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Dedicated to the future generations of my family,
and all those who strive for social fairness and global peace.




Remarks on the text


"State" will be written with a capital "S" in the text, if the political entity is meant, to distinguish it from e.g. a "state" of mind.


Quotations marked with a star * are translated by the author


Superscripted Arabic numbers, e.g. author 35 refer to quotations in the list of references (a detailed list of > 1000 references including individual page numbers is available from the author via democracydilemma@gmx.net)


Superscripted and underlined Arabic numbers, e.g. example 36 refer to footnotes in the footer


Superscripted numbers with a prefixed "N" , e.g. democracy N23 refer to text in the "Notes" section at the end of the book


I apologize for certain inconsistencies in the text, which will unavoidably appear here and there: they are a consequence of the fact that one is not a static entity from start to finish, but changing, in a process of development whilst writing. As a consequence, older shades of opinion hide in corners of the text, unrecognized, after newer ideas have been added in other places. Some of the notes contain repetitions; I left them in place on purpose, assuming that not every reader would read every note.




Foreword to the English edition
and acknowledgements


The current politics of our era are no longer a topic for books. Events, addressed as typical examples of the dangerous situation we are in, chase each other through social media at a speed which outpaces our memory – I could, nevertheless, not resist adding some of the latest events to the original text.


The English text of this book has a history a well-educated British person would probably characterize as being interesting". The reason is that I first wrote it in the English language. After I had started to translate it into German myself, I not only started to make increasing changes to the content of the original – still unpublished - English text whilst translating, but I also noticed a mounting awareness of the difference between the nuances of expression I had available to me in my native language, as compared to the English language. This showed me the poverty of my routine repertoire in English, in terms of publishing in a much more general field of knowledge, as compared to the scientific writing I undertook in my original profession, with its much more limited vocabulary.


Above all, therefore, I am deeply endebted to Susanna Wing, who translated my English text into proper wording for native speakers, treating my hubris with unceasing patience.


I am also grateful to members of the Philosophical Society, associated with Oxford University1, for their contributions and feedback during our discussions concerning the philosophical aspects and their practical implications of this political topic.


Ludwig M. Auer, Radcliffe on Trent, in spring 2019





1 Department for Continuing Education.





Foreword to the original edition




"Democrats who do not see the difference between
a friendly and a hostile criticism of democracy are
themselves imbued with the totalitarian spirit"1


Karl Popper





In an increasing number of countries worldwide, many people see democracy as the only acceptable political system, for a modern society. The Western world consisting of liberal democratic countries proclaims its values as a universal system, overriding all other civilizations and cultures (I explain in N1 how I attempt to differentiate between the two expressions across the cultural areas which use them differently).


The media vehemently praises and defends liberal democracy as the core of our "common good". In doing so, it often attacks the people of its own countries by demonizing the right-wing parties, voted for in a democratic process: some 20% of voters in the Netherlands (PVV), 34% in France (FN), 26% in Austria (FPOE), 12.6% in the UK (UKIP) and Germany (AfD). Liberal politicians across the Western sphere ignore their peoples' anxieties and turn for their part to populistic demonization, creating a new wave of anti-populism populism, instead of taking this development as urgent advice to renovate democracy. Even those voters believed to be complacent and disinterested start waking up, irritated and confused; a political era described as "democracy of not wanting to know" 2 seems to have come to an end rapidly.


Many politically interested and active individuals and groups are increasingly frustrated with their politicians' inactivity. Some wish to progress to true democracy, others to its future, whilst others want to "Occupy" it and make it "real", in the same way that Norwegian and British groups stand up for "real democracy" or plan to derail neo-liberalism and fight against "corporatocracy".N2 Thus, democrats start fighting their own political system and dividing their countries. What has gone wrong?


In this book, I will argue that democracy was destined to go wrong in the first place due to many inherent flaws and defects in its political construct. My criticism is not new: democracy has been demonized and mocked ever since its existence and first description in history, starting with Socrates, who ridiculed not democracy per se, but its democratic leaders. Similarly, Plato did not have a high opinion of democratic politicians: He wanted democracy altogether replaced by a wise king as a leader.380


Since its very early days, the idea of the people ruling themselves' was a contradiction in itself because it ignored the conflict taking place between individuals and social classes in the real world. Modern democracy was initially characterised by republics that did not want to be democracies, as seen in the early days of the United States of America, the revolutions and slaughter which took place in France, the murder of old and new leaders, and regression into old regimes or dictatorships, as seen in other European countries.


In our era, after a seemingly stable episode in the post-WW II Western countries, there is increasing unrest and uncertainty about democracy, as reflected by critical publications on a political system in need of repair, or altogether obsolete: Among political scientists, A.C. Grayling, in his "Democracy and its Crisis", writes that in "two of its leading examples in today's world, the United States and the United Kingdom, representative democracy has been made to fail. Notice these words: "made to fail ... by a combination of causes, all of them deliberate";11 and Jason Brennan calls democracy "a flawed tool",3 and according to . Mounk 4 Donald Trump's election is "the most significant manifestation of democracy's crisis". Several more recent authors put their abgesang into the title of their books – I listed them on p. →.


However, none of the recent authors commented in detail on the most important far-reaching (not a commonly used phrase in English, could be replaced with far-reaching cause of the dilemma: the increasing discrepancies between political and philosophical ideology on the one side, and human nature on the other, – both the individual as such, and its behavior in tribes and crowds. Knowledge about the human factor' has been extensively investigated during the past 120 years by biologists, human ethologists, psychologists and sociologists, but the most fundamental facts have been widely ignored in politics - except for the purpose of exploitation. Therefore, I have made them one of the main topics in this book. Besides, evolutionary factors of individual behavior, tribalism and crowd phenomena are of the same interest as the political activity which uses them: "populism" is one intriguing example.


I will show that present democracy is virtually built on contradicting rules and institutions – I call them "a priori flaws" -, as well as being built on paradoxes, both of which, if not changed, guarantee its early decay and disappearance into chaos. The most dangerous development is, however, the desperate neo-liberalists' increasingly populist aggression against their secessionist co-citizens, creating an anti-populist populism, instead of seeking common interests.


I did not spend 10 years writing this book, like John Keane,5 and certainly not the 35 years reported from Nahum Capen,6 however, I did spend a lifetime on human nature, its physiology, pathology and psychology, and I researched these political issues and their history for about 3 years.


A deeper look into the fundamental ideas, hypotheses and ideologies about democracy revealed an alarmingly large number of further flaws it is riddled with. Since they help to explain the present dissatisfaction with the malfunctions of the political systems in the Western world of liberal democracies, I made these many flaws the second focus of the discussion about the present situation. I considered their analysis essential for the preparation of the third chapter, which includes a discussion of the various proposals for improvement of the present political situation, resulting from the comparison of knowledge of science and philosophy. I hope to have made this final part the most interesting and challenging one of the book.


My major motivation for this work has been a feeling of getting dragged towards the maelstrom of a vortex, which appears to be seizing the ongoingly polarized and divided countries that dominate the daily news. Initially, it motivated me to address the responsibilities we have to our descendants. The pace of events, however, has started to accelerate at a rate which makes the written words reality as I write them and forces me to make amendments and additions, while being dragged into that increasingly dark area. The politics of the last weeks and months, which have appeared hectic and hysterical in some regions – whilst alarmingly silent in others – show that:


It's time to act now


Considering the behavior and reactions of the protagonists, those involved in politics and the media, I have to ask myself, in view of this book: who I am addressing when criticizing those politicians and their parties and strategies whilst at the same time talking about the urgent need for a change in politics? If we want to achieve a peaceful change, decided but patient, then reassessment is required by all of us, dear reader, and I really mean ALL of us, in order to reverse the politicians' attempt to square the circle. It is a call to come to our senses regarding our true situation and its causes, a call on all citizens and officials of all countries whose democratic system is in danger of breaking apart. The call is about a change in views with respect to one decisive circumstance: a democratic State can only exist according to the extent of which its citizens actively contribute to its livelihood. The time has come where it is more important to think of the survival of the community than of one's own advancement, and to consider the others' interests on the same level as one's own. Today's liberal democracies are on the verge of collapsing, undermined and hollowed out from the inside, because too many of us have taken too much for ourselves and contributed too little. Only a change in our basic attitudes will be able to restabilize the political and social imbalance, which is about to spiral out of control.


"Equal rights for All" is a grossly simplified circumscription of what needs to happen now, in a time where "equal rights" means "equal duties". Nothing in the world concerning orderly social life happens by itself, effectively, everything has to be done: the most important action necessary to rectify the current situation would be to show consideration for "the others" in one's State, and to consider that all have interests, not only one's own clan or company, and that this clash of interests, instead of fair agreements, is about to bring both the State and the environment to a collapse. History teaches us, that we make a big mistake when continuing on a 'business-as-usual' basis, which we use to reassure ourselves that our daily life is more or less normal anyway. Most of the major changes in social systems have happened explosively until now, to everybody's surprise – and we all know, that our understanding of it will come too late once the explosion starts.


Self-evidently this call also addresses professionals in politics and media, who are themselves citizens, as we all are. For them, it can only mean to forego partisan and personal interests and to truly focus on the common good as their primary duty. Moreover, the call reminds them to stop their mutual demonizations and to collaborate on common interests and impending threats. This part of my appeal equally applies to the media: polarization is often further increased, and the situation becomes further heated through excessive partisan and repeated reporting of single events which stir up competing groups against each other instead of encouraging people towards considerateness in the interest of the common good.


Whoever believes that my own words contrasts this call is invited to relay the words of François de la Rochefoucauld quoted in the introduction on the next page to him- or herself and to forgive me.


Whatever applies for one's own State is also true for the "globalized world" as a whole in the same way that an attempt to satisfy only our own interests within our own State and to exploit all possibilities in reach can lead to failure. We will not be able to live in peace in the future if we do not treat people in other, weaker States, in the same way as we need to treat each other internally, in order to keep living in a friendly atmosphere. To arrive at such global stability, we will have to reduce our private consumption. Moreover, we will have to contribute to the development of the living standards of people in countries with catastrophic conditions, which motivate them to migrate towards our wealthy Western countries. Unfortunately, however, the history of exploitation and contempt of many of these countries – most of them former colonies of today's Western democratic world – has led to a situation which requires a great effort to regain trust by the West. Only after the Western countries have become trustworthy again, in terms of behavior within and between them, will a dignified life for all the peoples of the world become possible.


The length of my text confirms an endowment repeatedly criticized by reviewers of my publications, namely that I am not a master of short and clear messages, rather one of hiding core messages well in the text. In this case, I hold the notes responsible for the total length, although some messages are indeed hidden there – by doing so, on the one hand, I find myself in the good company of Machiavelli; on the other hand, however, some of the notes are indeed a hideout for cherished wording. Above all, however, I excuse myself with the complexity of the topic, and I hope for the forgiveness and the patience of the reader.


Radcliffe on Trent, Autumn 2018





Introduction




"...the best approach for the reader to take would be to put in his mind right from the start that none of these maxims apply to himself in particular, and that he is the sole exception, even though they appear to be generalities. After that I guarantee that he will be the first to endorse them and he will believe that they do credit to the human spirit."


François de la Rochefoucauld 7





Democracy is about you, and me, it is about all of us on earth; for most in the Western world a matter of course, self-evidently – or not? No longer? Too self-evidently maybe?


