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FOREWORD TO POSTHUMANS SERIES
The POSTHUMANS series has its origin in my first book “Who Could Save
Humanity from Superintelligence”. That book was addressed primarily to academics,
politicians, and readers already familiar with the subjects discussed there. The three
books of the series expand those subjects and present them in a way, which may be
more suitable for a casual reader.
“Federate to Survive!” is about WHAT are the existential risks that threaten our
survival as a human species. Superintelligence is the most imminent and supreme
existential risk, as is the climate change, both of which have a tipping point in about
2030. Therefore, minimizing those risks should take precedence above any other
goals of our civilisation. The secondary theme in this book is the selection of an
organization, which could start the federalization of the world and guide us through
this most perilous period in the humans’ existence. I have used 10 criteria to select
the best candidate from the world’s largest countries and organizations, which seems
to be the European Union, despite its own problems.
“Democracy for a Human Federation” continues from where the previous volume
ended, proposing HOW we can survive existential threats. We need two elements to
achieve that: Democracy and a Human Federation. The key reason for an urgent
deep reform of democracy is to minimize existential risks, including the risk of
delivering a malicious Superintelligence, by priming it with new Universal Values of
Humanity. This is also an absolute prerequisite for the federalization of the European
Union, which is the first step towards building a Human Federation. This
secondary theme presents three scenarios for the EU’s federalization and an outline
of the European Federation’s Constitution.
“Becoming a Butterfly” is the third book in the series, asking WHO we may become
after 2050, assuming we will survive existential threats. Its focus is on
Superintelligence. This is a mature form of an ever faster and more intelligent, selflearning Artificial Intelligence. If that final product becomes a malicious entity, it
may make us extinct in a few decades. However, if we do it right, it will not only
protect us from existential risks but also create unimaginable prosperity in the world
of peace, and endless possibilities for human self-fulfilment.
Superintelligence will also offer an evolutionary path for humans to become
Posthumans. The most important in that evolutionary paradigm shift will be the
handing over to Superintelligence the set of human values, which best reflect who
we are as humans. This must start right now and continue throughout the process of
maturing AI to its ‘adulthood’, until we reach the moment when humans will pass
control over their future to Superintelligence. From then on, humans may gradually
merge with Superintelligence as individual digital Posthumans but acting in unison
as a single superintelligent being.

INTRODUCTION
The financial crisis of 2008 and the resulting austerity accelerated the widening of
the tectonic shifts in the democratic system and became the cause of the current wave
of populism. Poor people feel they have paid the price for the reckless behaviour of
greedy bankers. The most obvious manifestations of their protest against ‘the elites’
were the result of the UK’s referendum on its relationship with the EU, and in the
US, the election of Donald Trump as the US President. Similarly, the impact of
globalisation and the widening gap between the richest and the poorest are all the
likely causes of the rise of populism and a deepening sense of crisis in the world’s
democracies.
Additionally, we have an imbalance of rights and responsibilities, freedoms, and
restrictions, which can take many forms. One such example is the use of a free
Internet. By providing our private details to a company, it offers us in return a ‘free’
service. In reality, that ‘free’ service is a restriction of our freedom of privacy in
various guises, including knowing our voting preferences, as was the case in 2018 in
the Cambridge Analytica and Facebook scandal.
These fault lines in democracy have been with us for quite some time. They have
become more obvious now because of the arrival of new techniques for manipulating
voters by spreading ‘fake news’ in fast and inexpensive ways, such as through
Facebook or Twitter. At the same time, this crisis of democracy coincides with the
growing awareness that Humanity faces a number of existential risks. In an extreme
case, this could lead to human species’ extinction, a point that was made clear by the
recent climate change protest – ‘The Extinction Rebellion’. The most imminent risk,
and one of the biggest for Humanity, is that we will just keep on going until a point,
beyond which saving humans may become a futile effort (I have written extensively
on this subject in my book: ‘Who could save Humanity from Superintelligence?’) [1].
That risk is even bigger, when we consider that the rate of change in the world in
various areas, including politics, has become nearly exponential. What once took a
decade, can now be achieved in a year. Apart from man-made existential dangers to
Humanity, such as biotechnology or a nuclear war, which may happen at any time,
the most imminent risk facing Humanity is Artificial Intelligence (AI), and in
particular, its mature form – Artificial General Intelligence (AGI), called here
Superintelligence. This is the type of AI that will be thousands of times more
intelligent than all humans. That may happen by about 2050.
However, a catastrophic, although perhaps not yet existential, threat from
Superintelligence may materialize sooner, by about 2030. This is likely to be the time,
by when we may have already developed, what I call an Immature
Superintelligence. This is the type of AI, which will vastly exceed human
capabilities but only in some areas, being utterly incompetent in most other.
Therefore, any political or social changes, including reforming democracy, have to
be viewed from that perspective. With this view in mind, I have proposed a new
8

system of democracy called Presidential Consensual Democracy, which could be
applied as a kind of a Constitutional Framework, or a model of democracy. Such a
new system of democracy will be necessary to support our civilisation in its
transitional stage to coexistence with Superintelligence. We have just over a decade
to complete a deep reform of democracy to remain in control of our own future. This
risk of losing such control, overshadows all other existential risks, such as climate
change, because of its imminent arrival and potential global disasters it may create.
To control a global AI development successfully we will also need to upload the AI’s
‘brain’ with the agreed Universal Values of Humanity to govern its goals and control
its behaviour. That, in addition to mitigating other existential risks, can only be
achieved by a supranational organization with supreme global political, military, and
economic powers. Proposing the UN to take on such a role looks quite unrealistic.
Therefore, we need to create, what I call, a Human Federation. The key objective for
this new organisation would be to change the course of civilisation and act as a united
global entity addressing the existential risks facing Humanity. The main benefit
would be the increased safety of us all, and in the long-term - a more humane and
just civilization, with material and social benefits delivering unimaginably improved
quality of life. The only feasible way to achieve this relatively quickly seems to be
the conversion of an existing confederation of states. This could happen in two ways:
1.

2.

Using a two-stage approach by first creating Continental Federations e.g. from
EU, NATO, ASEAN, or NAFTA and then fusing them into a Human
Federation.
By applying ‘an ever-closer union’ approach among some already closely
integrated states until they transform into a federation in a step by step fashion,
by having a common currency, a common army, or a president with some
meaningful powers.

The two-stage process would take decades and thus is not fit for purpose. The ‘ever
closer union’ approach might also take too long for the federation to happen, since it
might be overtaken by events. Therefore, the most likely development is that
whatever is achieved with ‘the ever-closer union’ approach will be used to create an
ad-hoc rudimentary federation because of an unexpected, potentially catastrophic
event, such as the most recent Covid-19 pandemic and its severe economic, social
and political impact. At such a time, the hesitating states would finally sacrifice their
sovereignty for the increased safety of a federation.
The best candidate for such a federation appears to be the European Union. Once it
becomes a European Federation, it will create a critical mass, prompting more
countries to join in, until it transforms into a Human Federation.
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1
PART 1
A PERILOUS ROAD TOWARDS
A HUMAN FEDERATION

Chapter 1
Humanity at a turning point
What makes us human?
It is quite natural that we, humans, think of ourselves as a superior race, the most
advanced species that is here to last for ever. Of course, we would like to advance
such a conclusion because that in some sense justifies our position as the ultimate
decision maker over the future of the planet and all inhabiting species, who as a group
would be immortal.
However, such an assumption is rather unfounded. Think about all those millions of
species that have existed on earth and are now extinct (99.5%), including some early
human species. Evolutionary biologists using currently available archaeological
evidence tell us that all humans evolved from apes over 6 million years ago in Africa.
About 2 million years ago (but some scientists still think it was much later), those
humanoids migrated into Asia, then Europe and later on to the rest of the world. But
then suddenly, about 74,000 years ago, an enormous volcanic eruption occurred that
resulted in the creation of Lake Toba in Indonesia. More importantly, volcanic ashes
were so dense that they created severe winter lasting for years and leading to a near
extinction of Homo Sapiens, with only several thousand people surviving. It is
believed that there were about 20 different species of early humans. All of them died
out. The last group that co-existed with Homo sapiens were Neanderthals who
became extinct about 30,000 years ago. From the most advanced hominids only
Homo Sapiens has survived.
We, humans have plenty in common with other apes and species. Ted Chu, in his
intellectually stimulating book, “Human Purpose and Transhuman Potential” [2],
points out that many differences between us and other mammals are differences of
degree. For example, many of our seemingly unique traits are just exaggerated
versions of traits that are already identified in other mammals and animals: chimps
kiss, laugh, lie, and have in-group politics and show goal-directed action. Ants,
wolves, and dolphins all have social traits. Many primates are self-aware. Elephants
cry. Capuchin monkeys have forms of monetary exchange, and so on. These are just
a few examples, but the point is that many of our behaviours are actually much more
advanced versions of innate “animal instincts.” However, Chu maintains that there
are three “revolutionary” traits that make us unique and many other biologists and
scientists agree with him. These are:
1. Symbolic abstract thinking: This is our ability to think about objects, principles,
and ideas that are not physically present
2. Structure building: The ability to build physical and social structures, in
addition to mental models
3. Higher consciousness: The very fact that we as human beings can write, read,
and contemplate the unique nature of our mental abilities is awe-inspiring
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When compared with a superintelligent agent, which is important in the context of
this book, Humanity differs in that it is:
• Anchored to ethics – governed by a system of values
• Culturally motivated – exhibiting its existential sense through culture
• Technologically dependent – enabling its continuous development via scientific
and technological progress
• Expressing itself over several civilizations.
When we discuss an eventual merger of human species with some form of Artificial
Intelligence, we have to remember our evolutionary traits, which stand out even more
when we take a cosmic perspective. We are not only in the universe, but the universe
is also within us. Our brain, as an extension of the universe, is now being used to
understand itself. That is why Carl Sagan has famously said “we are a way for the
cosmos to know itself.” We are the only living being on Earth that can do this. We
know these are uniquely human traits [3].
How will a future superintelligent, non-biological being view such a perspective on
our role in the Universe? Could its perspective not be even more revealing and worth
pursuing than Humanity’s? We may have to answer that question in the near future,
assuming that we will retain a full control over the development of such a
superintelligent agent and if we survive any existential crisis, such as climate change,
which may occur in the interim period.

Living in the world of exponential change
Change is nothing new, as the Greek philosopher Heraclitus of Ephesus said: “Panta
rhei” – everything flows, or “one cannot enter the same river twice”. So, change is
imminently linked to the universe and life itself. Most things in nature and in society
change linearly, e.g. tree growth for the same species for a certain period increases
by nearly the same rate (percentage) every year, world economy growths by about
3% every year. So, the value of growth rate is the same in every period.
However, Humanity has now entered a new period where global change happens at
a nearly exponential, rather than a linear pace. This type of change is called
exponential, because at each new moment in time (say every year), the value of what
we measure (e.g. speed or growth) would be almost double that, what it was at the
previous moment in time. Let me give you one example: what today takes 1 year,
in a decade it will take about 1 week, and in two decades about an hour.
Ray Kurzweil, one of the most often quoted futurists, illustrates the difference
between exponential and linear growth as follows: if we are standing together and I
take 30 linear steps away from you, each 1m length, then I will be 30 meters away
from you when I stop. But if I take 30 exponential steps away from you, then the first
step will be 1m (equal to your first step), the second step will be 2m, the third step
will be 4m, etc. So, by the time I have done my 30 steps, I will have gone around the
13

earth 26 times [4]. Today, the exponential growth of technology is starting to reach the
so called “knee of curve”:

Source: “Singularity is Near” (Kurzweil, 2006)

The misperception of what exponential growth means [5]

This is the stage at which an exponential trend becomes noticeable. Shortly after this
stage, the trend can really explode. I believe this is the case with Technological
Unemployment. The current prevailing view is that it will be barely noticeable and
there will be at least as many new professions and jobs as the AI-led revolution makes
obsolete. I would rather think it will be a sudden moment because of that ‘knee curve’
symptom. Ray Kurzweil precisely makes such an observation saying that we often
miss exponential trends in their early stages because the initial pace of exponential
growth is deceptive—it begins slow and steady and is hard to differentiate from linear
growth. Hence, predictions based on the expectation of an exponential pace seem
improbable [4].. The interview with Seth Teller, one of the top specialists at MIT in
driverless cars, given in 2013, illustrates that point [6]:
“Q. Is it possible that in a quarter of a century cars will be self-driven and we will
become just passengers?
A. That is quite likely scenario, however, I do not think it will be achieved in the next
25 years.”
As most people know, Google’s self-driven cars completed over 1m miles in 2015
and in the same year the US Dept. of Transport issued licences for the first driverless
lorry. The same happened in the UK in 2016. In December 2018, Waymo, the
company that emerged from Google’s self-driving-car project, officially started its
14

commercial self-driving-car service in the suburbs of Phoenix, expanding to several
cities in California in 2019. From October 2019, these taxi cars no longer need a
Waymo driver as a kind of assurance to passengers. They are now completely
driverless, i.e. fully autonomous. That is at least 19 years earlier than the prediction
given by one of the top specialists in this area.
Let me give you a few more examples. Go-Go is a Chinese abstract strategy board
game for two players. It is the most challenging game that humans have invented. It
has been calculated it has 10170 positions – more than the number of atoms in the
universe. AlphaGo – a computer program created by Google’s DeepMind Company,
has for the first time beaten the Grand Master in that game in February 2016. That is
a feat in itself. However, more important is that it did it a decade earlier than had
been predicted, just less than two years before [7].
Then there is the sequencing of the human genome, first completed in 2003 at a cost
of about $3 billion. The next one in that same year costed a little more than $100M.
It’s possible to do it today for less than $1,000. Perhaps, even more significantly, the
cost of sequencing the human genome fell faster than the famous Moore’s Law,
which refers to an observation made by Intel’s co-founder Gordon Moore in 1965.
He noticed that the number of transistors per square inch on integrated circuits had
doubled every 18 months since their invention (near exponential fall in price).
Moore's law predicts that this trend will continue into the foreseeable future. Since
the genome has now been mapped into bits that computers can process, the genome
sequencing has in fact become an information technology task. Human genome
sequencing cost now decreases faster than exponentially. If that trend continues,
the costs of genome sequencing may be cheaper than a blood test in 2022.
There is another example, quoted by Allan Dafoe from the Yale University. He
reminds us that it may be unwise to claim that a powerful technology will never come
to fruition or is decades away. On September 11, 1933, Lord Rutherford, one of the
most eminent nuclear physicists of his time, described the prospect of extracting
energy from atoms as nothing but “moonshine.” Less than 24 hours later, Leo Szilard
invented the neutron-induced nuclear chain reaction [8]. Similar examples of much
faster than expected discoveries in medicine outside genomics, e.g. cancer treatment,
show that even people working at the very forefront of some industries have
difficulties seeing that the change is no longer linear.
There are examples from economics too. Why is it so difficult to make economic
forecasts today? The reason is that for the last few years the world has started to
change nearly exponentially, whereas the basis of most economic forecasts is still a
linear regression. That’s why these forecasts are hardly useful, if not confusing, like
the world’s average annual GDP growth of about 3.0 – 3.5% over the next three
decades as predicted by OECD [9]. The same is true about inflation and interest rates.
They will both remain at the current level 1-2% over the long-term, although it is
probable that we will be dealing with negative interest rates in the foreseeable future.
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Exponential change does have impact not only on individual domains, but also on the
progress in other domains, e.g. advances in AI, impact medicine. This so-called
convergence of technologies, resulting from the interaction between various parts of
individual technologies, creates new opportunities that speed up the pace of change
much more than a single technology could have done on its own.
What also changes exponentially, is the access and the interface to various
technologies for people that previously would have needed some technical
background. Today, most of the people in the northern hemisphere can access the
Internet and through it, do all their banking transactions, combining some knowledge
that was previously attributed to IT people and cashiers at a bank.
For those doubting that exponential change is already happening, here is an additional
argument. Today, AI development and the whole IT industry is still operating
following John von Neumann’s concept of sequential processing invented in 1945.
Only gradually, we are moving towards parallel processing. Many smart phones have
already eight processors working in parallel although still performing operations
sequentially within each processor. Enter Quantum Computing. Even 5 years ago,
there were many scientists doubting that quantum computing can ever become a
viable solution. Today, we have hundreds of first-generation quantum computers
using different approaches. This technology can already produce some stunning
results, e.g. in medicine and pharmacy. In October 2019, the ‘Nature’ magazine
published the results of 6 months tests on Google’s Sycamore quantum computer.
One of the tests proved beyond any doubt that quantum physics does not set any top
limit to the speed or scope for mathematical calculations. Secondly, that quantum
computer has achieved what is termed as Quantum Supremacy, completing a specific
calculation in just 200 seconds - a task that would take the world’s most powerful
conventional supercomputer 10,000 years. Finally, Sycamore computer has proven
over many tests that the results achieved are repeatable and reliable.
Having now achieved the production stage, these quantum computers will become
readily available, making the pace of progress in AI much faster than exponential.
The greatest impact of quantum computers will be in the area of producing artificial
neurons in larger quantities, making machine learning much more effective. So,
change is now really happening at an exponential pace as this diagram illustrates
(which does not yet include the capabilities of quantum computers):
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Therefore, wider predictions for what the world might look like say in 20- or 50years’ time may actually be too conservative. Such unprecedented exponential
change may have either a positive or a negative impact on the long-term outcome for
the human race. This largely depends on how we use the potential of such discoveries
and innovation, i.e. Artificial Intelligence.
Positive changes relate mainly to the unprecedented technological capabilities that
could significantly improve the quality of our lives and give a new meaning to what
our civilisation is about, and how we define the human species. It may also enable
the expansion of human race, possibly even beyond the solar system.
Negative changes, such as global nuclear wars or pandemics may wipe out our
civilization in months or lead to a progressive inability to cope with rapid changes
that in the course of time will lead to the demise of human species.
From the current human perspective, perhaps the most significant are the changes
outside the technological domain, e.g. in social and political domain. For example,
China has reduced the number of people in permanent hunger by 600m in just 20
years. Life expectancy increases in some countries by about 6 hours every day, which
17

means that every four years life on average is extended by one year. This trend will
of course reach a biological barrier at some stage.
If it is so difficult for the top experts in the field to see the impact of exponential
change, how can then decisions makers, such as politicians, change their policies, so
that they better reflect the impact of exponential change? The reformed democracy
must also answer this question and we shall cover it later on in this book.

Is this the end of history?
In 1992, a well-known futurist Francis Fukuyama published his book ‘The End of
History and the Last Man’. That was the extended version of his 1989 essay ‘The
End of History?’ Note the question mark, which disappeared in the book version of
the original essay. It looks as if after three years after writing the essay, Fukuyama
was certain that was indeed the end of History. In that book, he discussed the ultimate
success of Western-style liberal democracy over the communism, following the end
of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union. For Fukuyama that was not
just the end of a particular period of post-war history, but the end of history as such.
From his point of view, Humanity and the civilization that was created by humans
have reached the end of the ideological fight for the way humans should evolve. The
Western liberal democracy was to become the final form of a social contract between
the governed and the governing.
For the first few years of the post-Cold War period it seemed he was right. We may
have already forgotten the ‘Peace dividend’, which was translated into at least halving
of the then annual defence budgets of most NATO countries. In 1994 Russia was
even invited to join the NATO’s Partnership for Peace program, and since then
NATO and Russia have signed several important agreements on cooperation.
Unfortunately, that optimism was short-lived. In 2000 Putin became Russia’s
president. In 2001 there was 9/11 horrendous terrorist attack in New York that killed
3,000 people, followed by the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and then in 2013 in Syria.
When on 1 April 2014, NATO unanimously decided to suspend co-operation with
the Russian Federation in response to the Ukraine crisis, anybody who had any
illusion about peace being irrevocably installed on the planet Earth, had to concede
the ‘End of History’ was not near at all.
So, if it is not the end of history, may be this is the end of a civilisation? Physicists
define civilizations by the energy level that could be available for its growth. In 1964
the Russian astrophysicist Nikolai Kardashev defined three such types of civilizations
differing by the order of energy available to them, measured in Watts (W). Each
civilization differs from the other by 10 orders of magnitude. Here is a succinct
summary of the so-called Kardashev scale [10].
• Type I civilization—also called a planetary civilization—can use and store all
of the energy which reaches its planet from its parent star. This is where we are
now.
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• A Type II civilization—also called a stellar civilization—can harness the total
energy of its planet's parent star (the most popular hypothetical concept being the
Dyson sphere—a device which would encompass the entire star and transfer its
energy to the planet(s)).
• A Type III civilization—also called a galactic civilization—can control energy
on the scale of its entire host galaxy.
Throughout millennia we have continuously progressed to deliver higher level of
material satisfaction. From that perspective, the main function of human civilizations
across the ages. i.e. nomadic, agrarian, industrial, and now post-industrial (digital)
has been the creation of better environment and capabilities for the satisfaction of
Humanity’s needs. However, until the industrial revolution that progress has been
incredibly slow and people living in the 16th century Europe did not have materially,
or even socially, better standards than during the time of the Roman empire. Over the
last 300 years, with the invention of the steam engine, the acceleration of human
progress in economic, social, and technological domains has been truly astounding.
However, since the time of the agrarian civilisation, humans have developed ‘local’
civilisations that differed mainly in the political and social domains. From a political
perspective, today’s very large countries, such as China, Russia, or the European
Union, are effectively civilisations. From a social perspective, defined mainly by
religion, Christianity, Buddhism, or the Muslim religion can also be defined as
civilizations. But even with today’s fast communication, such civilisations cultivated
for centuries, remain largely fossilized. Unlike the nomadic, agrarian, or industrial
civilisations, they are not separated by time epochs but by culture, tradition and of
course, values. No wonder, that people migrating from one such civilisation to the
other may have problems in adjusting their inherited values. That is why such
migrations may be stretching the relative cohesion of the society belonging to a
different civilisation, if migrations occur on a massive scale. This, coupled with the
incredible speed of technological progress, the side effects of which may be
sometimes dangerous, creates the basis for potentially global, catastrophic crises.
Today, we begin to see that not only democracy is in crisis but so is our entire
civilisation, which we are capable of destroying in a matter of days. But even if we
survive extreme crises, we will then gradually be entering the era when humans will
coexist with a superintelligent entity. That will be the start of a new, Novacene
civilisation, rather than the end of history.

Man-made existential risks
The rapidly increasing pace of change makes triggering off the existential risks even
more probable. But what is an existential risk? As the name suggests, it is the risk,
which puts our continued existence at stake, so if it does happen, human species
might be wiped out. A global pandemic is an example of an existential risk. It could
be caused by an accidental or intentional release from laboratories of a deadly virus
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that would wipe out the human race in weeks but leave the infrastructure undamaged,
at least for a few years.
Some catastrophic risks are natural, such as super-volcanos, or an impact of a large
asteroid and they can cause extinction of many species, including all humans. Earth
has experienced such mass extinctions in the past. Both types of risks could be
divided into two broad groups: anthropogenic, i.e. man-made, which Humanity could
to some extent control and mitigate (e.g. nano technology), and non-anthropogenic,
over which we have no control (e.g. asteroid impact).
This also includes global warming, which in the past was natural and today is
anthropogenic i.e. man-made. Anybody who has any doubt about the anthropogenic
nature of climate change should consider a similar impact our civilisation had on the
shrinking of the ozone layer in the 1970s and 1980s. The main cause of the ozone
depletion and the ozone hole which was most noticeable above the Antarctica, were
the manufactured chemicals, especially halocarbon refrigerants, propellants and
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). These compounds were transported into the
stratosphere where they caused the conversion of ozone (O3) into oxygen (O2).
Ozone depletion has been considered to significantly increase skin cancer risks as
well as having some other negative effects. Therefore, in 1987 the Montreal Protocol
was signed, which banned the production of CFCs, halons and other ozone-depleting
chemicals. That resulted in ozone level stabilization by the mid-1990s and a slow
shrinking of the ozone hole in the 2000s. Recovery is projected to continue so that
the ozone hole is expected to reach pre-1980 levels by around 2075. The Montreal
Protocol is considered the most successful international environmental agreement to
date” [11].
Other such anthropogenic risks are pandemics artificially created by biologically
active viruses, or nuclear wars. Some scientists, like Nick Bostrom of Future of
Humanity Institute, believe that human extinction is more likely to result from
anthropogenic causes than natural causes [12].
So, what are the risks that may destroy our civilization and Humanity? In most
general terms, these risks could be grouped as global catastrophic or existential
(terminal), when classified according to their scope and severity. A global
catastrophic risk is any risk that is "global" in scope, lasting for some time (endurable)
and hence may kill the vast majority of life on earth but humanity could still
potentially recover. An “existential” risk on the other hand, is such that its intensity
is terminal, and its effect is transgenerational. It can destroy all human, non-human
and even plant life.
An example of a global catastrophic risk that could destroy the world in a material
sense and at the same time potentially eliminate human race is a global nuclear war.
It could immediately wipe out most of the current material substance of civilization,
i.e. towns, infrastructure, food crops, etc. and in the longer term, through radiation,
lack of food and the emergence of post-nuclear winter, causing the death of all
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remaining people. I have covered that subject extensively in my previous book: ‘Who
could save Humanity from Superintelligence?’ [1] If such risks combine, they could
create a Global Disorder – an existential risk on its own:

Examples of Global Disorder that can become nearly
existential if the risks are combined

Cyber wars e.g. Iran vs.
S. Arabia 2019

Serious military conflicts
e.g. Ukraine, Baltic States

Local nuclear wars
e.g. Israel-Iran

‘Cosmic battleground’
(Image: Getty/PA)

(http://pksecurity.blogspot.com/2012/02/israelspossible-strike-on-iran-will.html)

Severe draught & hunger
causing massive migration

Global pandemics

Severe long financial crisis

Technological unemployment

There are several organizations focused on identifying and reducing global
catastrophic and existential risks such as Global Challenges Foundation, University
of Oxford. They apply various methodologies for calculating existential risks, but
none is failproof, nor is the data very rigid. Furthermore, not all risks are equal. They
differ according to their impact and the probability of the risk materializing, which is
calculated using the formula: Risk = Probability * Impact. Therefore, the risks
calculated by various organizations or well-known specialists in this area vary
significantly. For example, in 2008 the Future of Humanity Institute carried out a
survey of the academics gathered at a conference discussing global existential risks
and the likelihood of the most significant anthropogenic risks. They estimated that
the combined risk of human extinction this century is 19%. That means, by the
end of this century there is at least 19% chance that one, or several existential risks
in the table below may materialize with the worst impact scenario - the end of the
human species. In the period under consideration in this book, say over the next
generation, such probability is about 5%. These are only the risks over which we have
some control, mainly in political, military, and social domains, such as nuclear wars,
or artificial pandemics.
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Assessing such risks is very difficult because of the interconnections (convergence)
between them. Therefore, these numbers have to be really considered as indicative
and prone to significant errors, mainly because of lack of hard data or insufficient
understanding of the impact and the spread of a specific risk.
Humanity’s Top Existential Risks in 21st Century
RISK (Probability *Impact) of
human extinction by 2100 (%) from
an expert survey 2008

Risk

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Overall Risk
Weaponized AI
Superintelligent AI
Non-nuclear wars
Engineered pandemic and synthetic biology
Nuclear wars
Nanotechnology accident
Natural pandemic
Nuclear terrorism

19%
5%
5%
4%
2%
1%
0.50%
0.05%
0.03%

Source: Future of Humanity Institute, 2008 [13]
The risks listed above may be very conservative indeed, as they do not even include
the global warming, which an influential Stern Review on the Economics of Climate
Change [14] calculates as 0.1% per year, leading to the likelihood of human extinction
over a century to nearly 10%.
Let us look at such risks from a slightly different, and perhaps easier to understand,
perspective. In 2016 Report by Global Challenges Foundation there is the following
example: the chance of dying in a car accident in the United States is currently 1 in
9,395 per annum. Assuming an average lifespan of say 80 years, that means that the
odds for an average person of dying in a car crash will be 1 in 117 over that period.
Recalculating that in percentages it means about 1% over a lifetime [15] . That means,
an average person’s chance of dying in a human extinction event related to climate
change alone over 100 years is about 10 times higher than dying in a car accident.
By the way, Stern Review is explicit that the number isn’t based on empirical
considerations but is just a useful assumption.
Even more interestingly, the academics who have considered the evidence regarding
man-made existential risks listed in the table above, generally consider such an
overall risk much higher than 19%. For example, in his book ‘Our Final Hour’, Sir
Martin Rees, a former Astronomer Royal, claims that civilization has a 50/50 chance
of making it through the present century [16]. When we compare it against the risk of
dying in a car crash, this means that an average person is almost 50 times more likely
to die because of a civilizational collapse than to in a car accident. The futurist Nick
Bostrom argues that it “would be misguided” to assign a probability of less than 25%
to an existential catastrophe before 2100, adding that “the best estimate may be
considerably higher [17]. Thus, all of the estimates mentioned earlier confirm that we
should be more worried about existential risks than any other individual risk,
such as dying in a car crash.
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Some people may say it is highly improbable that the cumulated existential risks
could really be so high, say between 25 and 50% by the end of this century. If that
had been the case, then life would not have existed for 3.5 billion years since an
existential catastrophe would have happened by now. And yet, we are still here. This
line of thinking seems to me deeply flawed. It fails to consider that at least 7 other
human species, such as Neanderthal have been completely wiped out. We have just
been very lucky indeed. It may be helpful to remind the warning given by Enrico
Fermi, the Nobel Laurate in Physics on the consequences of not trying to mitigate
existential risks. Fermi, apart from being one of the key people behind the
construction of the first atomic bomb, also formulated the so-called Fermi Paradox.
It is the apparent contradiction between the vast number of stars and galaxies in the
universe and the lack of evidence for intelligent life. Even if intelligent life occurs on
only a minuscule percentage of planets around these stars, there might still be a great
number of existing civilizations. If the percentage were high enough, it would have
produced a significant number of civilizations in our own Galaxy - the Milky Way.
There are dozens of hypotheses explaining this paradox. But five of them directly
relate to existential risks. These are:
• It is the nature of intelligent life to destroy itself. This is the argument put
forward by Nick Bostrom in his book "Existential Risks - Analysing Human
Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards". It says that technological civilizations
may usually destroy themselves before or shortly after developing radio or
spaceflight technology. This might have happened for a number of reasons such
as catastrophic wars, environmental pollution, pandemic (if life is biological), or
artificial intelligence.
• Self-annihilation. This is an idea put forward by Stephen Hawking in "Life in
the Universe". It says that life as such is an aspect of thermodynamics. As an
ordered system, it can only sustain itself against the tendency to disorder by using
energy. If that energy is insufficient, the system becomes unstable and selfdestructs.
• It is the nature of intelligent life to destroy others. Another hypothesis, put
forward by Steven Soter in "SETI and the Cosmic Quarantine Hypothesis" is that
an intelligent species beyond a certain point of technological capability will
destroy other intelligent species as they appear. A similar argument was raised by
the cosmologist Edward Harrison. It says that “such behaviour would be an act of
prudence: an intelligent species that has overcome its own self-destructive
tendencies might view any other species inclined to expand further into a given
galaxy, as a threat”.
• Periodic extinction by natural events. This is an example of an existential risk
of non-anthropogenic nature – a category of an existential risk mentioned above.
According to the hypothesis made among others by the astrobiologists from the
Australian National University, new life might commonly die out due to runaway
heating or cooling on their fledgling planets[75]. On Earth, there have been
numerous major extinction events that destroyed the majority of complex species
alive at the time; the extinction of dinosaurs is the best known example. These are
thought to have been caused by events such as an impact from a large meteorite,
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massive volcanic eruptions, or astronomical events such as gamma-ray bursts[76].
It may be the case that such extinction events are common throughout the universe
and periodically destroy intelligent life, or at least its civilizations, before the
species is able to develop the technology to communicate with other species [18]..
• Resource depletion and climate change. This is an argument put forward by the
astronomer Adam Frank who argues that industrial evolution on other planets
may lead to a sustainability crisis, eventually leading to a devastating climate
change [19].

