
        
            
                
            
        

    
Tiered Democratic Governance

 Democracy without political parties or election campaigns. 

 Democracy built by the people and operated by the people—for the people Foreword

In the book “Law and Resistance: American Attitudes Towards Authority,” the author Laurence Veysey introduces his well curated work by briefing you about the kinds of sources he's picked to highlight ideas about resistance to law in America. He says that these sources are “…a highly varied group of Americans, many of them well known, others undeservedly obscure.” 

Undeservedly obscure. This is the phrase which best describes Volek's work: ‵Tiered Democratic Governance′.  Undeservedly obscure. 

We live in an age of ubiquitous dissidentism. The idea of pointing out your select pet flaws of the government or a critical faction of it is commonplace. This is a kind of drama generated by disdain for some aspect of contemporary or ancient political history. To cry foul and let loose the dogs of discord is the modus operandi of modern democracy. Yet for each person who is actively dissenting there is an aligned ideology which is also deserving of dissent. It is this ideology which has been accepted by that individual as the “solution”. 

Yet the current dramas and problems emerge from the dramas of the past which themselves were never properly resolved. As such the wheel of dissent is turning faster but getting us nowhere new quite quickly. Everyone is fast to point out a problem but all solutions seem to stretch back in time to some attitude which, for all their resolve, never worked in the first place. 

Perhaps we must return to the initial American constitution, though that document will be as easily corrupted as it was in the first place. Otherwise maybe a return to Marxist ideals will assist us, even though communism descends into no less corruption than any other political system. Maybe more reliance on public votes and referendums will solve our problems? Yet the mob killed Socrates, and the Founding Fathers knew it was the exodus of the minority which is caused by too much freedom. Brexit was predicated on manipulations of the mob to accomplish it. Then perhaps we need more capitalism? Yet unbridled business has left its own scars as well. I've met one young lad who says he wants to create a “New Sparta”. It's a return to stoic, isolationist militarism and a loathing of individual weakness which will save us surely. And there are those who worship at the table of socialism, ignoring the flames all around with the refrain “everything is fine.” Finally, there is the Venus Project which hopefully looks to future technology and behavioral psychology to solve our woes. But after I have watched all of their documentaries and having read much in the way of their literature, I believe they offer far more in ideals than true ideas. They know what their end goal is but not the steps needed to actually get to a new society. These are the meat and potatoes of any plan for a new world. Instead you just donate money and time to these old ideas—and go nowhere fast. 

The dissident who wants to change the world must hold themselves to a higher standard than their opponents. 

Alternatively, Dave has an idea for actual change. It isn't a set of ideals nor is it an ideology. It is an actual set of political mechanics that works from the ground up and from the present forward based upon a sound and thorough critique of the limitations of modern democracy. This idea should not be taken lightly nor does it deserve to be grossly simplified. 

I've read a few people's evaluations of TDG. Very few people seem to truly get it. In one Reddit forum, it is argued that TDG “sounds like federalism without checks or oversight.” This gross over-simplification considers this new and well considered idea nothing more than a modern parliamentary system that uses a lower house legislature to elect higher level politicians. Yet in TDG we begin in small communities of 150 without ever forming a legislative branch with special powers. Tiered Democratic Governance holds no reason to consider itself a Federalist political system. It is rule of the people from the very bottom up into microscopic, non-legislative tiers. 

The same poster had other criticisms of the TDG: the number of politicians would swell the cost of politics; there would be less representation; there wouldn't be a usefulness to the scale of the politics; the complexity would be a failure; and in most cities the idea of community knowledge would fail to allow for people truly getting to know their neighbors enough for voting to matter. Yet all these problems are addressed by Dave in his 

“Anticipating the Critics” sections of his book. He didn't come up with a simple set of ideas but instead he envisions a comprehensive system that counters these problems. 

For example, the initial Neighborhoods tier, which provides for the bulk of political involvement, is a volunteer position. Being an unpaid position with only a few local responsibilities, once we start tallying up the wages of higher-up politicians we see a price tag much smaller than that of the ad campaigns which go into modern politics. Yet the TDG entirely absolves the need for such campaigns. It saves money rather than wastes it. 

The idea that there is less representation and that people don't know each other locally are also weak counter-arguments. As demonstrated by Dave, there is no way to truly get to know local representative of a major party due to the granularity between a politician and her region. Over time, a small community can get to know itself with care and effort quite quickly. Why be embroiled in entirely impersonal politics when only a little effort can give you some personal and truly local political representation? By choosing to know the local NR personally one has a reliable chain of communication up the polity to the top. 

Between gross over-simplification of this TDG idea and our reliance on using past ideas to relieve ourselves of the burden of creatively inventing new ones, it's hard to see Tiered Democratic Governance pushing forward and leaving its mark on people. This problem is clearly in the disposition of people and is not rooted in the value of the work itself. For if people had the courage to truly challenge the status quo, the TDG is the kind of new idea we would select. 

However if you are one of the rare few with the courage to create and test new ideas, this is the place to begin. 

Don't just read it passively and in doing so, become a meek supporter. While this TDG idea was founded by one person, it needs many more people to develop it. Think deeply about the ideas presented here, especially the foundational tier and its relationship with higher up tiers, its consultative bodies and the massive power of the people and their experts that stand behind it. Think about your local community and what it would take to build some of those foundational tiers and councils. Think about ways to improve on the idea and find like-minded people to help you develop it. So many people demand your money, your time and your patronage so that they 

might master a single idea while you passively consume it. Nothing gets done. Starting TDG requires none of your money, and Dave asks for no more time than it takes to read the book. Instead he hopes that you go out into your community and test the political theory for yourself. If there are even just a hundred such courageous people out there we can get the data to know how TDG truly works in the real world. 

This is the kind of idea which might be found hundreds of years later by struggling nations. These future people might look at this idea and balk at the ignorance of the people of the past. “How could they ignore such a great idea?” they may ask. Much as the Feudal world which emerged into Monarchy ignored the insights that Athens and Rome had to offer politically until the American Founding Fathers, desperate for an alternative to British Monarchy, did. But why should we wait until then to implement these new ideas? No, it is we now who have an imperative to explore and expand upon TDG until it is robust enough to lead the world into a new era of fair politics. 

This era would be based upon trust instead of manipulation and skillful statecraft rather than skillful marketing. 

Based upon you and I rather than our political parties. 

 Spencer Ferri

 Philosopher & Author

 Post-Existential Transhumanism 

Chapter 1: A Tale of Two Nations

 “It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness, it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of incredulity, it was the season of Light, it was the season of Dark, it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair . . . ” 

 Charles Dickens, A Tale of Two Cities

This is a story of two imaginary countries: Gstan & Hstan. 

These two nations share the same continent: Gstan has the northern half and Hstan has the southern half. A chain of mountains traverses both nations along the eastern side, flanked by another chain on its western side. In between the two ranges lie the plains of Gstan and Hstan where the farms, towns, and cities are located. Both nations have similar climates, with similar dry and wet areas, with similar hot and cold areas. 



Both nations have very similar economies. For instance, they have about the same number of Farmers, who own fields, pastures, orchards, fish reserves, and small factories to grow and produce the food. Each Farmer is an independent business person and belongs to a respected profession in both lands. 

Both nations have about the same number of Makers, whose products range from kitchenware to automobiles to farm machinery to computers. 

Both nations have their Miners. Each Miner owns property in one of the two mountain ranges. The East Mountains contain minerals such as iron, copper, and tin. The West Mountains contain coal. Both mountain ranges are covered in forests, which the Miners also harvest for paper and lumber. 

Both nations have their Service Providers, who are the police officers, teachers, doctors and nurses, the water and electricity plant workers, truck drivers, and government administrators. 

The citizens of Gstan and Hstan, although not overly rich, do have a little disposable income from their labor and business initiatives to spend on their own enjoyment. When they want to partake in the better things their society offers, they have two possible choices:

 They can spend their disposable income on the Artists who produce theatre, music, paintings, and sculptures. Artists and Makers are frequently working together to create, for a little profit, goods that are both artistic and practical. 

 They can visit the establishments run by Casino Operators. Here, citizens can indulge in a little gambling, possibly increase their wealth, and enjoy some of the excitement that gambling offers. 

In both Gstan and Hstan, the Artists and the Casino Operators thrive in about the same proportion. 

Both nations are actually quite self-sufficient, and as a result, there is very little trade between them. When one sees how similar these two countries are, it’s difficult to see the one big difference between them: their systems of governance. 

The citizens of Gstan have decided that those citizens elected to positions of government really cannot be trusted. 

Therefore Gstan has devised all sorts of laws and regulations that prevent untrustworthy elected citizens from abusing their position for their own profit.  “Because it is hard to prove who is trustworthy from who is untrustworthy,” say the political philosophers of Gstan, “trustworthy elected officials have to abide by the rules made for the untrustworthy.” 

While the Gstan society has shackled its elected officials in their legislative deliberations, it has also decided to give its citizens an extremely large amount of freedom: as long as one citizen’s actions do not directly interfere with the life of another, that citizen is free to continue that action. “It is far better,” the recognized thinkers of Gstan say, “that average citizens have the freedom to act as fools than to have one untrustworthy official get away with a corrupt deed.” 

Hstan, on the other hand, has a different approach in governance. It has decided that it does have many trustworthy and capable citizens in its midst. Hstan has devised an electoral process that is good at putting these trustworthy people into positions of governance and a legislative process that encourages these minds to work together rather than compete for power. 

Hstan has also recognized that civil liberties are not an absolute concept. For any society to function, it must provide a certain degree of freedom and it must create laws that limit freedom. These liberties will change as the society changes. 

Rather than enshrine these freedoms into a constitution, the citizens trust their elected officials and their legislative processes to make the changes as needed. 

So here we have two nations with very similar economies and social structures. Only their systems of governance differ. 

Do we dare imagine their destinies? 

The Rise of Gambling in Gstan

In Gstan, the Casino Operators have banded together to devise a clever business plan to increase their business. Instead of competing with each other for the same number of gamblers, they collectively decide to market all their casinos to those citizens who are not gamblers. Working together, the Casino Operators create a long-term advertising campaign that shows gambling casinos as “the place to be,” “the place for fun and excitement,” and “the place where everyone else is.” 

Because Gstan is a free country, there is nothing to stop this advertising campaign. 

But in Hstan

Casino Operators in Hstan see what their colleagues in Gstan are doing—and would like to do the same thing. “Not so fast,” say those trustworthy elected officials of Hstan, “we see some social problems that have been created because of gambling. If your vision of increasing the number of gamblers becomes reality, is it not unreasonable to expect the number of social problems is going to increase?” 

The elected officials of Hstan feel they need to be more proactive than just making citizens wary of the intent of the Casino Operators in Hstan. They start to engage in some public consultation about the gambling in their nation. The first question they ask is: “If Hstan had more gambling, would this make us a better society?” Very few citizens agree with this statement. A second question arises, “If Hstan reduces the amount of gambling it has now, would this make us a better society?” Most citizens, even many gamblers of Hstan, have to agree. Next the elected officials offer their citizens a third question: “If we want to create a better society, should we direct some of our society’s resources today towards reducing gambling in the future?” Again many citizens think this would be a wise use of their collective resources. Then there is one last question: “Would you trust the government of Hstan to limit a few of our current civil liberties to help this goal?” 

Because the citizens trust their government, most of them say: “yes.” The government feels it now has attained a long-term mandate to reduce the amount of gambling in Hstan. 



Acting on this mandate, the government quickly passes a law that prevents any advertising that depicts gambling as a preferable lifestyle. It sets up a citizens’ board to which Casino Operators must submit their ad copies for approval before they can put these ads in the media outlets. But if any ad seems to be designed to attract gamblers from one casino to another casino, there are no restrictions. 

“Censorship,” cry the Casino Operators. “Potential for abuse and corruption,” they shout.  When their rhetoric fails to generate public sympathy, they look for allies: “If the government can take our right to advertise in the way we want to advertise, what is to stop them from taking away rights for Farmers and Makers. If we don’t stop the government now, it will be too late!” 

Whether or not they understand the rationale behind the directive for Casino Operators to submit their advertising for approval, the citizens believe that further arbitrary restrictions of a business’s right to advertise are not likely. All the other freedoms citizens have enjoyed for generations will remain intact. The Casino Operators find very little public support for their cause. 

The government realizes that reducing gambling is going to be a long-term project. Any resources invested now towards this problem will not bear fruit for at least a decade. It decides it needs a 30-year plan to create a culture that does not promote gambling as a virtue. It realizes that without consultation with the citizens of Hstan, this plan is unlikely to be effective. 

Ironically, the first group the government consults with is the Casino Operators. It tells them that the 30-year plan to reduce gambling will probably not have too much effect on their current operations for another decade: the Casino Operators should expect similar profits to what they have been earning. After the first decade, however, the society of Hstan will have fewer gamblers, which means more competition among the Operators for these gamblers.  “As the plan continues to evolve and bear fruit,” says the government, “your profits will decrease. We advise you to start thinking about getting out of this business.” 

Some Casino Operators deplore this interference in business, while others do not believe the government is capable of engineering such a shift of values in Hstan society. But other Casino Operators recognize the profits they earn in this next decade will help them move into another occupation. 

The government tells the citizens it wants their input into how it can implement the 30-year plan. It uses the elected national, provincial, and local representatives to consult with the citizens to garner ideas and information. With the consultative process, these representatives bring these ideas into one anti-gambling document to which citizens of Hstan can see their ideas and concerns becoming part of the process. 

The document has many ideas. For instance: making gambling casinos less visible in the streets and roads of Hstan, government-sponsored advertising that creates a cultural message that gambling is not acceptable, placing a small tax all on wagers, banning the worst forms of gambling, nationalizing other forms of gambling, encouraging the less harmful forms, educating children and youth about the drawbacks of gambling, issuing licenses for gamblers with a limit each gambler can gamble each week, and many more. 

One very innovative idea that comes from the first round of consultation is for the Hstan society to place more emphasis on employing Artists: “If we could only create a culture that appreciated art more than we do today, we would not need as much recreational gambling,” is the comment of one thoughtful citizen. From this comment, ideas such as subsidizing the Artists or their works (paid by gambling taxes), more emphasis on art appreciation in schools, providing a free newsletter to all citizens about up-and-coming Artists in Hstan society, and so forth. 

The anti-gambling document, created by the citizens of Hstan, becomes an excellent catalyst for more ideas on how to change the values about gambling in their society. The government sets up a second round of consultation to discuss this document and refine and enhance its original ideas. As expected, suggestions in the first document spawn more and better ideas; other concerns are uncovered in the second round that need addressing. This round of consultation produces a much better second document to which the government and the people can use as a guide to attain their collective societal goal for the next 30 years. 

The national government then announces its 30-year plan based on the second document. It tells the citizens that it cannot immediately implement all the ideas, but many of the ideas not used today will likely be tried in the future. It also admits that the entire plan should be considered as an experiment. No one really knows how each idea will work, but the government will be watching the progress of each implemented idea and making necessary changes. If results are not forthcoming, the government will discard any ineffective idea—even if it was well thought-out. 



The plan also lists the responsibilities for the provincial legislatures and the local councils. Some areas of Hstan think they have special insights into attaining this goal and have prepared an excellent anti-gambling plan of their own. The national government allows these areas the freedom to conduct their own gambling reduction program and expects to learn from these experiments. If the local plans work, the entire society of Hstan can benefit from this experiment. If not and the national plans are bearing fruit, then citizens of these areas will better see the wisdom of the national plans. 



Moreover, the plan makes it clear that during this 30-year period no citizen will ever be prevented from gambling nor will any Casino Operator be forced out of business by the government. The plan emphasizes that it will achieve its objectives by a shift in values, not by prohibition. 

Back in Gstan

Even though many citizens in Gstan see the logic behind Hstan’s directives, they are quite alarmed that Hstan passed laws to limit the freedom of Casino Operators to advertise. “Such a society,” they say while shaking their heads, “will eventually evolve into a totalitarian regime.” 

It is very ironic that they see the advertising restrictions imposed on Casino Operators in Hstan as a violation of individual liberty, yet the Farmers of Gstan have to follow regulations to produce safe food, the Miners of Gstan have regulations about withdrawing the resources from their lands in an ecologically sound way, and the Makers of Gstan have regulations to provide safe work places for their employees. 

So the Gstan Casino Operators are unimpeded in implementing their marketing plan to convince citizens of Gstan to partake in the pleasures and excitement of spending their recreational time and disposable income in gambling casinos. 

To create the right marketing message, the Casino Operators hire many Artists for their advertising campaign. The Artists are very good at creating the clever slogans, jingles, and scenes to make it look like gambling is a preferable—and traditional—pastime for all citizens of Gstan. The Artists are happy with their improved employment opportunities and appreciative of their creative talents being put to such good use. 

For the first five years of the campaign to make gamblers from non-gamblers, the Casino Operators do not earn much additional profit. The extra costs of advertising are just being met by revenue of new recreational gamblers and former recreational gamblers becoming, as some ads say, “very enthusiastic and committed gamblers.” 

But slowly, the advertising campaign is changing the value system of Gstan. Gambling becomes an acceptable activity for most citizens. If Gstan sociologists are watching closely, they will observe more “gaming topics” in the idle conversation of average citizens. The traditional topics such as weather, theatrical productions, sports, and politics are being replaced with the best casinos, gambling games with the best odds, the luck of last night’s gaming, and the very few heroic players who won big. 

Elected politicians in Gstan start feeling more comfortable about appearing in casinos. As the gambling trend becomes even more popular, they need to be seen in a few casinos during an election campaign to win enough votes. 

Now the Casino Operators are making excellent profits. And because they are paying more business taxes on these profits, the government of Gstan is quite happy. “All is well in Gstan,” it says, “because the gambling industry is doing much better than before.” 

The first visible casualty of the increasing gambling is the Artists. Because the Casino Operators have successfully created a value system that encourages gambling, they no longer need as many Artists for their advertising. So these Artists return to the same artistic endeavors they were doing before. But this work no longer provides for them: the citizens of Gstan are spending their recreational time and disposable income in gambling casinos and have less time and money for Art. Most Artists are now workers at gambling casinos—and with too many Artists not being able to fulfill their dreams, Gstan has more discontented citizens than it had before. 

It would not be fair to say that Gstan did not have social problems related to gambling before the Casino Operators began their massive advertising campaign. Some Gstan citizens were already gambling addicts. Their work and family life suffered, and some of these addicts took to small crimes to pay for their addiction. Children growing in a household where one or both parents were problem gamblers were already being deprived of opportunities that could have made them more responsible and capable when they became adults. 

But as the number of recreational gamblers increases, so do the number of problem gamblers. Gstan society needs to hire more police, prosecutors, and jail guards to handle the increase in crime. More dysfunctional families are raising more dysfunctional children who also become problem gamblers and problem citizens. Workplaces are not as productive because more workers are speculating on the gaming tables instead of concentrating on their work. And for the first time in centuries, Gstan is suffering food shortages because it has too many gambling-addicted Farmers who are not being very attentive in their farming operations. 

Perhaps worst of all, the laying aside of the many Artists means a loss of spirit in the Gstan culture. Citizens do not care or think anymore! What matters most are the gaming tables. 

Hstan: a Generation Later 

While Gstan is falling (and please note that many citizens of Gstan will argue vociferously that their society is not falling), Hstan society is nearing the end of its 30-year plan to reduce gambling. Like Gstan, Hstan had its fair share of problem gamblers who were directly or indirectly causing other problems in society. But because the government of Hstan has been successful in creating an anti-gambling culture in Hstan society, fewer Hstan citizens are now gamblers—either recreational or addicted. 

It would not be correct to say that Hstan has eliminated problem gamblers. But problem gamblers in Hstan are much fewer than a generation before. Therefore, Hstan experiences less crime, so it requires fewer police, prosecutors, and jail guards. By not needing to hire these extra Service Providers, Hstan citizens of this generation are paying less taxes—and have more disposable income to enjoy what the Artists of Hstan have to offer. The workplaces of Hstan are more productive—and more enjoyable. Hstan citizens have a higher level of prosperity, which they will need for the next challenge. 

A Crisis Looms

For centuries, the Miners of Gstan and Hstan have been extracting coal in the West Mountains as their main source of energy. But this coal will be used up within a generation. If societal changes are not made, a generation from now Gstan and Hstan citizens will find themselves incapable of the same prosperity that the current generation has experienced. 

Even if the government of Gstan wants to, it cannot become proactive in solving this problem. It is too busy directing many of its resources into resolving problems that originate from the cultural rise of gambling in Gstan. “The Miners will find more coal,” says the Government of Gstan. Or they say, “Let the free market solve the problem.”  But there is neither more coal nor a free market solution. The coal seams of the West Mountains have always been very accessible to the Miners, so coal has never been expensive. The price of energy will not go up enough to investigate new energy sources until the coal runs out—but this will be too late. 

In contrast, the Hstan government already has experience in looking at least a generation down the road. It gives its citizens the truth: “The coal will run out, and we must find new sources of energy.” It embarks on a massive consultation with the citizenry. Because the citizens of Hstan trust their government, they take this warning seriously. Many ideas appear about how to best resolve this crisis, for example: a coal tax to encourage conservation and to fund research for alternative technology; developing “geographical centers of economic activity” that will use less energy, subsidizing Farmers, Makers, and Miners to adapt more efficient practices; and educating adults and children to expect less available energy in the future. Some ideas are implemented now, some later, and others not at all. As each idea is implemented, the government sets up a process to monitor how well each decision is working. They will be ready to modify or discard the original decision if needed—and learn from any mistakes. 

When the Coal Runs Out

When the coal seams run out, Hstan already has a working system of solar collectors and wind generators. It also has hydrogen plants, hydrogen fuel cells, and large batteries for storing electricity for when weather is not favorable. Because of the decision made two generations ago to sideline the gambling casinos, Hstan’s society has the resources (in both the public and private sectors) to make these gradual changes without causing great hardship on the general citizenry. With the new electrical facilities built, this generation of Hstan citizens will enjoy even more prosperity than their parents and grandparents. 

But in Gstan, the picture is not so good. Neither the government nor the free market could find alternative sources of energy in time. Gstan citizens are using their forests to heat their homes—and these forests may last only another decade. 

Because energy is now so expensive, farms and factories are no longer as productive as they were. Because there are lower profits, Gstan is losing taxation revenue from businesses to pay for government services. 

“The solution,” says the government of Gstan, “is trade with Hstan.”  So they send a delegation to their neighbor to open up trade talks. “What do you have to offer,” says the negotiator for the government of Hstan. “Why,” says the head of the Gstan trade delegation, “we have these excellent casinos for your citizens as a vacation destination. They can experience the pleasure and excitement of gambling as we Gstan citizens have for the past two generations.” 

“Only a very few of our citizens would enjoy your casinos,” says the negotiator from Hstan, “You have very little that interests us.” 

Conclusion

Two generations ago, Gstan and Hstan were very similar countries. Now they are very different. In one country, the citizens could not trust their elected representatives; in the other country, they could. 

Chapter 2: Limitations of Democracy

 "It has been said that democracy is the worst form of government except all those other forms that have been tried from time to time." 

 Winston Churchill

This rather famous quote holds a paradox of the western democratic model of governance. On one hand, the quote readily admits the system has inherent flaws. Yet on the other hand, it suggests that western democracy cannot be changed. And this leads to another paradox: why is it, then, we remain content with a system with so many flaws? 

In this chapter, I will be discussing the flaws. In doing so, many readers will assume that I am very critical about western democracy. I should make it clear that I consider myself being very blessed to have been born and raised in Canada in the last half of the 20th century. When I compare the opportunities I have had to the opportunities I could have had if I had been born in other times or places, it’s not hard for me to imagine that I would not have acquired the education, experience, opportunity, and freedom to write a book such as this. In essence, my abilities are due, in a large part, to western democracy being able to unlock my human potential. 

The reader could also conclude that I am also against “politicians” in general. On the contrary, I feel that many of these people have a difficult and thankless job to do and are not paid enough for the sacrifices they make to serve in public office. Politicians—and the volunteers that work for the political parties—are an important part of the democratic process. 

Without elected politicians as our decision makers, I believe the alternative of living in a dictatorship or anarchy would have not been conducive to writing a book like this. I also believe that many of our current politicians, with their high commitment of public service, will still find their way into the replacement system of governance I will be suggesting in the next chapter. 

To begin discussion, this chapter lists many of the limitations of democracy. Many readers will find nothing new here for the limitations are easily understood. But perhaps reading this list will be the first time many readers will see all these limitations in one place. 

Limitation #1: Political Parties Create a Very Exclusive Club

By law, anyone in the western world can belong to a political party of his or her choosing. In theory, any party member can eventually become an elected politician. In practical terms, the opportunity is limited. Aside from the formal processes of joining and rising in a political party, numerous informal features prevent many people from participating in politics. 

Political parties are not bastions of like-minded individuals striving for a common goal. Within these organizations, there is often jealousy, pettiness, gossiping, backbiting, power struggles, subversion, opportunism, jostling for position, and ambition. To succeed in the political party arena, an individual has to immerse him- or herself in this atmosphere. For many people wanting to offer their time to make the world a better place, the atmosphere in a political party is a significant barrier to participation. 

Another barrier is the moral compromises required for most political careers. Morality and principles are often sacrificed to gain the primary objectives of portraying party unity and winning elections. More is discussed about this later, but for many people, these compromises are simply too much to take, and they stay away from the political process. 

The balance between risk and reward in political life is unacceptable for many people. Being seriously involved in politics is a time-consuming activity, usually at the expense of family, career, and recreation. Despite the vast amount of effort an aspiring politician must give to become elected, the failure rate is high. Surviving the party politics, winning the internal party election, and finally winning the general election usually mean that only about one of the ten or so people who runs for public office actually gains the privilege of governance—and many of these winners only survive one term in office without affecting the world too much. The other nine who made the attempt get absolutely nothing—after making a serious life investment! For many citizens, the likelihood of not being successful in the political arena is high enough to keep them out of the process. 

So what does western democracy actually do to attract qualified and capable people into the profession of governance? If anything, it discourages them! And society is bereft of having many competent people participate in its decision-making processes. This job is left to those who are willing to pay the initiation price: the hassles of politics. 

And this price creates a very exclusive club. 

Limitation #2: Political Parties Are Not Think-Tanks! 

Political parties would like the citizenry to believe their prime function is to listen to the people and develop policies for the benefit of the population at large. To do this, the “grassroots” of the party are supposedly spending great amounts of volunteer time hashing out, debating, and formulating policy and then bringing this policy to the leadership of the party. 

The leadership then, supposedly, adopts this policy as its platform or perhaps provides further insight for more policy development from the grassroots. 

Nothing is further from the truth! Nearly all of the party volunteers are spending most of their time towards electioneering purposes, not policy development. Although the leadership of any party must create a platform that will attract workers and donors for the election campaign, these party supporters really have not had much say about these policies. The only real policy development the average party worker can do is to support the party more or less as the leadership presents it. 

Therefore much of the knowledge, experience, and wisdom that these volunteers can bring to the party are never used. 

Limitation #3: The Political Process Is Not a Screening Process

Political parties would like the citizenry to believe elections within the party structure (the nomination process) have a very significant role in our democracy. In these internal elections, two or more party members offer themselves as candidates for the privilege of representing the party in the general election and engage in a democratic battle to gain this right. With this process, the party supposedly sorts the better qualified people from the less qualified. 

As discussed earlier, political parties actually discourage many qualified people from attaining positions of governance. 

Much talent is actually being wasted by society in favor of those citizens who seem to have the time, money, and ambition for politics. Even if the party has a pool of good people to select from, they are still missing most of the available talent from society’s rank and file. 

The internal party elections are rarely tests of ethics, morality, competence, and problem-solving skills necessary for good governance. To win the internal election, candidates concentrate their efforts on creating a feel-good atmosphere that will encourage other party members to vote for them. Nice-looking pamphlets and banners, handshakes, inspiring speeches, and button-wearing, noise-making supporters are the normal methods to sway votes. Candidates not playing this game simply do not win any party favor. 

The internal party election mostly demonstrates the candidates with the better electioneering skills. The successful candidate is likely to have good electioneering skills for the general election. While good electioneering is a very specialized skill set, it has little to with good governance. 

Individual party members appear to have a great responsibility in our western democratic system. They are the citizens who have the opportunity to really know the candidates and to select the best one. If they are doing their job properly, then, ideally, all parties should be sending extremely qualified people to represent the party in the general election—and weeding out the individuals who are either incompetent or likely to engage in corrupt activities. 

But do the party members really know their candidates? Do they know if a candidate has an addiction problem? Or a family problem? Or is he a tax evader? Is the candidate a bridge-builder capable of bringing people together to solve problems? Can the candidate see above and beyond the clouds of confusion? Can the candidate process information and data? Is the candidate a listener who uses consultation skills to see innovative solutions to problems? Or is the candidate extremely opinionated? Does the candidate have a long list of favors to pay off? What history does the candidate have that suggests he or she will not abuse the position of elected office? Can the candidate bring trust and respect to the position of an elected office? 

To answer these questions, party members would have to live or work with each of the candidates on a regular basis. 

There is no other honest way to select candidates based on good character and competence for governance. Within the party structure, most voting party members do not have the opportunity to really get to know all—or even one—of the candidates. Instead, they rely on speeches, handshakes, and other electioneering techniques to make their decisions. In essence, they’re almost as blind as the general citizenry about the true capacity of the aspiring candidates. 

Internal party elections are no screening process for character and competence. 

Limitation #4: Political Parties Are Mostly Marketing Machines

When we listen to interviews of today’s political pundits, we will hear many of the same words often used by professional marketers: “positioning, segmenting, differentiating, branding, focus group testing, etc.” It’s not hard to see that a significant amount of what political parties do is marketing: i.e., the selling of their wares, whether those wares be a political ideology, some interesting ideas, or a personality. Without marketing, a political party has no chance of achieving its objective: winning an election. 

To many readers, such marketing is a normal part of democracy. In fact, it helps us become better informed voters so that we can make better choices. 

However, I do not see much correlation between good marketing and good governance. Both of these are indeed specialized skill sets, but just because one is good at one skill does not mean one is good at the other. I liken these two skills to driving a car and driving an 18-wheel truck. We can say that a licensed car driver already knows the rules of the road and can readily apply this knowledge to driving a big truck. But obviously this knowledge is not enough: this car driver should get some training and his truck license before being allowed to operate a big truck. Likewise, a politician who looks good in the media and can create excellent headlines and 15-second clips is not necessarily going to be good at governance. 

The political party is, in essence, a vehicle for an aspiring politician to become marketable to the public. The marketing package that comes with a political party is so strong that an inferior candidate with full party support almost always beats a more competent person campaigning as an independent. In the political world, the marketing is more important than the content. 

Limitation #5: Simplistic Explanation of the Problem and Solution When goods or services are marketed to the masses, a good marketer will not put too much detail in its marketing message. For example, a shampoo manufacturer will not entice buyers by emphasizing its chemical composition, but instead focus on how attractive you will be if you use this shampoo. A car manufacturer will try to sell you on year-to-year reliability of its cars, not the engineering decisions made to create that reliability. Beer companies are famous for 

creating an illusion that a certain lifestyle will happen if you drink their beer; the taste of the beer—or even the food safety processes taken to make this beer—are unimportant in these commercials. 