Democracy, the idea, the ideology of "self- rule" by "us", "the people", the "all", or at least "the many" – on a deeper look, democracy unveils itself as a political endeavour on the mysterious grounds of togetherness in crowds, conflict of tribes and classes, of social phenomena which seem independent of political systems by synchronizing individuals' dreams of freedom. These peculiarities of the humankind in crowds were impressively described by a 19th-century traveller between the worlds, a man who studied people in Europe, Africa and Asia: Familiar with human biology as a medical doctor, he absorbed the very initial scientific knowledge about evolution, anthropology, psychology and sociology, only to merge it into his own interpretation of the behavior of humans in crowds - while academia widely ignored him, the implications of his views influenced politicians who would set the stage for history in the first half of the 20th century, like Lenin, Hitler and Mussolini, but also Roosevelt: The late Gustave LeBon saw men like Henri Bergson and Sigmund Freud refer to his work, the same as Emile Durkheim, one of the founders of sociology2: Gustave LeBon, who described in his 1895 work on the "Psychologie des foules" (Psychology of the Masses)3 the effect of the image, which a word provokes in our minds, a specific meaning in the public opinion of a specific era. One of these words today is certainly "democracy"; pronounced in a demanding tone in the politically correct environment, though already with a slightly fearful vibration in the voice. To speak critically about democracy today is therefore still not far from antisocial, suspect, probably very far right, if not extremist. Criticism about democracy is not what the majority in the Western world wants to hear today, Western universalists keep teaching the rest of the world and don't listen to the others - something to worry about in my opinion: but who is right and who is wrong? First of all, intolerance against criticism contradicts one major creed of democracy. This is why I consider today's democracy to be in danger, certainly neither a safe-haven nor even uniformly understood globally in its meaning, not even in Europe, as again LeBon points out by his remark: "Democracy for the latin people means to erase will and drive of the individual, with the State being increasingly laden with tasks ... For the anglosaxons, especially the americans, "democracy" means the contrary, namely development of will and personality, stepping back of the State, that is not allowed to lead anything except police, military, diplomatic activity".*8, N3 Thus, it seems, democracy is also an expression of a people's character and temperament. But does liberal democracy in itself create a better man, a better society, a better life; or does it lead peoples into decadence and decay via liberalism, libertinism, hedonism? If the former is true, as believed by some political theorists, why do we have to deal with so many flaws we increasingly start to list and to discuss? In this book, I will show by a number of examples, that democracy is a contradiction in itself in many ways and starts dividing countries - as demonstrated in our days by ongoing events in Spain, Czechia, Poland, Turkey, and the US and Britain, as well as in all other Western European countries, Germany, France, Italy, Holland, Austria ...


The resulting question is: are today's institutions of democracy good enough to master today's challenges? When assessing the reliability and sustainability N4 of democracy, many forget to consider, that this system is only a few decades old in the true sense of our today's understanding. Nevertheless, political parties in the West already develop an increasing dividedness on the one side, but also a poorly defined uncertainty about the present political construct on the other side. In contrast, ever more countries worldwide are said to be attracted by democracy – are the ones becoming tired of their freedom, complacent and disinterested, while the others strive for this dream of freedom?


What exactly are people expecting from democracy?


Democratic systems pride themselves of "separation of power", unaware even of their unawareness of the real value, or at least not courageous enough to concede its actual goal at the outset: there is no reason to be proud of the fact, that humans tend to exploit each other so badly, that preventive measures like "separation of power" seem mandatory; but there is also no need to be ashamed of our behavioral heritage from evolution, for qualities we are not responsible for in the first place. Is "separation of power" sufficient and effectively working?


Political ideologies are mainly aimed at demonizing some human qualities for the sake of producing an idealized man, hammered to size by the introduction of rules. But did they create a better man, or better life? No ideology, not even democracy – and I will show how above all not democracy –improved human living conditions, not today and also not in ancient Greece; today's welfare is based on achievements of science and technology, not politics – except for the fact that federal debt, the source of artificial welfare, is a result of politics. Thus, democracy is dependent on a state of welfare it did and does not create itself. While absolutist regimes offer safety for the obedient, democracy is in danger of causing chaos, counteracted only by archaic social order for the period of democracy's survival.N5


Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) are one of the characteristic entities of democratic systems and their chaotic missionary activity: started in goodwill, NGOs act within a system declared to be introduced by the people for the people. et if such a system were successful, wherefore did it need other, supplementary and sometimes competing systems, which at times even work against each other – and against democracy, though praised as subsidiarity? We all know it is politically correct to commend and to laud charity work, and not to criticize it – but the critique here is not directed against NGOs but against democracy that admits the necessity for additional activity to compensate for the insufficiencies of the rule "by the people for the people". Politicians of democratic countries like Britain proudly and loudly declare that "nobody will be left behind", only to keep leaving behind 5-10% of their population in a state of absolute poverty and misery and another 10% in relative poverty and misery.9, 10


An unsettling breeze makes people shiver in their hazy jar of welfare. They start crowding and sheltering around appeals – echoed from their dreams, daydreams, mental states. Is it awakening, or are they flocking together in a sense of doom?


As a child of immediate post-war Europe, brought up in Austrian, French and English education,N6 I took little notice of a phenomenon called democracy, or the United Nations; they appeared as the self-evident basis of daily life, an ever existing stage for the exciting political events enacted by single outstanding personalities such as the Shah of Persia, the Queen of the British Empire, solemnly and elegantly pacing and speaking President de Gaulle, blustering Nikita Khrushchev and inspiring John F. Kennedy. War was always taking place somewhere, but in dreamlands far away. The resurgence of Europe was only briefly interrupted by youth protests culminating in 1968 – some say that our juvenile enthusiasm for social justice was probably reinforced by the undercover activity from the Soviet communists, starting in the 1950s. The Cold War, involving nuclear threats and first ecological concerns, remained in the background in terms of attention, in the daily lives of people within rapidly progressing technocracy. Criticism was limited to the behavior and activities of the political middle class, never of the heroes. The political system itself, however, democracy, never came into question; hardly ever mentioned, it seemed so self-evident and obviously irreplaceable, that people seemed to not even think of its existence.


This situation has changed over the past few years.


"Change" has been at the center of many speeches in recent election campaigns, in the US, the UK, and countries on the European continent. Politicians of some center parties became aware of peoples' discontent, worries, uncertainty and unrest, which had started spreading - and feeding the "populist parties". Two factors seem to be responsible for this: erosion, undermining, and excavation from inside, as well as a feeling of becoming invaded from outside.


This development becomes intermingled with a, for the most part subconscious, feeling of absurdity, that makes people lose orientation as they see themselves involved in a confrontation of variations of populism: patriotism versus nationalism, democracy, the rule of the people, thus a kind of populism in itself: a politically correct populistic language stimulates aversion against what is officially to be called populism (the one that the center and left-wing parties demonize their right-wing competitors with). Spreading confusion initiates questions. How to save us, the people, from self-damaging erroneous beliefs? How to manage the introduction of evidence-based decision-making free of party-politicking? How to protect us at the same time from exploitation by those who provide this evidence, but abuse the power resulting from their knowledge?


The basic questions have all been asked, and answers have filled libraries and mass graves for millions. And yet, every era, every generation, every culture needs their own orientation. I want to take up the challenge which Austrian-British philosopher Sir Karl Popper, set almost 80 years ago:


"Great men may make great mistakes... some of the greatest leaders of the past supported the perennial attack on freedom and reason. Their influence... continues to mislead those on whose defence civilization depends, and to divide them. The responsibility for this tragic and possibly fatal division becomes ours if we hesitate to be outspoken in our criticism of what admittedly is a part of our intellectual heritage. By our reluctance to criticize some of it, we may help to destroy it all".1


Whoever these great men are or were, and whatever they said or say, whether in politics, in philosophy or in science, our orientation is our own responsibility. Critical reasoning, in fairness, reveals those errors and makes us seek the next reasonable step, again shown in the words of Popper's proposal of "... the principles of democratic social reconstruction, the principles of what I may term a "piecemeal social engineering" in opposition to "Utopian social engineering".1


And it is again in line with Popper's decision that I decided to yet again start at the beginning of our written cultural history, to unrig the myth of democracy, to point at its ugly side, and the risk of its short-lived nature and its susceptibility to self-destruction. In contrast to 1939, when Popper started to write his book "The Open Society and its Enemies", sitting in New Zealand, far away from the events of WW II, today's danger is not – yet – the autocrats (and I mean the Western democracies, not the entire world, but the combination of exploitation of the common good by uncontrolled capitalism, social neglect and decay in individualism and isolationism, a combination of entities which destroys societies from inside and invites autocracy.


One of the questions will be whether in order for modern representative democracy to survive, one will need "to understand the logic of it",11 or "to integrate the phylogenetic patterns of behavior" of "the people", as I hypothesize because the ideology itself which democracy is built on with all its inherent contradictions, is not fit for purpose. Numerous philosophers are of the same opinion as I will outline in due course.N7


Perhaps democracy is indeed condemned to fail as long as its followers believe that one needs to "understand the logic of it", instead of trying to understand us humans as individuals and crowds, and adopt a political system according to the biological and psychological facts. "Will of the people" is one of the expressions in this context which immediately catches fire in the heat of a debate elicited by these questions: does, can a people have a will? If a will is defined as some kind of a conscious phenomenon, then it should have to be bound to a system capable of producing this phenomenon. The only such system we know in the world is a human brain – but where is the brain of a crowd of people? – We will have to accept, that "the people", "people", a crowd or a mass of individuals does not have a brain, or something such as a hyper-, meta- or super-brain which would be capable of developing "will". Thus, what we are doing here is silently anticipating a function that does not exist. We introduce an error into our debate that propagates any resulting strategies or plans, and predetermines failure, – or do we intend to say that politics should be purely a matter of emotions?


Before any system can be improved, be it economically, scientifically or politically, its weaknesses and flaws need to be identified: both, discouraging criticism and a number of attempts by idealists as well as by realists to accompany the concept of democracy through the history of the past 2500 years. In 70 years of modern Western liberal democracy with general suffrage, the social structure has not changed in the way one might theoretically expect, when considering democracy's promises. Society seems widely unchanged from three basic perspectives: 1- The only difference to most previous monarchies is that the few rich, then considered the aristocrats, - compared to the majority of the rest of the population - are now moneyed aristocrats. 2- In any deliberating group of democrats, opinions are often not made on the basis of rational arguments, but rather follow the archaic social structure divided into hierarchies of leaders and followers. 3- Humans keep exploiting what's useful, irrespective of the threatening consequences. Surrounded by warning signals, we complacently rely on a vague feeling, which emanates from the misleadingly comforting belief in "having democracy". Increasing social divide and mass migration in a globalizing world accelerate destabilization. I will attempt to throw some more light on this issue in chapter II.


There appears to be a way out of this dilemma between a top-down political ideology, requiring the pre-existence of a "should-be man" and the actual "human factor" which I will explore in chapter III.


As made clear by its introductory quotation, this book is not meant as a plea against democracy – on the contrary: it is meant as a warning not to purposely misinterpret "liberty" as the individual freedom to proceed into libertinism without social responsibility. I do not consider any other previous, or present, political system better than modern democracy, but I do see today's Western social world in danger of destroying itself instead of using its inherited capabilities for amendment. Therefore, this book is meant as a plea for better democracy, as a warning to make it finally work properly, before it gets lost for generations to come.


The social process over the past half century, which has evolved at the background of the political process, has been observed and commented on by political scientists and sociologists who have an interest in humanities; they used with all kinds of -isms to describe it, in order to categorize the shades of postmodernism - the German politologist Ulrich Menzel penned a brilliant summary of these studies in 1998, entitled "Globalization vs. Fragmentation".22 In his summary, the two phenomena, globalization and fragmentation, necessarily had to appear quasi opposed to each other, the reason being that this contemporary cultural evolution could not be simultaneously examined from a biological – or more precisely from a human ethology – perspective. It is only from the latter, however, that the necessary synchronicity of the two events becomes readily apparent, caused by the ambivalence of xenophobia which pushes in the direction of both: towards curious and eager exchange with neighbours on the one hand, whilst repulsing any threatening proximity, and defending one's own territory, and property within it, on the other. With my contribution, I propose a solution for a possible peaceful future of humankind: it combines an appreciation of our evolutionary creatureliness, with the recognition of the imperative requirement to develop intelligent methods for the socialization of this creatureliness, in the spirit of reciprocal altruism – the only escape route which evolution caused us to recognize, in order to escape from the trap it had itself run into: after all, the strategy of the genes of animal creatures is to survive at the cost of the others. An intelligent reaction to this recognition would be to develop a democracy of democracies, on the basis of reciprocal altruism, the narrative of which is what this book is about.


If you already know all about democracy's history or consider it irrelevant from today's perspective, and if you do not want to listen to yet another interpretation of today's situation, you are welcome to proceed to the third chapter right away, to see, what is really behind this approach of mine that makes it worth producing a new book, and what the new proposal for future steps and actions is supposed to be about. I tried to summarize and discuss other recent opinions and to compare them with my own view: it definitely moves quite a way beyond today's understanding of democracy, with respect to voting and decision-making. The question will also be posed as to whether future generations will still want an amended system to be called democracy in the end, because they may well end up despising and ridiculing our present behavior.





2 besides Max Weber, Karl Marx and Karl Mannheim.


3 His first book on the topic, "L'homme et les sociétés" (man and societies), was published in 1881.




Chapter I


Questioning definitions


Answers from history




What is democracy – and is it one?




"If we take the term in the strict sense, there never has been a real democracy, and there never will be."


Jean-Jacques Rousseau 12





Before I go along the well-beaten track of history with you, I will let you see some more of the jumble of questions that exist at the beginning, and appear recurringly throughout my own thoughts, as well as the convictions, opinions and doubts of others, hoping that this will stimulate your doubts, shake up your convictions, and open your mind to change.


