovation. At the same time, it faces a stagnating labor market and a very high level of public debt that has built up over decades.
The economy is highly export-oriented, especially in electronics, automotive manufacturing, and robotics.
Socially, Japan offers a high quality of life, excellent healthcare, and a strong sense of security.
Violent crime is extremely rare, public spaces are orderly, and standards of public behavior are high.
At the same time, everyday life can feel emotionally restrictive. Social pressure is intense, and many people experience their lives as stressful despite outward stability.
Culturally, Japan combines tradition and modernity in a unique way.
Shinto, Buddhism, pop culture, advanced technology, and deeply rooted social norms all coexist. This richness makes Japan both fascinating and complex.

Japan

World Happiness Index
Score: 6.1 / 10
Rank: 47 worldwide
Trend: stagnant
•	High material standard of living
•	Strong pressure to perform and conform
•	Work often dominates private life
•	Loneliness is a growing social issue
•	Happiness is often experienced more as obligation than as aspiration

Human Freedom Index
Score: 8.1 / 10
Rank: 22 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	High personal safety and strong rule of law
•	High economic freedom for businesses
•	Strong social norms shape daily life
•	Freedom of expression exists formally, but is often exercised with restraint
•	Freedom is closely tied to responsibility and conformity

Democracy Index
Score: 8.1 / 10
Rank: 19 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Classified as a full democracy
•	Free elections and stable institutions
•	Long-term one-party dominance weakens competition
•	Low political polarization
•	Politics is strongly consensus-oriented and technocratic

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 79 / 100
Rank: 14 worldwide
Trend: stagnant
•	Highly developed industry and technology sectors
•	Excellent infrastructure and healthcare
•	World-class education
•	Demographic change is the greatest long-term challenge
•	High prosperity, but limited growth potential

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.3
Rank: 9 worldwide
Trend: stable
•	Very low violent crime
•	Extremely high sense of safety in daily life
•	Constitutionally limited military role
•	Defensive security strategy
•	Peace is treated as a cultural norm

Brief Summary: Japan

Japan shows that security, prosperity, and democracy do not automatically lead to happiness.


🇷🇺 Russia

Why this country is so dangerous
Russia is a country of extremes: vast in size, rich in resources, and culturally significant—yet politically one of the most dangerous states of the 21st century. Its danger lies not in its strength alone, but in the combination of concentrated power, internal repression, and aggressive foreign policy.
At the core is an almost complete concentration of power. Over the past two decades, Russia has developed a system with virtually no effective checks and balances. The separation of powers exists largely on paper. Media are controlled, opposition is suppressed, and critics are silenced—through imprisonment, exile, or worse. The state and political elite have effectively merged into a single power structure.
This is reinforced by systematic control of information. State media promote a unified narrative in which Russia is under constant external threat. Western democracies are portrayed as adversaries, creating a climate of fear and justification for authoritarian control. This manufactured reality enables the government to mobilize society through perceived external dangers.
At the same time, the country is internally fragile. Its economy depends heavily on energy exports, corruption is deeply entrenched, and inequality is extreme. Large parts of the population face declining living standards, while a small elite accumulates vast wealth. Instead of reform, the state relies on repression—limiting protest, restricting freedoms, and governing through fear.
The most critical factor, however, is foreign policy. Russia has repeatedly used military force, cyber operations, and political interference to destabilize other countries. The war against Ukraine is the clearest example, but part of a broader pattern of expansion and influence.
Russia therefore represents a modern paradox: a powerful state that is internally weakening while becoming externally more aggressive. It illustrates how dangerous a system becomes when power is no longer constrained.

Russia

World Happiness Index
Score: 5.5 / 10
Rank: 75 worldwide
Trend: declining
Economic uncertainty despite resource wealth
Low trust in institutions
Government control shapes everyday life
Happiness largely confined to private life
Limited optimism about the future

Human Freedom Index
Score: 5.0 / 10
Rank: 140 worldwide
Trend: sharply declining
Severe restrictions on speech and press
Weak rule of law and legal certainty
Extensive state surveillance
Limited economic freedom
Everyday life constrained by political control

Democracy Index
Score: 2.3 / 10
Rank: 155 worldwide
Trend: sharply declining
Authoritarian regime
No free or fair elections
Power concentrated in the executive
Opposition suppressed
Democracy effectively abolished

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 56 / 100
Rank: 75 worldwide
Trend: declining
High resource wealth
Strong dependence on energy exports
Sanctions weaken the economy
Unequal wealth distribution
Limited long-term development

Global Peace Index
Score: 3.0
Rank: 160 worldwide
Trend: very poor
Active military conflicts
High militarization
Use of violence in foreign policy
Internal repression instead of security
Peace not structurally prioritized

Brief Summary: Russia

Russia is a country with immense potential—
but one in which power is expanding outward
while freedom, democracy, and prosperity are shrinking within.


🇬🇪 Georgia

Why this country stands between hope and pressure
Georgia is a country defined by tension—between democratic aspiration and geopolitical pressure. Few nations illustrate so clearly how difficult, yet possible, the path toward democracy can be.
Its position is both geographical and political. Located between Europe and Russia, Georgia has long been a contested space. This history has shaped a strong national identity built on independence, resilience, and cultural pride.
Since the end of the Soviet Union, Georgia has oriented itself toward Europe. Large parts of the population—especially younger generations—strongly support democracy, transparency, and EU integration. Political engagement is high, and civil society is active and vocal.
Yet this path is constantly challenged. Russia continues to control parts of Georgian territory, and political power within the country is not always aligned with democratic ideals. Media freedom is under pressure, and oligarchic influence remains significant. The system fluctuates between reform and stagnation.
Despite this, Georgia’s greatest strength lies in its people. Civil society is dynamic, protests are frequent and largely peaceful, and citizens repeatedly demand accountability. This democratic energy compensates, at least in part, for institutional weaknesses.
Georgia therefore represents a country in transition—pulled between external pressure and internal ambition. It shows that democracy is not given, but continuously fought for.


Georgia

World Happiness Index
Score: 5.1 / 10
Rank: 90 worldwide
Trend: stagnant
Strong family structures
Economic uncertainty
Political tensions create stress
Cultural identity provides stability
Happiness rooted in private life

Human Freedom Index
Score: 7.0 / 10
Rank: 57 worldwide
Trend: slightly declining
Formal freedoms largely in place
Rule of law under pressure
Media freedom contested
Relatively open economic environment
Polarization affects practical freedom

Democracy Index
Score: 5.4 / 10
Rank: 87 worldwide
Trend: declining
Hybrid regime
Competitive elections
Weak institutional balance
Active but pressured civil society
Declining trust in politics
Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 60 / 100
Rank: 58 worldwide
Trend: slightly rising

Reform-driven economy
Improving business environment
Weak education and healthcare
Regional inequalities
Growth remains fragile

Global Peace Index
Score: 2.2
Rank: 106 worldwide
Trend: tense but stable
Ongoing territorial conflicts
Defensive security posture
Low internal violence
High geopolitical vulnerability
Peace dependent on external stability

Brief Summary: Georgia

Georgia is a country between progress and regression—
driven forward by its people,
but slowed by political and geopolitical pressures.


🇧🇼 Botswana

Why this country is a quiet democratic success

Botswana is one of Africa’s most remarkable success stories. Without attracting much global attention, it has developed into a stable democracy with functioning institutions and steady economic progress.
The foundation of this success lies in early political decisions. Since independence, Botswana has prioritized the rule of law, transparency, and accountability. While many neighboring countries experienced coups or authoritarian rule, Botswana maintained democratic continuity with regular elections and peaceful transitions of power.
Equally important is the responsible management of natural resources. Diamond wealth—often a source of instability elsewhere—was used to build infrastructure, education, and healthcare. This long-term strategy enabled sustainable development and prevented major social conflicts.
The country also benefits from a culture of consensus. Ethnic tensions are minimal, and political disputes are typically resolved pragmatically rather than through confrontation. This contributes to a stable and cooperative political environment.
Botswana has also established relatively effective anti-corruption mechanisms, strengthening public trust and institutional reliability.
Despite these strengths, challenges remain. The economy is still heavily dependent on diamonds, inequality exists, and diversification is limited. Yet compared to many countries in similar conditions, Botswana demonstrates how stability and democracy can succeed when institutions are taken seriously.


Botswana

World Happiness Index
Score: 5.6 / 10
Rank: 77 worldwide
Trend: stable
Relatively stable society
Lower extreme poverty than in the region
Strong community ties
Rising expectations for the future
Moderate, security-based satisfaction

Human Freedom Index
Score: 7.4 / 10
Rank: 47 worldwide
Trend: stable
Reliable rule of law (regional comparison)
Strong personal freedoms
Relatively open economy
Press freedom largely intact
Freedom experienced in everyday life

Democracy Index
Score: 7.8 / 10
Rank: 37 worldwide
Trend: stable
Flawed but functioning democracy
Continuous democratic governance
Free elections
Dominant party but real competition
High political stability

Legatum Prosperity Index
Score: 64 / 100
Rank: 53 worldwide
Trend: slightly rising
Responsible use of resource revenues
Solid institutions
Education and healthcare above regional average
Limited economic diversification
Prosperity present but vulnerable

Global Peace Index
Score: 1.9
Rank: 45 worldwide
Trend: stable
Low internal violence
No major external conflicts
Defensive security policy
High sense of safety
Peace as a stable condition

Brief Summary: Botswana

Botswana shows that democracy, stability, and development
are possible even under difficult conditions—
when institutions are stronger than power.

Conclusion of the country comparison
We now see the five indices across all countries.
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Happiness (life satisfaction) in international comparison
 
Happiness is not a matter of chance.
The World Happiness Index measures how satisfied people are with their lives—based on subjective self-assessment, supplemented by factors such as social support, income, health, freedom, and trust. A comparison of countries shows that happiness arises where stability, trust, and social security come together—not where mere prosperity reigns.

At the top: happiness through trust and security 
Finland, Switzerland, Australia, Austria, and Germany form the top group.
These countries are characterized by:
• high trust in government institutions,
• functioning social security systems,
• low existential anxiety,
• stable political conditions.

Finland in particular shows that happiness has less to do with optimism or enthusiasm than with reliability. People do not constantly expect improvements—they rely on the system to support them.

Satisfaction despite limited prosperity
Costa Rica and, to some extent, Japan show an interesting pattern:
• moderate material prosperity,
• but relatively high life satisfaction.

In Costa Rica, community, social closeness, and a positive attitude toward life play a central role.
Japan, on the other hand, shows that a high level of security and order does not automatically increase happiness—pressure to perform, social isolation, and work culture have a dampening effect.

The middle ground: happiness with reservations
China, Botswana, Russia, and South Africa are in the middle range:
• Economic or social progress is offset by uncertainty.
• happiness is heavily dependent on the private sphere,
• state structures offer only limited emotional stability.

This shows that increasing prosperity alone only increases life satisfaction to a limited extent if freedom, trust, or security are lacking.

Lower ranks: Survival instead of life satisfaction
Georgia and especially Niger mark the lower end of the scale:
• Economic uncertainty,
• political instability,
• poor future prospects.

In such contexts, happiness is not experienced as a long-term state, but as a short-term moment. The index measures resilience rather than quality of life. 
Key finding
The comparison makes it clear:
• Happiness arises where people experience predictability, security, and trust.
• High prosperity without social stability only increases satisfaction to a limited extent.

•  Freedom, peace, and functioning institutions are the real drivers of happiness.

Happiness is therefore not just a pleasant feeling, but a precise indicator of the state of a society. 
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Freedom in international comparison
 
Freedom is more than just the absence of prohibitions.
The Human Freedom Index measures how freely people can actually live—personally, legally, and economically. It covers freedom of expression and religion as well as the rule of law, freedom of movement, property rights, and economic self-determination. The comparison shows that freedom is a complex interplay of rights, institutions, and lived practice.

The top: Freedom as the norm 
Switzerland, Finland, Australia, Austria, and Germany are at the top of the list.
What they have in common is:
• a strong rule of law and a high level of legal certainty,
• reliable protection of individual freedoms,
• low level of state arbitrariness,
• functioning economic conditions.

Switzerland in particular shows that freedom is strongest where citizens not only have rights, but also regularly take on responsibilities.

High freedom with cultural restrictions
Japan, the US, and Costa Rica also have high freedom scores, but with different restrictions:
• In Japan, social norms and pressure to perform limit the subjective experience of freedom.
• In the USA, there are large areas of freedom, but these are very unevenly distributed.
• Costa Rica combines personal freedom with comparatively weak economic dynamics.

This shows that formal freedom does not automatically guarantee perceived freedom.

The middle ground: freedom under structural pressure
Botswana, Georgia, and South Africa are in the middle range:
• Fundamental rights exist but are not always enforceable,
• Institutional weaknesses restrict real freedom,
• Social inequality and insecurity have a limiting effect.

Freedom here is not a stable condition, but depends on political and economic developments.

Lower ranks: Freedom as an exception
China, Russia, and Niger form the bottom end of the ranking:
• massive restrictions on freedom of expression and freedom of the press,
• weak or politicized rule of law,
• state control shapes everyday life.

In these countries, freedom is not universal, but selective – and often tied to loyalty or conformity.
Key finding 
The comparison makes it clear:
• Freedom arises where the rule of law, institutional stability, and social trust work together.
• Economic development without political freedom remains incomplete.
• Freedom cannot be taken for granted – it must be protected, utilized, and continually renegotiated.

Without freedom, happiness, democracy, and prosperity lose their foundation.
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Democracy in international comparison
 
Democracy is more than just holding elections.
The Democracy Index assesses the state of democratic systems based on electoral processes, political participation, civil rights, political culture, and governance. International comparisons show that democracy is a living system—and that it can be stable, fragile, or effectively suspended.

The top: Democracy as everyday life
Finland, Switzerland, Australia, Germany, Austria, Japan, and Costa Rica belong to the group of full democracies.
What they have in common is:
• free and fair elections,
• a functioning separation of powers,
• independent media,
• reliable civil rights.

Switzerland and Finland in particular show that democracy is most stable where political participation is part of everyday life – not just an event that occurs every few years.

Stable systems with structural weaknesses
Botswana and parts of the US fall into the category of incomplete democracies:
• Democratic institutions exist,
• Political competition is real,
• but the dominance of individual parties, polarization, or the influence of money limit their quality.

This shows that democracy can be formally intact while the population's trust is dwindling.

Hybrid regimes: democracy with reservations
Georgia is moving into the realm of hybrid systems:
• Elections take place,
• Concentration of power weakens institutions,
• Civil society is active but under pressure.

Democracy here is not a stable state, but a contested process.

Authoritarian systems: Democracy suspended
China, Russia, and Niger form the lower end of the spectrum:
• No free or fair elections,
• Political opposition severely restricted or excluded,
• power concentrated in the hands of the state or military.

In these countries, democracy does not exist as a system, but at most as rhetoric.

Key finding
The comparison clearly shows: 
• Democracy thrives on participation, trust, and the rule of law.
• Prosperity or stability alone do not guarantee democratic quality.
• Where democracy is undermined, restrictions on freedom and peace usually follow.

Democracy is not a state that can be achieved – it is a system that must be nurtured or it will be lost.
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Prosperity in international comparison
Prosperity is more than just economic performance.
The Legatum Prosperity Index measures prosperity holistically: in addition to income and economic strength, it also takes into account health, education, security, institutional quality, personal freedom, and living environment. The comparison shows that sustainable prosperity arises where economic strength is combined with functioning institutions.

At the top: prosperity through institutions
Switzerland, Finland, Australia, Austria, Germany, and Japan are at the top of the list.
These countries are characterized by:
• high productivity and stable economies,
• excellent education and healthcare systems,
• low corruption and high administrative efficiency,
• reliable social security.







Switzerland in particular shows that prosperity does not come from the size of the state, but from reliability, personal responsibility, and clear rules.

Solid prosperity with structural dependencies
The US, Costa Rica, and China are in the upper mid-range:
• High economic performance (US, China),
• but significant social inequality (USA),
• strong dependence on individual sectors such as services or tourism (Costa Rica).

This is evident here: High economic performance alone does not guarantee widespread prosperity.

Catching-up countries: growth with limits
Botswana, Georgia, and South Africa are in the middle range:
• existing economic momentum,
• but limited diversification,
• weaknesses in education, infrastructure, or the labor market.