To market themselves, political parties have to take complicated issues and present them in such a way that they are attractive to the mass media and comprehensible to much of the citizenry. The result is to simplify almost every issue almost to the point where it no longer represents the truth. And it is from these simplifications where we average citizens formulate our opinions, which, directly or indirectly, affect who gets elected and later makes decisions in government. 

Many political scientists seem to believe that simplifying complicated issues is a normal part of democracy. In this context, politicians who are good at this task have more right to be in government than those who are not. 



But below I have summarized how the various complicated issues facing us are often simplified in the political process. I think most readers can categorize many statements made by elected public officials into these simplifications:

 Political Correctness:  “Anyone who is for / against this particular solution is either incompetent or uncompassionate.”  

 Ultimate Consequence:  “This decision will prevent / facilitate our civilization’s descent into anarchy.” 

 Hasty Action is Good Action:  “If we are seen to be doing something, then whatever we are doing must be right.” 

 Delayed Action:  “We need more study to make the right decision (but we hope the issue goes away).” 

 Ultimate altruism:  “Damn the cost! If we can save one life, then it is worth doing!” 

 Avoiding Responsibility & Casting Blame:  “We have done nothing to create this injustice. It’s the other party’s fault.” 

 World with No Risk:  “The public is going to be 100% safe after we make these changes.” 

 Limited Alternatives:  “There are only two choices: the right way and the wrong way.” 

 The Red Herring:  “Let’s focus on a smaller problem, so we don’t have to discuss the big problem.” 

A common byproduct of simplifying the issue is when politicians make promises they do not keep after they are elected to office. It’s easy to make such promises when in opposition, but once in power, they start seeing all the angles to the complicated issue for the first time. They realize their simple solution cannot work, so it is not implemented. Perhaps worse is when they still implement their simple solution to keep their campaign promise. 

I’m not saying that simplistic explanations have no place in public decision making for they do provide the vision to move society in positive directions. The danger lies when the simplistic explanation casts aside other crucial angles to finding better solutions. For example, consider constructing an improvement for a particular highway. We can claim there will be fewer accidents with this improvement, and it could happen to be politically correct to move this project forward. But when we invest resources in this improvement, we could be diverting resources away from other opportunities to lower risk elsewhere. We may even increase overall societal risk—even if our highway is a bit safer. 

What we need is a more thoughtful process when trying to predict the outcome of our collective decisions. How will our decision affect other aspects of society? What could be the possible ramifications of our decision? How do we monitor the progress of our decision? When the decision is reduced to satisfying the simplistic explanation, then it’s not hard to see why some public decisions are poorly crafted. 

So when we judge our political parties and politicians on their abilities to create simplistic explanations, they are being influenced by the need to make simple explanations to stay elected. But we fall short of our potential to resolve the various complicated issues that face us. 

Limitation #6: Elected Officials Spend Too Much Time on Politics, Not on Governance I am going to give these two words different definitions even though many readers would argue that “politics” and 

“governance” are actually the same things. 

Politics, in this book, involves preparing for and working on elections, getting the media’s attention, meeting with members of the same political party to gain their confidence (and their volunteer time and money), attending or speaking at fund-raising activities for the party, making alliances, engaging in social activities that are meant to increase influence, working out spins on issues, resolving power plays within the party, wrestling with the rules of procedures to gain advantage, interpreting poll results, attending to the needs of the volunteers and donors for the next election, anticipating the actions of political enemies, etc. 

Governance, on the other hand, involves consulting citizens from the different sides of the issues, consulting with the experts, working on committees that deal with these issues, and making, communicating, and implementing the decisions that must be made for a society to manage itself well. 

Using these definitions, politics and governance can sometimes cross paths. Take, for example, a public meeting over a controversial issue. The politician may be holding this meeting to get the citizens’ opinions and feelings so that he or she can convey this information back to the government before the decision is made. This is in the realm of governance. On the other hand, the politician may be holding this meeting knowing full well the decision has already been made: the meeting is only held to give the appearance of consultation or to gauge how much a contrary decision is going to hurt the party in the next election. This meeting would be under the umbrella of politics. Most public meetings probably have an element of both governance and politics. 

It would be interesting to follow some politicians for a few months to determine how they divide their time between politics and governance. But to give them credit, let’s assume that they spend 30% of their time on politics and 70% on governance. This 30% assumption still means a politician dedicates a lot of his or her time to retain or enhance his or her position of influence in the decision-making realm. As far as actually solving the world’s problems, this time is wasted time. 

A more discrediting implication is that when average citizens see their politicians doing so much politicking, they tend to believe that too many decisions by government are based on politics, not good governance. Hence, even when good governance overrides political influences, this governance is seen with the same suspicion, doubt, and cynicism as fostered by politics. Therefore, the likelihood of full implementation and success of the decision is lower than a decision surrounded by contention and controversy. 

Ironically, when it comes to election time, we voters base most of our decision on how well the politicians and parties do their politics. As for good governance, it is next to impossible to determine how well they perform because most of us will never see how our politicians behave in decision-making processes. We should not be too surprised when we elect 

“political” leaders more concerned about their position, power, and place in history rather than “governance” leaders who have great capacity to solve problems afflicting our societies. 

Limitation #7: Voters are Poor Judges 

I have already alluded to several reasons why—when we voters are called to vote—we cannot make a wise choice. We gain our perception from a sensationalist media or the marketing message of the various political parties, which depends a lot on their campaign budget. We know so little about the characters of the actual people we are asked to vote for.  One aspiring politician once told me that running for public office was the longest job interview he ever had. But the truth was that even after this lengthy interview process, all his “potential bosses” knew about him was that he spoke the party line really well—and he looked good in a suit. 

A second aspect of our poor judgment is based on the short duration politicians spend in public office, usually less than a decade. A common political axiom is that if our country seems to be well run, the governing political party should be voted back in. However, the credit may be more due to that party’s predecessors making some wise decisions a decade or two earlier. So the governing party is actually getting a free ride on the good work of previous governments. Conversely, a governing party that seems to be in a crisis actually may be unraveling some poor decisions of its predecessors. It could be voted out of office next term despite setting up a good foundation for the next government. Because credit is freely taken and blame is freely given, it is hard for the average voter to really know who is responsible for the wise and unwise decisions made by past and current governments. 

So it seems folly that we can wisely judge a political party by its past performance. If we cannot judge wisely, then how can we put the more capable people into positions of public decision-making? 

Lastly, committee work is the most important activity average politicians do (in my opinion). This is where the fine details of legislation are put together. Yet we average voters rarely see how our politicians perform in this arena. Who has the wisdom? Who has interesting ideas? Who can see different alternatives? Who is a consensus builder? Who can envision ramifications? Who can see the connections between other aspects of governance? Or who dominates the meetings and gives little consideration to other points of view? Or who sees his or her committee work mostly as a stepping stone towards a higher political office?  When called to answer these kinds of questions, the election campaign fails to tell us which politicians are better at committee work than others. 

We voters in western democracies really are not that wise when determining who should or should not be in public office. 

Limitation #8: Political Parties Do Not Plan Well for the Future Political parties are mostly motivated by the timing of the next election, not the effects of their decision even one generation from now. Their passport to power, or perhaps survival, depends on how they view their legislative, executive, and media actions in the light of the next election. If a particular action seems likely to enhance the electoral success of a political party, the party will take that action. If the action is a hindrance, the party will avoid it. Whether that action is for the betterment of society in the future is irrelevant to the needs of the political party today. 

The short-term effects often set the pace; long-term effects are for the next generation of politicians to deal with. 

Unfortunately, many of society’s ills require solutions that will take a generation or two to see positive results. If the solutions to these problems cannot provide any benefits to the parties by the next election, it is very unlikely that parties will make them part of their platform. 

To be fair to the western democratic model, it has made decisions for its citizens that had short-term pain for long-term gain. Public education for children of all economic backgrounds, abolishment of racial segregation, and environmental laws forcing industries to emit less pollution are all good examples of a society making the right long-term choices. But these changes were not initiated by elected politicians themselves, but by ordinary people educating other people and then organizing themselves to exert pressure on these politicians to make such changes. In essence, the people “led” the nation, not the politicians. 

To some political pundits, this kind of democracy may be good and normal. Unlike other forms of governance “that have been tried from time to time,” citizens in western democracies can organize themselves to make changes for the betterment of their society. 

But making changes in this way often takes decades to effect and requires an immense amount of resources from the citizenry itself. Would it not be better for governments to do the right thing at the right time—instead of waiting for a certain amount of public pressure to coerce it? 

Limitation #9: Political Parties are Beholden to Those Who Feed the Marketing Machine Political parties, as mentioned earlier, are in the business of marketing themselves to have the right to govern. And to do their marketing, they have to spend resources, mostly in donations and volunteer time. 

Volunteers

Most volunteers in political parties start contributing their time for altruistic reasons. They sincerely believe that the party or politician they are supporting is the best for the society, and they realize that if they want to get their preference elected, they must participate more than just by voting once every few years. They choose to play a bigger part in the democratic process by becoming active in a political party. 

Many volunteer workers for political parties have only a small investment in the political process. They may just show up for election day to be guided by party organizers to perform the rather mundane tasks to "get out the vote.” Or they may spend a few days on the election campaign itself, putting up signs, canvassing homes, attending rallies, or preparing voter lists. After election day, they consider their beyond-the-call-of-democratic-duty to be over and go back to being ordinary citizens. They have no intention of getting something special from the system. 

Other volunteer workers put a lot more into the political process. They may put in extensive hours in the campaign to see their preference elected, and they may sit on party boards and committees between elections to keep the election machine at a state of readiness for the next election. There is very little compensation for this type of work even though the worker sacrifices time that could have been spent on family, work, community, and recreation. 

Many of these long-term volunteers start to lose their feeling of altruism. They gain a sense that they have been “saving the country” from the other politicians and parties who are corrupt, incompetent, or of the wrong ideology while nonpartisan citizens pursue more enjoyable activities than the often-times rough-and-tumble life of a party insider. So when an opportunity that is not there for ordinary citizens appears, the political volunteer feels justified in taking it. 

Some of these opportunities are quite acceptable. Being on a first-name basis with an elected politician and being invited to social gatherings with elected politicians are enough reward for some volunteers. Sitting as “average citizens” on certain government committees in hopes that they can be influential in public policy is attractive to other volunteers. 

Getting a paying job within the party apparatus that can lead to more contacts and career opportunities are also quite harmless. 

But sometimes these opportunities are not so harmless. Getting a government job that could be filled by more qualified people outside the party or getting a business contract based on political connections rather than providing the best bid undermines the credibility of government in the eyes of the nonpartisan citizen. 

While these latter actions can be easily defined as corrupt activities that bring discredit to what democracy stands for, the politicians themselves are powerless to prevent these actions from happening. If they do not give out special favors—and are not seen to be giving out favors—they will lose very capable and experienced loyal party workers for the next election. Without these crucial workers, their chances for electoral success are lower. In the world of politics, the “profits” 

of occasionally giving special favors to loyal workers outweigh the “losses” created by any possible bad publicity caused by this corrupt activity. All political parties have to play this game to some extent or they do not become elected. 

Donors

Similarly, donating money also has altruistic and not-so-altruistic intentions. Donors of small amounts are usually satisfied with seeing their money going towards a politician or party that shows competence and vision; these donors ask for nothing else. As the donations become larger, the altruism starts to disappear. Being part of a politician’s social circle or having some prestige within the party establishment provide motivation for some donors. Some individual donors will 

contribute a lot to the cause in hopes of gaining a favor in the future. The larger the donation, the more likely the politician will recognize that donor. 

I know of one corporation that paid $30,000 to a political party and received $150,000 in job creation grants two years later. The corporation really did not create any new jobs; these “new jobs” were part of the natural attrition of a 200-employee firm. But this government program was an excellent vehicle for a political party to reward large donors for financing their election campaign. Similar to treating loyal volunteers, politicians need to be seen—discretely—giving taxpayers’ money to large donors. Otherwise, major sources of funding dry up; meaning the party has fewer resources to outmarket its opponents, which reduces its chances of winning the next election. 

Unlike volunteers, however, corporations and wealthy people can play more than one party at the same time. Often they give similar donations to two or more parties to cover their bases regardless which party gets elected. The firm I mentioned in the previous paragraph could have also donated a second $30,000 to another party and still made an excellent return on its investment regardless of which party won the election. For the politicians and their parties, they really have to cater to the corporations for funds. Otherwise, their competition gets the edge financially—and if so, quite often electorally. Voters, for whatever reason, do not appreciate a politician or party that is unable to put together a well-financed marketing machine. 

To minimize the influence big money* has with political parties, many democratic nations have experimented with various election finance reforms. And in each experiment, big money still finds a way to maintain its influence. 

The well-meaning advocates of such reforms fail to acknowledge the symbiotic relationship between political parties and their big donors. The parties cannot envision themselves existing in the political process without lots of campaign money. 

Hence a party will only pass election finance laws when it sees an advantage over its competition. This is not good motivation for campaign finance reform. 

In other words, it is not possible to significantly reduce the influence big money has on government if we insist on keeping the western democratic model. 

 * It is quite common thinking that big money always gets its way with preferential legislation in western democracy—I should make it clear that I am not one of these thinkers. In fact, I believe that big money loses many more battles than it wins in the legislative process in most western democracies. However, it does win some battles. It can also delay unfriendly legislation for a few years or water it down. It can gain access to decision makers more quickly and cut through the red tape. Despite only getting a fraction of what it desires, big money still earns a reasonable profit on its investments into political parties. 

Limitation #10: Political Parties Are Incapable of Dealing with Internal Corruption Honest, competent people do make it into positions of governance. They have worked their way up the ranks of party politics keeping most of their original ethical principles intact. They stay away from corrupt activities and within election laws. They treat all politicians with respect. They do the best job of which they are capable within the confines of the arena they are working in. But sooner or later they encounter a party colleague involved in very obvious corruption—long before the media or opposition politicians ever hear of it. And they are forced to make a decision to either bring this person to some form of justice or let him or her continue with unethical activity. 

So what are the implications of honest politicians who bring their errant colleagues to justice? 

First, the very process of bringing a party colleague to some kind of internal party trial will probably attract attention the party does not want. The opposition will tout this one act of corruption as the tip of the iceberg. The media will milk this 

controversial situation as long as the public remains interested. The public will probably unfairly judge the party as being rife with corruption and will not see the step of the party disciplining its corrupt member as being good governance. 

Second, an open case of corruption often slows down the process of governance. Attention is directed away from much-needed legislation and other areas of governance. The focus will be on the corrupt party individual, and the government cannot easily move until this issue is resolved or goes away. 

Third, many cases of corruption never make it to the attention of the public despite unethical activities being carried on for years. Therefore, the possibility of negative publicity is actually quite low if the party chooses not to invoke self-discipline measures. Even if the corruption does gain the public’s attention, most political parties know they can ride out one or two scandals and not suffer for it at the next election. 

Fourth, political parties are quite forgiving of those who have proven they can win elections. Amassing funds and volunteers, motivating those volunteers, and winning the election are the three most important attributes a political party values in its politicians. Everything else—including honesty and competence—is of secondary importance. 

Though honest politicians can account for their own actions and decisions while serving in politics, they have almost no ability to provide justice to the society they govern when their political colleagues do not operate under similar moral and ethical principles. As long as our society wants to be governed by political parties, this relationship between honest politicians and their dishonest colleagues will not improve. 

Limitation #11: The Adversarial Nature of Politics

Many well-meaning, qualified individuals, who have become very successful in their own fields of endeavor, have offered themselves into the political arena, believing that they have garnered experiences and wisdom that can benefit society. 

They view a political career as a service to their society, and putting themselves into a position of governance for these reasons is indeed a noble act. Many of these individuals would be an asset for the process of good governance. 

So they choose a party that best matches their political inclinations. They work their way up the political party, win the party election, win the general election, and they are now in a position to do some good for the world. 

Let’s use a typical suburban family as an analogy to the politician first gaining office. On Friday night, Dad announces to the family that he will mow the lawn Saturday morning. The rest of the family, for whatever reasons, is aghast with this idea and conspire to do whatever it takes to stop Dad from tomorrow’s planned task. In the middle of the night, Son #1 

sneaks off to the garage and puts a little water in the lawn mower’s gas tank. Son #2 unloosens the wheels of the lawnmower so they are almost coming off. In the morning, Son #3 dumps all his toys on the lawn and refuses to pick them up. Then Teenage Daughter picks her father’s pet peeve and purposely engages him into an argument. The wife then turns the sprinklers on the lawn: “I thought you wanted to water—not mow—the lawn.” With all this going on, what are the chances that Dad will get his task done? 

This analogy may seem a bit facetious, but this same atmosphere is part of the job of being a politician. Regardless of how hard-working, honest, and competent the individual is, that individual has immersed him- or herself into a shark tank, with many people who want to see him or her fail. Opposition politicians look for any weakness that can be exploited; the media look for anything that makes a good story. Bureaucrats, activists, and lobbyists who are not in favor of a politician’s stands on select issues will do whatever it takes to minimize that politician’s impact while in government. The politician also has to contend with politicians of the same party who are jockeying for a position of higher influence within the party itself. In the world of partisan politics, a politician has many more enemies than friends. 

Unfortunately, the political processes within governing political parties have room for only a handful of influential politicians. This sets up a contest within the governing party itself to determine which of its many members actually 

belong to the influential group. If an elected politician or a backroom organizer from the governing party really wants to be influential, he or she must be prepared to do a lot of politicking—to the disadvantage of other politicians in the same party—to gain this position. Building and breaking alliances within the party, assuming greater responsibility for party functions not directly related to governance, poking fun at and chastising opposition politicians, and keeping corrupt party activities silent all become part of the game to become influential. If we insist on being governed by political parties, these unofficial rules for how to be influential in a party will always hold. 

The media also have a hand in making life difficult for politicians. The politician has little room for error in how to present a position to the media. If a mistake is made, the media are quite willing to portray the politician in a negative light. 

The adversarial nature and partisanship do not contribute to the process of good governance. With constant sniping at each other over who has the best ideas, each political party has assumed that the other parties have absolutely nothing positive to contribute towards solving society’s problems. 

With this kind of self-righteous thinking, it’s not surprising that our legislators cannot see many of the angles surrounding various societal issues. Instead, they mimic children in a playground bickering about the rules of a simple game. If the western democratic model is to be the example for its citizens of how to reach collective decisions in other aspects of society, it is a very faulty example. 

Many politicians become disillusioned with the process. Many of them give up; others resign themselves to the limitations of western democracy and try their best to work within it. Whatever the cause, most of these well-intentioned individuals are not contributing their full potential to society. Society has underutilized a valuable resource. 

Limitation #12: Inability to Positively Shape Society 

I think many readers will agree that any society that moves away from the various vices (alcohol, drugs, gambling, promiscuity, etc.) will be a more prosperous and socially cohesive society—if its citizens willingly accept these kinds of change in values without being forced by law. Other positive changes in value systems could be to move values away from resource-consuming recreational activities towards more environmentally friendly pastimes, lawfully paying one’s taxes, and putting some spare time into volunteering. It would be great if politicians could lead the way in these kinds of changes. But in western democracy, they can’t—for several reasons! 

First off, they fear voter retribution if they push a moral agenda a little too far. Citizens who hold certain dysfunctional or unproductive values don’t like being told what they are doing is wrong. They would have more incentive to cast their vote towards another political party. A small minority of such citizens (perhaps 10% of the total population) can affect the electoral outcome against a party who seems to be pushing a more moral agenda. So any political party who wants to steer the citizenry into more positive values is probably not going to win elections. In other words, the political party cannot be that influential in getting citizens to become more moral or ethical. 

Second, more than a few elected politicians engage in the immoral behavior themselves. With their position and attitude, they will stall the process to move the general citizens towards more positive values. And when these politicians are caught in the act, the value systems of many citizens are indirectly affected by a high profile person behaving in such a way. Some citizens can now better justify their dysfunctional or unproductive actions; others start to see these kinds of values as being normal. The final result is that some citizens have shifted their values in a negative way, which then affects the citizens around them now and a generation from now. 

Third, politicians in general are not held in high regard by the citizenry. So when a certain politician speaks or works for a certain moral standard, citizens whose attitudes could be influenced by such a public person do not pay attention because of the lack of credibility. 

If we are looking for our political leaders to lead western democracies towards greater morals and virtues, we should realize that only forces outside the political process can make this change happen.  Then, perhaps, we will be rather consistent in electing politicians of upstanding character. In other words, society in general must first develop its morality, then it will be able to find political leaders guided by moral principles. 

But politicians within western democracy cannot lead the way. If they push a moral agenda too far, they would not be reelected. 

Transcending the Limitations

I started putting my ideas to pen in 1997. In 2000, I self-published the first version of the TDG. Despite doing many of the right things aspiring authors need to do to get noticed, the first version went nowhere. I realized that I could go bankrupt trying to promote this idea, and I wasn’t ready to take the TDG this far. I had almost given up on bringing my invention of Tiered Democratic Governance into public discourse. 

But in 2008, CBC (Canadian Broadcasting Corporation) Radio had several interviews with recognized experts about 

“improving democracy.” Each time I listened to these experts, I could only conclude that these people had no imagination and my ideas were much more advanced than theirs. If we continue to rely on this elite group to guide us into better democracy, we will not make any kind of serious changes for several decades. I became more resolved that the world at least needed to hear my ideas. The sooner we start talking about them, the sooner we can implement them. 

Rather than self-publishing or getting attention from the publishing world, I would just put the entire book on a website, run a few Google ads towards the website, and see if these Google-clicking visitors would like my ideas enough to convince their friends and colleagues to visit my website. Instead of getting royalties on book sales, I would get a little advertising revenue. Instead of my ideas being considered only by those who are in a position to find my book and buy it, my ideas became free for anyone on the internet at any time. And my website has been in this position since 2009. 



I have just listed 12 limitations of the western democratic model. I think most readers will agree that all these limitations do exist and that they impose an impediment towards better governance. 

But when the 12 limitations are put together in such a short document, it implies western democracy is lamentably defective—and only fools would agree to be governed in such a system. I think I need to remind readers that western democracy has very complex internal relationships to give its citizens more opportunity and prosperity than other systems of governance. Periodic elections, campaign speeches and political advertising, governing parties desiring to maintain their position, opposition parties aspiring to be the government, a free media scrutinizing our politicians’ decisions, citizens’ rights to free speech and free association, activists and lobbyists, peaceful protests, very informed citizens, non-voting citizens, fickle voters, separation between the legislative, executive, judicial, and civil service, the lengthy process of passing a bill into law, and other intricate links of western democracy all play an important part in establishing the social order to unlock human potential the way western democracy has done in the past two centuries. 

Despite western democracy’s advantages, there is no shortage of recognized thinkers with all sorts of ideas on how to improve this system. The strange thing is that most of these ideas have little to do with reforming any of the 12 

limitations. In these next few sections, I will address some of the more popular improvements in light of how they could transcend the limitations. 

Popular Improvement #1: Changing the Electoral System

Many democratic nations often contemplate changes to electoral and legislative procedures—even though such changes are difficult to implement because of the long process to reform constitutional laws coupled with the country’s need to 

deal with more immediate concerns. It is with such changes, many experts say, that the country will supposedly become more democratic. 

One popular debate in Canada revolves around implementing proportional representation (PR) as the means for selecting politicians to the Canadian Parliament and provincial legislatures. Canada uses—more or less—the Westminster democratic system, in which the country is divided into constituencies and each constituency can send one representative. 

The political parties then compete within each constituency to convince the voters to send their candidate to parliament or legislature. 

Since the 1930s, Canada has had at least three viable political parties—and sometimes five. This has meant that in many constituency elections, the successful candidate often wins with less than 50% of the vote. For example, the candidate for Party A may achieve 40% of the vote in a particular constituency; Party B 38%, and Party C 22%. Party A gets all the privileges despite being only 2% better than the candidate for Party B—who effectively gets nothing! And depending on how the votes are distributed within all the constituency elections, a governing party in Canada can have 75% of the national or provincial seats with only 40% of the popular vote. 

To the advocates of PR, getting 40% of the vote is not a mandate for Party A to represent the constituency or form the government. Thus, in their minds, the votes for Party B and Party C have essentially been wasted in many constituency elections. The imbalance between the legislative power the governing party has and its actual electoral support contradicts the principle that each vote has equal value. Such citizens deem Canada’s “First-Past-The-Post” (FPTP) system undemocratic. Their solution is the PR system of governance, common in most European countries. If a party gets 40% of votes, it gets roughly 40% of the seats in the parliament. 

I have to admit that these citizens have a valid point. But when we compare the PR systems and FPTP systems in light of how they transcend the 12 limitations, neither system has proven to have an advantage over the other. The 12 limitations are alive and well in both systems. To my thinking, PR may be more democratic, but it does not resolve any of the limitations. And same goes for other changes to electoral structures and legislative processes I have heard about over the years. 

Popular Improvement #2: Voters Should Become More Knowledgeable

I have encountered many citizens who pride themselves in having invested the time to become better informed voters. 

They read the newspapers and internet, watch the news on TV, and analyze the various debates and musings of the recognized thinkers. Their main contention is not with the political process itself but with other citizens who apparently have not made the same investment. “The political world,” the more informed may say, “plays to the less informed citizens who often do not vote; and if they do vote, they cast their ballot with rather faulty information. If only more citizens would become more informed (like us), we would get wiser politicians and better political parties.” 

However, there is a very practical limit to how much awareness is possible. Our work, family, community, and a little recreation really limit how much time we can study each of the issues and come up with well-thought conclusions. In addition, when we see the experts who have immense training and are working full-time to understand one particular issue, often reaching different conclusions, how then can we average citizens, with our limited time and capacity, collectively determine the best solutions for our society by simply becoming better informed ourselves? 

To summarize this particular improvement to democracy, it may be possible to somewhat transcend the limitations if more voters become more knowledgeable, but there is a limit how successful this can be. We may already be close to that limit. 

I have a good personal example of relative futility in being more informed. I used to consider myself as a reasonably informed citizen. And this knowledge, plus my self-published first version of this book, positioned me to be a political / 

social columnist for a rural newspaper. One popular discussion of that time was the implementation of private health care providers into Canada’s public health system. I definitely had some strong opinions on this topic and was eager to inflict my version of how to run the world on my readers. But as I was writing this column, I came to the conclusion that I knew absolutely nothing about running a public health care system. 

With such a faulty foundation, any conjecture I could concoct could only be more faulty than the foundation. I started to imagine how much more research I would need to write a good column on how to balance private and public health care. 

As I did this research, I just might change my mind—which would have made my original and less informed column into a rather uninformed opinion. 

Even if I and another knowledgeable researcher invested the same amount of time into this topic, we just might come to different conclusions. So who would be right, who would be wrong? How do I defend my research and how do I prove his research is faulty—in the context of a 600-word column? 

Then I imagined the research needed to do a good job on the other topics I had been writing about. I would need to become an expert on just about everything to be a good political columnist. But the resources were not there for me to become an expert on all these issues. The same went for my readers. We simply had too much going on with our lives to become as knowledgeable as the experts on improving democracy want us to be. 

So my column took an unusual twist: I said it would be a lot easier to find the best experts to come up with the decision—

and we citizens would need to trust them. But in order to trust these decision makers, we would need to trust the political system that would appoint these experts. But this system has the 12 limitations, so it cannot deserve this trust. So we citizens need to be more vigilant about who is appointed to make decisions and how these decisions are made. I, for one, just don’t have the time to analyze all the elected and appointed people who find their way into government positions. I doubt that even if I did have the time, I would get to know these people well enough to know whether they were deserving of their jobs. 

I think many readers get my point. “Becoming more knowledgeable” is, at best, a very marginal solution towards resolving any of the 12 limitations. 

Popular Improvement #3: More Activism

Two important foundation stones of western democracy are citizens’ rights to organize for certain causes and to conduct peaceful protest. One should not underestimate the important contributions that activism has brought to the world, such as the civil rights, feminist, and environmental movements. My sense of history is that more positive reforms emanating from western democracy were effected by activists, not by politicians and political parties. So it’s easy to understand why some experts on democracy advocate more activism and lobbying as the means to effect positive change. 

Let’s assume we will rely on using activism to help the western democratic model transcend its 12 limitations. When I started my analysis, I had to concede that activism could bring about some changes in some of the 12 limitations. But then I started seeing some limitations within the activist movement itself. 

 Activists are often one-sided and won’t consider other points of view. They generally fail to see how all the parts of society are connected. For example, left-wing activists tend to assume governments have an unlimited budget and someone else will pay for the changes they want. Right-wing activists, on the other hand, fail to recognize that a strong civil society is what allows them to have the opportunities and prosperity they currently enjoy. 

 Activism is more about coercing political parties to a certain direction. If successful, the activists leave the politicians to figure out the details of implementing the activist agenda. 

 When some activists take an extreme viewpoint, it tends to diminish the good cause that other more moderate activists are fighting for. 

 Activists, in their quest for recognition, are often in competition with activists of opposing views. Like political parties in an election campaign, the better funded side tends to have more success getting what it wants. 

 Activists within the same realm of activism are often in competition with each other as to who has more influence within that movement. This is not exactly altruistic intent. 

 Activism takes an immense mobilization of human and material resources to effect change. The time and resources could be spent more productively. 

 When activists are successful in letting the political parties know an election can be won or lost over a certain issue, the governing party usually responds with a quick solution to placate the activist movement. This band-aid solution often falls short of the activists’ original intent. 

 Band-aid solutions are difficult to fix after the new legislation has proven not be effective. With the activists placated and politicians on to other issues, further changes will require—guess what?—more activism. 

 Often it takes at least a decade for the good goals of activists to be put on the public agenda and another decade to be realized. This time frame is much too long to solve serious problems. 

Because activism has serious limitations within western democracy, I don’t see activism as a meaningful process to reform the 12 limitations. So I am going to turn this discussion in a new direction: Why should we need activists in the first place? Doesn’t the fact that we need activist movements to bring out positive changes suggest that something is wrong with western democracy? 

Imagine a system of governance where our political leaders can recognize that something needs to be fixed—and take steps to fix it without having to be coerced by activist movements. This sounds too ideal, doesn’t it? 

Popular Improvement #4: Joining a Political Party

Since activism does not work in transcending the 12 limitations in a significant way, maybe we should join a political party with the intention of moving it towards tackling one or more of the limitations. But the first limitation that stands in our way is Limitation #2. The party wants us to focus on winning elections, not presenting our new ideas. It will use us only to the extent of how well we do the rather tedious tasks associated with electioneering. If we do not do these tasks, we will be put on the sidelines rather quickly. 