In my critique of its existing flaws, I do not intend - in accordance with Popper's quotation in my foreword - hostile criticism of democratic politicians, nor of democracy. Instead, my aim is to try and build on the good will of those who truly work on the realization of democracy's idea, and its potential. The question, however, of what democracy actually is, and what it is that distinguishes it from other forms of government, has remained a matter of considerable debate over the centuries. This being said, I have already defined it as a form of government. Nevertheless, it remains largely unclear, what the term "government" is supposed to mean in the case of democracy. After all, "the people", the sovereign, the ruler, that is the one originally assumed to govern, does not govern in its modern version, but delegates this function to a group of people, and "lets itself be governed" in today's "representative democracy". Others do, however – interestingly enough -, not see it as a political issue, but believe that democracy recently became more of a way of life.13


From its development in history, we see that modern democracy did not start as the consequence of a rational decision of a people to suddenly rule itself from that point forward; but rather, it erupted as a chaotic and brutal outbreak in unrest, overturning and civil war.N8


There is, of course, an easy definition, seemingly clear and straight- forward, with preconditions to be met if a country wants to be called a democracy: rule by the people, separation of powers, free elections, free press, freedom of speech, liberalism, and a constitution including human rights. In real life, things are much more complicated: today's Western democracies are by no means equal: two thirds of Western European democracies are constitutional monarchies; the majority fulfills only a part of the above conditions. This raises the question:


Where on earth is there democracy?




„In the last decade, democracy became virtually the only political model with global appeal, no matter what the culture."14





Can we really trust this statement by political scientist Costa Georghiou? While the author of this sentence keeps listing countries and percentages,N9 he himself finally concludes, that "... paying lip service to democracy does not necessarily prove that people genuinely support basic democratic norms ...".14 Global studies confirm that over 90% of people prefer and appreciate democracy, whilst at the same time calling for strong leaders 15 – the contradictory nature of opinions from "the people" could not be greater. And beyond lip service, the situation looks very different indeed: according to EIU (Economist Intelligence Unit),16 a mere 4.5 % of the world population live in full democracies, with Canada, Australia, and the Scandinavian countries ranking highest, and Germany, Britain, Spain, Austria and Paraguay being listed as full democracies, however, with some deficiencies, thus "second class democracies". Countries like the US, India, France, Portugal, Italy, Chile, Greece, Japan and South Africa are ranked as flawed democracies, amounting to 45% of all countries globally; 18% of the world population live in hybrid regimes, and the remaining third in authoritarian regimes. Thus, 3.3 billion people live in autocratic States. According to the EIU's latest analysis, "Democracy is in decline in countries all over the world", and the EIU points to "Free speech under attack".17 Topping the EIU's report on the quality of US-democracy, and above all regarding the issue of Gerrymandering, several authors even say that for this reason, the US can no longer be considered a democracy: "... a third reason [besides Gerrymandering (p. →) and the unrepresentative nature of the Senate] is that a Supreme Court ruling allows billionaires to give unlimited amounts of money to campaigns at all levels: political office is bought and sold like pairs of socks".11 (see also note N152).


Republic vs. democracy – what is what?


Ironically, Rousseau, in line with Machiavelli and the fathers of the US, when talking about "republic", actually described essential aspects of democracy. The difference between the two is based much more on the historical connection than anything else: "democracy" with Greece vs. "republic" with Rome, between its kingdom and empire. Modern democracies started as republics, which became democratic in stages, thus becoming democratic republics. They started more as an idea of a revival of the republic in Ancient Rome, i.e. of a non-monarchic government without hereditary leaders, along with some form of involvement of the people, as described by Nicolò Machiavelli in Florence, John Milton in England, and Montesquieu as well as Rousseau in France, then taken up again by the founders of the United States of America. In 1792, the English political philosopher Thomas Paine, who had emigrated to America, defined democracy as "government by the people, of the people, and for the people".


So what does it mean today "to be democratic"?


It does not get easier: rationalising arguments may turn viewpoints into volatile stuff: one of which has been that two disputing parties claim to be democratic and blame the other of being populist and undemocratic (Spain, Austria, Britain, US ...); a more recent example is illustrated by British negotiator David Davies' words "a democracy is no longer a democracy, if it is not allowed to change its opinion", reaffirmed by Donald Tusk saying, that he agreed with these words, that Britain was welcome to change its opinion once again, and stop Brexit, showing that the hearts of the Europeans were still open for Britain.


Another example: the boundaries between "free speech" and political persecution for sedition are becoming increasingly blurred: Here, democracy starts showing its true, most ugly face, a grimace that the eternal minorities know from their daily lives. It is the true face because of its a priori contradictory aspect, where democratic liberalism fights its own paradigm and demonstrates its impracticability: for the majority states to be the only legitimized democrats, declares the others "populist" and tries to deny their right to free speech.


The American Democratic Party defines itself according to social liberalism, explained as "an ideology that seeks a balance between individual liberty, social justice and the common good. Like classical liberalism, social liberalism supports a market economy and expansion of civil rights to all citizens".18 The development during the past 50 years, and above all the recent political events raise important questions, as the balance has evolved into a divide, a deep trench between two separated halves of the population – the same is happening in several other countries.


How many democracies live together in one democracy?


Democracy as a political system surely must be flawed, if its values, summarized in the constitution, are not a sufficient basis for a peaceful life together in a social system, which at the same time is divided in a class conflict, divided into a multiplicity of interest groups which are represented by political parties with different values. Thus, the people, supposed to be one in democracy, are in reality divided within a multipolar group conflict, each party considering itself democratic and populistically demonizing the others as undemocratic or populist – an attempt to square the circle. And there are many more flaws to discuss: the "right for self-determination" clashes with the voting system and its domination or even dictatorship of the majority. Individualism, rule of the majority, freedom of religion, tolerance, capitalism, and common good, are all values which are partly in conflict with, or contradictory to, each other, as far as they are not altogether caught in the paradoxical situation of claiming to be democratic and blaming others for not being so.


We as individuals - and democracy


What then is the political power of the individual in democracy? For the vast majority of us, it is basically – and more or less exclusively - about voting. The new power resulting from expression of opinion or of will in social media is as yet widely undefined.N10 Political scientist Jason Brennan, in his book "Against Democracy", says that "Democracy empowers collectives, not individuals", states that voting rights have only symbolic value, and that "They generally fail to show that democratic rights have any real value to us",3 and finally: "Democracy isn't meant to empower individuals; it's intended to disempower all the individuals in favor of large groups or collections of individuals. Democracy empowers us, not me".3 Yet, make no mistake: we as individuals do have importance, more in democracy than in any other socio-political system, just not primarily as voters, but as individual conscious minds with our individual gifts – and everyone of us has special abilities to contribute to society. Proposals to make this change from passive voter to conscious citizen come true will be one of my major points in chapter III.


Is representative democracy never "real democracy"?


If collectives, tribes, gangs and parties hold the power, then democracy is nothing but a hidden variation of oligarchy, governmental power discretely hijacked by power-groups and their natural leaders. Indeed, what takes place is that natural talents in leadership convince their party members to elect them as their leaders, in order to be able to convince the general population during general elections to elect them as leaders. Thereafter, these leaders rule the country, widely in accordance with the constitution, yes, but using all the spaces left between those rules, effectively acting like sovereigns, never really held accountable for their actions, even when asked whether they acted in the interest of the common good.N11 However, any political system exists – and cannot exist in any other way than – in a balance between the people and its government. Accordingly, it is the type of education of the individual, and the resulting socio-culture, which makes a political system, with charismatic leaders doing nothing more than mirror its momentary emotional state. This kind of reality is convincingly described by LeBon's 19th-century observation of people from colonial States, as well as from the colonies: "Crowds never want truth. .... They prefer to adore the error, if it manages to seduce them. Whoever understands how to deceive them, becomes easily their master, whereas those who attempt to illuminate them, will become their victims."*8 This is a description of a mad crowd in a state of trance, commanding their leaders to entertain them, however, not noticing when they are misled and betrayed, or when they mislead themselves, a crowd unsound of mind, let loose into democracy, an open field where predators can easily hunt. It is this mankind in its childhood and early youth, unable to deal with power, both exploitative and abusive. The challenge is to find out, what can be done. "The question is not, who has the power, but, how is power wielded", says Karl Popper.1


We can of course argue, that we do not care about all those artificial constructs of the always unsatisfied grumblers, and say: look around, and accept that we are living in unprecedented welfare and safety! Why should we worry about concerns such as "democracy causing political anarchy", "meaningless voting systems", "mediocracy", "who is ruling, the people or oligarchs from political parties", "powerless politics causing social divide in uncontrolled capitalism"... a process that can only have a good end if human beings "... overcome their suicidal aggressive cupidity".* 19, N12 Besides the fact that this only means turning a blind eye to a biological fact, the question is not "why bother", as long as we are better off than the others, but the point is: how long will such a system survive, in view of all the warning signs around?


The welfare-democracy?


The distribution of wealth per se cannot be an argument for democracy today, because there are at least as many billionaires and multi-millionaires today as there used to be aristocrats in the earlier centuries. In history, the trend of the rising social divide did not change in any way, other than due to war; it did also not change in modern democracies, as we will see later.


Today's welfare for many in the Western world – and I say many, not all, because in Europe alone there are some 50 to 100 million people living in poverty – is a welfare that is not due to democracy, but due to science and technology – and exploitation – and constitutional debt, which means living "on tick" This level of madness can only be topped by the other secret, known and ignored by the majority: the system only works as long as there is "economic growth"; this means, we have to believe that there will be eternal growth in oder to believe that democracy is a stable political system.


Democracy: the irrational State?


Objectivity and truth have never played a role in politics, except when its goal has been to satisfy the wishes of ruling individuals. Therefore, it is not helpful to believe that objectivity and truth "no longer play a role".20 LeBon's advice regarding peoples' "character", i.e. emotional state, being the actual ruler of the country seems to have remained largely unheard. The question now, is whether modern democracy was able to make a difference – the answer by and large is: no.


Modern democracy was expected to become a child of the Enlightenment and of rationality. Seen from the perspective of a benefit for society, the "common good", however, the results of democratic elections, are based entirely on irrationality, due to several factors: one is the uninformed individual voter, another is external influence (e.g. weather on election day) or manipulation, and a third is the end result, often random, unexpected and in itself causing another unexpected consequence: a government nobody wanted (e.g. coalition). Due to liberalism as a driving force, present democratic systems build societies based on "exaggerated individualism"* and a culture of hedonism "dressed up as self-realization".* 21 Political scientist Ulrich Menzel indirectly describes this contradiction, by saying that „rational cartesian logic"*22 failed, probably for the same reason as any other ideology transferred into social politics, because social phenomena are, by their nature, irrational; consequently, any social system is destined to fail unless the causes of irrationality are considered and dealt with. This deplorable irrationality has been described from philosophical and scientific standpoints: Brennan describes what he calls "Burkinian conservativism",3 when he writes: "Society and civilization are fragile. Society is held together not by reason but rather by irrational beliefs and superstitions, including irrational beliefs in authority and patriotism ... Society is ... more complex than our simple theories can handle – and our attempts to fix things frequently have deleterious unintended consequences." And he goes on to argue, that "These findings are frightening. People can be made to deny simple evidence right in front of their faces ...just because of peer pressure. The effect should be even stronger when it comes to forming political beliefs."3


B. Caplan calls it: "Rational irrationality".23 N13 Unfortunately, the argument "to be rationally irrational", or "irrationally rational" does not help, as the same extent of madness can be seen in all political systems, and therefore it is not a peculiarity of democracy. The point here is, that present liberal democracy does not seem to make a difference, or even worse, to find a way around life-threatening slopes towards self-destruction. The prime example is undoubtedly the manifold nuclear overkill introduced by democratic nations (see also p. →). But another hell has started rapidly catching up since the end of the Cold War: the ecological crisis safely managed by ecolocracy's strategies (see p. →) to the bitter end, if change does not become effective in the last minute.


Democracy and the United Nations: one a model for the other?


The ultimate achievement of the idea of democracy seems to be the United Nations, UN: however, the UN represents all the flaws of present democracy: it has members that definitely disregard major articles of the UN, human rights - e.g. China and Russia. The UN is also the platform for the clash between Western universalism and the rest of the world. Thus, comparing the articles of the UN with what China is doing regarding the internet control measures placed on individuals, shows the UN as being a "toothless tiger". The power of veto by permanent UN council member States renders it absurd, so the Security Council is ineffective – in contrast to institutions like the UNHCR. The US, China, and Russia, define the range of actions of the UN, which, however, remains, the only hope for those left behind in individual countries. The UN has no power to pursue whoever acts against its articles. Major players such as the US refuse to sign up to the International Court of Justice.24


Which democracy?