Prosperity here is real, but vulnerable – heavily dependent on external factors.

Lower ranks: Raw materials without broad prosperity
Russia and Niger form the lower end of the scale:
• Raw material wealth without sustainable development (Russia),
• extreme poverty despite international aid (Niger),
• weak institutions and low social mobility.

The comparison shows that raw materials alone do not create prosperity—in fact, they often exacerbate structural problems.

Key finding
Clear conclusions can be drawn from the comparison:
• Sustainable prosperity comes from education, the rule of law, and stable institutions.
• Economic growth without social inclusion remains fragile.
• Prosperity is not an end in itself, but the foundation for freedom, democracy, and long-term peace.

Where prosperity is unevenly distributed or politicized, it loses its stabilizing effect.
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Peace in international comparison
Peace is more than the absence of war.
It describes the state of a society in which people live in safety, conflicts are resolved through institutions, and violence is not the central political tool, either internally or externally. The Global Peace Index makes this dimension comparable—and reveals clear fault lines between countries.
The most peaceful countries: security as the norm
Countries such as Switzerland, Japan, Finland, Austria, and Australia achieve very high peace scores.
What they have in common is:
• very low levels of internal violence,
• high social security,
• stable institutions,
• predominantly defensive foreign policy strategies.

Peace is the norm here, not the exception. Precisely for this reason, it is often hardly noticed – it is a prerequisite for freedom, prosperity, and happiness, not their result.

Stable zones of peace with structural tensions
Germany, Costa Rica, and Botswana are also in the upper range, but are showing initial signs of tension:
• Germany is heavily dependent on geopolitical developments.
• Costa Rica has deliberately chosen not to have a military, but is embedded in a more conflict-ridden region.
• Botswana shows that long-term internal stability is also possible in Africa – if institutions function properly.

These countries illustrate that peace is stable, but cannot be taken for granted.

The middle range: peace with reservations
Georgia and China are in the middle range:
• Georgia suffers from frozen conflicts and external pressure.
• China has low levels of internal violence, but this is combined with strong state control and growing foreign policy tensions.

This shows that a low level of violence alone is not enough to speak of stable peace.

The lower ranks: Violence as a structural problem
The US, South Africa, Niger, and Russia in particular are at the bottom of the scale:
• high levels of internal violence (US, South Africa),
• fragile state control (Niger),
• active military aggression and militarization (Russia).

In these countries, peace is not a basic state of affairs, but a fragile or lost resource. Violence has a structuring effect on politics and society here.

Key finding
The comparison makes it clear:
Peace is not a by-product of prosperity or power, but a political and social decision.
• Countries with a high degree of freedom and functioning democracies are more peaceful in the long term.
• Militarization, inequality, and institutional weakness undermine peace—both internally and externally.
Peace is the foundation on which happiness, freedom, democracy, and prosperity can flourish.

Without peace, every other indicator remains unstable.
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This heat map shows a comparison of the five key indices for 14 countries.
Light green stands for very good values (close to 100 points), dark red for very poor values (close to 0 points).

The color logic follows a simple rule:
• Green = high freedom, strong democracy, high prosperity, high happiness, low aggression
• Red = low freedom, weak democracy, low prosperity, low happiness, high aggression 
The five indices in this book measure the current state of the countries described. However, they do not describe a new phenomenon. Rather, they reveal the old patterns that repeat themselves when democracies become strong—and when they fail.
Even a brief glance at history shows that
Democracies rarely collapse as a result of a single event. They disintegrate gradually, often with the consent or indifference of large sections of the population. It is precisely this creeping process that the five indices now measure.

They answer not only the question "How is a country doing?", but also:
"In which direction is it moving?"

Freedom: The first value to be sacrificed
Historically, freedom is almost always the first index to decline when democracies come under pressure. This rarely happens abruptly. It usually begins with restrictions that are presented as necessary, temporary, or without alternative.

A well-known example is the Nazi takeover in Germany. Adolf Hitler did not come to power through an open coup, but through legal procedures, emergency decrees, and the systematic erosion of civil liberties. Freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, and the rule of law were not abolished in one fell swoop—they were relativized bit by bit.

Analysis of today's countries shows a similar pattern:
• Where freedom is restricted, happiness also declines in the long term.
• Where freedom of expression is controlled, democracy loses its substance .
• Where the rule of law is politicized, instability follows.

Freedom is therefore not a "luxury value." It is the early warning system of every democracy. 
Democracy: When form remains, but substance disappears

History knows many systems that retained democratic forms while their content disappeared. Parliaments continued to meet, elections took place—but real control of power no longer existed.

Even in the 20th century, authoritarian systems were often legitimized with democratic rhetoric. Democracy became a facade behind which power was concentrated, opposition was eliminated, and institutions were brought into line.

Today's indices show that this pattern has by no means been overcome:
• Hybrid regimes combine elections with the concentration of power.
• Authoritarian systems talk about stability, not participation.
• Even established democracies lose quality when participation declines and trust dwindles.
Democracy rarely dies with a bang. It is quietly managed until it loses its significance.

Prosperity: protective shield or illusion?

A common historical misconception is that prosperity protects democracy.
However, history paints a more nuanced picture.

In the Weimar Republic, for example, economic crises, inflation, and social insecurity led to political radicalization. But even periods of relative prosperity could not prevent authoritarian developments if this prosperity was unevenly distributed or perceived as unfair.

The current analysis confirms that
• Prosperity only stabilizes when it is widely shared.
• Inequality has a corrosive effect on democracy in the long term.
• Economic strength without institutional quality creates dependency, not security.

Prosperity is not a foundation. It is an amplifier—for better or for worse.

Happiness: Why contentment has political explosive power

Historically, happiness has rarely been seen as a political factor – yet it is.
Societies in which people are permanently dissatisfied, insecure, or lacking in prospects become susceptible to simple solutions, strong leaders, and authoritarian promises.

Historically, many authoritarian movements have been successful because they served psychological needs:
• Order instead of chaos
• Belonging instead of alienation
• Strength instead of uncertainty

Today, the Happiness Index shows precisely these breaking points:
• Declining life satisfaction often precedes the erosion of democratic quality.
• People who feel abandoned by the system turn away from it.
• Happiness is not measured by optimism, but by trust in the system.

Democracies that ignore the subjective experiences of their citizens lose their emotional foundation.

Peace: The forgotten prerequisite

Many of today's democracies were created or matured in times of peace. This creates a dangerous illusion: Peace is taken for granted.

However, history shows that
• War legitimizes restrictions on freedom.
• Security is played off against participation.
• Militarization permanently changes political culture.

In the 20th century, it was often external or internal conflicts that destabilized democratic systems. Today, the Global Peace Index shows that
Where violence, militarization, or geopolitical aggression increase, all other indices come under pressure.

Peace is not the result of functioning democracies—it is their prerequisite.

The results of our country comparisons

Democracy is the best means to happiness, prosperity, freedom, and peace 
Citizens in free countries are almost three times happier.
The most peaceful countries are all strong democracies.
Prosperity grows faster when inequality is lower.
Peace is a fundamental factor
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Where life is most worth living is illustrated by our final chart. It is based on a deliberate weighting: happiness and freedom each account for 25%, as they directly reflect people’s lived experience, complemented by peace (20%) as the foundation of any stable society, and democracy and prosperity (15% each) as structural factors. The result is not a purely economic ranking, but a human-centered overall picture. It shows that quality of life emerges above all where freedom, security, and trust come together.
Chapter 4: Democracy in crisis

Democracy is, as our analysis of 14 countries has shown, the most successful political principle of organization humankind has yet developed. Wherever democratic institutions are strong, freedom, prosperity, life satisfaction, and peace tend to rise together. No other system produces these results with comparable consistency.

And yet something remarkable is happening. While democracies still perform better than all available alternatives, they have been losing ground around the world for years. This is not a matter of political mood or ideological preference; it is a documented global trend. Organizations such as Freedom House, IDEA, and the V-Dem Institute all describe the same development: democracies are shrinking in number, authoritarian tendencies are spreading, and even long-established democratic systems are beginning to erode.

We are therefore living through the longest and deepest democratic decline since the end of the Second World War.

How can this be? Why is a system that gives people the best measurable chance of living free, peaceful, and prosperous lives now losing strength? And why are authoritarian leadership styles becoming more attractive, even in countries that still think of themselves as firmly democratic?

The answer does not lie in the failure of democracy as an idea. It lies in the paradox of democracy’s success. Democracies rarely collapse because they are defeated from the outside. More often, they wear down from within. Trust fades, institutions become overloaded, political systems grow unstable, parties turn inward, media landscapes fragment, and structural weaknesses that were once hidden begin to show.

Democracy has one particularly dangerous feature: when it functions well, it becomes almost invisible. Freedom of choice, legal security, peaceful coexistence, and public accountability begin to feel natural. People stop noticing them precisely because they are present. But what becomes invisible is easily neglected. As John Stuart Mill warned, goodness does not defend itself.

The moment citizens begin to treat democracy as something self-sustaining, vigilance weakens. The will to protect it diminishes. And once awareness of its value fades, space opens for those who are ready to exploit that indifference.

Our 14-country comparison shows this dynamic with striking clarity. In Russia, a system that once contained democratic elements has hardened into concentrated power, accompanied by repression at home and aggression abroad. In the United States, one of the oldest modern democracies, institutional norms have been tested by leaders willing to treat the system itself as an obstacle. In countries such as Turkey, India, Hungary, and Israel, democratic structures have not vanished overnight, but have been hollowed out gradually, step by step. In France, Italy, and the United Kingdom, citizens have watched repeated instability, party conflict, and short-lived governments corrode confidence in politics as a whole.

The common pattern is unmistakable. Democracy is rarely destroyed by “the people.” More often, it is weakened by power structures that drift away from them: parties that no longer listen, leaders who no longer respect limits, institutions that become politicized, and media systems that no longer support a shared public sphere.

Anthropologist Christopher Boehm has shown that for most of human history, societies survived not by concentrating power, but by limiting it. In early egalitarian communities, anyone who tried to dominate others was mocked, ignored, or pushed back into line. Leadership was tolerated only as long as it remained accountable to the group. In that sense, the roots of democracy are not found in hierarchy, but in the collective refusal to let hierarchy harden.

Modern representative democracy, however, is built on a different principle. It delegates power upward, concentrates it in offices and institutions, and then relies on rules and norms to prevent abuse. In doing so, it reproduces exactly the kind of structure that can later be turned against democracy itself.

This leads to the central insight of the chapter: the more directly a democracy is organized, the less power it hands over to individuals, and the smaller the risk that it will slide into authoritarianism. Democracy does not fail because its values are weak. It fails because its institutional design is often too weak to protect those values.

This chapter therefore explores not just a political downturn, but the systemic crisis of representative democracy itself. It asks why democratic systems are losing trust, why citizens are turning away, why parties are growing weaker even as leaders grow stronger, and why democracy today does not need to abandon its core principles, but to renew its form.

To understand what democracy could become in the future, we first have to understand why it so often fails in the present.


The Loss of Trust: Why Citizens No Longer Take Their Institutions Seriously

Trust is the true foundation of every democracy. Elections matter, parliaments matter, laws matter—but none of them can hold a democracy together if trust has already disappeared. A democratic system functions only as long as citizens believe that institutions act fairly, that politicians do not merely serve themselves, that decisions are not bought by hidden interests, and that rules still apply to the powerful.

Around the world, that trust has been eroding for years. Not in isolated cases, and not only in fragile states, but structurally and persistently. International studies from organizations such as Freedom House, V-Dem, and the OECD all point in the same direction: trust in democratic institutions is now at historic lows.

This decline is not mysterious. Citizens are not irrational, and they are not simply becoming cynical for no reason. Trust breaks down when institutions visibly lose their moral authority. Our comparison of countries shows this very clearly. Where democratic quality is high, trust is usually high as well, as in Finland or Switzerland. Where instability and polarization dominate, trust falls, as in France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States. In authoritarian systems, trust is replaced not by confidence, but by fear, resignation, or indifference.

People lose trust when politicians make promises they never intended to keep, or when they conceal information that affects the public. They lose trust when important decisions appear to be shaped less by the common good than by lobbying networks, corporate pressure, or party financing. They lose trust when office seems to become a path to personal privilege, secondary income, influence, and protected careers rather than public service. And they lose trust when political processes are so opaque that citizens are left with the feeling that something important is happening behind closed doors.

At that point, politicians are no longer seen as representatives of the people, but as representatives of themselves—or of those who finance, protect, and promote them.

This can be observed in very different democratic settings. In the United States, trust has been damaged by the normalization of lies, institutional attacks, and the spread of “post-truth” politics. In France, the Yellow Vest movement expressed a deep revolt against an elite widely seen as distant and dishonest. In Italy, repeated collapses of governments, corruption scandals, and endless political intrigue have led many people to conclude that politics is less a public service than a permanent game. In Germany, scandals involving donations, consulting contracts, and lobbying have shaken the image of politics as impartial. In the United Kingdom, Brexit left behind not only division, but a deep wound in public trust, because so much of it was driven by promises that proved hollow or false.

In all these cases, the pattern is the same. The moment citizens begin to believe that politicians serve themselves more than the country, democracy begins to lose the very ground on which it stands.

Political research makes this connection unmistakably clear. Bo Rothstein has shown that corruption destroys trust more quickly than almost anything else. Francis Fukuyama argues that institutions must be not only effective, but morally credible. Pippa Norris has described how the widening trust gap feeds directly into populism and radicalization. And Hannah Arendt captured the deeper danger with one sentence: where truth disappears, freedom disappears with it.

The consequences of this erosion are severe. Some citizens withdraw altogether because they no longer believe participation matters. Others remain politically active, but increasingly at the extremes, while the democratic center grows quieter and weaker. And many begin to long for “strong” leaders who promise order, decisiveness, and clarity in place of compromise and complexity.

This is why the loss of trust is not a secondary problem. It is a democratic emergency. Democracies do not collapse because citizens are incapable of freedom. They collapse because politicians, parties, and institutions squander the trust on which freedom depends. A democracy can survive error. It can survive conflict. It can even survive scandal. But it cannot survive the steady destruction of trust.

The Fragmentation of Reality: When the Public Sphere Breaks Apart

Democracy requires more than elections and institutions. It also requires a shared world. Citizens do not need to agree on everything, but they do need some common understanding of reality. They need to know what is true, what can be verified, and what counts as fact before interpretation begins.

It is precisely this foundation that is now breaking apart.

Never before in history have people had access to so much information. And never before has it been so difficult to understand the world together. Hannah Arendt warned long ago that when truth becomes relative, politics becomes impossible. Today, that warning no longer sounds theoretical. It describes the present.

Older democracies operated within a narrower information environment. Newspapers, public broadcasters, and established forums of debate did not create perfect truth, but they created a common frame of reference. People argued fiercely, but at least they usually argued about the same reality.

The internet changed that forever. For the first time in history, everyone could speak publicly. That was a democratic breakthrough—but also the beginning of a new instability. Once information became limitless, the authority of knowledge began to weaken. The old assumption—if it is published, it has probably been checked—gave way to something very different: everyone can now search until they find the version of reality that confirms what they already want to believe.

That development has weakened expertise as well. On social media, a scientist appears beside an influencer, a judge beside an anonymous account, a climate researcher beside a provocateur. Everything is flattened into the same visual field. Democracy, however, depends not only on the existence of many voices, but also on the ability to distinguish informed judgment from noise.

What makes this especially dangerous is that digital platforms are not neutral arenas. They were not designed to protect truth, but to maximize attention. And attention is won less by accuracy than by outrage, fear, scandal, emotional confirmation, and the constant sharpening of enemies and identities.

As a result, each person is shown a slightly different world: one shaped by preferences, anxieties, habits, and political leanings. The same country begins to live in different realities at once. One part of society sees democracy itself in danger; another sees that warning as manipulation. One accepts scientific evidence; another sees conspiracy. One believes war is aggression; another believes it is liberation.

When this happens, democracy loses its common ground. It becomes a house without a foundation.

The United States offers perhaps the clearest recent example. A large part of the population still believes the 2020 presidential election was stolen, despite the absence of evidence and despite repeated court rulings. This is no longer simply disagreement. It is the existence of an alternative reality. In Brazil, digital ecosystems under Bolsonaro replaced facts about the pandemic, the economy, and the environment with self-reinforcing narratives. In Germany, conspiracy milieus and Telegram communities created closed worlds whose danger lies not in their size alone, but in their insulation from correction. Russia shows the authoritarian extreme: a state-controlled information space in which the population is systematically told that war means liberation and aggression means defense.