So we do these electioneering tasks with the intention of someday gaining respect and confidence within the party to be able to present our new ideas later. We work our way a little closer to the top and then suggest turning our party away from a limitation or two; for example, providing more internal resources for policy development and cutting out some sources of less-than-altruistic funding. But such changes will lessen the party’s electoral success, so its natural instinct is to ignore whatever we have to say. If we persist in presenting our ideas, it is unlikely we will rise much higher in the party to be of any influence. We will likely become frustrated and quit long before the party attains a critical mass of like-minded thinkers to actually influence the party’s thinking towards addressing any of the 12 limitations. 

Popular Improvement #5: Starting a New Party

Since joining a political party will not likely have any effect on transcending the 12 limitations, we find more like-minded citizens to form a new political party specifically with this purpose. But this new party of ours still requires donations to win elections. However, we have principle: we will not accept monetary donations above a certain size, ensuring our funding comes from many small donations. None of these donors are expecting any favors; they just want good governance—and they believe our new party is the vehicle for this change. 

Many citizens, tired of the old politics, want to see us succeed. Our party starts growing. However, some of our altruistic volunteer workers want to be more influential within the party, and they start positioning themselves as possible candidates for election or as paid back-room party officials. The party has more aspirants than positions, so competition breeds infighting (Limitation #11). Ambitious party workers who lose the internal battles drop out, never to give their 

time or small donations again. They also degrade the party to their friends, acquaintances, and the media. With these workers not giving to the party and instead portraying it in a bad light, we start losing resources to win elections. 

We discover that one of our elected legislators, in his quest to win a rather close election, had broken our main principle: he accepted several donations above our stated limit. Rather than discipline him, which will attract media attention, we try to keep the issue quiet (Limitation #10). But the media find out anyway: they lash out at the legislator and at our party; our opponents do their best to inflict as much damage as possible (Limitation #11). A significant number of our “soft” 

donors lose faith in us and do not contribute any more money. With fewer monetary resources, we no longer can compete effectively against the well-funded parties. Between the loss of resources and the inability to live by our own principles, we lose the next election—and thus our ability to change the system. 

We can be very knowledgeable, committed, and altruistic, but we can never break the forces that bind and build successful political parties. 

Popular Improvement #6: Letting the Western Democratic Model Evolve Naturally. 

Many readers will still insist that positive improvements can happen with western democracy because they see it as an evolutionary process. They will argue that the western democratic model will eventually evolve to a new form as the various systemic forces within a democracy collide and conflict, and then redefine themselves by small measures. In time, such theorists might surmise, the 12 limitations can be transcended, a little piece at a time as we voters collectively punish the parties that exhibit more of these limitations and reward those who demonstrate fewer limitations. “Someday,” these experts may say, “we will train the political parties to give us better governance.” 

In some sense, they are correct. Democracy did improve the conditions in western nations as voting privileges were successfully extended from wealthy men to men of all economic classes, from white men to men of all races, and from only men to men and women. With each change, life in western nations did improve for all citizenry. It seems not necessary to directly tackle any of the 12 limitations for future improvements to happen, for the 12 limitations were there before and after the change. We should just let the western democratic model evolve naturally. 

I’m quite sure the western democratic model is going to evolve into something else, but will it ever evolve to transcend the 12 limitations—if left to go on its own path? My sense of the past 50 years of history suggest western democracy is already on two evolutionary paths. 

Fifty years ago, big government (often in conjunction with big business) more or less had its way with the citizenry if those affected belonged to a small minority. Overriding the concerns of this minority could be justified if the change was deemed for the betterment of the society-at-large. Today, most western democracies have various legal processes in place for such citizens to publicly express their opinions, gather political forces, and engage in legal action that could delay or thwart the big government initiative. Sometimes the affected citizens win their case; sometimes not. But there are definitely mechanisms in place for citizens to fight big government; this has been an improvement in democracy. 

In another sense, this change has resulted in the NIMBY effect*.  Well organized citizens can thwart initiatives that need to be addressed and resolved in a timely manner. This often leaves the government to seek a less desirable solution (often in an area where the citizens are not so well organized) or to let the issue fester for another decade for a future generation of politicians to deal with a worsening situation. Often, when the public process decides against the affected citizens, they often do not acknowledge the decision was made with fair and careful consideration of several alternatives. In their mind, the decision was rigged before the public process even started (which may or may not be true). 

 *NIMBY is an acronym for “Not In My Back Yard.” It is an inherent paradox in that we acknowledge that societies require some unpleasant tasks to be done, but everyone wants them to be done somewhere else. 

Although I see more public involvement in western democracy as a slight improvement, analyzing this evolutionary change in light of the 12 limitations does not produce significant results. The only improvement I can see is that it requires elected officials to hear and consider views and concerns of average citizens more than they used to, which resolves Limitation #6 to some degree. But for the other 11 limitations, I don’t see much effect. 

A second big change in the last 50 years has been the political parties’ ability to market themselves better. When we inspect the machinations inside any moderately successful political party, we see great investment into creating a better image. In the future, we should expect better TV commercials, better staged media events, better 15-second sound clips, and better manipulation of social media. The parties will become better at recognizing those individuals who are more electable from an image perspective. 

We should expect parties to create better election strategies. They will be better at swaying the 10 to 30% of swing voters on election day, for it is often these fickle swing voters who decide, on one particular day, the government for the next few years.* The parties will become better at identifying various voter segments, polling them, interpreting these polls, and designing their marketing messages for them. They will become better at persuading certain voter segments without offending other voter segments. They will better their techniques to identify and keep their “soft support” intact while trying to convince the “soft support” of their opponents to change their minds or stay away from the polls, while simultaneously learning advertising tricks to defend their soft supporters to get them to the polls. 

 * Before I became an active worker in a political party, I was one of these fickle voters. In at least two elections, I went to the polls to vote as part of my civic duty, but I had no idea which individual or political party I was going to vote for—

 despite being a reasonably informed citizen. What made me cast my vote one way and not the other at that time is still a mystery to me. 

The parties will be better at finding talented campaign managers who have a great flair for creating images, interpreting polls, designing marketing messages, and making the right decisions at the right time in the midst of an election battle. 

These individuals could go to the highest bidder. 

Some experts may argue that improving the marketing skills of political parties allows them to better serve the citizens. 

But the motivation is all wrong. Better marketing skills mostly serve to win elections, not provide better governance. 

When I align better marketing skills with the 12 limitations, the 12 limitations remain intact. If anything, better political marketing will make some of them worse. 

Conclusion

In the previous section, I theorized that popular thinking about improving democracy cannot transcend any of the 12 

limitations of the western democratic model. In my description of the 12 limitations, I theorized that they are instinctual for these instincts are how political parties find electoral success over their rivals. If my theories are correct, then we have, in essence, a system where the flaws are absolutely necessary for the system to work as well as it does. 

So we are left with a choice: do we just accept the 12 limitations as unfavorable traits of our most favorable system of governance—or do we look for ways to transcend these obvious flaws? 

If we are to start looking at transcending the 12 limitations, then we have to realize that they are an integral part of political parties. Trying to separate the parties from these limitations is like trying to separate claws and fangs from lions to make them become vegetarians. 

Because the recognized experts cannot let go of the political party, they cannot lead us beyond the 12 limitations of western democracy. 

The next chapter offers a replacement system of governance—one without political parties or the 12 limitations the parties bring to the public decision-making process. It is called “Tiered Democratic Governance”. 

Chapter 3: Tiered Democratic Governance

 “A democracy should aim at equality, but it can be ruined by a spirit of extreme equality, when each citizen would fain be on a level with those he has chosen to command. Where this is the case, virtue can no longer subsist in the republic. The people are desirous of exercising the functions of the Magistrates, who cease to be revered. The deliberations of the Senate are slighted; all respect is then laid aside for the Senators, and consequently for old age. If there is no more respect for old age, there will be none presently for parents; deference to husbands will be likewise thrown off and submission to masters. This license will soon become general; the people fall into this misfortune when those in whom they confide, desirous of concealing their corruption, endeavor to corrupt them. The people will divide the public money amongst themselves, and having added the administration of affairs to their indolence, will be for blending their poverty with the amusement of luxury.” 

 Voltaire

I find this citation from the famous French philosopher rather appropriate for this chapter. He seems to suggest that the old system of governance—aristocracy and monarchy—is no longer effective. Yet the democracy he experienced during his exile in England was not the final answer either. In this quote, he seems to prefer to stay with the old, known ways rather than engage in a new experiment in governance. 

It’s a good thing our forbearers did not listen to Voltaire! Otherwise, the ideas generated from the American and French Revolutions would have never taught the world very important lessons about modern democracy. If our predecessors had feared these changes, much of the world would still be governed by aristocracies. We would have never moved on to something better. 

This chapter contains some different ideas about democratic governance that many readers have not yet encountered. I ask them not to dismiss them too easily as Voltaire seems to have dismissed a maturing English democracy. If our goal is to have better governance, we have to be open to new ideas—especially ideas that are outside mainstream thinking. 

The alternative is to accept the western democratic model as irreplaceable—the last and highest form of government that humanity can invent, and that we will cling to it despite all its shortcomings. 

Instead, I propose a new system of governance, and I call it the Tiered Democratic Governance (TDG). 

The Neighborhood

The foundation of the TDG is the neighborhood. Citizens who live in close proximity to each other form an electoral neighborhood. Unlike contemporary electoral districts of the western democratic model where most people do not know much about their elected representatives, these neighborhoods should have 25 to 250 people and constitute an environment in which citizens have the opportunity to form some kind of community. 

Every year, the citizens in each neighborhood gather to elect their neighborhood representative. All citizens are eligible for election, and there are no nominations or campaigning. Before the voting, the citizens are reminded to vote for the individual in their neighborhood who best exemplifies good character and capacity for governance. 

Voting is done by secret ballot, whereby each citizen writes in the name of the person of their choice. Votes are counted, and the individual with the most votes becomes the neighborhood representative for the next 12 months. 

Duties of the Neighborhood Representative

The neighborhood representative conveys the ideas and concerns of the neighborhood to the higher tiers of government and also the ideas and concerns from the government back to the neighborhood. He or she can use formal meetings and one-on-one conversations to communicate with the neighbors. 

Another responsibility of the neighborhood representative is working with other neighborhood representatives in the same district, representatives of higher tiers of government, civil authorities, and leaders of citizen groups to solve problems within the community. 

The last responsibility of the neighborhood representative is electing the representative to the next tier of government, which is the district. This process is discussed in the next section. 

The District 

The next tier of the TDG is called, for the purposes of this book, the “district.” Each district will consist of three to 20 

neighborhoods. In the district, the neighborhood representatives will be working together to resolve various issues of governance within the district. As well as resolving the issues of governance, the representatives will be getting to know each other’s characters and how they perform in the field of governance. 

The neighborhood representatives in each district gather to elect their district representative. Only neighborhood representatives are eligible to vote in this election. Similar to the elections of the neighborhood representatives, no nominations or campaigning are allowed and voting is based on good character and capacity for governance. 

The individual with the most votes becomes the district representative for the next 12 months. 

Elections of the neighborhood and district representatives should be staggered by six months which gives the neighborhood representatives the opportunity to work together and see how each representative performs in governance. 

This six-month period gives opportunity to wisely choose a high quality of district representative. 

Duties of the District Representative

The duties of a district representative will be more involved in governance than the neighborhood representative. There will be more meetings with neighborhood representatives, higher levels of government, civil servants, and citizens’ 

groups to discuss and resolve the affairs of governance. Higher levels of government may assign specific duties to the district representatives; district representatives may assign specific duties to the neighborhood representatives. The district representatives will be an important conduit of communication between the higher levels of government to the neighborhoods. 

A number of districts will constitute the electoral area for the next tier. Six months after the election of the district representatives, the district representatives will elect an individual for the next tier of governance. This term will also be for 12 months. 

The Tiers

The TDG selects the representatives on a tier-by-tier basis. The citizens elect their neighborhood representative to constitute the first tier. The neighborhood representatives elect the district representative to constitute the second tier. The district representatives elect the representatives to the next tier. This process continues, tier-by-tier, until the final tier of government is elected. The number of tiers would depend on how each jurisdiction wants to govern itself. 

Each tier provides an important communications link to the tier below and the tier above. Any citizen can provide a question, suggestion, insight, perspective, or idea which can then travel to the highest tiers, via the various representatives. 



The ultimate responsibility, authority, and decision-making rests with the highest tier. However, this tier can delegate some of its responsibility to the lower tiers, or it may keep control of certain aspects of governance if it feels best. 

Likewise, intermediate tiers may delegate some of their control, which was granted to them from a higher level, to a lower level. 

The diagram below gives a visual perspective of a five-tier TDG of a fictitious city of about 100,000 people:

Let’s explain the above diagram in a little more detail, starting at the bottom tier. First, the city is divided into 500 

neighborhoods, with each neighborhood having about 200 residents. Each neighborhood elects one neighborhood representative. Second, 100 districts are created, each with about five adjoining neighborhoods. The neighborhood representatives elect the district representative. Third, 20 districts form one of five quadrants for this city. Four quadrants are delineated from the city center: northwest, northeast, southwest, and southeast. The fifth quadrant comprises the 20,000 residents living near the downtown core. Fourth and last, the 20 quadrant representatives elect the highest tier of governance for this city. Seven citizens are called into the highest tier. 

Sounds simple? Actually there are a lot of underlying dynamics behind this structure, which the next section describes further. 

The TDG Election Process

Behind the rather simplistic explanation and example of how a TDG is constructed, there are some very powerful words that warrant a more thorough investigation. Let’s look a little closer. 

All citizens in each neighborhood are eligible. 

The TDG removes the barrier of party politics to enter public office. All citizens are, in effect, candidates for the job of neighborhood representative. 

Good character and capacity and ability for governance. 

Citizens vote for people with whom they are quite familiar: their neighbors. Neighbors usually have a good idea about which neighbors exhibit the good characteristics of honesty, reliability, compassion, tactfulness, and other virtues. 

Neighbors also know which neighbors are more community-minded, open to new ideas, and have collaborative skills. In essence, they make reasonably intelligent choices about the people they vote for. 

There are no nominations . . . 

Each citizen’s vote must not be influenced by what other citizens think. Each citizen should base his or her vote on what he or she has seen of his or her fellow neighbors. With this process, each neighbor is actually being analyzed from as many viewpoints as there are voting neighbors. The neighbors who come at the top of this list have indeed been scrutinized for their good character and capacity for governance from many different perspectives. 

There are no nominations or campaigning. 

People who know each other reasonably well have little need to rely on electioneering propaganda to select who is better for the position of governance. In fact, a citizen who engages in some self-promotion for the position should be seen as someone who wants the job a little too much—and not worthy of casting a vote towards. 

Every year, citizens . . . elect their neighborhood representative. 

The first purpose of annual elections is to hold the neighborhood representative accountable to his or her neighborhood. 

The citizens in a TDG always have a first-hand look at how well their neighborhood representative is doing his or her job. 

If the representative is not working out well, he or she can be replaced in the next election. The neighborhood is not burdened for a long period of time with an ineffective representative. 

The second purpose for annual elections is to provide societies with a more continuous and yet a more revitalizing form of government. The elections in a mature TDG would probably see many of its competent incumbents being returned to office for many years, thus keeping most of its accrued knowledge, experience, and wisdom. But there would be enough new people regularly entering the field of governance as neighborhood representatives. Some of them will find their way up the tiers and generate new ideas and new enthusiasm. Thus every annual election in the TDG allows society to keep the best of the old blood yet add new blood to increase its vitality. 



Voting is done by secret ballot. 

In a TDG election, each voter must make his or her choice unencumbered by what other people may think of that choice. 

The secret ballot ensures that no citizen can be judged on the vote he or she has cast. 

The opportunity to work together and see how each other performs in governance. 

With the TDG, advancement is based on how well individuals have worked with their peers, not on creating marketing messages or making effective alliances to gain influence. 

The Credibility of the TDG Representative 

At any tier, the position of a TDG representative has great credibility. A neighborhood representative is someone who has gained the trust of people who know him or her reasonably well: his or her neighbors. People who meet a neighborhood representative for the first time can confidently assume that the he or she is someone of good character and has some capacity for governance. Likewise, a district representative gains his or her credibility from the trust and respect earned by working with fellow neighborhood representatives. 

Those citizens who reach the highest levels of the TDG have actually passed informal, yet severe, character and competence tests several times. The higher the tier and the longer a citizen remains elected in the TDG, the more society-at-large can trust this individual to serve the society well. 

In essence, the position of a TDG representative has credibility in itself, regardless of who holds the position. By knowing that the elected members of a TDG are credible people, the entire system of governance becomes very credible. Average citizens will be more inclined to accept and respect the decisions made by such a system even if the decisions seem, in the short term, to negatively affect the citizenry. With this credibility, governmental decisions become easier to implement, monitor, and change if needed. 

Options to the TDG

I have left out many of the details of setting up a TDG. There is a good reason for this: each jurisdiction will require a different TDG structure to best implement a TDG within that jurisdiction. It makes sense that a rural Russian community would be better governed by a different TDG than what a big American city or an African nation with 20 different cultures would use. As well, two similar jurisdictions may evolve differently, each with a different, yet still effective, form of TDG. It makes sense to let each jurisdiction design its own TDG. If citizens believe their TDG is a credible system of governance, then it is a good design. 

The next section lists some of the options for a TDG to design itself. 

Number of Tiers 

A small town or rural community may need only one tier of government. A large metropolis could have as many as ten tiers. 

Size of Neighborhoods

Setting up a TDG with neighborhoods having 200 or more citizens will create efficiencies of scale, but some citizens will find themselves distant from their neighborhood representative. Smaller neighborhoods probably create a closer community, but the cost of meetings and running elections will increase. As well, having too many neighborhood representatives would only deprive the volunteer sector of many capable people. Each jurisdiction will strike its own balance. 

Responsibilities of Each Tier

The responsibilities of each tier will evolve within each jurisdiction. For example, some cities may assign some street repair decisions to the neighborhoods; other cities may want more central control. Each jurisdiction will create its own responsibility, authority, and budget for each tier. 

Remuneration for Representatives

I believe that the lowest tier, the neighborhood representative, should be a volunteer position and thus receive no pay. For the district tier, the representatives may get a small remuneration. 

In the higher tiers, the responsibilities and time commitment for representatives increase. These people should expect reasonable remuneration from their society for their time and sacrifice. 

Multiple Positions 

Each TDG will have to decide whether citizens can hold representative positions in two or more tiers. Some jurisdictions may be better governed if a citizen resigns a lower tier position before taking on the position in the higher tier. 

Eligibility for the Higher Tiers

Because residency must still be required for the district and higher tiers, the list of possible citizens to vote for gets bigger with each tier. Rather than having all residents eligible, an eligibility list for a district representative could consist of current neighborhood representatives, the current district representative, former neighborhood and district representatives from the past three years (if still resident), and current advisors. With such a list, voters in these higher tier elections can focus their voting decision on those citizens who are serving and have recently served locally with the TDG. 

Multiple Representatives in each Electoral District

There may be some advantages to creating electoral units such that more than one person is elected. By having two or more citizens elected as a neighborhood representative or higher level, much of the desire for electioneering is reduced as the contest is no longer between first and second place, where first place gets everything and second place gets nothing. 

For example, a neighborhood can elect three neighborhood representatives. In a three-position election, the eventual first-place finisher probably wouldn’t need any electioneering to gain this position as this person has great respect from the citizens. So he or she would set the tone for no electioneering, and other aspirants would be looked on with disfavor if they do electioneer. If there is any contest, it is between the third and fourth place finisher—which cannot create the drama and temptation for electioneering that a one-position election could create. 

The previous illustration in this chapter provides an example of multiple representation. While the neighborhood and district levels in this hypothetical TDG elect only one representative, it opted for multiple representatives for the higher levels. At the quadrant tier, the 20 or so district representatives under each quadrant elect four quadrant representatives rather than the standard one representative. This election becomes a contest between fourth and fifth place. At the highest tier, the 20 quadrant representatives elect seven members to highest tier, thus creating a contest between seventh and eighth place. 



A slightly different version of the above example ensures each of the five quadrants is represented at the highest tier. For each quadrant, the quadrant representative with the highest number of votes is sent to the top tier—for a total of five representatives. The other two representatives will be two quadrant representatives who did not attain the highest vote count in their quadrant, but had the most votes of the remaining quadrant representatives. 



Multiple representatives in one or more electoral levels should reduce the number of tiers needed. This option should be seriously considered. 

Transferable Ballot

The standard version of the TDG is a plurality election: the person with the most votes earns the position. In many TDG 

elections, the votes are likely to split among several people, meaning the top vote earner did not get at least 50% of the total vote, which is often the level that is considered democratically legitimate. For example, a TDG election with a 100-person neighborhood has this result: A-33 votes, B-32 votes, C-31 votes, and D-4 votes. With a plurality vote, Citizen A would become the neighborhood representative. But it could be argued that Citizen A does not have majority approval since 67 votes were cast in another direction. 

A transferable ballot will bring a higher sense of democratic legitimacy. If a TDG goes in this direction, the ballot might provide two places for each voter to indicate his or her first and second preference.  In the first round of counting, the first preference votes are counted. In the second round, the lower contenders would be dropped off the list. Those ballots would go to the second preference. Maybe the four votes cast for Candidate D would go to Candidate B, giving B 36 

votes. Even though 36 votes is still not 50%, Candidate B is now showing a higher degree of democratic legitimacy than Candidate A. 

If a TDG does use a transferable ballot, it will design its own rules for 1) how many spots on the ballot, 2) the cutoff level to be eligible for the second round, and 3) how many rounds after the first round. This transferable ballot option must be designed with care as not to enhance the drama of the annual elections (which could increase the temptation for electioneering and deal making) or make the voting too complicated. Attaining a 50% legitimacy could cause problems a plurality system would not have. 

Another advantage of the transferable ballot is that strategic voting is not a factor in the electoral decision. In the example, Citizen D only got four votes. He might have received more votes, but some voters felt he was unlikely to be elected. So rather than “throwing their vote away,” they cast their votes towards A, B, or C, whoever was actually their second choice. By not voting for D, these voters are more likely to ensure their vote is cast to one of their favored neighbors. 

With a transferable ballot, these voters could vote for D and not have to be concerned about D’s small chance to become the representative. If D does not move on to the second round, the ballot will be counted towards the second preference. In this way, the neighborhood learns the true level of D’s acceptance for being the neighborhood representative, which could have an implication for the next few elections in the neighborhood. 

Relationship Among Municipal, Provincial, and National Governments Current forms of western democracy have clear distinctions between these three levels of government. The TDG can replicate these divisions, which means each neighborhood would elect three representatives, one for each level of government. 

Or the three levels of current government could be considered as tiers. The national level would become the highest tier, and its representatives would be elected by the provincial representatives. The provincial tier is the second highest tier and is elected by the municipal representatives. The municipal is the third highest and is elected by the lower tiers. The lower tiers would be below the municipal level. 

The early stages of building the TDG need not make this kind of decision. The direction will become more apparent as the TDG evolves. 

The TDG Constitutions

Chapter 6 describes a process for the TDG to evolve into a new system of governance. Part of this process is for each neighborhood to write its own local TDG constitution. Then adjacent TDGs will merge, which means a new constitution for the merged area. It is expected that some neighborhoods and mergers will experiment with some of these options—and perhaps a few new features not thought of in this book. Each time a neighborhood or a merger tries something new, it will be a good lesson for the rest of the TDG—whether the experiment worked well or not. 

The Checks and Balances

The TDG also has several checks and balances. As I mention them, I hope they will provide further insights into how a TDG works. 

The Annual Elections

The TDG uses annual elections. The reason for the shorter term of the TDG is that if an elected official, at any tier, is no longer serving his or her position well (for example, health reasons or corrupt activities), that person can be replaced within one year. There is no need for any kind of political subterfuge or an impeachment process or allowing ineffective representation to carry through for several years. The person is replaced rather efficiently and without much fanfare. The TDG more or less continues with normal operations knowing the ineffective representative won’t be around much longer. 

The Indirect Elections

In a TDG, most citizens will vote only for their neighborhood representative. They will not vote for people at the higher tiers. This feature ensures a better judgement for advancement within the TDG. By serving together, the elected representatives are in a much better position than the general citizenry to observe the qualities that merit advancement in the TDG. They will have first-hand experience with the words, actions, people skills, intellect, wisdom, energy, and commitment of the people serving in the same tier. In essence, any tier is actually a very good proving ground of whom, from within the tier, should be promoted to the next highest level. 

With each tier making reasonably wise decisions about who should move up, the TDG will promote the more capable and trustworthy citizens to the top positions of governance by the indirect election process. 

More Citizen Involvement

In that 100,000-person city I presented earlier as an example of a TDG, about 630 citizens would hold an official elected position. In contrast, a similar city in Canada (with its western democratic structure) would have less than 20 

representatives at the municipal, provincial, and national levels. 

With the TDG, many more citizens will be called into governance at some time in their lives. Their service, whether it be short or long time or whether it be in the lower or higher tiers, will give them a sense of fulfillment in their lives by having played an important part in trying to make the world a better place. In essence, the TDG creates a more contented citizenry which ultimately should be the goal of governance. 

As well, these citizens will have a greater appreciation for the complexities of governance. Not only will they, when they are no longer serving, have more respect and empathy for those citizens in the TDG trying to wrestle with the various societal issues, they will be credible spokespeople to their friends and acquaintances of how well the TDG works. They can also use their TDG experience to help make their own community stronger even though they no longer have a formal TDG position. In essence, the experience gained in those 630 positions will cascade throughout this TDG city. 

Just as the western democratic model opened many opportunities for citizens who were not born into aristocratic families to channel some pent-up social pressure into more constructive activities, the TDG is going to use more people whose knowledge, experiences, and wisdom can be a great asset in governance. 

An Advisory Board

The TDG should appoint advisors to itself. These advisors should have considerable experience working in the TDG. 

When appointed, however, they cannot serve simultaneously as a representative anywhere in the TDG or be a direct part of the decision-making process. 

Instead these advisors will mostly be concerned with the process of providing better governance. They will meet with the elected tiers and provide them with experience and insights about governance. The advisors will work with several elected tiers, and this experience of seeing the TDG from different angles will become one of the advisor’s tools. 

In essence, this check and balance of the TDG is a positive force rather than the negative or constraining check and balances—such as the opposition politicians and the media—employed by the western democratic model I will discuss the advisory role more thoroughly in Chapter 5. 

Anticipating the Critics

I am going to anticipate some of the constructive criticism of the TDG, and hopefully these answers will also provide some further insight into this new system of governance. 

Citizens Cannot Vote for the Leaders of Society

Citizens in western democratic nations have a direct or somewhat direct electoral process to select individuals for governance at all levels. Because the citizens have very little opportunity to really know those who aspire to govern them, they must rely on the media and party propaganda to make their voting decision. I discussed this feature of western democracy in more detail in the previous chapter. 

Instead of making a decision based on faulty information, TDG citizens pass the responsibility of selecting people for the higher levels of governance to their elected representatives. These representatives, by working with each other on a regular basis, are much more likely to make better selections for the next level of governance than the collective citizenry with limited and tainted information from modern election campaigns. This TDG feature has already been alluded to several times in this chapter. 

I have to concede that a significant and very vocal minority of citizens will disagree with these last two paragraphs—and there is not much hope in convincing them otherwise. However, if we ask those citizens who do not bother voting (sometimes up to 50% of the population) and those citizens who see the election process as choosing between the lesser of two evils (probably about 50% of those who do vote), we will probably find that these two groups of citizens, who do constitute a majority, would prefer to vote for someone in their neighborhood they know reasonably well and let this citizen deal with issues of governance—including voting for those citizens who should go up to the next tier. 

I believe a majority of citizens would be just as satisfied voting in a TDG than voting directly for their political leaders. 

Many will be more satisfied voting for an individual they know personally and entrusting that individual to vote for someone to the next highest tier rather trying to find the truth by sifting through propaganda. 

Governments Need a Term of Office

Western democratic societies have come to believe that governments need a two- to seven-year term to accomplish great things while in office. This term is especially important to enact much needed, but very unpopular reforms because a governing party can still see the possibility of a return to power if they enact these reforms early in their term. The one-year term of the TDG goes against this thought. 

Although the TDG has elections every year, most of the current officeholders will be re-elected if they have proven themselves to be effective representatives. Therefore the TDG does not produce that major break in personnel, direction, or momentum that a society sees when one political party replaces another party in governance. If past TDG decisions had good reasoning behind them or perhaps some concerns that needed monitoring, they will not be thrown aside because new people who were not part of this decision are now in power. Thus the returning officeholders of the TDG provide that long-term continuous thought required to implement multi-generational solutions for society. 

With each election, a few newly elected representatives will add fresh knowledge, experience, and wisdom to the process of governance. Previous officeholders, who have gained great experience working in the TDG, can be appointed to committees, the civil service, or task forces on specific issues. They may even become the special advisors to the process of governance, as will be described in Chapter 5. 

All These Elections are too Costly

Having annual elections in every neighborhood and at every tier may seem quite costly to society. However, the expense of each neighborhood election will not be any more expensive than running an election for a community league in a city neighborhood or a volunteer organization. One day of the year, a community hall or a school room could be rented to host the neighborhood election. An additional expense would be to pay the people to supervise the polls and voters’ list on that day. 

If the cost is still a serious concern, the critic should compare the costs of the TDG to the resources a society consumes to run a modern election. First, to keep the election as fair as possible, the political jurisdiction incurs great expense with its ballot boxes, rented locations, voter lists, and paid staff. Second, political parties, to get their message out with their signs, pamphlets, and TV commercials, consume immense resources. As well, each election campaign requires thousands and thousands of volunteer hours, time that could undoubtedly be better invested somewhere else in society. 

I say that the many, annual, small scale elections held in the neighborhoods will cost society much less than the mega-elections currently held every several years. 

Neighbors are Actually Strangers

In many of today’s neighborhoods, neighbors do not really know each other. So a critic of the TDG may rightly complain that neighbors cannot make an intelligent vote as to who best exemplifies good character and capacity for governance. 

Unless neighbors spend time with each other, the TDG may not be very effective. 

Such neighborhoods are not yet communities. But let’s look at how the TDG can change this dynamic. 

Electing their neighborhood representative will become a common event for all the neighbors. If a citizen wants to do his or her democratic duty and make a trip to the ballot box, he or she should not find the cold and informal atmosphere of the western democratic model designed to process many voters in a short time. Instead, that person will likely be greeted by someone that already knows them. There will be some pleasant exchange and small talk before and after the person fills in the ballot, and perhaps even some refreshments and local entertainment to add to the festivities of electing the neighborhood representative. The election should be designed so that neighbors are very comfortable to stay around an hour or two to do some socializing. Going to vote once a year may actually be a pleasurable experience. 

And if these elections are held every year, then neighbors are—sooner or later—going to get to know each other. 

A good neighborhood representative should hold at least two town hall meetings a year to discuss affairs of governance with the neighborhood. He or she may even host several meetings with specific themes. Like the election itself, neighbors attending these events will get to know each other better. New friendships and relationships will develop, and informal support networks will appear that would never have appeared with the western democratic model. 