This question is almost identical to, and as complicated as, the previous one "what is democracy?": as we will see in a short survey of its history, democracy did not develop anywhere overnight, but on a complicated path strewn with setbacks over decades and centuries, depending on the country's existing system and – strangely enough for a "government by the people" – the fathers of its foundation, who told the people what they were expected to have in mind. What the vast majority of them have in common, is that they no longer follow the model of a direct democracy like in Ancient Greece, but its modern "representative" version in one or another form. Accordingly, there is presidential democracy as seen in the US and France, or parliamentary democracy like in Britain and Germany. Some of them are democratic republics, but most of them are democratic so-called constitutional monarchies. What they all have in common is that they are not administrations "of the people for the people", but political representations of various interest groups trying to get the upper hand over one another.


But is an analysis in further detail really worth it, does it make a substantial difference? Looking at various opinions I have collected from recent literature, we are presented with questions such as: is Britain more democratic than the US, or France more or less than Germany? The development and accelerating changes in recent years – and meanwhile months - indicate that this is not one of the pressing questions; rather, we want to know about the flaws and weaknesses they all have in common, besides specific national issues. In the course of my analysis and discussion, I will come back to these questions repeatedly. Here, I just intended to briefly address the two countries claiming the longest tradition of modern democracy, each an example of parliamentary and presidential democracy, respectively:


Democracy – and Britain


Considering political systems globally, and the British constitutional monarchy, it seems to me to be the most successful endeavour to date, in its honest attempt to create fairness between a certain number of layers of society (excluding the lowest in irreversible poverty and the rich in unreachable spheres beyond any system), also in its honesty in retaining a monarch, as a symbol of the "should-be shape" of man, and as a symbol of stable protection and leadership despite democracy. Honest enough to openly live out the fact that people do indeed wish - deep in their hearts – both private majesty in democracy, and safety at the bosom of a wise, protective and gracious monarch. On the flip side of this coin, Britain is also a prominent example of the risk democracy faces at present: proudly presenting itself as one of the oldest, longestgrown and therefore most stable democracies, knowing that it is far from being so, knowing that it is not really and not merely a representative democracy, as recently described by Grayling,11 thus demonstrating the stubborn delusion of "democratists". This degrades the present Western world in liberalism, dragging it down into libertinism, anarchy and chaos. Neo-nationalism and isolationism in an unstoppably globalized world, caused by angst due to excess foreign immigration, starting to draw on the country's economy, while social divide keeps growing, seemingly unstoppable, too, with their hands on the rudder of a capsized ship, the official captain of which is the people, who delegated their power to politicians busy lauding democracy, busy serving economy, busy keeping their positions in place, while the world around them falls apart in small, rapid, steps.


Democracy - and the US


As we have seen before, the United States of America is not considered a full democracy today. The independence of the US from motherland Britain started, as what was a republic excluding its own people.N36 When Alexis de Tocqueville visited America, mediocracy was already a concern for him around 1840 (see p. →). Today, some describe the US as a timocracy 4 rather than a democracy,N36 with mostly millionaires as politicians, and billions spent on lobbying, politicking and Gerrymandering.


Seen from today's perspective, the US - constitution does indeed not seem to be effective for all of the people: it anticipates a high moral standard of its leading politicians, however, the US "Electoral College" does not seem to work when necessary. The way State institutions persecute individual citizens sometimes resembles a police State rather than a democracy.N141 This presidential democracy gives the president power over the military and allows the nomination of Supreme Court judges, which means that separation of powers is not really substantiated. Some even believe in a tendency towards slowly increasing presidential power and independence from Congress,25 as recently confirmed in an interview by James Comey, former FBI-chief.26 For the US-history of doctrines, see.N268


For myself, first of all, these examples indicate that amendments and overhaul are urgently necessary. But as a short answer, I agree with Popper's statement: "There are actually but two forms of government those, where it is possible to get rid of them, and those where it isn't... because it does not matter, who is ruling, as long as one can get rid of a government without bloodshed. ...".27


As a short answer, Popper's statement also serves for the next question:


Why democracy?


For the rest, however, the answer is biased, as democracy, as a whole is biased, because man wants both: to be guided and protected, but to be free from oppressive guidance. It is biased also because man is both, driven by his individual creatureliness, but is also aware of the others' and of his opportunistic as well as altruistic stirrings. This confusing mix of human driving forces is at the origin of the three basic motivations for introducing democracy pursuing a threefold gain, but each with an inherent flaw, as they shout, the pragmatic realist: "more for myself", the moralist: "the system alone will make man a better man", the idealist (mentored, and at the same time manipulated by, his political leader), who cries: "freedom"


Democracy has also been understood to be bringing an end to political personality cult and self-adulation, only to end in a system with a political class mainly busy with the latter, and mutual demonization.


World politics – the power game between nations – was almost unchanged after the introduction of democracies in the Western world: a few leaders of the biggest countries, the big bosses of politics, decide over peace and war, create allies, build blocks; which means that many developments and events in the world depend on whether a few individuals either like or despise each other – as was the case in 1914, when Niki and Franz-Joseph, Willem and cousin George ended up deciding on WW I. Kinship did and does not help. It's still the chemistry between leaders that needs to fit. Today it's Wladimir and Angela, Donald and Xi, Theresa and Emmanuel. The only difference is, that names change more frequently.


Democracy: another ideology living on a people's dream?


Initially, humans in a group enter into a hierarchical order just like tribes of chimpanzees, lions, rooks, penguins, or even insects such as ants or bees. On top of this archaic social hierarchy, humans built new ways of social order, based on power, ideas, and ideologies, and accompanied by deliberation among individuals who try to find solutions according to their experience and knowledge. Traditions crystallize into culture.


Democracy, as a method of creating social order, defined as a political system with people as its sovereign, and people in power, does not exist. You might think, this is insane because democracy does exist, in so many and increasingly more countries worldwide, than ever before. My point is this: a political system is not the basis of a social order, but it is itself based on a pre-existing social order. When democracy is supposed to start or there has been a decision to make it start, there is no social order introduced through the power of the people, there is no order at all, but chaos, with nobody concretely holding the power according to a certain order, be it military or in terms of any other executive force. Democracy finally starts with individual people grabbing the opportunity and grasping the power freely floating within the chaos. The concept to have "the people" decide about its future, however, is based on a pre-existing order, prefabricated by one person or a group. Therefore, it may sooner or later end in anything but democracy. In Paris, after several short-lasting episodes of terror, Napoleon Bonaparte was the one to take this chance and to force France back into monarchy. At the end of a revolutionary chaos, people are confronted with a new leading power, a system they are never asked to agree with. Every democracy, too, is based on a pre-fabricated system of political order, which the so-called sovereign, the people, mostly do not even know the exact structure of. The only thing people can do is to make a selection between candidates for political offices at intervals, candidates who make promises they are never held accountable for later.


Democracy is therefore not a system people chose, but a system people accept as given, once it has been introduced by somebody to end the chaos created by, for example, a revolution. Some revolutions did finally result in democracies, though invariably after several complicated twists and turns.


Returning to today's crisis, the challenge will be to investigate whether a solution is somewhere in sight. To even start attempting this challenge, we need to build and climb a mountain of information, which consists of these two components: its history and its flaws. In the course of the analysis of its evolution, we will discover factors, which prevented democracy from succeeding, before it had even started: its a priori flaws. Others will originate from its incompatibility with factors accumulated during the past 2500 years, since Plato described them, as originating in the biological and psychological weakness of man.


The same is as true for the end of democracy as it is for its beginning: it is not ended by its sovereign, the people, but by someone else, someone people have already handed their power over to: people always gave away power to someone else to guide them, a king, a tyrant, a government of oligarchs - or democrats. Who expects “the people" to develop an idea about how to invent democracy or to change it for the better? Has there ever been a democracy in history that started peacefully, started effectively as a decision of "the people, as fully sovereign and the dictator of its own will? Let us have a look into the history of democracy, a truly European story?:





4 In Aristotle's timocracy, only men of a good standing, owners of property, had a vote, and a right to participate in government.




Democracy in history: philosophy and political facts


A discussion of some aspects


Certainly not a complete history of democracy - libraries are filled with it. But - does it make sense altogether to try and learn from history, in order to consider historical judgments and opinions?




"They... believe that they have discovered laws of history which enable them to prophesy the course of historical events."


Karl Popper1





John Keane ends his "Life and Death of Democracy" 5 – after 870 pages – with a set of seven rules for the future, all of which deal with the importance of history and the way we do or should deal with it, encouraging us to develop an open mind, when confronted with the ways history is interpreted in order to convince us of one certain perspective as being the only correct one -I totally agree, as also expressed in note.N7 In "How Democracies Die: What History Reveals about our Future", Harvard professors of policical science Steven Levitsky and Daniel Ziblatt state: "History doesn't repeat itself. But it rhymes."28 Well, at least it shows the obvious traps to be avoided.N226 So let us have a look at some of the major issues which have been discussed over the centuries, and also at the myths by which history becomes distorted at times.


The major questions here are: did democracy ever exist when considering how it has been designed and idealized? And who, if anybody, ever believed in it as a realistic political concept of longevity?N14 In early history, democracy developed in small communities. Modern States live in it as if in a museum. Representative democracy is a significantly different construct, though still with removable temporary governments.N15 Seen from a historical perspective, we are surrounded by critical and warning voices about democracy:


Critique from the beginning: Ancient Greece


Heraclitus of Ephesus repeatedly raged against democracy in his texts.1 Socrates is reported to have said that he acted politically only against democracy, whenever leaders acted illegally.29 However, Socrates did not criticize the concept of democracy, but the appearance of democrats betraying the concept.N16 Chapter 14 of Plato's "Politeia" starts with the headline: "Dissolution of democracy due to its insatiability for freedom";*30 his opinion is that oligarchy necessitates revolution and democracy, but democracy itself is shortlived and should be replaced by "philosopher kings", wise aristocrats31 who ideally should live like monks, without property and family. By contrast, "In democracy everyone claims and possesses freedom and the right to make and break laws, and [ ], said Plato, very soon means anarchy, for such freedom is not freedom but merely licence".11 "Plato (Republic, Book VI) argued that some people are more intelligent and more moral than others and that those persons ought to rule".32, N17 Popper partly holds Plato responsible for Socrates' legal proceedings and death, blaming him basically for partisanship with the oligarchs; Plato was himself an aristocrat, his two uncles were political leaders. Therefore, Popper proposes believing the exact contrary of what Plato teaches.N18


Aristotle, too, was an aristocrat, and certainly not a democrat; he considered the people of Athens a master race and all others slaves. Today, he would therefore be considered racist; his pupil, Alexander of Macedonia, later known as Alexander the Great, did not agree with him on this point, and demonstrated a much more liberal attitude. Although Aristotle reduced the moral requirements for aristocrats, the entire concept remained based on a widely theoretical consideration of human virtues, ideas, and ideologies, leaving aside the biological reality of man in daily life. Grayling argues that "Aristotle thought that Plato's version of aristocracy was impractical because it ignored human nature", but also concedes that "The practical difficulty of achieving even this lesser ideal is one that remains a challenge for democracy today".11


Seen together, Plato's and Aristotle's critique of democracy as a government of the mob, of the poor and uneducated crowd, nurtured a negative image over centuries.