What is likely to happen if we just keep going on?
The biggest risk that our civilization faces is that nothing substantial will be done to
combat existential risks. Unfortunately, we do not have 100 years to prepare
mitigation strategies and allocation of the required resources. We may have just 1020 years.
There is a point of view that civilizations resemble living things. They are born, have
their immature youth, followed by a longer period of mature development until they
finally reach the point of their collapse. There have been a number of significant near
existential risks for our civilization. Consider the Thirty Years' War (1618-1648),
which was fought only in Western and Central Europe. These nations went to war
fighting for the right (in their mind) interpretation of some religious principles. It
was, in relative terms, one of the longest and most destructive conflicts in human
history where 8m people died. In Germany 1/3 of the population died and some towns
were reduced to half of their original population.
Ancient Egyptian or Roman civilizations are another good example of how
civilizations disappeared. Humans did not vanish because of these events and in this
sense, they were not an existential threat to human species. However, it illustrates the
fact that had there been sophisticated enough weapons of mass destruction and means
of transportation, those incidents could have very likely annihilated all humans.
More and more people including some politicians, like the French president Macron,
do recognize the danger of doing nothing or procrastinating the necessary changes in
how we are governing ourselves and taking care of our planet. We slowly begin to
recognize global problems as potential existential risks for Humanity, such as climate
change. But the most critical change that has started in earnest in the last decade is
related to technology and especially to Artificial Intelligence (AI). Over the next few
decades AI may mature into Artificial General Intelligence (AGI), which I call in this
book – Superintelligence, after Nick Bostrom’s term he used in his influential book
under the same title [20].
Because of the increasing cognitive capacity of AI, and ultimately the ability to
control our destiny, this risk (as well as potential unimaginable benefits, which such
a benevolent Superintelligence may deliver) is intrinsically linked to our values and
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the way we run our lives. That is why reforming democracy is not just an item on the
political agenda. It is probably the most effective way of mitigating existential risks.
There is a saying that those who have not learnt history will at some stage repeat it.
But Archbishop Rowan Williams, the former leader of the Church of England, put it
more eloquently in his most recent book ‘Being Human’ in the context of teaching
history. He says: ‘If we don’t know how we got here, we will tend to assume that
where we are, is obvious’ [21]. For a younger generation, Peace and Freedom are
obvious, they seem to be as they had always been here. Yes, we tend to forget how
Peace was won and what was the price we had to pay for our Freedom. Therefore,
when discussing how to reform democracy, I will of course take the historical
perspective, to point out the mistakes we have made. It’s like looking in the back
mirror. However, that is far inadequate for the times we live in because we have to
consider two perspectives:
• The near exponential pace of change in almost all areas of human activity
• The emergence in the next few decades of Artificial General Intelligence (AGI),
which I call here Superintelligence, and which will be unimaginably more
intelligent and faster in making decisions than the whole Humanity.
It means that apart from learning from the mistakes we have made by not applying
democratic principles, we also need to look far ahead to be prepared for changes and
challenges, to which no generation of humans has ever been exposed. That view is, I
believe, much more important than learning from past mistakes because the future
will be so much different than at any stage of human evolution, changing our lives at
the lightning speed.
It is from this dual perspective that I shall be looking at the necessary reforms of
democracy because it will point to key characteristics of the new type of democracy
that we need.
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Chapter 2
Superintelligence
How to create Superintelligence?
I have adopted the term Superintelligence from Nick Bostrom’s book
“Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies” [20]. But what is Superintelligence?
To put it simply, it is the most advanced, mature form of Artificial Intelligence (AI),
quite often called Artificial General Intelligence (AGI). It is formally defined as “a
technologically-created cognitive capacity far exceeding all human intelligence” [22]..
Such a smart intelligent entity will be capable of rapidly reproducing itself. It will
also be beyond human control. Within a few months or even weeks, it may reach
Singularity - the so-called runaway point, beyond which it may be impossible for
any human to comprehend the rationale behind its decisions and actions.
In order to understand how Superintelligence may interact with humans in the future,
we need to know what it might be made of and what it might look like. Let me start
with the first aspect. For the last few years, we have already been exploring the ways,
in which we could build such a superintelligent agent. The scientists working in that
area come from different disciplines. It is probably the most interdisciplinary
‘project’ that Humanity has ever contemplated. We have started the creation of
something that one day may become a new species.
So, how could we create Superintelligence? All ingredients to create it are already
here, apart from cognition and (eventually) consciousness. Below is your shopping
list. While the ingredients are real, the projected numbers are just an approximation
of what might be available in about 10 years, when we may produce, what I call the
Immature Superintelligence (see the next chapter). I use the period of 10 years as a
kind of a threshold. That is based on various forecasts, but mainly on the most wellknown - Ray Kurzweil’s prediction. He says that by 2029 we shall have computers,
which will pass the Turing test, making it impossible to tell whether the ‘person’ you
are talking with, hidden behind a screen, is a human or a machine (some scientist
believe it has already happened). If we apply the so-called Moore’s law, which
predicts that computing power doubles every 18 months, then it is possible to
calculate that all computer-related processes will improve by at least 100 times in 10
years, which means a powerful home computer will have the capacity far exceeding
the power of a human brain. To achieve that we will need the following components:
1. Data. We will need an absolute mass of digitised data like text, pictures, videos,
or sound. Goggle’s database is currently about 10 exabytes (1019) bytes. By 2030
we will probably reach hundreds of zettabytes (1021) bytes.
2. Processors. In this context they are super gigantic computers with immense
power to process super large-scale databases. The fastest one, Summit, is
currently at Oak Ridge National Lab in the USA, which can perform 200
quadrillion calculations per second (2*10 17). In 10 years, the fastest computer,
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3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

might be processing even 1020 times more information, which may be the very
bottom edge of what is needed to have a fledgling Superintelligence. However,
since quantum computers will be million times faster for some calculations than
a conventional computer, this looks as a very conservative estimate. As I
mentioned earlier that has already happened. Google’s Sycamore quantum
computer consistently performed certain mathematical calculations in 200
seconds, which would have taken the Summit computer 10,000 years. This is
what exponential change means. Even during the course of writing this book,
some predictions expected to materialize in a decade, have become a fact today.
Memory. We need plenty of this, at least xenottabytes, i.e. 1,000 more than the
data itself, if we include the backup.
Cables and communications infrastructure. Today we already have fibre
optics, laser, radio waves, 5G for smart phones and WI-FI, which with further
improvements in speed could be good enough for connecting various part of this
immense web, including the satellites. By 2024, Elon Musk’s Starlink
constellation of 12,000 satellites will provide access to the Internet from any part
of the globe, for a negligible fee.
Interfaces. These are devices for the input and output of information, sometimes
also called nodes. We already have them today. These can be computer
keyboards, screens, printers, scanners, mobile phones, industrial robots, Tesla
cars, satellites, humanoids such as Sophia or Erica, and finally – holograms,
which might probably be the preferred interface for the future Superintelligence.
Sensors and Neurons. Sensors feed information on the state of objects or
systems, like temperature or pressure. There are thousands of various types of
mostly digital devices in use today. Neurons are also a type of a sensor. They
react probabilistically rather than in a binary way. We have already built artificial
neurons, but they are too big and that’s why their density is far inadequate.
However, quantum computing will enable the building of super microscopic
neurons in the next few years.
Cognition. Computers can now recognize faces and the environment, e.g. Tesla
cars can differentiate between various types of objects. Our smart phones can
speak clearly with superb elocution in 56 languages using Natural Language
Processing used by Watson, Sophia, Alexa, Google Assistant or Bixby. However,
they have no clue what they are talking about. So, today we have made some
progress but there is still a long way to go to reach the level of human cognition.
Intelligence. This is really about the algorithms – making sense of relations
between data, finding patterns, and drawing conclusions that enable actions. We
are nowhere near even to the level of intelligence of a mouse yet. That, combined
with a human level cognition that we will need, is the biggest barrier and that’s
why we may not have a mature Superintelligence for a few decades yet.
Consciousness. Most AI specialists believe it is not a necessary condition for
Superintelligence to have. Some may think, it would be nice to have; others fear
about the consequences of dealing with a conscious being, which will also be
millions of times more intelligent than us. We even do not know whether
consciousness is possible in non-biological entities. If it is, then it might happen
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because Superintelligence discovers itself some algorithms and very peculiar
neural connections that would make it conscious.

How to create Superintelligence?
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All these elements listed above, apart from cognitive function and consciousness are
available today and are connected and presented to us as via Google and Internet with
its communication network. But the Internet is mostly just an infrastructure. What
really matters are the resources and capabilities. This is the ‘soft’ side of the Internet,
where the browser, like Google is the king supported, by Facebook, GPS and other
information processing and communication applications. This is the ‘intelligence’
that we use every day. You may not realize that Google can right now answer almost
any question, translate nearly instantaneously any text into 56 languages, guide you
anywhere using the satellite navigation, provide access to trillions of pictures, videos
or documents in an instant from any point of the planet, 24 hours a day.
However, it will take another 10 years, or so, to arrive at the artificial intelligence
that would have a combined capacity of about 100 human brains. Should it be
combined as a seamless cognitive agent with senses (neurons), we would have a very
slowly reacting prototype of Superintelligence. I call this lowest level of
Superintelligence, the Immature Superintelligence. By then it will already have a
reasonable sense of cognition but still incomparable with humans’ capability. To
achieve that, it will take approximately 20 more years, so that by about 2050 we shall
have a mature cognitive Superintelligence with the combined capacity of at least 1
billion human brains. But it may still lack is consciousness. However, some scientists
believe consciousness is irrelevant for an intelligent agent for making decisions.
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What might Superintelligence look like?
Now, let me deal with the external ‘look’ of Superintelligence. Today, your
computer, is just one of billions of nodes to Google. Similarly, in the future,
Superintelligence will also have billions of nodes, through which it will be able to
see, recognize and talk to anyone at once in any part of the planet. But most
importantly, the collected knowledge and experience of living among humans will
be available to each individual of these node, assuming such a node will have
appropriate reading and cognitive capabilities, as well as access rights. This process
of gathering and accessing the collective knowledge is already happening. This is
how Amazon operates when we purchase some goods, almost immediately proposing
us new articles that we may have never thought about we might need.
Similarly, Alphabet’s (Google’s) Waymo – a driverless company, as well as Tesla,
collect each car’s unusual ‘experience’ and the way the car reacts, and makes it
available to all Waymo’s or Tesla’s cars. What has been already happening and
expanding at a lightning speed is the creation of a Pool Intelligence. That is how
Superintelligence will operate in the future as well. That Pool Intelligence will
become its collective intelligence available to all licenced agents and nodes.
Not all nodes will have the same rights of access and decision making. Most of them
will be passive like yours, or my computer, a driverless car, or a self-flying plane.
They will be just for asking questions and interacting at the lowest level of access
rights. That will probably be somewhat similar to how we operate Google’s search
engine right now.
However, some of these nodes, very few, will be special with access to the overall
goal settings and decision-making on behalf of the entire Superintelligence. It will be
similar to what it is today, when the top Google developers and managers decide what
functions Google applications will have, how those functions will be executed, and
how individual people will be able to use them, which may depend on their access
rights.
In future, Transhumans, sometimes called cyborgs, might be among the top-levelaccess nodes to Superintelligence. These will be humans who will have their brain
connected wirelessly to Superintelligence, apart from some mechanical body parts
(like exoskeletons, artificial heart, and other organs). They will be like any other node
connected to such a giant network with its immense memory, processing, and
decision-making capabilities. Some of these Transhumans will have special level of
access to the ‘central hub’ of Superintelligence, which will ultimately decide on what
a Transhuman could do. Most likely, the first Transhumans with such a supreme
access will be key developers, possibly co-founders of the company developing
Superintelligence (if they will still own part of it) and most importantly, some
politicians working on behalf of all Humanity. I will cover this subject in more detail
further on.
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If you find what I write above incredible, then just think about yourself. Most of us
are already partly Transhumans. Our smart phones give us enormous extra
intelligence, that we could not dream about even 10 years ago. The only difference
is that the extra intelligence is currently external. However, there are already
thousands of people world-wide that have small implants in their brain that allow
them access to information or open password protected doors. The most recent
example from October 2019 is of a completely paralyzed person wearing an
exoskeleton, who started to ‘walk’ using the implants in his brain. The scale of this
achievement overshadows anything that has been done in this area so far and opens
new possibilities for brain implants.
Apart from Transhumans, some nodes will have different representation depending
on a situation. This may include Superintelligence being represented as a humanoid
in an artificial skin, with muscles, face etc, which you will not be able to differentiate
from a human being. You only need to view some video clips on YouTube to see
how difficult it may be even today to tell who a human being is, and which is a robot.
We will perceive these very few, special digital beings as ‘The
SUPERINTELLIGENCE’. They will become special by being selected at a certain
time, (my best guess is between 2040-2050), when humans will have had for the last
time the control over the maturing Superintelligence and uploaded it with final goals,
values and modifications. Since that moment, humans will have lost the control over
Superintelligence. These special nodes probably in a human form, let’s call them
Governors, will be able by being digital, to copy themselves and thus appear exactly
the same in many parts of the planet, at the same time, as a personified
Superintelligence.
However, most likely the Governors will be represented by holograms, enabling them
to instantaneously create themselves and be in any part of the planet simultaneously,
interacting with various audiences. In reality, it will be the same ‘personified’
Superintelligence. It is also possible that some of those Governors might be
Transhumans. In this case, they may not have the capability of copying themselves,
being still partially humans, and therefore will be identifiable as particular
individuals.
We will be able to communicate with Superintelligence in a similar way as we
communicate with other people. The communications between Superintelligence and
humans will most probably depend on the level of authority a person would have.

How might Superintelligence become conscious?
When imagining what Superintelligence might look like, we should also consider that
it might be conscious. This may only be applicable to a certain representation of
Superintelligence such as the Governors who (which) might be conscious entities
with a similar degree of empathy, as an average human (Transhumans will certainly
be conscious). Depending on how one looks at it, a conscious and empathetic
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Superintelligence may become a potential problem or an opportunity. It may become
a problem because the decisions it will make are likely to be probabilistic rather than
based on binary choices, and that may lead to errors in judgment and potential
catastrophic effects on humans. On the other hand, when such a conscious being will
also have emotions, it may behave in a more ‘human’ way, than an emotion-less,
unconscious intelligent agent. Although it is only a supposition, I would assume that
a conscious Superintelligence might be more likely to become friendly towards us
rather than antagonistic, or even malicious. Therefore, a true partnership between
humans and a conscious Superintelligence is also more likely to occur.
Since we still have at least a decade of full control over the development and the
functionality of Superintelligence, we should only create it in such a way that at some
stage it will become conscious. Unfortunately, we still cannot prove beyond doubt
what consciousness is and to what extent some animals are conscious. However, the
most recent research in the nature of consciousness provides some indication that we
may be very close to identifying the nature of consciousness, how it emerges and
possibly how it might be developed in an inorganic being. I do not want to go into
the details of various theories of consciousness, but I will only mention very briefly
one of the most promising theories, which is supported by some clinical evidence. It
is the Conscious Electromagnetic Field Theory (CEMI), proposed mainly by Johnjoe
McFadden (I provide a simplified version here).
It proposes that every time a neuron fires to generate an action (through a changed
electrical potential in its synapse) that signal is then cascaded down the line to
thousands of other neurons. The overall result of that synchronous firing is that it
creates an electric current (the source of the firing of a neuron is a biochemical
reaction, which generates a micro electric current). Should that current be sufficiently
strong, it then becomes the source of a disturbance in the surrounding
electromagnetic field. Every time such a set of neurons fires off, it creates the same
electromagnetic field. McFadden has proposed that such an electromagnetic field,
generated by the brain, creates a representation of the information held in neurons.
Since consciousness is information, it is at least plausible that the theory explains the
nature of consciousness and the mechanism for the creation of conscious experience
by humans or some animals. Studies have already shown that conscious experience
correlates not with the number of neurons firing, but with the synchronicity of that
firing because only that could create a strong enough electromagnetic field.
However, according to McFadden, such information (knowledge), embedded in a
synchronous electromagnetic field is the first level of consciousness, called
awareness, which all living creates possess. For awareness to occur, it must be
supported by a feedback (an input) to the brain (initiating the firing off of another set
of synchronized neurons), which will create a desired response (an output). So,
awareness (sentience) is the ability to know, perceive, feel, recognize and act on
events. A brick does not have any perception or feeling of anything, so it is unaware
of what happens to it and to its environment. But all animals are aware, e.g. an animal
escaping from a chasing lion. But are they conscious?
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It is evident that there can be no consciousness without awareness. Whereas
awareness is always constant because it is about a feature of the perceived object, e.g.
a ball is round, a stone is hard or grass is soft, consciousness is always relative to the
content of awareness. That content may produce reflections, thoughts or feelings that
may change over time, even if the content remains unchanged. For example, an
orange for a monkey will always be round but for a human it may also trigger off the
memories of holidays in Spain, eating first orange as a child etc. So, a conscious
response will be qualitative (that is why it is called ‘qualia’) e.g. responding with a
smile to someone’s smile. Therefore, we believe only humans have consciousness
and to a very limited degree - the most developed animals.
But how about computers and processors used currently for developing AI, do they
have even some degree of consciousness? Apart from panpsychism, none of the
theories of consciousness would consider computers ever being conscious, as are
none of other inorganic objects. Even the neural networks that contain digital neurons
made of classic chips cannot be conscious if we take this assumption.
However, change is coming at a rapid pace. As reported in the ‘Nature’ magazine inn
October 2019, National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) in Boulder,
Colorado, is one of a handful of groups trying to develop a ‘neuromorphic’ hardware
that mimics the human brain in the hope that it will run brain-like software more
efficiently. In conventional electronic systems, transistors process information at
regular intervals and in precise amounts — either 1 or 0 bits always producing a result
that could be calculated with 100% certainty. That is why they are unlikely to produce
conscious experience, which requires uncertainty and probability of the outcome. But
new, so-called neuromorphic devices, can accumulate small amounts of information
from multiple sources, alter it to produce a different type of signal and fire a burst of
electricity only when needed — just as biological neurons do and as the CEMI theory
requires. Their synapses can fire up to one billion times per second (several orders of
magnitude faster than human neurons) and use one ten-thousandth of the amount of
energy used by a biological synapse [23].
Thus by using ‘neuromorphic’ hardware or a similar technology that mimics the
human brain, it might become one of the ways to create a conscious
Superintelligence. But even if neuromorphic devices would not produce conscious
Superintelligence, their immense processing capabilities would make the arrival of
Superintelligence even earlier than it is currently assumed.
By the way, an intelligence that relies on binary choices only, would be extremely
fast in making and executing decisions but probably a very dull, unattractive entity
in its ‘relations’ with other intelligent beings.
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When will a mature Superintelligence emerge?
Four polls conducted in 2012 and 2013 showed that 50% of top AI specialists agreed
that the median estimate for the emergence of Superintelligence is between 2040 and
2050. In May 2017, several AI scientists from the Future of Humanity Institute,
Oxford University and Yale University published a report “When Will AI Exceed
Human Performance? Evidence from AI Experts” [24], reviewing the opinions of 352
AI experts. Overall, those experts believe there is a 50% chance that AGI will occur
by 2060. However, there is a significant difference of opinion between the Asian,
American, and European respondents. Asian respondents expect AGI to emerge by
2047, whereas the Western experts believe it will occur by 2090.
Independently, Ray Kurzweil, probably the best-known futurist and forecaster,
whose success rate of his 147 predictions in the 1990s was 80% correct, claims that
Superintelligence will emerge earlier, and by 2045 it will reach the Singularity point
as illustrated in the illustration below.

Even more interesting is the fact that Kurzweil’s predictions have been quite steady
over the last 20 years, while other experts’ opinions have changed significantly. Here
are some examples:
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In the 1990s Kurzweil predicted AI will achieve human level intelligence in
2029 and Superintelligence in 2045, whereas most AI professionals at that
time believed it would happen earliest in the 22nd century. So, the gap
between Kurzweil’s and other AI experts on the emergence of
Superintelligence was at least 150 years.
In 2000s, AI experts’ predictions indicated that AGI will most likely be
achieved by about 2080 but Kurzweil still maintained 2045 as the most likely
date. The gap was 35 years.
Recently, as in the above Report, 50% of 352 AI experts predict
Superintelligence (AGI) is most likely to happen by 2060. Since Kurzweil
prediction still points to 2045, the gap has narrowed to about 15 years.

Additionally, human intelligence will not improve significantly, whereas AI
capabilities will improve following the Moore’s law, every 18 months.
There are of course AI researchers that have an almost opposite view, saying that
Superintelligence (AGI) will never be built or that it will never surpass humans in all
its capabilities, although they agree it could and does already outperform humans in
some areas, being completely ignorant in most others. That is, for example, the view
of Kevin Kelly, who quotes 5 myths of AI in his article ‘The Myth of a Superhuman
AI’ [25]. According to Kelly, these myths are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Artificial intelligence is already getting smarter than us, at an exponential rate
We’ll make AIs into a general-purpose intelligence, like our own
We can make human intelligence in silicon
Intelligence can be expanded without limit
Once we have exploding Superintelligence it can solve most of our problems.

Then he challenges those myths with the following assertions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Intelligence is not a single dimension, so “smarter than humans” is a
meaningless concept
Humans do not have general purpose minds, and neither will AI
Emulation of human thinking in other media will be constrained by cost
Dimensions of intelligence are not infinite
Intelligences are only one factor in progress. [25]

Without going into a detailed discussion, it is sufficient to say that his challenges 2,
4 and 5 are very week, and no.3 can be dismissed outright. The first one, however,
has some merit but is also incorrect. I do not think that most AI scientists believe that
Superintelligence (AGI) will be a single dimension intelligent agent. A single
dimension AGI is simply AI, i.e. artificial intelligence that may be more capable than
humans in one particular area, like in a car navigation. However, the pathway to a
smarter than human intelligence will lead through the multitude of intelligences all
uploaded into one gigantic knowledge silo, which with a suitable set of algorithms
will attain multidimensional intelligence millions of times better than that of humans.
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Observing the progress of AI, it is obvious that machines will surpass human
intelligence not at any single point in time, but rather gradually, and in more and
more areas of intelligence, until one day they will become immensely more
intelligent than humans in all areas.
Predicting future meaningfully, so that it would motivate us to prepare for it properly,
can only be done with allocating certain probabilities. In 1969, a Russian dissident
writer Andrei Amalrik, wrote a book ‘Will the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984?’
with a clear reference to Orwell’s ‘Nineteen-eighty-four’ novel. He was wrong by 7
years – the Soviet Union collapsed on 26 December 1991. However, he was not
wrong about the trend and the probability of a certain scenario happening around that
time.
Likewise, I can only use certain scenarios with the attached probabilities. 2050 seems
to be the most probable date for the emergence of Superintelligence. However,
some top AI scientists like Ben Goertzel, the ’father’ of Sophia, probably the most
sophisticated humanoid robot, believes it can happen by 2030. Therefore, we should
better be prepared that Superintelligence may emerge earlier. On the other hand, even
if it happened a decade or two later it would not undermine the main conclusions of
this book about the nature of democratic reforms that are needed and why we must
introduce them.
There are three scenarios of how Humanity may coexist with Superintelligence,
depending on how we manage the transition period:
1. Humans may become extinct or nearly extinct, by triggering off some
existential risks, such as global nuclear wars or artificially developed deadly
viruses. In such case there may be no Superintelligence at all
2. Humans may become a subordinate species to a malevolent Superintelligence,
which may either by ignorance or malicious acts eliminate humans, in a similar
way that humans may have eliminated the Neanderthals. This is, I believe, the
most significant and the earliest existential risk that we may have to face, far
sooner than for example climate change.
3. We will manage to create a benevolent Superintelligence, with which we will
be gradually merged. Some humans may be left behind for some time, being ruled
by Superintelligence according to its own ethics, which hopefully would have
been based on our own values.
Let’s take the third assumption, i.e. that we will create a benevolent
Superintelligence. This is a big assumption. If we consider how we behave as humans
right now, then the arrival of Immature Superintelligence in the next decade, which I
just mentioned, is a much more probable outcome. We may lose control over the
maturing of AI into Superintelligence simply because it will be network-based (a
hyper variant of Google), which we will not be able to switch off, or control it in any
way. Additionally, the rivalries between various top players, e.g. USA, Russia, the
EU, China or India may lead to the creation of competing versions of
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Superintelligence, with the objective to serve its master only and in that way
‘conquer’ the world.
That’s why it is so important that we shall have only one Superintelligence created
by mankind, with a coherent set of goals and values, based for example on the
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), before we lose control over its
maturing process. In my estimate, we must control a ‘common’ planetary
benevolent Superintelligence by about 2035, just about a decade away. Once
Superintelligence is born, we will only hope that it will apply the same best ethical
values as we have, or which we aspire to have. So, to cut that part of the story short,
once a fully-fledged, mature Superintelligence is born, it will be no longer
controllable by Humans. However, it may willingly be executing all of our decisions
for some time, including some pretty bad ones from its point of view (warning us
though beforehand).

What may be the risk of Superintelligence to humans?
Having visualized what the Superintelligence might be like and appreciating that its
intelligence might be far superior to ours, the question is, will we be able to control
it so that it does, what we tell it to do. How soon we may lose a total or partial control
over its action? To answer this question, let’s briefly see what risks its predecessors,
mundane AI robots such as Sophia, Asimo or Einstein, present to us today, assuming
they have no restrictions, are connected to the Internet, some powerful computers and
have a backup power supply.
Each such robot is connected, usually via WI-FI, to a powerful computer, a database
and of course to the Internet. Via the Internet it is connected in principle to billions
of other computers and devices, each at least in theory protected by firewalls,
passwords, and other security measures. It is the robots’ connection to the Internet
that I am going to look at in more detail to show the risks that we all face today.
The Internet was started in the US as a Wide Area Network (WAN) called
ARPANET in 1969. Following further developments in 1970s, Tim Berners-Lee, a
British computer scientist working at CERN in Switzerland, invented in 1989 the
World Wide Web (www), which is the primary software layer fixed to the Internet.
This is a globally distributed network of voluntarily interconnected autonomous
networks, operating without a central governing body for either technology or the
policies it introduces [26]..
The independence of the Internet from any governmental organisation, or an
individual is very important. That is a purposeful design to make it as reliable, neutral,
and independent of any government or organisation, as possible. Although in theory
it would be possible to switch off the global Internet gradually over a few weeks, in
practice it is impossible. The only way you could do it would be to switch off all the
electricity on the planet but even that may not be enough because crucial nodes can
be supported by batteries or petrol generators. Should the Internet be switched off,
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the whole world economy, and essentially our civilization would have come to a halt
with possible millions of people killed in various catastrophes, such as opening water
dams, switching off energy supplies, launching of rockets with nuclear bombs, plane
crashes etc.
There have been attempts to keep the ability to switch off, or drastically limit the
access to the Internet. China and Russia have advanced projects to cut off the links
to the global Internet and use its own, national version. China does it by controlling
the inflow of only ‘accepted’ Internet domains. Russia has been trying to insulate
itself from the global Internet altogether. However, in my view the efforts of both
countries are futile because by 2024 we shall have a fully operational Starlink
network of 12,000 satellites, which will allow entirely wireless access to the Internet
(courtesy of Mr Musk, who starts commercial operations in 2020). Jeff Bezos of
Amazon is planning to launch a similar satellite network also by about 2024.
That form of the mesh-like network of communication is most likely to be the way,
in which Superintelligence will achieve its omnipresence in any part of the world.
Therefore, if you think you could switch off Superintelligence, consider the Internet
as a simplified system, which cannot be switched off because of billions of
connections (nodes), some of them having a full access to the entirety of its resources
and capabilities.
Furthermore, consider that even such low-level intelligence robots like the IBM’s
Watson, are today able to crack any password or pass any firewall within about two
weeks. With quantum computers, which are essentially here today, they will be able
to crack such passwords within minutes. In this way, such rogue robots can get access
to any resource or any device connected via any network, e.g. rockets with nuclear
heads.
Most people, including politicians, who after all, make decisions on behalf of all of
us, think that a fully developed Superintelligence is centuries away, and by then we
will have it under our full control. Unfortunately, this view ignores immense
difficulties in controlling a fully developed Superintelligence, when even controlling
the Internet today is for all practical reasons almost impossible. Furthermore,
politicians take a naively optimistic view that we will create a friendly
Superintelligence, which will do us no harm, because this is the only message, they
can sell to the voters at their doorstep during an election campaign. Finally, this view
completely ignores the fact that within a decade we will quite likely have an
Immature Superintelligence that will have a general intelligence of an ant but with
immense destructive powers, which it may apply either erroneously or in a
purposeful, malicious way.
Some of the companies developing AI, are also trying to convince us that AI risks
are minimal and there is nothing to worry about, especially that some important safety
measures have already been put in place. Anyone who watched the hearing in the US
Congress in June 2017 about IBM’s reassurance that AI is not really a big risk should
37

be worried, as expressed in this comment by an AI expert, George Dvorsky: “Earlier
this week, David Kenny, IBM Senior Vice President for Watson and Cloud, told the
US Congress that Americans have nothing to fear from Artificial Intelligence, and
that the prospects of technological unemployment and the rise of an ‘AI overlord’ are
pernicious myths. The remarks were as self-serving as they were reckless, revealing
the startling degree to which IBM is willing to forfeit the future for the sake of the
present” [27].
I entirely agree with the above assessment of IBM’s true interest. For example, IBM
claims that its flagship AI engine called Watson will only be released as a ‘narrow’
AI, which means that it will only have knowledge about one discipline, like medicine.
However, in my view, such a reassurance is hardly convincing. Any AI agent that
has a self-learning capability, like Watson, cannot be isolated from ‘other’
knowledge. Knowledge will leak through and with time, AI agents such as Watson
will be gaining more and more general knowledge, gradually becoming Artificial
General Intelligence (AGI), with all the associated risks and indeed also immense
potential. Therefore, I would argue, that those in the AI sector spreading the news
that Superintelligence is perhaps a century away, usually have a vested interest to
continue business as usual with a minimum level of control because it reduces the
cost of the AI delivery.
And yet Superintelligence (AGI), will present one of the biggest existential risks for
Humanity if it is not properly controlled. In the extreme case it may lead to human
species extinction before the end of this century
So, how can we protect ourselves against such risks? I believe, there are three broad
risk controlling approaches that could deliver the future Superintelligence in such a
way that it might work with us to our benefit:
1.

2.

3.

Morph humans with Superintelligence as Transhumans, and after a few
centuries, humans will gradually become a digital, conscious intelligence. There
will be no biological humans left. I have already mentioned how some
Transhumans may actually become the key holders to the Superintelligence’s
‘brain’. I return to this subject in the final chapter of this book
Upload the ‘mind’ of Superintelligence with agreed set of values, which we
all humans share. They would become guidance for its supreme goals (This
subject has been covered extensively in Part 3, Chapter 2). However, there is no
guarantee that those values would be interpreted and applied by
Superintelligence in the same way as we do. Therefore, we should combine it
with other controlling methods such as the one below
Bring up Superintelligence as a child, living among us, so that it would have
a similar experience in interpreting human values as we do. This is covered in
the next chapter.
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Chapter 3
From Immature Superintelligence to Novacene
Living in the age of Immature Superintelligence
The period of the next 30 years that has just started will be characterized by a truly
profound civilizational change. It is highly likely that by about 2050 a mature
Superintelligence will emerge, which will take over the control of the destiny of
Humanity and the planet itself. Viewed from a historical perspective and considering
the technological progress, this change will be greater than any of the previous four
civilizational transformations: Tribal/Nomadic, Agrarian, Industrial or Postindustrial (Digital). We will need to do everything possible to increase the likelihood
of creating a benevolent, rather than a malicious, Superintelligence.
However, before we deliver a mature Superintelligence, we will enter, what I call,
the period of Immature Superintelligence. This is the type of Artificial Intelligence
that may exceed human capabilities in several domains, but be entirely incompetent
in other areas, with its overall intelligence lower than that of an ant. However, it will
be superior to today’s AI, which can excel humans in just one domain, such as playing
chess, or diagnosing cancer from MRI scans, but inferior to a mature
Superintelligence, which will immensely outperform humans in every aspect in every
domain, including cognition. Unfortunately, the emergence of Immature
Superintelligence by about 2030-2035, will also overlap the most dangerous period
in human history, which is likely to be characterised by:
• Heightened existential risks mentioned earlier
• Economic instability - the crisis of capitalism and technological unemployment
• Social inequality – the crisis of wealth distribution where those that are wealthy,
will become wealthier even faster
• Political imbalance – the crisis of a democratic system
• Local wars that can start a global war
In this period, we may face a Global Disorder, perhaps not threatening the survival
of the human species, but possibly the demise of our civilisation as we know it, for
many decades. There are quite a number of strategic studies envisioning such a
scenario where several geopolitical risks are triggered off at the same time. Their
combinatorial effect could lead to a civilizational catastrophe. Here is a sample of
such risks:
• Immature Superintelligence attack
• Serious military conflict Russia/NATO (Arctic, the Baltics, Belarus,
Ukraine/Moldova, Caucasus)1
1. India-Pakistan, N. Korea, Iran-Israel nuclear war (based on ESPAS 2015 Report)
• Cyber wars – e.g. Russia/USA or China-USA
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Severe draught and hunger causing large-scale migration
Global pandemics
Extremely severe financial crisis lasting several years
Technological unemployment

But a Global Disorder may be simply triggered off by a global panic caused, for
example, by a fatal crash of the worldwide banking system by malicious persons who
might be capable of breaking any password or any code to any banking system within
minutes. This is now possible with the advent of Googles’ Sycamore Quantum
Computer, which can complete certain calculations within 3 minutes rather than in
10,000 years by the fastest classic computer. In principle anybody can now buy, say
1 minute of computation on similar quantum computer from IBM for $1,000 and
break any code, or ‘mine’ Bitcoin currency. This might create an almost
instantaneous panic on all financial market, closing the banking system and triggering
off other catastrophic risk, with no immediate solution in sight.
In the age of Immature Superintelligence, what is currently termed as ‘self-learning
AI’ will be developing and increasing its functionality, intelligence, and capability at
an immense speed. I do not want to dedicate too much space in this book to technical
aspects of developing Superintelligence but I need to describe as briefly as possible
its capabilities to illustrate a potential harm it could inflict on us, even in its immature
form, either through erroneous or malicious activity such as in the illustration below.

What harm can an unfriendly
Immature Superintelligence do to us by 2035?

Launching nuclear weapons

Abusing or torturing
people

Preventing humans to use
some resources

Significant restriction of
freedom of movement

Subversion of governmental
and private organizations

Creating a nearly total
surveillance state

If combined with several existential risks, it could lead
to a civilizational catastrophe
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If one of the above risks coincides with several other risks, it could lead to a
civilizational catastrophe. There is a high probability that if Superintelligence
development is not properly controlled, it could in the worst-case scenario eliminate
all humans (see previous chapter).
In the period leading to Immature Superintelligence, which has just begun, we can
still implement control mechanisms that will significantly reduce the risk of
delivering a malicious Superintelligence. One of them is to nurture a future
Superintelligence as we bring up a child, so that it has similar experience of applying
the values, which any ‘good’ human would have. The key requirement here would
be that it would operate in an environment almost identical to how humans live and
operate, i.e. living at home with humans, attending classrooms or working in a
factory.
All of this is already happening, but these efforts are not correlated, nor form an
overall ‘education plan’. As I have already mentioned, there are already dozens of
examples of human-shaped robots, of which perhaps the best known is Sophia,
developed by Hanson Robotics in Hong Kong, which is the first robot that has been
granted a citizenship (by Saudi Arabia). To minimize the risks for humans, Hanson
Robotics has been promoting a policy of total openness of its inventions and
discoveries and of delivering ever more intelligent robots in a human form, so that
they can get used and ‘integrate’ with humans. David Hanson, CEO and founder of
Hanson Robotics says that ‘We need machines that work with us to grow wiser too;
machines that reveal our actual impact on the environment and humanity, enhance
and maximize human wisdom, and help us cross-check and confirm truth, higher
values, and assumptions. This will increase the odds that both humanity and AI align
with universal values of truth, life, liberty, reduced suffering, and enhancement of
creativity’ [28].
This has also been confirmed by one of the top authorities on AI, Prof. Stuart Russell
in his most recent book ‘Human Compatible: Artificial Intelligence and the Problem
of Control’. In his book, he emphasizes that unless we change the way, in which we
build AI, the arrival of Superintelligence may become the last event in human history.
He further says that robots should not be given our values ‘on a plate’ but rather
experience them in real, human life. I consider his latest approach very important
indeed, so let me quote a fragment from his interview for the New York Times:
“The solution, (to controlling AI – TC) is to change the way we think about A.I.
Instead of building machines that exist to achieve their objectives, we want a model
that looks like this: ‘Machines are beneficial to the extent that their actions can be
expected to achieve our objectives.’ This fix might seem small, but it is crucial.
Machines that have our objectives as their only guiding principle will be necessarily
uncertain about what these objectives are, because they are in us - all eight billion of
us, in all our glorious variety, and in generations yet unborn - not in the machines.
Uncertainty about objectives might sound counterproductive, but it is actually an
essential feature of safe intelligent systems. It implies that no matter how intelligent
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they become; machines will always defer to humans. They will ask permission when
appropriate, they will accept correction, and, most important, they will allow
themselves to be switched off - precisely because they want to avoid doing whatever
it is that would give humans a reason to switch them off. Once the focus shifts from
building machines that are “intelligent” to ones that are “beneficial,” controlling them
will become a far easier feat [29].
This seems to be highly idealistic and somewhat unrealistic scenario, which has
already been criticised by some experts. However, what is important in prof.
Russell’s view in the context of Immature Superintelligence, is that he also confirms
that we have just about a decade to ensure the control over the AI’s goals: “All this
could take a decade to complete - and even then, regulations will be required to ensure
provably safe systems are adopted while those that don’t conform are retired. This
won’t be easy. But it’s clear that this model must be in place before the abilities of
A.I. systems exceed those of humans in the areas that matter” [29].
This kind of risk of Humans losing control over AI, stems from the assumption that
once Superintelligence is preloaded with human values, it will follow them in exactly
the same way as we wanted. Such a risk is well illustrated in the Greek legend about
Tithonus, the son of Laomedon, the king of Troy. When Eos (Aurora), the Goddess
of Dawn, fell in love with Tithonus, she asked Zeus to grant Tithonus eternal life.
Zeus consented. However, Eos forgot to ask Zeus to also grant him eternal youth, so
her husband grew old and gradually withered.
Over the next decade we shall see humanoid robots in various roles more frequently.
They will become assistants in your GP’s surgery, policemen, teachers, household
maids, hotel staff etc., where their human form will be fused with the growing
intelligence of current Personal Assistants such as Amazon’s Alexa, Apple’s Siri,
Google’s Assistant or Samsung’s Bixby. The most effective way in which the
Immature Superintelligence will learn our values, will be for those millions of AI
assistants, autonomous cars, etc., provide feedback to the central ‘hub’, of how they
practice those values and what they experience. Once compared with the master
values, they will then correct and re-test those values in real environment. In the end,
this is what we do.
Tesla cars are the best example of how ‘values’, behaviour or experience of each of
the vehicles is shared. Each Tesla car continuously reports its unusual, often
dangerous ‘experience’ to Tesla’s control centre, through which all other cars are
updated to avoid such a situation in the future. Similar system is used by Google’s
navigation. At the moment, these centres storing values and behaviour expected from
various nodes, are dispersed (Google’s Waymo has a similar but of course a separate
centre). It is like developing individual versions of ‘Superintelligence’. That’s why
Humanity needs to develop a single, rather than competing versions of
Superintelligence with one Centre or its ‘brain’ for storing those values, behaviour,
and experiences. Until the time when we lose control over Superintelligence, we will
be able to amend its set of values, provided that those humans who will do it on our
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behalf will have the authority of a planetary organization. But that will only happen
when all Superpowers stop dreaming about achieving AI supremacy to conquer the
world with one super cyber-attack.
We should also remember that all those hundreds of millions of assistants are already
becoming fast self-learning agents and their accumulated knowledge is being stored
in a central repository on the network, which is a kind of an early ‘pool of
intelligence’, to which each of these agents may have a full access, if it has the
required access rights. As their intelligence and overall presence grow, so will the
risk of their intended or erroneous action and the intrusion into our private life that
has already started to shock us. Therefore, in the next few years, we need to be
prepared for some serious incidents linked initially to malfunctioning self-learning
robots and later on to malicious action by some AI agents.
If such incidents e.g. malicious firing of nuclear rockets coincides with other risks
such as pandemics or local conventional wars, the impact on reforming democracy
may be significant. They can stall any on-going programmes to reform democracy or
building a planetary organization because of the ensuing chaos – a Global Disorder.
In a positive way, such incidents may mobilize nations to deliver a new model of
democracy faster than otherwise might have been the case, in order to reduce various
existential risks. Malicious incidents or significant material damage arising from
Cyber wars, may lead to street protests far exceeding what we have experienced in
summer 2019, organized by the ‘Extinction Rebellion’. Whatever one might think
about the form of these protests that have inconvenienced large number of people
worldwide, they have also brought to the fore a very important message: we all are a
human civilization and this is our only planet.
This kind of thinking is absolutely necessary to change the perception of most people
that we can live a cosy life within our own borders and enjoy our freedom and
sovereignty. This is no longer possible and that’s why the protests like these one, can
also help to see the need to treat the threat of Immature Superintelligence even more
seriously. But for such protests to take place, people must be personally affected in
some way by the malevolence of some act of AI. That should accelerate efforts to
countries working more closely together on delivering a friendly AI. And that is why
it can lead to some fundamental positive shifts in the global politics triggered by what
I call the ‘AI control dilemma’.