And let’s look at the significance of the small electoral districts of the TDG. Voters coming to a TDG election know that it is very likely that they will personally know the person who is elected. If they don’t know the elected person, they will only have to attend a few town hall meetings to learn something about him or her. If a voter has been active in the community, he or she could even be elected as the neighborhood representative even though not really seeking this position. 

By making each neighborhood a center for better governance, each one will become a stronger community. The TDG will serve as a catalyst for positive social change at the local level, where the benefits of this social change could even surpass the benefits of this new system of governance. 

Some Citizens Elected to the TDG will not want to Serve

There will likely be competent people who are elected to the TDG, yet really don’t want the job. In their one-year term of office, this will become apparent to the neighborhood citizens, who will likely choose someone else in the next election. 

The neighborhood will have ineffective representation for only one year. 

Unquestionably, such an individual will not rise higher in the tiers. 

A Bad Government cannot be Thrown Out

One important check-and-balance of the western democratic model is that if a political party governs too ineptly or too corruptly, then citizens have—and have exercised—the opportunity to throw it out of office and replace it with a new party. This threat of loss of power keeps most parties somewhat in line. 

However, with many current officeholders being reelected each year, a culture of no campaigning to tell voters how badly they are being governed and no party system where officeholders can be easily branded for removal, it appears that the TDG has no mechanism to throw out a bad government. 

If the TDG creates governments that need to be thrown out, then I should not have bothered writing this book! 

The question that needs asking now is: “Is the TDG capable of transcending the 12 limitations I have described in Chapter 2?” If no, then it cannot bring better governance than the western democratic model. 

Transcending the 12 Limitations

This section briefly explains how the TDG handles the 12 limitations. 

Limitation #1: Political parties create a very exclusive club! 

All citizens are eligible for election. Joining a party, building a campaign machine, and compromising one’s principles are no longer a prerequisite to be elected in a TDG. Many competent people who would never join a political party—let alone invest a great deal of time in a political party to build their position—will find their way into positions of governance within a TDG. 

Limitation #2: Political parties are not think-tanks! 

A TDG will not have the day-to-day political intrigue that pervades political parties and which politicians cannot afford to ignore. Unhampered by intrigue or oiling the political machine, TDG representatives can put more thought into their deliberations and consultations, thus making better thought-out decisions. Much of the discussion in a TDG will be related to current and future policy, not electioneering. 



Limitation #3: The political process is not a screening process! 

If citizens do not have good character and capacity for governance, they are less likely to be elected as neighborhood representatives. If such citizens do get elected, it will be apparent to those working with them (other representatives) that they should not rise any higher than the neighborhood level. 

Limitation #4: Political parties are mostly marketing machines! 

The criteria for citizens to be elected into a TDG will be good character and capacity for governance. Ambitious people with questionable character and capacity cannot rely on using well-financed and clever marketing to find their way into positions of influence. 

Limitation #5: Simplistic explanation of the problem and solution! 

TDG representatives can delve into the real reasons, which are usually not simple, for society’s problems. They can explore solutions previously unattainable because of the western democratic model’s need to make complicated issues seem simple. 

Limitation #6: Elected officials spend too much time on politics! 

Most elected TDG representatives will know that if they do a good job, they will likely remain elected. Hence they will not need to engage in activities mostly designed to keep a party elected. Instead they devote most of their time towards governance. 

Limitation #7: Voters are poor judges! 

In a TDG, neighbors are probably pretty good judges of which individuals are best able to represent them. As well, the neighborhood representatives—as they work together—should be able to make a good decision in selecting one among them to rise to the district level. Much more wisdom will be employed to select and promote individuals to higher levels in a TDG. 

Limitation #8: Political parties cannot plan for the future! 

Without needing to consider the party’s survival and domination, TDG representatives will be free to look much further into the future. Their ability to concentrate on the future means fewer bad decisions. Fewer bad decisions being made today means less fixing in the future. Therefore TDG representatives of the future have more available resources to tackle their societal problems—and with these extra resources, they can do an even better job. In other words, better planning for the future will create resources and prosperity for future generations we cannot see today. The TDG should see contentment in society increase exponentially. 

Limitation #9: Political parties are beholden to those who feed the marketing machine! 

The elimination of a well-financed and sophisticated marketing machine to select citizens into governance means there are no favors to be paid to those who finance and operate the marketing machine. TDG representatives owe no favors to wealthy interests or any demographic group! Nor can citizens perceive the representatives as owing favors. Therefore any decision coming from the TDG has the credibility of being a decision for the benefit of all society, not influenced for the betterment of a few. 

Limitation #10: Political parties are incapable of dealing with internal corruption! 

The one-year term in the TDG ensures representatives who do not conduct themselves worthy of their position cannot 

“ride out a storm” or hide behind a party banner to stay elected. There is no need for other representatives to protect such an individual for the sake of party unity. 

Limitation #11: The adversarial nature of politics! 

TDG representatives will not be splitting themselves on partisan lines, thus removing one unnecessary feature that creates adversity and disharmony in governance, and ultimately leads to limited decisions. In the TDG, the representatives will be working together to resolve the issues of their society, not competing for power and influence. 

Limitation # 12: Inability to shape society! 

The good character and capacity for governance of TDG representatives will garner respect from the citizenry at large. 

Many citizens will now have role-models in governance to better influence their own characters and abilities. 

Better Control of the Voter List

Most voters’ lists in western democracies are quite accurate and most people casting their ballots are properly recorded. 

When we see the complexities in regards to compiling and maintaining this list, we really cannot expect 100% accuracy. 

And when inaccuracies in the voters’ list can affect the result of an election, it’s as though two (or more) viable parties have put themselves into a position to win or lose based on the flip of a coin. If an inaccurate list is perceived to cause a different result, I would still say the “cheating” winner still had considerable support from the voters. Another way to look at potential cheating is that a voters’ list that is slightly less than 100% accurate cannot vault a “nothing” political party or politician into power. So I didn’t put the voters’ list as one of the limitations of western democracy even though many watchers of democracy perceive it to be. But I should acknowledge that the validity of the voters’ list is an important part of the acceptance of the elected politicians to have the right to govern. 

Despite my assertions that slightly inaccurate voters’ list are of little consequence, voters’ lists are often called into question when a close election has been held. The losing party often cites a few inaccuracies to claim something was rigged to create a result not in their favor. While these claims usually fail to garner much political traction, they do cause some discredit into the validity of western democracy. The TDG is unlikely to be discredited in this way for three reasons. 

First, the TDG neighborhood elections will be held once a year. So maintaining that voter list will be an ongoing process, not something that is done once every several years. Consider this common situation as an example. A citizen who has just moved into the neighborhood wants to vote. But he is not on the voters’ list. Because this particular TDG has developed some strict rules on the voter list and voter eligibility, this citizen is not allowed to vote in this election. But an official in the TDG will put this citizen on the list for the next election a year away. The citizen really has not lost the right to vote. 

Second, an inappropriate selection of a few local neighborhood representatives will not produce an immediate result at the highest tier. Rather than dwelling on how an inaccurate list has affected who holds the power, the TDG will investigate and correct the electoral process of those few affected neighborhoods for the next election. Most neighborhood elections will not have such controversy. 

Third, the voters’ lists are small. Even if a neighborhood reaches 300 people, it should not be that difficult for a couple of local volunteers to maintain that list with at least a 95% accuracy. Most of the people coming to the voting booth will be known to the poll workers, so it is much harder for a cheating citizen to represent another voter. And if a recount is needed, recounting 300 ballots is not that difficult. For elections at the higher tiers, the voters’ lists will be much smaller than 300, making those elections even easier to conduct than the neighborhood elections. 

These election list issues are perhaps stated a little too gently. So let me put this topic in a very simple and direct way: it will be impossible for some sinister force to somehow manipulate the TDG elections to get its favored people into positions of governance. 

Faults of Tiered Governance

I see a couple of serious faults with the TDG which need some addressing. 

Loss of Entertainment

In most parts of the world, politics dominates the media and we citizens are concerned by the actions and words of the people who are governing us. While this interest is an important part of democracy—and should be encouraged—we are also entertained by the circus atmosphere that comes with politics while our society makes its decisions. The circus grabs and holds our attention, and gives us something to talk, discuss, and complain about. Many citizens are hooked on the entertainment of politics, similar to other citizens being hooked on watching professional sports or movies. 

The TDG will not provide this kind of entertainment for us. 

Training

To make a TDG work, a society must undergo some formal or informal training. The traditional methods of problem solving that we learned by living in western democracies—adversarial and partisan politics, noisy electoral contests with little substance, strong-willed opinions with little attempt to listen, and ignoring discontent until an opposition can muster itself into a political force—will have to go. Obviously, new methods of governance must be learned. In Chapters 4, 5, & 6, I will discuss more of the process that is to give us this training. 

Examples of Tiered Governance

Although I would really like to claim to be the real inventor of the TDG, variations of the TDG have appeared several times in history. Understanding these systems a little better helps understand how to build a future TDG. 

The Early Christian Church

The first two centuries of Christianity had fast-growing Christian communities throughout the Roman Empire. However, these communities were not under any kind of central authority and were left to develop their own systems of community organization. There were influences from Roman, Greek, and Hebrew laws and local traditions. Plus there were a few inventions developed by certain communities, and later borrowed by others. 

A significant number of these Christian communities developed some TDG-like principles. The members of these communities elected a council of presbyters to handle the affairs of their community. And these presbyters—not the general membership—elected the bishop, who had varying responsibilities of administration and spiritual matters depending on which community he—or she—belonged to. The relationship between the presbyters and the bishop also depended on how the church governed itself. The bishop was often the community’s representative when dealing with civil authorities and meeting with other Christian communities. 

Many Christian communities were not so democratically inclined. They developed a top-down approach, where the bishop was appointed by some higher authority outside the community. My understanding of history is that there were bigger issues than systems of governance when the churches were united at the Council of Nicea in 325 A.D. But the Council effectively abolished the Christian communities’ ability to elect their local leaders. The top down/appointment approach became the system of governance throughout Christianity. 

The American Revolution

The founding fathers of the American Revolution saw the multi-party democracy of Britain as a serious flaw in democracy. They designed their constitution such that parties were to have no part in the democratic process. The Electoral College, the set of rules that dictates the selection of the president of the United States, was originally an indirect election (and legally speaking still is). The people in each state would elect their state legislators—and these legislators would elect, from amongst themselves, the individual who they best felt should be president. The theory was that the state legislators were in a better position to know who should be president than the general citizenry—because the legislators were working with possible candidates on a regular basis. 

Shortly after the constitution was written, certain political aspirants whose ambitions were greater than their talents for governance found that by publicly uniting together as a common front (and with a little bit of deal making with various legislators for their support) found more electoral success than independent contenders abiding by the spirit of the American constitution. By 1820, the political parties were more or less in place in the United States, and the original reason for the Electoral College was abandoned. 

I wonder where democracy would be today if the founding fathers had had the foresight to put a few tiers between the general citizenry and the state legislators. 

The Communist Revolution

In their desire to give the working classes more say in the affairs of governance, the early communists developed a system of cells. The workers in a particular cell (usually a factory or locality) would elect, from amongst themselves, a representative to take their concerns to the next highest level. Leaders would be elected in such a way, tier-by-tier, right up to the Politburo. Or so went the theory. 

In practice, communism failed to produce a TDG-like system of governance for several reasons. First, voting rights in a communist system were only given to members of the communist party, which consisted of only a small minority of any communist nation’s citizens. At least 90% of citizens had little influence on the selection of their politicians. Second, the communist members were bonded to accept and apply a certain political ideology which had little use for free markets, free media, and human rights. Third, the leaders at the top wanted to remain at the top, so the elections at high and low levels were often rigged or overturned to ensure most political opponents (in the same party) found difficulties working their way into influential positions. Even many communist members came to regard these local elections as unimportant. 

Is it organic? 

History has given us three examples of when altruistic people, when required to invent a new system of governance, come up with a system of tiered indirect elections—with many similarities to the TDG. And history has shown, that after a short time, the TDG-like system becomes corrupted and evolves into something else. If we are to learn from history, we could assume that a TDG is untenable—even though we may yearn for it. 

Simply changing the electoral process will not work. We need at least two more democratic tools to make a TDG able to resist any corrupting influences that power-accumulating individuals will want to bring to it. The next two chapters will discuss those two tools. We can learn from our historical mistakes. 

The Inspiration of Tiered Democratic Governance

I’m going to digress a bit with the story of how the TDG came in being. 

For my early adult life, I was a non-partisan citizen, not really preferring one political party over the other. I recall one election in which I was extremely satisfied with the result and I thought this new leader would be like a messiah to effect the changes I thought needed to happen. I was rather disappointed a few months later as I saw this leader unable to make the changes he had promised. 

A short while after my disappointment, the industry I was working in was negatively affected by a government program designed to supposedly help the industry. If the government had actually asked some people within the industry and perhaps brushed up on their first-year economics courses, it could have easily predicted the faulty results. I then took to heart the famous quote by Edmund Burke: 

 All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is that good men do nothing. 

So instead of just complaining about the ineptness of people in government, I thought I needed to get more involved in the process (and bring my much superior insights in how the world should work). So I joined a political party closest to my particular ideology at that time. And there I remained for about six years. 

Initially, I had some ambitions about becoming an elected politician at some time. And getting involved in the party at a young age would help my quest by getting experience and developing contacts. But within my first year in a political party, I figured I really didn’t want the lifestyle of a politician and I didn’t think I was very electable. But I was comfortable in the back rooms, hoping that my presence would somehow bring more wisdom into the process of governance.  I rose to lower-level management with the party; my occupation wouldn’t allow me to move any higher. 

As the years passed, I began to realize a few more things about political parties. First, the political party really does not want to hear the opinion of average party workers; our purpose was to win elections, nothing more, nothing less. If we didn’t like what our leaders were saying, we were free to leave the party or curtail our activity within the party. Second, life in a political party can be very dysfunctional at times (and I should admit that I contributed to some of the dysfunction I experienced). I questioned my sanity several times for remaining as an active party volunteer in a dysfunctional organization. 

Towards the end of my tenure, I realized that the various election processes—both the internal party elections and general elections—were quite silly contests. What the candidates proffered themselves to be (with help from the parties’ 

propaganda machine and the media reports) had little to do with how well they could do their jobs in government. I pondered over this particular issue for a long time. 

While on a long walk, I had a “eureka” moment. I saw the framework of the failings of western democracy (later to be the 12 limitations) and a replacement system (later to be the TDG). I also saw that the failings of western democracy would never allow it to evolve into a TDG; we needed to build this new system with a new foundation and from the ground level. In essence, most of this and the previous chapter came to me in less than five minutes! 

When I had my eureka moment, I was in the midst of an internal party election, which was becoming dysfunctional as three viable candidates wanted the job; it was not a friendly contest!  I was working hard backing one of these candidates. 

We ended up losing that election—afterward as we learned more about the winner, it became clear the party members made a bad choice. 

But being on the wrong side of that election meant the faction I was involved with was likely to be put on the sidelines, which was what happened. Then shut out of attending many political meetings and activities, I had some time to think. 

Why did I become politically active in the first place? Answer: I wanted to bring my insights and knowledge to public decisions! But after six years of positioning myself within the party, I never had such influence whatsoever—even if my faction had won the election! 

I knew that if I was a good sport about our loss and hung around the sidelines until someone needed the services I could offer, I could find my way back to the same position within the party again. But even regaining that position would not give me the influence I wanted. I decided to never get involved in party politics again. 

However, I never let go of my eureka moment. This book is the result. 

Chapter 4: Consultation

 “As an Australian social scientist was told by a Temne tribesman in Sierra Leone:“When Temne people choose a thing, we must all agree with the decision—that is what we call cooperation.” This is, of course, what we [modern citizens] call conformity. The reason for the crushing conformity required of the pre-industrial man, the reason the Temne tribesman has to “go along” with his fellows, is precisely that he has nowhere else to go. His society is monolithic, not yet broken into a liberating multiplicity of components. It is what sociologists call “undifferentiated”. . . . . With this context [of rapid value change], however, a second powerful trend is unfolding. For the fragmentation of societies brings with it a diversification of values. We are witnessing the crack-up of consensus.” 

 Alvin Toffler, Future Shock

These Toffler quotes suggest two interesting features of humanity. First, consensus is part of human nature. Without this nature, aboriginal societies could never have survived to become modern societies. Second, as our societies become more complex, we lose more of our ability to attain that consensus. 

As our instincts yearn for a more consensual decision-making, we increasingly hear this word bandied about in our contemporary society: “consultation.” This word is frequently used by politicians, political pundits, and leaders of corporations and public institutions. They make it sound so easy—as if they only have to say “consultation” to bring it into practice. 

Yet most citizens, the subordinate to the more powerful people, do not think they are living in a consultative world. 

Instead they readily identify themselves with the hapless office worker of the Dilbert cartoon strip, where Dilbert earns his pay by being continually hindered, subverted, and disabled by managers, co-workers, silly bureaucratic policies, and empty platitudes. Dilbert, like many other citizens, accepts that his job epitomizes life in general and makes little effort to change his environment, either by being a more positive influence on the people around him or by leaving his job for a better one because all jobs are just like his current job. 

So why are we even bothering with “consultation” when we think we live in a Dilbert-like society and when Mr. Toffler’s quote suggests that a modern society is unlikely to attain consensus? Why not just admit that those in power can make the decisions—good or bad—and those of us not in powerful positions are there only to carry out orders or live with the consequences? To many of us, the word “consultation” is only another empty platitude espoused by the powerful to make us feel included. 

The next part of this chapter describes three decision-making models that I have conjectured—power, democratic, and consultative. 

The Power Model 

I have called the first model of decision-making the power model. In this model, one person has—by means of position, election, or expertise— acquired authority to make decisions. This “ruler” is not obligated to ask for or consider the opinions, ideas, or advice of his “subjects,” although a good ruler should listen to what others have to say. 

When the ruler makes a decision, the subjects are expected to obey it—if not willingly, at least not challenge it. The subjects have no ownership even if they are impacted greatly by the ruler’s decision. 

When a ruler’s decision is found to be a mistake, the ruler is exempt from any punishment. But if a subject makes a mistake in not following the orders, the subject can expect retribution from the ruler. 

In the power model, usually only one solution to any problem is seriously offered and considered before the decision is made. Alternatives are often ignored, especially those from outside the power circles. 

The Democratic Model

In contrast to the power model, the democratic model produces a few more alternatives. Leaders of each of these alternatives compete under a set of rules to have their alternative accepted by the group. They can use clever logic, hard facts, and persuasive argument to build support for their ideas. They improve the acceptance of their own ideas by degrading the ideas of their competitors. They use whatever advantage they can find within the formal rules of procedure and the informal rules of politics. They build support for their ideas by exchanging favors with other decision makers. 

In the democratic model, both the leaders and the subjects have the opportunity to speak freely for or against the opinions or ideas offered, but there is no obligation for anyone to listen. In theory, any opinion or idea can be offered for discussion in the democratic model, but usually there are formal and informal processes that determine the few individuals who get attention for their ideas and opinions. These people form power circles within the democratic model, and those outside are prevented from adding new perspectives. These “watchers” feel their only power is to vote for or against the proposal or the people who represent the proposal, or failing that, amass themselves into some kind of protest to change the minds of the powerful. 

Leaders in the democratic model sometimes do “consult” with the watchers, but often this consultation is only to gauge how well the leaders have communicated their ideas, whether the ideas should be abandoned to maintain whatever level of power the leaders currently hold, or to embarrass an opponent. Hunter/gatherer societies would find these reasons for consultation very primitive. 

When a bad decision is found to have been made in the democratic model, the first response of the original decision-makers is first not to disclose it to the citizens, hoping that the mistake never becomes known. The mistake is left to fester and later cause other problems. If the mistake is disclosed, the decision-maker tends to downplay the mistake or blame other forces. On the other hand, the decision-maker’s opponents are more interested in embarrassing the decision-maker than trying to fix the mistake. 

The democratic decision-making model is an improvement over the power model, but can we do better? 

The Consultative Model

With the power model offering us one solution and the democratic model offering two or three possible solutions, an appropriate conjecture for the reader to make is that the consultative model will offer us more than three possible solutions. So how does consultation get us to that state? To explain the consultative model briefly, I would say that consultation is the act of combining the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of decision-making participants into one mindset and voice. To many readers, this statement may sound either too irrational or too utopian to be of any practical value. Throughout the rest of this chapter, I will talk more about consultation, so I ask my readers for some patience at this point. 

This power-democratic-consultative paradigm I am constructing is based on my analysis of various decision-making bodies I have been involved with over the years. Some of these institutions and relationships were very creative, inspirational, effective and a pleasure to be associated with. Others were moderately effective, not that enjoyable, and only a sense of duty kept me involved. A few were almost dysfunctional, with me and my fellow members agreeing never to associate with each other again. This paradigm helped me figure out why some groups worked well and others didn’t. 



The Mountain Climbers

Let’s consider a hypothetical set of twin boys who have an instinct and ambition to climb mountains. As babies, they are very limited by their physical capacities, but when they learn to walk, they look for large obstacles to climb and conquer: furniture, railings, fences, etc. They take much more risk than most toddlers would, and the parents have above-average supervision duties. Even though the desire of these twins is great, the skills are not. 

But the parents cannot be with the twins at all times. As they grow older, they wait their chance when they are not supervised to attempt new challenges. Most times they are successful, sometimes not. They receive a few injuries in these early years. They like reading about mountain climbers and their techniques. By the time they are eight years old, they have safely scaled the side of their house and many trees in their backyard. 

The parents realize that they will never be able to still their twins’ desire, so the parents enroll the boys in a program for young mountain climbers. Guided by more mature climbers, the boys are given challenges that safely satisfy their drive yet give them the training for bigger challenges. By the time the twins are 15, they are climbing with mentors on some easy climbs in the mountains. 

When one of our mountain climbers reaches 20, he gains that sense of being invincible common to many youth. He feels that he has the skills and experience to climb mountains by himself and to take on more risky challenges. He feels he no longer needs the advice of others to guide him. 

But his twin takes a different approach. Before he sets out on his climbs, he continues to consult with veteran mountain climbers. Sometimes he takes their advice; sometimes not; sometimes his consultations find even better ways of climbing the mountain. 

Which of these twins is more likely to survive this dangerous sport and be able to give advice to younger climbers when he is 40 years old? 

Let’s Make a Picture! 

I would like to describe a consultative exercise in consultation workshops I used to give.  I had cut up a fairly busy magazine photograph into six to eight pieces. I then gave a piece to each member of the group and demanded that they not show their piece to the other members. Then each member described the piece they held, and the group collectively tried to put the picture back together with these verbal descriptions, a lot of questioning and clarifying, and making a simplistic drawing of the photograph. 

One of my favorite pictures for this exercise was of a protest of European farmers. In the center of the picture is a pile of smashed boxes of tomatoes, and one corner of this pile has a small fire. Around the pile are a few protest signs lying on the ground, and around the signs are general street scenes such as parked cars, a bus, and people looking at the fire. I cut the picture such that each component of the picture was in two or more pieces of the puzzle. One puzzle piece had most of a particular component of the picture, and no piece had all the components. 

In a “power” organization, one person in this group would be the powerful person, and the others would be his subjects. If the “king” was holding the puzzle piece with the small fire, he would pronounce that the entire picture was composed of a 

fire of some kind. The subject who is holding the other piece with a bit of the fire could see some logic in this decree, but the rest would be entirely dumbfounded because there is absolutely no fire in their pieces. In their minds, the king is an idiot. But because he is the king, they would not to say anything contrary. 

In a “democratic” organization, the two most strong-willed people in the group would compete against each other. One such person would be holding the piece with the fire and would argue that the entire picture consisted of a fire. The second strong-willed person, holding the piece with the bus, would claim the picture was of buses. The “watcher” with the piece showing a bit of the fire would support the strong-willed campaigner for the fire idea. The watcher holding the second part of the bus would vote for the bus idea. The other watchers would not see much logic in either position but would vote on “fire” or on “bus” based on the speeches given by the strong-willed campaigners. Regardless of the extra viewpoint offered, the democratic model would be just as unlikely to reconstruct the picture as the power model. 

But I never had a power or democratic group do this exercise. In all cases, the participants instinctually recognized that they could not reconstruct their picture if all participants were not fully included in the process. Each individual quickly moved into a consultative style of decision-making simply because there was no other way to solve this puzzle. 

Greenhorns in the Arctic 

I read a very interesting study of consultative decision-making. The study had college students select items from a list of those items most necessary for a long winter trek across the Arctic tundra. All items had a cost factor, and the students could not select items that put the project above cost. The “right answer” was a list created by people who had experience in Arctic conditions, and the students’ answers were compared to these experts’ answers to see how well the students had done. 

In the first round, each student created his or her list individually. Not surprisingly, no student came close to the experts; after all, what does an average college student know about surviving in the Arctic? 

However, when the students were put into groups of two, and later four, their collective decisions became closer to the experts. Despite not having actual experience in the Arctic, the students not only created a synergy for idea generation, but with the interaction they were able to use their supposedly rather limited knowledge, experience, and wisdom to almost become experts. 

On the original list was an inflatable life raft, and the experts selected this item without hesitation. As individuals and in groups of two, none of the students selected the raft, and instead purchased other items on the list. But when some groups reached four in size, they realized that an explorer carrying all this weight in a backpack would increase the chance of breaking through the snow, thus making travel difficult. Instead the students planned to buy the raft, load it with their supplies, and pull it behind them. The raft distributed the weight better, and breaking through the snow was less likely. 

But only until the student groups reached a certain size did they come to this realization. 

Identifying the Problem

Each participant in a consultative body has acquired knowledge, experience, and wisdom that no other members have. 

Therefore it should not be surprising that each participant will see the same problem from different perspectives. The diagram below shows these various perspectives of a hypothetical consultative group facing one problem. 



The freeform object in the center represents the problem to be solved. The boxes around the problem are the participants in the problem-solving process. Because each participant has acquired different knowledge, experience, and wisdom, each sees the problem from a different angle. Similar to the participants who reconstruct the fire-and-bus picture in my consultation exercise, the participants in this diagram must engage in consultation to see the entire problem. One or two viewpoints will not be enough. 

However, five or six viewpoints may see enough of the problem to correctly extrapolate its shape. For example, the group may only need the perspective of either Participant #4, #5, or #6 to correctly describe the “bottom” of the diagram. 

However, the problem has two “warts” which are represented by the black dots. If the warts are not made known to the group at large, the group will never create a good solution. If participants #2 or #3 are not included in the process, the wart to the right will not be seen. If participant #8 is left out, the wart to the left will not be seen. 

Let’s assume that Participant #8 is not an assertive person. She sits quietly during the meeting not realizing that she has some important information. Without seeing the wart on the left, the group is not aware of the entire problem. If the group is using the power or democratic model of decision-making, it will not make the effort to gain #8’s information, and it will then make a bad decision. 

However, if the group has good consultation skills, the other participants will ensure that Participant #8 does speak her mind. They will recognize that she has knowledge, experience, and wisdom that no else has—even if she thinks her viewpoint is not that important. When #8 does tell the group about the wart, the group will avoid a bad decision without important knowledge. 

The Mathematics of Consultation

Assume you are working in a democratic model of decision-making, and your group must resolve an issue. Two major ideas are formed, each with its own strong-willed leader. You are undecided about which idea is better because both ideas have their good and bad points. The leaders are wooing you to vote for them. They may offer the logic and facts of their argument—or they may offer you a favor in exchange for supporting their idea. 

To many citizens living in western democratic countries, this process seems normal—and acceptable. Regardless, the democratic model has only offered the organization it is governing with two possible solutions. Let’s consider what happens when true consultation is employed. 

In the consultative model, the two leaders still present their initial positions to the group. However, they do not try to champion their own ideas. Instead, each leader recognizes that the other leader has some knowledge, experience, and wisdom that the other leader does not have—and that is why they have initially come to different conclusions. Each leader tries to understand the reasoning behind the other’s position. 

If this occurs, then the perspectives, insights, and possible solutions multiply. The two leaders by themselves have created two viewpoints. When the first leader tries to combine his knowledge, experience, and wisdom with the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of the second leader, this creates a new third perspective different from the original two. When the second leader engages in the same process with the first leader, a fourth viewpoint is created. With the consultation process, the group increases its possible viewpoints from two to four. 

Now you jump into the process. Your own viewpoint offers a fifth perspective. But you are combining your knowledge, experience, and wisdom with the two leaders, and they are doing the same thing to you. Leader #1 is combining his ideas with yours for a sixth perspective, and you combine yours with his for a seventh. You repeat the same process with the second leader for an eighth and ninth perspective. By increasing the number of participants from two to three, the number of perspectives increases from four to nine. 

Other members of the group jump in. As the number of participants increase, the number of possible perspectives can increase exponentially. When a sufficient number of perspectives have been opened for further discussion, the group is more likely to find the magic that leads it to the better solutions. 

Comparing the many possible viewpoints of the consultative model to the one viewpoint of the power model or the two or three viewpoints of the democratic model, it is easy to see the superiority of the consultation process. 

The Relationship Between Power, Democracy, and Consultation

More than a few readers will feel that consultation is still only a utopia. Human nature, being what it is, will never allow it to happen—and these readers have lived their lives in the power or democratic models, just like Dilbert in the cartoon strip. I would like to challenge this claim: almost everyone has experienced good consultation. 

Power Dominated Example

First, let’s consider a good example of what many of us would consider a typical power model: a medieval monarchy. On the surface, the monarchs often ruled with absolute authority; few challenged them or their decisions. They could make whatever decrees they wanted, and the rest of the society would have to live with these decrees. 

The peasants in a monarchy certainly felt this way. They really had no say in their taxes, laws, or society’s finances. But, in truth, the monarchs had some limits in how far they could push the peasants around; for if the peasants were not 

somewhat content, they would not be as productive as they could be in the fields, mines, and construction sites. In other words, a prosperous society depended on the contentment of the society’s peasant classes—even if the peasants’ 

expectations were not very high. To find out what was on the minds of peasants, the monarchs had to engage in a primitive form of consultation which was often filtered through various layers of civil servants and aristocrats. If the all-powerful monarchs made decisions without such consultation, they found themselves governing a less prosperous society, thus sowing the seeds for mass unrest or a future civil war. Although the relationship between the monarchs and the peasants they governed was primarily a power model, some limited and one-sided consultation was necessary for such a society to flourish. 

While monarchs could keep consultation to a minimum with their peasants, they did not have a similar relationship with the aristocratic classes, the clergy, or army generals. With these groups, the monarchs were forced to engage in some dialogue. Some of this dialogue was to ascertain who had the real power; some was to play the games of political intrigue to ensure the monarch had enough support as not to be overthrown by a rival; some was actually consultative where the participants—at least the monarch’s allies—would combine their knowledge, experience, and wisdom to maintain their power base and sometimes even better the society they governed. 

In essence, a successful monarch, although nominally very powerful, used all three models of decision-making—power, democratic, and consultative—in his governance. He would subconsciously switch the decision-making process depending on who he was dealing with such as a trustworthy ally, an untrustworthy ally, a powerful rival, or a weak rival. 