Herodot (484-425 BC), the Greeks' most famous arch-historian, is believed to be the first to mention that Cleisthenes introduced "demokratia" in Athens,33 which lasted until 322 BC. Pericles, the famous statesman of the glorious days of Athens between 500BC and 429BC (or more exactly 460-430 BC),29 is quoted as having used the following words: „The constitution we have {...} is called democracy because the state directs itself not to just a few citizens, but to the many".*33 Pericles' description of Athens' democracy in the 5th century BC 11 is undoubtedly an idealized picture. Thucydides describes it in a fairly different way: accordingly, Pericles' success was mainly based on his art of persuasion in his speeches, by which he dominated his era, and even wrote that Athens was "a democracy in name only, in reality, however, the rule of the first man".13 The reality lurks out of Socrates' condemnation and death. Euripides, also, does not hesitate to criticize Pericles' democracy in his tragedies.N120


Direct democratic vote was, however, not new, when introduced in Ancient Greece, but a revival of archaic models such as the Germanic "Ding", the institution for setting social rules. Democracy seems to have developed from a compromise in the Greek colonies: the Scythian, and some 500 years later the Sarmatian people – master race on horseback neighboring the Greek colony on the northern shore of the Black Sea, had to compromise with the farmers there as well as in the European areas which they invaded, in order to survive.34 Classical philologist G. Hinge argues that "In Greece, the old ideology of the Skythian cavaliers merged with the civilization of farmers and finally developed into European civilization and democracy".34


Regarding the Sarmatian people, in his book "Black Sea", Neal Ascherson points to interesting more recent research, to show that they remained present in European medieval culture as a caste of land-possessing knights,N18A dominating their area and changing societal order.35


The first kind of democracy on Greek territory is known from the Spartans in around 670 BC.19 The doyen of British historians, Arnold Toynbee, wrote that Athens' democracy developed as a kind of copy of Sparta's democracy around 550 BC, which had become possible only because the Spartans had enslaved a sufficient number of people from their neighboring States in the 7th century BC.19 This democratic city State of Athens is altogether not comparable with today's understanding of democracy, as there were many slaves, and people who were not allowed to vote, such as women, young people and other members of the population. A conflict between social classes dominated politics, because the aristocrats, an oligarchic cast, never stopped trying to regain power. Popper states that "The class struggle continued"1 around 400 BC, during and at the end of the Peloponnesian war, when the conflict turned into class-warfare between democrats and oligarchs: the oligarchs even betrayed their own State Athens by assisting the Spartans in winning the war, similarly to what happened in northern Italy at the end of the Roman Empire, when aristocratic landlords gave the country away to the invaders, on the condition that they would have their own property saved.19


Finally, it may well be that it was democracy with its jealously guarded local powers and rights that prevented the development of a bigger community of States (beyond the hegemonic phases), until King Philip of Macedonia forced the city States into a powerful union, which set an end to democracy at the same time. Moreover, Hellenic social attitude unscrupulously enslaved and exploited the defeated enemies, bare of any sense of human dignity, another demonstration of the narrow space within which democratic values were taken seriously.N19, N266


Viewed together from today's Western liberal perspective, democracy in Ancient Greece would indeed have to be called an unacceptable system. Philosopher Bertrand Russell also questions the real existence of democracy in Ancient Greece.


The wall of Athens


Any wall reflects our own anxieties inside as well as that of the others around, thus forming a stronghold for retreat – regression – or for aggression at its front. It starts within ourselves: we all build walls of our own will, to protect us from the wishes and instincts we try to dissociate from, and to secure our image in the eyes of others, as well as the image we like to see of ourselves – not too high, though, to allow us to sneak over it at times, when our wishes convince our will that it does not actually matter to let it be overwhelmed, just once, or twice. The half-height of our inner wall reflects "the half-wickedness of our heart".* 36 Altogether, the wall divides animal from spirit. Some call it "morality" that divides good from evil. The second wall defends the individual from the outside: every cell has a membrane; every organism has a skin and a sphere around it, the transgression of which provokes aggression. The third wall surrounds family and clan. Cultural evolution built on its architecture, as clans moved together for the sake of practicability and power. Outside, it was ambivalence, carnage and trade, curiosity, and sometimes even love.


Whatever may be meant by the spell in the Old Testament (Jos 6, 26), whereby the re-builder is cursed, and his eldest and youngest son, the oldest human wall against hardship from outside was found around Jericho, a settlement as old as some 15.000 years.


Between around 700 and 500 BC, two peoples built more walls: Chunqiu, the Spring-and Autumn Annals of the State of Lu, report the construction of the first Chinese Walls in the duchy of Qi in today's Province Shandong, and the Kingdom Chu in today's Province Henan during the 7th century BC. The Roman Empire was surrounded by thousands of miles of walls, and a limes extending from Scotland's border across Germany, across the Near East down to the Gulf of Aqaba. We also know of many more that surrounded cities and ran along other borders.


The one we are expected not to want to know about is the one of Ancient Greece: the people of Athens built it twice around their State, and three times around the city. The famous wall of Athens shields the countryside between the city and the harbor, Piraeus (fig. 1).




[image: ]


Fig.1: The walls of Athens, encircling city, harbour and farmland. Source 314





Over and again, the democrats of Athens erected it for defense against invasion, in 461BC following the defeat against Xerxes' Persia, and following the Peloponnesian wars from 393 BC, defrauded by their own aristocrats and tyrants,N20 the democrats celebrated the walls as a triumph of democracy. Their last version endured until 86 BC when Sulla's legions came to incorporate Greece into the Roman Empire. Indeed, mighty walls, over 30 kilometers long, were built for the protection of the democratic society of the city-State of Athens, our so-called cradle of democracy.


No need to be silent in embarrassment; after all, following the end of the "welcome-culture" of the "civil society" in Germany and Austria – most of the other EU-countries had gone on strike anyway and left those exposed to arrivals from overseas widely alone – Europe has started to pretend to build half-hearted virtual walls along its shores, one half protecting against invasion, while the other half protects against the allegation of being morally biased and inhumane. In 2017, Germany spent over 20 billion Euro for the supply and care of refugees and other migrants within Germany. Had the money been spent 10 years earlier for decent existence ante portas, as has now been started in North Africa and countries bordering Syria....


Neoliberals demonize wall builders as nationalists and racists. Wall builders blame anti-nationalists and neo-liberals of unrealistic visions of multiculturalism. More arguments around populism and anti-populism populism will follow in the subsequent chapters.


The Roman Republic


Rome, as a kind of republic after the end of kingdoms, is an intriguing mix of non-democracy and similarities to modern alleged democracies: since the Romans got rid of Etruscan dominance and became their own city-State, they were not quite as successful as they might have wished. The reason for this were aristocratic clans of Etruscan origin who remained as their ruling class, a minority of powerful knights. Similar to Greece, the ordinary people, farmers and craftsmen, ran into a constant conflict of classes with, or actually in, this oligarchic aristocracy. The description of the Roman Republic by "Senatus PopulusQue Romanus" – with SPQR on all their banners – is therefore not an exact representation of the real political life. The exodus of the plebeians in 494 BC is just one milestone-event from that era. Among historians, the interesting hypothesis exists, that it was the Celtic invasion and destruction of the early city of Rome in 390 BC, which stimulated the people's survival spirit and fundamentally changed the social structure:37 plebeians gained more equal rights, as social rank was now being defined by wealth, not by descendence – the start of timocracy. But the cold war of classes continued on ever new levels by the introduction of praetorship and the powerful Senate. Tribunes and tribunal assemblies or councils 5 acted in the interest of the people. Voting was not understood as an individual right; instead, every tribe (lat tribus, derived from the three original tribes) N21 had a vote in a kind of representative system. Thus, there was a council of 30 representatives for the different groups/tribes, a plebeians' council, and, most importantly, the military council: the trick in this case was that they sub-divided this council in terms of economic standing; 89 of these votes were taken by the richest class of land-owners, the majority of whom belonged to the old leadership of aristocratic clans, which continued with their dominating influence. The nouveau-riches of this republican society were also part of it, they could even become senators, though only "associated" (lat. conscripti); together, the senators had the majority of 89 over 85 votes, and thereby established this timocracy. Transferred into, for example, today's British system, the majority of seats in the House of Commons was taken by the patricians, who also formed the House of Lords, the Senate. However, a degree of power balance was achieved by the varying sizes of classes: the plebeians by far outnumbered the rich minority, and yet civil war did not break out as a consequence of this constant conflict of classes, but was eventually due to the conflicting interests within the mass of ordinary people. As is well known, it ended in the imperial power of individuals, initiated by Caesar's weedy adopted son, Octavian, who ended up as Emperor Augustus who proclaimed peace, the "pax romana" in 29 BC. The people had finally gained peace again, and an adorable leader, but had lost their republic, whatever its value might have been for them.


Renaissance of a social concept in "modern" Europe


How did democracy re-emerge in modern times? Did somebody re-invent democracy?


Regarding Athens' democracy, people became aware of it in medieval times, after the Dominican priest Willem van Moerbeke translated Aristotle's "politeia" from Greek into Latin around 1260 – reportedly at the request of Thomas Aquinas. The text written in the Greek language might have fallen into his hands incidentally, since he happened also to be the Archbishop of Corinth. The translated text is believed to have been quickly distributed to all the universities of the time.


The Renaissance was not a political phenomenon to end the medieval times; it was a form of cultural revolution caused by several factors: The primary cause may not have been man, but the environment, the black death and climate change: famines caused by crop failures due to the "late antique little ice age" (abbr. LALIA) from 1315, killed up to 30% of the population in some areas.24 Starting in the mid-1340s, pest epidemics carried-off millions of people, half of the citizens in many regions. And as a third plague, Mongolian hordes from the Eastern steppe repeatedly invaded European countries. As a consequence, the reign of God had started to decline because many people asked themselves how a benevolent God could rain all these atrocities down on them. A new era started in the 14th century, quite different from the previous stable theocracy-like social structure,341 and quasi split the Middle Ages into a separate cultural period. Peoples' trust in authority became increasingly lost, and their acceptance of oppression by both secular and religious power. As a consequence of the revolt against the papal's shameless abuse of power, Europe's Christianity tumbled into its next great schism.


In addition, knowledge about ancient times and the wise men from back then started to disseminate due to the end of the Muslim empire in Spain and the fall of Constantinople in 1453. The worldview changed with the discovery of new worlds beyond the known, America.


Some intellectual minds woke up from a kind of dreamy state with its predetermined explanations of what the world was like, and cowed by the absolute prohibition to eat from the tree of recognition: science was re-born, started, as they opened their eyes and looked at the real world, and at man's actual conditions as individuals within it. Ancient scriptures from early authorities in philosophy fascinated them, now that they had access to copies via Toledo and Constantinople after most of the originals had been banned and burned in the delusion of early Christian thought control and terror.N22


The Catholic Christians' rule of God, influenced – if not dominated - a major part of Europe's politics for some 1500 years: first, it was the Roman emperor's power inherited by the pope, executed by the pope as a mediator between God and His people. Later on – and in a battle over the centuries – power was taken over by the monarchs' increasingly successful claim to rule "by the grace of God", no longer transmitted via the Pope in Rome, but delegated directly to them. This strategy was successfully applied until the era of absolutism in the late 18th century, when secularization of politics was started by the separation of political power and religion.


But to go back to the beginning of the era of modern history, i.e. the end of the period of migration into Europe in the early medieval times, efforts to create a kind of democracy were developed from a combination of four different sources: One was a variety of types of direct democracy, regular assemblies and votes. They had existed among immigrant tribes, such as the German "ding" or "thing", as mentioned by the Roman historian Tacitus in about 100 AD, and the precursor of the Anglosaxon "witenagemot" (which is assumed to have inspired Simon de Montfort's English Parliament in 1265).N23 The Vikings also seem to have transferred this kind of direct democracy to Iceland, where it is documented from about the year 1000 AD.


Another source which created a tendency towards democratic rules is the effect of the protests of the Anglosaxon nobles against their Norman invaders, resulting in the Magna Charta of 1215, and the step by step extension of rights from the crown to wealthy burgesses, and the House of Commons in the 14th century.


As mentioned before, a third source can be found in the antique knowledge reaching Europe from libraries, in the outgoing Moorish rule of Spain, and the end of the Byzantine empire, knowledge which should bring to mind the era of Renaissance, and finally of Enlightenment.N24


The fourth force in the history of the revolt against imperial power came from people of their own era, started by the 14th century "Old Swiss Confederacy" with the legendary "Ruetli Schwur" and the historical "battle of Sempach". During this period, a number of further peasant revolts occurred in France and England, and in Sweden, Germany and Austria during the 15th and early 16th century.


The Swiss victory against the Habsburg's imperial aspirations had become a kind of model for the Seven Provinces of the Netherlands, the later 16th century "Republic of the Seven", in their war against the Spanish branch of Habsburg. Some 50 years earlier, the Habsburgs had to deal with a third revolt, the uprisings of rural crowds demanding freedom and human rights in accordance with the bible, so to say, rights transferred to the individual directly by God. The latter movement was elicited by Martin Luther, though unintentionally: People interpreted Luther's protests against the pope's obscene abuse of authority, by extending them to abusive authority in general: the "12 Articles" of 1525, declared in Memmingen, southern Germany (not far from what later became the famous battlefield of Blenheim) during the regional insurgency of peasants against Catholic and imperial authority, was an early type of constitution for people's freedom and human rights. It became a precursor of the German democratic constitution 38 - a bottom-up approach for a social contract, if you will, against absolute power, in contrast to the English top-down development of the step-by-step inclusion of ever more layers of the population gaining access to the matters of politics. The revolting German peasants indicated in their article 3, that ".. the scripture has it that we are free ..", in article 6, " .. that the ever-increasing serfdom shall be reduced ... ". They demanded correct calculation of rent in article 8, and correct judicial trials, instead of the usual arbitrariness, in article 9, as well as the abolition of a devastating inheritance tax burden for farmers in article 11. This was the start of the end of medieval society. Similar unrest and revolt broke out all over Europe.