How the ‘AI control dilemma’ may bring peace to the world?
So, let us now look at a positive side – how could we avoid lasting damage to our
civilisation in the next 15 years? To answer that question let me point to one problem
that all Superpowers, most likely USA, China, Russia, EU, NATO and perhaps India,
may face. It is the ‘prisoner’s dilemma’. This is one of the most well-known
concepts in modern game theory. It is a variant of a stalemate with a twist. In a typical
prisoner's dilemma situation, the opposing parties (e.g. Superpowers) choose to
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protect themselves at the expense of the other participant. The result is that both
participants may find themselves in a worse state than if they had cooperated with
each other in reaching a decision. Cold War was a good example of a prisoner’s
dilemma, which is a very risky strategy.
Therefore, it is quite likely in my view, that after several years of ‘walking the
tightrope’, e.g. in Cyberwars or skirmishes in China Sea about artificial islands, it
will become obvious to all players on the geopolitical stage that there could be no
outright winners. The potential advantages gained would mean very little in the
overall strategic position of a given Superpower. This could be especially true, if in
the next decade, the planet would be getting out of control for other reasons. This
could be huge migrations, multitude of local wars, a severe long-lasting economic
crisis or the damage that would be done by a malicious Immature Superintelligence.
But in my view, there is a more convincing argument for the Superpowers giving up
their fight for the ultimate supremacy of the world. If a Superpower, develops the
most powerful and capable Superintelligence, it must upload it with certain top goals
based on certain values. One of these values is the so-called Asimov’s first law for
robots – do no harm to humans. If such a value is absent, it may initially allow
Superintelligence to act maliciously in the interest of that Superpower, e.g. to inflict
severe damage on other nations and humans, but not on the creator’s nation.
However, at some stage it will turn against its masters. An evil Superintelligence will
not be able to perfectly differentiate between friend and foe or between evil and good.
In the end, nobody will be able to control Superintelligence, whoever has developed
it and whether it is friendly or evil.
Therefore, no Superpower can gain supreme advantage by developing and
controlling Superintelligence, which might only destroy the Superpower’s
adversaries. I call this variant of prisoner’s dilemma - the ‘AI control dilemma’. As
has been mentioned before, the only hope for Humanity is to ‘nurture’
Superintelligence in accordance with the best values of Humanity. I simplify here
this very complex argument of AI control that is best described in Nick Bostrom’s
book ‘Superintelligence’. There will ultimately be no human winners, only
Superintelligence itself [20].
However, neither the prisoner’s dilemma nor the AI control dilemma works with
psychopaths. I mentioned evil Transhumans in the previous chapter. If one such mad
scientist, dictator or a Transhumans wants to inflict damage on Humanity, even if he
himself perishes in the result of his action, e.g. in the style of Stanley Kubrick’s ‘Dr
Strangelove’, then this scenario of Superpowers’ AI control dilemma will not work.
Such psychopaths may literally destroy Humanity. Therefore, as with conventional
or nuclear wars (e.g. North Korea), the world may have to pre-empt such potential
malicious action by destroying dangerous AI facilities, when it is still capable of
doing so. This may be a lesser risk than letting psychopaths do severe damage to the
world.
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Therefore, if we can deal with psychopaths, I can offer you some dose of optimism
in this gloom and doom scenario. I believe we can expect in the next 10-15 years
some unimaginable breakthroughs in planetary co-operation, for example:
• Stalemate in achieving global supremacy may lead to opening gambits, i.e. giving
up previously held advantage as a quid pro quo. An example is the IntermediateRange Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty signed in 1987 between the Soviet Union and
the USA, which was recently recalled by Russia and USA/NATO. It is quite likely
this will pretty soon be ‘repaired’ by a new treaty with better controls and even
steeper reduction of nuclear arsenal
• NATO will expand its scope of activities by including the Cyber-war prevention,
and possibly, if the European Federation is not set up, it may also cover economy,
health, and infrastructure domains
• AI Superpowers will end Cyber Wars, and will focus instead on developing a
single Superintelligence
• European Federation is very likely to be set up by creating membership zones
quite quickly, almost seamlessly, and may become the most important
organisation in the world (see further chapters). This could be the beginning of
the future Human Federation.
• Russia may join one of the zones of the European Federation (EF) - the result of
an economic decline in the post-Putin era. This may become a pivotal moment in
the federalization of the world. It may paradoxically be an earlier event than the
USA joining the EF, as the ‘nursery’ of the Human Federation, although the order
in which both countries would join the EF is less important
• Russia joins NATO after having joined EU
• UN establishes a majority voting system in the Security Council but that may be
irrelevant if Russia would have already joined the EF and NATO
I know that this looks like an almost idealistic scenario enabling democracy to be
rebuilt and spread throughout the world much more easily and more effectively.
However, I would rather take a more realistic approach and assume that the new
democracy system will be born in pain and at the time of severe distress, or perhaps
even apocalyptic danger. That may also stem from the rising capabilities of Immature
Superintelligence. People are often divided by ‘Us’ vs ‘Them’ perception. Perhaps
such a threat from more and more capable Superintelligence could unite Humanity
under ‘Us’ vs ‘It’ agenda, ‘It’ being the Superintelligence.

The Twilight of Anthropocene
If we survive the period of Immature Superintelligence, we will be entering what I
would call the Twilight of Anthropocene – the period spreading over the next 15
years from 2036 to 2050. This period will be characterized by:
• Gradually, passing national sovereignty to a single global organisation. This will
be a shocking experience for many countries. The intentions and the long-term
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objectives of saving Humanity will be poorly understood. That could lead to local
wars, as regions within former states may merge with bordering regions in what
used to be another state
• However, the emergence of entirely new patterns in international relations will
most likely eliminate the risks of global wars
• Significant erosion of privacy and individual freedoms. This will be unavoidable
but will have to be strictly controlled against any governmental abuse
• Faster than ever GDP growth linked to a much better improvement in global
distribution of material wealth that might be shared more evenly across the world
(I have covered that subject in detail in my previous book “Who could save
Humanity from Superintelligence?” [1] where I propose among others the
creation of a Global Wealth Redistribution Fund by the middle of the next decade.
This might be an important factor in pacifying potentially serious violent conflicts
arising from climate change-related migration or from other existential risks.
Higher than expected GDP growth would make it easier to find such large transfer
of wealth (mainly from the Northern to the Southern Hemisphere).
However, it is also in this period that we may experience living side by side with
Transhumans. This is broadly the concept of transhumanism, which envisages that
humans will gradually have more and more non-biological parts and that a human
brain will be connected wirelessly to a gigantic network, which in effect will be the
Superintelligence itself. In this scenario, by about 2040-2050 there may be even
millions of such Transhumans, each as a node with a privileged access to determine
the overall goals of Superintelligence. We can imagine them working in co-operation,
and hopefully in harmony, with their goals and actions guided by the best set of
values they had inherited.
However, that does not have to be the case. The key problem, in my view, is that we,
humans, change our values as we age and have new experiences. It is inconceivable
that as long as Transhumans contain the human part of the brain, they will keep their
values static. And as soon as the values of such Transhuman nodes change, this may
lead to the Battle of the Giants with unknown consequences for the remaining
‘simple’ humans. We can only hope that by the time such Transhumans get a
privileged access to the purely digital, networked ‘hub’ of Superintelligence, it will
already have the Universal Values of Humanity uploaded. In such case, any
‘unsubordinated’ Transhuman node would always be overridden by the originally
primed values and goals. That requires such supreme values of Humanity to be
uploaded much earlier than otherwise would have been the case, perhaps by about
2030-2035.
And here is the problem - who will be authorized to do it on behalf of the whole
Humanity in about a decade? Additionally, once we have done it, we will probably
not be able to do it again, which will mean we will lose control over Superintelligence
much earlier than, say 2050. Otherwise, any Transhuman that may already exist about
2035 might override those goals and we would be back to square one. The conclusion
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is that there is no fool-proof method of developing a benevolent, human-friendly
mature Superintelligence but only a mixture of controlling mechanisms.
In any case, some Transhumans might be malicious. But hopefully, it will be the best
ones who will become the leaders of Human Federation, since mere mortals will no
longer have the required intelligence to make decisions on behalf of us all.
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Chapter 4
Who will fight for the future of Humanity?
Do we need the World Government?
Unfortunately, the potential dangers of Superintelligence or other existential risks
may still not convince a proverbial Joe Bloggs to agree to some deep reforms of
democracy, which may require sacrifices in such ‘hot’ areas as limiting the scope of
personal freedom. Therefore, the most likely situation when people change their mind
on such deep reforms of democracy will only happen as the result of some nearly
catastrophic events mentioned earlier. Only then will people realize that greater
safety is in greater numbers. They will thus accept that some limitations of their
freedoms and national sovereignty may be a good price to pay for their country
becoming a member of a large group of federated states.
But perhaps my scepticism about creating such a federated organization is going too
far. Perhaps people start to realize that we can no longer rely on our own states alone
to provide the required level of safety and therefore we need a much more powerful
organizations than the UN to do just that. That seems to be the conclusion from the
Global Challenges Foundation’s Global Risks Survey conducted in May 2017. They
hired ComRes, a polling organization to interview 1000 adults aged between 18 and
64 in each of these countries: Australia Brazil, China, Germany, India, South Africa,
the UK, and the USA. One of the questions regarded the creation of a supranational
organization. Here are some of the results [30]:
• A majority (61%) of the general public in the eight countries surveyed consider
the world to be more insecure today when it comes to global risks compared with
two years ago. A quarter (27%), consider the world much more insecure today.
• Use of weapons of mass destruction is ranked as the global risk needing the most
urgent response (62%), followed by politically motivated violence (57%) and
climate change (56%).
• Eight adults in ten (85%) think that the UN needs to be reformed to better address
global risks. Only 7% do not think that it needs to be reformed.
• 71% of the general public across the eight countries think that a new
supranational organisation should be created to make enforceable global
decisions to address global risks.
Assuming that the sample of respondents reflects global population, the fact that
nearly three quarters of the people across the globe support the creation of a
supranational organisation, is very encouraging. In any case, we should be aware of
the need of a long and fairly detailed campaign on existential risks similar, but more
intensified, to the one promoting the necessity to combat the global warming.
Such a supranational organization would significantly reduce existential risks for
Humanity, but we need to create it by about 2030, latest by 2035. That organisation
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would simultaneously have the best experience and resources to be gradually
converted into a Human Federation with the World Government as its executive
body.
However, for this idea to be taken seriously, we must indicate which country, or an
already existing organisation, might be willing and be capable of becoming such a de
facto World Government. That is a problem in itself. The reason is that anyone who
wants not only to improve the situation and reduce some existential risks, which we
face right now, but also prepare the mankind for coexistence with Superintelligence,
faces three problems:
• Existential risks require fast action, while the world’s organisations act very
slowly
• People want more freedom, while we need to sacrifice some of our freedoms and
sovereignty for Humanity to survive
• Most people can’t see beyond tomorrow and act emotionally, while we need to
act rationally and see the long-term consequences of our actions.
Therefore, anybody who sees such need for the world to take an urgent action faces
a difficult task when proposing pragmatic, fast and very radical changes to the way
the world is governed. It seems to me that the only realistic route for humans to take
is to create a new organisation, which would have the capacity, resources and resolve
to act on behalf of all of us in the hour of the emerging existential threat. To have any
chance of a successful delivery of its foremost objective, i.e. to protect Humanity
against existential risks, including the risk of delivering a malevolent
Superintelligence, such an organisation should have supranational powers exceeding
any prerogatives of the existing international bodies, such as the United Nations,
NATO or WTO.
There are many scientists and experts in existential risks who call for immediate steps
to be taken to form an organization that would act as the World Government, as the
only hope Humanity has in order to survive as a species. One of them was Stephen
Hawking, the prominent theoretical physicist, who died in March 2018 and who a
year earlier said that: “Without the World Government, technology will destroy us.
This aggression may destroy us all by nuclear or biological war. We need to control
this inherited instinct by our logic and reason”. In an interview with the ‘Times’ he
spoke about the dangers of AI believing we need to establish a way of identifying
threats quickly before they have a chance to escalate. He suggested: “some form of
World Government could be ideal, but it would itself create more problems and might
become a tyranny. All this may sound a bit doom-laden, but I am an optimist. I think
the human race will rise to meet these challenges” [31].
That warning by Stephen Hawking about the World Government becoming a tyranny
has to be taken very seriously. That’s why I have put so much emphasis in this book
about the necessary agreement on the new definition of Universal Values of
Humanity that could become the foundation for the future Constitution of Humanity.
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If we look at us, humans, from the perspective of the International Space Station (and
many returning astronauts confirm that), it becomes very clear how unprepared we
are to face existential risks. Here, I would strongly agree with prof. Martin Rees, the
former Astronomer Royal, who emphasizes it in his article “The world in 2050 and
beyond” when he says that: “Humanity is under long-term threat from anthropogenic
global changes to climate and biodiversity – due to rising population, all more
demanding of food, energy and other resources. All these issues are widely discussed.
What’s depressing is the inaction – for politicians, the immediate trumps the longterm; the parochial trumps the global. We need to ask whether nations need to give
up more sovereignty to new organisations along the lines of IAEA, WHO, etc.” [32]
The subject of the World Government is not new and there are a number of
organisations that make specific proposals to create such a body. One of them is the
World Federalist Movement - Institute for Global Policy (HFM-IGP), founded in
1947 in the USA. It is a non-profit, non-partisan organization committed to the
realization of global peace and justice through the development of democratic
institutions and the application of international law. HFM-IGP includes a
comprehensive set of programs that are aimed at protecting civilians from the threat
of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity; facilitate transparency in
governance; increase access to justice; and promote the application of the rule of law.
It works in partnership with the United Nations, governments, and other international
and regional institutions, as well as with thousands of committed individuals around
the world [33].
Some of the aims of the World Federalist Movement are close to what I would see is
necessary for Humanity to survive. The main difference is the key objective. They
hardly mention existential risks, or at least this is not their driving force, nor do they
propose solutions, which in my view would be practical. The best evidence is that
having been in existence for over 70 years, they are nowhere near to achieving their
goal. And this is certainly a great pity because we so badly need the World
Government. The mistake that they make, in my view, is that they are idealistic in
their objective - they want all nations to be governed by such an organization. But
that is precisely why it is not achievable. However, their Manifesto is very useful as
an input to the future Constitution of Humanity since it goes much further and is more
rigid than the UN Charter.
How realistic is this goal to set up such a new organization from scratch within the
next 10 years? To answer this question, let’s look at how long it took for some
organizations to start their operation from the time of their inception:
1.
2.
3.
4.

UDHR - Universal Declaration of Human Rights – 28 years
IPCC – International Panel on Climate Change – 26 years
United Nations – 4 years
NATO – 1 year
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None of the organisations in the list have supranational powers that would be required
if it were to combat existential risks successfully. The closest one is NATO with its
article 5 that may engage a country against its own interest into a war, in which it
would not have otherwise taken part. It is worth mentioning that NATO came into
existence so fast because of the danger of the global conflict with the Soviet Union,
after the Germany was split into East and West Germany. That is a good example of
how the Human Federation may come into existence relatively quickly because of
the emergence of an imminent planetary danger. UN has two articles, 2 and 51, which
guarantee to protect the country’s sovereignty but at the same time is absolutely
powerless at the time of military conflicts, including genocide, especially with the
unanimity required for any Security Council resolutions.
But even if we consider how minimalistic the restrictions on sovereign states were in
the global organisations listed in the table, it still took a long time for them to become
fully operational, e.g. 28 years for the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
Therefore, creating a new supranational organisation, which would most likely be a
federation on par with the legal system similar to the USA or Germany, replacing the
United Nations, is very unlikely in such a short time (about 10 years). But when one
additionally considers the curtailment on certain rights and freedoms that might be
necessary in certain circumstances, like limiting sovereignty and some personal
freedoms, then the chance of ever creating such an organisation that would include
all countries is rather very small.
Therefore, the only other possibility to create a de facto World Government is to
adapt an existing organisation by the re-assignment of its scope and prerogatives. To
make this objective achievable within 10 years, it is almost certain that such an
organisation would not include the countries such as China, Russia, Saudi Arabia or
perhaps even the USA. So, this ‘partial’ ‘World Government’ would have to co-exist
with the countries outside this organization, which is a kind of an existential risk on
its own. However, I believe Humanity has no other option and must take this risky
path.

Why is the EU the best to candidate for a Human Federation?
Now, the question is who could do it? What we are discussing here is how to guide
Humanity and protect our civilisation in the next 30 years or so, while it passes
through probably the most dangerous period in its history. By then, Humanity could
reach the point when it may already be coexisting with Superintelligence, which will
hopefully act in unison with us, helping to sort out our problems.
Transforming UN into the World Government is a hopeless case, because of the
unanimity voting in the UN. This is the same reason why the EU has been less
effective than it could have been. Fortunately, the Lisbon Treaty has created a
possibility for the European Council to vote using a qualified majority.
Since the existential risks can materialize at any time, e.g. pandemics due to
laboratory-generated bugs being maliciously released into the open, we should have
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an organization that could act as de facto World Government right now, at the latest
by about 2030. But for such an organisation to be successful in mitigating existential
risks it should have a mandate from all of us to act on our behalf. That of course will
not happen. Even if there had been a world poll agreeing to establish it, that would
certainly not come to fruition. Would those who hold power in autocratic or
dictatorial regimes give up their privileges and introduce a democratic government
as part of the World Government? It’s a pity but that is our world and our civilisation
and perhaps that’s one of the reasons why we are in such an existential danger.
Who then has the best credentials to become the de facto World Government? To
make that assessment, we need to specify what would be the scope and prerogatives
needed for such an organisation to be successful in mitigating existential risks,
ignoring for now other objectives that it may have. To select such an organisation, I
have created a table with 10 selection criteria for 10 organizations, or large countries.
I have tried to make the selection as objective as possible. 3 of the 10 criteria that I
have used are completely objective: military power, territory size and GDP. The
remaining 7 criteria are subjective, but that subjectivity is within a narrow margin,
which over the 10 criteria does not make a big difference.
Weight
10

9

8

7
6
5
4

Justification for Selection criteria for the World governing organization
Democratic institutions This is the most important criteria because if we want to assure that we do
not make things worse than they are now, then the nations that will
surrender part of their sovereignty must be assured that they will be
governed within the best democratic system humanity has ever created
Respect for Human
The is the second criteria in importance for two reasons. The organisation
values
must be exemplary in its respect of human values and it has to carry out the
process of redefining them for the upload to Superintelligence to make its
risk as low for Humanity as possible
Military power
Any organization that will carry out such a role must be one of the most
powerful in the world to withstand the threats from countries that will not
be its member and carry out missions to minimize the risk to humans, such
as Weaponized AI, or wars that could become global, or are of genocidal
Economic power
This is important because the organization must have enough resources to
mitigate existential risks
Organizational capability Essential when carrying out missions to eliminate threats from existential
risks, such as nanotechnology
Response time to risk
The selected organization must be capable of very fast response to risk,
sometimes within hours, i.e. nuclear war threat or artificial pandemics.
Land mass
This is important to have available resources as well as creating spaces that
may not be contaminated, e.g. biochemical risks

3

Experience in large
programmes

Essential when carrying out missions to reduce existential risks, such as
global socio-political risks

2

Versatility

1

Neutrality, Objectivism

The organisation which is to mitigate all kinds of risks endangering humanity
must be very versatile and not for example have experience in the military
field only
This is again important to assure cohesion of the organisation that will have
powers to limit freedom or sovereignty

The whole objective of this process is to select an organisation, which is likely to be
one of the top three candidates, whatever the weights. The results are presented in the
table below.
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Which organisation or a country is best suited to become the World Government?
Capability
Name of
order for Organization or
existential
State
risk
mitigation

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Weight ------>
European Union
NATO
USA
Japan
Canada
Australia
United Nations
China
Russia
India

Risk Mitigation Capability Ranking (weighted)
Demo- Respect Military Econ- Organi- Resp- Land Experie- Versa- NeutTotal
cratic
for
power omic zational onse mass nce in tility rality,
Score
Insitu- Human
power capab- time
large
Objec- (weight *
tions values
ility to risk
progrativism capability)
mmes
10
10
9
9
10
10
10
10
3
4
7

9
10
9
9
10
10
10
10
1
3
5

8
8
10
9
3
4
3
2
7
8
4

7
9
10
9
6
4
2
2
7
3
5

6
10
10
10
9
9
9
8
8
6
5

5
10
10
10
9
9
9
5
8
6
4

4
6
9
7
1
4
3
2
5
8
2

3
10
7
9
5
3
1
6
10
10
5

2
10
4
9
4
2
3
10
9
9
3

1
10
9
9
9
10
10
10
1
2
7

511
505
498
391
388
358
349
301
300
268

As you can see, the organization, which has come at the top is the European Union.
It could be gradually transformed, initially embracing only the Eurozone countries,
from the current confederation status into a full federation, in a similar manner to the
creation of the Eurozone. EU is already planning to take on new members, so in the
next 10 years we may have other countries such as Ukraine or Georgia as members
of this re-invented organization.
If NATO would take up this role, it would have to expand significantly its scope, but
it lacks sufficient experience. However, when the European Federation is set up and
the European Army becomes part of NATO as a whole, merging the two
organizations completely is a very logical and perhaps almost a natural step forward.
The USA, on the other hand, could also lead the world towards such a federation, for
example by significantly expanding the scope of NAFTA activities and bringing in
other South American countries, such as Brazil. However, the main obstacle here are
the American voters. They are unlikely to agree to constrain their personal and
national freedom so much by about 2030-2035 and see the USA as just one of the
nations within such a Human Federation and no longer perceived as the world leader.
It is enough to mention the futility of imposing any sensible gun control in the USA,
to see that this option is rather unlikely.
If none of these choices comes to fruition on time, we have to consider what seems
today to be an almost incredible, but a default option for Humanity. Yes, I have China
in mind. After all, every sixth person is Chinese. China has already started a number
of global ventures as it may have been preparing for such a conquest of the world in
the name of the whole Humanity. I only mention the New Silk Road with its $900bn
Belt and Road Action Plan, which intends to circumvent the world with rail, road,
and sea routes. China has also been installing large communication centres in South
America and Africa. China also has very long contracts on extracting mineral
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resources with countries on both continents. Paradoxically, such a long-term China’s
strategy may be the ultimate fulfilment of the Communist Internationale anthem,
which paints the dream of creating a global Communist Union of all countries.
But do we want Humanity to pass control to the next species with Chinese values
alone? It is a challenging thought. The compromise might be to review those Chinese
values that might be still alien to Western democracies, but which need to be
accommodated into the Universal Values of Humanity. One of them, worth
considering, might be the Confucian value, fundamental for every Chinese, ‘one for
all’, which contrasts with ‘all for one’ in the Western culture. It is best exemplified
by the efforts the USA or Israel makes to get out of danger one of their soldiers.
However, the Chinese attitude to their brethren is to behave like a swarm of bees
protecting a hive, when a sacrificed life of an individual to defend China is deemed
almost obvious without too many questions being asked. And that may be the core of
that difference. In China, leaders always knew best. Whether they were emperors, or
communist secretaries they were following the Confucian doctrine. In the liberal,
post-Enlightenment world, no leader is above the law or above others. However,
Humanity and our civilisation is a kind of a hive and perhaps the only way to save it
is to behave like a swarm of bees.

Key steps towards democracy for the Human Federation
The European Union appears to be the best candidate to gradually become the World
Government serving the Human Federation. Such a conclusion seems to be even
more convincing if we consider a merger of NATO after the European Federation
has been created, even if the USA decided not to remain part of NATO. If we take
this assumption, then the first prerequisite is to carry out some radical reforms of
democracy. So how can we do that?
Well, some answers may be very difficult to absorb since they may undermine our
current understanding and acceptance of democratic principles present in various
constitutional and legal systems world-wide. The challenges we face today are in
some way similar to those ones the world was facing when it was entering the Second
World War. If you imagine what it was like in 1939 when Europe had to fight the
most horrible war in history, or like in 1940 when Britain was preparing to defend
itself with all available means, then it may be easier for you to understand the
necessary measures that may have to be taken to save us all.
Since most of these reforms, and similar proposals, go against the politician’s
personal interests, they may probably be only implemented under pressure (social
revolution) or when one of the existential risks, such as a cyber war or a global
pandemic on an unprecedented scale, materialise. However, we should try to advance
as many democratic reforms as we can soonest possible. The proposals for such a
reform can come from politicians, such as President Macron, or from various other
sources, such as proposed by the World Federalist Movement, or proposals made in
this book, to prepare us for life in the Novacene era, which is just a few decades away.
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What should then be the key planks of such a transition plan to the period when
Humanity will coexist with Superintelligence? Here is a strawman for such a plan:
• Agree the main principles for the reform of democracy
• Create the Constitution of the European Federation based on the most advanced
existing legal frameworks e.g. European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR)
or other proposals
• Convert the European Union into the European Federation (EF)
• Gradually extend the membership of the European Federation to ever larger
number of countries by applying a modified existing system of Associate
members and the introduction of membership zones (see Part 4)
• Merge EF with NATO, even without the USA
• EF’s ultimate aim should be a planetary federalization by converting the EF into
the Human Federation (HF) by about 2040. By having substantial political,
economic, and military powers of a single state it may gradually replace the
United Nations. Until then the EF should work in tandem with the UN
• Carry out fundamental reforms of other international organizations, in particular
WTO and IMF
• Redistribute the global wealth more evenly by creating Global Wealth
Redistribution Fund (see my previous book “Who could save Humanity from
Superintelligence” [1]).
As you can see, I consider the federalization process of the EU as a starting point for
a gradual creation of the Human Federation. Taking into account how long it takes
for a new international organisation to be set up and then how long it takes to make
any important decisions, I would envisage the following schedule for creating the
Human Federation with the World Government as its executive body:
• 2030 - The European Union has been converted into the European Federation
with over 30 full members and nearly 100 associate members (see Part 4). NATO,
possibly without the USA, has merged with the EF
• 2035 - All wars have stopped, apart from minor conflicts. The nuclear arsenal and
biochemical weapons have been almost totally disabled. The Superpowers have
exchanged their disputed claims on territories or resources in a qui quo pro
agreements. The Constitution of Humanity has been ratified with about five years
left for the transfer of sovereignty powers from individual states to the Human
Federation.
• 2040 – The European Federation is formally converted into the Human Federation
and starts its operations.
The long-term agenda of the EF should be governed by one key issue: fighting
existential risks. Any other objectives should be secondary to this goal, since if there
is no Humanity and no civilisation there is no point to discuss other aims of such an
organisation. The second task will be to prepare the legislation for the creation of the
Human Federation with the World Government as its executive body.
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However, the very first step should be to agree the principles for the reform of
democracy even before the European Federation is set up. That would require a
special body, authorized by the European Union, such as a Convention for the new
EF Constitution. But knowing how the EU operates it may not happen in a neat way.
It is most likely that such a constitution will be created, as it has been the case so far,
in a piecemeal, hardly noticeable way, using as input various proposal that may be
available at the time. My objective is to contribute to stirring up such a debate on
reforming democracy by providing some concrete proposals such as Consensual
Presidential Democracy (see Part 3). That is the subject of this book and in particular,
the next two parts.
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2
PART 2
DEMOCRACY IN CRISIS

Chapter 1
What’s Wrong with Democracy?
Government of the people – a broken promise?
U.S. president Abraham Lincoln probably gave the shortest definition of democracy
as: “Government of the people, by the people, for the people”. Is this how you feel
about democracy today? Probably not, at least if we look at how the two bastions of
democracy - USA and Great Britain have recently arrived at their democratic
decisions. In the USA people have elected Donald Trump as President (make your
own judgment on the consequences of this vote for the USA and the world’s politics).
In Britain’s Brexit referendum, which may decide the future of the country for at least
a generation, the ‘leavers’ won by 52% to 48%, with many voters not having any idea
what it was really about and as many as 5% of the voters being illiterate (based on
72% turnout) [34]. Is this a clear sign of the “tyranny of majority”, the term used
already in antiquity?
But perhaps democracy has already been in such a crisis before? Undoubtedly it has
made a considerable progress through the ages, becoming more sophisticated by
covering more and more aspects of our lives, making us all behaving in a more
respectful and considerate way in our relations with others. On the other hand, the
way how real power is executed has probably not changed that much. Let’s have a
quick review of how it has all begun to draw some conclusions for the current
problems that democracy has. My objective, as always in this book, is not to go into
minute details of how democracy has originated and how it works or malfunctions
today, but rather find key answers in how a better governance of the world’s affairs
and a better democratic system may decrease existential risks.
I will start by looking at the origins of the term ‘democracy’. Both ancient Greeks
and Roman philosophers saw the society as composed of two distinct and
antagonistic classes: the few (the rich) and the many (the poor). The word
“democracy” as many other terms in politics, is of a Greek origin. It is made up of
two words: ‘demos’ meaning ‘the people’ and ‘Kratien’ meaning ‘to rule’. Thus
literally, democracy means rule (power) by the people. Athens is considered to be the
place where the earliest democratic system was established about 510 BC, although
some scholars say the roots of democracy can be traced back perhaps 100 years
earlier to Persia, Mesopotamia, and India. Greece was at that time a collection of
about 1,500 'cities' called ‘poleis’ scattered round the Mediterranean and Black Sea
shores. About 400 BC there were already hundreds of Greek democracies. Those
cities that were not democracies were called oligarchies. There, the power was
concentrated in the hands of the richest citizens. There were also monarchies, called
'tyrannies', where power was held by a sole ruler who managed to get that power by
force rather than inheritance. The oldest and the most stable of those democracies
was the Athenian democracy.
58

So, what can we learn from Athenians? The type of democracy that emerged in
Athens was what we call today, a direct democracy, a system where every individual
could participate directly in making decisions on most policies. To be eligible to vote,
the voter had to be an Athenian citizen and a male over 18 years old. At that time
there were about 300,000 people living in the Attica, the very south of Greek
mainland, including Athens. Of those, 100,000 were slaves, about 25,000 metoikoi
(foreigners trading in Athens) and about 125,000 free women and children. That
leaves about 50,000 eligible voters in the whole of Attica, i.e. at most 20% of the
population. Each of them could participate about four times a year in the highest
forum of the nation, the ecclesia or assembly, which met on a plateau hill called Pnyx
in Athens. Not everyone eligible came to the assembly. When important issues were
decided, only about 5000 citizens came to attend the assembly. To encourage the
voters to come, from about 400 BC those coming to the assembly were paid for their
attendance, to compensate for the loss of working time.
At its most advanced stage, the Athenian democracy introduced certain political
customs and institutions. These included written laws, the freedom to speak in public,
the payment of elected officials, voting by lot, even voting using machines. There
was a limit to the number of terms in the office and, believe it or not, the procedures
for a recall of elected officials and the impeachment procedures. There was also a
formal trial before elected or selected juries for those who committed a crime. The
Athenians quite frequently used a lot system, unique to direct democracies. In this
system, important governmental and administrative tasks were performed by citizens
picked by a lottery.
The Athenian democracy suited well the conditions in Athens at that time. The
community was small enough, so that every individual could participate in a debate
and cast his vote, almost ideal for a direct democracy system. Unfortunately, the great
experiment with democracy basically ended with the death of Alexander the Great
(who was the king of Macedonia). Seeing their chance to govern themselves the
Athenians rebelled against the Macedonians. They lost in 322 BC and the
Macedonians placed a garrison in Attica and imposed an oligarchy regime, which
only gave the rich the right to vote. This situation remained largely unchanged until
the conquest of Greece by Romans at the battle of Corinth in 146 BC.
So, what can we learn from the Romans? The Romans themselves set up a democratic
system around the same time as the Greeks. That system was based on different
principles. From 510 BC the citizens of Rome won the right to elect their own
officials, called ‘tribunes’. That is how the foundations for the Roman Republic were
laid down. The term Republic or Respublica comes from the Latin word "res,"
meaning thing or matter, and "publica," meaning public or common. The republic,
therefore, means the public matter, something that is of common interest to the
people.
Every Roman citizen was a member of a tribe (he was allotted to a tribe if he was not
a citizen at the time of his birth). Free Roman citizens that did not have any
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meaningful wealth were called plebeians (plebs), as opposed to patricians (land
owners and people of some influence). The votes of the plebs were registered not
individually but as a collective decision of a tribe (an indirect voting) to elect their
tribune. In practice, the votes of the people were expressed in the power of their
elected tribunes, who gradually became key figures within the Roman oligarchy.
The early Republic comprised of a consul, a senate, and an assembly. To become a
senator, a candidate had to be worth 100,000 denarii in the value of his land or other
assets, be born of an aristocratic family and should have held public office at least
once before. Roman citizens were gradually gaining more influence, which in 287
BC culminated in a new law establishing people's assembly. The people of Rome
through assemblies had the right to give their views on capital punishment,
declaration of war and peace and creation of alliances. The assembly didn’t have
much power and its decisions became law only when the assembly was summoned
by the magistrate. That is the most important difference between the ancient Greek
democracy and the ancient Roman Republicanism, where the latter was supported by
three layers of institutions [35]:
• Collective voting: Roman Citizens voted in groups, rather than as individuals,
like in ancient Greece. There were two different groupings: by 'centuries', a
grouping based on property qualifications, or by 'tribes', a geographical grouping.
Both bodies could enact laws.
• Tribunes. There was no such institution in Athens since it was a direct
democracy. Tribunes in Rome were not ruling the magistrates, they didn't have
executive power, but they could block the decisions of the magistrates.
• Magistrates. Roman magistrates had a function similar to today’s central and
local governments.
The other difference between the Greek and Roman systems of democracy was
complexity. While the Roman Republic was constantly evolving over time to reflect
social and political changes until Cesar became the first Emperor, the Greek
democracy was rather static and perhaps that was one of the reasons it practically
ended after about 200 years.
Overall, the solutions proposed by the Greek democracy were different from those
proposed by the Roman republicanism. The Athenian Greeks had a simple principle:
democracy was the rule of the many over the few. In Rome, the few were the
patrician class represented by the senate, an exclusively aristocratic institution. The
plebeians had their own institutional source of power in the councils and popular
assemblies. The Roman system allowed both the few and the many to take part
in the political governance, thanks to multiple institutions. In that way, the ancient
Rome achieved a certain degree of stability by giving both the masses and the elites
some institutional stake in the political power. However, the role of the Roman voters
was much less important than those in Athens.
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Most modern systems tend to be far more ‘Roman’ than ‘Athenian’. The legal
systems of most democratic countries are largely founded on maxima Romana (a
Roman doctrine), e.g. habeas corpus (which in legal context means a recourse in law,
through which a person can report to a court an unlawful detention or imprisonment).
For our purpose it is worth to note that the scale of democratic reforms that we need
will have to be of at least similar magnitude as like moving from a direct Athenian
democracy to a Roman republic, which was in essence a representative democracy,
although concerning different matters.