He might use a different method depending on the issue to be resolved. For example, he would probably have to use a fair amount of consultation with the aristocracy to determine whether his nation should wage war against another nation. But he could use his power to shift some national finances to build a luxurious castle for his family. 

Not only would he be subconsciously switching models of decision-making, he would also be using various combinations of the three methods at any time. For example, he could forego his position of power in order to give his most powerful advisors some free and democratic discussion on a particular issue. He may even allow the people hearing the discussion to come to some kind of democratic decision where he cedes the final decision to the majority. Or he may even use his power to encourage or allow a consultative process where his advisors could speak freely without fear of retribution. But the powerful monarch defines how much democracy and consultation is allowed into such discussion and decisions; he could veto anything at anytime. 

Hence in this power-dominated example, we have a combination of power, democracy, and consultation—not a model of power overrunning the other two. 

Democratic Dominated Example

In a more modern example, I see political parties as organizations primarily employing the democratic model because the parties are ultimately guided by rules providing for an appropriate amount of discussion followed by a majority decision. 

But inside any political party are people looking for ways to maximize their power within the party—and, somewhat ironically, they need to engage in a reasonable amount of consultation to build the alliances that build their power base. 

And once these people attain a certain level of power, they have a tendency to limit the amount of democracy and consultation—if it suits their purpose and they can get away with it. In essence, all three decision-making processes are present in a political party, but the democratic process, not power or consultation, is the ultimate referee. 

Consultative Dominated Example

Let’s consider a volunteer group trying to do a specific service for its community. If the volunteer group cannot create a reasonably good consultative atmosphere, it loses some ability to attract volunteers to get the work done. But often some ideas in the group conflict with the ideas of other strong-willed members. They have a friendly debate, trying to sway the neutral members to vote for their idea. And then they have a friendly vote to make the decision, which means, for this instant, the group is mostly in the democratic model. But power can play into the group as well if the group’s officers use 





the power of their positions to sway other members to vote their way—or even attempt to stifle debate about ideas they do not like. Despite democracy and power playing parts of this volunteer group, most volunteer groups behave as a consultative body on most of the issues they need to resolve—if they want to retain their volunteers. 

The Power-Democratic-Consultative Paradigm

These three examples of a medieval monarchy, a political party, and a volunteer group bring forth an important conclusion to the power-democratic-consultative paradigm. All the decision-making organizations and relationships I have belonged to have had all three of these elements. I have not encountered an organization with just one of these processes to the absolute exclusion of the other two. 

The following diagrams show three hypothetical decision-making groups. All three have elements of power, democracy, and consultation, but in each group one model dominates over the other two. The dominant model is identified by the black dot in the triangle; the closer the dot is to a particular vertex, the more that group is using that decision-making model. 

Let’s use the first diagram as an example to explain further. This power-dominated group seems to be making its decisions using 80% power methods, 10% democratic, and 10% consultative. This combination was probably typical of a medieval monarch. A monarch who insisted on using 100% power all the time was probably dethroned early in his reign. 

What we need to do is identify a group’s primary decision-making process, then move it more towards consultation. 

Requirements for Good Consultation

As I alluded to earlier in this chapter, consultation does not come easily. We cannot wish it to happen to make it happen. 

If we, as individuals and decision-making groups, are not willing to engage in the requirements of good consultation, our ability to consult is diminished. 

As Individuals

Briefly, here are some of the attributes we must strive for as individuals before we can engage in true consultation with other individuals:

 Develop a pure motive: the welfare of the group is more important than the welfare of the individual. 

 Reduce and eliminate any prejudicial attitudes about race, religion, culture, class, and education. 

 Accept the two genders as equal partners in the consultation process. 

 Eliminate gossiping and backbiting, behavior that degrades other participants to the point where their viewpoints are not important to you. 

 Be willing to use your own initial knowledge, experience, and wisdom as a starting point. 

 Acknowledge that each member of the group has knowledge, experience, and wisdom you do not have. 

 Recognize that although you have some excellent knowledge, experience, and wisdom to offer, the group’s consultative decision will likely be different—and better—than anything you can make by yourself. 

 Be patient when the group is not going in the direction you think it should be going. 

 Recognize that all decisions are experiments—no one knows for sure how something will turn out until it is actually tried. 

 Recognize that very few decisions are life-and-death for an organization or a community. 

Without these attitudes, the ability for an individual to combine his or her knowledge, experience, and wisdom with others is quite limited. 

As Groups

When individuals are consciously trying to reform their character and attitude, they are preparing themselves for consultation. But the group itself must consciously strive to attain these attributes: 

 Foster an atmosphere of trust, respect, and harmony. 

 Allow time to make decisions through the consultative process.* 

 Allow time for relationships between the members to mature. 

 Strive for a unanimous vote on each decision. A unanimous vote is a good sign the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of the participants are or are in the process of combining. 

 * In my experience, decision-making is often slower in groups trying to consciously move towards a more consultative approach. But as they acquire their culture of consultation, not only are better decisions made, but these decisions also come quicker. 

If the group as a whole does not work on developing these attributes, the consultation process can be pushed aside easily by one or two individuals preferring power or democratic models to make decisions. When the group is working towards a consultative atmosphere, it will find any individual shortcomings fade into the background. 

“Striving” is the Key

Please note that no individual or group is—or can ever be—perfect in these consultative attributes. If we waited for perfection, no consultation could ever take place. The key word is “striving.” If individuals and groups are striving to improve on a day-by-day and year-by-year basis—they will find their decision-making moving away from power and 

democratic and towards consultation. The willingness to change and improve one’s character and attitude is perhaps even more important to the consultative process than the actual acquirement of consultative attributes. 

Just as a wise athlete will analyze their good and bad plays after a game, those striving to improve their consultative skills should review their interactions with other people.  I do this personally, and am hopeful that my replays are making me better at consultation so I can say the right things at the right time. But the fact that I still have to go through my replays after a meeting or encounter suggests that I still need a lot more work to be better at consultation. Consultation is not easy—but striving for it is the key. 

Determining the Primary Decision-Making Process

To determine the primary decision-making model for any group, I have prepared the list below to summarize the characteristics of the three decision-making models. 

Number of Perspectives and Possible Solutions

 Power: One

 Democratic: Two or Three

 Consultative: Many

Freedom of Speech

 Power: The person with power can say whatever he wants; all other viewpoints are suppressed or very guarded. 

 Democratic: Free speech, governed by rules of procedure. Often hampered by political correctness or intrigue. 

Watchers have a tendency to remain silent. 

 Consultative: All participants, in and out of the decision-making body, must be encouraged to have their say. 

Process of Decision-Making

 Power: Confined to the person with the power. 

 Democratic: Contest between the more strong-willed members. 

 Consultative: Combining knowledge, experience, and wisdom of all participants. 

Listening Required

 Power: The powerful person is not obligated to listen even if discussion is allowed. 

 Democratic: While a forum is provided for different viewpoints to be presented, no one is obligated to listen. 

 Consultative: Listening is essential to the combination of knowledge, experience, and wisdom. 

Ramification of a Bad Decision

 Power: The ruler does not suffer for a bad decision. 

 Democratic: The majority who made the decision tends to ignore or downplay it; the minority sees the bad decision as an opportunity to gain more influence. 

 Consultative: The decision-making body wants to fix the bad decision and learn from the experience. 

Satisfaction of Population

 Power: The ruler is satisfied; the subjects are not. 

 Democratic: Most skilled players of the democratic decision making enjoy the process of democracy. The watchers find the democratic process difficult for their participation: they become cynical or apathetic, and withdraw from the process. 

 Consultative: When more people see they have been a part of the decision-making process (even if they don’t get their way), they are more apt to support the decision. 

From this list, we can more readily formulate the questions to determine the primary decision-making process of any group. For example:

 To what degree is free discussion encouraged? If encouraged, to what degree do certain forces limit the amount of frankness of the discussion? 

 To what degree do the decisions come from preconceived ideas of only a few participants? Or to what degree do the decisions come from a combination of knowledge, experience, and wisdom of the members of the group? 

 To what degree do the participants listen to other participants in order to gain a better understanding of the issues? 

 To what degree can a person introduce a perspective or idea that is contrary to the group’s consensual thinking—and have that new perspective or idea utilized somehow in the final decision? 

 To what degree do participants change their original positions when they listen to a differing set of knowledge, experience, and wisdom than their own? 

 After a bad decision is discovered, how does the group or individuals in the group handle that decision? 

 What is the satisfaction level of the individuals in the group, in particular the members who do not say very much? 

When asking questions such as these (or formulating similar ones), one should not look for quick yes/no answers. In fact, these questions should be contemplated carefully—and even consulted about with other members.  The answers will usually be relative. They might change with the addition or subtraction of just one individual or with each issue or how the group needs to interact with other groups. They might change with a deeper understanding of power, democracy, and consultation. 

Despite the flux of answers one can obtain from such an analysis, I would like to challenge readers to examine groups they have worked with and try to determine where in the power-democratic-consultative paradigm their organizations belong. This, in my mind, is an important step to creating a culture of consultation. In other words, moving towards a more consultative decision-making process should be conscious and deliberate effort, not something that happens by evolution. 

In a consultative culture, I envision a time where organizations will be judged qualitatively by their consultative processes. Those organizations with better consultation skills and attitudes will be able to attract better employees and volunteers. They will be more effective in what they do—which will translate into more profits or better use of limited resources. 

Why We Don’t Consult

Looking back over how things were done 200 years ago, I can see an evolution towards more consultation in our collective decisions. As much as we may want even more consultation, we still have some barriers to overcome. In this section, I will try to identify these barriers, in hopes we can accelerate the process of this cultural change. 

Inability to Recognize Consultation

This inability stems from the fact that we haven’t defined what “consultation” actually is or what it looks or feels like—

because we throw the word “consultation” around so freely. What organizations are recognized for consultative atmospheres? If we did have the abilities to recognize the source of true consultation, would not these organizations be highly sought after for employment—even to the point of not needing to pay competitive wages? What individuals are 

recognized for their abilities to consult? Would not an individual with a great consultative nature be worth more to an organization? 

Consultation—the combining of knowledge, experience, and wisdom—is not yet recognized enough as an asset in our culture. 

The Successful Decision-Makers 

Still too many successful people have attained their success by employing a high degree of power or democratic attitudes. 

Consultation, in their worlds, is only necessary when it can further their power base—but the ultimate goal is for them to make the decisions. These examples of such successful people rising to the top show the world that consultative skills are really not that necessary. This undermines the importance and significance of those individuals and organizations with great consultative cultures. 

Lack of Altruism

For people that aspire to positions of authority and responsibility, too much consultation may actually be a hindrance to their ambitions. These people look more at their current position as a vehicle to attain a higher position, not as a place where they have the capacity to do the organization some good. They will take credit for good things and distance themselves from things that go wrong. If they need to say that it was a team effort to accomplish something good, they will also position themselves to be a leading player of that team. 

When they reach “middle management,” they may try to appease their superiors while driving their subordinates to new extremes. They get rewarded for getting things done, using less resources, and improving the bottom line knowing full well that the actual price paid to attain these goals will not be measured. They analyze each situation carefully and learn when to use whatever levels of power they have, when to be submissive, when and how to build alliances, when to take on an adversary, when it’s necessary to engage in consultation, and with whom they should consult. Building a career to attain a better job or be more influential is often a game that needs skillful playing. A good consultative attitude may not do well in such a competition. 

Lack of Respect

In the last section, I seemed quite critical of those people in “management” positions. In one of my consultation workshops with front-line people, the feedback was that “management should be taking this workshop, not us.” But consultation is far from a one-way street with only the managers needing this kind of training. 

You can observe a subordinate with a poor consultative attitude by what he thinks of management. Many of these subordinates have failed to recognize the experience and training their managers have attained over the years, that their knowledge, experience, and wisdom is actually of value to the organization. If management does not make decisions the way subordinates think decisions should be made, the subordinates immediately degrade the decision. They fail to recognize that managers have a bigger picture of the organization and are constantly juggling scarce resources. They cannot immediately rush to implement every good idea that comes forth. In fact, part of good management is leaving certain working systems in place, even though these systems can be improved. 

Such subordinates feel that, even with their limited perspective of the entire organization, they are in a much better position to know what the organization needs—and the managers are fools for not seeing the problem the same way they do. 

In my experience, some of this complaining can be justified because many decisions are made without input from the subordinates. But many workers in subordinate positions would be just as contemptuous working under a consultative management structure as in a power structure. They would not know the difference. 

Internal Anger: Part 1

The three preceding sections show a darker side of humanity. It seems strange why many of us still foster less effective decision-making attitudes when consultation has such obvious advantages. To explain this, I’m going to reduce a complex topic into a few short paragraphs. 

Many of us have undergone some serious psychological trauma in our lives. Many of us have not dealt with this injustice very well; we have buried it deep in our psyche—and there it festers, gnawing at the edges of our thinking. We may think we are not damaged or we may think that we have overcome the damage. But we have yet to let go, and a slow simmering fire is burning within us. 

To lessen that fire, we can turn to addictions, feelings of worthlessness, or dysfunctional behavior. When we engage in these ways, we actually feel better (temporarily) but the main problem—the trauma—is not dealt with. 

Some of us with trauma issues aspire to positions of power and dominance over others. When we can make decisions that affect other people, we find a sense of being in control. This sense of control gives us great satisfaction, which relieves the pressures of psychological trauma. But like the previously mentioned relief valves, “being in control” is only a temporary solution. We need to engage in dominating behavior over and over to diminish that fire that never seems to go out completely. 

The “being in control” condition does not lead to a consultative attitude. We need to make the decisions, and we need to see those decisions affecting the lives of other people. This is a main purpose for our lives. 

Unfortunately, we controllers and dominators tend to create injustices on others, which can lead to their own psychological trauma, which then reduces their natural abilities to engage in consultation. 

Consultation—if it is ever to gain its full potential—requires humanity to first shed the effects of its traumas. With more consultation, I believe we will cause fewer traumas for the next generation. 

Internal Anger: Part 2

Many of us with internal anger issues may want to have control over others, but our lack of talents or our negative attributes caused by the trauma limit our attempts to gain this sense of control. We then stand a good chance of resorting to another method to reduce the fire inside of us: we develop contempt for the people around us. 

When we easily see the flaws of others, this elevates our stature—in our minds—above such people. It makes us feel good about ourselves for we can see our superiority in their inferiority. The fire goes back to simmer for a while; but we soon need our fix again. Hence, we engage in a lot of gossiping and backbiting to keep ourselves feeling good. 

A popular attitude we contemptuous people have is that when we see people with more success in their lives, we are quick to point out that their success is more due to some inappropriate means. For those with less success than we have, we tend to dismiss these people as being stupid for not seeing life in the very obvious way we are seeing it. 

Gossiping and backbiting is a good sign of people who have a lot of contempt, which means limited consultative skills. 

The Experts were Wrong

Managers and people of expertise are sometimes proven wrong. These mistakes often lead non-experts to believe they can concoct solutions to complex problems without any expert advice—and their decisions will be just as good as the experts’. 

Hence there is no need for any consultation with any experts. 

Part of this poor consultation is due to the experts themselves often portraying themselves as the source of ultimate knowledge, experience, and wisdom. Experts need to recognize that they have a certain degree of fallibility. Rather the experts need to present their advice as a “best-guess” vision—and probably offer several reasonable alternatives for the non-experts to consider. The experts should not be dismissive when the people or communities, who will be living with whatever consequences, go in a different direction than the experts recommend. 

As well, the non-experts should recognize that the experts have a different perspective on the issues that the non-experts cannot concoct with their current knowledge, experience, and wisdom. However, the non-experts should not be obligated to use the experts’ position as a final solution. Rather that position should be looked as a step with which to take consultative deliberations to a higher level, considering new perspectives and ideas that could not have been attained if the experts and non-experts were working by themselves. 

Our Democratic Example

Western democracy teaches us that fighting for our position is more important than our position. The solution that gets implemented is more often the position that puts up the best fight. With this attitude, there is no need to consider the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of the people on the other side of the issue. This arrogance that we have all the right answers and that differing viewpoints belong to fools permeates throughout western democratic society. 

Personality Differences

Sometime after I had developed my personal theories for consultation, I became involved with a volunteer group. Being more conscious of how I wanted to present myself and recognizing that all members of this group had the best interest of the organization at heart, I was expecting many great consultative decisions. 

On one hand, this group was one of the better groups I have ever worked with. But the great consultation I was looking for did not happen. Despite my attempt at consultation, I felt frustrated that much of the knowledge, experience, and wisdom I could contribute were not being utilized. I found it difficult to engage myself with the traveling, meetings, and tedious tasks that were part of this group. My enthusiasm was waning. I resigned about 18 months after I started—despite being committed to the group’s purpose. 

For the next several years, I pondered why this group was a personal failure for me (even though we still accomplished a great deal of work for a volunteer organization). Despite my supposed insights into consultation and the good nature of my colleagues, the consultation was not that great. I stayed as long as I did more out of a sense of duty rather than enjoying it and accomplishing great things. 

Finally, I stumbled onto the answer when my workplace hosted a presentation with a professional trainer for the “True Colors” program. 

True Colors is a personality assessment. It divides personalities into four basic types, which I have very briefly summarized below:

Green

 Positive Attribute: Logical & analytical

 Negative Attribute: Seemingly lacking empathy

Gold

 Positive Attribute: Well organized

 Negative Attribute: Inflexible to change

Blue

 Positive Attribute: Relationship building

 Negative Attribute: Takes conflict personally

Orange

 Positive Attribute: Can get things done. 

 Negative Attribute: “Blasts” through people

When I took my personality test, I scored very high on the Green. The other three colors are about equal, but with a much lower score. I am an analyzer, evaluator, logic seeker, fact interpreter, and planner. This is part of my personality that will not go away. When I see a challenge—as some of the challenges I saw with this committee—I have to undergo a very thorough analysis to understand the challenge and find possible solutions. Trying out a quick solution really goes against my nature—especially for some of the problems we were facing. 

I believe I was the only Green on this committee. Whenever I went into my analytical mode, the other committee members were not interested in my insights. So I rolled back my Green nature. While I did establish a better peace within the committee, I became frustrated because I felt we were making inferior decisions with not very much information and analysis. My Green personality was thwarted on this committee. 

I should admit that perhaps my analytical approach was not appropriate for the work this committee needed to do. But this leads to the question of whether I should have been appointed to the committee in the first place. If my appointment was still forthcoming, then maybe the other members should have recognized that I had a different way of thinking that they don’t have. Maybe they needed to let my analytical approach become a respected part of the discussion. 

Since taking that True Colors workshop, I recognize that I had spent considerable effort in my life on trying to imprint my Green nature onto others. I attributed the reason for other people not wanting to analyze things the same way as I as a serious character flaw. Now I see deep analysis is not in their nature. I need to see what other people can give—outside of my talents—and allow them to contribute in ways that they are naturally inclined to do.  I really can’t expect to turn non-Green people into Greens. 

Understanding how our different personalities work together can be a great asset towards better consultation. 

Consultation and Tiered Governance

As I stated in Chapter 3, the TDG involves a series of tiered elections so that most citizens do not directly vote for their highest representatives of governance. Also in Chapter 3, I told of history’s three instances of TDG-like systems of governance that failed rather quickly. To make a TDG work, I concluded Chapter 3 stating that we need to find some extra tools. One important tool is to systematically employ and rely on the consultative model for decision-making. 

Throughout the TDG, voting is based on good character and a capacity for governance. One of these capacities has to be good consultative skills. If citizens are to vote wisely, they must know how well other prospective citizens have this skill and attitude. However, the ability to consult cannot be demonstrated in a TV commercial, an election brochure, a handshake, a 140-character tweet, or by any other common electioneering tool. The only way to gain this knowledge is to work with other citizens on a fairly consistent and direct basis. 

Whether we choose to stay with the western democratic model or evolve into a TDG, it will be impractical for most citizens to know personally the consultative abilities of our highest elected leaders. In the TDG, however, the elected leaders will not advance to higher tiers if their consultative skills and attitudes are not sufficient to deal with the increasing responsibilities there. The other representatives, who are working closely with each other, will be in a much better position than most citizens to know who has the consultative skills to advance further. 

Hence, the tiered, indirect elections actually become a check-and-balance for putting people with better consultation skills and attitudes into higher positions of governance. The western democratic model can never achieve this goal, for western democratic elections are not proving grounds for consultation skills. 

There is another important implication for consultation in the TDG. TDG elections would have a tendency to re-elect incumbents, but a few new people find themselves elected into the TDG each year. If the TDG has a consultative culture, it will be able to use the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of these new people fairly quickly. The new people will not have to go through an informal probation period, proving themselves worthy of the longer-serving members’ 

consideration. Less time will be required for the old and new members to learn how to work together well. A culture of consultation will make quick use of any new good ideas. 

Good consultation in the TDG will also enable the elected members to effectively utilize the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of the appointed advisors to the TDG, which will be discussed in the next chapter. 

Conclusion

As alluded to earlier in this chapter, the world is slowly moving towards a more consultative model of decision making. 

My great grandparents had much less input and influence in their world than I currently have. Most readers could probably see a similar trend compared to their ancestry. 

In terms of making consultation more common, letting evolution take its natural course might get us to where we should be a century or two from now. But do we really want to take this long? 

Or should we make deliberate and conscious efforts to decide and take action to build a culture of consultation? The first step is to understand what consultation really is—and what it isn’t. I believe this chapter starts this process, and I’m hoping other thinkers with credentials in psychology and sociology are willing to enhance this idea. With more study and academic analysis, we would to be able to recognize individuals with a consultative mindset and organizations with a consultative culture. With this recognition, we can sideline those who do not embrace a change towards greater consultation. 

We need a forum to practice putting consultation ahead of the power and democratic models. That forum could be the building of the TDG. When the early TDG builders find that consultative culture, they will not only spread it within the TDG, they will spread it to their communities, workplaces, businesses, volunteer groups, and maybe even western democracy itself. 

The altruistic citizens of the world today have a double mission: doing good things for humanity and teaching others, by example, the process of consultation. Of these two missions, the latter will be the more important legacy for future generations who will not have to consciously learn this skill each generation; consultation will be a cultural trait—just like it was in many aboriginal societies. 

Chapter 5: The Advisory Board

 “Where no wise direction is, a people falleth; but in the multitude of counsellors there is safety.” 




Book of Proverbs

In Chapter 3, I proposed the TDG system, where representatives are elected by a series of tiered elections. In Chapter 4, I proposed an important check-and-balance, the consultative culture. The TDG cannot work without this culture. In this chapter, I will discuss another check-and-balance: the advisory board to the TDG. 

Advisory board members are appointed for a specific term of several years. I recommend three years. 

The main function of the advisory board is to give advice to the elected tiers and the citizenry. More will be discussed about this later. 

The Advisory Board Structure

The highest tier of the TDG will appoint the members of highest tier of the advisory board. 

As the TDG evolves, it will likely create at least two tiers in the advisory board. The lower advisory tier will be appointed by the higher advisory tier. 

At this point, I’m going to bring back the diagram of the TDG of the fictitious city I created in Chapter 3—and add in the advisory board. 



Let me explain this diagram a little better. You have already seen the TDG elected tiers (the boxes on the left) and the indirect elections (the solid arrows pointing upwards) in Chapter 3. What I have added are two levels of the advisory board (the boxes on the right). The highest advisory level is appointed by highest tier of the TDG (signified by the arrows pointing downwards). The higher advisory board will appoint members to the lower advisory board, looking for current and former veterans of the elected TDG to fill these positions. 

When a vacancy in the highest advisory tier happens, the highest elected tier will find citizens from four likely sources. 

First, the highest tier can appoint one of its own members to the advisory board. Second, it can appoint elected representatives from a lower tier. Third, it can appoint a lower advisory board member to the highest advisory tier. And fourth, it can appoint citizens who have garnered some great experience in the TDG but currently not occupying any official role in the TDG. 

What are perhaps more interesting are the interactions between the two appointed tiers, the four elected tiers, and the general citizenry (the dashed arrows). These channels show where the major relationships are going to develop for this TDG. 

The Circle Goes Around

With the addition of the advisory board, the TDG now takes on a circular nature that completes a citizen’s annual vote. 

The citizens vote for the neighborhood representatives. These representatives then select the district representatives, who then select the quadrant representatives, who then select the highest tier representatives. 

The highest tier then appoints the highest advisory board members. This board then appoints members to the lower advisory tier. These lower level board members, without the burden of being a decision-maker, will be in a position to influence the citizenry at the local level. Because of this influence, citizens may start casting wiser votes in the upcoming years about who should be the neighborhood representative. And several years later, a better quality of local advisory board member may be appointed to serve them. 

In essence, a citizen’s vote effectively travels up the elected tiers to the highest tier—to the appointment of highest advisory board members—down the tiers of advisory board—and back to the citizen. I find in this circle a great sense of completeness—even though the citizen does not vote directly for most of the people within a TDG. 

Another TDG Design

Below is another way the fictitious TDG city can be designed:



Here I have reversed the number of elected tiers (2) and advisory tiers (4). Is this new example better than the previous example? I really can’t say if one system is better than the other. It would all depend on how the relationships between the various elected and appointed tiers are working with each other. And as two similar jurisdictions evolve and sort out their own challenges, one could have four tiers of elected members and two tiers of appointed board members and the other jurisdiction could be exactly opposite. Both systems could work very well because of their own unique evolution. And even after both jurisdictions mature, both could be able to add or remove tiers if these changes would potentially be an improvement. 

The two previous diagrams show the communication links between the advisory boards to the elected tiers and citizens. 

Please note that there will also be such links between citizens and elected tiers, the elected tiers amongst themselves (both in geography and of hierarchy), and the advisory board tiers amongst themselves (again in both geography and hierarchy). 

So when a societal issue needs to be dealt with by the TDG, it actually has many ways to enter the TDG, plus it can go in many different directions as it moves around the elected and appointed tiers. The final decision emanating from the elected tier responsible for making this decision will actually be a very organic decision, influenced from different parts of the TDG and the citizenry. 

Elected or Appointed, but not Both

No citizen can serve both as an elected representative and an advisory board member. This is because the elected positions and advisory positions will require two different mindsets to function well. Trying to use both mindsets at the same time will be confusing both to the individual in both positions—and the people working around that individual. 

If an elected representative is appointed to the advisory board, he or she will have to choose which position he or she wants to serve in. If the representative decides to remain on the elected side, another citizen will have to be approached to be appointed to the advisory board. If the representative accepts the appointment, he or she must resign the elected position—and the TDG constitution should have some provision to replace this member. 

Advisors (and I shall continue to use this term to mean “advisory board member” from hereon) are eligible to vote and be voted for in the neighborhood where they reside. If an advisor is elected as the neighborhood representative, he or she will choose whether to serve as the neighborhood representative or continue serving as an advisor. If the advisor chooses to remain as such, the local TDG constitution should have a provision to determine a different neighborhood representative. 

If the advisor chooses the elected position, another citizen will need to be appointed to the advisory position. 

Advisors may be eligible to be voted for at a higher representative tier, as long as they are resident in that tier’s boundaries. But they cannot vote in these elections for they are not true representatives. If an advisor is elected to a higher representative tier, he or she will choose in which position he or she wants to serve. If the advisor accepts the elected position, another citizen will be appointed to fill that vacant advisory position. If the advisor decides to remain as an advisor, there should be a provision in the TDG constitution to fill that elected position. 

While a citizen can move between the elected and appointed side (as elections and appointments happen), he or she cannot serve in both positions at any level, at any time. 

Functions of the Advisory Board Members

Now it is time to give more details about the advisory board functions. Remember that each TDG will be designing itself, so functions will vary from TDG to TDG. Each time something new is tried in defining the advisory roles or the structure of the advisory board, other TDGs can learn from that experiment. 

To briefly describe the differences, the advisory board mostly deals with the process of governance, while the elected bodies deal with governance of the society itself. 

Advice for Elected Tiers

In principle, advisory board members should be allowed to attend any elected tier’s meeting within their jurisdiction. The advisor can be an active participant in the discussion, even taking a particular side on an issue. 

The first function is to offer advice to the elected tiers. However the elected tiers are not obligated to take the advice. And the advisors have no vote or veto in any elected tier’s decision. 

On the surface, the advisory board, with no vote or veto, seemingly has no power to affect any decision. Yet because of the source of the advisor’s appointment (directly or indirectly from the highest tier of the TDG) and the years of TDG 

experience the advisor brings to the process of governance—the elected TDG representatives under the advisor’s jurisdiction will have great respect for this individual’s position and seriously consider most things he or she has to say. 

But the final decision always belongs to the elected tier of the TDG. 

Assistance in Building Consensus

Perhaps more importantly than advice on issues, the advisor will be in a position to assist the consultative culture of an elected tier. For example, an elected tier may be wrestling with a contentious issue and cannot come to some kind of consensus. Rather than put the issue to a vote, the elected tier can call in its advisor to hear the various sides of the issue. 

The advisor may simply have some interesting perspectives and insights that will allow that elected tier to come to consensus. 

Providing a respected outside perspective is an important function of the advisor. 

Advocacy for Citizens 

Likewise a citizen can appeal to an advisor whenever he or she feels an elected representative or elected tier seems not be listening to the citizen’s concerns. The advisor will interview the citizen to determine the validity of the claim. The advisor could consult with elected representatives to see how the concerns were addressed. The advisor may consult with other advisors who might have received similar concerns from citizens in their jurisdiction. If there is sufficient reason, the advisor(s) could force the elected tier to review its decision. The advisors will ensure that the citizen’s concerns have been addressed during the review. And because of the advisors’ respected position, the review process will be taken seriously by the elected tier. While not exactly taking the citizen’s side, the advisor is an important source of appeal for the citizenry. 

Citizen Polling

While the advisors are holding their own internal meetings, they may sense a certain discontent among citizens in more than a few neighborhoods or districts. This sense will be an important signal that the TDG needs to give a higher priority to certain social issues. The advisory board will make a formal report for the elected tiers, who should deal with the issue in a timely manner. 

This function of the advisory board, in essence, replaces the polling process of western democracies. 

Education

The advisory board can play important educational roles in the TDG. Advisors could be in frequent communication with the citizenry about the importance of the TDG elections and the roles citizens play in selecting their neighborhood representative. Advisors could be teaching newly elected representatives how to function better within the elected structure of the TDG. 

Advisors can also be ambassadors for the elected tiers’ decisions. They will assure the citizenry that many different perspectives and considerable wisdom went into making the final decision. They will encourage citizens to let the decision play out its natural course and assure them that if the decision does not work out, changes will be made. 

Connecting the Process of Governance

Advisors can help elected tiers connect with each other. 

An advisor might be assigned to serve several elected tiers. Let’s say an advisor is assigned to District ABC and District XYZ. District ABC is working through a contentious issue, but District XYZ had worked through that issue two years ago. The advisor can relay the success or failure of XYZ’s initiative to ABC. ABC would have this knowledge and experience before it has to make its own decision. 