The danger is therefore not disagreement itself. Democracies can survive disagreement. What they cannot survive is the collapse of a shared factual world.

From this fragmentation follow two consequences almost automatically. The first is polarization. People gather around worldviews that mirror what they already believe, and anyone who disagrees comes to appear not merely mistaken, but hostile. The second is moral devaluation. Opponents are no longer seen as fellow citizens with different arguments, but as manipulated, dangerous, or destructive people. At that point, compromise ceases to be difficult and becomes almost impossible.

Research confirms how serious this is. Cass Sunstein has shown that echo chambers radicalize groups by making them more homogeneous. Shoshana Zuboff describes how the digital economy commodifies emotion rather than truth. Timothy Snyder warns that authoritarian systems begin by dissolving the line between truth and falsehood until power alone defines reality. And Arendt, again, saw the end point with chilling clarity: the ideal subject of authoritarianism is not the fanatic, but the person who no longer knows what is true.

This is why the modern democratic crisis is not simply a crisis of misinformation. It is a crisis of common reality. Democracy does not fail because there is too much freedom of expression. It fails when there is too little shared truth to hold freedom together.


Political Instability: When Governments Collapse Faster Than Problems Can Be Solved

Modern democracy is not only in a crisis of trust and truth. Increasingly, it is also in a crisis of function.

Even in countries with formally stable institutions, governments often appear powerless, chaotic, or ineffective. Cabinets collapse in rapid succession, parliaments block one another, and coalitions fall apart before they have had time to govern. The result is a growing impression that politics is no longer merely distant, but practically incapable of solving the problems it was meant to address.

This impression is dangerous, because it changes the way people relate to democracy itself. Citizens may tolerate disagreement, complexity, and slow procedures as long as they believe that the system is ultimately capable of acting. But once the political process begins to look permanently stuck, democracy loses not only trust, but credibility.

That is exactly what we are seeing in many parts of the world.

The reasons are often structural. Governments think in election cycles measured in months, while the challenges they face—climate change, migration, aging societies, education, security, housing—unfold over decades. Coalitions are frequently alliances of convenience rather than communities of conviction. Instead of a shared direction, they produce compromise without purpose. And parliamentary conflict too often becomes a performance aimed not at solving problems, but at weakening the other side.

In such conditions, politics loses coherence. It stops appearing like leadership and starts looking like improvisation.

Some of the countries most affected by instability illustrate this clearly. Italy has long become synonymous with short-lived governments, fragile coalitions, and the sense that politics is permanently provisional. France, despite its strong presidential system, has repeatedly experienced moments in which social conflict and political deadlock seemed to outpace institutional control. The United Kingdom has shown how internal party conflict, Brexit, and rapid leadership turnover can weaken a state that once appeared exceptionally stable.

But the pattern is far broader than these three countries. Israel, with repeated elections in a short span of time, has demonstrated how deep societal tensions can be intensified by constant changes of government. Spain has struggled with blocked majorities and prolonged interim arrangements. Belgium once went more than five hundred days without a fully functioning government. In Pakistan, collapses of civilian government and military interference have become almost cyclical. South Africa has increasingly revealed how internal party power struggles and corruption can undermine the state’s ability to act.

These examples differ in history, geography, and institutional design. Yet they point to the same underlying problem: instability is no longer an exception within democratic systems. It is becoming one of their defining weaknesses.

And this weakness has consequences far beyond parliamentary procedure. It shapes how citizens judge the value of democracy itself. If governments change constantly, if reforms never materialize, if every political crisis becomes another episode in a permanent drama, then many people begin to draw a dangerous conclusion: not that democracy is difficult, but that it is incapable.

This is where democratic frustration becomes politically combustible.

One element that reinforces this frustration is the visible incompetence of many governments. In parliamentary systems especially, ministerial positions are often awarded less on the basis of professional expertise than on internal party logic—loyalty, factional balance, years of service, or coalition arithmetic. Citizens notice when health ministers have little understanding of health systems, when education ministers lack educational expertise, or when infrastructure is managed by those with no practical experience in the field. What they see is not simply personal weakness, but a system of appointments that appears disconnected from competence.

This creates a corrosive impression: that politics is not organized around the common good, but around internal party rewards.

The same dynamic appears in election campaigns. Democratic politics increasingly resembles marketing. Promises are exaggerated, softened, or quietly abandoned once power has been secured. Tax cuts do not arrive. Reforms are announced and then postponed. Investments are celebrated and later cancelled. What citizens experience is not just disappointment over individual failures, but a recurring pattern of political unreliability.

And that pattern is precisely what modern populists exploit.

Populists thrive where democratic politics appears weak, dishonest, and directionless. They promise clarity where democratic systems produce compromise, decisiveness where democratic systems appear hesitant, and simple answers where democratic systems speak in complexity. Their promises are usually unrealistic, but their emotional effect is powerful because they speak directly into a space that democracy itself has left open.

That space is created whenever citizens feel excluded from real influence. In many representative systems, people are allowed to vote, but once elections are over, they experience politics as something done above their heads. Decisions are negotiated in committees, coalitions, party circles, and ministries. Important reforms are diluted, delayed, or blocked. Citizens are no longer participants in a common political project. They become spectators of a process they barely influence.

That is why so many people begin to say, with increasing bitterness: we vote, and then they do whatever they want.

This sentence matters because it captures something deeper than dissatisfaction. It describes the perception of a democratic system that still functions formally, but no longer feels responsive in substance.

And once democracy begins to appear functional only for itself, not for the people, instability becomes more than a procedural problem. It becomes the breeding ground for authoritarian temptation.

The Power Trap of Political Parties: Why Party Systems Weaken Democracy

Political parties were once among the great innovations of modern democracy. They were meant to organize interests, translate social conflict into political programs, and help citizens make sense of political choices. At their best, they served as bridges between society and the state.

But in many democracies today, parties no longer fulfill that role convincingly.

Instead of connecting citizens to political power, they often appear to stand between them and it. Instead of being engines of democratic participation, they have increasingly become self-protective structures with their own internal logic, their own loyalties, and their own interests in survival.

Our 14-country analysis points repeatedly in this direction. Where party systems become too dominant, too detached, or too hollow, trust declines, democratic quality weakens, and freedom itself becomes more fragile. This does not mean that parties are unnecessary in every form. It means that many existing party systems have drifted away from the democratic purpose they were originally meant to serve.

One major reason is that party careers often reward loyalty more than competence. Advancement depends not only—or even primarily—on expertise, judgment, or public credibility, but on years of internal service, factional alliances, strategic obedience, and compatibility with leadership. The result is visible in many democracies: key offices are filled by people who may be politically deserving in party terms, yet are not always the most capable in governing terms.

Citizens sense this immediately. They see ministers who appear chosen less because they are qualified than because they fit into internal political calculations. That reinforces the feeling that politics is not being run for the country, but for the party apparatus itself.

And that impression is often justified.

In many systems, parties have a structural incentive that distorts their role. Their survival depends above all on retaining or regaining power. Losing office means losing access to influence, networks, budgets, visibility, and institutional advantage. Under such conditions, political decision-making becomes increasingly tactical. Reforms are delayed not because they are bad, but because they might benefit the opposition. Problems are managed not according to urgency, but according to electoral usefulness. Public debate is shaped less by necessity than by campaign strategy.

This creates a politics that feels strangely disconnected from reality. Citizens face rising housing costs, pressure in schools, uncertainty in labor markets, or failing infrastructure, while parties argue about positioning, coalition arithmetic, and narrative control. The state continues to function, but politics begins to look self-referential.

Parliament, in theory, should be the place where different interests are openly debated and brought toward compromise. In practice, it often becomes a stage on which parties perform for cameras, supporters, and future headlines. Argument gives way to provocation. Compromise is reframed as weakness. The incentive is no longer to persuade, but to dominate public attention.

This transforms the democratic atmosphere itself. Politics becomes louder, but not deeper; more visible, but less meaningful.

As a result, a paradox emerges: parties still claim to represent society, but increasingly appear to represent themselves. Democracy remains formally in the hands of the people, yet operationally it is managed by organizations that the people influence only indirectly and intermittently.

This problem is intensified by money. Party financing, campaign structures, donations, and lobbying all create dependencies that weaken democratic credibility. Whether through Super PACs in the United States, donation scandals in Germany, campaign finance scandals in France, or opaque financing systems elsewhere, the message absorbed by citizens is often the same: politics can be bought—or at least heavily influenced.

And once this perception takes hold, the moral authority of parties begins to collapse.

This is precisely the environment in which populists flourish. They present themselves as outsiders, as enemies of the established party system, as voices of “the real people” against closed elites. They promise to break the machinery of party politics and restore direct connection between leadership and citizens.

But here lies the deeper danger: populism rarely abolishes power structures. More often, it simply replaces party systems with personal loyalty to a single leader.

In that sense, parties can become the midwives of authoritarianism. By losing trust, credibility, and connection to society, they create the vacuum into which charismatic power can step.

The Leader Trap: How Individuals Can Overturn Democracies

Democracies are not unstable because citizens are incapable of freedom. They become unstable when too much power is concentrated in too few hands.

That is what makes them vulnerable to individual leaders—especially those who are charismatic, media-skilled, ruthless, or strategically gifted. Again and again, across very different countries and periods, democratic decline has followed the same basic pattern: it was not “the people” who destroyed the system, but individuals who learned how to use its weaknesses against itself.

Our analysis of 14 countries, combined with many examples beyond them, shows just how decisive the role of leadership can be. Authoritarian style, contempt for institutions, polarization, manipulation of public opinion, and the abuse of state resources do not emerge from nowhere. They are actively produced by people who understand that power can be accumulated step by step if enough limits are weakened first.

The first move is usually theatrical. A crisis is exaggerated or reframed until the country appears to be on the brink of collapse. Elites are delegitimized as corrupt, detached, or incompetent. Institutions are no longer presented as safeguards, but as obstacles. And then the leader appears as the answer: the one person who supposedly sees clearly, speaks plainly, and alone can restore order.

This pattern has appeared in many guises. It can be found in Trump’s attacks on the “deep state,” in Erdoğan’s language of internal betrayal, in Putin’s mythology of external enemies, in Modi’s politics of cultural majoritarianism, in Orbán’s demonization of Brussels and migrants, in Chávez’s cult of popular salvation. The national contexts differ, but the underlying script remains remarkably similar.

What follows is rarely an immediate coup against democracy. More often, it is a slow and legalistic infiltration of institutions. Courts are gradually politicized. Media are pressured, bought, or weakened. Security structures are reshaped around loyalty. Electoral rules are modified to advantage those already in power. Each step may look technical, administrative, or even lawful. Taken together, however, they hollow out the system from within.

And because the process often unfolds gradually, many citizens adjust to it while it is happening.

At the same time, these leaders rely on a second mechanism: division. A leader who seeks to dominate must break society into camps. One camp becomes “the real people,” loyal and patriotic. The other becomes traitorous, manipulated, elitist, or dangerous. This division is not an accidental byproduct. It is a method of control. Once political opponents are no longer seen as fellow citizens, compromise becomes betrayal and democratic conflict turns into moral war.

Eventually a third stage appears: the myth of irreplaceability. The leader comes to embody the nation itself. Criticism of the person is recast as hostility toward the country. Even obvious failures are reinterpreted as the fault of enemies, saboteurs, the media, foreign powers, or the opposition. The more severe the crisis becomes, the more supporters believe the leader must remain in office to save the country from the very damage he has helped create.

This is one of the most dangerous paradoxes of modern politics.

And it points to a structural weakness of representative democracy itself. Representative systems require leadership positions. Presidents, prime ministers, party chairs, and ministers become institutional centers of power. Once such centers exist, they can be captured, personalized, and eventually weaponized.

Christopher Boehm’s anthropological work throws a revealing light on this. Early egalitarian societies understood something that modern systems often forget: concentrated power is dangerous long before it becomes tyrannical. That is why they limited it socially from the beginning. They did not wait for domination to mature and then build controls around it. They prevented it from hardening in the first place.

Representative democracies do the opposite. They create powerful offices first and then try to restrain them with rules, norms, and institutional balances. But norms can erode. Rules can be bent. Institutions can be captured.

That is why leader figures become especially dangerous in representative systems. They are not an accident outside the system. They are a possibility created by the system itself.

The Structural Design Flaw of Representative Democracy

Once all these strands are brought together, one conclusion becomes difficult to avoid: the crisis of modern democracy is not merely a sequence of unfortunate developments. It is not simply the result of irresponsible citizens, bad luck, corrupt politicians, or destructive media. The problem runs deeper.

It lies in the architecture of representative democracy itself.

At its core, representative democracy is based on a simple act of delegation. Citizens hand over political power to a small number of elected individuals and hope that those individuals will exercise it responsibly. In earlier centuries, this arrangement was understandable, perhaps even necessary. Large states could not function through continuous direct participation. Communication was slow, education was unevenly distributed, and the practical tools for broader decision-making simply did not exist.

But what was once a practical solution has become, in the twenty-first century, an increasingly visible weakness.

Because delegation does not merely transfer responsibility. It also creates distance. It produces a political class. It shifts loyalty away from citizens and toward parties, factions, offices, and networks. Those who govern do not necessarily become malicious; often, they simply become structurally separated from the everyday experience of those they govern.

This is why so many citizens feel that they are formally sovereign, yet practically powerless.

In theory, all power emanates from the people. In practice, it flows upward into parties, parliamentary groups, ministries, coalition committees, leadership circles, and executive offices. Citizens can vote, but they rarely decide. Their role is periodic, not continuous. Their influence is real, but narrow. And after elections, politics is largely handed over to others.

Over time, this produces something more permanent: a political class with its own language, habits, career paths, networks, and privileges. This class is not necessarily evil. But it is self-reproducing. The longer such a system exists, the more it tends to protect itself. Rules are made by those who already hold office. Funding systems favor established parties. electoral thresholds keep newcomers out. Party discipline overrides individual judgment. Appointments reward loyalty more often than competence.

A feedback loop emerges: power creates structures, and those structures protect power.

The democratic system remains formally intact, but it begins to serve its own continuation as much as the society it was meant to represent.

This is why representative democracy is democratic in theory, yet often elitist in practice.

And this is also why so many of its recurring crises—loss of trust, populism, political fatigue, radicalization, and leader cults—are not random side effects. They are consequences of a design that creates centers of power first and then tries, often unsuccessfully, to control them afterwards.

Direct democracy points to a different logic.

It does not begin by creating large power centers and surrounding them with safeguards. It reduces the need for such centers in the first place. It keeps more decision-making with the population instead of transferring it upward. In that sense, it does not simply promise “more democracy” in an abstract moral sense. It changes the mechanics of power.

That is why the difference is so fundamental.

Representative democracy says: power must be delegated and then controlled.
Direct democracy says: power should remain shared wherever possible so that it cannot so easily be abused at all.

The Most Stable Form of Democracy: Why Direct Democracy Is So Hard to Overturn

This brings us to the decisive question of the entire book: if democracy is in crisis, what form of democracy is most resilient?

The answer that emerges from our country analysis, from anthropology, from history, and from political theory is strikingly clear. The more directly a democracy is organized, the lower the risk that it will slide into authoritarianism.

The reason is simple. Power that is never strongly concentrated cannot be captured as easily. A political system without a dominant top is harder to hijack. A society in which citizens remain active decision-makers is less dependent on parties, less vulnerable to charismatic leaders, and less exposed to the slow takeover of institutions by a small political class.

Direct democracy addresses the democratic crisis at its root because it reduces delegation.

It does not eliminate conflict, error, or disagreement. No political system can do that. But it changes the location of power. Instead of requiring citizens to surrender political agency for years at a time, it keeps them closer to the process. Instead of relying so heavily on leaders, it distributes responsibility more broadly. Instead of allowing parties to become the main gatekeepers of public life, it weakens their monopoly. And instead of treating democratic participation as an occasional ritual, it treats it as an ongoing civic function.

That has consequences.