Structural cracks in today’s democracy
Social atomisation
The start of the current crisis of democracy can be linked to the neo-liberal period,
which some people call Reaganomics, dominant since the early 1980s. In most
general terms it intended to promote individualism and corporate power over state
power, or other forms of social organisation. However, what could be less foreseeable
at the time, was the impact of technology. In particular, it regards the impact the
Internet will have on individuals, leading to, what Sean Lusk calls, social atomisation.
It is not simply that people form communities using social media in preference to
more conventional forms. Almost everything that once required a meeting, a
commitment of time and often of negotiation, can now be dealt within a couple of
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clicks transaction. This brings great advantages. But it also turns us all into
customers, with high expectations and minimal obligations.

Generational war
At around the same time a kind of ‘generational war’ begun, in which younger people
fight older people for scarce physical and social resources as lifespans lengthen.
Property is in the hands of the old, while student debt is mounting. Additionally,
house prices are rising much faster than young people’s salaries, and more and more
of them cannot afford to own their house.

The ‘elites’ or ‘us versus them’
The third serious crack in democracy has been widened by the increased use of
sophisticated socio-technical tools, which in the end deliver to those seeking power,
the votes of the voters, who cannot clearly see the real intentions of those that will
govern them. The voters who have been cheated out will later on complain that ‘they’
– the politicians – should never be trusted, since they just cannot understand ‘us’.
That is one way of building a society of ‘us versus them’.
It is only a short connection from ‘us versus them’ to the next convenient sticker,
skilfully used by various populists. It is the use and abuse of the ‘elite’ label by both
on the left and right of politics trying to blame the elite for their voters’ misfortunes.
The left stands behind the ‘poor’ people shouting – look, it is the elite that care for
their interests only; they will never understand your needs. Those on the right shout
to their middle-class voters – can’t you see the elite favours the poorer and all those
migrants for whom you have to pay.

Clinging to power
In most countries, including the UK, there is no limit on the number of parliamentary
terms. Dennis Skinner and Kenneth Clarke have both served as MPs in the UK
parliament for 47 years. The main goal of most politicians is to get into power and
cling to it. Most recently it has been exemplified by two attempts to restructure the
working of the British Parliament.
In 2012 the UK coalition government started talks on implementing the Liberal
Party’s proposal to “Replace the House of Lords with a fully-elected second chamber,
with considerably fewer members than the current House”. The proposal fell through
using procedural motions to never pass the bill in the first place, since many of the
current Lords would have lost their positions. Even more incredible is the attempt to
change the boundaries of the British electoral wards, so that they are approximately
equal in the number of votes. Such a logical proposal has been opposed by the Labour
Party simply to guard its interests of clinging to power. Otherwise they would have
lost about 50 seats.
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Corruption
It was Lord Acton, the 19th century British politician, who said, “Absolute power
corrupts absolutely” and that applies to the majority of the countries, which consider
themselves democratic. The best example today is Russia, which is formally a
democratic country but where almost an absolute power is held in the hands of the
president – Vladimir Putin. In March 2018 he won another 6-year term, mainly by
having an almost total control of the media, with 75% majority (no significant
manipulation of the result occurred). No wonder Transparency International rated
Russia in democracy rank as 131 among 176 countries.
The USA is another good example. As in all democratic countries a representative to
the Senate or the House of Representatives is elected for a specific period. Even if he
is a billionaire, like the current president Donald Trump, there is a tendency to make
even more money by abusing power (e.g. Dick Cheney, Vice president in the Bush
administration).

Political Dynasties
Examples of political dynasties in democratic countries are plentiful but the USA and
the UK are probably best known. I quote just the names: Joseph Kennedy (USA
ambassador in the UK before the 2nd WW) – John Kennedy (the 35th US President)
– Edward Kennedy (Senator) – Caroline Kennedy (John’s daughter – US
Ambassador in Japan); George Bush (43rd US president) – George W Bush (45th
President) Jeb Bush (43rd Governor of Florida and presidential Candidate). Bill
Clinton (42nd US President) – his wife Hillary (Senator, Secretary of State, and twice
presidential candidate).
In the UK, there are at least 90 families, of which members were propping each other
in politics, such as most recently the Miliband brothers. This is ten times more than
in France where there are just 9 political dynasties. Greece is another example with
Karamanlis, Mitsotakis and Papandreou families holding power for most of the postwar period.

Symmetrism in political debates
In the last few years, we have a new term in politics –symmetrism. What it means is
that usually the populists manipulate voters to believe that each party is essentially
the same, on average bad. Whatever the party, it has no real intentions to realize the
promises it has made in its election manifesto. However, in reality some parties’
electoral programmes are substantially inferior relative to other parties. How can one
compare the Weimar Republic’s election programme with the programme of the Nazi
Germany’s NSDAP party, or in the most recent USA elections – the programme of
Donald Trump with that of Hillary Clinton’s?
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In order to make a reasonable choice a voter would have to know a lot more. And
that is the core of the problem. An average voter reads only the headlines. Here is
one such example of the symmetry in politics. Whilst in the Brexit campaign both
sides made exaggerations and misinformed the public, the number of false cases and
the scale of misinformation published by the Brexit side was of an order of magnitude
higher than published by the Remain side. But the populist would use the phrase:
‘you see – all politicians are the same’.

Long decision-making process
Making new laws or any political decision takes much more time in democracy than
in an autocracy. This is the price we pay for having a democracy of the kind we have
now. In a new type of democracy that is proposed here, Consensual Presidential
Democracy, the time for making legal decisions or a new law can be significantly
reduced. However, long-decision making process impact also the well-being and the
prosperity of a nation and its overall happiness level. After all, that is the foundation
of a liberal democracy, which is to deliver the greatest happiness for the greatest
number of people. For the vast majority of people, the speed in the improvement in
their prosperity fills two bottom layers of Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs
(Nourishment and Safety). That is what really counts as good life. Freedom and
affinity with others come next. So, let me do a quick comparison between an
autocratic state, such as China, and the UK – the oldest modern democracy, on how
decision-making process affects some large-scale projects and thus the prosperity of
a nation.
China makes decisions and delivers the results several times faster than established
democracies. For example, China built an airport in Shanghai for 20m passengers in
2 years and for 80m passengers in 9 years. For comparison, London Heathrow’s third
runway has been in planning for at least 20 years and will be completed, if everything
goes OK, in 30 years since the planning begun. The HS2 railway in the UK of the
total length of 531km, is to cost £106bn and will take over 20 years to complete. For
comparison, the Beijing–Shanghai high-speed railway is 1,318-kilometre long (2.5
times longer). Its construction began on April 18, 2008 and opened to the public for
commercial service on June 30, 2011, just in over three years. This rail line is the
world's longest high-speed line ever constructed in a single phase and China's most
profitable high-speed rail line. Finally, China has built a specialist hospital for 1,000
patients in Wuhan to treat corona virus, in just 10 days.
So, how can a modern democracy square this circle delivering fastest possible
improvement in material life and safety, while retaining at least basic individual
freedoms. China's incredible success in material progress, e.g. getting 600 million
people out of utter famine in just 30 years, provides an uncomfortable challenge. How
could a new democracy deliver a better approach than China's both to prosperity and
an individual freedom. I propose some solutions within the Consensual Presidential
Democracy framework. However, even now, we can see that the root problem is how
democracy functions. It 4 or 5-year election horizon determines that most large-scale
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decisions such as education, health service or infrastructure projects are looked from
a short-term perspective. Chinese one the other hand look from a very long
perspective. Therefore, they have invested heavily in education and in
apprenticeships, which allows them now to deliver spectacular projects like the
Wuhan hospital.

Has democracy past its sell-by date?
Democracy as a system has been a major bootstrap for civilisation. England, being
the prototype of modern democracy has become the largest economic and political
power in human history, partially because of a relatively better system of selfimproving democracy than their competitors, such as France, Spain, or Holland.
Democracy would have not been possible without freedom in the most general sense.
It is freedom that gives people a free choice to elect their representative irrespective
of race, belief, religion, or gender. One of such rights is the right to deselect the
current government. Fair justice and equal rights for everyone is another cornerstone
of democracy that ensures that nobody is above the law. That fairness of justice and
equality supports another pillar of democracy - equal opportunities for everyone at
birth. In an ideal state this ensures that people have economic and social freedom to
live as they wish as long as they do not harm others.
However, such an ideal state does not exist and democracy as an institution facing
the changing environment must adapt to such changes in order to serve the people.
But over the last 100 years, since the end of the first World War, when women were
granted the voting rights, there have been no major changes in how democracy
operates. No wonder that we are experiencing such a deep crisis of democracy as a
system of governance.
Apart from structural faults in the working of democracy, from time to time we have
global events that additionally weaken the existing system of governance and test its
suitability. One of them was the financial crisis of 2008. Events like these, combined
with the above-mentioned long-term problems of democracy as a social contract
between the governed and the governing, have been identified as the most likely
causes for the rise of populism. In the UK its most obvious manifestation was the
Brexit referendum result. In the US, it was the election of Donald Trump as the 45th
president of the country. Few people doubt that there will be more examples of these
trends in the future. These are plausible causes, but the true drivers of change are illunderstood and barely discussed.
The faults in the democratic system have been with us for quite some time but they
became more obvious with the arrival of the new techniques for manipulating voters
in a fast and inexpensive way via Twitter or Facebook. They reveal yet cause of the
crisis of democracy that manifests itself in the imbalance of rights and
responsibilities, freedoms, and restrictions. All of us would love to have unrestricted
freedoms but from today’s perspective it is a dream. Freedom to surf on the free
Internet is just one such example. That is what we do daily, where we provide our
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private details to a company that gives us a ‘free’ application in return. That ‘return’
could be a restriction in various aspects to our freedom to privacy.
Such behaviour by large digital corporations is comparable to spreading gossips in a
village. However, today, because of super-fast communication this has been
converted into spreading a well-prepared gossip, which quite often is simply a fake
news, into the only truth in a global village. One of the most recent examples is
impacting through social media the voting preferences in elections or referenda. That
what was discovered, was discovered, among others, in March 2018 in the
Cambridge Analytica and Facebook scandal. Both companies were accused of
stealing personal data of about 50 million users to enable political parties to carry out
personalised marketing campaign to impact the outcome of Brexit and the
presidential elections in the USA in their favour.
Citizens play largely a passive part in the election debate. They are led by the
politicians to the subjects to be discussed, which are only convenient from the point
of view of a given party. We are thus slowly entering the new era of post-democracy,
a term coined by the British sociologist Colin Crouch. In broad terms, postdemocracy means selecting representatives once every few years during the
elections, which are itself rather an art in convincing the electorate about the
undeliverable promises. One of the most significant characteristics of postdemocracy is that the objective of the party in government is not so much
implementing “the will of the people” but rather winning the next election.
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Chapter 2
Why Do We Need Democracy?
Is there an alternative to democracy?
One of the questions you may have is how democracy can survive such pressures as
symmetrism in politics that come to the fore very clearly during the election debates.
Should every voter, including those that have hardly any knowledge, or are illiterate,
have the same electoral rights, as the ones who have a much better judgment? It is a
difficult, almost existential problem for democracy, which should not be ignored.
Most politicians would say this is the price we pay for having a democracy. However,
one might say this would apply to societies with more freedom, but which are
relatively poorer and perhaps less happy because they are not as efficient and
effective as some autocratic states. Let me do a quick comparison between China, an
autocracy, and the UK – the oldest modern democracy. China makes decisions and
delivers the results several times faster than established democracies. For example,
China built an airport in Shanghai for 20m passengers in 2 years and for 80m
passengers in 9 years. For comparison, London Heathrow’s third runway has been in
planning for at least 20 years and will be completed, if everything goes OK, in 30
years since the planning begun. The HS2 railway in the UK of the total length of
531km, is to cost nearly £100bn and will take over 20 years to complete. For
comparison, the Beijing–Shanghai much faster, high-speed railway is 1,318km long
(2.5 times longer). Its construction began on April 18, 2008 and opened to the public
for commercial service on June 30, 2011, just in over three years. This is the world’s
longest high-speed railway line ever constructed in a single phase.
Politicians know that what matters for about 90% of population is that people want
to be properly nourished and have relative safety (the first two levels of Maslow’s
Hierarchy of Needs – see Chapter 2, Part 2). Therefore, one might say, that as long
as the state does not practice large scale terror (which would undermine personal
safety), such an alternative would be attractive to millions of people. That also
explains why populism may be such a real threat for established democracies.
Additionally, an autocratic government can adapt to changing conditions much faster
than democracies. At the time when the world has started to change at a nearly
exponential pace, that could be an asset from the point of view of Humanity as a
whole. This could happen, for example, if it is China which will be the first to deliver
a superior version of Superintelligence, modelled on its own values and goals, which
is not unlikely. A country like China might then replace democracy with something
it would perceives might work better for Humanity in these difficult times, i.e. a
benevolent autocracy. Current Chinese autocratic rule, modelled on the Singaporean
autocracy/semi-democracy introduced by Lee Kuan Yew, is a system, in which the
‘elite’ knows best what is good for the nation. This is quite close to the Roman
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Republic’s rules with the Cesar and the Senators making ‘best decisions’ in the name
of the plebs (although the judicial system was far more just than it is in China today).
Over the centuries there have been a number of similar examples:
• The Soviet Union, with its First Secretary and the party, ruling in the name of the
Proletariat, was justified, its Party claimed, because otherwise the capitalist class
would keep oppressing the masses (from the Proletariat point of view nothing
changed since there was only a functional change – the Party replaced the
capitalist class)
• Hitler and the NSDAP Party, which also had ‘socialism’ in its name, was ruling
on behalf of the ‘Deutsche Volk’ – justified by Hitler saying that Germany needed
more territory to expand (Lebensraum)
• What may surprise you, even the French president de Gaulle’s rule in 1959-1969
might be considered autocratic. His justification was that France was in existential
danger because of the war in Algeria and the frequent changes of the government
(every few months). That required a strong president elected for 7 years (now for
5 years)
• Current Chinese autocratic rule, modelled on the Singaporean autocracy/semidemocracy introduced by Lee Kuan Yew, may be considered a system, in which
the ‘elite’ knows best, what is good for the nation
• Even today, in view of climate change existential risks, there are people like
James Lovelock, the author of the well-known concept of Gaia – mother Earth,
and Martin Rees, former UK Astronomer Royal, that advocate a view that perhaps
democracy should be postponed ‘for a while’ because the danger for Humanity is
so imminent and catastrophic, that an authoritarian rule may be a lesser evil.
Winston Churchill once said that “Democracy is the worst form of government,
except for all the others”, and I would agree with him. However, perhaps we should
not reject an authoritarian rule, such as currently practiced in China, too early, since
it may become an option of the last resort to save Humanity. If we want to avoid that,
we must make decisive and fast reform of democracy.

Happiness - the key purpose of democracy
Jeremy Bentham, the father of Utilitarianism famously said: ‘Create all the happiness
you are able to create; remove all the misery you are able to remove’. He was joined
by other founders of the liberal democracy, among others John Stuart Mill and Alexis
de Tocqueville who proclaimed that ‘if our actions lead to happiness then they are
morally right’. Such statements strongly reflect the impact of empiricism by the
fathers of Enlightenment John Locke and Montesquieu on the key doctrines of
liberalism. We can also find that the key objective of democracy as delivering
happiness to mankind in the American Deceleration of Independence: "all men are
created equal and endowed by their creator with certain unalienable rights, among
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness".
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Recently, we are refreshing those original ideas by reflecting on how we can
maximize our wellbeing. That’s why we hear more and more often the calls for
replacing the GDP, as an indicator of our happiness, by a Happiness index. That was
formalized and popularized in 1990s among others by an American ethical economist
Hazel Henderson. In 1972 the Fourth King of Bhutan, Jigme Singye Wangchuck,
proposed the term Gross National Happiness (GNH) index, which since then has
replaced GDP as the key indicator of progress in that country. GNH is a single
number index developed from 33 indicators. It has spread to other countries, such as
the Philippines, some provinces in Canada and some cities in the USA and Southern
America.
In 2012 the United Nations introduced the World Happiness Report. It uses primarily
the data from the Gallup World Poll and the World Values Survey. The report
outlines the state of world happiness, and policy implications on the well-being of
people in 156 countries. The Gallup World Poll questionnaire measures 14 areas
within its core questions [36]. It is accompanied by the World Happiness Index. In
2019 (and in 2018) Finland was the happiest country in the world. All top four
positions are occupied by the Scandinavian countries. In the top ten positions are also
Switzerland, New Zealand, and Canada. All of these countries are liberal
democracies, with the style of governance based on the overall consensus.
Such social surveys of happiness have given a new stimulus to utilitarian political
theory by providing a statistically reliable measure of ‘happiness’ of individuals that
can then be correlated with other variables. One general finding is that greater
happiness does not correlate strongly with increased wealth, beyond modest levels.
This has led to calls for governments to shift priorities away from economic growth
and towards other social values.

The Principles of Democracy
People often feel that they have a democracy because they have free elections. But
over 200 years ago Jean-Jacques Rousseau commented on the British elections,
saying they were no guarantee of liberty: “The people of England deceive themselves
when they fancy they are free; they are so, in fact, only during the election of
members of parliament: for, as soon as a new one is elected, they are again in chains,
and are nothing.” We seem to forget that elections are just a means of taking part in
democracy, whereas we see it as an absolute, fundamental doctrine that has an
intrinsic value itself. True, elections can lead to the change of government, resulting
from public electoral debates. However, if you look closely, you can see that the
whole process is tightly controlled by the teams of professional experts supporting
the competing parties, which feed the media and the electorate directly using the most
sophisticated socio-political techniques of persuasion.
Therefore, before we identify what’s wrong with democracy and what are the
underlying causes of the crisis, let me present an ideal picture of what democracy
should deliver. At least this is a view of one of the best sources - the International
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Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA). It is an intergovernmental
organization that supports sustainable democracy worldwide, and which has an
observer status in the UN General Assembly since 2003. They produce an annual
index of Global State of Democracy, which depicts democratic trends at a country, a
regional, and a global level, across a broad range of different attributes of democracy
for 155 countries. The data underlying the indices is based on 98 indicators
(democratic principles) devised by various scholars and organizations. Below is a
summary of those indicators:
The Democratic Principles
of International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
Attribute
1. Representative
Government (free and
equal access to political
power)

Subattribute

1.2.
1.3.
1.4.

2. Fundamental Rights
(individual liberties and
resources)

3. Checks on
Government (effective
control of executive
power)

4. Impartial
Administration (fair and
predictable public
administration)
5. Participatory
Engagement
(instruments of and for the
realization of political
involvement)

Assessment question

1.1. Clean Elections

2.1.
2.2.

To what extent are elections free from
irregularities?
Inclusive Suffrage
To what extent do all adult citizens have voting
rights?
Free Political Parties To what extent are political parties free to form and
campaign for office?
Elected Government To what extent is access to government
determined by elections?
Access to Justice
To what extent is there equal, fair access to
justice?
Civil Liberties
To what extent are civil liberties respected?

2.3. Social Rights and
Equality
3.1. Effective Parliament
3.2. Judicial
Independence
3.3. Media Integrity
4.1. Absence of
Corruption
4.2. Predictable
Enforcement
5.1. Civil Society
Participation
5.2. Electoral
Participation
5.3. Direct Democracy
5.4. Subnational
Elections

To what extent are there basic welfare, and social
and political equality?
To what extent does parliament oversee the
executive?
To what extent are the courts independent?
To what extent are there diverse, critical media
sources?
To what extent is the exercise of public authority
free from corruption?
To what extent is the enforcement of public
authority predictable?
To what extent do people participate in civil
society organizations?
To what extent do people participate in national
elections?
To what extent are mechanisms of direct
democracy available and used?
To what extent are there free regional and local
elections?

Source: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance [37]

On the scale of 0 (the worst) to 1 (the best), the EU and most western democracies
scored quite well in 2015. On clean elections they scored about 0.85 as opposed to
China (0) or Russia (0.42). Similarly, on fundamental rights, the western democracies
scored 0.82, and even more (0.92 for Scandinavian countries) versus China (0.42)
and Russia (0.41) with Sudan at the bottom of the scale (0.29).
Such democratic principles are indispensable when we discuss the needs for
reforming democracy. They are also an essential tool when we want to assess how
advanced a democracy is in a given country. However, sometimes such an assessment
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may be superficial, since often even in top democracies we feel that there are hardly
any elections that are really clean. One might agree with that when we watch how the
most popular politicians behave during an interview. They seem to be popular and
successful because they manage to change the script of the debate during an interview
or an election debate by reframing the debate. In this way, they either dismiss the
issue or change it to the subject where they have the chance to push their own issues
forward, sometimes in a very populistic and dogmatic way.
We are thus slowly entering the new era of post-democracy, a term coined by the
British sociologist Colin Crouch. In broad terms, post-democracy means selecting
representatives once every few years during the elections, by convincing the
electorate about undeliverable promises. Once in power, the objective of the party in
government is not so much implementing “the will of the people” but rather winning
the next election. Probably one of the best illustrations of post-democracy was the
presidency of Silvio Berlusconi, in Italy, who went as far as creating laws that
protected him personally against prosecution. And all that happened in the
democratic European Union, without any serious debate by the Council of Europe
and no financial or political consequences for Italy as a member of the EU.
Such potential problems with democracy and the rule by the majority were
considered by a number of Enlightenment philosophers such as already mentioned
Jean Jacques Rousseau or political theorists such as Alexis de Tocqueville. He argues
that democracy is the ‘tyranny of the majority’, repeating the claim first used by
Aristotle against the Athenian democracy and also by other philosophers such as John
Stuart Mill in his famous 1859 book “On Liberty”. One of Tocqueville’s observations
is that ‘if a decision taken by a majority, which might have not properly understood
the issue (think about Brexit) is evidently wrong and harmful to all, a minority that
lost in the elections cannot turn to any public legislative body or executive power to
correct that decision’. People who may think democracy always provides sensible
and just outcome should consider these facts. Hitler, Mussolini, and Peron were
elected democratically but only once. Once they took over the power, they became
dictators.
The tyranny of majority is best illustrated by the following hypothetical situation.
There are three people at a café. When it’s time to pay, two of them agree that the
third one is to pay. Is it fair? This is not so far away from reality if we consider that
in most developed countries about half of the electorate does not pay any taxes. The
tendency is that more and more people do not pay anything into a common pool of
resources to safeguard the interests of all. For example, in the UK in just 8 years
(2008-2016) the number of people paying no tax has increased by over 10% (from
33.4% to 43.8%) What interest would these no-tax-paying voters have to change that
situation? [38]. What it also says is that the main problem with democracy is human
nature itself. At the rock bottom, we as humans are driven by Darwin’s maxim
“survival of the fittest”, in which efficiency of acquiring the necessary resources for
survival (i.e. using the lowest level of energy) plays a key role.
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So, do we have a crisis of democracy? Well, just look around. Value crisis begins
when members of a society deviate from the values, they hold dear. This creates a
new norm of tolerating dishonesty, lies and immoral behaviour. It is this deterioration
in upholding values that is the foundation of moral and social conduct that lies at the
core of the current crisis of democracy.
Morality and politics do not go hand in hand. Recently, because of the rise of the
wave of populism, exemplified in Britain mainly by the pro-Brexit campaigners,
almost compelled me to read again Niccolò Machiavelli’s ‘The Prince’. Anybody
that was watching an incredible fall of democratic values and simple decency during
the Brexit debate on 25th September 2019 in the British Parliament, the heart of the
oldest democracy, must have come to the same conclusion: Machiavellism at its best.
Let me quote just these fragments from his book: “There are two ways of fighting:
first using the law, the second – force. The first belongs to man, the second to animals.
But since the first is not enough, one must have recourse to the second…Men are so
simple and so obedient to present needs, that he who deceives will always find people
who will let themselves be deceived” [39].
Machiavelli must have been a great psychologist but also a person for whom rational
decision was an absolute value, irrespective of moral implications and hence he is
considered the father of ‘realpolitik’. But there is another man who knew that values
are directly linked with people’s basic needs, such as freedom, dignity, or a
comfortable life. His name is Abraham Maslow who categorized values into a
hierarchy, which he called ‘The Hierarchy of Human Needs’ in his 1943 paper "A
Theory of Human Motivation" [40]. Since then it was further refined by a number of
researchers, such as Nauert in 2011:

Maslow's Revised Hierarchy of Human Needs [41]
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Maslow’s pyramid starts with a base that identifies an individual’s elementary
physiological needs, such as food, sex, or sleep. The next level is safety and
security, followed by love and belonging through to esteem and, finally, at the top
of the pyramid to what he called “self-actualization.” He further suggested that
people who have these needs fulfilled are generally happier than those who don’t.
Populists do not only appeal to the two lowest levels of Maslow’s hierarchy, but they
also know that the world has become far more complex, when change happens at a
much faster pace than ever before. Democracy requires rational debate based on facts
that are truthfully conveyed to voters. When this is not present and democracy is
substituted by populism and fake news, there is a real danger that xenophobia and
nationalism may lead to the emergence of autocratic or even dictatorial regimes.
Therefore, the fact that the western countries score so well in the IDEA’s index does
not mean that people feel all is well with democracy.
The World Values Survey, mentioned earlier, confirms this view. A few years ago, a
large-scale international research project was conducted, asking 73,000 people in 57
countries if they believed democracy was a good way to govern a country. Nearly
92% said ‘yes’ (confirming IDEA’s index score - TC). But that same survey found
that in the past 10 years, around the world, there has been a considerable increase in
calls for a strong leader, “who does not have to bother with parliament and elections”.
That trust in governments and political parties has reached a historical low. People
like the idea of democracy but loathe the reality [42].
Therefore, we should re-define what a democratic system is and how it should be
practiced making it consistent with the core Universal Values of Humanity. They
should form the key principles for a new type of democracy. I will use them as the
foundation for selecting the best type of democracy for the future Human Federation,
which is the best option for the survival of human species.
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Chapter 3
The Pros and Cons of Types of Democracy
What is missing in current democratic systems?
I have identified in earlier chapters, the key problems of democratic systems and
potential solutions that could improve democracy. I would now like to use the
conclusions from that analysis to list the challenging requirements for a new
democracy capable of fighting existential risks and supporting a Human Federation.
Such new democracy should mitigate immediate existential risks (short-term
requirements), and the risks arising from the maturing AI (long-term requirements).
Short-term requirements of reforming democracy
1. To become a template for reforming democracy in existing, mainly western
democracies, and to use it as a yardstick to assess how various countries match
the required democratic standards
2. To use the new template as one of the sources for drafting the constitution of a
federation that will ultimately become a Human Federation
3. To facilitate the federalization process in such a way that it will centralize only
the very essential powers, leaving the rest of decision-making at the lowest
possible level of governance to local population
4. To reduce the impact of the sheer pace of change on the functioning of political
institutions as well as on economic, social, educational, and cultural reforms
5. To make politicians aware of the impact of technology on politics and large
infrastructure projects, which may become obsolete by the time they are complete
6. To reshape the relationships between the governed and the governing, by
instilling more trust through a greater transparency and continual accountability
7. To consider the impact of technology on democracy both positive, e.g. making
participation in democratic process much easier, and negative, e.g. hacking the
results, or interfering in the elections.
Long-term requirements of reforming democracy
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

To protect Humanity from existential risks that may emerge from global
political, social, and economic disorder through combinatorial effects
To protect Humanity from other existential risks, especially coming from
Superintelligence and climate change
To prepare the legal and organisational infrastructure for the Human Federation
as a representation of Humanity in the final stage of the handover of the future
development progress of Humanity to Superintelligence
To prepare Humanity for the time when we will coexist with Superintelligence,
To prepare Humanity for an even more challenging task - a gradual merging of
our species with Superintelligence.
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Let us now consider, which democratic system could take all this into account, and
which one will help us best to resolve the problems we are facing right now and,
equally importantly, in the near future? An organization called “Democracy
building” has quite succinctly summarized the basic functions of democratic systems
[43]. I have appraised them for their suitability to become a foundation for the Human
Federation, as well as for fighting existential risks.

Direct Democracy

Representative Democracy
Presidential Democracy
Parliamentary Democracy

Example: Switzerland

Examples: USA, France

Examples: UK, Germany, Spain, Italy

Head of State

Head of State

Head of State

Any member of the government in turn (for one year), The President is the head of state and the leader of the Has a different function from the prime minister, it may
no practical importance.
government
be a monarch or an elected person.
Government
Ministers of the government directly elected by the
parliament, representing all major parties
Parliament
Elected for a fixed legislative period, no dissolution;
changing coalitions, sometimes even extreme right
and extreme left join together against the centre
Government members
Government members need not be members of the
parliament
Who has the strongest power
Strong position of the people (frequent referendums
on single laws)
Legislation
Laws are created in four steps: 1. Draft by the
administration; 2. Consultation of federal states,
political parties, entrepreneurs, unions and other
interested groups; 3. Parliamentary debate and final
version passed; 4. Possibility of a referendum

Government
President elected by the people nominates the
ministers [members of government]
Parliament

Government members
Government members need not be members of the
parliament
Who has the strongest power
Strong position of the president (veto)

Legislation
Laws are proposed by the government and debated and
passed by the parliament. Lobbyists have some influence
on the shape of the law. If there is a solid majority,
compromises are sought within the coalition; the
opposition may be ignored until the next elections, but
then previously passed laws may be revoked or changed
by a new majority

Government stability

Suitability for fighting existential risks

Who has the strongest power
Strong position of the political parties

Legislation

A strong president may act immediately, but there is a
certain risk that he may rush to conclusions too quickly
and then it may be politically hard for him to withdraw
the law. Although the separation of powers, might
seem very clear in theory, it does not automatically
provide more effective checks and balances between
the parliament and the government than in a
Parliamentary Democracy.

The direct democracy system is definitely unsuitable
for making quick decisions in near emergency
situations, or when the risk has actually materialized.

Government members
Government members must be elected members of the
parliament

Laws are debated and passed by the parliament.
Lobbyists do not have a formal right to be heard, but in
reality have some influence. The president may block a
law by a veto and rely or not on a majority of the
parliament. Sometimes, like in France, a president may
be forced to "co-habitate" with members of the
opposition.

Government stability

Adaptability (pace of change)

Parliament

Elected for a fixed period, clear institutional separation Elected for a legislative period, dissolution and early new
of parliament and government (but the president may elections possible if a clear majority cannot be
cooperate as closely as in the other systems, if he thinks established.
it is right)

If a strong party threatens to call for a referendum, the
parliament might be inclined to compromise. A formal
consultation process gives the public a clear view of
pros and cons of law at an early stage. The process of
making laws is slow. History shows that from time to
time the Swiss people do correct decisions of the
parliament and the government that gives in too much
to lobbyists, so Direct Democracy seems to offer
effective checks and balances. But sometimes it just
takes a long time until a new idea is finally broadly
accepted.

A slow pace of change is the price for a consensus
politics

Government
Government elected by the parliament based on a
majority, may be dismissed by the president, especially
when it is a coalition of several parties

Adaptability (pace of change)

Government stability
If there are many parties in a country, the dependence
of the government's parliamentary majority even on a
tiny party (e.g. in Israel) may undermine the stability of
the government. If there are only two relevant parties
and one has a comfortable majority, the parliamentary
system offers few effective checks and balances.

Adaptability (pace of change)

Pace of change can be quite fast if the president's party The pace of change when a government has a clear
has the majority, like now in France under Macron
majority can be quite fast, like in the UK under Blair's
first government.
Suitability for fighting existential risks

Suitability for fighting existential risks

The Presidential system, with some caveats seems to be
the most suitable for mitigating existential risks and
fighting catastrophic crises. However, the presidential
powers would have to be controlled much more than
today. The best example is the election of Donald
Trump as the US President. To minimize the risk of a
catastrophic decision by a president, the top executive
powers should be in the hands of three presidents.
Each of them would have equal power, represent one
of the three major sections of a nation, and each
decision would have to be taken by at least two
presidents.

Parliamentary democracy is the second best option
regarding its suitability for fighting existential risks.
However, it would have to be adapted by creating a long
list of exceptional circumstances, where the Prime
Minister gets extraordinary powers and could rule by
decrees, subsequently debated and voted in the
Parliament. Since such risks exists right now and
mitigating measures should be applied straight away, in
practice it would mean such Prime Minister would very
soon become the de facto President. It would have been
a political fudge and therefore such system should be
avoided, if possible.

Which democracy is best for Humanity’s coexistence with Superintelligence? [43]
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What clearly comes out of this table and the previous analysis is that there are some
significant formal and institutional differences between Direct, Presidential and
Parliamentary Democracy. However, when one looks at the requirements list above,
it is obvious that none of these systems is good enough on its own for our needs. Let
me give you some examples:
• There is no democratic system in the world that would guarantee in its
constitution, a self-determination of a region, leading to setting up a separate state
(the best recent example is the case of Catalonia). Even if such a democratic
system exists, it has always a caveat that the region must first seek the consent of
the state, from which it wants to separate.
• There is no democracy system whose constitution would facilitate governmental
powers by enabling it to act effectively in fighting existential risks that face us
all. That is of course logical, since only the government acting on behalf of the
whole Humanity would need such a prerogative.
So, let me now review which of the existing democratic systems comes closest to the
above requirements.