Or consider this example. An advisor from the highest advisory tier is assigned to the highest elected tier and one of the quadrant tiers below it. The highest elected tier is about to make a decision that could affect that quadrant. Because that advisor has knowledge of the quadrant, he or she could remind the highest tier that it probably should consult with the lower tiers before making the decision. 

There are many more connections the advisors can make between the elected and advisory tiers, both in hierarchy and geography. 

Supervising Elections

Advisors could have a supervisory role in the elections, maintaining membership lists and counting votes. They could monitor the electoral processes from the annual neighborhood elections up to the highest tier. If the advisor sees some 

electoral issues, he or she may make a formal recommendation to the appropriate elected tier or may set up an education program to rectify the problem. 

Let’s consider the previous TDG example of the two elected tiers with four advisory tiers. This TDG might assign the responsibility of the neighborhood elections to the lowest advisory tier: there is one low-level advisor per neighborhood. 

Once a year, these advisors will be the formal officials who ensure the elections are conducted properly and with the TDG 

spirit. If all goes well, that is great. If some things are a little out of order in a particular neighborhood, the advisors there will report to a higher advisory tier or an elected tier. With this information coming from that local advisor, decisions will be made to better the election in that neighborhood the next year. 

Engineering the TDG Constitution

In the early stages of the TDG evolution, TDG constitutions will be designed and written by ordinary TDG members and their early elected committees. But as the TDG evolves, the elected members may become too busy to deal with improving constitutions. The elected tiers might assign this responsibility to the advisory board. 

Being an observer of the decision-making process, the advisory board will have a more neutral perspective on what is working well and what needs changing in the constitution. Any constitutional recommendations from the advisory board should be seriously considered by both the elected committees and the citizenry. 

Qualifications

Because advisors are appointed, we could say they need only be worthy of appointment. Ideally, advisors should be experienced TDG veterans, having had at least several years of experience as elected TDG representatives. Automatically coupled with their elected experience is the proven record of good character and competence. Hence advisory board members will be carefully listened to by the elected tiers and the citizenry. Like the elected representative, the position of advisor brings a certain respect that is worthy of serious consideration. 

Internal Operations 

Earlier, I mentioned some of the duties of the advisory board members. Here are some of the advisory boards’ 

responsibilities as a group:

1. Conducting the neighborhood elections, which include maintaining voter lists, recruiting and training poll workers, vote counting, and reporting and verifying the election results. 

2. Supervising the elections of the elected tiers. 

3. Analyzing the electoral process and suggesting changes for the next election. 

4. Analyzing how the elected tiers are working together, especially between higher and lower tiers and tiers of different geographical areas. 

5. Ensuring that relevant elected tiers are brought together for consultation of important decisions. A decision in one tier could affect another tier. 

6. Appointing citizens to the lower advisory tiers. 

7. Accumulating citizen feedback to determine when government programs and legislation have certain systemic and continuous flaws and bringing this assessment to the notice of the appropriate elected tiers. 

8. Meeting as advisors to resolve issues within the advisory board’s own jurisdiction. 

9. Setting up offices and staff and working within the given budget. 

Like the elected tiers of the TDG, the higher tiers of the advisory board will assign the responsibilities and duties of its members and the lower advisory tiers. The various advisory tiers will always be in consultation with each other, but the highest advisory tier will be the ultimate authority within the advisory jurisdiction of the advisory board. 

Other than the highest tier providing a budget and appointing the advisors to the highest advisory tier, the elected tiers will not have much say on how the advisory board operates. It will be an independent body focused on the process of governance. 

Options to the Advisory Board

As each TDG designs itself, it will face its own challenges and set up its own experiments in how to make it all work. As it evolves, it will put more definition into its own structure. Here are some of the issues it needs to work out in regards to the advisory board:

1. How many appointed tiers? 

2. How many advisors in each appointed tier? 

3. How long does an advisor serve? 

4. Can an advisor serve in multiple tiers? 

5. What are the resources allocated to advisors to do their jobs? 

6. What is the decision-making process for the advisory board in its internal affairs? 

7. What is the remuneration of the advisors? 

Each TDG will want to set up its own protocols:

1. How often do the various elected tiers meet with their advisors? 

2. How is the agenda created? 

3. Do advisors have a standing invitation to attend any meeting of the elected bodies or shall there be a formal notice of an advisor’s attendance? 

4. How many advisors shall each elected tier have at its service? Who are the back-up advisors? 

5. How many elected members are needed to make a special request to have an advisor present at their meetings? 

6. How do citizen requests get dealt with at the elected and appointed sides? 

7. Should an advisor not be serving well in his or her position, what is the process to remove the individual from that position before the term expires? 

8. When the TDG matures to have an effective advisory board, would any changes to its constitution require approval of the advisory board? If so, would eliminating formal approval from the citizenry be beneficial? 

I’m sure many more issues will come up as each TDG builds itself. But at this stage in TDG thinking, providing more exact details is for the future builders. 

Four Salient Features of the TDG

In essence, I see four basic and salient features each TDG must have: 1. Tiered indirect elections that create the decision-making authority for society. 

2. An independent advisory board focused on the process of governance. 

3. A consultative culture between the citizenry, elected tiers, and advisory board. 

4. Voting based on good character and competence for governance. 

As long as these four points are an integral part of the TDG, a TDG should be allowed to design itself any way it wants. 

After the TDG has a workable system together, it should also have the right to make changes, big or small, whenever it wants. 

Anticipating the Critics

I will try to anticipate some of my critics and provide answers for possible questions and concerns about the advisory board of the TDG. I hope these answers provide better insight into the nature of the advisory board. 

The Highest Elected Tier will Appoint Sympathetic Advisory Board Members. 

This implies that the advisory board members will owe their positions to the elected bodies. Hence, the advisors will never be critical of the elected bodies. It seems likely that the advisory board will be used as a cheerleading squad or a pasture for the younger elected representatives to retire the older representatives. This really won’t happen for several reasons within the TDG. 

The most important reason is the highest elected tier is only place that can make appointments to the highest advisory tier. 

The members of the highest elected tier have, over the years, demonstrated their good character and capacity for governance on their own merit—and that is why they have risen to this position. Hence, they do not need to protect their position by appointing “their own people” to the highest level of the advisory board. Rather, they would be looking for the citizens who would best serve in this position. 

Second, no member from an advisory tier can further any elected member’s career within the TDG. Because the TDG will have created a culture against campaigning, a positive comment from an advisor to vote for someone would be seen a good reason not to vote for that person. So advisors should not endorse their preferred choices for election into the TDG; the advisors will be part of the culture than shuns electioneering of any kind.  Nor can the advisors vote in the tier elections to help raise someone higher. The only vote an advisor has is for the neighborhood representative in the neighborhood where the advisor resides. 

Third, both the elected representatives and advisors would have an excellent understanding of their differing functions within the TDG. Both sides would understand that when an advisor speaks his or her mind when meeting with the elected tiers, it furthers the consultative process. Both would understand there is no obligation for the elected tier to take the advisor’s advice, so this advice can be freely given. 

Fourth, after the highest advisory members have been appointed, they will appoint members to the lower advisory tiers as they see fit. Not even the highest elected tier shall influence or interfere with these appointments and other operations of the advisory board. 

And fifth, the elected TDG tiers will be very dynamic and ever-changing in its personnel. Every year, new members will be added and others will be gone. Some will rise higher. Some will be appointed to the advisory board. Any possible political reason to appoint a certain advisor will soon be forgotten as the various issues that face the TDG come and go—

just as the elected representatives come and go. 

In essence, I do not see the unique relationship between the elected and appointed tiers as a natural means for individuals to band together to protect their influential positions. 

The Lack of Structure

The lack of structure will frustrate many readers who have come this far. Many will want to see the number of tiers on each side, how many members to each tier, an exact definition of the roles, rules of conduct, etc. The western democratic model has programmed us very well into believing that democracy requires an exact structure for it to work. 

It seems very strange that corporations, non-profit organizations, and even government ministries are constantly re-organizing themselves in how they function. Yet the actual governance within most mature western democracies are bound by structures, rules, and procedures that are a century or two old—and very difficult to change. 

I have left the exact structure open for three main reasons. First, each jurisdiction will need to experiment, and with this experimentation will come some excellent structures that I cannot imagine myself. Second, jurisdictions should be allowed to make changes—big or small—as they see fit. We should not lock them into any structure that may be suitable today, but could limit their potential several decades later. 

Third, and perhaps most important, those world citizens who are going to start building the TDG need something to practice on. Designing their own TDG is an excellent project to learn how to consult, experiment, monitor, and make changes. By the time a TDG has been built, those involved will have learned or demonstrated the attitudes necessary to make the TDG work in actual governance. These mature TDG builders then can take on real-life issues with more confidence and wisdom. 

Again, I ask the future builders of the TDG to use the four salient features as their foundation. They are free to build on that foundation as they see fit. 

Too Many People in Governance

In Chapter 3, I gave a possible TDG structure for a fictitious city of 100,000 citizens. This structure suggested about 630 

citizens would have an official position in the elected side of governance. When the advisory board is included, this number could double, depending on how this particular TDG is actually structured. I’m sure that many readers would find this number rather excessive as there is a common political axiom that “less government is better government.” I think we need to rethink this axiom for four reasons. 

First, many of these representatives and advisors will be at the lower tiers. Their involvement with the TDG will not be too time-consuming, and they should not have too much difficulty fitting their TDG duties around their regular life. 

Second, creating these positions gives these citizens a sense of fulfillment in their lives, thus making them more contented. Third, by actually being a part of the process of governance (even for a short time), they will better understand how the TDG works and can relate the TDG decision-making process to other citizens and citizen groups. And fourth, creating this pool at the lower tiers allows the TDG to train and select the more qualified citizens for the higher tiers. 

Western democracy has a great history of putting people into elected government positions with little qualification for those positions. 

Rather than directly compare the numbers of elected/appointed officials between the western democracy and the TDG, let’s just leave this numbers decision to the future TDG builders. 

Society does not have the Resources 

Critics may say that having 1% or 2% of the population in governance will take away from other operations of society. 

All I can say here is that most of us are already spending a fair amount of time on trivial recreation. If we are called into TDG service, either as elected representatives or appointed advisors, we can sacrifice a few recreational hours a month to serve the TDG, our community, and our society. 

Conclusion

With the inclusion of the advisory board, the TDG changes from a hierarchal structure of governance to a circular structure. This change of shape opens up many more formal and informal links among the elected tiers, the appointed tiers, and the citizenry to effect better collective and consultative decisions. New ideas, perspectives, and considerations are bound to arise as these various tiers work together. 

As well, the structure is fluid enough for each jurisdiction to evolve in its own way, experiment with new ideas and learn from those ideas, and make changes whenever it wants. With the TDG, we will not be held by centuries-old structures which are resistant to change. 

In the next two chapters, I will discuss how we can move from one system of governance to the TDG. 

Chapter 6: The Transition from Western Democracy

 “Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world. Indeed, it is the only thing that ever has.” 

 Margaret Mead

In Chapter 2, I described many of the limitations inherent in the western democratic model of governance, and why this model, if left to its own evolution, would never transcend above these limitations. 

In Chapter 3, I described a new model of governance—a model without political parties and without the limitations they bring to the public decision-making process. 

In Chapter 4 and 5, I described two new tools we will have to learn to make this new system of governance work: consultation and the advisory board. 

The next question is: “How do we move from the western democratic model to a TDG?” 

This chapter outlines a path of transformation from a western democracy into a TDG. 

Historical Footnotes

The signing of the Magna Carta in 1215, which has been regarded as the hallmark of western democracy, was not a straightforward process to build a better society. Throughout much of its early history, this charter was ignored, forgotten, abused, poorly applied, and often not universally accepted. If the charter did indeed lead the English people to modern democracy, it took at least 500 years for them to get a passing grade. 

Coming to this past century, the export of the western democratic model to less-than-democratic nations has not always been a guarantee of transformation of such nations for the better. It is true that there have been successes, but there have also been places where western democracy has clearly not worked or is still very fragile—despite great investments in trying to make an undemocratic nation embrace western democracy. 

These two parts of history provide an important lesson for the early builders of the TDG. We have seen that we cannot just apply western democracy and assume it will automatically take root and mature in a short time. The same will be true for the TDG. Citizens in western democracies should not assume they already have the values, attitudes, and skills for the TDG to work. They will need at least one decade to learn the new ways. And this learning will come from a conscientious effort of applying the four TDG salient features. 

The TDG will evolve through four distinct stages—early TDG, middle TDG, maturing TDG, and TDG-in-waiting. Each stage will provide opportunities for us to learn all the necessary attitudes and skills while moving forward. 

Stage 1: The Early TDG

The first step for citizens who want to start building the TDG is to find other citizens in the same neighborhood with the same vision. To find each other, one suggestion would be to set up a meeting place and time. Use word-of-mouth to let people know of this introductory meeting. Maybe place doorknockers (flyers that hang on door knobs and latches) on all the residences in the neighborhood to let residents who are not so well connected know about the meeting. 

In the first meeting, discussion should be about the TDG, mostly explaining this idea to people who have never heard about it. A second meeting can be arranged if at least five people are willing to write a local TDG constitution and further promote the TDG to their neighbors. 

These meetings will also give all members a good chance to get to know each other—and size up who each feels is best to be voted for in the inevitable first election. 

The Early Constitutions

The builders of the early TDG have an important task: building their local constitutions. These constitutions should address the following themes:

1. TDG Principles: Each TDG constitution should find its own words for the various TDG principles: a. Replacing western democracy, which is becoming increasingly inadequate. 

b. Casting aside of electioneering, deal making, and other negative features of western democracy. 

c. The four salient features of the TDG. 

2. Humanistic Principles: Some early TDG builders will want the early TDG constitutions to include humanistic principles: for example, gender equality or elimination of racism—as a preamble or integral part of its constitution. These two particular principles will not only be broad enough to attract many well-meaning people into the early TDG, they will also keep out a toxic attitude away from the TDG. While this short list could certainly be expanded, each additional humanistic principle could discourage other capable and well-meaning people from joining. So further additions to these two principles need to be made carefully. Early TDG builders who want to fill their constitution with many humanistic principles should, instead, have confidence that the future TDG will adopt these principles after it develops its culture of consultation. It is more important to work on the TDG principles in this early stage than to establish an elaborate list of humanistic principles. Again, each TDG will create its own balance—and we will see how this works. 

3. Boundaries: Use natural boundaries (rivers, ridges, etc.), man-made boundaries (highways, economic strata, ethnic areas, etc.), and even current political boundaries to define a natural neighborhood. The criterion should be that residents have a reasonable chance to get to know each other. Look for patterns where do they buy food or send their children to school. Look for a local community center that can bring people of the neighborhood together. 

4. Members: Early TDG builders will have to decide on the following criteria to determine membership into the TDG: age of membership, citizenship, residency, membership fees, renewal of membership, and resignation/expulsion of a member.  There are no right answers here; some experimentation will have to be conducted to learn some important lessons. But whatever rules are determined, a member defined by the constitution (1) can vote, (2) be voted for (without any nomination), and (3) serve on the early TDG committee. 

5. Electoral Rules: Early TDG builders will determine the timing of elections, process to notify members of the election, place and time to conduct an election, design of the ballot, provision of a voter list (or not), process of counting ballots, and other features of their elections. 



6. Early Executive Committee: Early TDG builders will determine how many members will be elected to their early executive committee, that committee’s internal decision-making process, its range of authority, and a provision for an official advisor. 



7. Amendments to the Constitution: Very likely, a neighborhood constitution will require several amendments to form a constitution that works well for that neighborhood. The first constitution should have a process for amending, with approval from both the early TDG committee and the membership. 

8. Approval for a merger with another local TDG: When two adjacent TDGs have an interest in merging, the two respective TDG committees shall draft a new constitution to reflect the merger. The two early TDG committees and memberships of both TDGs should approve of the merger, while working within their respective constitutions. The amending formula and merging formula can be the same, but there may be good reasons to be different. 



One challenge that will arise during the early TDG will be members who have some excellent ideas but are rather inflexible in accepting other ideas. I recommend to these people to realize that whatever ideas are created in this early stage will most likely be changed beyond recognition as the TDG evolves. 

So speak eloquently and passionately for your ideas, but also listen when the consensus seems to be going in another direction. Whether the consensual decision is to your liking or not, do your best to make it work (or at least step out of the way). Maybe your ideas will be more acceptable when the group sees its consensual decision not working so well a year or so later. 

I recommend getting the first constitution in place before informal membership becomes too large, probably no more than 15 people. When this committee has created this document, it should conduct the first election. After that election, the early TDG committee will manage the day-to-day affairs of the early TDG. 

The results of the first election will be a challenge to some committed and enthusiastic early TDG members—because they will find themselves not being elected. I recommend that each member psychologically prepare him- or herself for this possibility, willingly accept the results, and hand over much of the local early TDG-building process to the first elected committee. Remember, each TDG member probably had a good chance to get to know all the other TDG 

members—and others were found a little more worthy to be tested to move the early TDG forward. Graciously accepting that one has not been elected is a very important attitude to have for the TDG to work well in the future. And even if not elected, that member still has a very important job to wisely cast a vote in the next election. He or she should stay informed of the local TDG happenings. And the TDG just might call that person back! 

And if an enthusiastic member has not been elected, there are other organizations which could use that TDG spirit, thereby promoting the TDG to a wider audience. 

The Early TDG Committee

The first elected committees of the early TDGs have several important tasks: 1. Keep the membership informed as to what is happening. Elected members still need to have some face-to-face contact with the members to help build the community. This contact will also help everyone vote a little more wisely in the next election. Before making big decisions, invite the membership to inspect and comment on the decisions the elected committee is leaning towards. 

2. Analyze the electoral process. Determine what worked well, what didn't work well. Make changes to try new things. The committee has the authority to make suggestions to amend the constitution. But the membership has the authority to change the constitution. 

3. Increase membership in the local early TDG. Care should be taken not to insinuate that an enthusiastic member who has recruited many new members may be doing so to further his or her own advancement in the local early TDG—even if this is the case. As the early TDG matures, this technique to be influential will not work very well. 

4. Consider appointing one advisory board member to attend meetings with the early TDG committee and the TDG 

members. Because there are few experienced early TDG builders at this point, consider appointing an elected member from a neighboring local early TDG—even though there may be no formal association between the two groups. 

5. Start considering mergers with neighboring local early TDGs. Set up meetings with these early TDG committees (or their sub-committees). Determine which local early TDGs are the best prospects for such a merger and approach those TDGs. 

The Atlanta Approach

In 2014, a fellow from Cobb County, Georgia, USA found the TDG website and was quite excited about its approach to democracy. He and I exchanged quite a few emails, and he really tried to get some local interest in this concept. While he was not successful, I realized a flaw with my approach to the early TDG. It is quite probable that early TDG builders are going to have to take the “Atlanta Approach” to get the TDG started. 

Cobb County is one of about 35 municipal jurisdictions that constitute metropolitan Atlanta. I could quickly see that my friend was going to have trouble finding 10 committed TDG builders in Cobb County, let alone in his own neighborhood in Cobb County. He is going to have to cast a bigger geographical net to find the people to help him move the TDG 

forward. He probably could find 10 TDG builders within metropolitan Atlanta. With the freeway system in this region, they could meet at a central location within an hour’s drive. 

When these 10 people meet, there will be a natural tendency to write a constitution that encompasses the entire metropolitan region—complete with number of tiers and boundaries of the neighborhoods. This metro-Atlanta group should resist this temptation. 

Rather the group should focus on several neighborhoods within metropolitan Atlanta, probably where some of the group members reside. They should promote the TDG to the residents of these neighborhoods, getting some of these residents together to explain the TDG concept, and see if there is any interest in building an early TDG. When several TDG 

neighborhoods are functioning well, the metro-Atlanta group should dissolve itself—and let those well-functioning TDG 

neighborhoods promote the TDG to other neighborhoods within Metro-Atlanta. 

It is of vital importance that each TDG neighborhood go through the experience of writing its own constitution, applying it, making changes to it, conducting mergers, and practicing their consultative skills. If building the TDG becomes a top-down approach (as the metro-Atlanta group will be tempted to do), it will have less relevance to the local people who really need to learn the organic nature of the TDG by working together to build it. 

The District Approach

Even with the Atlanta Approach, it could still be hard to find five or more people in a neighborhood to start building a local TDG. But if the starting geographical area is enlarged to about 2000 people, it could probably find five early TDG 

builders. 

A 2000-resident area is probably more of a district than a neighborhood. Rather than wait for a viable number of builders in the neighborhoods, these early builders proceed with their early TDG. But they should write the constitution to reflect the district and its future of creating neighborhoods within this district. As membership grows, the neighborhoods should 

be added to the constitution. The eventual goal should be to have several neighborhoods electing their own neighborhood representatives—and these representatives would constitute the early TDG committee. 

But before the neighborhoods are established, the early TDG committee should be elected from the members residing in the district. 

While I think it would be better to start at the neighborhoods and work up and out, this district approach has merit. But it has to go one step down before it can go up or out. 

Merging of the Local TDGs

Merging with neighboring early TDGs is an essential process. Only as the early TDGs unify into larger units can the TDG 

be considered as a serious replacement for the western democratic model. 

With each local TDG setting its own borders, it's possible for early TDGs to overlap in territory, which is quite unusual thinking for defining political jurisdictions. In the end, this initial overlapping will be unimportant because the overlapping early TDGs will eventually merge. 

So if a group of early TDG builders decide the borders of their neighborhood are Blocks A, B, and C and another TDG 

group says its borders are Blocks C, D, and E, both groups should be allowed to exist—even though they overlap a certain geographical area. Some residents in Block C could even be members of both early TDGs. And both groups could come up with quite different or quite similar constitutions. 

Because these two early TDGs encompass Block C, they would be natural candidates for a merger. 

Should they have an interest in merging with each other, the elected committee (or appointed sub-committees) of both TDGs will start negotiating. There will be a comparison of the two different constitutions each early TDG has developed. 

There will be a discussion of a constitution that would work for this combined geographical area. When both committees have agreed to merge and written a new constitution to reflect that merger, the members of both early TDGs shall approve of the merger and the new constitution. The two early TDGs have indeed merged, and all the members of the two smaller early TDGs become members of one larger early TDG. By mergers, early TDGs grow in size. 

As early TDGs merge, they can stay with a one-tier elected committee as its main body of governance. But as the mergers start accumulating 10 or more neighborhoods, it may be the time to create that second tier, starting off the process of indirect elections. And this just might be the time for writing into the TDG constitution the structure and jurisdiction of the advisory board. 

This process of merging gives the early TDG elected committees practice to develop the important attitudes necessary for TDG governance. For example, imagine all the good consultation practice that will happen while a merger is being negotiated. When the early TDG members see that consultation (i.e., not steadfastly holding on to one’s own views) does produce great results, they will likely employ consultation more fully and pass this more mature attitude on to future builders of the TDG. Another good practice is the constant refinement of ideas and concepts: early TDG builders will create their new constitutions as best they can, watch how it works, and then make adjustments. Between the consultation for and the refinement of the merged constitution, early TDG builders systematically develop or enhance a new process for societal problem solving. This will carry through in the next stages of building the TDG. 

The ultimate plan is for all these small TDGs, which start their existence working independently, to merge into one TDG 

entity. For example, my friend starts a TDG in his neighborhood in Cobb County. It has 13 members who build their constitution to elect a four-person committee. After that committee gets more residents to join this local TDG, it looks to an adjacent TDG in Cobb County to form a larger TDG with the two neighborhoods. They merge and look for another 

local TDG to merge with in Cobb County. Eventually all the neighborhoods in Cobb County are joined together under one TDG, with at least two tiers. Then Cobb County should look at neighboring jurisdictions such as Fulton County or Cherokee County to merge with. Eventually all the municipal jurisdictions in metro-Atlanta will be under one TDG. Then metro-Atlanta starts negotiating mergers with adjacent TDGs to metro-Atlanta. These mergers continue until the entire state of Georgia has just one TDG, probably with about eight tiers. And, of course, the next step is to bring the entire United States under one TDG. So by getting a few neighbors together in Cobb County to build the first TDG, my friend’s work will eventually connect with the work of similar builders in Bangor, Maine; Santa Fe, New Mexico; and Cordova, Alaska. Their work might even eventually unite all the countries of the world under one government! 

In contrast to making these connections by merging, any early TDG which fails to merge will eventually die. A more robust early TDG will attract members in the geographical area of the failing one. 

Post Merger

A newly merged early TDG has several options after a merger. It may enter into another merger negotiation. It may decide that it needs to build a second elected tier. It may decide that it needs to formally add to the advisory board. But it may decide to wait some time to see how the new processes are working and fix any problems. Whatever the newly elected committee decides is what the newly merged TDG should do, but care should be taken as not to overtax the volunteer resources of the elected members. Time will be needed to really understand how well any TDG is working. 

The early TDG should focus most of its energies towards developing its TDG attitude, consultative skills, and electoral structure. It should admit that it really doesn't have the skills and abilities to wisely and effectively handle the various issues of society. Or perhaps better put, any positions on societal issues, other than general humanistic principles, will just be a distraction and a source of disunity at this time in the evolution of the TDG. 

Stage 2: The Middle TDG

When elections are running smoothly and the consultative attitude is an integral part of the early TDG culture, the early TDG can move into the middle TDG stage. While many mergers have been completed, many more are still required. 

The middle TDG should have moved from its elected committees to electing neighborhood representatives. There should be at least two tiers. 

Incorporation

Part of the middle TDG’s mandate should be to gain formal legal recognition from the government. 

There are several reasons for this recognition. First, the middle TDG might start requiring physical assets and paid workers. Legally speaking, these tasks are better served under a definite corporate entity than an ad-hoc group of people. 

And the middle TDG should plan for an increase in size and the need for some sort of corporate recognition. Legal recognition would most likely mean becoming a non-profit society under the corporate laws of the middle TDG’s location. 

When a new non-profit society is formed, the government provides the society with a “constitution” with which to govern itself. Most new societies adopt this constitution quite readily as it has proven to work quite well to sort out legal difficulties later. However, a middle TDG should not accept the government’s constitution; it needs to make several amendments that allow it to function with its innovative electoral processes. It has the right to make these kinds of changes to the government version, but it might require a lawyer to interact with the government. 

Gaining this recognition needs to be timed well. The middle TDG should have its electoral processes more or less in place and many of its small mergers completed, as future changes to a formal organization could be more difficult to effect than 

as an ad-hoc organization. But the recognition should be done before the middle TDG starts to be seen as a threat to the western democratic model. Each early TDG will decide when best to make the change into a formal organization. 

The TDG Charter

The second reason to formalize the TDG is that the middle TDG needs to clearly communicate its purpose and objective: it is a model for an alternative system of governance that could replace western democracy in the future. If it does not communicate its purpose, then “replacing western democracy” could be interpreted as a seditious, usurping organization that deserves intense scrutiny, vilification, and legally forced disintegration. 

So each middle TDG should prepare a charter for the citizenry to inspect. 

The TDG Charter could have any of these aspects:

1. A statement to remedy the flaws of western democracy. 

2. A description of the TDG electoral process. 

3. The constitution for the middle TDG's governance. 

4. The peaceful and legal process to replace western democracy with the TDG, such as TDG earning trust and respect from the society, leading to formal approval from current institutions of governance and a citizens' 

referendum. 

5. The principles of western democracy that TDG intends to retain when it does take the responsibility of governance. 

6. General statements of citizen rights and responsibilities and government rights and responsibilities. 

As middle TDGs continue to merge, they will also compare their charters and negotiate the details of their new charter. 

As well as the TDG constitutions, the various TDG charters could also become obstacles to mergers. If two middle TDGs who are likely candidates for a merger find their charters irreconcilable, they should wait a year before commencing negotiations again. The differences may not seem that important in the future, or newly elected representatives will bring in different perspectives to handle those differences. 

Regardless, middle TDGs that are so inflexible with their charters as to not effect mergers will eventually fail. More robust middle TDGs will eventually move into their geographical areas and attract members. 

Challenges

The middle TDG will have a couple of important challenges that must be planned for. The first challenge will happen as the early TDG evolves into the middle TDG. The kind of people who were able to make the early TDG work well may not be the same kind of people who will make the middle TDG work well. So, after several years of great service to the early TDG, some of the early builders will no longer have official positions within the middle TDG; they will become ordinary members. All early TDG builders should prepare themselves for this possibility, be proud of the work they have put into the TDG, and graciously accept if the membership chooses some different people to guide the TDG through the next stage. This transition of needing different kinds of people will occur throughout the evolution of the TDG. 

The second challenge should be met easily if the early builders have done their job well. The middle stage of the TDG 

will be attractive to overly ambitious people who will not hesitate to use alliance building and electioneering to vault themselves to higher positions within the TDG. By this time, the culture of the middle TDG should be such that the membership shall not give such an individual (or group of individuals) their votes, thus these individuals do not enter into the elected positions. This cultural disapproval of alliance building and electioneering should be strong enough to defeat an overly ambitious, yet otherwise credible, individual who wants an official position in the middle TDG. 

However, such a person will occasionally be elected to the lowest tier. But, after a few meetings of neighborhood representatives, other representatives of the same tier will soon recognize that ambitious person for what he or she is—and not cast any votes for that person to advance further. That person will either become frustrated and leave the middle TDG 

or see that the middle TDG is indeed a new and positive model for societal decision-making—and change his or her attitude to working within it. 

Funding the Evolving TDG

The early TDG will likely not need much funding, as it will be driven mostly by altruistic volunteers and donors. I recommend an early TDG buying a small safe to keep its cash holdings. The early TDG’s treasurer will bring the safe to each meeting along with a statement of donations and expenses that balances the cash in the safe. 

I should add that when the TDG gains some degree of popularity, there will likely be fraudsters and hoaxers trying to convince sympathetic members to donate money to the TDG. But that money will never find its way to any TDG 

operations. I advise that no money be given to an early TDG unless the donor personally knows elected TDG members—

and these members are worthy of the donor’s trust. 

When the TDG reaches the middle stage, it should have some obvious signs that it is a credible organization and worthy of donations. It will need these donations for staff, office, seminars, legal fees, travel allowances, etc. 

I don't want to curtail any future TDG builders' fund-raising efforts, but I strongly recommend that it receive all its funds from individuals who are TDG members. Donations from corporations, non-profit societies, activist groups, labor unions, religious affiliations, and even from the government itself should be avoided as much as possible. If certain groups seem to be funding the evolving TDG, this could arouse unnecessary suspicion and hamper future progress of the TDG. As well, there could be sinister forces offering funding, but their motive could be to embarrass or manipulate the TDG later. 

Sometimes it's better to sacrifice an immediate cash gain in the present in favor of greater gain of credibility in the future. 

As well, the donation list should be available for public inspection. The evolving TDG should make its financial records known. Nothing should be hidden, and all donors should be aware that their names can be inspected. 

Hopefully, enough monetary resources will come with occasional pleas from the elected institutions and advisory board to the TDG membership. There may even be a philanthropic organization created specifically to fund many deserving TDGs. 