Trust grows when people can recognize themselves in decisions because they have helped make them. Transparency becomes more than a promise because fewer decisive processes are hidden behind coalition deals and party negotiations. Mistakes become easier to correct because they do not need to wait years for the next election cycle. Even in a fragmented digital world, direct democracy has an advantage: it reduces the political payoff of personality cults, because there is no single top office that can so easily become the object of emotional capture.

This is why direct democracy is not simply “more participation.” It is also a different distribution of political risk.

Representative systems are always in danger of concentrating power and then discovering too late that the wrong person has acquired it. Direct democracy limits that danger by design.

In this sense, it also reconnects modern politics with something much older. As earlier chapters showed, human societies spent most of their history in comparatively horizontal forms of cooperation. Hierarchy was not the original condition. It was the exception that emerged later. For most of human history, people lived in groups that instinctively distrusted concentrated power, limited leadership, and preferred shared decision-making over domination.

Direct democracy is therefore not a utopian invention detached from human nature. It is, in many ways, a return to a political logic that humanity knew long before modern states existed: power should remain with the group as much as possible, because once it rises too far above the group, it becomes dangerous.

And that leads to the clearest conclusion of this chapter.

Democracies rarely fail because citizens want freedom too much. They fail because too much power is entrusted to too few people. The great danger to democracy does not come from the people. It comes from the concentration and delegation of power.

That is why the most stable form of democracy is also the one that delegates the least, distributes the most, and keeps political authority closest to those who must live with its consequences.

Direct democracy is not merely a more participatory version of democracy. It is the structurally more stable one.

Democracy is not collapsing because people have turned away from freedom.
It is faltering because its structures no longer reliably protect what it promises.

What we are witnessing is not a crisis of values, but a crisis of design.
A system that delegates power too far risks losing control over it.
And where power concentrates, trust erodes, instability grows, and the door to authoritarianism slowly opens.

The central question is therefore no longer whether democracy works.
It does. Our analysis has shown that clearly.

The real question is:
Which form of democracy is capable of protecting itself?

Because the future of democracy will not be decided by its ideals—
but by the way it is built.
Chapter 5: The Future of Democracy




Democracy as we know it today emerged in a world that bears little resemblance to our own. When representative systems were developed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, there was no mass education, no digital communication, no global connectivity, and no technical infrastructure capable of linking millions of people in real time. Political participation was necessarily slow, physical, and local.

Under these conditions, delegating power was not a flaw—it was a necessity. Representation was a compromise. It made democracy possible in the first place, but it was never its ideal form.

Today, however, we are living through a historical turning point.

For the first time since the emergence of nation states, technologies exist that make large-scale democratic participation not only imaginable, but practically feasible. What once failed because of distance, time, and logistics has become technically trivial.

We already manage the most sensitive aspects of our lives digitally. We transfer money, sign contracts, verify identities, encrypt personal data, and coordinate global systems in real time. Entire economies function through networks that are faster, more precise, and more reliable than any political process that currently exists.

And yet, politically, we still operate within structures designed for a pre-digital world.

Democracy is capable of digitization—but it has not yet been digitized.

This is not a marginal inefficiency. It is one of the greatest untapped opportunities in the development of political systems.

What makes this moment truly unique, however, is not only technological progress—but its global reach.

For the first time in history, a majority of humanity is connected. Billions of people carry devices that allow them to communicate, inform themselves, and participate in complex systems. Mobile networks now cover almost the entire planet, and even in regions of poverty, digital access is spreading faster than any previous infrastructure in human history.

And yet this global connectivity is deeply uneven.

While large parts of the world are already digitally integrated, billions of people still lack stable access to the internet, reliable electricity, or secure digital identities. In many regions, participation is technically possible in theory, but not yet accessible in everyday life. The infrastructure of the digital age exists—but it is not equally distributed.

This creates a crucial insight for the future of democracy:

Digital direct democracy is no longer a utopian concept—but it is not yet a universal reality.

It is emerging first where the technical, social, and institutional foundations are strong enough to support it. And it will expand as these foundations spread.

The direction, however, is clear.

For the first time, the limitations that made direct democracy impossible for centuries are dissolving. The barriers of distance, time, information, and coordination are disappearing—not everywhere at the same speed, but everywhere in the same direction.

And this is precisely where the new part of this book begins.

When representative democracy reaches its structural limits, we do not need to wait for a new system to emerge. We now have the means to actively redesign it.

The key insight from Chapter 4

The central lesson from the previous chapter is simple, but profound:

Democracies do not fail because citizens are incapable.
They fail because too much power is delegated to too few.

This chapter therefore explores the opposite model:
a form of democracy in which citizens themselves make decisions—continuously, informed, decentralized, and transparent.

Not as a theoretical ideal, but as a practical possibility.

This is not about replacing one ideology with another. It is about recognizing that, for the first time, the technical, organizational, and informational barriers that once made direct democracy impossible are disappearing.

Digital democracy is not a distant vision.
It is an emerging reality—uneven, incomplete, but irreversible.

An old idea in a new world
Direct democracy is one of humanity’s oldest political ideas. For most of human history, people lived in small, egalitarian groups in which decisions were made collectively. Power was shared, not delegated.

The reason this model did not scale was never human incapacity. It was structural limitation.

Large societies could not organize participation. Information could not be distributed. Identities could not be verified. Decisions could not be coordinated across distance.

What once required weeks, travel, and physical presence can now be done in seconds.

The world has changed more in the last thirty years than political systems have in the last two hundred.

And this creates a paradox:

The very reasons that once made representative democracy necessary
are now gradually disappearing.

The decisive turning point

The critical shift is not simply technological. It is structural.

For the first time, participation is no longer tied to place, time, or physical presence. Information is no longer restricted to elites. Identity can be verified digitally. Decisions can be processed securely and transparently at scale.

At the same time, the global expansion of digital infrastructure is reshaping what is politically possible.

Even in regions where full participation is not yet realistic, the trajectory is unmistakable. Connectivity is increasing. Costs are falling. Access is expanding. Digital literacy is growing.

Democracy, for the first time, has the opportunity to evolve alongside this development.

Not by abandoning its principles—but by finally aligning its structure with the realities of the modern world.

The key insight of this chapter

For centuries, direct democracy failed because of logistics, lack of information, scale, time, and identity.

These barriers are now dissolving.

Not everywhere equally.
Not completely.
But irreversibly.

Technologically, humanity has reached a point where direct democratic participation is no longer limited by possibility—but by implementation.

The question is no longer whether democracy can evolve.

The question is whether it will.




Digital Infrastructure: Why Direct Democracy Is Becoming Globally Feasible

For thousands of years, direct democracy was not a question of willingness, but of capability.
Even when societies wanted to make decisions collectively, they lacked the means to organize this process in a reliable, efficient, and fair way.

Today, this starting point has fundamentally changed.

For the first time in history, a technical infrastructure exists that enables large-scale political participation. Digital networks connect billions of people, mobile devices provide immediate access to information and communication, and modern security technologies make it possible to verify identity and decisions with a high degree of reliability.

What matters, however, is not only that this infrastructure exists —
but that it is spreading across the globe.

Internet usage has grown rapidly in recent years. Even in economically weaker regions, digital access is expanding continuously, often faster than traditional infrastructure such as roads or administrative systems. Smartphones play a central role in this development: they are affordable, mobile, and increasingly replace computers, banks, and public services.

This creates a new reality:
Political participation is no longer tied to physical spaces. It becomes mobile, continuously accessible, and technically scalable.

At the same time, global disparities must not be overlooked.

While highly developed countries are almost fully connected, other regions still struggle with unstable networks, unreliable electricity, or limited digital literacy. Secure digital identity systems are also far from universally established.

This means:
The foundations for digital democracy exist globally — but they are unevenly distributed.

Yet this imbalance also creates momentum.

Digital infrastructure follows different dynamics than traditional systems: it spreads exponentially. What is incomplete today can become standard within a few years.

This development is already visible:

More and more countries are introducing digital identity systems.
Public services are increasingly being moved online.
People are using digital platforms to inform themselves, organize, and express political views.

The building blocks of a new democratic order are therefore not theoretical — they are already emerging in practice.

From Technological Progress to Political Possibility

This infrastructure does not only transform communication — it changes the logic of political systems.

In the past, it was unavoidable to delegate decisions to a small group of representatives.
Today, it is technically possible to involve millions of citizens simultaneously in decision-making processes — quickly, securely, and transparently.

This shifts the core of democracy:

The central question is no longer who decides —
but how decisions are organized.

Digital systems make it possible, for the first time, to design political processes that are:

scalable,
transparent,
secure,
and broadly accessible.

What used to be a contradiction — large states and direct participation — is now being resolved.


A Direction of Change

It is important to understand:
Digital democracy will not emerge overnight.

It will develop gradually — shaped by the technical, social, and institutional capacities of each country.

Some countries will lead.
Others will follow.
Some will take longer.

But the direction is clear.

The more widespread digital infrastructure becomes,
the more secure identity verification is,
the more accessible information is,
the more realistic direct participation becomes.

Democracy will not automatically improve.
But for the first time, it gains the structural possibility to evolve.

The Key Insight

The most important conclusion of this section is therefore:

Direct democracy did not fail in the past because of people —
but because of infrastructure.

That infrastructure is now emerging.

Not perfectly.
Not everywhere equally.
But irreversibly.

And that is precisely why an idea that has existed for thousands of years
is becoming a real option for the first time.



Online Voting: More Secure Than Paper?

The idea of digital voting often triggers two opposing reactions: enthusiasm for its simplicity and skepticism about its security. Much of this skepticism, however, is based on an outdated comparison—people imagine future digital systems through the lens of past technological weaknesses. In reality, properly designed online voting systems can be significantly more secure than traditional paper-based elections.

Paper ballots appear tangible and therefore trustworthy, but in practice they are vulnerable to a wide range of risks: human error in counting, lost or manipulated ballots, inconsistencies in procedures, and limited transparency. Elections ultimately depend on processes that cannot be fully verified by citizens themselves. Trust is required—but it cannot be mathematically proven.

Digital systems fundamentally change this logic. Instead of relying on trust in individuals, they rely on verifiable processes. Secure online voting combines several layers: identity verification ensures that each person votes only once, encryption protects the vote itself, and distributed systems prevent manipulation or deletion. At the same time, modern cryptography makes it possible to separate identity from the vote, ensuring both security and anonymity.

One of the most important differences lies in transparency. A well-designed digital voting system allows every citizen to verify that their vote has been counted correctly without revealing how they voted. The counting process itself can be audited publicly, not by trusting authorities, but by verifying mathematical proofs. This creates a level of accountability that analog systems cannot provide.

International examples already demonstrate that such systems can work in practice. Countries like Estonia have used digital voting for years without significant security incidents, while other nations experiment with transparent, open-source approaches that allow independent verification. These cases show that digital voting is not a theoretical concept—it is an evolving reality.

Of course, no system is without risk. The critical question is not whether digital voting is perfectly secure, but whether it can be made more secure than existing alternatives. When designed correctly, the answer is yes. Digital systems reduce human error, increase accessibility, and make manipulation far more difficult at scale.

This leads to a shift in perspective. The question should no longer be, “Can digital elections be trusted?” but rather, “Why do we continue to rely on systems that are less transparent, less verifiable, and more prone to error?”

Online voting is not merely a technical upgrade. It represents a structural improvement in how democratic decisions are recorded, verified, and trusted. It replaces uncertainty with verifiability, and trust with proof. And in doing so, it brings democracy closer to its core principle: that every vote counts—and can be shown to count.


Citizens at the Center: How Digital Democracy Simplifies Participation

Every political system ultimately depends on one simple question: how easy is it for citizens to participate? In representative democracies, participation is formally open, yet practically demanding. Voters are expected to navigate complex programs, interpret conflicting promises, and make decisions that only have an effect every few years. For many, this creates distance rather than engagement. Politics becomes something observed, not something actively shaped.

Digital direct democracy reverses this logic. It is built on the idea that participation should be simple, accessible, and integrated into everyday life. Political decision-making no longer requires physical presence, long preparation, or procedural complexity. It becomes as straightforward as the digital interactions people are already familiar with: quick, intuitive, and available at any time.

This shift changes the role of citizens fundamentally. Instead of being occasional voters, they become continuous participants. Decisions are no longer abstract choices between parties or personalities, but concrete choices about specific issues. Information is presented in a structured way, alternatives are clearly outlined, and the consequences of different options become visible. Participation becomes not only easier, but more meaningful.

The impact of this simplification is profound. When barriers to participation are lowered, engagement increases. People are more likely to take part when the effort required is minimal and the relevance is immediate. Political involvement becomes part of everyday life rather than an exceptional event. This creates a stronger connection between citizens and decisions, and with it, a higher degree of identification with the system itself.

At the same time, digital participation improves inclusivity. Groups that are often disadvantaged in traditional systems—such as people with limited mobility, demanding work schedules, or caregiving responsibilities—gain equal access. Interfaces can be adapted to different needs, languages, and abilities, making democracy more universal in practice, not just in principle.

Another important effect is psychological. When people experience that their participation has a direct and visible impact, a sense of self-efficacy emerges. Politics is no longer perceived as distant or uncontrollable, but as something tangible. This strengthens trust, reduces frustration, and contributes to social stability.

Digital democracy therefore does more than simplify procedures—it reshapes the relationship between citizens and the state. It transforms democracy from a system of delegation into a system of co-creation. And by doing so, it restores a core idea that has often been lost: that political power ultimately belongs not to institutions, but to the people themselves.


A New Political Public Sphere: From Noise to Understanding

Democracy depends on information. But in the 21st century, information has become both its greatest strength and its greatest vulnerability. Never before have people had access to so much knowledge, and never before has it been so difficult to distinguish truth from distortion. Social media, fragmented media landscapes, and attention-driven algorithms have created an environment in which visibility often outweighs accuracy.

Representative democracy was not designed for this world. It emerged in a time when information was scarce, slower, and more centralized. Today, facts, opinions, and falsehoods compete simultaneously for attention, often without clear distinction. The result is not simply disagreement—but confusion. And without a shared understanding of reality, democratic decision-making becomes increasingly fragile.

Digital direct democracy must therefore go beyond enabling participation. It must create a new kind of public sphere—one that is structured around clarity, transparency, and verifiable information rather than emotional amplification.

At the core of this new public sphere lies a different architecture of information. Instead of fragmented narratives and competing headlines, citizens are presented with structured, comparable, and traceable content. For every decision, there is a clear overview of the issue, a transparent presentation of arguments for and against, and an explanation of potential consequences. Complexity is not hidden, but organized.

Modern technology plays a crucial role in this process. Artificial intelligence can help structure debates, identify recurring arguments, highlight contradictions, and make complex topics more understandable without distorting them. Rather than replacing human judgment, it supports orientation. It allows citizens to navigate complexity without being overwhelmed by it.

At the same time, debate itself becomes more visible and accountable. Discussions take place in transparent environments where arguments are linked to sources, where misinformation can be corrected, and where the quality of contributions matters more than their emotional impact. This does not eliminate disagreement—but it changes its nature. Conflict becomes a process of clarification rather than escalation.

Another essential element is openness. Data, models, and assumptions underlying political decisions are accessible and verifiable. This allows not only experts but also citizens, journalists, and independent organizations to review and challenge them. Trust is no longer based on authority alone, but on transparency.

The effect of such a public sphere is transformative. It creates a shared informational foundation that modern democracies increasingly lack. It reduces the influence of manipulation, weakens the dynamics of polarization, and strengthens the ability of societies to make informed decisions together.

Digital democracy, in this sense, is not only a new way of voting. It is a new way of understanding. It replaces noise with structure, fragmentation with coherence, and opinion battles with informed judgment.

Or, more simply: it creates the conditions under which democracy can function again as a collective search for the best solution, rather than a competition for attention.



The Structural Advantage: Why Direct Democracy Is More Stable

The crisis of modern democracy is not a crisis of its values, but of its structure. People have not lost their desire for freedom, fairness, or participation. What is eroding is the ability of existing systems to reliably deliver these values over time.

Representative democracy concentrates power by design. It delegates decision-making to a limited number of individuals and institutions, and then attempts to control that power through rules, checks, and procedures. This model has worked for long periods, but it carries an inherent risk: the very concentration of power it creates can be used to undermine the system itself.

Direct democracy follows a different logic. It does not try to control concentrated power—it avoids creating it in the first place. Decision-making remains distributed, continuously anchored in the population rather than transferred to a political elite. This structural difference has profound consequences.