Constitutional Monarchy
Countries which have a monarch as the head of state and a government elected by
conducting free elections are called a constitutional monarchy. There are 26
monarchies around the world, 12 of them in Europe. Some monarchs are the head of
more than one state, e.g. the British monarch is the head of state in 17 countries,
including Canada and Australia. Monarchies are a variant of a republic. A
constitutional monarchy resembles a republic because the constitution (written, or
unwritten as is the case in the UK) has been amended to remove power from the
monarch and install institutions conforming to the principles of republicanism. What
makes a monarchy different from a republic is that laws are enforced with royal
authority.
Constitutional monarchy is definitely not the system suitable for the European
Federation for two reasons:
1. The sovereign power is in the hands of a monarch and not the nation
2. It would not be suitable because of the lack of significant powers that the head of
state must have in case of emergency
The only exceptions are Norwegian, Swedish and Danish Constitutional Monarchies
which have created a unique system of governance. The largely informal role of the
monarch is to be the key mediator between parties ensuring that political decisions
are reached through consensual, rather than an adversarial approach. This feature
might be very useful for the future European Federation (EF).
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Direct Democracy
Direct democracy is the type of democracy, in which all eligible citizens can
participate in the decision-making process personally, rather than through their
representatives. In a direct democracy voter have the power to initiate or amend the
legislation, change constitutional laws, propose certain initiatives or referenda
through petitions, or remove elected officials before the end of their term. The best
example of direct democracy is Switzerland, although in strictly legal terms it is
really a semi-direct democracy.
Since its existence as a modern federal state in 1848, it has seen 580 citizens’
initiatives and referenda. In such a democracy, at a federal level, citizens can propose
changes to the constitution or ask for a referendum to be held on any law voted by
the parliament. On average, there are 9 referenda every year in Switzerland - 180
over the last 20 years [44]. Referenda, which are the main tool of direct democracy,
may not represent the voice of the whole population, since the better-educated
members of society are more likely to take part. However, in an average Swiss
referendum 50% of eligible voters participate, and annually about 80% take part in
at least one referendum, which is much higher than a typical turnout in a German or
the UK election. Although Swiss direct democracy has been criticised for ‘boring’
voters with too many referenda (which need 50,000 votes to be organised), overall
the Swiss system produces the highest number of people trusting the government
among the OECD countries [45].
For a direct democracy to work, it has to be truly direct at a certain level. In modern
societies, which are linked by powerful networks and mobile phones connecting each
other, direct democracy can be transformed into a practical and cost-effective
decision-making system, in which participation is as real as it can be (see edemocracy below). That of course would also require deep education in communal
and governmental matters that would go far beyond what is being taught at school
today. Additionally, for people to ‘live’ democracy they must see the effect of their
decision making very clearly either through direct inspection, if it is a new road built
in town, or through attending assemblies real or soon to come, virtual, where the
decisions taking effect at a national level can be verified and criticised, identifying
the scope for improvement. Of course, not every decision, especially at a national
level can be viewed or verified, i.e. in foreign policy, national defence etc. What I am
talking about is a general process of decision making, which naturally will, and must
have, exceptions.
In summary, some form of direct democracy might be considered as the best
option for the EF if it is combined with a presidential system of government
because:
1. It would provide true citizen participation at almost every level through edemocracy (discussed further)
2. It would lead to a better consensus of all citizens
3. It would drastically reduce corruption, if combined with the reformed electoral
system e.g. maximum two terms for an MP.
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4. Technology could provide additional support for some policies, like immediate
dismissal of an MP by his voters, enabling smooth rotation of executive roles, etc.
5. It could be the fastest system to get the consent of the electorate on urgent matters.

Parliamentary Democracy
The most common type of democracy is Representative democracy, in which all
eligible citizens have active rights (anyone can be elected to the parliament if he gets
sufficient number of votes) and passive rights (any adult can participate in the
elections). Political power is exercised in a Representative Democracy indirectly
through elected representatives. Most western countries are representative
democracies. There are two types of Representative Democracy: Parliamentary
Democracy and Presidential Democracy.
In a typical Parliamentary Democracy, representatives for the parliament may be
elected by a particular district (ward or constituency), or represent the entire
electorate through proportional systems (e.g. voting for a party list). In some
representative democracies major decisions can be made using a referendum, like the
most recent UK decision on withdrawing its membership from the European Union
(Brexit). The way Representative Democracy works in practice can lead to some
inconsistencies in how the representative of the electorate (a member of parliament)
makes a decision. In theory, he should, at least in major decisions, follow his voters’
wishes, or deliver the promises made in the party Manifesto. However, some MPs
retain the right to make their own judgement on what is best for their constituents and
may vote differently to their electorate’s expectations and this is how I feel it should
be. MPs are, after all, not delegates of their constituency, as it used to be in ancient
Athens, or the tribunes in Rome, to vote exactly as authorized on an issue. They
represent their interests in all matters using their best judgment.
In a Parliamentary Democracy, the day to day governance is executed by ministers
and their decisions are continually checked by the parliament, which retains the right
to dismiss a Prime Minister at any point in time by raising the Vote of No Confidence.
Most countries have elections at regular intervals say every 4-5 years, but in some,
e.g. in the UK, the Prime Minister can call an election whenever he or she so chooses
(2/3 of the votes in the parliament required since 2017). In a parliamentary
democracy, power can also be executed by a minority government. In such cases, the
largest party that does not have the overall majority may govern based on a “vote by
vote” support by one of the minority parties.
The most significant difference between a Parliamentary Democracy and a
Republican system, which is another form of representative democracy discussed
below, is that a representative democracy is a ‘rule by the omnipotent majority’. In
that democracy, an individual, and any group of individuals composing any minority,
have no protection against the unlimited power of the majority. It is a case of
Majority-over-Man, or as some people say, the “Tyranny of Majority”.
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Parliamentary democracy is not the right type of governance to fulfil the purpose
of the European Federation for the following reasons:
1.

2.
3.

It is the rule of the majority over the minority, whereas to function effectively
and in the greatest possible harmony, it should take by law the interests of a
minority and seek an overall consensus, such as in the Scandinavian model of
democracy
The fact that the Prime Minister and the government can be voted out at any
time by the parliament may lead to political and social instability of a country
Decisions in parliamentary democracy take much longer than for example in
a Presidential Democracy

A Republican system of government
The difference between a Republican system of governance and the Presidential
Democracy (discussed below) is that in a Presidential Democracy the Head of State
(the President) is always directly elected by the citizens and always directly elects
ministers or elects the Prime Minister, who then elects the ministers. The second
difference is that in a republican system the government may fall within a given
electoral term, whereas in the presidential system the same head of state can elect
another government (like in France, which would have to be approved by the
parliament) or change ministers (like in the USA).
A Republic is the opposite of the system it first substituted – the Monarchy. It is a
form of government under which the head of state is not a monarch. Perhaps the best
example is a period between 1649 and 1660 in English history, when with the death
of King Charles, I, England became a republic known as the Commonwealth ruled
by the Lord Protector - Oliver Cromwell. The primary positions of power within a
republic are not inherited, but are attained through elections expressing the consent
of the governed. Such leadership positions are therefore expected to fairly represent
the citizens of a nation. Most modern republics came into existence when a Monarch
– the Sovereign was substituted by a nation as a Supreme law maker and governor
The Head of State in a republic is generally a person who has been chosen by the
citizens, either by direct election or by a group of elected representatives to act as the
top representative of the people. In most republics, the Head of State is called the
president, elected for a fixed term. An example of a republic is the German Federal
Republic, where the government includes both the president, and nominated by him,
the Chancellor (prime minister), who then selects ministers.
The Founding Fathers of the United States rarely praised and often criticised
democracy, which in their time meant direct democracy, often without the protection
of a constitution enshrining basic rights. James Madison argued that what
distinguished a democracy from a republic was that the former became weaker as it
got larger and suffered more violently from the effects of faction, whereas a republic
could get stronger as it got larger and combated faction by its very structure. What
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was critical to American values, John Adams insisted, was that the government be
"bound by fixed laws, which the people have a voice in making, and a right to
defend." As Benjamin Franklin was exiting the Hall after writing the U.S.
constitution, a woman asked him "Well, Doctor, what have we got—a republic or a
monarchy?" He replied, "A republic—if you can keep it." [46]
A Republican democracy could be the second-best type of governance, inferior
only to Presidential democracy, to fulfil the purpose of the European Federation.
Its main weakness in comparison with Presidential democracy is that:
It provides a less stable form of government than the Presidential democracy.

Presidential Democracy
This is a variant of representative democracy practiced in countries such as the USA
or France. This is a system where the electorate elects the president directly for a
fixed term. The president is then the head of state who then selects the prime minister
and who in turn selects ministers e.g. in France. However, there are variants of this
system as in the USA, where the president also plays the role of the prime minister
and is therefore the head of the government. In normal circumstances a president
cannot be easily removed from the office unless he is impeached by the parliament
for a gross misconduct and breaking the law. In a Presidential Democracy no
president has the power to remove the elected members of the parliament, just
fulfilling one of the core principles of democracy – the separation of powers.
Presidential Democracy, especially when combined with elements of Direct
Democracy seems to be the best option for the EF because:
1. It is the fastest system for implementing decisions at national level, paramount
from the point of view of combating existential risks
2. It would be the most effective and fastest in decision making but also leading to
minimum use of resources, since decisions would be more coherent, provided that
sufficient powers are granted to the president
3. It would provide fast and real citizen participation at every level of governance if
combined with elements of direct democracy delivered, for example, by edemocracy (see below)
4. It would lead to a better consensus of all citizens

e-Democracy
This is really an attempt to re-introduce direct democracy with the support of
technology, which was mentioned earlier in this chapter. Those who favour this type
of democracy believe, that the key argument against direct democracy, i.e. that it can
only be used in small towns and small states like Switzerland, is no longer valid
because we, as voters, could exercise our will on the Internet. However, the
challenges facing the introduction of e-democracy in a substantive way are
significant. Until today, there is practically no state, apart from Switzerland, which
has adopted e-democracy in earnest. In most cases it is used for petitions or
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consultation projects in countries like the UK or Australia. In both countries, as well
as in most EU countries, voters can vote in advance using the Internet, but that only
changes the way the vote is actually delivered (electronically) and does not change
democracy, or the voting system, as such.
There is hardly any theoretical framework on how to adopt e-democracy in such a
way that it would cover all types of elections while at the same time be resilient to
fraud or even more seriously to cyberattacks. After the apparent Russian direct and
indirect interference in American presidential elections, British Brexit referendum,
German, Dutch and French elections, the governments will be very cautious to extend
the application of e-democracy beyond parliamentary petitions or local government
consultations. From that point of view, although it sounds counterintuitive, the British
paper system, in which voters personally walk into the polling stations, seems to be
the most resilient.
However, the problem of cyber-interference into e-elections may have finally been
resolved thanks to quantum encryption. Guided by the laws of quantum mechanics,
the laws that dictate what happens at a subatomic level, this technology cannot be
corrupted. Quantum cryptography developed by China in just one year is now
available. In January 2018 China created the first global satellite network, which
provides unbreakable security for individuals, companies, and governments. Any
attempt to crack the passwords or the content of quantum encrypted messages would
lead to immediate annihilation of the information making the whole effort utterly
futile [47]. Who could have thought that such a great achievement in science and
technology would come just in time to help us improve democracy? That does not
mean e-democracy’s final result cannot be corrupted. It can because man it is man
who is the weakest point in the system.
We should also consider that the new norms of participation, inclusiveness and open
communication are slowly penetrating democracy and at some stage the role of
politicians as we have known may be coming to an end. After all, there are already a
number of examples around the world that sortition assemblies, mentioned further
on, work fairly well. It seems to prove that ‘ordinary’ people can and do make good,
informed, and balanced decisions. It proves that people could govern themselves
more effectively and justly, bringing the end of politicians and politics as we have
known for centuries. Therefore, we should take the prospect of far more active
participation of citizens in governing their country more vigorously and see it as a
springboard for far reaching changes in democracy. It is time to consider edemocracy as a key ingredient in reforming Democracy, combining it with Direct
Democracy and Presidential Democracy.

A Transpartisan Democracy – the Danish Alternativet
On 27 November 2013 a strange party was set up in Denmark. People called it “A
party about Nothing”. It was founded by the former Minister of Culture Uffe Elbæk
and Josephine Fock, both of whom had been Members of Parliament for the Social
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Liberal Party. In 18 months that party won 5% of the votes and has now 9 MPs in the
Danish Parliament. How was that possible? What’s so special about the “Party about
Nothing”?
The Party is called Det Alternativet – The Alternative. It is a networked organisation,
which has affiliates around the world, including in Britain (The Alternative UK).
People voted for this party not so much because of what it wanted to do, but HOW it
wanted to govern. The WHAT element, i.e. a kind of a vague programme, was crowd
sourced by the party members after the party was founded and published three
objectives:
• Transition to a sustainable society
• Supporting entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship
• Changing the culture of political dialogue
As mentioned earlier, the unique thing about this kind of a party is its central focus
not so much on the content (the programme) but rather on the process – on the HOW.
The most central tenets of the party are put into a set of six core values, which I quote
from the party’s programme [48]:
1. “Courage. Courage to look the problems in the eye. But also, courage about the
future we share
2. Generosity. Everything which can be shared will be shared with anyone
interested
3. Transparency. Everybody should be able to look over our shoulders, on good
days and on bad days
4. Humility. To the task. To those on whose shoulders we stand, and to those who
will follow us
5. Humour. Without humour there can be no creativity. Without creativity there can
be no good ideas. Without good ideas there can be no creative power. Without
creative power there can be no results
6. Empathy. Putting yourself in other people’s shoes. Looking at the world from
that point of view and creating win-win solutions for everyone.”
These values as such do not promise a voter a certain political programme. Rather,
they promise a kind of a social environment, within which that political programme
of doing politics in an entirely different way, is brought into being. The members of
the party commit first and foremost to these values. But equally important is the way
how they advocate debating political and social issues, which they call “debate
principles”:
• “We will openly discuss both the advantages and the disadvantages of a certain
argument or line of action.
• We will listen more than we speak, and we will meet our political opponents on
their own ground
• We will emphasize the core set of values that guide our arguments
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• We will acknowledge when we have no answer to a question or when we make
mistakes
• We will be curious about each and every person with whom we are debating
• We will argue openly and factually as to how the Alternative’s political vision
can be realized” [49].
It is perhaps easier to understand why such a party was set up in Denmark. After all,
this is one of those countries that in broad terms practices the Scandinavian model of
consensual approach to politics. Here are two such examples. During the increasing
political pressures related to migration, the party leader Uffe Elbæk wrote an open
letter in a newspaper, asking the centre-right prime minister (who is rather restrictive
on immigration) for a dialogue on how to avoid bitter polarization of the Danish
public on this hot topic. At the party’s inaugural address upon entering the parliament,
one of the newly elected MPs, Rasmus Nordqvist, gave a speech in which he
commended different qualities and perspectives of all the other parties, including
their ideological Nationalist adversaries. This is a sign of transpartisanism – the
principle of seeing the interchange of all parties as vital to democracy that seeks to
implement one’s own policies by means of affecting the other parties’ views (rather
than antagonizing them). The Alternative can thus be described as a transpartisan
movement [49].
What’s in it for me, the reader of this book may ask. I believe a lot. Democracy, as
has been practiced so far, cannot continue for too long without a significant change
in the way, in which it addresses the issues important for people as well as the way,
in which it treats the people as voters. It may not be a complete solution to our pursuit
of a better democracy, but to me it is almost certainly one of the components. After
all, as a Nordic political philosopher Hanzi Freinacht says in his essay on the
Alternative’s politics: “stressing political process, debate culture and democratization
is going to be a highly competitive feature amidst the confusing circumstances of
late-modern, post-industrial societies, where more discontent stems from the way
politics is conducted rather than the contents itself. That’s why those who are most
knowledgeable about efficient methods of deliberation, those that most skilfully
master the ability to co-develop solutions in a transpartisan manner, and those who
have the best understanding of the perspectives of others, will reap the greatest
benefits. These are some of the skills, which the people in political parties, like the
Alternative, have and this will put them in a very favourable position in the political
game despite their smaller size” [49].
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Chapter 4
Citizens’ Assemblies - a New Tool for Democracy
What are Citizens’ Assemblies?
If democracy as a system is to survive, we will have to accept that it cannot be reduced
to voting alone. Yes, the main strengths of elections are accountability and
competency. However, their main weakness is that they are the source of political
inequality and a systemic partisanship, which undermine an objective and impartial
dialogue for the benefit of all, and not for a specific class represented by a particular
party. Such a situation has gradually created the current crisis of democracy best
exemplified by the spreading wave of populism. Citizens are becoming deeply
disillusioned by being systematically manipulated by politicians of various
provenance, using the power of the latest socio-psychological techniques applied by
the mainstream and social media. That’s why elections and referenda must be
invigorated with new ways in which citizens can participate. We have to think ‘out
of the box’ and see that elections are only one of the tools of democracy.
Since participating in decision making is everybody’s natural need, we need to devise
new ways of a much deeper engagement of citizens in making political decisions.
People care deeply about their communities and want their voice to be heard. How
could we then improve the citizens’ engagement in a democratic process, extending
beyond once every few years elections? Greeks, and some Italian states in the
Renaissance period, had a solution. It was drafting representatives (men only, women
were not included) by drawing a lot that why sometimes it was called allotment or a
sortition. They swore an oath that they were not acting under bribes. In ancient
Athenian democracy, sortition was mainly used as a method for appointing political
officials and its use was regarded as a principal characteristic of a true democracy.
The logic behind that system of electing political representatives originates from the
idea that “power corrupts.” That’s the main reason why sortition was initially used.
Today, most people, at least in the Anglo-Saxon world, come in contact with sortition
at least once in their lifetime, when they are randomly selected to serve as a member
of a jury in municipal and national courts. In recent years, quite a few proposals have
emerged, which argue that the representative democracy could be significantly
improved by replacing elections with sortition or including it as part of a legislative
process, like drafting or amending a new constitution, as was the case in the Republic
of Ireland in 2012. Let me remind the sceptics that in places where some form of
democracy was present, decisions on public issues were taken by lot for well over
2000 years, whereas representative democracy as a means of making decisions on
public matters is barely 200 years old. Perhaps we can learn a lot from looking again
at… drawing lots.
Structured debates with a random sample of citizens, promise to generate a more
vital, dynamic, and inclusive form of democracy than governing a country on the
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basis of elections run every four or five years. I will look at this from a wider
perspective than just for electing representatives to legislative bodies as was mainly
the case in the ancient Greece. But I will also consider potential consequences for the
public good in a more general sense.
Let me start with describing and giving examples of two types of making important
decisions by using a method of sortition: Citizens’ Assemblies and Citizens’
Chambers. This will form the background for assessing advantages and
disadvantages of sortition as a potential tool for improving democracy in general.
Citizens’ Assemblies have suddenly become the subject of political debates in the
context of the planned Future of Europe Conference to be held over two years,
starting in the autumn 2020. So far, they have been formed to make decisions on oneoff political or social matters. The assumption is that an assembly that uses a sortition
method to select the representatives of the population from a given district, region or
a whole nation, would make decisions in a more informed, fair and deliberative
setting, than it would have been the case in an electoral process. Here are some
examples of Citizens’ Assemblies:
• Law court juries are formed through sortition in some countries, such as the
United States and United Kingdom.
• Citizens' juries or citizens' assemblies have been used to provide input to policy
makers. For example, in 2004, a randomly selected group of citizens in British
Columbia convened to propose a new electoral system. This Citizens' Assembly
on Electoral Reform was repeated three years later in Ontario.
• MASS LBP, a Canadian company inspired by the work of the Citizens'
Assemblies on Electoral Reform, has pioneered the use of Citizens' Reference
Panels for addressing a range of policy issues for public sector clients. The
Reference Panels use civic lotteries, a modern form of sortition, to randomly
select citizen-representatives from the general public.
• ‘Democracy in Practice’, an international organization dedicated to democratic
innovation, experimentation and capacity-building, has implemented sortition
within schools, randomly selecting members of student governments in Bolivia.
• Danish Consensus conferences give ordinary citizens a chance to make their
voices heard in debates on public policy. The selection of citizens is not perfectly
random, but still aims to be representative.
• The South Australian Constitutional Convention was a deliberative opinion poll
created to consider changes to the state constitution.
• Private organizations can also use sortition. For example, the Samaritan
Ministries health plan uses a panel of 13 randomly selected members to resolve
disputes, which sometimes leads to policy changes [50].
Citizens’ Assemblies have, for good reason, generally focussed on rare political
issues that do not involve money, such as electoral reform or gay rights. This makes
them vastly easier to handle competently because they do not involve weighing fiscal
trade-offs with competing issues. One of the best examples was a Constitutional
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Assembly in Ireland in 2012-2014. It was set up to review several articles of the
constitution of Ireland. In October 2012 The Irish government appointed the
chairman of the convention, an economist Tom Arnold. An independent research
bureau put together the random group of 66 citizens, drafted by a lot, taking account
of age, sex, and place of birth from both Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland.
Among the members of the convention were also 33 elected politicians who were
selected proportionally from each party. This group met one weekend per month for
more than a year. The diversity that process produced was helpful when it came to
discussing such subjects as same-sex marriage, the rights of women or the ban on
blasphemy in the current constitution. However, they did not do all this alone.
Participants listened to experts and received input from other citizens (more than a
thousand contributions came in on the subject of gay marriage). In January 2014 the
chairman of the Constitutional Convention addressed the Seanad on the Convention's
work, listing the principles under which it operated as openness, fairness, equality of
voice, efficiency, and collegiality.
The decisions made by the Convention did not have the force of law; the
recommendations first had to be passed by the two chambers of the Irish parliament,
then by the government. Only then were the recommendations put to a vote in a
referendum. The referendum approved the proposed changes, resulting in important
modification in the Irish Constitution.
One variant of sortition has been applied by the Kurds in their referendum on
independence carried out in September 2017. It is called democratic confederalism
and its key proponent is Abdullah Ocalan – the Kurd leader who has spent the last 20
years in a Turkish jail. Under democratic confederalism, the power is devolved not
from top down but from bottom up. The basic, lowest level of a political unit is a
local assembly representing a village or an urban district. These assemblies then elect
people to represent their interests in wider confederations, which in turn choose
members to provide a voice in the region as a whole (Ocalan rejects the idea of the
nation state). The federal government is purely administrative: it does not make
policy but implements the proposals passed to it by the assemblies.

What is a Citizens’ Chamber?
Should Citizens’ Assemblies be used on a larger scale to improve democracy by
becoming, for example, the second chamber of a parliamentary system? If we accept
that as possible in principle, then any proposal for a Citizens’ Chamber would have
to provide answers to the following questions:
• Should sortition terms be longer or shorter? Longer terms allow for better
competency but also more potential for corruption, as well as more potential for
the emergence of factions, which are likely to undermine the quality of
deliberation.
• Should Citizens’ Chamber be a permanent body of legislation, when individual
members join and leave after one full term, say 6 years, and can be replaced ‘on86
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the-go’ from a pool of waiting sortition members. That would create an
asynchronous legislation system, where MPs could be elected every 4 years while
Citizens’ Chamber will be there permanently, since its members would be joining
and leaving the chamber at random dates.
Should sortition debates be held secret or made public? Secrecy can enhance
deliberation, prevent corruption, and protect members from embarrassment, but
it risks undermining accountability.
Should there be some minimum level of competency, e.g. education or experience
required, even if this undermines the principle of perfectly random selection of
population’s representation?
Should the Citizens’ Chamber have the rights to propose legislation on their own
(set the agenda) or only vote on the legislation proposed by the lower chamber of
parliament?
Does the Citizens’ Chamber need a special body covering administration or
supervision (on formal matters only)?
How should the relationships between the Citizens’ Chamber and the lower
chamber of the parliament (the elected MPs) be regulated? Should both houses of
the parliament have equal powers of approving or rejecting legislation or one of
the chambers would have the ultimate ‘upper hand’?
How to ensure quality debates by the Citizens’ Chamber? Should it be supported
by a special independent ‘advisory’ body or a period of training and
coaching/mentoring by experts before the member could take part in voting a
legislation?

There are already a number of proposals answering some of the above questions. For
example, Tom Malleson in his research paper: “Should Democracy Work Through
Elections or Sortition?” proposes a solution to the problem of lack of sufficient
knowledge by the sortition members. He suggests supporting them with experts that
would be part of an independent body ‘running the sortition’ as e.g. Citizens’ Support
Office. Using this knowledge, it would be plausible to envisage a well-functioning
(though imperfect) Citizens’ Chamber as the second chamber of the Parliament. It
could be an independent body on its own or consisting mainly of sortition members
but also including (as a minority), elected Senators (to differentiate them from MPs).
Such a Citizens’ Chamber could be divided up into major branches of public policy
and form committees. Skilful moderation and facilitation can foster relatively equal
member participation free from the pressures from the public and the media.
The existence of two chambers implies that an optimal democratic system would
need a mechanism for putting legislative proposals into law. The main reason for
having a bicameral system is that elections and sortition each offer a different type
of representation. In an elected chamber, the aim is to have representatives who
would consider the needs of the entire population. In such a chamber, discussion
would be between the MPs who play a role as delegates with limited independence.
By contrast, in a Citizens’ Chamber, the aim would be to have a statistically accurate
sample of the population. The sortition members are not delegates as such (they
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represent themselves) and therefore have substantial independence to change their
minds. In other words, combining both mechanisms would allow the society to
benefit from having representatives of actually existing interests and needs of the
whole population as well as hypothetical interests and needs generated by totally
independent sortition members. Both points of view are valuable and would result in
a much better fulfilment of what a given nation really wants and how it wishes to be
governed.
A Citizens’ Chamber faces some difficult issues such as people with lower education,
as well as the problem of complexity arising from the complicated nature of issues,
almost all of which have budgetary implications. In theory, a sortition body might
overcome such difficulties through having adequate periods of a prior training.
For an average member of the Citizens’ Chamber, the complexity of the issues
discussed in the Parliament might be a significant problem. It could be resolved in
some way by setting up a separate independent body e.g. Citizens’ Support Office to
deal with ‘competence and complexity problem’ that the members of the Citizens’
Chamber may face. However, I would also believe that this is probably one of the
most attractive proposals that could change quite fundamentally the way that we are
governed and although not without risks, it should be started in some form on a wider
scale as soon as possible.

Advantages of Citizens’ Assembly
Before I make final conclusions on adopting a Citizens’ Assembly as a tool to
improve democracy, let me review its advantages and disadvantages. The literature
on the subject is not that vast. However, there are some recent publications, which
have helped me gather some evidence and draw some conclusions on how a Citizens’
Assembly could be used to improve democracy. In particular, I will be using
arguments for and against sortition put forward by Oliver Dowlen in his book
‘Sortition: Theory and Practice’ [53], David Owen and Graham Smith in their research
paper: ‘The circumstances of sortition’ [54], Brett Hennig’s, book “The End of
Politicians” [55], David Van Reybrouck book “Against Elections: The Case for
Democracy” [42] and Tom Malleson’s [51] research paper: “Should Democracy Work
Through Elections or Sortition?”
1. Equality of representation. Citizens’ Assembly is much more representative
than electoral systems, since it is a random sample, which would produce what
John Adams said in his book ‘Thoughts on Government’ an assembly that is “in
miniature an exact portrait of the people at large.” More importantly, since
today’s elections are so often centred on image, media influence and personality,
politicians can easily be accused of acting in a manner that will earn them votes,
rather than upon their principles and beliefs. If representatives are selected by a
random sample, promoted participants are forced to put aside tribal agendas and
concentrate on common affairs in a cohesive manner. In a representational
democracy, equality of representation is probably the weakest point, whether it is
88

First Past the Post, Alternative Voting System or Two Rounds System. By their
very nature, elections have inbuilt ‘unrepresentativeness’, because those who
have the time, money, and connections, are likely to be on average wealthy,
educated, and from dominant social positions. The democratic aspect that
everyone can choose, co-exists with an undemocratic aspect, where invariably it
is the elites who tend to be chosen [51].
2. Cognitive diversity. This is an amalgamation of different ways of seeing the
world, the societal needs, and solutions to various problems. This is not the same
as gender, ethnicity, value-set, or age diversity, although they are often positively
correlated. According to numerous scholars’ cognitive diversity is more
important to creating successful ideas than the average ability level of a group.
Simply put, random selection of persons of average intelligence (sortition)
performs better than a collection of the best individual problem solvers (e.g.
elected MPs) [50].
3. The risk of corruption is reduced and attention to the common good increases.
Elected representatives to be re-elected must create, what Tom Malleson calls,
‘networks of power, influence, lobbying, and patronage’. Members are keen to
accumulate money and contacts that will be needed to win the next term if they
want to be re-elected. That would be a lesser problem if only two electoral terms
can be served by politicians, since in the second term they would not have to
gather capital and support for the next term, which should make them free to say
what they believe rather than appease the supporters. Critics of electoral politics
argue that electing representatives by vote is subject to manipulation by money,
media and other powerful means. Additionally, legislative elections give power
to a few powerful groups, which is believed to be less democratic system than
selection by lot from amongst the population. Citizens’ Assembly system may be
less corruptible than voting but only if it regards one-off issues dealt with by
Citizens’ Assemblies. If sortition members were to serve the whole parliamentary
term, e.g. in a ‘Citizens’ Chamber’, the result could be similar to that of elected
representatives. They would be lobbied by large corporations or rich individuals
to support their policies and they would be under no control, since they would not
be controlled by the rules of a party. Just to see the potential scale for corruption,
in the USA, there are on average 20 official lobbyists per Congressman. To
overcome that problem, specific training, increased level of transparency, ability
to remove a disruptive member, stiff penalties for corruption might be needed.
Larger size of sortition say 1,000 members could dilute this weakness, as might
good remuneration for sortition service.
4. Empowering ordinary people. An inherent problem with electoral politics is the
over-representativeness of the politically active groups in society who tend to be
those who join political parties. For example, in 2000 less than 2% of the UK
population belonged to a political party whilst in 2005 there were at best only 3
independent MPs so that 99.5% of all UK MPs belonged to a political party. As
a result, political members of the UK population were represented by one MP per
1800 of those belonging to a party [50].
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5. Rational decision making. Voting on the basis of gut feeling is replaced by
sensible deliberation, as those who have been drafted are exposed to expert
opinion, objective information, and public debate.
6. Sortition members’ loyalty is to their conscience rather than to a political party
because being appointed by sortition they do not owe anything to anyone for their
position. Contrary, elected representatives typically rely on political parties in
order to gain and retain office. This means they often feel a primary loyalty to the
party and will often vote against their conscience to support a party position.
7. Freedom to make own decision. Citizens chosen by lot may not have the
expertise of professional politicians, but they add something vital to the process:
freedom. After all, they don’t need to be elected or re-elected.
8. Limiting the negative effects of intra-elite competition e.g. during the
exchanges in the Parliament when MPs may support not a decision that would be
best for the nation but such that the public likes most (populism).
9. Rotation – no selected sortition member will serve more than one term
10. Fairness and equality. Socio-psychological benefits for the population, which
give a sense of equality and fairness of the decisions made. Sortition is inherently
egalitarian in that it ensures all citizens have an equal chance of entering office
irrespective of any bias in a society. Compared to a voting system, even one that
is open to all citizens, a citizen-wide sortition scheme for public office, or for
citizen’s assembly, lowers the threshold to an office [53].
11. Representing those with opposing views and minorities. Sortition members
represent the cross-section of the whole of the society and thus ideally fulfil this
requirement, whilst elected representatives have little or no incentive to respond
to constituents from other parties.
12. Impartiality. Sortition members either of a Citizens’ Assembly or a Citizens’
Chamber are selected, rather than elected precisely for the reason that their
decisions will in principle be impartial. An elected representative on the other
hand, could in theory be impartial as an individual, subject to a party whip
(discipline). However, as a member of a party, he will have to support decisions
and solutions, which quite often are not impartial because they are made on behalf
of the winning part of the electorate. Unless a government is set upon a
Scandinavian model, where decisions are made through consensus with the
opposition, i.e. are to a large degree impartial and taken in the best interest of the
whole nation, there is little scope for impartiality in current Western democracies.
13. Cognitive diversity. Simply put, random selection of persons of average
intelligence performs better than a collection of the best individual problem
solvers, e.g. elected MPs [50].

Disadvantages of Citizens’ Assembly system
1. Pure sortition does not discriminate for competence. The most common
argument against pure sortition (that is, with no prior selection of an eligible
group) is that it does not discriminate among those selected and takes no account
of particular skills or experience that might be needed to effectively discharge the
particular offices to be filled. By contrast, systems of election or appointment
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ideally limit this problem by encouraging the matching of skilled individuals to
jobs to which they are suited [56].
Chance misrepresentation. If selection or decision is made based on
randomness, there is always a statistical possibility that sortition may put into
power an individual or a group that do not represent the views of the population,
from which they were drawn. This argument may apply to juries. However, the
modern process of jury selection and the rights to exclude particular jurors by
both the plaintiff and defence, lessen the possibilities of a jury not being
representative of the community or being prejudicial towards one side or the
other. Today, therefore, even juries in most jurisdictions are not ultimately chosen
through pure sortition. Regarding larger groups, the probability of selecting of a
very one-sided view sortition is statistically insignificant [50].
Lack of commitment by sortition members. In an elected system, the
representatives are to a degree self-selecting for their enthusiasm for the job.
Under a system of pure, universal sortition the individuals are not chosen for their
enthusiasm for their role and therefore may not make good advocates for a
constituency.
Lack of feedback or accountability. Unlike elections, where members of the
elected body may stand for re-election, sortition does not offer a mechanism by
which the population expresses satisfaction or dissatisfaction with individual
members of the Citizens’ Assembly. Thus, there is no formal feedback, or
accountability mechanism for the performance of officials, other than the law [50].
Legislation agenda and scope. As David Owen and Graham Smith indicate in
their paper ‘The circumstances of sortition’ [54] “A Citizens’ Assembly embedded
within a bicameral system, will also be subject to pressures from the elected
chamber, especially when there is disagreement between them… The small
number of members, length of term, and specialization of roles also invites more
insidious forms of influence - namely, corruption and bribery”. They propose, as
do other researchers in this area, that for a Citizens’ Assembly to overcome this
deficiency, it should be given an agenda and scope and not develop it.
Public influence and 'control' over representatives. Sortition gives the public
a kind of control but only over the selection process. Once they have been
selected, voters have no influence on them at all. The only way this can be
rectified is to have a process of recalling such members and substituting them
with others from the waiting pool of the Citizens’ Assembly members. On the
other hand, elected representatives by the very nature of elections are totally under
the control of the voters but only during the elections. During the election term,
the only influence the voters have is a threat that next time they may not be voted
in, if they do not keep their promises, or stick to their party manifesto. This
deficiency could, however, be fairly easily rectified if there had been a fast
process of recalling representatives should their voting pattern and/or behaviour
been unacceptable to his constituents. There is such a process in several countries
already, but it is used very seldom, or the threshold needed to recall a
representative is too high.
Citizens’ Assembly members’ competency. Incompetence of sortition members
is one of the most common arguments against using it as an additional tool to
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improve democracy. How could randomly selected members of the public be
capable of understanding and making sound decisions on complex policy
problems? It would be just a sheer luck. However, similar arguments were once
put forward against allowing peasants, workers, or women to vote. Then, the
opponents also claimed it would mark the end of democracy. A body of elected
representatives undoubtedly has more technical competencies than a body chosen
by a lot. But the elected do not know everything either. They need staff and
researchers to fill the gaps in their expertise. In much the same way, a
representative body chosen by lot would not stand alone. It could invite experts,
rely on professionals to moderate debates and put questions to citizens.” [42].