In accordance with this, Grayling is not exactly correct in referring to the event of the English Civil War, with its 1647 "Peasant Revolt" in England, when he states that "there had quite probably been nothing like it since debates in the Athenian agora two millennia before" when in an "Agreement of the People" "They wanted (almost) universal male suffrage, biennial elections, fairer taxation, equal treatment before the law, legal proceedings to be in English, abolition of monopolies... religious tolerance, and a written constitution." The rebels and their leaders, Cromwell and Ireton, his son-in-law, had gathered for discussions known as the "Putney Debates" N25, held with respect to the general suffrage (of men only) as a natural law, versus the right to vote for owners of land only.N26


And the outcome of Putney was no better than the one of the peasants of Memmingen: in the English case it was Cromwell who had the democratic "Levellers" "inactivated", in the case of the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nations it was religion that made it back onto the front page of the power game; people got fobbed-off with a few concessions from their 12 paragraphs; the emperor, Karl V., abdicated a year after his Augsburg edict of 1555, and after his repeated endeavours to motivate people towards more tolerance for the Jewish people, with his "Great Jews Privilege Charter" of Speyer, discouraged by the regionalist narrow-mindedness of princes and dukes. Interestingly, Grayling interprets the Augsburg-edict as what I would call the wrong way around, by saying that "subjects were to accept the confession of their rulers"11: "wes der Fürst, des der Glaub' – cuius regio, eius religio" leaving it indeed to his princes to decide which religions they wanted to allow in their principality, to avoid a hard decision for all of them, which he would undoubtedly have made – but did not do – for the sake of Roman Catholicism. Princes equally obtained the right to allow both, or any religion, and Augsburg did not intend for the Princes not to decide for the majority of their people. In the Protestant regions, "the people" had long decided themselves; their princes had joined them in Protestantism and fought for their rights in Augsburg by voting against the emperor. During the following 50 to 100 years, both the English and the Holy Empire moved towards very difficult times, the Civil War on the one side, and the 30 years' war on the other side of the channel, and Karl V. saw the trouble coming with no solution at hand. But surrender happens not only on the side of the absolutistic ruler:


One surprising example of an advocate for republican democracy is Machiavelli, whose name in general really stands for opposite ideas, simply because he tried to survive by hiding his republican ideas very well in his text – however obviously not well enough; in and out of jail and exile, he wrote: "Never again will I say what I believe, nor believe what I say, and – should ever again a true word slip out – I shall hide it behind so many lies that it will never be found again".* 39 – Machiavelli, while mostly writing and acting to make a living, and hiding his criticism accordingly, couldn't help but finally admit his heartfelt belief: "All power is robbery and all its justification but pure ideology", and "deception and violence on the side of power, fear and superstition of the suppressed" are the stabilizers of abused power, where finally "nobody gets prosecuted where many trespass the law." Machiavelli dreams of a kind of direct democracy Swiss-style, and dared to propose – only after the death of Pope Leo X. in December 1521 – "... to create a republic, based on the common benefit of all citizens" because “No law before God and the people is more laudable than the order created in a true, united and holy republic, where decisions are faithfully executed following free deliberation and wise discussion".*39 An anti-Platonian dream, taking the people – instead of the philosopher-king, up on their promise to be good from now on.


In a way, Italy had started going through similar problems as those of the city-States of Ancient Greece: whenever independent from, or allowed by, the Roman Empire – called "Holy Roman Empire" from 1254 – dominant family clans fought each other and tried to gain power over each others' reigns, their "republics" politically going through a rainbow of systems, between a kind of democracy and tyranny. Living in a comparable kind of political chaos, Dante Alighieri suffered the same fate as Machiavelli N27: These first courageous men, all, were risking their lives whenever stepping on the church's territory of spiritual claim of power; nobody will reproach those who found ways around prosecution during the course of their persecution, like Galileo Galilei, though imprisoned under house-arrest. But there were also others to come, as we shall see:


The revolts against papal absolutism and abuse of power in the 16th century resulted, politically, in an ever increasingly monarchical God-given absolutism in the 17th and 18th centuries, while philosophers pursued their way through the door that opened into the Enlightenment, stimulated by the ancient texts of Plato and Aristotle. The intellectual human mind had started making itself independent from religious dogma as a guide into and through life. The self-aware individual turned towards itself and its importance and rights in society.


Thomas Hobbes, in his political ideology, makes individual safety a key element in his 1651 book "Leviathan": the monarch enjoys absolute power,N28 however with the condition attached that he guarantee the safety of his subjects – which is a flaw in the system because people are allowed to remove the monarch in cases whereby he does not guarantee safety; which means power is not really untouchably absolute, as it never is in any system anyway. Nevertheless, as the image on Hobbes' original edition of "Leviathan" shows, the monarch embodies this responsibility for his subjects, by symbolically consisting of them: as in the image, whereby every part of his body represents an individual. This circumstance indicates that the individuals do not belong to themselves, but are part of the whole, of society, the system, and culture. According to Hobbes, a secular royalist, democracy supports social fragmentation, but not the common good.32, N29


In contrast, John Locke, born 34 years after Hobbes, "founder of liberalism",11, N30 saw man as free and belonging to himself: his "natural law", including the right to life, liberty and property, is flawed for several reasons, as I will discuss in chapter II.N31


Besides this aspect of an interlinkage between "liberty" and "possession" per se, an interesting question arises, which is, to whom the individual of a society actually belongs: on the one hand, we belong indeed to ourselves, yet the individual would, on the other hand, not have come to life nor developed into a real human being without society.N32


Both Locke and Hobbes had other authors around them, who they answered to, reacted to, and agreed or disagreed with, both were answering to an actual political and social situation they were directly involved in, living in the atmosphere of a certain era. The feeling this created, we can only guess or pretend to understand. And yet, Locke's view leads further towards a democratic system, provided one is willing to accept the hypothesis that Locke introduced God as the owner of one's life, only in order to save his own life in politically difficult times. He nevertheless had to flee into exile in Holland in 1683, the same as Thomas Hobbes had fled to Paris in the early 1640s, and also to Holland in 1648, as a teacher for the Prince of Wales.N29, N33


Half a century after John Locke, a man was born in France during England's "Glorious Revolution", who suffered similar persecution from religious powers in his homeland: Montesquieu. His 1748 book "De L'Esprit des Lois" – the spirit of the laws - became an influential guide for democracy in America – and finally in France and all of Europe. The theoretical basis for modern democracy as a political system started with Montesquieu's proposal of a separation of powers, which entered the US constitution as "checks and balances". Interestingly enough, he was also an aristocrat and a freemason, similar to the monarchs of Austria and Germany, with their deep interest in the philosophy of Enlightenment. Montesquieu proposed dividing administrative powers into legislative, executive and judicial, but he still saw ruling power in the hands of the monarchy and – even hereditary – aristocracy. Nevertheless, the normal people, the "commons", should also benefit by seeing an improvement in their conditions, with liberation from the claws of the clergy as one side effect. Grayling describes it as one of the ironies in the work of Montesquieu, that he based it on the English system – although misinterpreting it.11, N34


Another French-speaking political philosopher, famous for his "Social Contract", introduced further irony into the emergence of democracy: one of the most influential authors of 18th-century Europe, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, unintentionally became an initiator of revolution and change towards republic and democracy, one of the post-mortem heroes of the French revolution, although he was very critical and mocked himself in regards of democracy as a form of government: together with Kant's state of angels, he made it a political heaven: "... if we take the term in the strict sense, there never has been a real democracy, and there never will be." And "Were there a people of gods, their government would be democratic. So perfect a government is not for men."12 Moreover: "... there is no government so subject to civil wars and intestine agitations as democratic or popular government, because there is none which has so strong and continual a tendency to change to another form, or which demands more vigilance and courage for its maintenance as it is."


The political philosopher Tom Christiano summarized, that "Jean-Jacques Rousseau (162, Book II, chap. 1) is apt to argue that the formal variety of democracy is akin to slavery, while only robustly egalitarian democracies have political legitimacy."32 Rousseau also reminds us in his "Social Contract"12, that separation of powers was not a new idea, but as old as any democracy itself: "When Lycurgus the legendary founder of rules of early Sparta around 800 BC gave laws to his country, he began by resigning the throne." Confucius (551-479 BC) mentions a similar event from Chinese history: he admired Emperor Wu Tai Bo (one of the early rulers of the Zhou-dynasty and a direct descendent of the legendary "Yellow Emperor", the arch-emperor of China), because he renounced the throne three times.N34A


Rousseau's definition of "general will" beyond "peoples' will", i.e. of the "common good" N142, N239, caused considerable confusion: Rousseau had attempted to design the people's sovereignty for a modern democratic republic. However, apparently caught in a nostalgic vision of direct democracy back in his homeland, Switzerland, he failed to effectively consider the fact that one was now dealing with a big country and an inhomogeneous population, no longer just a city State or a Swiss Kanton.


The theory of "the general will" never going wrong manoeuvered the entire concept of democracy into the corner of one of its a priori flaws: the risk of the self-destruction of the political system because the people together might choose a wrong direction. It was the uncovering of this flaw, which made Rousseau an irreconcilable opponent of representative democracy. His views of education, widely admired and applied especially by aristocrats, were not convincing enough for the successful change of human nature as the prerequisite for his ideal society, because he failed to explain in detail how to get to this goal N92, N228. Accordingly, he did not manage to find wide political acceptance during his lifetime, because it remained unclear how his concept of the people's sovereignty could be transferred into the real world, which made him a "theoretician of people's sovereignty".*13 Bounced back and forth between admiration and compassion on the one side, but refusal and persecution on the other, he remained a fugitive for nearly a lifetime, quarreling with virtually every friend,N35 and not caring about self-damaging activity, such as cynical remarks regarding the English parliamentary system. Not all criticism of his personality seems unjustified, though, in view of the controversial features of his life: after all, the pioneer of education had proposed to put his own children into a foundling hospital and let them end up in an orphanage. Nevertheless, Rousseau became a post-mortem hero of the French Revolution; some of his theories found their way into the French declaration of rights. Robespierre referred to him in his construction of a "civil religion"342 – and failed.


But let us go back to the timeline of the course of events that led to the development of the philosophical ideas and statements of the era of Enlightenment, which culminated in the sobering cruelties of the French Revolution.


Enlightenment


Immanuel Kant, and democracy


The professor of philosophy at the University of Königsberg, Immanuel Kant, definitively ignites the torch of the Enlightenment, but at the same time makes crystal-clear, that, in his opinion, democracy is not the solution, because the same mechanism as ever will start to act and attempt to seduce people to new subjection. Therefore, let us listen to Kant's 1784 appeal – and his doubt:


"Enlightenment is man's escape from his self-inflicted immaturity. Immaturity is the incapability to use your intellect without the assistance of another. It is self-inflicted when its cause is... indetermination and lack of courage... sapere aude!... is the motto of enlightenment.... that by far the greatest part of people ... consider this step as very dangerous, besides the fact that it is burdensome sure enough, this will be ensured by those custodians, who most graciously took on the overall control."*40


Kant worries that minorities would quickly be left behind by majorities in democracy and says: "Among the three types of government, democracy ... is by necessity despotism, because it creates an executive power, where all decide, however, possibly against one (one who did not consent), therefore all, are after all not all, which is a contradiction of the general will against itself and against freedom." * 41


Consulted by monarchs, Kant represents enlightened absolutism and writes: "... that they may adopt a type of government in the spirit of a representative system, as Frederick II. put it he be but the state's supreme servant, whereas a democratic system would make it impossible because in that case everyone would want to be the boss".*41


Like Kant, virtually every thinker failed in an attempt to create a generally applicable construct. One example is Kant's moral claim in his "categorical imperative" which is in conflict with social/geographical limits in the real world within a situation of migration or the seeking of asylum, the rules of a State do not allow you to live according to the rule which is that you should not act in a way which can not be raised to a level of general principle: you don't want to be rejected from a foreign country while fleeing from your own, in an attempt to save your life, but you cannot allow the same to everyone, especially not the free choice, in view of the sheer scale of asylum seekers headed towards a few countries in these days.