If such an organization appears, it should also make its donors and recipients public knowledge. Or maybe even wealthy TDGs can provide assistance to other TDGs. Going beyond these sources into more innovative fund-raising activities will deplete the energy of the TDG. 

The elected tiers of the TDG will be responsible for spending the money. Like most other organizations, the money will never be enough to do what the TDG really wants to do. But the elected tiers will have to spend their limited resources as wisely as possible. This is just part of good governance. 

As well, each TDG will have to determine its own money flow. For example, do all the donations become the responsibility of the highest tier, who then filter it down to the lower tiers and advisory arm? Or do the lower tiers collect the money from their neighborhoods and send their surpluses up the tiers? Or should individual TDG members have the choice to put some of their donations directly to the advisory board? These financial mechanisms are good issues for each TDG to resolve for itself. 

As the TDG matures, it will not only be able to acquire more donations because of its increasing credibility, it will become more efficient with its resources. This is just a positive consequence of a better system of governance. 

Stage 3: The Maturing TDG

There will be a time when the middle TDG can and should comment publicly on various societal issues. However, it should only comment when two conditions are fulfilled, both of which indicate that the TDG has moved from the middle stage to its maturing stage. 

First, the highest elected tier of the maturing TDG must give permission to make such comments. The highest tier, after consultation with its lower tiers and advisory board, can give this permission to itself. Or it can give permission to a lower tier if the highest tier feels that the lower tier has developed the maturity to make such comments. When the highest tier does grant permission, it can also limit the scope of what kind of issues a maturing elected tier can publicly comment on. 

The second condition is that all members of an elected tier should be unanimous in that tier’s decision to make a societal comment on behalf of the TDG. A unanimous decision on a contentious issue signifies a very mature consultation. If an elected body cannot gain total consensus, no comments should be forthcoming from the TDG about the affairs of society. 

When in its deliberations for societal comments, the maturing TDG should not make statements similar to oppositional political parties looking to score points to enhance their electoral success. Instead, it should think of how it can be of assistance to the present and future governing political parties to make better decisions for society. The maturing TDG 

should recognize that societal resources are limited, resources invested in one sector of society will require a shift of resources from other sectors, time is required to effect long-term changes, and various aspects of a well-functioning society have a high degree of interconnectivity. The underlying goal for the maturing TDG is to provide a positive, thought-provoking, respectful commentary on various societal issues. 

The maturing TDG that is preparing societal comments should be free to call experts it has confidence in, government and opposition politicians, and various stakeholders to get different perspectives on the issue. It might even set up The Consultancy, which is described in Chapter 8. 

When the maturing TDG makes a societal comment, it places no obligation for the governing party to accept or act on its advice. In essence, the maturing TDG assumes the role similar to the advisory board of the TDG in its relationship with the government: the maturing TDG gives sound advice but does not criticize the government when it does not take that advice. 

Stage 4: The TDG-In-Waiting

As the political world and general citizenry interact more with the maturing TDG, many citizens will start seeing the TDG 

as a source of wisdom and collaborative decision-making because it is bereft of the 12 limitations of political parties. 

When it becomes apparent to a significant minority of citizens that the maturing TDG will eventually replace the western democratic model, the maturing TDG has evolved into the “TDG-in-waiting” stage. 

A good sign that the TDG-in-waiting stage has started is when some political parties start publicly and positively acknowledging the maturing TDG's comments. Another sign may be when the parties start boasting how much better they follow the advice of the maturing TDG than the other parties. 

Mirroring Government

The TDG-in-waiting still needs further maturation. It can get some of this maturation by mirroring itself with the government. It should appoint individuals or small committees to monitor specific ministries within government. In essence, these individuals will attempt to get as much understanding as they can from these ministries, mostly by studying the ministry from the outside. Hopefully and eventually, there will be enough respect and trust between the government and the TDG-in-waiting that will allow these individuals some access into the ministries. These TDG-in-waiting ministerial representatives could even collaborate with the actual ministers on important decisions. 

Or the TDG-in-waiting may have already formed The Consultancy (Chapter 8) which might be a good institution to mirror the ministries. 

It will be important for the TDG-in-waiting to build this mirror for several reasons. First, it will give the TDG-in-waiting a better source of expertise to build wise commentary on societal issues, which will then build the TDG-in-waiting's credibility. Second, it will put the TDG-in-waiting in greater contact with the government, which is a desired outcome. 

Third, it will give higher ranking TDG-in-waiting individuals some important experience with being in actual government, which will ease the transition process when the TDG-in-waiting does assume its role in societal governance. 

At this point, the TDG-in-waiting will have become a strong enough societal entity such that it could field a political party and probably win the election. The TDG-in-waiting must resist this temptation for several reasons. 

First, to win an election, it would have to bring in some of the 12 limitations. Its lack of the 12 limitations will have made the TDG-in-waiting the force that it has become. Vying for election would ultimately be a massive backwards step in the evolution of the TDG. 

Second, while winning an election does indicate popular support, the TDG-in-waiting will likely not have enough support to effect the transition because there will still be sufficient opposition to make it difficult. Instead the TDG-in-waiting should wait for even more popular support. 

Third, if the TDG-in-waiting does form a government at this point, it will likely find it does not have the resources to effect the transition when it also has to be responsible for the day-to-day operations of government. The TDG-in-waiting must be patient and further build its credibility as an alternative system of governance. 

Writing a New Bill for Electoral Laws

When the TDG-in-waiting stage starts, the highest tier should start drafting legislation for the new electoral laws for the future transition. 

Replacing electoral laws sounds like an easy process, but this is not the case. While the foundation of electoral laws in western democracies is based on some basic principles, these laws have been created mostly with decades of small amendments to previous legislation. These laws were not created in a short time. But nearly all of these laws are incompatible with TDG electoral procedures, so the old western democratic electoral laws will have to be replaced en masse! And because most parliaments have a time limit for a bill to be passed into law, this change will have to occur within a relatively short time. Replacing western democratic electoral laws with TDG electoral laws is going to be a very daunting task! 

The TDG-in-waiting should realize that a supportive political party does not have the resources, the ambition, or the experience to write the TDG electoral laws. So the TDG-in-waiting will write this bill. When a supportive political party is ready to introduce this bill into parliament, the bill will be ready to go. The TDG-in-waiting should have also studied the parliamentary procedures so that it also has a strategy for the supporting party to implement these changes by legal means—and in a relatively short time. 

The TDG-in-waiting should keep the process of writing this bill very public. Not only can the TDG membership view, comment on, and make suggestions for this bill, the TDG-in-waiting should invite all political parties, parliamentary experts, and the general citizenry to do the same. It may take several years to write this bill, but getting input from many sources will not only strengthen the bill, it will build the TDG-in-waiting's credibility. 

The bill for the new electoral laws will be a rather large piece of legislation. However, there may be other sets of legislation that need to be passed concurrently or in quick series with the TDG electoral laws. The TDG-in-waiting will identify and proactively rectify situations which could cause some kind of constitutional crisis. 

Although the TDG-in-waiting can still advise the government on whatever societal issues need addressing and comment on bills presented by the political parties, the TDG-in-waiting should stay away from writing bills that have little to do with changing the electoral laws. It needs to put its resources into an effective and eventual transition. 

An Electrical Analogy

To explain the TDG-in-waiting transition a little better, I would like to bring in my involvement with a volunteer group I had been associated with for about 15 years. This group has some property, and buildings have been added to the property over the years. As the buildings have been added, the electricians have tacked on new circuits to the main electrical panel. 

I was helping an electrician with our most recent addition. He took one look at our circuit panel and shook his head. He saw all the tack-on circuits and commented that this circuit panel had “little spare capacity” and had become 

“unbalanced.” Although he did make small changes to get the new circuits in place, he did warn us that the facility was close to requiring a whole new circuit board. There was no way the current one could handle another series of small expansions. 

This kind of change needs to be well planned. It will require an assessment of electricity needs to get the right circuit panel to serve well for the present and future. It will require that the facility be shut down for a week or two, with generators to supply power to parts where electricity is really needed. But the amazing thing is that most of the electrical wiring and fixtures will remain in place, totally unchanged. It is only the main circuit panel that will be replaced. 

In a like manner, transforming the western democratic model into the TDG will actually leave many parts of western democracy well in place. The TDG may change these parts in later years but not during the initial transformation. It is only the changing of the “control panel” that will be the TDG-in-waiting’s objective. 

The Communist Analogy

The fall of communism around 1990 moved Eastern Bloc countries into western democracy very quickly. These democracies were quite unsettled in those times: political parties rose and fell quickly; political leaders rose and fell quickly; political alliances constantly shifted; and new laws were quickly passed and quickly repealed. Compared to mature western democracies, these countries were in constant political chaos. 

Despite the tumult, several of those Eastern Bloc countries managed to turn themselves into reasonable western democracies. But it is important to note that in these countries all the former communist legal apparatus did not immediately disintegrate on the eve of the transference of power from communism to democracy. Citizens still had to follow their communist laws until such time that they were changed by democratic processes. 

In a like manner, when the TDG-in-waiting officially takes over governance from western democracy, most of the laws before the transition will likely remain in effect for a long time. 

But any changes to these laws will be done with the much more pure and organic TDG process. The new laws will be much better than what western democracy could ever produce. 

Working with Political Parties

Having the TDG-in-waiting work with political parties may seem a paradox to many readers. How does an institution bereft of the 12 limitations work with institutions saddled with the 12 limitations? Would not gaining the support of a political party mean the TDG-in-waiting has become a political player? These are good questions. 

It is important to understand that working with at least one political party is necessary for the transition to happen. Staying completely outside of the political process may sound righteous, but without some cooperation, how can the bill to effect the transition be written and later introduced into parliament? Also by working with political parties, the TDG-in-waiting will get some valuable experience for governing a society, which is a much different task than governing the TDG-in-waiting. Staying completely outside will mean staying outside for a very long time—and not getting important experience about actual societal governance when it comes time to make the transfer from western democracy to the TDG. 

Cooperation with at least one political party should be welcomed, not spurned. After all, are not political parties the institutions citizens and their associations interact with to effect other changes in society? However, the TDG-in-waiting must set some principles for itself for such interactions. The two basic principles are (1) the TDG-in-waiting will cooperate with any political party to further the TDG cause and (2) the TDG-in-waiting really has nothing to offer to such parties for their cooperation. 

The TDG-in-waiting (and its previous stages of evolution) should not play favorites between political parties. It allows any political party the opportunity to support its purpose. The party will choose if it wants to contribute to the process or not. This offer from the TDG-in-waiting is extended to governing and opposition parties at all times—even when these roles have been changed because of a national, provincial, or municipal election. A party or politician can be a detractor of the TDG at one time, and a supporter in another time. The TDG-in-waiting will not bear grudges or have any long-term expectations. It will work with whichever parties want to work with it in the current moment. 

The TDG-in-waiting will also not officially support any party because the party seems favorable to the TDG concept at the time. The elected and advisory tiers shall refrain from telling the TDG members and general citizenry which way to vote in a societal election because this kind of official endorsement is contrary to the TDG electoral process. However, a TDG-friendly party should be able to gain the votes of many TDG members in an election—but it will be the party's responsibility on how to attract this voter segment. 

The TDG-in-waiting will adapt to changing politics. If a TDG-friendly party comes into power, the TDG-in-waiting should take advantage to further its cause. The TDG-in-waiting should not refrain from stating its needs to the governing party, such as more interaction within various ministries. If a neutral party comes into power, then the TDG-in-waiting shall accept it will not have the co-operation it would like to have—yet continue to build its system of governance and patiently wait for the situation to be more favorable. If an unfriendly party comes into power, then the TDG-in-waiting will do what it can to legally protect itself, relying on the same laws that protect other citizen groups’ right to associate and comment freely in western democracy. 

The TDG-in-waiting should not encourage itself to become an election issue, but political forces could make it thus at some time, with political parties taking sides to support or oppose the TDG process. Rather than support a particular party, the TDG-in-waiting should only ensure that its purpose is well communicated. Let the friendly party campaign that it wants to further the TDG cause. Let the unfriendly party try to put fear of the TDG into the voters' minds. If the voters want to base their vote on whether to advance or hinder the TDG, it is their choice to vote for the party that best expresses their views. 

By taking such a non-partisan approach, accepting whatever result the political process provides, working with whatever political parties are favorable to the TDG, and not making any deals with these parties, the TDG-in-waiting will be seen to have risen above the 12 limitations. This will attract more long-term support for the TDG cause—inside and outside of parliament. 

The Transition

Eventually it will be obvious that it is time to effect the transition, whereby the TDG-in-waiting assumes responsibility for governance. The citizenry will approve the TDG with a significant majority of a referendum. The transfer bill, with the new election laws, will be shepherded through the parliament by a majority of elected parliamentarians. With its experience in mirroring government, the TDG ministries will be ready to take over for the governing party. A formal ceremony will conclude the formal transfer of power. 

For the most part, not much will immediately change. Civil servants will continue to do their work. The senior civil servants will report to the new TDG ministers. Taxes will continue to be collected, and government programs will continue to operate. The transfer of power from western democratic politicians to TDG representatives will not be that much different than a new party coming into power. And like a new party assuming political responsibility, the TDG 

representatives will soon be put to task addressing day-to-day concerns of governance and drafting new legislation. 

But a few things will obviously be different. The first is the many annual elections held in the neighborhoods and at the higher tier levels. Both the TDG and citizenry should expect that there will be some growth problems to fix over the next several years, in particular, the registration of the many new voters: i.e. all qualified citizens regardless of whether or not they were members of the TDG-in-waiting. With its annual practice and making small changes between elections, these elections will be running smoothly within five years—and many citizens will regard it as their civic duty to find, once a year, someone in their neighborhood to cast their vote towards. As well, citizens will also have more opportunity to meet and discuss issues with various elected and appointed TDG officials at the local level. Some of these citizens will find themselves being elected to the lower tiers, even though they never really sought such a position. 

Anticipating the Critics

I think I have a good idea how TDG critics are going to attack the concept of ordinary citizens banding together to start the early TDG and progressing through the middle TDG, the maturing TDG, and the TGD-in-waiting stages. So I will offer my rebuttal right here. 

First, the critics of the TDG will not believe that human nature can be elevated beyond its competitive nature for gathering power and influence. Therefore, these critics will say, the western democratic model is the system that has already proven to corral and herd these negative attributes for the betterment of humanity. Those who seek and desire power are held accountable by ordinary citizens, which then forces the powerful people of society to think more about the welfare of ordinary citizens when making their decisions. Since the TDG requires humanity to cast aside its competitive nature—

something that supposedly cannot be done—the TDG is, therefore, a system of governance that will never work. 

The critics are right about this point: the TDG will not work if the TDG culture does not rise above the instinct of gathering power and influence. If early TDG builders cannot do this, the TDG will breed infighting, alliance building, factions, non-consultative decisions, representatives more interested in status and influence than the welfare of society, and the eventual disenchantment and withdrawal of many supporters. If the critics are indeed correct, then the TDG will fall on its own face—long before it gets to any significant size. The critics need not say a thing to cause this failure. 

But let's suppose the critics will be proven wrong in this regard. Say the TDG builders move the TDG concept into the TDG-in-waiting stage because they have created the culture that will make the TDG work. The TDG-in-waiting will have garnered a significant level of both public and political party support. The critics will say, at this point, that the web of well-known and obscure laws that create the western democratic institutions will be difficult to unravel. Any attempt to repeal too many of these laws at one time will result in too many links being broken and too many legislative loopholes to create various kinds of constitutional crises. Therefore, repealing all the electoral laws, in what will essentially be a single piece of legislation, could result in a collapse of society as we know it. The critics will argue that it's better to stay with the western democratic model than risk such a social engineering experiment. 

To counter this, let's just look a little closer at the TDG when it does evolve into the TDG-in-waiting stage. To get to this stage, it will have created the very culture this book is calling for. If it has this culture, then it has much more capability to affect changes and handle difficult tasks than any political party has ever had. With this enhanced capacity, the TDG-in-waiting's creation of the legislation to affect the legal transition from western democracy to the TDG will not be as impossible as the critics will portray. And because even the best of plans seldom go straightforward, the TDG, after the transition, will have immense political capital to fix those few glitches that will happen, so the citizenry won't be driven into some kind of revolution while these constitutional repairs are being made. As well, the TDG representatives will be focusing on the repairs rather than using the few glitches as a means to increase individual/factional power, influence, and advantage. Society will not fall into some kind of constitutional limbo. 

If the right TDG culture is not developed, the TDG will not grow to where it could be a societal force for the TDG 

transition. If the TDG does develop the right culture, it will have the capacity to make the kind of societal changes political parties can never make. The critics, however eloquent and logical their arguments are crafted, will have nothing to do with the failure of this movement. Any success will depend on how the early builders of the TDG approach their tasks, nothing else. 

Conclusion

Transforming western democracy into a TDG by legal means is at least a decade-long process. There will be several distinct evolutionary stages: early TDG, middle TDG, maturing TDG, and TDG-in-waiting. Each stage will have its own objectives and challenges. 

This process all starts with a handful of neighbors being inspired by the TDG vision and getting together a few hours a month to build their local TDG constitution for their neighborhood. While this chapter does offer some guidance, it will be these builders who actually figure out how to make their own local TDG work. Let us wish them success in their endeavors. 

Addendum for January 2020: Let me put the above paragraph on more emotional and direct terms. 

Starting the TDG will require only 1% of the population. This 1% will realize that the current system is broken, crumbling, and can’t be fixed. This 1% is ALSO willing to put about 10 hours a month into the TDG. 

This 1% need not get permission or approval from the political elite, government, academia, mass media, think tanks, lobby groups, military, entertainment, or any other acknowledged leadership group of our society. It need not find a majority or even a significant minority. The people of the 1% only need to find each other—and then start working together. 

The current system has inculcated into average people that their only part to play is to vote once every several years. 

The TDG is asking for a minimal sacrifice of time from the 1%: just 10 hours a month of your spare time. The world has everything to gain from this sacrifice. 

If you have made it this far into this book, I would say that that 1% is YOU! 

Chapter 7: The Transition from an Oligarchy

 “No dictator, no invader, can hold an imprisoned population by force of arms forever. There is no greater power in the universe than the need for freedom. Against that power, governments and tyrants and armies cannot stand.” 

 J. Michael Straczynski

In the previous chapter, I discussed a possible means to replace western democracy with a TDG. This chapter will discuss the transition of an oligarchy to a TDG. 

For this chapter, I will define oligarchy as a broad spectrum which includes: monarchies, dictatorships, one-party states, and ostensible democracies where the governing party rigs the elections. Or simpler put, “oligarchy,” for the purpose of this chapter, is any system that is not western democracy. A mature western democracy is one with political leaders who graciously retire when the citizenry has expressed their collective will for another political party. 

In many aspects, replacing an oligarchy with a TDG could be much easier than replacing a western democracy. For example, oligarchies usually do not have the arrogance that their system of governance is irreplaceable. And oligarchies have the power to start building the TDG without their citizenry's approval. The big question is why an oligarchy would willingly hand over responsibility of governance to its citizens. 

I can see two reasons that may appeal to some oligarchies. First, oligarchies have always needed some formal or informal mechanisms to placate their population. Allowing citizens to feel that they are participating in building a new system of governance that will take several decades to build should give the citizenry some degree of satisfaction, as well as inform the oligarchy where the “pressure points” are in managing its society. Building the TDG may actually let the oligarchy reign longer than it normally would. 

Second, history has not been kind to oligarchies of the last century. If any oligarchy just runs their country for several decades before its eventual fall, very likely history will not look favorably on these rulers. However if the oligarchy—in the several decades of reign it traditionally has—actually builds the TDG that eventually forms the government to replace the oligarchy, history will judge those oligarchy rulers more favorably. 

Will the world's oligarchies be moved to start building a TDG? Many won't. But the world needs only one to two oligarchies to show this can be done. Such rulers should be able get their TDGs working well before any western democracy can. What a place in history! 

TDG Principles in an Oligarchy

The building of the TDG under an oligarchy will have the same four salient features as building the TDG under western democracy: 

1. Tiered indirect elections that create the decision-making authority for society. 

2. An independent advisory board focused on the process of governance. 

3. A consultative culture between the citizenry, elected tiers, and advisory board. 

4. Voting based on good character and competence for governance. 

I believe I have acquired a reasonable idea of how western democracies work, and this knowledge has allowed me to speculate on a somewhat thorough process for transitioning from western democracy to the TDG. I have to admit, 

however, that I don't understand fully how oligarchies keep civil order (force and fear do not explain everything). And I suspect the societal glue that keeps order varies considerably from one oligarchy to another. 

Therefore my suggestions are only a starting point for any oligarchy wishing to go through the TDG process. I suspect each oligarchy is going to have to invent some transitional processes specifically for its own TDG evolution. 

Unlike building the TDG in western democracies, the oligarchy will write the constitutions for the TDG. There are two reasons for this direct involvement. First, the oligarchy will need a sense of control by writing the rules. It might curtail some freedoms of the early TDG that western TDGs will take for granted. If the early TDG is given boundaries about its political activities, these boundaries should be well communicated. Second, the citizenry in an oligarchy may not have the skills or courage to amend their own constitutions and conduct mergers. If an oligarchy can see much needed changes for the evolving TDG, it can implement them quickly. 

The Experiment

To start building the TDG, the oligarchy should pick a small area of the country, maybe about 20,000 citizens. Leave the rest of the country alone for a few more years. 

There are several reasons for starting small. First, this will be a time of experimentation. Building and maintaining neighborhood membership lists, conducting the elections, and teaching citizens about the qualities of people worthy of casting their votes towards are all lessons that need to be learned by trial and error, analysis, and making changes. A second set of lessons that also need to be learned is about how the elected representatives are to work together; in particular, using the consultative process rather than forcing their own opinions onto others who have less power and influence. When these lessons are learned in a small locality, they can be applied to the other parts of the country. 

Another good reason for starting small is for building the advisory board in the future. The citizens who play an important part in the initial TDG area(s) have some great experience behind them. The oligarchy can appoint these people as advisors to the new areas as the TDG is expanded. 

To build the TDG in an oligarchy, all adult citizens should be allowed to vote in the neighborhood elections. Likewise all citizens are eligible for election. There should be no distinction between gender, age, education, race, religion, ethnicity, occupation, or party affiliation. Giving one group a preferable status in the early TDG will not build the credibility needed to make the TDG work in the long term. 

The Structure

I recommend that these initial areas of about 20,000 people be divided into about 100 neighborhoods. Each neighborhood will elect one neighborhood representative. 

About 10 to 15 neighborhoods should be grouped together to form a district. The neighborhood representatives will elect, from amongst themselves, a district representative. This, in essence, creates a two-tier TDG. 

This group of seven to 10 district representatives will form the TDG governing body for the 20,000 people. 

To give this evolving TDG some credibility, the district representatives need some tasks to do. I recommend that they be given some funds to spend on something in their district. The stipulation is that the district representatives must be united in their decision. If the decision is not unanimous, the funds are not provided. Hopefully, the representatives do something wise and beneficial with this resource, such as supplies for local schools or hospitals. They could also allocate funds down the tier to the neighborhood councils to address local needs. Or maybe the district council will be foolish or corrupt with their decision. Whatever they decide, the oligarchy should grant them the money under the condition of a unanimous vote. 

If the decision is contrary to the desires of the oligarchy or the 20,000 citizens, let education, not application of power, be the force that leads the people to better decisions in the future. For example, if the district representatives decide to split the money amongst themselves, let this happen. The oligarchy, through its appointed advisory board members, should tell the citizens about the decision of their elected representatives and ask them to think more wisely in the next set of elections. The allocating and spending of resources is an excellent forum for the citizens to truly understand the nature of the TDG. 

Branching Out, Then Up

As this initial area of 20,000 matures, the oligarchy should open up new areas to the TDG process, applying the lessons that have already been learned. Bringing these new areas up to a mature level should not take as long. Eventually the entire country should be covered with a two-tiered system of local governance—in 20,000-citizen units. 

Obviously, the next step will be building the third tier, amalgamating several districts into one “big area,” and having these district representatives elect their representatives to this tier. And obviously, this new level should be given some additional responsibilities—and perhaps giving it some higher control of certain government operations is in order. 

The oligarchy could ask the higher elected tiers for some advice. For this advice to be seriously considered, the qualification of a unanimous decision within the elected tier still applies. While the oligarchy is not obligated to take this advice, it should do so some of the time to let the citizenry know it takes building the TDG seriously, and is preparing for the eventual time for when the oligarchy will retire. 

The TDG Transition

As the TDG grows and matures, the oligarchy should grant it more and more decision-making capacity within government. There will be a time when it becomes obvious that the TDG is ready for actual governance—and the oligarchy should not resist this social change. 

Instead it should enter negotiations with the TDG for a transfer of power. Part of this negotiation is amnesty for whatever bad things the oligarchy felt it had to do to maintain social order while building the TDG. Many readers won't like this last statement, but we should be looking to the future: the TDG peacefully replacing the oligarchy. Besides, in the latter years of this social change, there will be fewer bad things emanating from the oligarchy as it interacts more with the TDG, which means less forceful ways to maintain power because citizens are more involved with the decision-making process. 

A wise oligarchy will see that several decades are needed to build the TDG. As it is engineering the TDG construction, I am sure that it can plan for its own departure in a peaceful manner. What a place in history to accomplish something like this! 

Chapter 8: The Post-Transition

 “It may be hard for an egg to turn into a bird: it would be a jolly sight harder for it to learn to fly while remaining an egg. We are like eggs at present. And you cannot go on indefinitely being just an ordinary, decent egg. We must be hatched or go bad.” 

 C. S. Lewis

In Chapter 6, I described a process to legally transition from the western democratic model to the TDG. I also stated that this transition would involve changing western democracy’s electoral laws, as they are incompatible with the TDG. All other institutions of western democracy would more or less remain in place, and the new TDG would initially work within all these institutions. 

However, it is important to realize that the TDG is not just an updated version of the western democratic model. It is a whole new process of governance that has a whole new way of thinking and reaching societal decisions. If I wasn't clear enough in the preceding chapters, I am going to summarize the main points in new ways. 

 The positions of TDG governance will be open to all citizens, so society will have a bigger pool of talent to choose from. 

 If constructed properly, a mature TDG will have created a culture that minimizes an overly ambitious individual's quest for a powerful position in governance. 

 Most citizens will be indifferent whether they are elected or unelected, whether they rise higher in the TDG, or whether they are appointed to the advisory board. They will see whatever way the TDG calls them into governance as an honor to the positive attributes they were given or have developed. Many called into this service will give their best efforts to the TDG, whether that be for a short time or a long time. When they are no longer called, they will willingly accept this decision and make way for the new people. 

 If we have such individuals being elected or appointed to governance, what is the likelihood that they will abuse their positions of influence and power? 

 But even when a high-ranking TDG official does put him- or herself in a position that brings discredit to the TDG, that individual will most likely not be re-elected in the next annual election. In essence, the annual election becomes an important check-and-balance to remove the infrequent corrupt officials from office, albeit in an undramatic way. 

 There will also be a different relationship between the general citizenry and the TDG officials. Citizens will see many people of good character and competence elected and appointed into government. They will have more trust and respect for these individuals. They will also know these people are making their decisions by employing the consultative process. There are no favors to be paid off, no party unity to be displayed, and no re-election considerations. The people making the decisions will be altruistically motivated—only for the good of the society they serve. Since the citizens know and feel this new way, they will be more likely to be accepting of TDG 

decisions that they disagree with. In other words, they will be less likely to fight the decision or degrade the decision-makers. They will, instead, have an attitude of: “Well, I don’t understand why the TDG made that 

decision, but they have more insight than I have, and maybe the decision will all turn out well. If not, I’m sure they will fix any mistake.” 

 With such an acceptance, there will be new strategies for implementing government initiatives. New initiatives can be tried, monitored, and changed without fear of some kind of punishment. The society or community will learn new things from these experiments. If a new initiative is not found to produce effective results, it will be because the society or community tried its best to make it work and could not make it work. Therefore the initiative can be fully discarded, with certain lessons learned, because it is truly a failure—not because of opposition was successful in supplanting the initiative before it was allowed to bear its fruits (or lack thereof). 

 With opposition to a perceived bad initiative curtailed, it might seem the TDG stifles debate and discussion. This, however, is not the case. The TDG should encourage all sorts of discussion and debate and perspectives and consultation. After the decision has been made, the elected and appointed officials should all get behind it to see if it will truly work or not. And the citizenry should accept that some very capable people have listened to many sides of the issue and come to a conclusion based on what they felt was best for the society or community. 

 The process of consultation is the act of combining the knowledge, experience, and wisdom of all participants to create the final decision. We need to realize that we, as individuals, reach certain conclusions and decisions based on the current knowledge, experience, and wisdom we currently hold. But if we had more of these assets, we will likely come to a different conclusion or decision. We need to see the people who often disagree with us as a source of knowledge, experience, and wisdom we don't currently have—so that we can come to a higher understanding of the issues that face us. 

 The advisory board of the TDG provides the elected representatives with a source of credible knowledge, experience, and wisdom—which the elected institutions can use to reevaluate their consultative processes and decisions. These advisors will have both an important part of the decision-making process and a check-and-balance to encourage the elected representatives to work within the spirit of the TDG. 

The final result is a much greater trust between the citizens and their elected representatives. With this trust, comes an ability to make further changes to governance—and create an ever advancing civilization. 

Post-Transition Changes

Because the TDG-in-waiting will not be investing much of its resources towards a total overhaul of government institutions and operations, many of the existing institutions will be in place when the transition occurs. As the TDG 

works with these institutions, it may discover there are some good reasons for why things are the way they are and will leave them alone. But it could also discover new and better structures for governance. 

The following is a list of a few of these changes I anticipate. However, I should make it clear that I do not necessarily recommend that any future TDG make these changes. I’m just simply pointing out the potential for new structures within governance will be possible because we will have a much more trustworthy system of governance in place. I shall leave it the future TDG to make these kinds of changes. 

Melding of Municipal, Provincial, and National Levels

As alluded to in Chapter 3, there may be need for only one government. For example, future TDG representatives at the neighborhood level could be addressing issues that are currently under municipal, provincial, and national jurisdictions. 

We may even go into a world government via the TDG. We will have to see how the TDG evolves. 

If there is just one level of government, then the highest tier will set the authority and responsibilities of each tier, decentralizing some decisions and centralizing others. These changes will happen naturally as the needs of society change. 

Political scientists refer to this structure as “unitary government,” which is already common within many western democracies. 

Introducing and Passing Bills

A TDG could create interesting relationships for bills in parliament. Such TDGs may allow lower level tiers to introduce bills into higher level tiers. Or higher tiers may need the approval of both itself and several lower tiers to pass a bill. All sorts of relationships may evolve for the introduction and passing of bills. 

Ministers & Ministries

Traditionally, western democracies put elected politicians in charge of the various government ministries. These people may or may not have technical experience to handle these ministries, and usually they stay in charge for less than two years. While political scientists probably have good reasons for why ministerial positions have evolved in this way, one has to wonder how any long-term planning can occur with such a revolving door of variable and questionable talents. 