Conclusions on Citizens’ Assemblies
Although Citizens’ Assemblies are not a silver bullet solution, they could help correct
some faults in the current democratic system. One of the main reasons why sortition
has not been adapted more often in politics is that there is still not enough evidence
how it could improve the current democratic process and of course the unwillingness
of political elites to be put under much closer scrutiny.
The final conclusions that I would like to make are not exhaustive, nor cast in stone,
since there is still considerably low level of evidence supporting each side of the
argument. Citizens’ Assemblies can help by practically eliminating the class-driven
policy and decision-making system. We should also remember that both for the
developed as well as for the developing democracies, a Citizens’ Assembly can be
used effectively to weed out, or at least minimize, corruption and bring about more
cohesive consensual politics.
Citizens’ Assemblies bring to democracy two very important elements: neutrality and
diversity. Most electoral systems in representative democracy still split societies into
political classes. A Citizens’ Assembly would normally limit the period served in a
public office to one term, thus continually bringing people with fresh ideas and
different perspectives on life and societal cohesion. As can be seen, the major
advantage of sortition is that it is quite literally the rule by the people. It is completely
non-discriminatory, less corruptible, providing representative, diverse ruling lot.
Advocates of Citizens’ Assemblies insist that a legislature by lot would perform
significantly better than an elected chamber in terms of deliberation and impartiality.
Without party discipline or the need to pander to any constituency, members would
be free to listen to each other, learn and change their minds. Evidence gathered with
so called mini publics, shows that, under the right conditions, citizens can engage in
a high-quality impartial deliberation.
Of course, Citizens’ Assemblies have their own problem, as do electoral systems. But
for me such a system provides a fairly simple and convincing argument, with the
caveats about some imperfection of the Citizens’ Chambers or Citizens’ Assemblies
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already mentioned. It is, as far as possible, a more impartial way to agree decisions
and establish new policies than solely through the elected representatives.
However, to have a real and continuous impact on politics Citizens’ Assemblies
should not be called just every few years to debate most important issues. Citizens
Assemblies to impact politics, must be a permanent, add-on feature of the new
democracy, which would to a certain degree be a substitute for a direct democracy,
giving citizens real influence in political decision-making. In such case, it should be
part of the Parliament, rather than being outside the centre of the political power.
However, even if some agree with the above argument, they may suggest not to hurry
and first test the concept by setting up a permanent Citizens’ Assembly as an
independent auxiliary political body, but which would stay outside national or
regional parliaments. In the meantime, constitutional changes would be prepared to
convert it into a Citizens’ Chamber as the upper House of the Parliament.
Those who would propose that perhaps forget that we now live at the time when
change happens at almost an exponential rather than linear pace. What once took a
decade, now takes less than a year. Neither Europe, nor the world have decades to
tinker with new democratic ideas. We have just years, so it is simply too late to
experiment. We must take certain risks (minor in my view) and create a Citizens’
Chamber within the EF Constitution, rather than call on ad hoc Citizens’
assemblies.
However, Citizens’ Assemblies should be used in the already mentioned Future of
Europe Conference. That is why, I make some concrete proposals for selecting
members of a Citizens’ Assembly and a Citizens’ Chamber in Part 5 Chapter 2.

Referendum versus a Citizens’ Assembly
We know that democracy is in crisis. The crisis is created on one hand by the power
of the ever-present media applying sophisticated socio-political tools in support of
the policies and politicians favoured by a given newspaper or a TV channel, to
achieve crowd manipulation on an unprecedented scale, as we have seen in the 2016
election in the USA. We live in the world, which no longer changes linearly, but
almost at an exponential pace, as I have mentioned several times in this book. The
inadequacy and unsuitability of the electoral system has also contributed to the crisis
creating the so-called democracy deficit. Are then the referenda the right democratic
tool for making critical decisions?
Let’s take Brexit referendum as an example. Against the predictions of the pollsters,
on 23 June 2016 Britain voted in a referendum to decide on ceasing the membership
of the European Union. The question was: “Should the United Kingdom remain a
member of the European Union or leave the European Union?” A year later, on 1st
October 2017 the government of Catalonia carried out a referendum on Independence
that had not been previously agreed with the Spanish central government. In my view,
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the Catalans had the moral right to conduct the referendum, based on the "natural
law", but did not have a legal right. Was then the referendum the right way to decide
on independence? Such questions would be of concern not only to deciding on
independence but also in a more general sense. Are then the referenda the best way
to make complex decisions on vital matters of a nation?
The main problem with referenda and elections in every democratic country is that
they are not well suited to human nature. We act primarily using our emotions rather
than cold reasonable judgment. People voting in referenda and elections have a
similar experience like going to a shop. Quite often we support a certain decision
because it answers our immediate emotional need. People in general choose black or
white, easy to understand, easy to implement, short-term solutions. Politicians know
that and that is why they play for the short-term gain by manipulating the public
opinion, so that they can be re-elected at the next election, especially if there is no
limit on the number of terms they can stand for a parliament. Therefore, selling
rational arguments to voters, who as human beings act primarily using their emotions
rather than cold reasonable judgment, is almost impossible, which was so clearly
shown during the Brexit referendum. Any politician that proposes necessary,
complex, and sometimes painful solutions will almost never be elected. Populism
flourishes because politicians like Donald Trump can twist any fact to their advantage
and sell people the solutions they want, although the politicians themselves may
know, those solutions may never work. Had the voters known all the relevant facts
they might have considered the proposal unattractive, and many might have not
supported the option they had chosen in a referendum or during an election. With
referenda, the added difficulty is that their impact is quite often long-term (like voting
for a new constitution) and can be very difficult to amend.
To reduce the risk of making the wrong decision in a referendum, the voters should
really be quite familiar with the issue under consideration. That was impossible in a
referendum like Brexit because it required a lot of very specialist knowledge.
However, with issues that deal with more straightforward matters, like changing the
funding of the health service, referenda could have their role but rather in countries
with a direct democracy system, such as Switzerland, where there are up to 10
referenda every year. There, direct democracy allows any citizen to challenge any
law approved by the parliament or propose a modification of the federal Constitution
at any time. The most frequent themes are healthcare, taxes, welfare, drug policy,
public transport, immigration, asylum, and education. The key conclusion I would
make is that in Switzerland referenda make sense because of direct democracy,
executed at the lowest possible level (e.g. municipality). Therefore, people get very
interested in politics, know the subject matter well, could arrive at a rational
decision and accept solutions that can sometimes be painful.
In a representative democracy such as Spain or the UK, referendum as a voting
instrument should be used extremely rarely, if at all. In 2017 the Dutch Council
of State warned that the thoughtless use of referenda and other forms of "people's
democracy" sooner or later will undermine the functioning of the Dutch
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representative democracy and the rule of law. That’s why the Dutch government
decided in February 2018 to abolish the referenda. I would agree with this view. This
is not the right instrument for making complex political or economic choices because
of the rising complexity of the issues, which predominately require a rational
judgement rather than emotional approach, which may seem right at the time of
making such a decision but a potential catastrophe when people see clearly the
multifaceted impact of their decisions, as it was the case with Brexit.
Therefore, I would not abolish the referenda as such, but rather replace them
with a Citizens’ Assembly, provided that its members are coached for months before
a decision on a specific issue is decided, like in the Irish referendum on abortion and
gay rights. I believe, a Citizens’ Assembly instead of a referendum, should be applied
even in decisions that are fundamental to nationhood, such as splitting from the
current state and becoming an independent country.
However, if a Citizens’ Assembly is used instead of a referendum, the key problem
of how to avoid bias by inappropriate formulation of a question, will still remain. The
next issue regards the number of options in a Citizens’ Assembly replacing a
referendum. Some argue against having more than two options in a referendum, since
the result may not be supported by the majority of the population taking part in the
voting. The solution in my view is to apply the principles of Alternative Voting
System (also known as a preferential system), where a voter scores the options from
best to worst. If none of the options has more than 50% than the second preference
from the least favoured option would be added to the remaining options until one of
the options gets 50% +1 vote. For example, in the Brexit referendum there could have
been three options given, such as;
1.

2.
3.

Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union even if the
outcome of the trade negotiations may severely reduce the growth of our
economy for a decade or more?
Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union but retain the
membership of the Single Market and the Customs Union?
Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union and instead
join the European Economic Area?

Similarly, the referendum on the independence of Catalonia should have also had
several options, e.g.:
1.
2.
3.

4.

I want Catalonia to become a fully independent state
I want Catalonia to become an independent state, which will immediately
become part of the Spanish Federation
I want Catalonia to be part of Spain but with a higher degree of autonomy and
retain the constitutional right to separate in the future into an independent
nation, if the Catalans themselves decide they want to do it
I want Catalonia to be part of Spain on the current basis.
95

Another question regarding a Citizens’ Assembly, which would replace a
referendum, is what kind of majority should be required for the decision taken to be
valid. In the Brexit referendum, 52% of the voters expressed the will to end Britain’s
membership in the EU. However, the overall turnout was only 72 percent. Had
everyone voted (i.e. had the voting been compulsory), then according to the polls for
those that had not voted, the “Remainers” would have won with 66.03% of the votes
to 33.97% for the “Leavers”. Therefore, for such an important issue there should
always be a requirement for a super majority of the sortition i.e. 2/3 support for the
motion.
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Chapter 5
The Need to Reshape the Electoral System
Current electoral systems in western democracies
Fair and free from any pressure electoral systems and free media have been
considered the backbone of western democracies. But is it enough for a country,
which holds free elections every few years using the fairest electoral system
available, to assume that such a system fulfils the ‘will of the people’ in all decisions
made by the nation’s parliament and the government? Perhaps it is not, which would
explain why there is such a global dissatisfaction with democratic governments. We
need to explain that and identify the sources of current discontent with democracy.
In particular, it might be an input for selecting the best candidates for the most
appropriate electoral system for the Human Federation to elect its President, the
Parliament, and other institutions. As with other subjects in this book, I cannot go too
deeply into this domain. After all this is only one of many such areas that we need to
glance at to see major fault lines, rather than minute errors in the system. Therefore,
I will only choose the most obvious advantages and disadvantages of the voting
systems based on a review carried out by the Electoral Knowledge Network [58] and
by IDEA [59].
1. The Alternative Vote (AV)
This is a preferential plurality/majority system used in single-member districts. The
AV system gives voters considerably more options ‘’’'than ‘First Past The Post
(FPTP) system. Rather than simply indicating their favoured candidate, under the AV
system, electors rank the candidates in the order of their choice, by marking a ‘1’ for
their favourite, ‘2’ for their second choice, ‘3’ for their third choice and so on. A
candidate who receives an absolute majority (50 per cent plus 1) of valid first
preference votes is declared elected. If no candidate achieves an absolute majority of
first preferences, the least successful candidates are eliminated and their votes
reallocated according to the second preferences on the voting paper, until one
candidate has an absolute majority. Voters usually vote for candidates rather than
political parties. The system thus enables voters to express their preferences between
candidates rather than simply their first choice. For this reason, it is often known as
‘preferential voting’ in the countries, which use it [58].
Advantages and disadvantages of AV system
"AV is the best way to elect a single person, like a president or a mayor, but it's a
flawed way to elect a parliament as it isn't proportional. MPs become more
representative of their constituencies, but Parliament can become less representative
of the country" [60].
97

2. The Single Transferable Vote (STV)
This is a preferential system in which the voter has one vote in a multi-member
district. When voting, he orders the candidates by assigning a number to them. He
numbers the top candidate as 1, his second preference as 2 etc. After the voting, a
minimum quota of votes given is calculated, which a winning candidate(s) must get
to be elected. It is calculated by the formula: Quota = (votes / (seats +1)) +1. The
candidate who surpasses a specified quota are immediately elected.

An example of STV ballot paper
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The results for the other candidates are determined by allocating the remaining votes
according to the voters’ preferences for other candidates. The one who gets the
minimum quota gets elected. The process continues until the remaining votes are
below a minimum quota. Voters normally vote for candidates rather than political
parties, although a party-list or a mixed option is possible as in this example.
Advantages and disadvantages of STV system
STV is perhaps the most sophisticated of all electoral systems, allowing for choice
between parties and candidates within parties. Voters don't have to worry about 'vote
splitting' or tactical voting – they just need to put the candidates in order. Transferring
the surplus votes means candidates aren't punished for having popular running mates.
However, the intricacies of an STV count are quite complex. This has been cited as
one of the reasons why Estonia decided to abandon the system after its first election.
Malta amended its system in the mid-1980s for the same reasons [60].

3. First Past The Post (FPTP)
This is the simplest form of plurality/majority electoral system, using single member
districts and candidate-centred voting where the voters vote for candidates rather
than political parties. It is the most popular electoral system in the world with 68
countries (almost 1/3) using it [58]. The voter is presented with the names of the
nominated candidates and votes by choosing one, and only one of them. The winning
candidate is the one who gains more votes than any other candidate. The system is
used among others in the UK, Canada, India, and the United States.
Advantages and disadvantages of FPTP System
Whilst larger parties are better placed to win seats, it becomes harder for them to
represent their diverse voters. It provides a clear-cut choice for voters between two
main parties, excluding extremist parties from representation in the legislature. It also
promotes a strong link between constituents and their representatives. However, it
excludes smaller parties and minorities from ‘fair’ representation, and builds political
parties based on clan, ethnicity or region, excluding or being hostile to others [58].
4. Party List Proportional Representation (List PR)
Under this system each party or grouping presents a list of candidates for a multimember electoral district, the voters vote for a party, and parties receive seats in
proportion to their overall share of the vote. It is used in 66 countries (about 30%)
[58]. In some (closed list) systems the winning candidates are taken from the lists in
order of their position on the lists. If the lists are ‘open’ or ‘free’ the voters can
influence the order of the candidates by marking individual preferences [59].
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Advantages and disadvantages of List PR system
Party list systems can be very proportional, but if voters can't pick their
representatives, the politicians don't have a strong link with their voters. Additionally,
they empower parties rather than voters by giving them control over who is elected.
5. Mixed Member Proportional (MMP)
This is a mixed system in which the choices expressed by the voters are used to elect
representatives through two different systems. Each voter gets two votes: one for the
representative of the single-seat constituency and one for a political party. The seats
are first allocated to the successful constituency candidates, and then by party
candidates based on the percentage of nationwide votes that each party received.
Advantages and disadvantages of MMP System
MMP retains some benefits of proportionality of PR systems and also ensures that
elected representatives are linked to geographical districts. However, since voters
have two votes: one for the party and one for their local representative, it is not always
understood that the vote for the local representative is less important than the party
vote in determining the overall allocation of seats in the legislature [58].
6. The Two-Round System (TRS)
This is a majority system, like in the Ukraine, in which a second round of the election
is held, if no candidate or a party achieves a given level of votes (most commonly it
must be an absolute majority i.e. 50 per cent plus one vote gained in the first round
of the election. A Two-Round System may take a majority-plurality form, like in
France. If no candidate gets 50%+1 vote in the first round, then any candidate who
has received the support of 12.5% of the voters can take part in the second round [59].
Advantages and disadvantages of TRS system
TRS systems lessen the problems of 'vote splitting', the common situation under First
Past the Post (FPTP) elections, e.g. in Britain, where two similar parties 'split' their
combined vote between them, thus allowing a less popular candidate to win the seat.
It is often said that in the first-round you vote with your heart, and in the second you
vote with your head. Hence there is less need to vote tactically in the first-round but
more so in the second round. It also allows voters to have a second choice for their
chosen candidate in the second round, or even to change their mind on their favoured
choice between the first and the second rounds. TRS, because of its simplicity, may
be better suited to countries with widespread illiteracy than systems, which use
preferential voting like the AV or the Single Transferable Vote. That’s why it is a
dominant system in former French colonies. It is used in 38 countries (15%) [58]. Its
main disadvantage is similar to the First Past The Post system, since it also favours
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larger parties. Research has shown that the TRS in France produces the most
disproportional results of any Western democracy.

Should everyone’s vote be equal?
Being a voter means that someone performs that function because he has certain
rights. Everyone has the same rights at birth, including an implicit voting right, which
he can execute once he becomes an adult. Every vote has the same weight, every vote
is equal, and it cannot be increased or decreased by any additional factors. Equality
has been the cornerstone of the western democracy for over two centuries. The
principle of equality comes straight from the French revolution: liberte, fraternite,
égalité. That has served us fairly well and has become the backbone of the Western
democracy.
However, equality is not as simple a principle as we are being told. For example, in
the UK, both Labour and Conservative governments have been rightly trying to make
this principle plain: everyone has to have equal opportunities at birth but not the same
equal rights in the share of the national wealth. This should only depend on such
factors as ability, education and simply on the kind of work performed over a citizen’s
life. That is why people working at different levels of organisations are being paid
depending on their contribution to the company’s performance. Not everyone can be
a doctor, be elected to the parliament, or be a judge.
Why should an electoral voting system be an exception? Why must each vote have
the same weight and impact on matters of governance of a country, irrespective of
how capable a voter is of making decisions on complex matters of economy and the
state? Is that fair or even is that just? Shouldn’t his voting weight depend on his
knowledge, engagement, or contribution to his country rather than the taxes he has
paid? After all, his abilities to make a reasonable judgment on complex matters in
any sphere of life, depend on his education and experience.
We already apply a kind of a weighted voting by denying children the right to take
part in the elections because they would not be able to make a rational judgment. That
is certainly a restriction. But there is a good reason for doing this - we do not want
people with no idea of what politics is about to have any influence on political
decisions. Applying a minimum age to voting rights is an attempt to filter out the
ignorant and incompetent from the voting process. However, at the same time, we
have evidence that many adults are sometimes even less capable of making a rational
judgment than some teenagers. Why should the teenagers be discriminated in the
elections and some, uninterested or even illiterate adults, have that right?
In some countries, some politicians question whether it is right to give
disproportional voting power to those who have very little understanding of how their
country is governed. Others may question whether it is just and fair that those who
net beneficiaries are, rather than net contributors to the wealth of a given nation,
should have a say on the level of taxation. Without any prejudice but only reviewing
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the facts, over 1/3 of British adults are at the lowest level of literacy (level 1) [61].
Should such voters’ vote have the same weight as those ones that are far better
educated and experienced in ever more complex matters of today’s world? Should
their understanding of how wealth is created, and which priorities should be assigned,
or material resources allocated, matter as much as that of any other voter? Probably
not, but this is how equality is being understood today since at least the time of the
ancient Athenian democracy and the French revolution.
Such questions as above need to be asked openly, even if solutions to resolve them
may not be easy to accept and implement. People may need to change their views on
what is justice and fairness, or what is safe and prudent to do for a nation not just
from today’s perspective, but from a long-term point view, which is of course, much
more difficult to do. That also includes the voting equality.
Let’s consider what is the desired outcome of the vote cast for the whole population
of the country? It is for the country to elect the most capable people who would make
decisions in the most rational and effective way blended with compassion when
appropriate, for the benefit of all citizens because only then the benefits created will
be optimal. To achieve that, the weight of the vote could depend on voter’s
engagement in the country’s affairs, his knowledge of how the country is run and its
internal and external activities. The current voting system contributes to a large extent
to the system of governments that does not reflect the true will of the widest
population, allowing that will to be manipulated by populists.
In the end, it is in everyone’s interest to get governments elected more rationally, so
that they deliver in the most effective way the decisions that the majority of us want.
Therefore, as the world becomes more and more complex, shouldn’t the equal power
of a single vote be replaced by a weighted voting system?
Historically, weighted voting has been applied in many countries since at least
Roman times. In 19th century it was applied in Sweden, France and in Britain and
was mainly based on gender (women could not vote), social or financial position, or
taxes paid. Today, such a weighted voting system based on financial contribution
would be utterly unacceptable. That should rather be based on other principles such
as voter’s capabilities of understanding sometimes complex political decisions that
are largely correlated with his education, interest in politics and the matters that are
important for the country. Only then can we marginalise populism and implement
difficult decisions based on the understanding by the electorate that there is simply
no easy way to overcome the problems that a country may have at the time.
Adding some weight to each vote in line with some criteria, such as voter’s education
level and contribution to the society or communities they live in, would lead to
electing representatives in a more rational and less emotional way (being more
immune from the half-truths of many populist politicians). But that would mean that
some people would influence the election results more than others. Many voters
would say, it should never be done – equality means equality, it is an outrageous idea.
Well, we have exactly such a system of weighted voting at the heart of the EU. It was
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introduced by the EU in the Treaty of Nice for decision making by the European
Council. The countries’ voting rights are directly related to their contribution/impact
in the EU (mainly the country’s population).
Some people say that one of the solutions to get voters more engaged and not being
lured by populist politicians might be a better education. However, in my view, that
will not be enough. Traditional education and communication (assuming it will be
free of fake news), should be improved, especially adult education. However, that is
a long-term solution. We simply have not enough time to change democracy
fundamentally by about 2030, as I have argued throughout the book. Therefore, we
have to apply other means, which may be more direct and act much faster, as I
propose further on in the book.
In summary, I believe the weighted voting system, combined with sortition
(explained further on) is probably one of the key measures that need to be taken to
significantly improve democracy, so that it works much better for all of us. I agree,
almost any system of weighted voting will have some disadvantages, that’s why we
need to get wider experience and select a system that would work best for all.

AI-based electoral solutions
In a few years’ time many people will have a Personal Life Mentor application in
their smart phone or even implants in their brain. These applications will be much
more sophisticated than the current Google’s Personal Assistant or Amazon’s Alexa.
How could it help us in selecting a more representative Parliament and protect the
voters against an extreme populism?
Well, this is the concept that I have developed in the last 10 years, and which has
been discussed with one of the London Universities and an AI company. Knowing
how fast the market operates it will probably not be me, who gets the product on the
market. The important message is that such a product will certainly be developed
most likely in less than 5 years’ time. So, I am using the features offered by my
prototype as if it had been available in the future product.
In a nutshell, such an application available on a smartphone or other medium would
communicate with the user in a natural language, which Personal Assistants can do
quite well even today. But of course, it will be a much more sophisticated Personal
Life Mentor that would acquire through a series of long structured conversations with
you, an almost absolute knowledge about you. It would know who you are as an
individual, your psychological profile, your character traits, your life goals,
objectives, and daily tasks, your strengths and weaknesses, your opportunities and
threats, your skills, education, friends, family members, your detailed life journey
with pictures and video. And it will also know your political preferences.
Since such a Personal Life Mentor would of course know more about politics and the
world than an average Joe Blogs, it would be able to give an impartial advice, on
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which party he should vote for, taking into account his preferences, and justifying to
him its selected choice. Now, you are a free man and you can ignore the advice and
rather be guided by your emotions. We are not robots; we are humans and as the
Roman philosopher Seneca rightly said Errare humanum est – to make an error is
human. And that’s the first part of his motto, which would nicely go along with your
emotional choice, against the wisdom of your Personal Life Mentor, which would
probably add the second part of Seneca’s motto: Sed in errare perseverare
diabolicum - but to make errors persistently is diabolical.
So, in the end the choice will still be yours. Sometimes, the difference between your
gut feeling for which party or a candidate to vote, your intuitive choice, and your
Personal Life Mentor’s choice is between what is good for you in the short term and
in the long-term. The prototype that I have proposed almost always takes a long-term
view because after all you want to fulfil your life goals, which are very long-term.
But you can discuss with such a Personal Life Mentor the best options for you if you
just want to consider the consequences of your vote in the short-term.
But back to serious matters, one way of overcoming the plague of populism,
xenophobia, and to some extent racism, would be to make such Personal Life Mentors
freely available as part of a standard software on a smart phone. It will not only guide
you on making your political choices, such as party membership or voting in
elections. It will also advise you in the most effective way to achieve your objectives
and life goals consistently and just help you sail across the ocean of your life most
effectively, with a dose of spontaneity, randomness and some bad choices thrown in,
to add some spice to your life.

A political quiz for elections
One of the options to make a vote’s weight assigned more justly and equally is ‘A
political quiz’. There are a number of such ideas but the simplest one is perhaps the
system proposed by Stefan Hansen [62]. This system seems to preserve both the voting
equality, as well as fairness. It could be easily implemented but could not be applied
in an on-line voting. Without going into too much the detail, here is how it could
work.
1. On the election day a voter goes to the polling station
2. Voting is mandatory
3. He casts his vote using a digital terminal. But before he selects his candidate, he
must answer 10 randomly selected questions out of 500 on the country’s system
of governance and current economic or political problems that the country is
facing. Only then can he press the button.
4. If he answers all questions correctly, his vote’s weight is 100%. But if he answers
only 4 of them, then the weight of his vote is reduced to 40%.
5. The questions would have been prepared earlier by an independent body and
approved by the parliamentary committee, which would be composed of MPs in
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the same proportion as the proportion of the votes cast for their parties in the
previous election.
The benefits of this system are quite obvious, such as:
1. There is no discrimination against anyone. Everyone’s vote is equal
2. The voting age might be lowered even to 14. If that is supported by an extended
programme in all schools on how the country is governed and what are the main
current problems the country is currently facing, then it would have increased the
teenager’s motivation to learn, and later on, be more actively involved in the
country’s social, economic and political matters
3. The impact of the voting adults who have no interest, or hardly any knowledge,
on how the country is governed, will be minimized. That would result in a more
rational and effective government
4. It would significantly reduce the impact of populism since the fake news would
simply lead to wrong answers at the polling station.
There are at least two objections that one might raise. First of all, such a system could
not work well in an on-line voting since people could find the answers on the Internet.
That is true, but this could be counterbalanced by lowering the weight of votes given
online.
The second objection might be that people will have no other realistic option than go
to the polling station. Additionally, the voting could take 10 or more minutes. If this
is the case, voters may not bother to vote.
To that I would say that the voting could be extended to 2 or 3 days, or there would
have to be many more polling stations. Moreover, this is simply a minimum duty a
citizen should do for his country and that is why the voting should be made
mandatory.
I am a strong supporter of mandatory voting. The objections against the mandatory
voting are another example of how we have mixed up the concept of rights and
obligations. We do not have an absolute, unconstrained freedom that is given to us
free of charge – protecting our freedoms costs a lot of money. The same goes for
rights. The protection of your right to free education, free emergency health care etc.
costs. Yes, it is covered from our taxes, but a society is not just a shop where the
relationships among the participants are only about the price and quality. They are
much more about things that make us human. For example, in some countries, it is a
criminal offence not to help somebody who is in need e.g. has a heart attack on the
street. With rights come obligations.

105

3
PART 3
CONSENSUAL PRESIDENTIAL
DEMOCRACY

Chapter 1
Four pillars of Consensual Presidential Democracy
The conclusion from the previous chapter is that there is no single democratic system
that would fulfil our requirements. What else can then be proposed? Based on what
has already been said, I propose a new type of democracy - Consensual Presidential
Democracy (CPD). The overall assumption underlying CPD is that we can only
survive the extremely dangerous transition period to the time when we will coexist
with Superintelligence, if we work more closely together, which means a gradual
federalization of the whole world. We must act as a swarm of bees protecting the
hive, knowing that our safety is in numbers. Only then can we minimize the risk that
humans, as a species, may cease to exist.
I realize it is a philosophical and political minefield. It would thus be fairly easy to
dismiss certain proposals, especially if they are discussed in isolation from the entire
system that underpins CPD and its overall objective. In the end, it is a question of the
level of risk that we accept in any sphere of life. However, this choice affects all other
choices because it is a choice between the existence and the extinction of the entire
species. There will be no winners here, neither individual people, nor certain states.
The only winner could be Humanity as a whole by delivering a benevolent
Superintelligence and in this way continue its existence as a biological species at least
for some time. The only way we can achieve that is by substantially changing the
way we govern ourselves by deeply reforming democracy based on such frameworks
like CPD, which is based on these four pillars:

Four pillars of Consensual Presidential Democracy
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The horizontal boxes 1 and 2 cover directly correlate with the two top levels of
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Regarding balancing of rights, it addresses the need
to restrict our freedom of acting in any way we want, as long as it is legal, because
we should show respect to others. The best example is the freedom of speech used to
justify the production of such comedies as ‘Jerry Springer: The Opera’, which
disrespects deep religious feelings. It was felt that the producers had the right to
express their freedom of speech in such a way and hence it was not illegal. Regarding
responsibilities, a good example here is taking part in elections. It is our right ‘not to
vote’ claim some people because it is our free choice. But such right should be
balanced with responsibility. I believe one should vote because it should be seen as
a duty, almost identical to the duty to serve in a jury. It is a matter of principle here,
rather than whether compulsory voting gets people more engaged in politics.
The horizontal boxes 3 and 4 address the two bottom levels of Maslow’s Hierarchy
of Needs – Physiological Needs, which in developed countries really mean the
Quality of Life. That is linked in this context to the scope and quality of decisionmaking that indirectly impacts the effectiveness of the production and distribution of
goods and services. At a governance level it means that the most effective decision
making should be carried out at the most optimal level of management by those who
have the best knowledge about how to do that. Today, they are specialists, engineers,
doctors, teachers, or project managers. But most often such decisions are also carried
out by political decision makers with scarcely any knowledge on how to deliver the
set objectives. Tomorrow, politicians will be supported by AI assistants that will
essentially deliver the required know-how to the decision makers at the most
appropriate level of governance.
Such a new style of democracy will have a better chance of supporting the future
Human Federation and indeed any other organization, or a state. Key aspect of
Consensual Presidential Democracy is a system of governing with maximum
consensus, where the voice of the ‘losing’ minority is always considered. It gives the
President exceptionally strong powers against the strongest accountability and recall
procedures, to enable him to play a crucial role as conciliator and moderator between
the opposing parties, each represented by one Vice President. This system ensures
the widest representation of the electorate.
I describe each of the four CPD pillars in detail in the following chapters.
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Chapter 2
Balanced Rights and Responsibilities – Pillar 1
What are values?
Balancing the rights with responsibilities is the first of the four pillars of Consensual
Presidential Democracy (CPD), which applies both to an individual as well as a state.
The overwhelming focus on human rights has created an unhealthy imbalance by
barely mentioning the importance of responsibilities in maintaining social cohesion.
We see it quite often in courts across the EU countries, when an offender seems to
have more rights than a victim. It is a clear evidence of how sensible liberal values
have led to the so-called political correctness, seriously undermining the political and
social stability. The pendulum of liberalism may have shifted too far towards the
rights. Therefore, in a new system of democracy, like CPD, the reduction of the
imbalance between the rights and responsibilities plays such a prominent role.
Let’s look at human values first, from which the rights originate. You may remember
that in Chapter 2, Part 1 we discussed how to minimize the risk of delivering a
malicious Superintelligence by proper controlling methods. The overall conclusion
is that there is no such fool proof method. However, among the three controlling
approaches, the third one, ‘Uploading to the ‘mind’ of Superintelligence the agreed
set of values’, is probably the most important one.
How can then we, humans, agree to a set of new 10 Commandments? I believe for
that we need proper, mostly new, democratic processes and institutions, and that’s
what this book is largely about. So, what are those values? The World Happiness
Index, mentioned earlier, has a direct reference to values, or to what is life worth
living. Wikipedia also defines a value in an ethical sense as ‘which way is best to
live’, e.g. "Equal rights for all", "Excellence deserves admiration", and "People
should be treated with respect and dignity". All of them are representations of values,
which can be of several types, such as ethical, ideological (religious, political) and
aesthetic. Values influence people’s attitudes and behaviour [63].
But values are not permanent. They change in line with civilizational progress. And
since civilizational change happens now at nearly an exponential pace, no wonder
that our values change very rapidly too. Democracy, as indeed any other sociopolitical system, is based on values. Therefore, if we want to improve democracy, we
need to start with redefining our core values.
There is also a broader need for redefining human values – existential risks. Among
those risks that are most affected by human values is the risk linked to
Superintelligence, which may become our most dangerous adversary. Thankfully,
this has been already appreciated by those that are directly involved in creating AI,
and ultimately the Superintelligence. On 5th January 2017 at the Beneficial AI
Conference at Asilomar, California top AI scientists met and defined 23 Asilomar
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Principles that by now have been signed by thousands of AI experts. Three of these
principles directly apply to values and should be observed by all those involved in AI
research and construction:
• Principle 2: What set of values should AI be aligned with, and what legal and
ethical status should it have?
• Principle 10: Value Alignment: Highly autonomous AI systems should be
designed so that their goals and behaviours can be assured to align with human
values throughout their operation
• Principle 11: Human Values: AI systems should be designed and operated so as
to be compatible with ideals of human dignity, rights, freedoms, and cultural
diversity.
When redefining human values, we must ensure their consistency. That has been a
problem in most constitutions, including the Lisbon Treaty. However, since this book
dedicates so much space to the new technology and to AI as supporting democracy,
it is only natural that we should also engage it in checking the consistency of the
initially agreed set of values.
However, the problem does not end up there. Since values are not permanent and are
linked to civilizational progress, even those sealed ’10 Commandments’ that will be
passed on to Superintelligence are bound to change. Once Superintelligence is
independent, we will not be able to change them. However, what we should do before
we lose the control of setting values and goals, is to establish the principle of how
these values will be changed by Superintelligence. So, we need to seal the process of
values and goals changing. That may happen in many ways but here is one
proposition.
Identify the actors/agents of Superintelligence that will have special rights to redefine
its values and goals. Let’s say we nominate 100 such agents. In the initial period some
of them may be Transhumans, but later on, they will most likely be digital agents.
Since Superintelligence will make most important decisions based on probabilistic,
rather than binary choices, it will make sense to arrive at such decisions by casting a
vote by each of the authorized agents. In this way, no rouge individual agent would
be able to take over the goals and values of Superintelligence

What are rights?
There is a considerable disagreement about what is meant precisely by the term
“rights”. It has been used by various thinkers for different purposes, with different,
and sometimes, opposing definitions. Therefore, a precise definition of rights is
difficult and can be controversial.
For our purpose it is most important to see the difference between ethical
fundamental values and ethical rights. In simple terms, values give the context for
their application in real life as rights. Looking from another perspective, rights are
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legal, social, or ethical principles to do something, or an entitlement to something
without any restrictions. They are the fundamental normative rules about what people
are allowed to do, or what they have the right to expect from others in relationship
with them, according to a legal or a social system.
Values are usually associated with cultures or groups within those cultures, as well
as with belief systems, e.g. when we speak about religious values or family values.
They usually form articles of the nation’s constitution. Rights on the other hand are
most often linked to individuals and usually converted into common law. This
implies that rights can cross group-boundaries. A typical expression used nowadays,
‘human rights’ is a good illustration of this point. Human rights are thought to relate
to individuals regardless of those individuals’ group affiliations. That’s what rights
mean in an ethical sense: how a certain value is applied in real life.
For example, if we take Freedom as a basic value then it can become the basis for
certain rights in this domain such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Freedom of thought, conscience, and religion
Freedom of expression and information
Freedom of assembly and of association
Freedom of the arts and sciences
Freedom to choose an occupation and the right to engage in work
Freedom to conduct a business or freedom of movement and of residence.

Universal Values of Humanity
Redefining our core values
As mentioned earlier, if we want to improve democracy, we need to start with
redefining our core values because they describe people’s basic needs, such as
freedom, dignity, or comfortable life. One would assume there is no difference
between Universal Human Values and Universal Values of Humanity. But there is
such a difference. It deals with three aspects of values:
1. Spread across cultures. This means that values dear to one culture may be
completely alien to the other. For example, Confucian values are quite different
from Judeo-Christian values
2. Scope. People assume that all values relate to humans. Nature, including all
animals, is a collection of passive objects that cannot argue for their values to be
respected. But that, in my view, is wrong. We as humans should extend the scope
of values, meaning these are Humanity’s values, i.e. these values that we as
Humanity adopt on behalf of all humans and all living beings and the nature itself.
Restricting universal values to humans only would exclude all animals and more
importantly, the new species that may be born as a result of AI developments,
culminating in Superintelligence, with potentially its own consciousness.
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3. Change in time, across civilisations. In the Middle Ages, capital punishment
was universal. By the end of the 20th century there was no European country
where it was in force (apart from Belarus). Today there are 53 countries where
death penalty is still in use.
Therefore, leaving the Universal Human Values with the current interpretation, as
they are considered now, i.e. static, including humans only or assuming that they are
adhered to by all nations is incorrect. Therefore, I would propose to use the term
Universal Values of Humanity
I have reviewed three most important documents in the area of human rights: the
USA Constitution, UN Charter and EU Lisbon Treaty to see which rights might be
missing in these documents. I have also reviewed the list of values and rights
proposed by two important psychologists in the field, Sholom Schwartz and Milton
Rokeach. This has resulted in some additions to existing human rights, or extending
or shrinking their scope, listed in the next section. In most cases I use the current
wording of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), if applicable.