Enlightenment and Absolutism: Synchronous synergism and antagonism


While tolerance, empathic leadership, and respective social reforms, became increasingly accepted and pursued in the era of the Enlightenment, with monarchs engaging in vivid discussion with philosophers, it all remained under absolutistic rulership. Enlightened absolutism, also called enlightened despotism, had become en vogue. The most remarkable fact around the Enlightenment on the European continent, during the era of absolutism, might indeed be that monarchs by God's grace, and other aristocrats, were at the same time – openly or secretly – members of freemason lodges, the breeding ground of liberalism, secularism, and ultimately – of democracy. Some of them took ideas from there and translated them into actual social changes, like Frederick II. the Great of Prussia, Duke Albert of Sachsen-Teschen5, Prince Karl August of Hardenberg, who introduced more regional political autonomy in Prussia, and members of the house of Habsburg (Archduke John – Erzherzog Johann), or the king of the Netherlands, so to say, side by side with revolutionaries like Simon Bolivar, Garibaldi, Dombrowski, and Kossuth of Hungary. Frederick II. and his contemporary, the first US-American president George Washington, as well as the French diplomat Talleyrand, England's Wellington, Louis Bonaparte, the King of the Netherlands, and later Prussian kings Frederick-William II. and William I., British kings Edward VII. and VIII., as well as George VI., and even Kemal Ataturk - were all freemasons. Among their freemason counterparts from science, philosophy and the arts are notably Isaac Newton, Voltaire, Denis Diderot, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, Heinrich Kleist, Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Charles Dickens, Oscar Wilde, Heinrich Heine, Stendhal, Alexander Pushkin and Victor Hugo.



The 17th –and 18th –century's enlightened politics


Modern welfare institutions like hospitals, social insurance institutions, and agricultural reforms are not a product of democracy, but of "enlightened absolutism", introduced by absolutistic monarchs in the wake of the era of revolutions: thus, general hospitals for European capitals were built, such as the General Hospital in Vienna (started in 1693 by Emperor Leopold I., but renovated by Emperor Joseph II. in 1784. His mother Empress Maria Theresia, had instructed her personal physician, Van Swieten – another member of the freemasons – to initiate systematic academic medical teaching), or the Hôtel Dieu in Paris, renovated from 1801 under Napoléon Bonaparte. In Denmark, King Christian VII.'s personal doctor Struensee introduced comprehensive reforms of the healthcare system around 1815, but was murdered shortly after in the course of the Pan-European restoration movement. In the Austrian Empire, the death penalty was first abolished by emperor Joseph II. in 1786/87, however, reintroduced after his death in 1803;N38 general compulsory schooling was introduced in 1774 (more than 100 years later in Britain N37). Slavery was not ended due to tolerance and liberalism in democracy, but by the absolutistic Austrian Emperor Joseph II. in 1781. Tom Christiano, apparently unaware of this circumstance, states: "... specific example is the emergence of a consensus against the permissibility of slavery in 19th century Western societies."42 Not 19th-century societies, but 18th-century philosophers of the era of Enlightenment, inspired first absolutistic monarchs to introduce more tolerance. In contrast, the people initially resisted the end of slavery, for whatever reason (see United States). Following the 1781 act by Emperor Joseph II., Britain followed in 1792 (1808), France in 1848, Russia in 1861 under the rule of Tsar Alexander II., and Portugal in 1869. It was not until 1863-1865 that slavery was also ended in the United States of America, after the end of the Civil War, which had broken out over the issue of slavery.


Frederick II. the Great of Prussia declared himself the first servant of the people (potatoes have always been displayed on his tomb even until today, to remind people of his attempts to reform agriculture by forcing the cultivation of potatoes, instead of wheat, to fight famines). His 15 "potato-orders" demonstrate that benevolent absolutistic rulers may have similar difficulties to bring about change as any other types of government: as LeBon stated, the actual ruler is peoples' moods, beliefs in superstitious, and indeed stubborn people. Catherine II., the Great, made similar attempts and had similar experiences in Russia. Regarding monarchs' attempts to introduce religious tolerance – and peoples' resistance -I point to several examples across the centuries and cultural areas in note N153.


Some aspects of this historical reality to be found behind false beliefs about the merits of democracy are reminiscent of Hobbes' Leviathan, in the same way as Rousseau's respective hint, in the context of his definition of sovereignty: the monarch may exhibit a pro-social attitude with him being seen as part of the whole.N39 Finally, as soon as a people's constitution or contract was established, a monarch at the top, representing a constitutional monarchy, was no longer a problem, as Rousseau, Abbé Sieyès 7 and Robespierre have also stated.13 Kant had pleaded for an enlightened absolutism anyway, e.g. by writing that the legislator simply had to give his laws "as if they could originate from the united will of a whole people".*13


Ultimately, however, systems did start to move towards democracy. In contrast to Rousseau, who was critical about democracy, but still became its hero, another author who was a strong advocate for democracy, was not only not praised for his efforts, but persecuted and imprisoned during the French Revolution, and died in prison in 1794: Marquis de Condorcet was a 18th-century French mathematician and political scientist, who became a father of "social choice theory", aiming to find possibilites for popular votes:


Condorcet's jury theorem – and paradox


His "jury theorem" deals with the theoretical, i.e. mathematical, observation, that a group of people may, under certain conditions, be able to find the correct answer to a question, although the individuals alone do not know it. However, he also discovered that, unfortunately, there is a strange flaw in the system, which basically means that jury results may be worse than individual judgments under certain conditions; it is now called "Condorcet's paradox".N40 Despite this biased situation, the concept has been revived in modern "social choice theory",43 as I will outline later. Condorcet's paradox, the same as Arrow's impossibility theorem 200 years later – which I will also address later -, point to the irrationality of social decision-making.N41


The breakdown of monarchy was almost always preceded by murderous attacks, or accompanied by the monarch's murder, as was the case in Britain with Charles I., in France with Louis XVI., despite his attempts at tax reforms directed against his own aristocracy. In Russia, Tsar Alexander II. was killed by a revolutionist, despite his attempts at reforms, so was Louis XVI. of France. In Mexico, Emperor Maximilian I. was assassinated, and in Austria it happened to Empress Elisabeth and her nephew, Crown-Prince Franz-Ferdinand. The French Revolution of 1789 was a prelude to the political instability and turmoil which occurred across the Western world, and which, in part, lasted until the end of WW II.



The French Revolution and its impact




"Liberated into licence, mobs were ruler, judge,
jury and executioner rolled into one" 11





Revolutions, like civil war, are not a topic of democracy other than when discussing about how to avoid them. When considering events during the past 200 years or so, it becomes clear that no political development has ever provoked more cruelty than the so-called rule of the people, whereby the cold war of classes turned into outbreaks of violence and even hot war.


Revolution is a glimpse into what peoples' suicidal dreams of freedom look like; democracy is its tamed copy, whereby freedom is still used as rhetoric, known to be successful from previous experience. Law is the domestication, which slides over a libertine, hedonistic crowd, almost unnoticed. The name of the deadly disease: dream of liberation from society's limiting force on individual freedom. Revolutions and civil wars cost many million lives, until a state of more or less democracy was institutionalized in a more or less stable Western world in the second half of the 20th century, with two thirds of Western European countries being some form of constitutional monarchy to this day. Two countries remained widely stable, within their core territories, during this period – except for social hardship due to poverty in industrial centers and some rural areas: Britain during its "Victorian Era" and Austria's "Biedermeier" era. But let's go back to the beginning of revolutions:


Ideas from Britain and France were easier to implement in an entirely New World. Following the events in the far West across the Atlantic, France was the first arena of change on the European continent. The French variant of 1789 is an accelerated version of the spiral of events: from monarchy to democracy to ochlocracy to dictatorship. Thus, to understand the development of democracy, the ideology of the initiators is more relevant than the actual course of events. In any case, the latter did not lead right away to a democracy of "freedom, equality and fraternity", as everybody knows; Grayling described the course of events as referred to in the introductory quotation to this section.


A generation after Rousseau (1712-1778), another vibrant personality from neighboring Lausanne left the French-Swiss area for a migrant's life of political philosophy and activism: Henri-Benjamin Constant de Rebecque (1767-1830), known as simply Benjamin Constant, married and involved in a variety of liaisons with several women, one of them being Mme. de Staël, was horrified by the terrorist chaos resulting from the French Revolution, and increasingly came to consider the British constitutional monarchy as a model for stable social life in "modern" liberalism". He understood constitutional monarchy as a compromise between the chaos of democracy and the order of tyranny, with a combination of the types of liberty that comes with the two.N42 Arguments go around in circles, where Grayling refers to Constant saying that "Liberty connotes the right to subject only to laws, and to a non-arbitrary process of their application...".11 The laws will at best represent the "will" of a majority, more often the power of the oligarchs in government, for the period they are elected.


The "magic" solution seemed to come about with two British political philosophers: Thomas Paine, in his 1791-1792 "Rights of Man", in the words " By engrafting representation upon democracy, we arrive at a system of government capable of embracing and confederating all the various interests and every extent of territory and population".13 The second, John Stuart Mill, proposed: "Since all cannot, in a community exceeding a single small town, participate personally in any but some very minor portions of the public business, it follows that the ideal type of perfect government must be representative".11 Today, we are at a point probably not too far from the end of present-state democracy, the dangers of which Mill had foreseen: "... in every form of government, representative government included", the first is "general ignorance and incapacity, or, to speak more moderately, insufficient mental qualifications, in the controlling body", the second is "the danger of its being under the influence of interests not identical with the general welfare of the community"11 – realism Rousseau had attempted to ignore.


Today, we also see the failure of the attempt to guarantee social peace and welfare by giving all interests a voice in parliament, because the system ends up with too many voices, in a state of polarization and fragmentation, increasing unwillingness to talk to each other.N43 The background of this problem is modern democracy's "social and cultural plurality of its citizens",13 which inevitably, i.e a priori, leads to the autodestruction of democracy from its beginning, caused by the formation of parties and by polarization.


The other hurdle to overcome was a new legitimation, after monarchs had based their own on a divine right: it should rest on the social contract, which itself rests on Locke's claim of natural rights – though converted into a claim for alleged natural rights, as further outlined on p.79, the section "claim of equality", and the section "claim of born free" p. 83, and note N31. This theoretical legitimation was to become the next a priori flaw in the concept of modern democracy, as the claim of natural rights is ephemeral, and even contradicts some existing natural laws: man's phylogenetic heritage, as discussed in chapter II.


The third a priori flaw was introduced by the attempt to square the circle of merging peoples' sovereignty and individual rights into one political concept: the Federalists' solution for the United States of America; I will address it on several occasions in this text and in notes N36, N204.


Yet another flaw was, that this "one people" could not possibly inherit all powers from the previous sovereign, the monarch, and keep legislative, executive and judicative powers in its hands: in a multitude of articles, the American Federalists Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay argued for a representative form, free of direct influence by the people, and for the separation of powers according to Montesquieu, allowing the formation of "factions".N43A


Finally, the so-called "people's sovereignty" had "materialised"13 in some kind of "people's rule" during the American Revolution and the foundation of the United States, a compromise which all of today's democracies are struggling with and trying to survive. Benjamin Constant, in his 1819 speech, addressed "freedom" in the ancient versus the modern world, and pleaded for individual liberty, as it had already been addressed in the American declaration of 1776,13 only to further cement – instead of solving – the problem. At this point, I think, Rousseau was more forward-looking in his opinion, that there should either be no political parties at all, or a large enough number "to prevent them from being unequal" N239 – I will return to this idea in chapter III, and I will address Rousseau's opinion in the context of other issues, a number of times.


Twenty-five years after France's dream of freedom and equality, with fraternity blood-stained yet again, monarchy was back with Louis XVIII. and Charles X., the younger brothers of Louis XVI. This constitutional monarchy was combined with a kind of plutocracy, where only a wealthy minority won the right to vote. The revolution had changed little in the living conditions of the poor masses. The July-revolution of 1830 replaced Charles X. with Louis-Philippe, but the rich bourgeoisie kept the power.


The size of the country, and the number of people within it, forced the fathers of the United States of America into the realistic political construct of a modern republic - with increasingly democratic qualities slowly added on. Interestingly, thus, for quite some time, the term "democracy" was not in peoples' minds in the US and at the time of the French Revolution, as their goal was the foundation of republics. Probably more unwillingly than not, "the Federalists' constitutional model was democratic because it allowed government to be freely.... elected and allowed a change of government within a constitutional frame, for the first time in 1800/01, on the occasion of the transition from Federalists to Jeffersonian Republicans at the same time, it was the beginning of party politics ...".*13 As much as it was democratic, it was also polarising and thereby intrinsically self-destructive.