The TDG could create a different kind of ministry. I envision the individual minister being replaced with a four-person committee. One member of this committee comes from the highest tier; one member is an acknowledged expert appointed by the highest tier; one member is appointed from the general public, probably someone who has served in the TDG at the lower levels for several years; and one member is a senior and long-serving employee of the ministry. 

Each member serves a four-year term. Each year, one member is replaced. In this way, the ministerial committee keeps most of its institutional knowledge, yet allows fresh thinking into its group on a continual basis. 

And with four members instead of one, the citizenry has much more access to the “minister” to present their case. 

And of course, each ministerial committee should work with a consultative mindset and have its own advisor to help it attain that mindset. 

I should repeat that this new form of minister is just an idea at this stage. As the TDG evolves, it is likely to create a different kind of minister than what western democracy has created. 

Parliamentary Procedures

In most western democracies, the rules of passing bills into legislation can be quite onerous. Such complexity allows the citizenry sufficient opportunity to know about the government's desires, which provides opportunity to make appropriate appeals to their elected representatives. With these rules, the government behaves less arbitrarily, having to give their bills due process before they become laws. 

But often these same rules are used to thwart much needed legislation. A small minority of parliamentarians can use the rules to hold up a particular bill in parliament. Even if they are not successful in defeating that bill, other bills will be delayed or dropped. So the rules, not the logic or popular support of an opposing position, become more important in deciding what bills are turned into law. 

As well, onerous rules often discourage much needed legislation from being created. Only when public support reaches a critical level will the government be convinced to do the right thing, and put the bill on the agenda to go through the process to create new legislation. 

The future TDG will involve the public more fully and allow all sorts of discussion while drafting bills. Its very nature will mean the parliamentary rules will no longer be as necessary because there will have been so much public consultation before the bill is introduced. The future TDG could streamline the formal process of turning a bill into legislation. A TDG 

would not only pass more legislation than any western democratic nation, it would be quicker to repeal or amend laws that do not work. 

Appropriate Accountability

Dishonest people have indirectly created many laws with their dishonesty. If a dishonest person manages to attain funds from government (or someone else) by fraudulent means, the politicians are under pressure to craft some legislation to deal with that fraud. 

The intent of such legislation is well placed. But the legislation also puts extra burdens on honest citizens to conduct their own affairs. When such legislation has been created, has it struck a reasonable balance between preventing future fraud and keeping those burdens to a minimum? If the legislation becomes too burdensome, how long will it take to change it? 

When a certain accountability law no longer serves a balanced purpose, it could probably be amended or rescinded more easily under a TDG than with a western democratic process. 

And as TDG representatives and citizens become more honest in their reports to government, there will be less of a need to keep the more onerous accountability systems in place. 

Appropriate Regulations

In western democracy, unbalanced regulations remain in effect for many years because the government is too busy dealing with more pressing issues than fixing regulations that have lost their balance. Under a TDG, regulations can be more easily changed to create a balanced purpose. 

Executive/Legislative/Judicial

Western democracy has split the executive, legislative and judicial functions of governance as a check-and-balance for each other. The most important reason for this split is to minimize the tendency of powerful people to overlook and override the laws when they don't suit the powerful people’s purpose. 

But with the elected representatives of the higher tiers being people of trustworthy character, maybe the TDG can take down some of those walls between the elected representatives and the judiciary to provide a more efficient and more justice-oriented approach. Maybe the TDG society can rely less on the written laws to reach decisions and rely more on sound judgment from small committees of wise citizens. Maybe the TDG could elect or appoint long-serving jurors who would make it a full-time job to review cases coming to the courts. 

Likewise, the relationship between the executive and legislative branches of government, which vary considerably between today's western democracies, could also be changed by the future TDG. It may be wise to widen the split or narrow it. All sorts of new combinations are possible. 

Adapting Positive Values

Recalling the story of Gstan and Hstan from the first chapter, the leaders of one society let its citizens develop their own value system while the leaders of the other society gently coaxed its citizens to spend less of their time on a rather wasteful and potentially harmful form of recreation. Unlike the western democratic model, which does not have a good history of leading people to do the right thing at the right time, the TDG can be much more proactive and effective in shifting societal values. Such shifts could create levels of prosperity for future generations that the western democratic model is incapable of attaining. 

Boundaries

Most boundaries between nations, provinces, and municipalities have historical roots. Sometimes these boundaries were created without much practical consideration at the time. But even if these boundaries were practical at the time, the world has changed so much that it is mostly history that holds geographical areas within a specific political unit. 

Under a TDG, boundaries could be changed that better fit an area's geography, economic and trade patterns, environmental challenges, and future social-economic development. Some jurisdictions could be split into several smaller jurisdictions while other could be amalgamated. These kinds of changes will result in new economic and societal efficiencies as well as give jurisdictions a greater sense of purpose. If changes to boundaries can create new organizational opportunities, the TDG will be able to make these changes. 

Legal System

Western democracy's legal systems tend to favor the side with more financial resources, both in civil and criminal law. 

Maybe a TDG could set up legal procedures such that a wealthier side could not use the legal rules to financially drain their opponent as its means of attaining victory. 

In criminal law, the TDG could set up professional juries where citizens spend a few years on the jury bench, deliberating on 10 or so cases during their tenure. As they gain more experience as a juror, they will be looking at cases with more maturity and understanding—and teaching the new jurors about the jury process. 

I have always found it strange that citizen juries, who are amateurs in law, need unanimous consent to convict or acquit, yet the supreme courts, backed with years of legal training and experience, require only a majority vote. Maybe this relationship needs to be thought over. 

Limiting Freedoms

In general, citizens should still have the freedom of association for most things. But by being more credible in the eyes of the citizenry, the TDG may suspend these rights—after a great amount of consultation—for certain organizations, such as organized crime. People associating too closely with such organizations should face societal sanctions, not hide under laws designed to keep corrupt government officials from abusing their power. 

Again in general, citizens should have a great freedom of choice in most things. But some citizens, like drug addicts, are incapable of making good choices for themselves. Societal intervention is necessary for these people to progress to their true potential. A TDG will be capable of judging when intervention is necessary and establish the rules of that intervention. 

More Committees, Less Figureheads

True consultation really doesn’t require a “leader” to make the decisions when committees stall into opposing positions. 

Elected and appointed TDG officials will make timely and effective decisions to move their society forward. Consultative committees just won’t stall. 

Eventually, the public will put more trust into the TDG process—and not be too concerned about the individuals who seem to have a leadership position. Many citizens will understand that their annual vote to find someone of character and competence in their neighborhood is critical to the TDG process. 

Direct Tax Allocation

In most societies, citizens do not have direct say in where their taxes go. The TDG could allow citizens to choose which government department to send that citizen’s taxes to; for example, national defense, social assistance programs, scientific 

research, etc. In this way, citizens will become more content with paying taxes knowing that their money is going where they want. 

We could argue that such tax payments will reduce the need for elected representatives to make decisions. This will not happen for two reasons. First, not all citizens will allocate their taxes in this way; their taxes will go to general government revenues. As well, there are other sources of government revenue that the elected representatives will have control over. The elected representatives would be in a good position to know about other government departments that are not as popular with the public. Second, the elected representatives still need to establish the rules on how the allocated taxes are to be spent. And the elected representatives need to monitor those government departments. 

Media Tax Allocation

Taxpayers could also allocate some of their taxes to their preferred media outlet. In this way, media outlets would be less reliant on advertising revenue, thereby reducing its influence on the stories reported. 

The Consultancy

An earlier section of this chapter alluded to a different kind of ministry. A TDG may want to set up another institution, which can be called the consultancy. 

Acknowledged experts from different academic fields—such as science, sociology, economics, etc.—can be gathered to form panels for their respected discipline. When an elected tier or ministry needs some outside perspective on an issue, it can call in an appropriate panel of the consultancy. The panel will take in the issue and—from its collective knowledge, experience, and wisdom—offer the decision-makers its position on the issue. The decision-makers are not obligated to take the advice of the panel. But with the wise commentary from the panel, the decision-makers should reach a better decision than if they didn’t have the panel’s recommendations. 

The consultancy is different from the advisory board. The advisory board is about the process of governance; the consultancy is about providing respected technical insight into any issue. Any elected tier of the TDG should have access to the consultancy to help it make better decisions. 

Similar to the advisory board, citizens who accept positions in the consultancy should resign any elected or appointed positions they hold in the TDG. Members of the consultancy can be voted for in the TDG elections. If they are elected to the tiers or appointed to the advisory board, they must choose which position is which they want to serve. A citizen can serve only in one of three sections of the TDG: the elected tier, the advisory board, or the consultancy. 

A branch of the consultancy may create its own tiers. For example, the highest tier may appoint acknowledged experts from agriculture to an agricultural panel. This panel advises the highest tier and second highest tier on matters of agriculture. However, it may not be practical for this panel to work with the lower tiers. So it creates a second tier of agricultural experts to deal with agricultural concerns of the lower tiers. 

Similar to the advisory board, the highest tier of the agricultural panel will appoint qualified people to the lower consultancy panel. These people will be getting great experience at this lower level and would be likely candidates when a vacancy in the higher agricultural panel occurs. 

If the TDG does go in this consultancy direction, I would advise that the people appointed to these panels should not just proffer their own views, but also the views of various sectors of their discipline. Let the elected tiers be informed of the different theories within any discipline. Provide several alternatives with the pros and cons of each alternative. And if the panel is unified on a certain consensus, let the tier know of this unity. When the panel of the consultancy has presented its report, let the elected tiers figure out the best way to implement the knowledge, experience, and wisdom the panel brings into the decision. 

This particular idea came to me by Spencer Ferri, author of Post-Existential Transhumanism. 

The Legislators

Rather than having legislation being drafted and decided at the higher tiers, the higher tiers will identify a societal need that requires new legislation. The tiers then appoint people to draft that legislation. These people could come from The Consultancy as described above, civil service, and current and former lower tier representatives. This group would focus fully with just this one piece of legislation, with few other distractions of governance. 

Several alternatives should be presented. The group should try to better all the alternatives, before selecting one alternative over the others. Some members will be championing their preference. And this is OK as other members will take a more neutral approach and be the wise oversight of the decision. When a decision is made, the group will recommend it to the higher tiers. If a clear majority is not attained, the group will give two or three alternatives for the higher tier to consider. 

Once the legislation is passed, the group is disbanded. 

The particular idea was inspired by Tony Bracks, author of “Solving for Democracy.” Mr. Bracks thought common people should be more involved in the legislative process, but they needed to be focused on one task. Mr. Bracks has other interesting ideas for improving democracy. I really recommend this book. 

Social Contentment

Many more citizens are going to take an active role in TDG governance than whatever western democracy provides. 

Consider the neighborhood representatives, district representatives, higher tier representatives, low tier advisors, higher tier advisors, juries, the consultancy, and the legislators—all calling citizens to a small active part in government. Not only will many citizens have a better understanding of how government works because they have experienced it (much different than watching or studying it), their involvement will also provide more personal contentment in their own lives for having participated in this way and a stronger connection with the world around them. The TDG is about people working with people learning about people. 

Evolutionary Changes

The future TDG will keep many western democratic principles and features as part of society's basic democratic values. 

However, as the TDG unlocks more of humanity's potential, the reasons for maintaining these principles will become less important. These kinds of changes could happen with or without any formal action of the TDG parliament. For example:

 There would be no need for the TDG to take away the democratic right to peaceful protest. But with better governance, the citizens will have less need for this tool to make their concerns known and felt. 

 The media should be allowed the same freedoms in the TDG as it had with western democracy. But with less scandal and confrontation to report in politics, the nature of the media is going to change. 

 The attitude towards taxation will also change because the general citizenry will be more trusting of government and its decisions. Citizens will better realize the importance of paying their share of taxes as part of living in civil society rather than trying to find interesting ways to minimize or avoid taxes. 

 The right to free expression should still be part of TDG governance. But with the TDG's abilities to change societal value systems and garnering respect for governance, many of the anti-constructive voices will not find much of an audience for their opinions. 

 Likewise, guiding citizens to higher moral and ethical standards will reduce the market demand for many of the world's vices. This morality dividend could have a great impact on future prosperity. 

 The motivation behind decisions will change. With the TDG, gone will be societal decisions based mostly for the benefit for political parties and their electoral success. Certain demographic groups, political careers, or political expediency will have much less effect on decisions. Rather, the elected representative will focus on what is best for the society they govern. 

Anticipating the Critics

I know that more than a few readers will think that many of the possible changes a TDG could make to democracy (described in the previous two sections) will not be beneficial to better governance. This initial reaction, I believe, stems from a common belief that western democracy is actually a very simple concept, easy to explain and easy to put into practice. Thus democracy can be platitude driven. If the platitudes (such as “freedom of choice,” “due process to create new laws,” and “unchangeable boundaries”) are challenged to any degree, this will justify—for some readers—throwing aside the entire discussion of the 12 limitations of political parties, tiered governance with indirect elections, consultation, and an advisory board. 

What these critics conveniently will not mention is that western democracies are always in a constant state of changing democratic privileges and responsibilities. Laws are passed to limit freedoms; processes to change these laws are always being tinkered with; laws are not uniformly applied; some information is always being held from public scrutiny; some public information is not being utilized by the opposition or media; some vested interests manage to bend the rules to their favor. All these are examples of western democracies not being able to fulfill their own platitudes 100% of the time. 

Western democracies have done well at not enshrining certain democratic principles into an absolute law (as the platitudes seem to suggest) but instead have a process that strikes a reasonable and acceptable balance between freedoms and restrictions. For example, “freedom of speech” does not give one citizen the right to tell outright lies about another citizen as libel laws can be used to compensate for loss of reputation. This balance has provided citizens in western democracies with more prosperity and opportunity—which, in turn, has created a more civil society. 

A good example of the platitudes in action was Canada's law for impaired driving, brought on by the introduction of the breathalyzer, a machine to determine state of impairment of the driver. This was a controversial political issue in the early 1970s. Many Canadians at that time did not see a problem with alcohol impairment and operating a vehicle. For these citizens, their arguments were not that such changes were unlikely to make highways that much safer, but the very law itself was restricting the freedom of many citizens. And if the government could restrict this particular freedom, it would eventually restrict other freedoms. Hence, the opposition, in their own minds, arose to defeat this bill in order to save democracy. The fact that this new law was going to make this behavior into a criminal offence was not part of the logic they presented to the public. 

It has been more than 40 years since this debate was silenced by passing that impaired driving bill into law. Canada has not evolved into some kind of oppressive state that the critics were predicting. In fact, most Canadians today have accepted keeping impaired drivers off the road is good for society. They would wonder why this legislation, which obviously limits individual freedom, was so controversial in its days of implementation. 

The reason I brought up this anecdote of Canada's impaired driving laws is to show how opponents of many great social movements rely on various democratic platitudes as their main and often only point. I predict the same will happen with 

the TDG. Much of the opposition will make cries like “The TDG is undemocratic because it does not let the citizenry vote directly for the highest tier” or “The TDG will force repressive legislation on the citizenry because it will streamline the parliamentary procedures that took many decades to refine,” as if these statements are enough in themselves to explain why the TDG concept should be abandoned and possibly suppressed. 

Most of the opposition the TDG will face will be strong and vociferous and influential. But it will be platitude driven, and thus not very intellectually guided. The TDG builders should prepare to defend against this rhetoric. 

Conclusion

For sure, the future TDG will pull apart some of the institutions of western democracy. The main reason is that many of these institutions were based on society not being able to trust its powerful elected and appointed individuals. When the citizenry gains trust of its TDG representatives, the continuance of those western democratic traditions will not have the same necessity. New structures of governance are bound to be built. We should not fear these changes which will be an essential part of humanity developing its full potential. 

Chapter 9: Wrapping Everything Up! 

 “What I began by reading, I must finish by acting.” 

 Henry David Thoreau

You are just about finished with the TDG concept. Before I lay down my last three commentaries, I would just like to thank you for buying this e-book and staying with the TDG to this point. I certainly appreciate your patience and open mindedness. If you have come this far to read this paragraph, you have given me great honor. 

Changing the Individual

In Chapter 2, I mentioned several popular suggested improvements to the western democratic model. Because none of these improvements could transcend the 12 limitations, they were not effective improvements. There is one more popular improvement I want to mention: changing our own character is what is necessary to effect positive changes in western democracy. 

Over the years, I have encountered many thinkers who believe the world will be a better place only if we first change our personal value systems for the positive. Such a change will diffuse into the political process, and western democracy will get better because we will have better voters who are putting better people into influential positions. This then leads to better governance. The western democratic model need not be changed at all; enough of us need only change ourselves—

and the changes at the top levels of government will follow. 

I could have dealt with this particular popular improvement in Chapter 2, but I have brought it into these final sections of the book for a deeper reason. To explain this further, I will bring in some philosophy of aboriginal thinkers. 

Their paradigm has divided a person's psyche into four parts: the individual, the family, the community, and the nation. 

All four parts affect each other. If one part is strong, it strengthens the other three. If one is weak, it weakens the others. 

We know that people who are raised in dysfunctional families and neighborhoods tend to have more dysfunctional values than people who are raised in better nurturing environments. People raised in western democracies tend to have more opportunities and prosperity than people under other systems of government. And these western citizens are then more able to rise to their full potential. This increase in potential eventually affects how well the society is governed. 

The diagram below shows how the four parts are connected. Sometimes these connections are direct and easy to see. And sometimes they are indirect and may take a decade or two to see some tangible relationships. 



In general, a majority of citizens living in western democracies perceive western democracy to be more of a civilized power struggle rather than a positive social engineering tool. This perception breeds the distrust, the cynicism, apathy, and the feelings of powerlessness that western democracy obviously inculcates into its citizenry. These attitudes, even though western democracy is indeed a very powerful social engineering tool, mean that the “nation” of our aboriginal paradigm is not healthy: it has minimal influence to create better communities, families, and individuals. We could argue for a long time on the magnitude of this negative influence, but I think most readers would agree that the “nation” could be—and should be—providing better leadership. 

If anything, the “nation” of western democracy has become the weakest link in the aboriginal paradigm—and is limiting how much further we can advance as a civilization. The 12 limitations of western democracy are creating this barrier. 

Reforming our characters for the better is indeed a noble and worthwhile task. Life goes so much better for those individuals who successfully travel on this life journey. But even if many individuals take this journey, none of the 12 

limitations of western democracy go away. Reforming characters seems a pointless task in terms of strengthening the 

“nation” for far too many people are not encouraged to take their life journey when the nation seems to be run by people who also need to go on that journey. If anything, the weaker rulers and the weaker subjects reinforce each other not to make their own life changes. When individuals remain weak (because that seems to be the example,) too many families and communities also remain weak. And this then feeds back into weakening the nation. 

The TDG is about strengthening the nation. By being free of the 12 limitations, a “nation” under a TDG will find people of good character and capacity for governance—and put them in a forum where they can fully utilize their talents and experience. This will produce better governance for the society, which then inspires communities, families, and individuals to new heights. And these new heights, a decade or two later, will cycle back up to raise the nation even higher. 

The four parts of the aboriginal paradigm are always connected. If there is not a simultaneous effort to raise the nation at the same time as the individual, family, and community, then any rise in the individual, family, and community will be limited! 

The Author's Credentials (or Lack thereof)

Writing the TDG started in 1997. The first version was a book self-published in 2000 that did not go anywhere. The second 2004 version was a more scholarly attempt to get some recognition from the academic world. But the response 

was rather negative. One reviewer stated that I obviously did not understand democracy very well to write about this subject. 

There is a lot of truth to this statement. Other than whatever I have picked up over the years from the mass media and a few books, I have no formal training in political science, sociology, constitutional law, journalism, or other professions that are often called on to explain the various aspects of western democracy. Plus my personal experience of being in lower-level management of a political party (which led to me becoming disenchanted and withdrawing my involvement in party politics) is really no official qualification to be regarded as an expert. 

To counter my lack of credibility, I should point out that the academic fields of political science and sociology are only a bit more than a century old. The founders of past political movements such as those that brought about the Magna Carta and American Constitution certainly had no such expertise to guide them. The various activists of voter suffrage probably had little understanding of how the reforms they were advocating would affect society several decades later. Their main motivation was that giving the vote to all economic classes, all races, and both genders was the right thing to do. 

If anything, the experts of today are holding us back. With all those decades of studying how western democracy works, the experts seem to have concluded that because we (or should I say “a few of the elite”?) now understand the intricate forces within western democracy, we (or should I say “they”?) can make it work better. Therefore radical changes—like the TDG—are not necessary. In fact, because we don't fully understand a futuristic TDG as well as we understand today's western democratic model, we should stay with the known ways of governance. But despite all the experts' assurances that western democracy will improve in time, the 12 limitations are there—and will always be there—if we continue listening to the acknowledged experts. 

The TDG is going to be a whole new dynamic of societal decision-making. I will admit that we don't understand it fully—

mostly because it needs to evolve to be fully realized. But the beauty of this evolution is that it is of no immediate tangible societal consequence as the TDG is being built. There is little risk in starting local TDGs and seeing where these early builders can take it! 

As the early and middle TDGs get some cohesiveness and are operating under the principles of this book, the academic world will want to study it, and with this study will come new ways of making it work even better. 

The future of what happens with the TDG will depend neither on my rather amateurish presentation nor on the sophisticated academic analyses for or against this idea. The TDG will move forward mostly on the same basis as other great social movements have moved forward in the past: making the change was the right thing to do—and people were willing to sacrifice to do it. 

So I shall leave you, the reader, now with this one challenge:

“Is not working for the change from western democracy to Tiered Democratic Governance the right thing to do in the 21st century?” 

Dave Volek

January 4, 2010

Addendum 

The third version of the TDG was written in 2009 and published as the main invention of my new website. I discarded the academic approach of 2004, which gave me the freedom to take this book in the direction I thought it should go. This third version was a lot better than the second, in my opinion. 

While I could get visitors to the TDG home page of this website, very few went past the table of contents. I tried generating internet discussion about the need to eliminate political parties and election campaigns, but I resigned myself that the world really doesn’t want this discussion. In seven years, I think I got four positive responses for the TDG. 

In 2012, I figured that maybe this website should join the modern internet age, not solely relying on website text for its message. I could see a need for an improved website layout, logo, videos, and an e-book. But I was not convinced that even these changes would help further the TDG idea. So I held off, putting my spare time, energy, and money into other inventions. 

In 2016, American politics became a little more bewildering than usual—and maybe conditions had come to where a few people would be interested in hearing about the TDG. Not only have I made all those presentational changes I thought of in 2012, I also rewrote enough of the book to call it a fourth version. The 2017 version is better written than the 2009 

version. But if this book goes somewhere this time, it will be mostly because of the new presentation and new political climate. We shall soon see! 

Dave Volek

November 1, 2017

Further Addendum

Two years have passed since the fourth version. I have engaged with at least 1000 people on political internet forums, trying to promote the TDG. I maybe got 10 people to read this book. All of them had reservations and would not recommend the book to anyone else. 

From these 1000 or more “internet” people, I would classify these political commentators into four camps: 1) The Dystopians: Western society is heading for a slow unstoppable decline. 

2) The Tinkerers: We need only minor repairs to make western democracy work well. 

3) The Disciples: We need only elect the right person—and watch that person fix democracy. 

4) The Educators: When the people are educated properly, they will vote in the right way—just like me. 

In November 2018, I was coming to the conclusion that people who are spending lots of time on internet forums are not the people who will move the TDG forward. It was time to put the TDG on shelf again. I do not have the resources to market the TDG outside of the internet . . . 

. . . except one fellow gave me a great idea. I had had a few discussions with Richard Gillespie from a G+ 

group. He suggested writing a piece of fiction telling the story of future TDG people. In this way, some readers will be engaged with this story to seriously consider reading the TDG book later. 

At first, I didn’t like this idea. But as time wore on, it became more appealing. Plots and characters started developing in my head. Then I found the time to write the novel. And here we are today. “Diary of a Future Politician” is trying to pull citizens into the TDG. We shall soon see where this goes. 

Dave Volek

January 10, 2020

Chapter 10: Obituary

 “I’ve wondered why it took us so long to catch on. We saw it and yet we didn’t see it. Or rather we were trained not to see it. Conned, perhaps, into thinking that the real action was metropolitan and all this was just boring hinterland. It was a puzzling thing. The truth knocks on the door and you say, “Go away, I’m looking for the truth,” and so it goes away. 

 Puzzling” 

 Robert M. Pirsig, Zen and Art of Motorcycle Maintenance

After a short battle with cancer, Eleanor Shareen Boychuk died at the Beltline Hospital in Calgary on the evening of April 21, 2159, at the age of 89 years. 

She was predeceased by her husband Bob in 2150, daughter Esmelda in 2136, daughter-in-law Sheila in 2152, and brother Shawn in 2140. She is survived by brother James, sons Roger and William, daughter-in-law Nora, 11 grandchildren and 4 

great-grandchildren. 

Eleanor was born in Weyburn, Saskatchewan in 2070, the first child in a family of three. She was quickly noted for her ability with music, studies, and various household responsibilities at a young age. She excelled at school and played competitive basketball throughout her junior and senior high school years. 

In 2088, Eleanor enrolled in the University of Calgary’s School of Practical Medicine, a five-year program to train first level doctors. In her third year, her students’ residence saw some of her talents for governance that she wasn’t seeing. 

They elected her as their neighborhood representative. She recalled that her studies prevented her from participating as fully as a neighborhood representative should have. Regardless, her fellow residents reelected her for the next two years. 

She gained valuable experience in TDG governance at a very young age. 

After graduation, Eleanor went overseas to work in hospitals and clinics in Ukraine and Kenya. In Kenya, she met Bob Fillmore who hailed from Eleanor’s university town of Calgary. The Calgary connection in Africa was too strong to ignore and they married in 2095. They stayed in Kenya for another five years, where Roger and Esmeralda were born. 

Bob was called to Geneva as a United Nation logistics engineer. There, William was born. Two years later, work in the corporate world brought Bob back to his home town of Calgary, and the family came with him. 

With young kids to take care of, Eleanor stayed home and often entertained many of the neighborhood’s children. She also volunteered for various neighborhood programs and causes. The neighborhood saw her great capacity and character and elected her as its neighborhood representative. Although this election meant giving up some of her local volunteer work, her neighborhood reelected her for many years after. 

When their youngest child was in Grade 3, Eleanor decided it was time to return to her profession. After her six-month refresher, she was working shifts at the emergency ward at the Tsuu T’ina Hospital. Hospital management was pleased it had an employee who was also an active member of the TDG. They allowed Eleanor time off with pay to attend her TDG 

meetings, and appreciated Eleanor’s consultative nature when addressing various concerns in hospital operations. Eleanor had a great impact on hospital policy despite being a front-line worker. 

Eleanor always had ambitions of attaining her second-level doctor’s training, but the TDG seemed to have other ideas. 

In 2112, Eleanor was elected as district representative. She cut her work schedule to three shifts a week to accommodate her increased responsibilities in the TDG. A year and half later, she was elected as quadrant representative. The duties of a quadrant representative consumed much of her time, but she still worked five shifts a month at the hospital to maintain her medical license. 

She held this TDG position for 15 years, and her medical experience was utilized many times in consultations for Calgary’s and Alberta’s public decisions on health care. 

In 2129, at the age of 59, the High Advisory Tier of Canada asked Eleanor to serve as Chief Board Member for Southern Alberta and Southern Saskatchewan. She told her family that this position was her most enjoyable service with the TDG. 

Her biggest challenge was bringing the elected bodies of the various municipalities along the Trans-Canada highway together to connect them to Calgary’s TCTS (Tube-Capsule-Transport System), helping them to resolve all sorts of technical, social, and financial issues to implement this new technology. 

Three years later, she was appointed to a higher tier within the advisory board. She oversaw the operations of board members across Western Canada and Western United States, making appointments for recognized individuals and assisting them in their duties. She held this position for eight years. 

On her 70th birthday, Eleanor announced it was time for a slower pace of life, and she asked not to be reappointed for another term in her advisory position. She and Bob downsized their big house and moved into a condo and a new neighborhood in Calgary. This neighborhood knew her reputation and elected her as its neighborhood representative. But she didn’t display the energy to move further up the tiers like she did before. At 75, she told the neighborhood: “It’s time you elected someone younger.” Despite her great TDG experience and still great service to the neighborhood residents, many of them accepted her informal resignation and cast their votes to another capable individual. Thus Eleanor retired from the TDG after 38 years of service. 



To those of us reading this obituary from the dawn of the 21st century, we sense something very strange about Eleanor’s career in governance. She never joined a political party; she never campaigned; she never asked anyone to vote for her. 

She never asked for campaign donations; she made no deals to help her get elected. She never had a mandate to get something specific done within her term; she was never threatened to get something done to keep her elected job; she only gave the TDG what she thought was best for her society. In the many elections she was called to serve, she never got more than 63 votes. She never insisted that she had all the answers; she never insisted those with differing ideas were fools. She always worked cooperatively with whomever the citizenry sent into governance; she made no enemies as she rose higher in the TDG. She accepted her TDG elections and appointments with humility, responsibility, and a spirit of service. Had the TDG not put her into public positions, she would have been happy being an ordinary citizen, taking care of her family, furthering her medical career, and volunteering in her community. 

We in the 21st century can only admire public officials such as Eleanor Shareen Boychuk. But then again, the system of governance that will elect her will be much different than the system we have today. 

Dedication

 “There is something in humility which strangely exalts the heart.” 

 Saint Augustine

Alojz Volek was born in 1923 in Rožňnava, Czechoslovakia. He was ordained as a Roman Catholic priest in 1950, but the communist government did not allow him to serve in this capacity. Instead, he was forced to work on a cleanup crew in a chemical factory, a job which gave him health problems that plagued him for the rest of his life. 

Because of his worsening health, the government took him off the cleanup crew and placed him as a librarian and translator at the University of Nitra in 1964. He retired in 1983. 

Father Alojz said his first legal Mass in 1989, the year the communist government fell in Czechoslovakia. He died in 2000. 

After the fall of communism, my father made contact with his family in Slovakia. I had only met Father Alojz a few times, and there was always something special about him which I could not understand. 

The last time I saw him, I was in Nitra for some business and I had a little free time. So I thought I should make a visit and walked to his apartment building. As I approached the building, he was coming out. The instant he saw me, his countenance radiated at me across the courtyard like the sun shining on the moon. It was a smile I have never forgotten. 

Being a distant and relatively unknown relative to him, I had to wonder what I had done to deserve so much warmth. 

Despite his persecution, he was a man of full of compassion, wisdom, and love. May we all learn how to smile like he could smile. 
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Credits

Author & Publisher: Dave Volek

Editor, HTML Developer, & E-book Layout: Cherie Tyers

Illustrations & Logo: Elizabeth Porter

Videographer and editor: Jesse Boschmann

You can discuss the TDG by joining the Google+ discussion group “Tiered Democratic Governance”. 
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