Freedom
Freedom as a value does not impose any limits and boundaries. They are set by the
society we live in. That’s why there is no such thing as absolute freedom. Rights to
certain aspects of freedom have been restricted even most recently in such a
democratic country like France, as a consequence of the terrorist attack in Paris in
December 2015. These included powers to ban demonstrations or prevent individuals
attend protests.
Circumstances like this require that we redefine various aspects of our freedom
including the allowance for freedom restrictions that may be necessary, so that those
who would govern us could deliver a greater margin of safety for all of us. So, the
question is not whether liberalism should be restricted but rather by how much, and
especially, in which domains. Those restrictions will affect first of all democracy, i.e.
the way we are governed. In the broadest sense, the solution is to give up some of our
freedoms to those who will govern us against far deeper and actionable control and
accountability over those who will have such powers. That is the real challenge for
democracy today.
Freedom as a right, stands for something greater than just the right to act in an
unconstrained manner. It also stands for securing for everyone an equal opportunity
for life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Certainly, freedom does mean the right
to do as one pleases, i.e. to think, believe, speak, worship (or not to worship), move
about, gather, and generally act as you choose but only until your choices start to
infringe on another person’s freedom. Some of those restrictions may already be in
place (like selling books about Nazism is a criminal offence in Germany).
On the other hand, some rights may need expansion. For example, in the EU Lisbon
Treaty, there is one special right missing, which I have added. It is the right of a large
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ethnic or cultural group for self-determination. There are also some human rights
missing in this list in the context of existential risks, such as related to
Superintelligence, global socio-political instability, or nuclear war. Gerd Leonard, in
his book ‘Technology vs. Humanity’ points to five rights that directly correspond to
the value ‘Freedom’ [64]. Rights like these should be considered in the new
Constitution of the Human Federation and I have added them to the list. ‘The right to
remain a ‘natural being’ is especially relevant in the context of Superintelligence. It
is this right that would guarantee that it would be up to an individual to decide
whether he wants to be merged with Superintelligence or live side by side (see the
added rights in the table below).
• Freedom of movement and of residence. Should we impose tighter control on
cross-countries travelling e.g. inter-EU travel and limit excessive migration by
restricting the rights for residence only to confirmed asylum seekers?
• Right to asylum. Should there be a smoother and faster eviction, or return of
people not deserving an asylum, to their home country within a certain limit of
time, say 5 years, if the danger they escaped from has ceased?
• Freedom of thought, conscience, and religion. Should religious schools
continue, and should religious wear be allowed outside home?
• Freedom of the arts and sciences. Should scientific inventions, like in AI and in
molecular biology be restricted?
• Respect for private and family life. What is the extent of allowable intrusion of
AI into our lives? Should everyone’s email be allowed to be read by the
authorities? This is covered by the six new rights for privacy proposed below
• Freedom of expression and information. Should freedom of speech be
restricted, especially hate speech etc.?
• Freedom of any group for self-determination. Should any sufficiently large
regional or cultural group able to sustain itself have the right to selfdetermination, including setting up its own state, without the consent of the
current state?
• Freedom to develop capability to realize one's life goals. Should such right be
facilitated as much as possible by the state?
In addition, some specific new rights related to AI and to ending one’s life should be
added such as [64]:
• The right to disconnect (from network and not to be monitored)
• The right to be anonymous
• The right to employ people instead of robots and remain inefficient, especially
if it defines our basic humanness
• The right to remain a natural being (biological)
• Freedom to end one's life provided it does not do any physical harm to others
• Freedom to assisted suicide provided appropriate medical and legal checks have
been made
114

Democracy
Democracy as a value is a big domain of human relationship that is under a severe
pressure. Democracy needs deep reforms in order for all countries to work with a
greater inner and outer cohesion. It is a very difficult task to resolve, and even more
difficult, if one has to do it fairly quickly.
One of the reasons that we have a problem here is that there can be no universal moral
standard of democratic equality if there is not at least a general equality in knowledge,
moral understanding and development [65]. Hence the basic importance of education
and mental capacity of the voting people in any democratic state must be considered.
For example, in the UK about 5% of the people who have the right to vote in elections
are illiterate [61].
Democracy as a right, features prominently in the EU’s Lisbon Treaty covering 10
such rights. However, one of the existing rights – Freedom of expressions needs to
be amended. There are also two more rights that I suggested should be added:
• Freedom of expression and access to information. It should be much easier to
have access to information provided by Governments to their citizens
• Every citizen must participate in elections. Citizens have rights and obligation
– this is a minimum that a state should require from citizens
• Every citizen has the right for financial support in getting elected, provided
he gets a minimum number of registered voters supporting him. Such a law should
be uniform across the EU, and definitely for the EU elections.

Equality
Equality as a value is one of the values that we hear most of in the media, at least in
the western world. Taking a historical perspective, humanity has made great progress
in this area, and the EU is probably the best place on the planet for people being
equally treated in various walks of life.
Equality as a right is currently supported in 7 areas of the ECHR. But we would
need to redefine the meaning of “equality” in general. What does it mean to be equal
today? Remember, morality is not static, it develops with a society. Most of the
equalities listed in the table are formulated as rights but their definition is unclear and
that leads to different application by various countries and courts. This relates to
several areas and I have put some questions next to those rights. I am sure for each
of those rights there could be a lengthy discussion, which would go far beyond the
purpose of this book.
• Equality of opportunities at birth. That should be clearly embedded in the law,
compensating the people born in poor families with financial support
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• Material equality. Should that include equal standard of living or only a
minimum wealth (poverty) level that is the same for all?
• Education equality. Does it mean everybody has the same starting chance to get
the best opportunity to advance his life objectives, and the society will have to
pay for it, or is there a border line, e.g. that the state’s support ends at graduating
from a secondary school?
• Democratic equality (e.g. voting in elections). This is the hottest subject these
days and I have already covered it separately. In essence the question is: should
everyone’s vote matter the same, irrespective of a voter’s contribution to society,
his understanding of how the society and the state operates? Or do we accept, for
whatever the consequences of the ‘tyranny of majority’ might be, a vote is a vote
– all are the same?
• Professional equality. Should people having the same professional qualification
get the same treatment both in career progression and remuneration irrespective
of their gender, race, place of birth, etc.?
• Gender equality. That’s obvious
• Cultural equality. Should cultures be treated the same in a given multi-cultural
society without giving predominance to the indigenous culture? Again, it is a hot
subject. I risk sticking my head over the parapet answering – NO, if we want to
preserve social cohesion for the ultimate benefit of all cultures in a given society.
For me the USA model is probably close to an ideal.
• Religious equality. Should there be a place for state religions? Should religion’s
doctrine prevail over the legal system in a given country? Should religious school
be allowed? Should religious wear be allowed in public spaces? Should agnostics
have the same rights to promote their ‘beliefs’ as any other recognized religion?
Who has the right to recognize a religion as ‘acceptable’ and on what principles?
• Age equality. This is a broad area but most important are the equality of rights of
the older people (and handicapped in some way) and the younger ones (e.g. what
should be the minimum voting age, sexual maturity age, etc.)
• Language equality. Should all languages be treated in a given society equally
irrespective of the implementation cost (mainly translating documents)?

Other Universal Values of Humanity
Justice and the rule of law
This is the area where human rights in Western democracies have become nearly
fulfilled, as far as the court-related matters are concerned.
Human dignity
Human dignity as a social value means first of all the value of respect of others.
The sense of one's own dignity, as well as the sense of responsibility for the wellbeing of others come from a true respect for other humans, the society, humanity, and
ultimately for nature.
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The human rights that support dignity, which are included in the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights seem to be nearly sufficient at this stage, although I believe there
should be two more rights added:
• Dignity for animals
• Dignity for Superintelligence once it has become conscious
Social Solidarity
The right supporting the value ‘Solidarity’, which was not present in the UN
Charter. It appeared first in the UN Millennium Declaration and was defined as
follows: “Global challenges must be managed in a way that distributes the costs and
burdens fairly in accordance with basic principles of equity and social justice. Those
who suffer or benefit least, deserve help from those who benefit most.” [66]. In the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU that became the law nine years later, there
is a whole chapter in the EU Lisbon Treaty dedicated to ‘Solidarity’.
We must also consider the rights of the people who are not the citizens of a given
state but need shelter and safety, which is covered by the UN Millennium
Declaration. I am talking about mass migration. Here we have to look at the principle
of solidarity but also the rights of indigenous people. Therefore, such rights should
have a more balanced approach, as for example, proposed below:
• Countries must be able to control the free flow of citizens and access of
migrants to the hosting country’s benefits and resources
• Migration control must differentiate clearly between economic migrants and
asylum seekers. States should have full control over economic migrants to
maintain the economic and cultural stability. We have to recognize and say it
loudly that economic migration in large numbers in a very short time from
countries with different cultures, like the 2015-2016 wave of migration into the
EU, may create serious social tensions. Asylum seekers should definitely be
helped to save them from grave danger of persecution or death. If the situation in
their home country improves within say 5 years, they should be sent home. If they
are allowed to stay longer than that, they should be offered asylum rights,
naturalization, and the citizenship in the host country. They should be reminded
that they have to assimilate with the prevailing host nation’s political and cultural
system rather than escape to their own ghettos. Economic migrants e.g. from
Africa should be helped in an entirely different way, in their own countries under
a big international, well-co-ordinated and controlled programme. I have proposed
setting up of Global Wealth Redistribution Fund, which is detailed in my previous
book ’Who could save Humanity from Superintelligence?’
Tolerance
UN Millennium Declaration makes a reference to ‘Tolerance’ saying that “Human
beings must respect one another, in all their diversity of belief, culture and language.”
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In the EU Lisbon Treaty ‘tolerance’ is only mentioned in the context of broader
rights: “The Union is founded on the values …that are common to the Member States
in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and
equality between women and men prevail."
However, ‘Tolerance’ is not supported by any specific rights, neither in the UN
Charter, nor in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU. This became clear
during the ‘migration crises’ in the EU in 2015-2016 that the EU needs such rights.
Therefore, in 2016, the EU Commission set up the EU High Level Group on
combating racism, xenophobia, and other forms of intolerance. On the other hand, it
is worthwhile to remind ourselves about what happened to tolerance in the
Netherlands after the murder on 2 November 2004 of a Dutch film director and
columnist Theo van Gogh who was killed by Mohammed Bouyeri. The
demonstrations that followed in the next few days had placards saying, “No
Tolerance for Intolerance”. This is certainly a challenge for multicultural societies
and perhaps we have to go back to the drawing board designing a system that would
better support social cohesion than what is being practiced right now.
Life
The UN Millennium Declaration mentions ‘Life’ as a value only once in an
indirect context. But in the Lisbon Treaty there are several references to protecting
Life that became a human right in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU –
‘Everyone has the right to life. No one shall be condemned to the death penalty or
executed’. However, I think there should be two additional rights:
• Non-biological species, as soon as they become conscious, should have their
rights protected in a similar way as humans, as far as it is possible.
• Humans that have their life suspended, using cryogenic or similar
technologies, retain their rights as they had been alive.
Peace
Peace as a value has to be seen as a basic condition for freedom and happiness, for
without peace there cannot be real freedom. Recognition of the inherent dignity and
of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the
foundation of freedom, justice, and peace in the world.
We consider peace as something almost always present in Europe for over 70 years.
But then we forget the Balkan war in the 1990s’. How quickly have we forgotten the
conflict in the Ukraine started in 2014? How safe is peace in Europe? If we do not
work hard towards laying and strengthening the foundations of peace by integrating
nations closer together, not against their will but by facilitating easy, unrestricted
freedom of movement, goods, services and capital, as well as unifying the education
system and in particular the history books, there is no guarantee that peace in Europe
will not be broken.
118

Neither is peace mentioned as a right directly in the Charter of Fundamental Human
Rights of the EU. This may be the result of some misconception that peace is valued
at a national level rather than at both national and individual level. The reason might
be that for peace to be converted into rights and then the law, one would need the
way to ‘enforce’ it. For Humanity, it is an immensely important value. But how would
one codify it? If there is a human right to live in peace, then how could it be delivered?
The answer to me lies not so much in human rights but rather in ‘Humanity’s right’
to peace, like in the example below:
• All humans have the right to live in peace. Therefore, all nations have to cooperate, compromise in their rights and obligations, and make any of their claims
right only in a peaceful way, for the benefit of the world peace.
National Security and Sovereignty
How far should national sovereignty extend? When is it allowable for other nations
to intervene inside independent states, breaking the current article 2.4 of the UN
Charter: ‘All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or
use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or
in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations’?
There is a balance that needs to be struck between applying the Humanity’s right for
peace and infringing a state’s sovereignty. However, I think it would be a lower risk
for Humanity to have an organization that would be legally entitled and capable of,
for example, stopping genocide militarily, rather than allow it to continue. Even more
controversial scenarios might include a military enforcement by the future World
Government, if other political means prove to be ineffective, to stop certain activities
in a country that may endanger the entire Humanity. This could include using military
means to stop the research in bio-technology laboratories on lethal viruses or bacteria,
which if released by accident or purposely, could spread around the world and
potentially annihilate the entire Humanity.
Another example could be stopping the imminent completion of a malicious
Superintelligence that could conquer the whole world. The last example would be
difficult to implement for other reasons. It would simply be very easy to conceal such
a development. And then, how would one know that the development is nearing
completion and is potentially malicious? Nevertheless, these are serious questions
that need to be answered very quickly indeed. The world has already intervened twice
without explicit agreement by the UN: in the Balkan war and in Libya, under Khadafi.
To guarantee national security to states by the future Human Federation (HF), those
states would first have to accept the concept of a limited sovereignty. The limitation
of sovereignty seems to me the most difficult area to be changed. Until there is an
organization that would act as a de facto World Government such as the HF, the
‘National Security’ would only have a declarative value. Only when the HF is
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operational, the right of nations to intervene in other nations’ internal affairs under
very strict rules might be considered.
Family Safety
Safety has to be seen as one of most basic human values corresponding with our most
basic human needs. Millions of years ago our ancestors learned to find their safety in
their social group. The value of safety should motivate us to co-operate because of
existential risks and other non-existential risks, such as famine, and looking in the
future - dangers of a malicious version of AI, even before it becomes
Superintelligence. There are already two rights referring to Safety in the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the EU. But I would suggest considering two more, so that
altogether there should be four such rights:
•
•
•
•

Family and professional life
Social security and social assistance
Right for the family to be kept together
Right for the family for a proper shelter and accommodation

Nature & Beauty
The UN Millennium Declaration calls this value “Respect for nature” but it is not
there specifically. And yet, Beauty & Nature are one of the innermost precious
feelings that we humans have. EU has quite significant environmental protection,
which covers most of legal requirements of preserving Nature. Beauty comes here in
the context of unique natural spots that must be specially preserved. The UN has
created UNESCO that annually awards about 25 new world heritage sites, including
places of spectacular natural beauty. When it was set up in 1978, there were only 12
such sites. Today, there are over 1,000. However, what is missing is a general right
enforced by law to preserve beautiful pieces of art of every kind, especially paintings
and sculptures, which should not be hidden away for strictly private enjoyment. It is
a controversial right, but I think it is worth considering:
• No person can restrict access to exceptional pieces of Art, especially painting
and sculptures, if they become registered as the ‘treasures of civilisation’.

Human Responsibilities
Human responsibilities as a value
Human responsibilities as a value is something that is not properly reflected either in
the UN or EU charters. The constitution of the future HF should embrace all the rights
mentioned in the previous section. But rights are not given on a plate. Implementation
of rights and their maintenance over time has a price tag attached both in monetary
terms as well as in keeping the ethical balance. What I mean by ethical balance is that
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quite often somebody’s right is my responsibility. For example, my child has the right
to be properly fed and clothed and it is my responsibility to make it happen. People
have the right for emergency hospital care in case of an accident, and this is my
responsibility to pay taxes due, to ensure that such a right can be materialized. Here
are some principles of how rights should be balanced with responsibilities:
• Human rights have to be balanced with citizens’ responsibilities. It is
inadequate to have the Human Rights Court, which would be blind to the citizens’
responsibilities. Therefore, there should also be a similar list of Universal
Responsibilities of Humanity as there are Universal Values/Rights of Humanity
defined earlier
• Every gender has a responsibility to maintain social cohesion and observe
social norms. For example, it is not helpful for the sake of political correctness
to promote homosexuality as something seemingly better than heterosexuality,
best exemplified by the pink parades. While granting people of homosexual
orientation the same rights as everybody else, the reverse should also be the case
and at least in the UK this is to become the law very soon. The same goes for
racial equality. For example, people of colour have the same responsibility as the
white people to treat other races as they themselves would like to be treated. There
should not be an exaggerated protection of any race. All races are equal.
• Governments and global companies must take the responsibility for
controlling the impact of globalisation, so that its negative effects are
minimized.
• Large corporations should be held legally responsible if they do not pay tax
due in the country where they operate
• It is the government’s responsibility to introduce tougher control of the
market in general by drastically reducing monopolies, and oligopolies, but
especially in the media. In the UK, about 40% of all media is controlled by Rupert
Murdoch and in the USA similarly 40% of the media market is controlled by one
company - Comcast.
Freedom and safety as responsibility
We all take it for granted that we live in peace and in relative safety e.g. within the
borders of Europe. But there must be someone who delivers peace. It is the army and
police who do it. In most EU countries, compulsory military service was abolished
years ago. The result of this can be seen in the way young people behave. It is great
to see them enjoy such a wonderful peaceful life. But this is like giving a little child
a toy. A child is unaware of what it may cost their parents. Young people are not even
taught at school that freedom, requires contribution both in money (taxes) and in kind
(e.g. serving in the army).
However, change may be in the air. In February 2018, President Macron announced
that he would re-introduce one-year compulsory military service for between 600,000
and 800,000 young people. A similar decision was made by the Swedish government.
Military service is also mandatory in Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
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Greece, and Lithuania. In the majority of cases, it is compulsory for all male adult
citizens, while women have the choice of enrolling into the military service.
Of course, military service is only one of the examples of how the right to freedom
should be balanced by the responsibility to deliver it. It illustrates a broader point that
our societies should be re-educated in that rights do not come free; they also require
us to take the responsibility for their delivery.
.
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Chapter 3
Political Consensus – Pillar 2
Can coalitions deliver better governments?
One of the biggest differences between the European and the UK model of post-war
democracy is that the first one produces mostly coalition governments, whereas the
governments of the UK have been run almost exclusively by a single, majority party.
That is the outcome of the First Past the Post system but also the belief that ‘strong’,
one party rule is more efficient and more effective in delivering better quality of life
for the electorate. However, the actual results do not confirm that, if we measure the
UK’s quality of life by GDP per capita, which has been consistently falling. For
example, in 1990, UK’s rank in GDP per capita in the world was 18th, whereas in
2018 it was 26th.
In my view, the biggest disadvantage of a single party government is the adversarial
nature of politics as has been evidenced so plainly during the UK’s Brexit
proceedings in the Parliament. This leads by extension to a deep polarization of
society and again we have witnessed it during the Brexit campaigns. But there is even
a greater disadvantage that really shows up in the longer term. The adversarial politics
based on the majority of one party, which does not have to win the majority of the
votes to rule the country, leads to short-term politics and constant swings in policies
(no double majority is needed, i.e. the majority of MPs and over 50% of the votes in
elections). The whole focus of the government is on winning the next election by
tuning its manifesto to temporal whims of the electorate. If we return to Maslow’s
two lowest levels of the Hierarchy of Needs (physiological and safety needs), that is
exactly how people would respond. And that directly translates into the voters’
preferences to elect those, who give more and now - an ideal platform for populism.
Additionally, such an adversarial politics supresses by its very nature the inflow of
new ideas by virtually eliminating smaller parties in the First Past the Post system.
The voters have less choice and therefore are quite often either not voting at all, or
voting tactically, which only rarely delivers the intended result.
Perhaps we should then consider coalition governments for the new, reformed
democracy? Unfortunately, the answer is more complex since coalitions also have
their disadvantages. Just think about the influence that a dozen DUP MPs in the
current British Parliament have had on the outcome of the Brexit proposals. It is
immensely disproportional to the number of voters supporting that party.
Furthermore, some people may still remember the fate of the Liberal Democrats
coalition with Conservatives in 2010-2015 UK government. Each party in the
coalition government will have to drop some of its Manifesto commitments, as
Liberals had to do with their promise not to charge any University fees.
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Finally, let us consider the minority governments, i.e. emerging from a single party
having the highest number of MPs but with less than 50% of the seats in the
parliament. Usually, it must get the support of a tiny party on a case by case basis. In
the UK this is called confidence and supply arrangement like with the DUP in 2017
Theresa May's government. That is similar to the model practiced in most
Scandinavian countries and sometimes called contract parliamentarianism. In this
model, the government passes a particular law if it can command the support of the
majority of MPs. Ad hoc coalitions can thus be formed for passing a single law. I
would consider this model the closest to what the politics of consensus means.
However, to run it relatively smoothly you need an independent arbiter. In
Scandinavian countries that, very active, role is played by the president. That model
achieves the double majority rule, where most MPs and most voters (in a proportional
voting system, which is another important ingredient) support a given Act of
parliament. However, that system does not guarantee either that any legislation that
is sometimes urgently needed will pass through the Parliament. Therefore, Political
Consensus politics must also rely on some additional arrangements, such as those
proposed by the Consensual Presidential Democracy (CPD).
In summary, Political Consensus in the narrow meaning of CPD requires:
• A system of governance with the President as the main counsellor and arbiter
between the parties. He helps the Parliament to pass the legislation with the
support of ad hoc coalitions, which may be different for each act of Parliament
• A legislation system that requires a double majority. This means there must be a
proportional representation electoral system, which will allocate the mandates to
the Parliament proportionally. Like in any parliament any act to be legislated will
require the support of the majority of MPs. But the double majority principle
would also require that the act gets the support of the majority of the voters. In
CPD it can happen because the MPs would be elected using a proportional
system, so any ad hoc coalition that may be needed to pass the act will also
represent the will of the majority of the voters.
The advantage of such a system lies in its ability to introduce legislation with longterm commitments, such as in health and education, or as is the case in Sweden and
New Zealand, agreeing 3-year budgets. Governments are formed much more quickly,
and the legislation is also passed faster than in coalition governments although
usually not that fast as in the single party majority rule, like in the UK.
The positive consequences of Political Consensus politics, even in a limited form as
proposed by CPD, are evident in politics and governance of the countries, which have
tried it. These are the countries, where the politics of consensus is a norm. No wonder
that all Scandinavian countries are in the top 10 most contented nations in the world,
with Finland being the happiest country twice in a row.
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Referendum versus a Citizens’ Assembly
We know that democracy is in crisis. The crisis is created on one hand by the power
of the ever-present media applying sophisticated socio-political tools in support of
the policies and politicians favoured by a given newspaper or a TV channel, to
achieve crowd manipulation on an unprecedented scale, as we have seen in the 2016
election in the USA. We live in the world, which no longer changes linearly, but
almost at an exponential pace, as I have mentioned several times in this book. The
inadequacy and unsuitability of the electoral system has also contributed to the crisis
creating the so-called democracy deficit. Are then the referenda the right democratic
tool for making critical decisions?
Let’s take Brexit referendum as an example. Against the predictions of the pollsters,
on 23 June 2016 Britain voted in a referendum to decide on ceasing the membership
of the European Union. The question was: “Should the United Kingdom remain a
member of the European Union or leave the European Union?” A year later, on 1st
October 2017 the government of Catalonia carried out a referendum on Independence
that had not been previously agreed with the Spanish central government. In my view,
the Catalans had the moral right to conduct the referendum, based on the "natural
law", but did not have a legal right. Was then the referendum the right way to decide
on independence? Such questions would be of concern not only to deciding on
independence but also in a more general sense. Are then the referenda the best way
to make complex decisions on vital matters of a nation?
The main problem with referenda and elections in every democratic country is that
they are not well suited to human nature. We act primarily using our emotions rather
than cold reasonable judgment. People voting in referenda and elections have a
similar experience like going to a shop. Quite often we support a certain decision
because it answers our immediate emotional need. People in general choose black or
white, easy to understand, easy to implement, short-term solutions. Politicians know
that and that is why they play for the short-term gain by manipulating the public
opinion, so that they can be re-elected at the next election, especially if there is no
limit on the number of terms they can stand for a parliament. Therefore, selling
rational arguments to voters, who as human beings act primarily using their emotions
rather than cold reasonable judgment, is almost impossible, which was so clearly
shown during the Brexit referendum. Any politician that proposes necessary,
complex, and sometimes painful solutions will almost never be elected. Populism
flourishes because politicians like Donald Trump can twist any fact to their advantage
and sell people the solutions they want, although the politicians themselves may
know, those solutions may never work. Had the voters known all the relevant facts
they might have considered the proposal unattractive, and many might have not
supported the option they had chosen in a referendum or during an election. With
referenda, the added difficulty is that their impact is quite often long-term (like voting
for a new constitution) and can be very difficult to amend.
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To reduce the risk of making the wrong decision in a referendum, the voters should
really be quite familiar with the issue under consideration. That was impossible in a
referendum like Brexit because it required a lot of very specialist knowledge.
However, with issues that deal with more straightforward matters, like changing the
funding of the health service, referenda could have their role but rather in countries
with a direct democracy system, such as Switzerland, where there are up to 10
referenda every year. There, direct democracy allows any citizen to challenge any
law approved by the parliament or propose a modification of the federal Constitution
at any time. The most frequent themes are healthcare, taxes, welfare, drug policy,
public transport, immigration, asylum, and education. The key conclusion I would
make is that in Switzerland referenda make sense because of direct democracy,
executed at the lowest possible level (e.g. municipality). Therefore, people get very
interested in politics, know the subject matter well, could arrive at a rational
decision and accept solutions that can sometimes be painful.
In a representative democracy such as Spain or the UK, referendum as a voting
instrument should be used extremely rarely, if at all. In 2017 the Dutch Council
of State warned that the thoughtless use of referenda and other forms of "people's
democracy" sooner or later will undermine the functioning of the Dutch
representative democracy and the rule of law. That’s why the Dutch government
decided in February 2018 to abolish the referenda. I would agree with this view. This
is not the right instrument for making complex political or economic choices because
of the rising complexity of the issues, which predominately require a rational
judgement rather than emotional approach, which may seem right at the time of
making such a decision but a potential catastrophe when people see clearly the
multifaceted impact of their decisions, as it was the case with Brexit.
Therefore, I would not abolish the referenda as such, but rather replace them
with a Citizens’ Assembly, provided that its members are coached for months before
a decision on a specific issue is decided, like in the Irish referendum on abortion and
gay rights. I believe, a Citizens’ Assembly instead of a referendum, should be applied
even in decisions that are fundamental to nationhood, such as splitting from the
current state and becoming an independent country.
However, if a Citizens’ Assembly is used instead of a referendum, the key problem
of how to avoid bias by inappropriate formulation of a question, will still remain. The
next issue regards the number of options in a Citizens’ Assembly replacing a
referendum. Some argue against having more than two options in a referendum, since
the result may not be supported by the majority of the population taking part in the
voting. The solution in my view is to apply the principles of Alternative Voting
System (also known as a preferential system), where a voter scores the options from
best to worst. If none of the options has more than 50% than the second preference
from the least favoured option would be added to the remaining options until one of
the options gets 50% +1 vote. For example, in the Brexit referendum there could have
been three options given, such as;
126

4.

5.
6.

Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union even if the
outcome of the trade negotiations may severely reduce the growth of our
economy for a decade or more?
Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union but retain the
membership of the Single Market and the Customs Union?
Do you want the United Kingdom to leave the European Union and instead
join the European Economic Area?

Similarly, the referendum on the independence of Catalonia should have also had
several options, e.g.:
5.
6.
7.

8.

I want Catalonia to become a fully independent state
I want Catalonia to become an independent state, which will immediately
become part of the Spanish Federation
I want Catalonia to be part of Spain but with a higher degree of autonomy and
retain the constitutional right to separate in the future into an independent
nation, if the Catalans themselves decide they want to do it
I want Catalonia to be part of Spain on the current basis.

Another question regarding a Citizens’ Assembly, which would replace a
referendum, is what kind of majority should be required for the decision taken to be
valid. In the Brexit referendum, 52% of the voters expressed the will to end Britain’s
membership in the EU. However, the overall turnout was only 72 percent. Had
everyone voted (i.e. had the voting been compulsory), then according to the polls for
those that had not voted, the “Remainers” would have won with 66.03% of the votes
to 33.97% for the “Leavers”. Therefore, for such an important issue there should
always be a requirement for a super majority of the sortition i.e. 2/3 support for the
motion.

Achieving political consensus in direct democracy with AI
How could we accelerate the reform of democracy and especially achieve a wider
political consensus using AI? The answer might be in the approach developed by an
American company Polis (pol.is) and applied in several countries such as Canada,
New Zealand, or Taiwan.
Broadly it works as follows. Imagine that you have signed an on-line petition. Many
countries now apply this form of political engagement. For example, in Britain, there
must be 100,000 signatories for a parliamentary petition to be discussed in the
Parliament. Polis has a similar starting point. But here the similarities end. In the UK,
when you sign a Parliamentary petition it is understood you fully agree with it. Since
you cannot modify the petition’s wording in any way, the only other option is to
abstain.
But it does not have to be like that. This is where the innovative approach proposed
by Polis can help. It starts with an assumption that people need time to understand
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the implications of the proposed legislation. To enable that understanding, Polis uses
a customised version of Facebook. It enables potential signatories to see the initial
wording of the petition (max. 280 characters), its all modified versions, comments
left by users, and how many people have signed up for each of these versions. A
potential signatory can sign one of the existing versions of the proposed legislation
or propose his own. He can also leave comments or suggestions for all others to read.
Leaving comments is a crucial part of the Polis system, which is an AI-powered
conversation platform. Comments left by signatories on a petition create an indirect
“conversation”. The AI machine learning methods uncover patterns in real-time,
mapping out the entire conversation by visualizing correlations between opinions and
participants, sorting participants into opinion groups, and surfacing areas of
consensus and divisiveness. Therefore, a signatory, can after some time, assess the
changes in an on-line visual representation of various groups’ support for each of the
variants of the legislation. He can then switch his support for another version of the
petition. In this way, the most preferred version of the petition will be chosen through
a consensus and compromise.
One of the countries that has experimented with the Polis system for over 4 years is
Taiwan, which has built a dedicated on-line https://vtaiwan.tw/ platform. In one of
the platform’s early successes, the topic at issue was how to regulate the Uber
company, which had, as in many places around the world, run into fierce opposition
from local taxi drivers. As new people joined the online debate, they were shown and
asked to vote on comments that ranged from calls to ban Uber, subject it to strict
regulation, or calls to let the market decide. Within a few days, the voting had
coalesced to define two groups, one pro-Uber and one, about twice as large, antiUber. But then the magic happened. As the groups sought to attract more supporters,
their members started posting comments on matters that everyone could agree were
important, such as rider safety and liability insurance. Gradually, they refined them
and gained more votes. The end result was a set of seven comments that enjoyed
almost universal approval, containing such recommendations as “The government
should set up a fair regulatory regime,” or “Private passenger vehicles should be
registered”. The divide between pro- and anti-Uber camps had been replaced by
consensus on how to create a level playing field for Uber and the taxi firms, protect
consumers, and create more competition [67].
Overall, a system like Polis could solve several problems in modern democracies, not
only related to petitions, such as:
1. It significantly raises the participation in politics giving people real influence on
the outcome of a proposed legislation
2. It achieves consensus on a proposed legislation by constantly redefining the initial
wording of the proposed new law. This allows people to adapt gradually their
views to the views of the largest group and therefore, achieving much broader
political consent through a better understanding of the issue, since the initial
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wording of the proposed legislation changes to reflect the views of a growing
majority.
3. It is the best antidote against fake news. People learn from each other, and if they
find themselves in a really small minority, they can then gather more information
to understand the issues better and perhaps change their mind.
4. It can replace referenda and make the decisions such as on Brexit achieved with
a far wider consensus.
An approach like this may play an important role in CPD since it allows for blending
of a representative and a direct democracy. However, to have a real impact on a
country’s politics, it needs to be accompanied by a legally binding procedure, such
as in Taiwan or Canada, so that a parliament discusses and eventually implements
the legislation proposed in a petition.