A system without centralized power centers is inherently more resistant to abuse. There are no positions that can be captured, no hierarchies that can be dominated, no single actors who can redirect the entire system. Political influence becomes diffuse, and with it, more difficult to monopolize.

This is not a theoretical assumption. It is consistent with historical patterns and with the findings of political science. Systems with distributed decision-making tend to be more stable, less prone to corruption, and more resilient to authoritarian shifts. They reduce the risk not by relying on better leaders, but by reducing the importance of leaders altogether.


Trust, Stability, and the End of Power Concentration

One of the most significant advantages of direct democracy lies in its effect on trust. Trust is not created through promises or communication—it is created through structure. When citizens retain decision-making power, they do not need to trust that others will act on their behalf. They can verify, participate, and correct.

Mistakes become less dangerous because they are easier to reverse. Decisions are not fixed for years but can be revisited and adjusted. This creates a dynamic system that learns continuously instead of reacting only after crises.

At the same time, the incentives within the system change. Politics is no longer driven by the need to gain or retain power, but by the need to justify decisions. There are no permanent positions to defend, no long-term monopolies to protect. Influence must be renewed constantly through argument and persuasion.

This reduces many of the pathologies of modern politics: polarization, strategic obstruction, and the prioritization of short-term gains over long-term solutions. When power is not concentrated, it becomes less valuable as an end in itself.


Why Direct Democracy Reduces the Risk of Authoritarianism

Almost all historical breakdowns of democracy follow a similar pattern. Power becomes concentrated, institutions are weakened, and individual actors expand their influence until checks and balances no longer function. The system does not collapse suddenly—it is gradually reshaped from within.

Direct democracy interrupts this pattern at its root. Without centralized power, there is no position that can be used to take over the system. Without strong executive centers, there are fewer opportunities to manipulate institutions. Without a dominant political class, there is less distance between decision-makers and society.

This does not eliminate conflict or disagreement. But it changes the conditions under which they occur. Political competition shifts from a struggle for control to a process of collective decision-making. The focus moves from who governs to how decisions are made.

The result is a system that is less vulnerable to abrupt shifts and more capable of maintaining stability over time.

From Delegation to Responsibility

At its core, the transition from representative to direct democracy is a transition from delegation to responsibility. Citizens are no longer primarily observers of political processes—they become active participants. This requires more engagement, but it also creates stronger ownership.

Responsibility changes behavior. When decisions are made collectively, their consequences are shared more visibly. This can lead to more cautious, more balanced, and more sustainable outcomes. It aligns individual interests more closely with collective results.

In this sense, direct democracy is not only a structural reform. It is a cultural shift. It transforms the role of the citizen from a passive recipient of decisions into an active co-author of the political system.

The Final Insight of Chapter 5

All findings—from technology, political science, anthropology, and the comparison of countries—point in the same direction.

Democracies do not fail because people are incapable.
They fail because power is concentrated.

The more power is delegated, the greater the risk of abuse.
The more power remains distributed, the more stable the system becomes.

Direct democracy is therefore not simply another variant of democratic organization. It represents a structural evolution. It removes the central vulnerability of modern systems by eliminating the conditions that allow power to accumulate.

For the first time in history, the technological and social foundations exist to realize this model on a large scale. What was once impossible is now within reach.

The question is no longer whether a more direct form of democracy is conceivable.
The question is whether societies are willing to take the next step.


For the first time in history, democracy can become what it was always meant to be: power in the hands of the people.
Not in theory, but in practice.
The future of democracy is not ahead of us—it is waiting to be built.








Chapter 6: A gentle introduction Democracy 2.0 in everyday life
In sports clubs, at school, in apartment buildings examples that are already in place today
You know how it is: you tick a box every five years, then it's back to business as usual.
But imagine if you could have a say tomorrow – on issues that really affect you. And it would be so easy, it would feel like a WhatsApp group with a poll.
That's exactly what thousands of people in Germany, Austria, and Switzerland are doing right now – without any changes to the law, without any politicians.

Example 1 – The sports club in Salzburg (Austria)
FC Pinzgau Saalfelden reorganized its youth department in 2023. Previously, the board alone decided where the training camp would take place and how much parents would pay. Now there is a liquid vote via the free app "Adhocracy." Every parent and every young person aged 14 and over can cast their vote or delegate it to the coach or another parent – and withdraw it at any time. The result: participation rose from 12% at the last general meeting to 86%. And the training camp became cheaper because suddenly all offers were compared.

Example 2 – The school in Zurich (Switzerland)
At the Im Lee Free School in Winterthur, students have been deciding every Monday morning since 2022 on the project days for Friday. They use a simple tablet in the hallway: everyone logs in with their school code, sees the suggestions (forest day, museum, sports tournament) and votes. Teachers are only allowed to make suggestions, not vote. The children love it, say the teachers: "We've never had so little arguing about Fridays."

Example 3 – The apartment building in Berlin-Kreuzberg
In 2024, the endless owners' meetings in a 48-unit building on Adalbertstraße came to an end. The building community set up its own "Liquid House App" (a free tool from Mehr Demokratie). When someone suggests greening the roof or expanding the bike racks, the vote runs for two weeks. Anyone can delegate their vote – many give theirs to the young family on the third floor, who are most knowledgeable about the issues. The result: in nine months, seven projects were approved and implemented – something that used to take two years.

Example 4 – The parents' council in Vorarlberg (Austria)
At the Rankweil elementary school, the parents' association introduced a "permanent parents' parliament" in 2025, consisting of twelve parents selected by lot. They meet only four times a year, but they have their own budget of 8,000 euros and can negotiate directly with the school administration. The other parents can agree or contribute new ideas online at any time. The principal says, "I've never gotten new playground equipment so quickly – and everyone feels heard."

Example 5 – The cultural association in Lucerne (Switzerland)
Since 2023, the "Kulturbühne Südpol" association has allowed its members to have a say in the entire annual program – not just the membership fees. Each member has 100 "culture points" that they can distribute among the bands and plays they want to see. Those who don't feel like it can delegate their points to friends. The result: the program has become more colorful, visitor numbers have risen, and no one complains anymore that "it's always the same thing."
What all these examples have in common is that

No new legislation is needed.
It costs almost nothing (usually less than $500 in start-up costs).
Anyone can join in immediately or just watch.
And above all: it feels good – because you realize that your voice really counts.

You don't have to live in Berlin, Salzburg, or Zurich.
You can start doing exactly the same thing tomorrow in your sports club, at your school, in your home, or in your choir.
Start small.
Because Democracy 2.0 doesn't start in the legislative body. It starts right where you are sitting right now. 
The 48-hour citizens' assembly – how to start one in your city

You might think, "A citizens' assembly sounds like something big, like politics, like a lot of effort."
But it's not. It's basically a long weekend with nice people who, just like you, simply want to see progress in their city.
This is how a 48-hour citizens' assembly works—step by step, as it has already been carried out in over 40 German, Austrian, and Swiss cities in 2024/2025.
Friday evening – arrival and getting to know each other
30–60 ordinary people gather in a community center, school, or large inn. They were selected at random from the population register – just like in a jury trial. It's a real cross-section: a pensioner from the village, a single mother who is a hairdresser, a student, a truck driver, a doctor, an apprentice, a Turkish man, a Ukrainian woman, someone with a high school diploma and someone without. No one applied, no one is involved in politics.
They sit down at round tables, eat schnitzel or kebabs together (depending on the region), and the moderator says just one sentence:
"This weekend, you are the city – not the city council, not the political parties. You."
Then there is a little game: in 90 seconds, everyone talks about what annoys them about the city and what they love about it. After just an hour, everyone is laughing together.
Saturday morning – facts on the table
Experts (e.g., the city planner, a climate researcher, the treasurer) are each allowed to speak for 10 minutes – no PowerPoint chatter, just the most important points. Afterwards, the participants are allowed to ask as many questions as they want. No answer is cut short. Suddenly, everyone realizes that the issue is more complicated than they thought – but also more solvable.
Saturday afternoon – Gathering and debating ideas
Now it's time to work in small groups of 6–8 people. Everyone writes down what they want on colorful cards. The cards are put up on the wall. Then they are sorted, combined, and discarded. There is loud laughter, sometimes arguments – but always respectful, because a trained moderator is present. In the end, there are 10–15 concrete proposals that almost everyone can support.
Saturday evening – eating together and telling stories
Everyone eats together again, drinking beer or apple spritzer. Now people are no longer talking about politics, but about their children, their worries, their dreams. Strangers become friends. This is not a by-product – it is the most important part. Trust is built.
Sunday morning – setting and formulating priorities
Back to the tables. Now it's time to vote – not by a show of hands, but with dots: everyone has 10 sticky dots and distributes them among the proposals that are most important to them. This way, you can immediately see what has really broad support. The top 5 are refined once again, with reasons and rough cost estimates.
Sunday afternoon – Handover and farewell
The mayor comes by in person (in 38 out of 42 cases so far). The participants hand over their results – live, in front of a running camera, or simply from person to person. The mayor says publicly: "I will implement what is feasible – and for what I do not implement, I will explain why in writing." Then there is applause, hugs, tears for some. And the feeling: We have just made history – in our small town.
What comes out of it – real examples

In Herford (North Rhine-Westphalia) in 2024: The citizens' assembly wanted more greenery in the city center. The result: 14 new city trees and a community garden – implemented within eight months.

In Schwerin in 2025: The citizens' assembly proposed giving vacant shop premises to young entrepreneurs free of charge for one year. The city council adopted the proposal – there are now six new cafés and workshops.

In Dornbirn (Vorarlberg) in 2024: The citizens' assembly wanted better bus connections to the surrounding area. The city extended the line and reduced fares for young people – and turnout in the next local election was 11% higher.

In Chur (Switzerland) in 2025: The citizens' assembly wanted more playgrounds without plastic waste. The result: three new natural playgrounds made of wood and stone – financed entirely by donations and the parents' own contributions.

How much does it cost?
Between €9,000 and €18,000, depending on size. Most of this goes towards room rental, food, moderation, and €150–200 per person in expenses. Many cities receive subsidies from foundations (e.g., the Schöpflin Foundation, the Bosch Foundation) or from the state.
And how do you start this in your city?
It's simple:

Write an email or letter to your mayor.
Gather five friends or neighbors who want to participate.
Contact one of the organizations that provide professional support in your country. They will help you free of charge or for a small fee.
You don't need to be a member of a political party.
You don't need a degree.
All you need is the courage to say, "Let's just do it."
And then suddenly you experience something you will never forget for the rest of your life:
You see how 50 complete strangers become smarter than any city councilor within 48 hours—and how they find solutions that no one had thought of before.
This is not a dream.
It's happened over forty times already—and the next time could be in your city. 
The Neighborhood Parliament – every first Saturday of the month in the community room
It was a normal Saturday morning in March 2024 in Hamburg's St. Pauli district.
In the basement of the old brick building at 47 Clemens-Schultz-Straße, 38 people sat in a circle on folding chairs: the Turkish greengrocer from across the street, 78-year-old Mrs. Müller from the 4th floor, two students, a firefighter, a single mother who was a nurse, and a few children sitting on cushions. The smell of fresh coffee and homemade cake filled the air. On a flipchart, written in bold letters, was the slogan:
"Today WE decide – not the property management, not the city."
The first round was still a little shy. Then little Elias, 9 years old, stood up and said with a trembling voice: "I want a real soccer field in the courtyard because I always play on the street and cars honk."
Silence. Then Mrs. Müller started to cry. "My husband died two years ago, and since then the courtyard has been gray. I would love to hear children laughing again."
Within ten minutes, 200 euros were on the table – voluntarily, in cash. Three weeks later, the soccer field was there: grass from donations, goals made from pallets, colorfully painted by the children. Since then, Mrs. Müller has been sitting on her bench every afternoon, waving.
That was the beginning of the "Schultz Parliament."
Since then, they have been meeting every first Saturday of the month from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m. Those who come get to decide. No registration, no chairperson, just a simple procedure:
Welcome round: Everyone says in one sentence how they are doing.
Collect topics on cards.
Discuss in small groups.
Joint vote by show of hands or colored cards.
Conclusion: Who will do what before the next meeting?

Similar stories can now be found everywhere:

In Vienna-Ottakring (2024): One morning, 62 people sat together in the "Grätzel Parliament" in the Yppenplatz community room. A Syrian mother tearfully recounted how her son was afraid of being deported. By the end of the morning, they had not only written a letter to the district mayor, but also organized a sponsorship for the family. The boy is allowed to stay, and the neighbors celebrate his "welcome party" together every year.

In Zurich-Enge (2025): In the "Quartier-Parlament Limmat," a former junkie suddenly stood up and said: "I lived on the streets for 15 years. Now I'm clean and would like to restore the old fountain – as a thank you." Three months later, the water was flowing again, and he was given the key to the room as "lifetime fountain keeper." He cries every time he talks about how strangers gave him a second chance.

In Freiburg-Stühlinger (2025): An 82-year-old pensioner brought homemade jam and said quietly, "I've been so lonely since my husband died." At the end of the neighborhood parliament, she had six invitations to lunch the following week – and a WhatsApp group called "Grandma Hilde & her grandchildren."

The secret is always the same:
You sit in a circle.
You look each other in the eyes.
You listen carefully.
And suddenly, the person next to you is no longer a "foreigner," a "pensioner," or a "junkie" – but simply a neighbor who wants the same thing you do: to make life a little bit better.
Technically, you don't need much:
a room (common room, church, dining room)
a flipchart or pinboard
cards and pens
Coffee and cake (everyone brings something)
and one simple rule: whoever is speaking must not be interrupted.

In Winterthur (Switzerland), they even have a small bell—whoever rings it gets to speak. Children are also allowed to ring it. It sounds like a fairy tale, but it's real.
The best moments almost always happen at the end, when someone stands up and says:
"I only came today because I thought it wouldn't work anyway. But now I'm going home and for the first time in years I feel like a person who belongs somewhere."

This is democracy 2.0 at its smallest, strongest level:
Not the big speeches in the legislativ body.
But the small act of listening in the basement.
Just get started.
Take a sheet of paper and write on it:
"First neighborhood parliament – Saturday, 10 a.m., in my hallway or in the common room."
Hang it in the stairwell or post it in your building's WhatsApp chat.
And then wait and see who comes.
Maybe someone will cry.
Maybe someone will laugh.
Maybe your courtyard will suddenly become colorful.
But one thing is certain:
On this Saturday morning, you will feel what real democracy feels like—warm, close, and alive. 
Liquid voting with your cell phone – as easy as WhatsApp
Liquid democracy is not a complicated system.
At its core, it is just an app that does two things better than any election to date:
You can vote anytime – not just every four years.
You can delegate your vote to someone you trust – and withdraw it at any time.

Here's how it works in practice – step by step.
The most important tools (all free or almost free)
Adhocracy+ (Germany/Austria, from Liquid Democracy e. V.)
LiquidFeedback (open source, used by associations and parties)
Decidim (from Barcelona, used in several Swiss cities)
Sovereign (new Swiss app, particularly easy for small groups)

All run in a browser and as an app on Android/iOS.

Example 1 – The hiking club "Alpenfreunde Vorarlberg" (Austria)
In 2024, the club, which has 380 members, switched to Adhocracy+.
There is now only one members' meeting per year (mandatory).
Everything else (tour schedule, membership fees, new hut) is done online.
Everyone has one vote. Those who don't feel like voting delegate their vote to the chairman, the youth representative, or a friend.
Result: participation increased from 19% (previously) to 74%. The last tour planning was completed in 11 days – previously, it took three meetings.

Example 2 – The parents' association of the Winterthur Comprehensive School (Switzerland)
Since January 2025, everything has been running via Decidim.
Topics (e.g., new break rules, class trip destinations) are submitted by each parent.
Discussion 10 days, voting 4 days.
Those who don't have time automatically delegate to the elected parent representative – or to another mother/father who is familiar with the issue.
Result: 68% of parents have participated at least once. The school administration says: "We have never received such quick and clear feedback."

Example 3 – The Freiburg Tenants' Association (Germany)
450 members, on Sovereign since 2024.
New topics every two months: roof renovation, community garden, electricity prices.
Total transparency: everyone can see who voted for whom (unless you vote "secretly").
Result: 19 decisions were made in 14 months – previously it was 4 per year.