19th-century philosophy on politics


During this period which lasted until the third French revolution (1848), diplomat and political scientist Alexis de Tocqueville visited the US and Britain in the years between 1830 and 1840. In his publication "Democracy in America" he described the inherent risks of democracy moving towards mediocracy, due to "an invisible form of despotism ... which does not break wills, but softens them" 11 and in his opinion is obviously derived from the vote of majority, an opinion which resembles part of LeBon's writings, where he says "... one also finds in the human heart a depraved taste for equality, which impels the weak to want to bring the strong down to their level, and which reduces men to preferring equality in servitude to inequality in freedom".44 A comment regarding Tocqueville states: "Tocqueville warns of despotism of any kind in democracy, especially despotism of the majority, or of legal protective measures by the State (disempowering by over protection), as of a danger that is greater than in other forms of government. "327 De Tocqueville's further warning is not so much directed against democracy than to show who is in charge: it shows that it is people who dictate what happens and not the political system; after all, this statement is as valid for any of the victims of their own social system which I have mentioned up until now, from Paracelsus to Dante, Machiavelli, Giordano Bruno, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau ... "The majority has enclosed thought within a formidable fence. A writer is free inside that area, but woe to the man who goes beyond it, not that he stands in fear of an inquisition, but he must face all kinds of unpleasantness in everyday persecution. A career in politics is closed to him for he has offended the only power that holds the keys."44 The same was already true around 500 BC, when Confucius had to resign from his post as a minister, and had to go into exile. The only difference to earlier times by 1840, is that the power of the clergy was reduced to a lesser extent, and that inquisition was indeed no longer to be feared (there had been sufficient terror unleashed by its secular variant, though). Certainly, de Tocqueville must have noted what had happened to the black population in America, and to the Natives, and in terms of still existent slavery in general. Nevertheless, Grayling summarizes that de Tocqueville finally held the view that: "Democracy is inevitable ... so let us make people fit for it" in the sense of democracy itself being an appropriate political system, if only people could be changed to become good enough for it 11 – I will come back to my concerns regarding "should-be man" in chapter II. And yet, people were not good enough indeed: it took France five republics and three monarchies in the meantime, to get to its today's kind of democracy, which is ranked as third-class according to EIU (see p. →).


Now let us turn the challenge around and ask: how good was the reality of people's daily lives? At the end of the 18th century 1642-1651 in Britain], the conflict of classes began to end in civil war; it started as an uprising against exploitation by a ruling class, "revolution". The latter quickly got fuelled by a further one, the "Industrial Revolution", which further unrooted more rural people and turned them into poor workers in the cities, British Manchester at the center due to the textile industry. Crowds of desperately poor workers and their families became a new social reality. Revolt in desperation locally, revolt against exploitation by the aristocratic elite and their moneyed epigones, and industrial bosses, such was the reaction of the people to the philosophical era of the "Enlightenment". The idealists' voices, such as Kant's appeal, did not help poor peoples' living conditions. Instead, they awoke individual materialists' voices: it was the hour of Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, and those who stimulated them with socialist ideals, as well as those who were encouraged by them to rise up as socialist and as communist movements: around mid-1850, the fires of revolution were burning all over Europe.


On the one hand, it was around these years that the term "democracy" had started to be talked about; Alexis de Tocqueville allegedly even called it "a providential fact”.*13 However, on the other hand, "republic" had become a politically more interesting concept for liberals:


The constant battle between republicans and monarchists must have served the two German political philosophers, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, as a welcome scenario for the main hypothesis in their 1848 pamphlet, published in London in the German language: all politics is dominated by class conflict; and all conflict would stop in the future by replacing capitalism with socialism. The migration of the next homeless mind had started, not welcome anywhere for his revolutionary publications, Marx was expelled from Germany to France, from there to Belgium, where a number of men of the same kind met; Friedrich Engels was one of them. The "Manifesto" had to be printed in London because Marx was allowed to stay in Belgium only under the condition that he did not publish any texts about contemporary politics. In 1845, both men moved to Britain and developed a concept of political philosophy of materialism, against any idealistic trend, and against Hegel and his followers – this work did not pass censorship and remained unpublished until the time between the World Wars. Nevertheless, fuelled by the workers' miserable situation during the Industrial Revolution, especially in Manchester, activities were underway for a revolutionary proletarian movement. In contrast to the idealist socialists, the communists intended to address the entirety of the working class across all countries, heading towards a proletarian mass movement, now openly directed against a well-settled bourgeoisie.


At this moment, one main driving force in history had become apparent, to stress the point again: it was not the political system alone that was responsible for the next step in the development, but the technical and scientific achievements of the Industrial Revolution, which had changed both society and living conditions. It was not democracy that was the main interest, but the social conflict of classes. It was not the fact that there was a king or queen to take decisions without asking people, but it was the fact that neither monarchs, nor aristocrats, nor middle-class people, really cared for those many bitterly poor people in their countries, who did much of the manual work for them. It was not about democracy, it was about power, about anger, about getting rid of suppression and exploitation. Discussions, ideas, ideologies and philosophies did not change the situation of the masses of poor people, peasants and workers. It was time to rise up yet again – this was the message. It was communism in the beginning, not democracy.N44


As soon as the first copies of the anonymous edition of the Communist "Manifesto" had come to Paris and Brussels, Marx was expelled from Belgium, accused of having instigated revolutionary activity there. Back to Paris, then to Germany, Marx was actively involved in the 1848 revolutionary events, in and out of legal proceedings, again expelled from Germany. The family fled again to France, and, again exiled, finally to London. After the defeat of revolutions across European countries, the new attempt was to unite with the bourgeoisie against the aristocracy through a constitutional republic and general voting rights. But Marx could only make himself heard via articles in newspapers, whilst living in poverty with his family.N45


Confusion and a mixture of political ideas emerge very clearly in Vorländer's 13 discussion of F.J. Stahl's description of mid-19th-century Germany: the liberals, the party of the middle class, are described as moderate, the democrats the party of the masses, as extremists.N45A


Today, liberal democracy stands for the ideals of 19th-century's liberals alone; the then term of democracy describes communism, which meanwhile failed, eaten up step by step by capitalism. After Jacobinism had become one of the barriers for the rest of European countries to accept a democratic republican system, Friedrich Engels' statement that democracy be "a proletarian principle" did certainly not make things easier.13


The fires of revolution did not burn for long. The solution consisted of an ingenious idea, again invented in Britain: democracy as a playground for the lower classes in the backyards of the rich elite. Philosophers and political scientists were not the architects of modern democracy: the impacts of research and technology were, and the power derived from wealth. Looking at peoples' daily lives, and actual distribution of power, so-called democratic structures and their waxing and waning efforts, in France, in Britain, and in other countries, consisted of the rule of the wealthy bourgeois and the aristocrats; general suffrage was still in the distant future. Landowners forced small farmers and other poor people to emigrate to America or Australia; British workers' right to vote in cities was introduced during Disraeli's time as Prime Minister.19


How serious could Kant have been with his appeal for the intellectual maturity of the individual, whilst allowing people to be kept silent and subdued in absolutistic power, even when monarchs were showing a duty of care? If the Enlightenment has taken place, then it was not about much more than basic education for everyone, and the expulsion of God from daily life, for an educated middle class. What has taken place, though, is exactly what most representatives of the Enlightenment did not want: the introduction of democracy as a political system. It was the dream of freedom, of liberation from suppression that won over the ideas of political philosophy. As is characteristic of fundamental social changes, none of the developments were foreseen: republics were proclaimed only to be demolished again; however, religion irreversibly lost its power following the definitive separation of church and State. Equality did not arrive, but instead democracy, it came on an arduous path by revolution, dictatorship, and war, with paradise on earth as a fata morgana. The uncompromising side of it led quickly into the shadows, communism, which turned immediately into a terror regime, where all radical ideology had to end, costing firstly thousands of lives, then hundreds of thousands, and finally millions.


To learn to live the provisional, temporary, as Popper mentioned, seems to be the only hope for peace, and salvation from ideological rage out of conviction, be it religious or secular, conviction thus being a kind of anger, emotion, thus. Therefore: peace is not hidden in freedom of thought, but in the liberation from the rage of conviction. Thenceforth, God could be reinvited into our visitors' condominium, on the earth, without us feeling urged to sneak away from his tyranny. We are, anyhow, left behind with the burden of the other original sin: war within and between us, with its prize money: power, becoming the other motive for murder besides conviction and lust.


After revolutions and wars, almost 30 democratic republics had emerged until the years between WW I and WW II, human rights and general suffrage had become widely discussed.


Nevertheless, the characteristic development in the Western world at the end of 19th and beginning of the 20th century was not an emphasis on democracy – it was nationalism, as far as countries' stability allowed it. Thus, it only did so in part in France: at the beginning of the Third Republic, two thirds of the National Assembly were still monarchists.N46


20th-century democracy:


some ideology, philosophy, and facts


Democracy remained in the background of interests for quite some time; whilst the conflict of classes inside, and nationalism outside, dominated. With powerful dynasties and their monarchies, and aristocratic land-owners coming to their end, the focus of the struggle was between socialism, as the Marxist soft line, and communism as the hard line, against bourgeois groups. Interrupted by WW I, this conflict would dominate the early hours of democracy in Europe's 20th century. While general suffrage started to become established,8 including women's right to vote, the process of democratization was interrupted by fascism and economic crisis. Post-WW-I European politics was soon characterized by civil war, starting in Italy in October 1922 with the March on Rome - as if people should be warned of the inevitable outcome of democracy in the absence of foreign resources, federal debt and economic growth. After Germany and Austria, civil war and fascism were carried into Spain. The last country to follow suit was Greece, with its civil war from 1944, which was at the same time the start of the Cold War.


Very quickly, thus, the flaws and weaknesses of any democracy proved true, chaos ended in civil wars and in dictatorships, and finally in the unavoidable WW II. The situation was different in the US and in Britain. Therefore, after the war, the Third Reich had to be guided back onto the path of what was understood as "democracy" by then in the West. However, dictatorships, in Greece, in Spain and in Portugal remained in place for several more decades; and the majority of the other Western European countries were still constitutional monarchies. But democracy was on the rise, and so was economic development, social welfare and the improvement of healthcare systems, thanks to science and technology – unprecedented welfare, but also unprecedented federal debt. And yet another unprecedented factor came to play: secularism.


Altogether, this points in the direction of liberalism – and more, of individualism, as unlimited as it can be achieved with the "people's will" as a kind of summary of every individual's wishes.


Marx's and Engels' mission certainly was to change the world – and indeed, they almost had - , and the story is not yet finished, even if Russian communism collapsed. Socialism, the soft part of Marxism, is probably the more important side of it. During my lifetime, since the end of WW II, socialism in Europe as a counterbalance to capitalism has developed into a kind of guarantee for social peace; and general welfare was the consequence of social market economy, enforced by socialism. Never has general social welfare reached the same level in Britain and in the US as in the countries on the European continent, with governments either made up of a conservative or a socialist party, or as a coalition between them, their cooperation successfully acting as a social market economy in some countries. Accordingly, the power and tradition of trade unions seems to differ significantly between continental Europe and the Anglo-American world. Since the start of socialism, the main economic competition was taking place between Britain, the US and Germany: by 1913, Britain's production had halved from about a third of global goods' production, while the US had taken the lead, and Germany had overtaken Britain. Britain, with the most bizarre make-up of democracy, with an aristocratic social layer and the "House of Lords" as one political power until today, managed to keep an impressive social divide over its centuries of democracy: in 1911, 1% of the population owned some 70% of GDP.N47


After the end of WW II, many nations joined the Western countries in their effort to make human rights and peace a global effort, expressed by the foundation of the United Nations Organization, UNO, in 1945. At the same time, however, this behavior became a demonstration of Anglo-American hegemonic claim of power, and of the expectation that the rest of the world should comply with the values proposed, if not imposed, by this hegemonic power. European intellectual history had become a role model for the Western world, and stylized to a leitmotif for the entire world: to live in liberal democracies with constitutional law, to divide powers and to keep secular political power separate from religious influence, a guiding principle for the world. By developing and deploying nuclear weapons, however, the US had already condemned its own hegemonic rule as being untrustworthy, and had provoked the Cold War against communism, before WW II was over. The stage for the post-WW world of the 20th century was set by the Nazi war-machinery, transferred to the US– with some of it going to Soviet-Russia – and the US war plans revealed by Communist espionage. Several wars are continuously fuelled by the weapons sold by the peace-loving West to other countries, weapons now partly directed back to the West itself. A complicated uneven process of globalization was underway: the rest of the world self-evidently took over the benefits of Western science and technology, at the same time rejecting and nevertheless introducing some Western socio-political and cultural influence: on the one hand, Western musicians perform in the rapidly increasing number of Western-style concert halls and opera houses in the Far East, young musicians from that area overcrowd Western conservatoires in love with Western classical music. On the other hand, the double-layered Western social moral is being attacked by the Arab Muslim world as "human rights' imperialism".
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