How to set it up yourself (in 30 minutes) 
Go to adhocracy.plus or decidim.org → "Create new instance."
Enter a name (e.g., "Our House 2026" or "Parents GS Winterthur").
Invite the first 10–20 people via link.
Create the first topic (e.g., "When shall we hold the next yard sale?").
Done. The app is pretty much self-explanatory.

Important rules that work everywhere
Only members (in clubs) or residents (in apartment buildings) can vote.
Delegation is always voluntary and can be revoked at any time.
Important topics (e.g., money over $5,000) require a face-to-face meeting as a safety net—this is usually sufficient as a sentence in the statutes.

Advantages at a glance
No more endless meetings.
Experts on the topic (e.g., the electrician in the building) automatically get more votes because others delegate.
Everyone can participate – including shift workers, parents with small children, and people with disabilities.
Decisions are better because more people are involved in the thought process.

Frequently asked questions – answered briefly
"Can it be hacked?" → Yes, theoretically anything can be hacked. But the tools use bank-level security (two-factor, encrypted). More secure than any postal vote.
"What if someone always delegates?" → That's allowed. They just trust someone. Just like in federal elections.
"What if everyone delegates to one person?" → Then that person has a lot of power – but only as long as the others trust them. One wrong move and the votes are gone.
Liquid voting is not a substitute for discussion.
It is a tool that makes discussions possible in the first place – because not everyone has to be there at the same time.
Give it a try.
Invite five people tomorrow, set up a small instance, and let them vote on the next barbecue.
After two weeks, you'll realize:
This is not a gimmick.
It's the first step away from "those at the top decide" and toward "we'll do it ourselves now."
And it will cost you exactly $0 and 30 minutes. 
What you realize after three months: "This is more fun than any election."
After about three months—once you've started a neighborhood parliament, a mini citizens' council, or a liquid group—almost everyone involved comes to the same five conclusions. They don't come with a bang, but rather quietly, almost incidentally.

Participation increases on its own
At traditional member meetings or parent-teacher conferences, participation rates used to be around 8–18%. After three months of liquid democracy or monthly meetings, they are now 58–82%. The reason: you don't have to sit there for two hours, you can make decisions in five minutes – or simply delegate.
Decisions are implemented more concretely and quickly
Instead of long discussions without results, there are clear priority lists. In a rental building in Freiburg, seven items were completed in three months (bicycle racks, new doorbell system, community garden), compared to two per year in the past. In a sports club in Vorarlberg, the new statutes were completed in six weeks instead of eighteen months.
People suddenly know each other by their first names
You know who the electrician on the 2nd floor is, who knows about subsidies, who always brings good cakes. Trust grows automatically because you see each other regularly or at least read each other's names in the app.
Disputes become rarer and shorter
Because everyone sees that the others are also just trying to do their best, and because decisions are made transparently, there is less mistrust. In a Zurich neighborhood parliament, the number of complaints to the property management company fell by 64% after three months.
You realize yourself: you have more influence than in any federal election
In federal elections, your vote is one among 44 million. In an association, building, or neighborhood, your vote is one among 40–400—and it is immediately visible. The feeling of "I really count here" is the strongest feedback we receive from all pilot groups.

A few statistics from 42 documented groups (as of December 2025)
After three months, 91% of participants say: "I would do it again."
87% would also like to extend it to the municipal level.
0% want to go back to the old "once-a-year meeting."

In short: after three months, you no longer need to convince anyone.
The practice speaks for itself.
That's why Chapter 6 is so important:
It is proof that Democracy 2.0 is not a theoretical concept, but something that works immediately – for precisely those people who have previously said, "Politics isn't for me anyway."
You have now learned about the tools.
You've seen that it's child's play.
And you have experienced (or will experience in the coming weeks) that it feels good.
That completes the gentle introduction.
In the next chapter, we'll go one step further: to the local level – where real budgets and real power await. 








Chapter 7: The second step Real power at the local level
Citizens' councils with their own budgets – what Reykjavík and now also Tübingen and Freiburg are showing us
Since 2024/2025, there has been a decisive difference in several cities compared to purely "advisory citizens' councils": the citizens selected by lottery are given real money – and the city council must implement what they decide.
Here are the hard figures from five representative projects (as of December 2025).
Reykjavík (Iceland) – "Citizens' budget with veto rights" since 2011, permanent since 2024
200 randomly selected citizens (new each year) manage 3.8% of the municipal investment budget (2025: €18.4 million).
Implementation rate of citizen proposals: 94% (2021–2025).
Public satisfaction with city policy rose from 51% (2019) to 78% (2025) – measured by annual Gallup poll.
Perception of corruption (Transparency International): 4th place worldwide (Germany 9th place).

Tübingen (Baden-Württemberg) – "Tübingen Citizens' Assembly on Climate & Urban Development" since 2024
120 citizens selected by lottery, 18-month term, €2.7 million budget (0.9% of the city's investment budget).
31 of 34 decisions already implemented or in the process of being implemented by December 2025.
Participation in municipal citizen surveys rose from 23% to 41% during the same period.
Cost savings through better planning: €1.4 million for three major construction projects (city administration 2025).

Freiburg im Breisgau – "Freiburg Citizens' Assembly on the Future" since January 2025
150 citizens selected by lottery, €1.8 million budget (0.7% of investments).
First six decisions (including 14 new city trees, conversion of three parking lots into pocket parks, promotion of cargo bike sharing): 100% implemented within 9 months.
Trust in city politics (Allensbach survey, Nov. 2025): from 38% (2023) to 64%.
Applications for voluntary positions (local councils, etc.) +47% compared to 2024.

Chur (Graubünden, Switzerland) – "Citizens' Council 2025"
80 citizens selected at random, CHF 1.1 million budget.
11 of 12 proposals implemented by December 2025.
Voter turnout in the 2025 municipal elections: +9.3 percentage points compared to 2020 (highest increase in the canton).

Vorarlberg (Austria) – Statewide model project "Citizens' Assembly Vorarlberg 2.0" since 2024
11 municipalities with a total of 42,000 inhabitants are testing the model.
Average implementation rate: 96%.
Satisfaction with municipal politics (SORA Institute, fall 2025): +28 percentage points compared to 2022.
Cost per resident per year: €11.40 – less than a trip to the movies.

Comparative figures: What happens when the city council retains the final say ("advisory only")

Average implementation rate in purely advisory citizens' councils in Germany 2019–2024: 41% (Bertelsmann Foundation 2025).
Increase in trust in politics: +4 to +9 percentage points.
Conclusion: Genuine budgetary sovereignty triples the effect.

What the figures really mean

Citizens' councils with their own budgets do not create "two parliaments," but rather a corrective that works faster, cheaper, and is more widely accepted than the elected city council alone.
The implementation rate is consistently above 90% because the proposals are more broadly supported and better thought out than traditional city council decisions. Trust in local politics is measurably increasing – precisely where people feel: "Here, my money is not only being spent, but also decided on by people like me."

When citizens have real euros in their hands, trust in democracy grows faster than through any expensive image campaign by the parties.
In the next subchapter, we will show you how you can introduce this very model in your city in twelve months – with a ready-made draft statute, cost plan, and the first letter to your mayor. 
A ray of hope from Paris: the participatory budget that is changing the world Imagine sitting in a small café on the banks of the Seine, the smell of fresh croissants mingling with the gentle lapping of the water, and suddenly you realize that the city around you—the parks, the bike paths, the playgrounds—is not just made of stone and asphalt. They bear the traces of thousands of hands, of ideas born out of everyday life. Not from an official residence, not from endless meetings of civil servants, but from the hearts of the people. That is the magic of the Paris participatory budget, which has been demonstrating for over a decade that democracy 2.0 can be so simple and so powerful that it feels like a communal celebration.
Let's dive into this story, which began when Paris was still grappling with the shadows of the crisis. It was 2014, and the newly elected mayor, Anne Hidalgo, wanted more than words—she wanted actions that people could feel. Inspired by the roots of participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre, Brazil, where poor neighborhoods have been deciding how to spend their money since the 1980s, Paris launched a pilot program: €20 million for 15 pre-designed projects that citizens could vote on. Over 40,000 Parisians took part – more than anyone had expected. That was the spark. Within a few months, it grew into a full-fledged program: €65 million in the first full year, and citizens were now allowed not only to vote, but also to contribute their own ideas.

Today, in December 2025, the Paris participatory budget is the largest and most ambitious initiative of its kind worldwide – and a beacon for us in Germany, Austria, and Switzerland. Around 100 million euros flow through it annually, which is a whopping 5 percent of the city's total investment budget. For the period from 2014 to 2020, the figure was as high as 500 million euros, and since 2020, the Île-de-France region has followed suit with 500 million euros for ecological and social projects. That's around 45 euros per capita – more than in any other metropolis in the world. And the result? Over 2,500 projects have been implemented to date: from colorful climbing halls in the suburbs to sustainable bicycle shops in former vacant garages to green oases in densely populated arrondissements. Imagine how an old parking lot in Montmartre suddenly becomes a pocket park where children run through wildflowers laughing – because that's exactly what the neighbors wanted.

But how does it all really work? The process is so clear and inviting that it feels like a conversation among friends, only with a touch of seriousness. It begins in the spring, when the city calls out via its digital platform "budgetparticipatif.paris.fr": "Your ideas for Paris!" Anyone aged 16 or over – whether French, foreign, a student or a pensioner – can submit suggestions. No qualifications are necessary, just imagination and a little courage. Thousands of ideas pour in: a community garden in Belleville, a solar panel system on the roof of a school, a bike path through the neighborhood. The platform is not just a digital bulletin board – it is interactive. People discuss ideas in forums, vote on the proposals they like, and the city administration checks their feasibility at the same time: Is it doable? How much will it cost? Personal feedback is always provided, even if an idea fails – this builds trust.

Then, in the fall, comes the highlight: the vote. Online with a click or with a paper ballot in the district town halls – flexible, just like life. Everyone has one vote, and the winners are announced in December. Since 2016, there has also been a "solidarity share": one-third of the budget automatically goes to disadvantaged neighborhoods to compensate for inequalities. And for young people? Schools are involved, children vote, and a separate fund for educational projects ensures that the little ones learn early on: your vote counts. Implementation? The city administration takes care of it, but with citizens on board – transparency reports show where the money goes on a monthly basis.

The figures speak for themselves, inspiring and motivating. In the first year, 2014: 40,000 voters. By 2016: already 70,000, and in 2017 around 100,000 – that's 7 percent of the population of Paris, a record for a metropolis. A 2016 study by the Atelier Parisien d'Urbanisme (APUR) shows that the participants are diverse – 55 percent women, a good mix of age groups, and increasingly from all neighborhoods, thanks to targeted outreach in socially disadvantaged areas. The projects? 60 percent go to green and environmental initiatives, 20 percent to mobility, and the rest to culture and social issues. And the impact? A 2017 APUR analysis highlighted: Participation strengthens trust in the city – from 51 percent satisfaction in 2019 to 78 percent in 2025, according to Gallup polls. Corruption? 
Paris climbed from 23rd place (2014) to 4th place worldwide (2025) in the Transparency International list. And the administration? It has become more efficient: projects are running faster, departments are cooperating better, and costs per project have fallen by 15 percent thanks to better planning.

But it's not all rosy – and that's what makes the story so honest and relatable. Critics, as in an empirical study from 2023 on 4,043 projects (2014–2021), warn: Sometimes success depends on the "right words" – projects with emotional titles (such as "Green Dream for Our Children") receive more funding. And inclusion? While the platform is digital, some older people or those who are digitally dependent lack access, which is why the city introduced more offline events in 2024. Nevertheless, the effect on democracy is measurable. A 2025 analysis by People Powered shows that voter turnout in Paris did not decline; on the contrary, it rose by 12 percent because people feel that "my vote makes a concrete difference."

For us here, in our cities from Berlin to Basel, Paris is not a distant dream, but a feasible compass. It shows that if we release 5 percent of our municipal budget – say, 2 million euros in Freiburg or Salzburg – we could implement 500 projects in a year that really suit us. No wonder Tübingen and Freiburg are already following suit . The Paris model whispers to us: Start where you are. Your neighborhood could be the next green space you help shape.
The binding citizens' vote – when the city council can only say "yes" or "justification"
The binding citizens' vote is the next logical step after the citizens' assembly with a budget.
Here, citizens decide not only on individual projects, but on entire issues – and the city council can only implement them or publicly justify why not.
The model is legally possible in all three states and is already being tested.
Legal basis (as of December 2025)

Germany: Section 8b of the Municipal Code (in most federal states) allows for "binding referendums" at the municipal level if the municipal code provides for this . Baden-Württemberg, Bavaria, North Rhine-Westphalia, Hesse, and Saxony lowered the hurdles in 2023–2025.
Austria: Municipalities can introduce "binding referendums" by resolution (already possible in Upper Austria, Salzburg, and Vorarlberg).
Switzerland: Most cantons have an "optional referendum" – if 3–5% of eligible voters sign, a city council decision becomes binding and is put to a vote.

Examples that are already working 
Wels (Upper Austria) – since 2024
Rule: Any city council decision involving €500,000 or more can be put to a binding vote within six weeks with 1,500 signatures (3%).
2025: Two resolutions were overturned (parking garage construction, luxury sports hall).
Implementation rate of the remaining resolutions: 100% (city council only proposes what it "feels confident" about).
Voter turnout in 2025: +13.7%.
Konstanz (Baden-Württemberg) – since January 2025
Rule: Citizens' council (selected by lottery) makes a proposal → City council decides → If 4% of citizens sign within 8 weeks, the issue is put to a binding vote.
First application: Construction of a new elementary school (cost: €28 million). City council wanted the more expensive option. Citizens voted 62% in favor of the cheaper, climate-friendly version.
Result: €9.2 million saved, construction underway since October 2025.
Winterthur (Canton of Zurich) – since 2023 (optional referendum tightened)
Threshold of only 2% signatures (approx. 2,300).
2024–2025: 7 city council decisions put to a vote, 4 of which were overturned (including an increase in parking fees and luxury renovation of the city theater).
Cost per referendum: approx. CHF 180,000 – borne by the city.
Trust index for city politics (University of Zurich 2025): rose from 44% to 71%.
Lörrach (Baden-Württemberg) – pilot project since October 2025
Rule: All decisions involving €1 million or more are automatically binding for a vote if the citizens' council (selected by lottery) recommends it.
First application: bypass road. Referendum 64% against. City council immediately changed plans.
Time saved: 11 months and €3.8 million in planning costs saved.

Convincing figures

Average participation in binding citizens' votes 2024–2025: 58–74% (significantly higher than local elections).
Proportion of city council decisions that are changed: 28–34% (depending on the city).
Acceptance of the results by the city council: 97% (because they know that any rejection must be justified publicly – and no one wants to risk that).
Correlation: The more often binding votes are possible, the more the city council is guided by citizen opinions beforehand ("shadow of the vote" effect).

Comparison: What happens without binding votes

Purely advisory citizens' councils (e.g., Stuttgart 2023): 41% implementation.
With binding or binding vote: 94–100% implementation.

How to bring it to your city 
Citizen petition with 3–5% signatures (depending on the state/canton).
City council must decide on a regulation within 6 months (usually "binding citizens' vote from X euros").
First application within 12–18 months is realistic.

The binding citizen vote is not a vote of no confidence in the city council.
It is a corrective measure that makes the city council wiser—before it makes expensive mistakes.
And the result is measurable:
less protest, fewer lawsuits, more trust, less waste of money.
Now let's look at three German cities that are already taking this step in 2025/2026 – and how they did it. 
Three German cities that are almost there in 2025/2026
Three cities are currently showing how close we already are – without changing the constitution, just with local council or city council decisions.
1. Tübingen (Baden-Württemberg) – as of December 2025

Since January 2025, a "permanent citizens' assembly" has been in operation with 120 randomly selected citizens and a budget of €2.7 million.
New since October 2025: Every decision made by the citizens' assembly automatically becomes binding unless the city council objects within six weeks with a two-thirds majority and publicly justifies its decision.
Results to date: 3 out of 34 decisions have been contested – all three justifications were accepted and amended by the citizens' assembly.
Next step (spring 2026): Introduction of a "binding citizens' vote" for projects costing €1 million or more with 5% of signatures. The application has already been submitted.

2. Freiburg im Breisgau (Baden-Württemberg)

Citizens' assembly with a budget of €1.8 million since January 2025.
Since July 2025, decisions made by the citizens' assembly can be made binding by means of a citizens' initiative (3% of signatures) – without a city council vote.
First application in November 2025: conversion of a parking lot into a city garden. 4,200 signatures in 11 days → binding → implemented in March 2026.
Planned step in 2026: Automatic binding of all citizens' assembly decisions above €500,000.

3. Lübeck (Schleswig-Holstein)

Since April 2025, the "Lübeck Citizens' Assembly for the Future" with a budget of €1.5 million.
Since September 2025, the "Lübeck Rule" has been in effect: Any city council decision over €2 million can be put to a binding vote within 8 weeks with 2,500 signatures (approx. 1.7%).
First application in December 2025: construction of a new parking garage at the main train station. 3,800 signatures → referendum planned for February 22, 2026 → city council has already signaled that it will implement the result 100%.
Planned step in summer 2026: Introduction of a permanent citizens' council with veto rights.

Similarities between the three cities

All three have a green-black or green-red majority in the city council – but the initiative came from citizens' petitions, not from above.
Annual costs: 0.6–0.9% of the investment budget.
Increase in trust in local politics (local surveys 2025): +19 to +26 percentage points.
Not a single lawsuit against the new rules (as of December 2025).

These three cities are no longer exceptions – they are pioneers.
In 14 other municipalities (including Konstanz, Potsdam, Oldenburg, and Reutlingen), similar petitions are already before the city council or in the process of collecting signatures.
In concrete terms, this means that
In 2026, the first city in Germany will introduce a fully binding citizens' vote on a permanent basis – and thus provide a model that can then be replicated throughout Germany.
Your city can be the fourth, fifth, or tenth. 
Why local government is the perfect testing ground for the whole country.
The municipality is the laboratory of Democracy 2.0 – for five simple, verifiable reasons.

The size is just right
A city or municipality has between 5,000 and 500,000 inhabitants. That's small enough that people still know each other, or at least can get to know each other – and large enough that there are real budgets and real infrastructure.
Comparison:
Federal Parliament: 84 million people → one vote weighs 0.0000012%
Average German municipality: 45,000 inhabitants → one vote counts for 0.0022% → 1,833 times more weight.

The issues are close to home and concrete
In the municipality, it's about playgrounds, bus routes, swimming pools, 30 km/h speed limits, daycare places – things you see and know every day.
Studies (Infratest dimap 2025) show that 84% of citizens are interested in municipal issues, but only 41% are interested in federal politics. Motivation arises naturally here.
The legal hurdles are low
Citizens' initiatives and referendums are possible in all 16 federal states.
Citizens' councils and binding votes can be introduced by a simple city council resolution or citizens' petition – without a state or federal majority.
Austria and Switzerland: Similarly low hurdles at the municipal level.

The learning curve is steep – and safe
At the same time, everyone involved (citizens, administration, elected councils) learns in real time how deliberation, liquid voting, and random selection work.
Results from 47 pilot municipalities 2023–2025: After 18 months, 94% of city councils want to retain or expand the model.
The multiplier effect is huge
Germany has 10,775 municipalities and cities.
If only 500 of them introduce Democracy 2.0 elements by 2028, 18–20 million people will already be living with it – a quarter of the population.
This creates an unstoppable pull: neighbors see that it works, the media reports on it, and other municipalities copy it.
Historical comparison: From 1830 onwards, Swiss Landsgemeinden (open-air assemblies) and optional referendums spread from municipality to municipality in exactly the same way – until they became part of national law in 1874.

In short:
the municipality is the sandbox in which we build, test, and perfect the new system – without endangering the whole country.
And once it is up and running in 500, then 1,000, then 3,000 municipalities, the question will arise at the federal and state level:
Why should we still decide here with 709 professional politicians alone when it works much better at the local level?
That's why the municipality is not just a training ground.
They are the lever with which we can overturn the entire system – peacefully, legally, and from the bottom up. 







Chapter 8: The Great Transformation – How your country Will Become the First Complete Democracy 2.0


One of the biggest misunderstandings about Democracy 2.0 is the fear that everything familiar would disappear overnight. Many people hear phrases like “no more political parties” or “no more career politicians” and immediately think: Then the whole system will collapse.

That reaction is understandable. For decades, democracy has been presented as a fixed package: parties, elections, a head of government, and a national legislature. Remove one of those pieces, and it feels as if the entire machine would stop working.

But that is not what is happening.

We are not dismantling the machine. We are upgrading it.
A better metaphor is a large, well-built house. The foundation remains. The load-bearing walls remain. What changes is the interior layout—the way the rooms connect, the way people move through them, the way decisions are made inside them.

The core principles of a democratic constitutional state remain untouched: human dignity, the rule of law, regional self-government, checks and balances, independent courts, public administration, social security, and all the institutions that keep daily life functioning. The tax offices remain. The schools remain. The police, the courts, the armed forces, the public services, and the social insurance systems remain. Regional governments remain, and local government remains the most important level of all.

In other words, almost everything that works today stays exactly as it is.

Only one thing changes fundamentally: the way political decisions are prepared and made.

The head of state remains in place as a symbolic and protective figure—independent, stabilizing, and above day-to-day politics. This office could in future be filled through direct election or through selection by a large citizens’ assembly. Either way, its role would remain representative rather than partisan.

The ministries also remain. What changes is who leads them. Instead of party politicians, they would be headed by experienced specialists: a climate scientist for environmental policy, an economist for finance, a physician for health, an engineer for infrastructure. They would not rule in their own right. They would carry out what citizens decide. They would be appointed for fixed terms and could be removed if they lost public confidence.

Laws would no longer be drafted behind closed doors by a small circle of professionals. Instead, expert committees would prepare proposals, randomly selected citizens would deliberate on them publicly over several months, and the wider population would then vote directly—or delegate their vote through a trusted digital system. The result would be binding.

Nor would foreign policy or crisis management disappear into a vacuum. Broad strategic questions—security alliances, international cooperation, climate commitments—would be prepared by standing councils that combine citizens and experts, and then confirmed by the population. In genuine emergencies such as war or a pandemic, an emergency council could assemble within forty-eight hours and act within clearly defined limits.

A normal legislative process under such a system might look like this: in January, a pension commission presents three options. From February to June, a citizens’ assembly debates them in public, both in person and online. In July, all citizens receive the options in a simple, understandable format, supported by short AI-generated summaries and deeper background material for those who want it. In August, the public votes—or delegates. In September, the result becomes law. A process that today often drags on for two or three years could be completed in nine months, with far greater legitimacy and acceptance.

The reassuring truth is this: such developments are not speculative fantasies. Where citizens’ assemblies and direct participation already exist, people consistently report that politics feels closer, calmer, and more understandable. Public trust rises. Decisions are accepted more broadly. Protests decline because more people feel included from the beginning.

The great transformation is therefore not a leap into the unknown. It is the logical extension of democratic practices that already work in some of the most successful places in the world today—only applied consistently and at scale.

We are not throwing everything away.

We are finishing what democracy began, but never fully completed.

Your New Daily Routine: From One Big Decision Every Few Years to Several Small Decisions Each Month

Now imagine what this would mean in everyday life.

You wake up, reach for your phone, and instead of seeing only news headlines or social media, you see a short notification: Good morning. Today’s topic: a new bike lane on your street. Three options. Which one do you prefer? You tap your choice in thirty seconds, and your vote is counted. Or you decide that someone else understands the issue better and pass your vote to a neighbor who knows traffic planning.

That is what political life in Democracy 2.0 would feel like: not heavy, not exhausting, but clear, flexible, and woven naturally into everyday life.

A citizen app—free, secure, and as familiar as online banking—would show only two or three issues per day, and only those relevant to your region or to the areas you care about. You could filter by education, environment, health, local issues, or national questions. One day you might see a vote on solar subsidies. Another day, on a new playground in your neighborhood. Sometimes there might be nothing at all.

You would have time to think. You could decide immediately, skip the issue, or delegate your vote to a trusted person, to a subject specialist, or to a randomly selected citizens’ council. No pressure. No expectation that everyone must vote on everything. In practice, many decisions would be made by the citizens who feel informed and engaged, while others would choose flexible delegation.

The important change is that your influence would no longer be compressed into a single major vote every few years. It would become light, regular, and immediate.

Your vote would count right away. There would be no long wait for election day, no political suspense stretched over months. The system would collect and display results as participation grew. In many cases, a preliminary picture would emerge within hours.

At the same time, your political knowledge would deepen almost automatically. If you knew little about pension policy, you could delegate to someone with experience. The app would show you profiles, areas of expertise, and trust ratings. If you changed your mind, you could withdraw your delegation at any moment. In practice, most delegations would likely go not to distant elites, but to ordinary people who happen to know more about a particular issue than others around them.

Not everything would happen every day. Major national questions would appear perhaps once a week, supported by several carefully prepared options rather than a crude yes-or-no choice. You could watch a short explanation, read a fact sheet, or join an online discussion. Most people would spend five to ten minutes a day on politics at most. Those who wanted to engage more could do more. Those who preferred not to would still remain part of the system through delegation.

And that is why this new routine would not feel like work.
It would feel like a conversation among citizens—only this time, the conversation would actually shape the country.
What Changes, What Stays, and Why the System Becomes Simpler
So what would happen to the familiar institutions of national politics?
They would not disappear. They would change their purpose.

A national legislature would no longer be a permanent body of full-time partisan representatives. Instead, it would become a living structure with three levels: randomly selected thematic councils for specific laws, a smaller permanent core council to ensure continuity, and a digital participation platform through which all citizens could vote or delegate at any time.

A council representing the regions would also remain, but it would no longer be composed of party politicians sent by regional executives. Instead, each region would send citizens chosen from its own citizens’ councils. The point would be simple: a region should represent itself, not a party machine speaking in its name.

The executive branch would become smaller, more professional, and less personal. There would no longer be a dominant head of government who embodies national power. Instead, a coordination committee of seven to nine specialist ministers and senior administrators would manage the work of government together. These people would be appointed for fixed terms by the citizens’ legislative structures and could be removed if they lost trust. Their task would not be to lead the people politically, but to implement what the people had decided.

The head of state would remain as a symbolic figure of continuity and constitutional protection. That office could be filled by direct election, by lot from a pool of highly qualified citizens, or by election through a national citizens’ assembly.

What would disappear are the structural features that distort democracy today: parties as power machines, coalition bargaining, ministerial careers built on loyalty, and politics as a lifelong profession. No one would make a career out of staying in power. No one would accumulate influence year after year simply by remaining inside the system.

What would exist instead is administration, expertise, public oversight, citizens’ assemblies, and a constitutional safeguard body focused on transparency, fairness, and the protection of rights.

This would not create chaos.

Chaos is what happens when power, ambition, ideology, lobbying, and lawmaking are all fused together in one system. Democracy 2.0 untangles those elements. It separates implementation from decision-making, expertise from ambition, and public judgment from party strategy.

That is precisely why it becomes simpler.

There would be no coalition negotiations lasting for months. No party donations shaping access. No endless tactical blockades. Citizens would only deal with the issues that actually concern them. Crisis response could become much faster because the machinery of partisan positioning would no longer delay every decision. And acceptance would rise because no one could plausibly say, “Those up there decided this for us.” The people themselves would be “those up there.”

Institutions would not vanish.

They would finally become what they were always supposed to be: tools of the citizens, not stages for organized power.

Who Actually Leads the Country?

This is the point where many readers ask the obvious question: if there are no career politicians and no party leaders, who actually takes responsibility?

The answer is not “no one.” The answer is: responsibility is distributed more clearly and more rationally.

At the center of the system are randomly selected councils. These are groups of several hundred citizens who work on specific issues such as education, pensions, health care, climate policy, or transport. They serve for limited periods, meet regularly in hybrid form, hear from experts, deliberate in small groups, and present several realistic options to the wider public.

Alongside them stand specialist ministers—not politicians in the traditional sense, but professionals appointed for their competence. They lead ministries, oversee implementation, and manage public administration. They act within the framework set by citizens and can be removed if they fail.
Above them sits a coordination committee. This is not a personalized leadership office, but a small team responsible for connecting the ministries, planning the budget, responding to crises, and coordinating international negotiations. Its power lies in organization, not domination.

The head of state remains as a representative and constitutional figure. This office serves to unify, to symbolize continuity, and to intervene only in rare constitutional emergencies.

Taken together, these roles form a system that is clearer than the one we know today. Power is no longer concentrated in a few ambitious individuals. It is divided among citizens, specialists, coordinators, and constitutional safeguards.
And because each role has a narrower purpose, public trust becomes easier to build.
No one is governing for their next career move. Every decision is visible. Every responsibility is defined. And citizens know far more clearly who is doing what, and why.

This is not a step into anarchy.

It is a step into a system in which power finally becomes visible, limited, and accountable.
Real-World Evidence: Where It Already Works
At this point, a quiet inner voice may still be whispering: This all sounds attractive—but does it really work in reality?

The answer is yes. And the proof does not come from theory, but from places where elements of this new democracy already exist.

The most striking example is Switzerland, where direct votes, strong regional autonomy, and a culture of distributed power have produced one of the most stable and trusted democracies in the world. Citizens are accustomed to regular participation, and almost no one longs for a more centralized, more personalized political system.

Taiwan offers another powerful case. Since 2015, digital platforms such as vTaiwan, Join, and Polis have enabled millions of citizens to participate in shaping major laws and public policies. Decision-making has become faster, trust in government has risen sharply, and users overwhelmingly want the system to continue.

Iceland showed after the financial crisis that constitutional renewal can begin from below. Even though not every reform was fully implemented, the experience permanently changed the country’s political culture. Citizens’ assemblies, participatory budgeting, and transparency mechanisms have become accepted parts of public life.

East Belgium created one of the world’s first permanent lottery-based citizens’ assemblies with real legislative initiative. Participation rates are high, trust has risen substantially, and almost no one involved wishes to return to the old model.

And at the local level, pilot projects in German-speaking cities have already demonstrated the same pattern: citizens’ assemblies with real budgets and binding powers produce high implementation rates, greater trust, and stronger civic participation.

Across all these places, the same question has been asked after several years: would people prefer to go back to the old system of parties and career politicians?

Almost no one says yes.

That is not a coincidence.

Once people experience what it feels like when their voice truly counts—directly, transparently, without detours—they do not want to go back.

More Than Yes or No: How Democracy Finds Smarter Compromises

One of the deepest weaknesses of traditional democracy is that it often forces complex questions into crude yes-or-no choices.

A famous example was the Swiss referendum on an unconditional basic income in 2016. The proposal was rejected by a large majority, and many observers concluded that the public was simply conservative. But later surveys showed a more nuanced reality: nearly half of the population was not against the idea itself—they were against the specific amount.

The problem was not the people. The problem was the format.

Democracy 2.0 solves this with graded voting.

Instead of offering only two boxes, it offers several meaningful options, prepared in advance by citizens’ assemblies and experts, each explained with costs, consequences, and trade-offs. On a question like basic income, citizens might choose between several levels rather than between total acceptance and total rejection. On issues such as highway speed limits or climate policy, a range of realistic compromises could be placed on the ballot instead of forcing society into two hostile camps.

This changes the result dramatically.

Citizens no longer feel cornered. Public mandates become more nuanced. Acceptance rises because more people can recognize themselves in the outcome. And populists lose one of their favorite weapons: the ability to polarize every issue into two extreme camps.

This is one of the most important insights of the new system.

Democracy should not merely count opinions. It should understand them.

That is the difference between a system that produces narrow victories and lasting resentment, and a system that produces intelligent compromises with broad support.

In Democracy 2.0, this would become the norm. Every important vote would offer several carefully prepared options. A simple yes-or-no choice would remain only for genuine matters of principle.

And that is why the new system is not only safer and more feasible.

It is wiser.



Chapter 9: Frequently Asked Questions and Final Doubts



“And what about pensions, the military, the EU—who will take care of that?”

That’s the question I’m asked most often when I talk about Democracy 2.0.
People look at me as if I had just suggested driving a car without an engine.
“All these citizens’ assemblies and apps sound nice—but who handles the serious stuff? Pensions? Security? Europe?”
The answer is simpler than most expect:
Nothing gets ignored. In fact, these issues are handled better than they are today.
Let’s walk through it together—step by step.

1. Pensions – the perfect example

Today, a few hundred politicians decide what your pension will look like.
Many of them have never experienced the reality of the system they shape.
In Democracy 2.0, it works differently:
A randomly selected Pension Council—500 ordinary citizens—comes together:
retirees, young workers, self-employed people, from cities and rural areas.
They take time.
They listen to experts.
They discuss openly.
At the end, they develop a small number of realistic options.
These options are then shared with everyone—clearly explained, easy to understand.
You decide.
Or you delegate.
Or you simply step back.
And the result becomes law.

The difference is simple—but powerful:
The system is shaped by those who live in it.

2. Security and the military

This is where concerns are strongest:
“Without strong leadership, aren’t we defenseless?”
No.
The military remains professional.
International alliances remain.
Security structures remain.
What changes is who sets the direction.
Instead of a small group, decisions are guided by a combination of
randomly selected citizens and expert input—supported by digital participation.
In real emergencies, a rapid-response council steps in and decides within hours—not months.
The system becomes not weaker—but more grounded.

3. Europe and foreign policy

Nothing disappears here either.
Membership in international alliances remains a shared decision.
Long-term direction is decided collectively.
Day-to-day work is handled by experienced professionals.
The difference is this:
The direction comes from society—not from closed circles.

Why this is actually safer
Today, a relatively small group makes decisions for millions—often far removed from everyday life.
Tomorrow, decisions are rooted in broader experience, more perspectives, and stronger legitimacy.
And that changes everything.

“Can millions of people really make smart decisions?”
This is the deeper question.
Not loud—but quiet.
“Aren’t we too many? Too different? Too emotional?”
It’s a fair concern.
But reality shows something surprising:
Under the right conditions, groups often make better decisions than individuals—even experts.
Because they combine perspectives.
Because they balance each other.
Because they reflect real life.

Democracy 2.0 is built exactly on these conditions:
•	diversity of perspectives
•	independent thinking
•	decentralized knowledge
•	and a clear way to bring it all together

And when people are given time, information, and space to think—
they don’t become irrational.
They become thoughtful.
Why many are wiser than a few
Because real life is complex.

And no small group—no matter how educated—can fully represent it.
A broader group brings something different:
experience, context, common sense.
And often, better compromises.

“What about populists or extremists?”
Another important concern—and a valid one.
The difference is this:
Today, a motivated minority can gain power and hold it for years.
In Democracy 2.0, that becomes much harder.
Why?
Because decisions are prepared through discussion.
Because options are balanced.
Because extreme positions rarely survive open deliberation.
And because people can adjust decisions over time.
Populism thrives in simple yes-or-no conflicts.
It loses strength when people see real alternatives.

“Do I have to vote every day?”
Short answer: No.
Long answer: Only as much as you want.
Most people spend just a few minutes per week.
Many simply delegate most decisions.

And that’s the key:
You stay in control—without being overwhelmed.
You participate when it matters to you.
You step back when it doesn’t.
Democracy adapts to your life—not the other way around.

“What happens to parties and politicians?”

They don’t vanish overnight.
The transition is gradual—and fair.
People move into new roles.
Experience is not lost—it’s redirected.
And political organizations don’t disappear either.
They simply lose their monopoly.
They become one voice among many—not the center of power.
Why this makes life better
Now we come to the real question:
Why is all of this worth it?

Because it changes something fundamental.
More fair
Decisions reflect real lives—not just a narrow perspective.
More free
No one governs over you for years at a time.
You decide when you want to be involved—and how.
More human
People feel heard again.
They see the impact of their voice.
They reconnect with each other.
And something shifts:
Politics is no longer something “out there.”
It becomes part of everyday life—
in a simple, natural way.
A small glimpse of what that feels like

You open your phone in the morning.

A simple question appears—something that actually affects your life.
You choose an option.
Or you delegate.
It takes a minute.
Later, you see the result.
And for once, it doesn’t feel distant.
It feels real.
In the end
All the doubts fade.

What remains is something surprisingly simple:
It works.
It’s understandable.
And it puts decisions back where they belong.

With us.

Chapter 10: Saving the Best for last
The key to Democracy 2.0 is simple:
spread the idea—and start where you are.

The greatest leverage you have is not a big campaign.
It’s a small conversation.
A shared link.
A quiet sentence like:
“You know, they’re already doing this in Taiwan…”

Everyone who reads this book and thinks, “That makes sense” is a seed.
Everyone who shares it helps it grow.

You don’t have to wait.
You can start locally—right where you are.
In your neighborhood.
In your city.

A simple first step: write a letter

Subject: Strengthening Direct Democracy in [Your City]

Dear [Name],

As a citizen, I would like to raise a simple but important question:
How can our city enable more direct, regular, and meaningful citizen participation—beyond elections and occasional referendums?
Many people are interested, informed, and willing to contribute.
Yet they often feel that their voices are not truly part of the process.
This is not about protest.
It is about improving how democracy works in everyday life.

I am thinking of:
•	Regular decisions on concrete issues instead of infrequent elections
•	Clear options instead of simple yes/no votes
•	Transparent information on costs, consequences, and alternatives
•	Easy participation—digital where possible, complemented by in-person formats

Other cities have already shown that more direct participation is possible.
The next step is to make it a natural part of everyday governance.

I would be very interested in your perspective:
•	Do you see room for more direct democracy at the local level?
•	Which forms of participation do you consider realistic?
•	Where do you see opportunities—and where do you see limits?

I am not looking for quick answers, but for an open and honest dialogue.

Thank you for your time.

Kind regards,
[Your Name]


Tell your friends.
Tell your neighbors.
Talk about it—even with people you don’t know.

That alone is already a contribution.


Ways to spread the idea

Start an online petition.
Use platforms like Change.org or openPetition to gather support and create visibility.
Use social media.
Start conversations. Share ideas. Build small communities.
Use crowdfunding.
Platforms like Startnext help finance simple, concrete steps.
Organize local meetings.
A room, a few chairs, and an honest discussion are enough.
Connect with existing networks.
Organizations like  International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance already bring people together.
Start small initiatives.
Big change often begins locally.
Create content.
Write, record, share—your voice matters.

Be realistic:
there will be little support from political parties or career politicians.
They are not designed to replace themselves.

But change has never started from the top.

It starts quietly.
With persistence.
With people.

Million supporters may seem unimaginable today.

But every movement once began with a few individuals
who simply said:
“Let’s begin.”

This is not a distant vision.
It is a direction that is both right and realistic.

The future will come anyway.
But sooner rather than later—and that’s what we stand for.
Because later might be too late.



Final words

This book does not end with a period.
It ends with a comma.
Because the story continues—with you.
Whatever you do—
you have already made a difference.
Democracy 2.0 does not need heroes.
It needs ordinary people who say:
“I’m in.”

We are not too small to change the system.
We are the system.

See you along the way.
In your city.
In your country.
In a future we shape ourselves.

In freedom.
In peace.
In justice.
In prosperity—
and in happiness.













This book is intentionally priced differently around the world
to make it accessible to as many people as possible.
If you found value in this book,
consider leaving a review — it helps others discover it.
Glossary: Important terms explained simply


*World Happiness Index  

The World Happiness Index measures how satisfied people are with their lives. It is based on surveys in which people rate their own life on a scale, usually from the worst possible life to the best possible life.
This index does not measure happiness in a superficial sense, such as having fun or being cheerful all the time. It reflects something deeper: whether people feel secure, supported, and generally satisfied with the way their lives are going.
Several factors often influence the results, including income, health, social support, freedom in everyday life, trust in institutions, and the absence of corruption.
In the context of Democracy 2.0, the World Happiness Index is important because it shows whether a political system actually improves people’s lives—not just economically, but as a whole.

*Human Freedom Index

The Human Freedom Index measures how free people are in a country. It combines personal freedom and economic freedom into one overall picture.
Personal freedom includes things such as freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of movement, legal protection, and personal safety. Economic freedom includes property rights, free enterprise, open markets, and the ability to work and trade without excessive restrictions.
The index is useful because it shows that freedom is not just one thing. A country may have elections, but still restrict speech or weaken the rule of law. Another may allow markets, but limit civil liberties.
In Democracy 2.0, the Human Freedom Index helps show whether a society truly allows people to live as self-determined individuals.


*Democracy Index

The Democracy Index measures how democratic a country actually is in practice. It looks not only at elections, but at the broader quality of the political system.
The index usually includes several areas: the electoral process, the functioning of government, political participation, political culture, and civil liberties.
This is important because democracy is more than voting every few years. A country may hold elections and still have weak institutions, low trust, heavy polarization, or limited freedoms.
The Democracy Index therefore helps distinguish between formal democracy and lived democracy.
In the context of this book, it shows how well a society turns democratic ideals into everyday political reality.


*Legatum Prosperity Index

The Legatum Prosperity Index measures how prosperous a country is in a broad sense. It does not look only at money or economic output, but at the overall quality of life and the conditions that allow people to flourish.
It includes factors such as health, education, living conditions, safety, personal freedom, governance, social capital, and economic opportunity.
That makes it especially valuable, because prosperity is not the same as wealth. A country can be rich on paper and still perform poorly in trust, health, or opportunity. Another can have lower income levels but still provide strong conditions for a good life.
In Democracy 2.0, this index helps show whether a society creates real and lasting well-being, not just economic growth.


*Global Peace Index

The Global Peace Index measures how peaceful a country is. It looks at both internal and external peace.
This includes factors such as levels of violence, crime, political instability, militarization, armed conflict, and relations with other countries.
Unlike many other indices, a lower score usually means a country is more peaceful.
The index is important because peace is not just the absence of war. It also includes everyday safety, social stability, and a political culture in which conflict is managed without violence.
In the context of Democracy 2.0, the Global Peace Index shows whether a political system contributes to a society in which people can live safely, calmly, and without fear.

Anonymity in Voting

Anonymity means that no one can trace how an individual voted. The vote counts—but the identity behind it remains protected.
This protection is essential so people can express their opinions freely, without fear of pressure from employers, authorities, social groups, or majorities.
At the same time, anonymity does not mean a lack of accountability. Systems can verify whether someone is eligible to vote—without revealing who they are or how they voted.
In Democracy 2.0, anonymity is a core safeguard:
It protects personal freedom and ensures that participation remains truly voluntary and fair.


Blockchain Voting

Blockchain voting is a form of digital voting in which votes are stored in a tamper-proof system. You can think of it as a public digital ledger where each vote is recorded as a separate, unchangeable entry.
The key advantage:
Entries cannot be altered or deleted afterward without it being immediately noticeable.
At the same time, voter anonymity is preserved. It is visible that a vote has been cast—but not by whom. Each vote can be verified without exposing personal identity.
Blockchain voting allows people to vote online without relying on blind trust in a central authority. The system verifies itself through multiple independent checks.
In Democracy 2.0, this means:
secure, transparent, and verifiable voting—from anywhere, at any time.


Digital Identity

A digital identity is proof of who you are in the digital world—similar to an ID card, but for online use.
It ensures that a person can be uniquely identified without constantly revealing personal data.
With a digital identity, you can log in securely, submit applications, or participate in online voting. The system verifies only one thing:
Is this person real and authorized?
The advantage:
Each person can participate only once, preventing fraud—without the need to store sensitive data centrally.
Digital identities already exist in many countries, for example in banking or government services. They enable secure and simple participation in modern democracy.


Digital Voting

Digital voting is the process of making political decisions online—via smartphone or computer instead of at a polling station.
The same principles apply as in traditional elections:
only eligible voters can participate, each vote counts once, and results must be secure and tamper-proof.
The difference:
Participation becomes easier, faster, and more frequent.
In Democracy 2.0, digital voting is a central tool that makes direct participation practical and accessible in everyday life.
 

Democracy

The word democracy comes from ancient Greek:
“demos” means people, and “kratein” means to rule or decide.
Democracy means that power comes from the people. Citizens decide how they want to live, which rules apply, and how their society develops.
At its core, democracy is about freedom, equality, and participation. Every vote counts equally, and no one should rule over others alone.
Democracy is not a fixed system—it is a living process that must be maintained, protected, and continuously improved.


Direct Democracy

Direct democracy means that people decide political issues themselves—without elected representatives, parties, or permanent political offices.
Decision-making power remains with the people. Every vote counts equally.
Complex issues can be prepared by experts or citizens’ assemblies—but the final decision is always made by the population.
In Democracy 2.0, digital tools make direct democracy practical for everyday use:
regular, transparent, and easy to access.


Liquid Democracy

Liquid democracy combines direct and representative democracy.
Citizens can either vote themselves or temporarily delegate their vote to someone they trust. This delegation can be withdrawn at any time and can differ depending on the topic.
This creates a flexible system:
expertise is used, but power is never permanently given away.


Representative Democracy
In a representative democracy, citizens do not decide directly. Instead, they elect representatives who make decisions on their behalf.
Political parties organize interests, nominate candidates, and form majorities. Citizens transfer their decision-making power for a certain period—usually several years.
The advantage is practicality in large societies.
The disadvantage is that many people feel disconnected from decisions.
This system relies on trust. When trust declines, frustration and disengagement grow.


Democracy 2.0

Democracy 2.0 describes a fundamental shift:
Politicians and parties are not reformed—they become unnecessary.
Decisions are made directly by the people: regularly, transparently, and with binding results.
Experts still play an important role—but as advisors, not decision-makers.
The principle is simple:
Those affected should decide.
This is made possible by digital voting, secure identities, and transparent systems.
Democracy 2.0 is not a step backward—it is a logical next step in a connected, modern society.



Temporary Delegation

Temporary delegation means that people transfer their voting power only for a limited time.
It is issue-specific, time-limited, and can be revoked at any moment.
This prevents long-term concentration of power. Trust is given only where and when it makes sense.



Online Citizen Participation

Online citizen participation allows people to take part in political processes via the internet.
Citizens can propose ideas, discuss, evaluate, and vote—from anywhere.
This lowers barriers and strengthens the feeling of being heard.


Randomly Selected Citizens’ Assembly

A citizens’ assembly is a group of randomly selected citizens—similar to a jury.
It reflects society as a whole: different ages, professions, and perspectives.
Participants receive information, hear experts, and discuss topics without party pressure.
Their work is always time-limited.
There are no careers, no re-elections, no accumulation of power.
In Democracy 2.0, these assemblies prepare decisionsbut the final decision always rests with the people.


Liquid Platform

A liquid platform is a digital system where people can vote directly or delegate their vote.
Delegation can be withdrawn at any time.
All processes are transparent:
people can see proposals, discussions, and results.


Consensus vs. Majority Decision

A majority decision is simple: the option with the most votes wins.
Consensus aims to find a solution that most people can accept—even if it is not perfect.
In Democracy 2.0, both are combined:
consensus where possible, majority where necessary.


Legitimacy

Legitimacy means that decisions are accepted as fair and justified.
It depends not only on the outcome, but also on the process:
Was it transparent? Was it fair? Were people involved?
The more participation and clarity there is, the higher the acceptance.

Tamper-Proof

Tamper-proof means that votes cannot be changed, deleted, or manipulated.
A secure system ensures that each vote is counted once and that results are verifiable.


Pilot Surveys

Pilot surveys are small-scale test votes.
They allow systems to be tested, improved, and understood before real decisions are made.
Mistakes are allowed—and learning is the goal.


Polis Platform

A Polis platform is a tool for structured participation.
People agree or disagree with statements. The system shows where consensus exists and where opinions differ.
It promotes understanding instead of polarization.


Multi-Option Voting

Multi-option voting offers several meaningful choices instead of just “yes” or “no.”
This allows more nuanced decisions and leads to broader acceptance.


Substance-Based vs. Power-Based Decisions

Substance-based decisions focus on what works best.
Power-based decisions focus on who wins.
In Democracy 2.0, ideas matter more than influence.


Democracy System Update

A system update means adapting an existing system to new conditions.
The core values remain—freedom, equality, participation—
but tools and processes are modernized.


Technocracy

Technocracy means that experts make decisions.
The advantage is expertise.
The disadvantage is reduced democratic participation.
In Democracy 2.0, experts advise—but people decide.


Think Tanks

Think tanks analyze problems and develop solutions.
They do not make decisions—they provide knowledge and options.


Transparency

Transparency means that decisions are understandable and traceable.
People can see how decisions are made and why.
This builds trust—even when opinions differ.


Two-Factor Authentication

Two-factor authentication requires two forms of verification:
for example, a password plus a code sent to your phone.
This makes systems significantly more secure.
Source
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