129

Chapter 4
Deep Decentralization – Pillar 3
Small is beautiful – in defence of regionalism
In 1973, just in the midst of the mega oil crisis, a little book was published. It was
titled “Small Is Beautiful: A study of economics as if people mattered”. Its author
was a German born British economist E. F. Schumacher. The phrase "Small Is
Beautiful" is sometimes used in the context of small companies or technologies,
which can quite often deliver better and faster results than traditional big businesses.
But I am using this phrase in a different context – to define the allocation of decisionmaking powers to the lowest possible governance level. This is what the third pillar
of Consensual Presidential Democracy is about – Deep Decentralization.
This pillar deals with internal matters of member states and therefore it is bound to
be very controversial. However, in this book I have been trying not to shy away from
such matters for political correctness, difficulty, or other reasons. This is an area that
may affect the formation of any federation, including the future federalization of the
EU.
However, it is also very relevant today. The best example is the Catalonia’s
referendum on independence carried out on 1st October 2017, which had not been
previously agreed with the Spanish central government. Did the Catalans have the
right to carry out such a referendum without the consent of the Spanish government?
The illegality of the referendum is crystal clear. That’s what Article 2 of the Spanish
Constitution says. But not having a legal right does not close the problem. If Catalans
do not have a legal right to organize such a referendum on the region’s independence,
do they have a moral right not only to the referendum but to becoming an independent
state? In my view, they definitely have such a right and I would put forward these
arguments:
• The first one is the so-called Natural law (“lex naturalis” in Latin). It asserts that
“certain rights are inherent by virtue of human nature. The law of nature is implied
to be universal, existing independently of the legal system of a given state,
political order, legislature or society at large”. The best example of applying
natural law to declaring independence is the Declaration of Independence of the
United States, which says that "...it has become necessary for the people of the
United States to assume the separate and equal station, to which the Laws of
Nature and of Nature's God entitle them" [68].
• The second one is individual freedom, indirectly derived from Natural Law,
practiced in ancient Rome as "habeas corpus" - "you shall have the body” and
indirectly referred to in Magna Carta – meaning nobody can be prosecuted
without a fair trial in the court. That has ultimately become a common law in the
UK. Individual freedom means among others a freedom of unrestricted travel.
That natural law has been frequently violated in legal systems of dictatorships.
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For example, how could an individual living in the Soviet Union, or in Nazi
Germany, leave the country freely at any time? They could not. This is why such
a Natural Law has been directly applied to refugees and ‘freedom fighters’ by the
European Human Rights Court. In the European Convention on Human Rights,
we have among others, articles on the rights to education and free elections,
derived from ‘natural law’. Therefore, regions, as communities, have the same
‘natural laws’ that protect their rights to self-governance (or ‘freedoms’) as those
that protect individuals.
• The third argument is the Right to Secede, which is frequently used by
international lawyers. It describes two types of rights to secede: Primary Right
and Remedial Right. Primary Right asserts that certain groups, like nations, have
the right to secede in order to have their own state. Remedial Right is a unilateral
right to secede, to which a group is entitled on the grounds of injustices they may
have endured from the state they are part of. Here are some examples of
application of the Remedial Right:
o Former colonies are considered to have a legitimate claim to break away from
the imperial power;
o Secession is justified when it is simply the taking back of the wrongly taken
territory (the most recent cases are the Baltic States: Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania);
o Secession is legitimate after persistent, large-scale violations of basic human
rights (e.g. Palestine, Kosovo, or Chechnya).
That was the reason used for creating the United States. At that time, the fulfilment
of such will of the people could only be implemented through a war. The last time
we had it in Europe was the Balkan war in 1990s. Today, we must be able to let the
regions, which want to become independent states to do it peacefully, even if the state
they are a part of, deems it illegal or has no legal framework for a region to make
such a decision. These moral rights would be sufficient for Catalonia and other large
minorities anywhere in the world to conduct a referendum for independence
whenever they want it. In principle these rights for declaring independence must rest
with the community of that region, irrespective of whether it is a single nation based
on history, tradition and culture, or a large region of common interests.
Therefore, in the future Constitution of Humanity there must be articles on region’s
secession from the member states such as:
1. Any nation or a region has the right to secede from its current member state. It
can then immediately become a state on its own, or apply to become a part of
another state or a federation
2. The process of such a secession from a member state must follow strict
procedures specified in the Constitution of Humanity
3. Any such process must be supervised by an independent organization
4. There is a minimum period of 5 years (just an example) for completing the
secession.
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How much of self-governance?
The second aspect of Deep Decentralization relates to what is the necessary minimum
level of decisions that must be in the competence of the central government or in
reverse – what is the maximum level of self-governance within a federated state. This
is a political and philosophical minefield and I will only touch on this area because
of the implications on the actual approach that might be taken to form a Human
Federation.
To make it easier to create any federation, it seems to me it should be set up from the
outset as a ‘Minimal State’. That is not just a phrase but a whole concept of a state,
favoured by liberal philosophers such as Emanuel Kant who viewed freedom as ‘the
absence of external constraints upon an individual’. More recently an American
philosopher Robert Nozick expressed the notion that ‘a state must possess two main
attributes: it must have a monopoly on the use of legitimate force in a territory, and
it must provide protective services for everyone in that territory’. What I believe is
important in the context of the Human Federation is that living in such a state is a
kind of a bargain - greater safety for less freedom.
And that is precisely why I would think a Minimal State might be the very right
political structure for the Human Federation or any multi-national federation. In such
a state, its duties are so minimal that they cannot be reduced any further because
otherwise the state would cease to exist and would become a form of anarchy.
Typical governmental institutions in a Minimal State would be the defence, foreign
affairs, police, and the judicial systems. It is then obvious that a Minimal State is
certainly not a Welfare State. That would be a continuing prerogative of the former
states or larger regions within a federation. The exact split of powers between a
federation and its former independent states would have to consider the cost and
effectiveness of services provision beyond those that will be covered by a federal
government.
However, it is unlikely and undesirable that there should only be one ‘acceptable’
model of self-governance for the subsidiary entities of a federal state. For it is obvious
that in any proposed model there will be positive and negative features. Additionally,
the same feature can be viewed as positive or negative dependent on the cultural or
regional differences.
Therefore, the actual level of self-governance can only be decided in very concrete
geopolitical circumstances. It will most likely happen just before a federation
becomes a legal entity, when the states will have to decide how much of their
sovereignty they agree to shed on behalf of a federation. That’s why such a decision
on accession to a federation will have to be put to voters.
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Chapter 5
AI-assisted Governance - Pillar 4
If we survive relatively unscathed until about 2040 - the time of the formation of the
Human Federation (HF) - our civilisation will be ready to gradually deliver
unimaginable wealth to everyone on the planet. But to deliver the world of abundance
we will need a very efficient World Government – the executive body of the HF. But
even before then, a reformed democratic system should propose solutions for the
governments to be more efficient and effective. That is the objective of the fourth
pillar of Consensual Presidential Democracy (CPD).
How can we do that when nearly all governments world-wide are today run by
politicians, who are not top experts in efficient delivery of services such as health
service, education, or economic development. Yes, they have the support of a civil
service and thousands of advisers and consultants but in the end they themselves have
to make the final decision. The problem is that quite often such a decision requires
really deep understanding of the subject matter.
The consequence of that is that many of the projects initiated by ministers run over
time and budget and some, especially the most expensive ones, which will have an
impact for decades are unnecessary. One of the best recent examples is the HS2
railway project in Britain, which is to be completed in 15 years, cost about £100bn
and which only now, a few years after its initiation, the government considers
shutting down.
Examples like the one above, prompt some academics to suggest a silver bullet
solution – a technocratic government run by experts. Its technocratic ministers would
respond to the parliament as needed or as the law may require. The apparent logic
behind a technocratic government is that it should be the parliament, which tells the
government what to do, and it is the government, which knows how to do it. That
would also increase the separation of powers.
Such governments have been set up in many countries mostly in the ‘hour of need’
but only as a temporary solution, rather than a ‘normal’ feature of delivering services
to the nation. The British civil service could have been considered a kind of a
technocratic government had not all its departments been headed by Secretaries of
State and Ministers (altogether 118). An exception is perhaps Singapore with its
longest, and probably most effective, technocratic government, which achieved an
incredible growth of prosperity for the nation over a few decades.
So, why are such governments still a rarity? The main problem of technocratic
governments is their accountability. That’s why they are usually disliked by both the
public and politicians even though they are more likely to deliver value for money
for the society than a government led only by politicians. Unless the whole political
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system is a blend of democratic and authoritarian rules, as is the case in Singapore,
such government are not here to stay.
Therefore, in the pursuit of effective and efficient government we need to look for
other options. What I propose here may significantly impact, if implemented,
political decision-makers at any level of governance, i.e. ministers, governors,
mayors, councillors etc. The solution that I consider involves the support of
politicians and decision makers at all levels of governance by AI assistants. This will
happen anyway on a grand scale in almost every profession such as medicine or
engineering, where top consultants will be supported by such AI assistants.
If you think it sounds incredible, then just look at the offerings of one company –
Generis. It has already a number of industry-specific AI Assistants. For example,
CARA (Case Analysis Research Assistant) can work in most ‘soft’ areas such as law,
pharmaceutical, medicine or government. It is competing with ROSS, which is
primarily an AI legal assistant, which has already delivered incredible results.
especially in the Anglo-Saxon world, whose law is case based. There are other such
AI Assistants in the legal area where they deal with thousands of documents per case,
so are engaged in similar tasks as in most government departments, such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Due diligence – Litigators perform due diligence with the help of AI tools to
uncover background information
Prediction technology – An AI software generates results that forecast litigation
outcome
Legal analytics – Lawyers can use data points from past case law, win/loss rates
and a judge’s history to be used for trends and patterns.
Document automation – Law firms use software templates to create filled out
documents based on data input
Intellectual property – AI tools guide lawyers in analysing large IP portfolios and
drawing insights from the content
Electronic billing – Lawyers’ billable hours are computed automatically [69].

If you consider the continuous self-learning of such AI assistants like IBM’s Watson,
or more popular, but also potentially game-changing solutions, like Amazon’s Alexa
or Google’s Assistant, then within a few years, work in many companies of these
industries will change beyond our imagination.
The easiest way to imagine such an assistant at work is to visualize that you have a
humanoid robot driven by Amazon’s Alexa-type application. Today, such an
application can communicate in perfect, easy to understand accent, in about 60
languages but only one way. We can only understand what the app is saying but it
has serious difficulties to continue a natural contextual dialogue. Therefore, quite
often its response is just ‘I don’t know that one’. Only the very best, most expensive
robots, linked to superfast computers, such as Sophia by Hanson Robotics, can have
a longer meaningful dialogue. However, according to the company, it needs another
2-3 years before its Sophia will be fully conversant on most subjects. According to
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Ray Kurzweil, the most renowned futurist, for that we will need to wait till 2029 (he
is precise on that) when AI will achieve human level intelligence (in terms of
processing power not intelligence as such). At that time almost every decision made
by a political decision-maker or any consultant will be executed as the AI assistant
had suggested.
Until then, these robots will be capable of advising on a narrow subject matter using
its database of knowledge. Such databases are already being produced as plug-ins
(see CARA and ROSS above), purchased as a service and then maturing through selflearning in a concrete environment, e.g. at Ministry of Health. Therefore,
realistically, we can expect a widespread use of such assistants by about 2025,
although probably without full cognitive capacity yet.
However, even at about 2030, such AI assistants will not have a multi-disciplinary
knowledge and intelligence (human level cognition) in every discipline, otherwise
they would have become Superintelligence. Therefore, a ‘Master’ Assistant serving
for example the Minister of Health will be a generalist and will still need to be
supported by several of his ‘colleagues’, each in various discipline. On the other
hand, from the point of view of the user, the whole process of knowledge acquisition,
interpretation, compilation, and presentation of final answers by such AI assistant
will be largely seamless. The quality of its response and decisions will largely depend
on the quality of data to which it has access and its overall skill level it has learned
on a given site.
The benefits gained by the government of a country implementing such an AIassisted governance will be immediate and significant. First of all, most decisions
will be made many times faster, with full justification and various options costed.
They will also be correlated with other decisions made in a similar way by AI
assistants helping across all government departments. There will be fewer missed
deadlines and unwanted projects. The savings will be truly vast if implemented at all
levels of government.
Finally, there will be very few purely ‘political’ decisions to win the votes in the
coming elections since the planning horizon for most of such projects will cover a
decade or more. Additionally, should there be a legal requirement (say in 10 years’
time) that each decision made by a minister must be justified by an AI assistant - an
entirely apolitical entity, populism will be most likely rooted out. That should not be
a surprise at all. If you agree that in about 30 years’ time Superintelligence will
become our benevolent dictator, then what would be practiced in the intermediate
period is just a preparation for what will happen on an unprecedented scale in every
step of our life anyway.
Such implementation would allow the politicians to have a personal, direct control
on even the largest initiatives and projects, executing them with incredible
effectiveness and efficiency. The added benefit will be a continuous parliamentary
scrutiny, should such a politician be an MP. To make the best use of these assistants,
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say from 2025, they will probably be best used as additional advisers to humans.
However, they should be physically present in a humanoid form in their ‘place of
work’ for three reasons:
• If it is in a physical, humanoid form, hardly distinguishable from humans, it will
also move around almost like most of us, explore and learn about its environment,
listen to conversation, and analyse the problems ‘first-hand’
• It will have the ability to practice its learned skills and improve on them in a real
physical environment
• Finally, it will also learn our values, emotions, how we make errors and simply
what is good and bad. That can only be experienced in a real physical environment
by a real (not augmented) physical humanoid robot.
Gradually, through self-learning and additional augmented reality capability, such AI
assistants will become better and better in making decisions than most human
advisers. It is at this stage, that some legislation may be needed to minimize the risks
for humans from such advanced robots. The first law might be to recognize a concrete
AI Assistant, as having some rights – e.g. only certain people will be able to make
highest level decisions, and if needed, switch off the assistant. Secondly, laws may
be introduced, requiring a politician to execute a decision made by such an AI
Assistant because that might be in the best interest of the nation or a given
community. The only exception might be in case such an assistant’s decision is
challenged by a panel of human specialists. In any case, expect some interesting laws
to be introduced quite soon regulating the sphere of initial coexistence of humans and
AI assistants.
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Chapter 6
A Template for a Constitutional Framework
Now, that we have described the four pillars of Consensual Presidential Democracy
(CPD), we could assemble key elements of this system of democracy into a
Constitutional Framework. I see it as a kind of a template, which may be used for the
future Constitution of Humanity, as well as for other countries in need of reforming
democracy. I know that the very name ‘Constitution of Humanity’ sounds grandiose.
However, it reflects the scale and significance of such a document, which sooner or
later will have to be agreed, if we want to use it as a unifying platform based on
universal values and aspirations of Humanity. It will be the content of such a
document that will be uploaded to a maturing Superintelligence. We can only hope
that together with other risk mitigating factors, such an approach will ensure that the
goals of Superintelligence will be in line with the expectations of most humans and
therefore the final ‘product’ will be a benevolent being, effectively a new species.
All the principles of Consensual Presidential Democracy (CPD) are embedded in this
Constitutional Framework. It could be applied not just for the future Human
Federation (HF) but as a kind of an ‘aspirational’ model for any constitution,
provided its overall objectives are similar to the ones expressed here. This includes
an overall assumption that we can only survive the extremely dangerous transition
period to the time of Superintelligence if we work more closely together. This means
a gradual federalization of the whole world. One such organisation might be the
European Union if it is to be converted into the European Federation. It could also be
Russia, which already is a federation, if over the next decade or two it will be ready
to implement democracy for real and not just in name only.
The debate on such a new constitution should be going outside typical political
considerations and look at how such a new constitution of a given country, or a
confederation of states would best support the overall goals of Humanity. At least
that is the context for my proposal presented here. Therefore, in most general terms,
for any country or a union of states that wishes to follow the principles of democracy
proposed here, it will have to include these assumptions in their new constitution:
1. People will have to sacrifice part of their sovereignty and freedom for their
increased safety
2. The ethical values of a given country must be aligned with the Universal Values
of Humanity, described either in the existing documents, such as UN Declarations
of Human Rights, or other frameworks, such as the model presented here
3. The overall modus operandi of democracy in such a country will be based on the
politics of consensus.
If such assumptions are accepted, then this Framework can be used as a generic model
for creating a state’s constitution. Therefore, this Constitutional Framework is not
intended to be read as an actual wording of the articles but rather as a proposal of the
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content for such articles. This is comparable to a checklist produced by the
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) - see Chapter
3 Part 1, although the intention of this proposal is to indicate possible answers, rather
than just asking questions.
In line with the key pillars of CPD, the Constitution of Humanity is a template of a
new type of democracy aimed at governing with a maximum consensus. The central
role in this Constitution is played by the President who is the axis of any consensus,
ensuring that the voice of the ‘losing’ minority is always considered. To do that
properly, he has unprecedented powers, which he also needs, to respond to a variety
of potential catastrophic events, by maximising all available resources within the
shortest possible time.
The Constitutional Framework, the electoral system, and some of the institutions that
I am proposing serve only as the necessary elements in a much bigger picture – the
creation of an organisation that may one day act on behalf of the whole Humanity the Human Federation. Together with the vast resources that such an organisation
will have, it will be capable of significantly reducing existential risks. However, to
make that possibility more imaginable, I need a kind of a strawman to show what
such a Constitutional Framework as a whole might actually look like. The strawman
that I have selected for the proposed Constitutional Framework is the European
Union, which may at some stage be converted into the European Federation.
Therefore, I cover the details of this Constitutional Framework in Part 4.
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4
PART 4
FROM THE EUROPEAN UNION
TO THE EUROPEAN FEDERATION

Chapter 1
European Union in crisis
The need for deep reforms in the European Union
The current tensions within the EU can only be resolved in the near term by some
form of a federation. The current legal status of the EU is a ‘confederation’. The
difference between a confederation and a federation is that the membership of the
states in a confederation is voluntary, while the membership in a federation is not
(although in the US Constitution a state can in principle leave the USA and become
an independent country). Some nations, which started out as a confederation retained
the word in their titles after officially becoming a federation, such as Switzerland.
The United States of America was a confederation before it became a federation with
the ratification of the current U.S. constitution in 1788 [70]. The set-up of the European
Federation that I envisage is of the ‘federation’ type, like the German Federal
Republic.
The member states of the European Union must decide, perhaps within the next few
years, if they want to become a federated state. Otherwise, the EU’s inherent
inconsistencies and inflexibilities originating from significant economic, social, and
cultural differences (even within the same Christian culture) will gradually rapture
its structure leading to its disintegration. That could start a period of political
instability, which would almost inevitably be exploited by Russia, leading to
European wars with most disastrous consequences.
Federalization of the EU may significantly reduce, or totally eliminate, its current
problems as identified in the journal ‘Economics’ [71], which I quote with my
additional comments and update:
• Inefficient policies. A large percentage (40%) of the EU spending goes on the
Common Agricultural Policy. For many years, this has distorted agricultural
markets by placing minimum prices on food
• Problems of the Eurozone. The single currency has proved to have many
problems and contributed to low rates of economic growth and high
unemployment across the EU
• Pressure towards austerity. Since 2008, many southern European countries
have faced pressure from the EU to pursue austerity – spending cuts to meet
budget deficit targets, but in the middle of a recession these austerity measures
have contributed to prolonged economic stagnation
• Excessive bureaucracy. It has been argued that the EU has created extra layers
of bureaucracy while taking the decision-making process further away from
local communities
• Unemployment. This has come down quite significantly since 2016 from a
critical point in Spain and Greece, where it reached about 25%, with youth
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unemployment at 50% level. The main problem is not the fluctuation of the
market but rather a structural unemployment. This will now be exacerbated by
the coming Technological Unemployment arriving several years earlier due to
the Covid-19 crisis
Competitiveness Problem. The Euro has caused a divergence in
competitiveness. Countries who face higher labour costs cannot regain
competitiveness in the usual way through depreciation
The European Central Bank (ECB) has been too concerned for too long
with low inflation. The ECB, like the UK, has rigidly stuck to an inflation target
of 2%, despite the rise in unemployment and poor growth of nominal GDP.
Bond yields rising too quickly lead to higher borrowing costs. Membership
of the Euro has created a tendency for bond yields to rise much more quickly
European Stability and Growth Pact. Governments’ borrowing is limited to
3% of GDP. However, the state should be able to borrow money over that
threshold for investments
Inflexible Labour Markets. This is frequently held up as a constraint on
economic growth and a cause of structural unemployment
Demographic Changes. Countries like Germany and Italy have a declining
birth rate. This means that the population structure is becoming weighted
towards those who are over 50
Declining German export. This will negatively impact the German economy
– the powerhouse of the EU
External Security. Eastern and Central Europe sees the need to prioritize
security since it faces an increasingly aggressive Russia. Western Europe on the
other hand is less concerned with Russia but more concerned about Islamic
terrorism
The Italian banks’ junk loans. This is a mirror situation to subprime
mortgages in the USA, which directly caused 2008 financial crisis
Brexit. That will negatively impact EU’s capability both in economics and in
foreign affairs. If this becomes a ‘hard Brexit’, it will be a long-term problem
Inter-EU net migration. Free movement of labour has caused problems of
overcrowding, as in the UK, France, or Germany
EU core values and respect for the rulings of the European Constitutional
Court. This is quickly emerging as the most difficult area with significant
differences between the Eastern and Central Europe, especially Poland and
Hungary, as well as Italy on one side, and France and Germany on the other
Lack of strategic vision and strong leadership. This is partly caused by lack
of charismatic leaders, like the former EU Commissioner Jacque Delores, or
which may surprise some – German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, one of the main
proponents of the Single Market and the Eurozone
Un-coordinated defence efforts and lack of its own army. This may change
very rapidly, as the first common defence procurement policies have been
introduced in 2017. It looks that in a few years’ time there will be an EU Army,
probably as part of NATO.
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• The challenge of populism. This has been evidenced by the populist
movements across the EU. It started in Greece with the Eurozone crisis, and
then quickly extended to Spain and Portugal
• No tolerance for intolerance. The murder in 2004 of Theo van Gogh, a film
maker, by a Muslim man (because he had made a film disclosing how Muslim
women are treated by their own husbands). That had so enraged the Dutch
society, that it started a series of protests under the banner: no tolerance for
intolerance
• Corruption. What is particularly worrying in the EU is the procurement policy
and how money is distributed in support of cohesion projects. The European
Court of Auditors is one of the weakest links among the EU’s institutions
• The Voting system at the European Council. Although the double majority
voting system has been introduced in the Lisbon Treaty, it has only been used
since 2014 in about 40% of the EU matters, so a deeper integration will be
impossible without changing that system first and then using it in earnest.
Additionally, the current economic, social, and cultural differences with the EU, will
require the future federation to guarantee the former nations maximum flexibility and
the widest possible scope for self-governance. It will have to ensure that most
decisions will be taken at the lowest level of governance, as suggested in the CPD’
third pillar - Deep Decentralization. The only way to do it could be through the
process, which I call “cantonization of Europe”. That is a reference to the way
Switzerland has been governed for the last 200 years, giving the maximum level of
self-governance to each of its 26 cantons. That would effectively lead to the creation
of the European Federation composed of the former EU states, but in which some of
the larger regions (say over 5m population) would have an automatic right to a
statehood, either on their own, or by merging with neighbouring regions, which were
once parts of the previous state(s).

Defining the Purpose of the European Federation
Let me remind you why we are discussing the subject of the European Federation
(EF). In a nutshell, we need a credible and effective organisation to fight existential
risks. Such an organisation must also halt the current fast and already dangerous path
to a global political, economic, and social disorder. The most imminent, and one of
the biggest risks for Humanity, is that our civilisation will just keep on going until
the point, beyond which saving humans might be a futile effort.
Existential risks force us to take extraordinary steps to save human species from
extinction. Artificial Intelligence is one of the biggest risks. Therefore, if we want to
minimize existential risks, which may lead to our extinction, we must have a new
style of the world governance in global politics. The rapid technological change and
globalisation will bring about a new global order and new existential risks, such as
fast spread of pandemics. Covid-19 is the best, and so far in relative terms, a benign
example. This may require extending emergency powers when almost any country
will have to give up, at least temporarily, some of its sovereignty, to an international
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organization, to overcome the existential risks, requiring global action within hours.
Current emergency powers are used very rarely and in very specific circumstances.
These new “emergency” powers may have to be used more frequently because of the
likely combination of various global risks, which may trigger an existential risk.
We have already concluded that a rational discussion among all world leaders, say
within the UN, on the urgent need to form the World Government, would have been
rather unthinkable and utterly unrealistic. That’s why I have suggested earlier, (and
extensively in my book “Federate to Survive!” [72]) that the EU has the greatest
potential to become such a de facto World Government. After all, over the last 60
years of its existence, the EU has managed to achieve something unprecedented in
the European history – peace, continuous economic growth, and relative social order.
That pedigree and experience has probably tilted the odds for selecting the EU as the
best candidate for expanding its role by a gradual transformation into a Human
Federation and thus fulfil wider, than just purely European, objectives.
Once the EF has been established, it would then gradually assume the role of a de
facto World Government. It would thus have to stand up not only for the people of
Europe, but increasingly also for the whole Humanity, in the absence of a credible
organization that would have ideally included all nations. The main benefit would be
a greater safety of all of us, and a more humane and just civilization. Therefore, from
that point of view alone the future European Federation must:
1. Become a credible and effective organisation that will be able to mitigate all manmade existential risks
2. Ensure global political, economic, and social order, which is necessary to focus
all efforts on our survival, since lack of a reasonable global stability may become,
through combinatorial effects, an existential risk on its own
3. Fight to preserve what is best in Humanity – its values, rights, and intellectual and
cultural assets, to avoid the creation of Superintelligence with dangerous values
and objectives, which may lead to the extinction of all humans.
The very first thing the European Federation (EF) will need, is its own Constitution,
which could become a precursor of the Constitution of Humanity. The current Lisbon
Treaty could be a starting point, even in such a convoluted form. Such a constitution
should clarify in the opening articles, what this organization is for, and what will be
its identity. In the Treaty of Lisbon, it is covered in Article 2 within so-called
Common Provisions. However, the above article should include additional clauses
protecting the rights of non-biological species. Today, that may seem very
controversial but in the context of what this book is about, it is a necessary logical
addition, signifying fundamental changes and dangers arising from AI that Humanity
may face. Therefore, that article may have an extension and read as follows:
• The European Federation, in view of fundamental changes in technology and
artificial intelligence, recognizes that at some stage humans may be living side
by side with non-biological conscious species. Therefore, the European
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Federation commits itself to protect their rights in the same way as the rights of
humans.
The Lisbon Treaty further expands the purpose and principles of the EU operation in
Article 3. I think it should be significantly expanded to distinguish it clearly from any
existing organisation, to include the following objectives:
1. To protect Humanity from existential risks, coming from Superintelligence
2. To prepare Humanity for the time when we will be living side by side with
Superintelligence, which may potentially create the best period in human history
(if we mitigate the risks successfully).
3. To prepare Humanity for an even more challenging task - a gradual merging of
our species with Superintelligence.
I know that many readers may find it difficult to accept such objectives today. If they
seem so incredulous then I would suggest thinking about the exponential pace of
change in so many domains in the last few years. Developing Superintelligence is the
greatest risk we humans may have to face in our whole history, as well as an
incredible opportunity. Therefore, I suggest that the clauses like the one below might
be added to the text of the future Constitution, to describe the Purpose of the
European Federation:
• The European Federation sees its key, long-term purpose, as acting on behalf of
all Humanity, to continue developing common civilisation based on progress and
prosperity, for the good of all inhabitants, including the weakest and most
deprived.
• Reflecting the will of the citizens of the founding member states to build a common
future, this Constitution establishes the European Federation, on which the
member states confer competences to attain objectives they have in common. The
European Federation shall co-ordinate the policies by which the member states
aim to achieve those objectives.
• The European Federation shall be open to all States, which respect its values and
are committed to promoting them together. All member states on signing this
Constitution commit themselves to ensure that their Constitution and the legal
system in their countries are fully compatible with the values and objectives
expressed in the Constitution of the European Federation. Such compatibility will
be ascertained by the legal institutions of the European Federation.
• The European Federation is acutely aware of the great potential as well as
existential dangers that may emanate from the delivery of superintelligent agent
that may one day become our superior partner or a fatal foe, potentially
eliminating the human species. Therefore, one of the aims of this Constitution is
to ensure that the Universal Values of Humanity are absolutely respected by all,
and upon continuous verification, may ultimately become the values passed on to
Superintelligence, as representing that, what is most human in all of us.

144

An ‘ever closer union’
It is obvious that the EU cannot postpone its decision on further integration any
longer because it would have been a symptom of deep paralysis that might on its own
lead to the EU’s fragmentation. Here, I wholeheartedly agree with Jean Claude
Juncker, the former President of the EU Commission’s view, that the EU badly needs
more integration not less. However, I would put a caveat: such integration needs to
be much faster than at any time in the EU’s history, leaner and “smarter”. That means
involving EU citizens much more directly and controlling the process through well
thought out phases.
Additionally, the structure of such a federation should facilitate the role, which the
EF will play at some stage as a de facto World Government, ruling the world in the
interim until the creation of a Human Federation. I know that this view goes
absolutely against the grain of the current situation, when even the name ‘federation’
is substituted in the EU’s deliberations on the subject by a euphemism of an ‘ever
closer union’. However, realistically, if we want to minimize the existential risks,
which Humanity is facing right now, with climate change topping the list because it
is more obvious than for example the risk stemming from Superintelligence, then
such a federation should be completed in a few years rather than a decade. Otherwise
there will be no EU.
Brexit provides a useful backdrop to future EU initiatives and makes any reforms
more obvious than otherwise might have been the case. However, Consensual
Presidential Democracy (CPD) with its Constitutional Framework provides a readymade model – a Minimal State or, as it is sometimes called, a miniFed (see Part 3,
chapter 4). Generally, such a federation would have to be a slim variant of the United
States, mainly for cultural and social reasons. Therefore, the ‘federal layer’ would
have to be very shallow indeed and include the foreign policy, defence (as part of
NATO) and key economic policies, including common currency. The rest of the laws
currently enacted in the EU should be devolved back to individual countries, which
might lower the resistance to federalization in those countries.
To achieve this, the current generation of politicians must be replaced by a new breed
who will take greater risks, presenting to the electorate the situation as it is, and not
selling populist ideas in order to be re-elected. On the other hand, despite a wave of
pessimism in recent years about the EU’s future, it looks as if it has finally started to
change in the way it operates. It was encouraging to see some concrete steps that may
drive the European Union towards a much stronger integration, and ultimately
federation, such as the Bratislava Roadmap agreed in September 2016, President
Juncker’s State of the Union address in September 2017 or President Macron’s vision
of Europe presented in October 2017. The most recent proposal is the Future of
Europe Conference (see further on).
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Generally, there are two option for the EU to federate. The first one is for all the EU
members to federate at once. The second option is to do a partial federation, which is
becoming a more likely option. In the latter case, the European Federation might be
created from the current Eurozone or another group of members using, for example,
the legislative route offered by Article 20 of the Lisbon Treaty. This article requires
that a minimum of 9 EU members create such a federated group, for the process to
be deemed legally binding. Such a federation would still remain a member of the EU
as a whole group.
There are a number of possible groups of EU countries that may be considering such
a partial federalisation. Among them are the original 6 founding nations, the Visegrad
Group, the Southern Europe, and the Nordic Countries. It is still possible to have a
Europe of several competing blocks, with Russia as the king maker. What an
unwelcome scenario!
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Chapter 2
Options for the EU transition into a Federation
Should the whole EU make a transition at the same time?
Many of the top EU politicians, like the German Chancellor Angela Merkel or the
former President of the EU Council, Donald Tusk, have an idealistic objective of
achieving ‘an ever-closer union’, i.e. federalization of the entire EU in one stage,
even if it happens at a slow speed. They point out on the difference in the GDP level
per capita, which for the top countries, such as Austria, Belgium or Germany is about
5 to 6 times higher than for the bottom ones, such as Bulgaria and Romania. They
also say that waiting another decade to start the preparation for the Federation, is a
safer option because the currently poorer countries will make faster incremental
improvements in their GDP and in the social area than the richer countries, making
the differences between member states smaller, and the transition easier.
In my view, this should not be a preferred option and the whole EU should not be
converted into a Federation at the same time. The main reason is that there will be
new countries joining the EU, which will be less ready than the ‘old’ member states.
Therefore, there may never be the right time for all the EU countries to federate
together. Waiting a decade or more will be very risky indeed. The risk comes from a
higher level of the world’s instability (various existential risks mentioned earlier), the
continuous meddling of Russia into the EU affairs and the volatility of the financial
markets. The further the moment of the federation is pushed back, the higher the risk.
This is especially true about the risk, which the Eurozone may face. Let’s look at
some statistics to see if at least the Eurozone could be federated in the near future:
EUROZONE GDP and National Debt Level comparison 2016
State

Population

Nominal GDP

Austria
Belgium
Cyprus
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Portugal
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

8,712,137
11,358,379
1,170,125
1,312,442
5,503,132
64,720,690
81,914,672
11,183,716
4,726,078
59,429,938
1,970,530
2,908,249
575,747
429,362
16,987,330
10,371,627
5,444,218
2,077,862
46,347,576
337,143,810

423,906
530,558
22,519
24,994
264,554
2,844,284
3,853,623
250,095
214,711
2,147,247
30,413
45,185
42,256
8,889
874,590
222,126
96,200
48,625
1,366,027

EUROZONE TOTAL

GDP % of
Eurozone total
3.18
4.18
0.18
0.20
2.08
22.39
30.34
1.97
1.69
16.91
0.24
0.36
0.33
0.07
6.89
1.75
0.76
0.38
10.75
100.00

GDP per capita
48,657
46,711
19,245
19,044
48,073
43,947
47,044
22,362
45,431
36,131
15,434
15,537
73,393
20,703
51,485
21,417
17,670
23,401
29,474
33,956

National Debt %
of GDP
81
106
107
9
62
99
66
175
74
134
40
42
23
57
59
132
52
80
100

84

Based on sources: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eurozone and https://www.statista.com/statistics/269684/national-debt-in-eu-countries-inrelation-to-gross-domestic-product-gdp/
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When looking solely at the economic data, there are two important elements: GDP
per head and the percentage of the national debt. If the Eurozone becomes federated,
then all national debts will be put into one pot. It is interesting to note that the poorest
countries have lower national debt than the richer countries, therefore they will be
less relative burden to the overall budget. That would come handy to pay for the
current difference in GDP per capita in the Eurozone, which in such countries is about
2.5 times lower than in richer countries. The only ‘problem countries’ are Greece,
Cyprus and Portugal but their total GDP is just about 4% of the total Eurozone GDP,
so it would have not been an unsurmountable problem. Therefore, if only economics
is considered, then the Eurozone could be federated right now.
Transforming the Eurozone into a European Federation, as a single state, would
immediately have most positive effect on the stability of the Euro currency, which
would almost certainly increase its value in relation to dollar and other currencies.
That might create some transient problems regarding export. However, they will not
be as severe as they are now when each Eurozone country looks for its own interest
in making most from using the Euro currency to minimize the economic burden for
itself. That cannot last for too long and there have already been many initiatives in
the Eurozone to solve this problem, like establishing the European Monetary Fund
(EMF), which is almost a certainty with Christine Lagarde as the new chief of the
European Central Bank. Resolving this situation alone will be the most significant
motivation for accelerating the transition of the Eurozone into the EF.
The EU Commission has an unapproved scenario 6, which envisages that EU should
have transformed itself into the EF by 2025. Not so long ago it looked very
unrealistic. After Covid-19 pandemics, it will be a necessity. My ‘target date’ has
then shifted over the last year from 2030, when the first edition of this book was
published, to about 2025. The main opposition in some of the EU countries for doing
it piecemeal, stems from the fear that starting with the most advanced and mature
members first, would split the EU into one, two or even more zones. To help assess
various options, I have applied some fundamental criteria that would underpin the
creation of the EF as a state:
1. EF must have a very “shallow” federalization layer, mainly in foreign policy,
defence, and economic area (common federal budget and currency). That may
require some repatriation of the EU competencies back to the EU member states,
which would be an unexpected benefit of the federalization
2. EF must be based on the agreed set of fundamental values and democratic
principles such as freedom of speech, organization of parties, elections, etc. To
meet these criteria, the EU may have to convert the current Venice Commission
(an advisory body of the Council of Europe, composed of independent experts in
the field of constitutional law) into a Constitutional Court with some significant
sanctions that might be imposed on ‘misbehaving’ countries.
3. EF must facilitate the levelling of economic prosperity across its borders faster
than it is happening now. This area is difficult because it might directly affect the
economic position of every citizen. The EF will have its single Finance Minister
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with considerable powers. It will have its common budget, interest rate, and
currency for all its members, and a number of other fiscal policies. Member states
will still have some national budgets similarly as the regions of the member states
have right now. But those budgets will be smaller. Citizens of the poorer countries
might benefit significantly from the common budget, while the citizens of the
richest countries would be worse off. That is why the attitude of German and
French populations to the prospect of a federal Europe is so crucial.
On the other hand, by 2030, they may perhaps be 8-10 new EU countries, such as
the remaining Balkan countries or Georgia, with their GDP again being much
lower than the EU average. It is like trying to hit the moving target – there will
always be countries that will not meet the minimum criteria required to join the
Federation. Therefore, criteria 3 cannot be met and a transition to the EF
must happen in stages, which will require the presence of zones in the EF.
4. EF must enable maximum integration of the markets for goods and services
and allow as free as possible movement of people across the member states.
Should the EU transition into the EF include only the current member states, then
that would have not been a problem. The EU has almost achieved that stage, apart
from the services area and setting up some new EU Agencies. However, like in
criteria 3, the future EF is to take on new members, which will require a minimum
10-year transitionary period, where candidate countries will have to adjust to the
EU’s legal system, changing their constitution, as well as lower the differences in
economic and to some degree in cultural areas. Therefore, similarly as with
criteria 3, EF cannot be a single zone organization.
5. EF must ensure continuing enlargement by accepting new members to make
ever more significant global impact on the future of Humanity. If the EF’s longterm goal, as I assume in this book, is to become a de facto World Government it
has to enlarge its membership. That would mean accepting initially as associate
member states, countries like Morocco, Kenya, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, etc. to
name just less controversial ones. We have immediately two big problems here.
The first one is economic. The difference between these countries’ average GDP
per capita and the EU’s average GDP per capita might be 5-6 times lower. Single
market would simply stop working. It just cannot happen.
But then there is an equally valid argument that is linked to values and culture.
Some of the EU countries have diverse nationalities, e.g. Luxembourg or Spain.
France has especially high percentage of Muslim population (9%), Germany
(6%), so they have been exposed to various cultures for decades, if not centuries.
Others are more homogenous, such as Portugal, Denmark, or Hungary. Some
have hardly been exposed to other cultures for over the last 70 years. Why is this
important? Because as the last migration crisis of 2015-16 in the EU has shown,
countries reacted differently to new arrivals, mainly Muslims, depending on their
previous experience with different cultures and especially with religion.
The best example is Poland, which is the most homogenous country in the EU
(97% Poles, 2% other Europeans (Ukrainians, Byelorussians and Germans) and
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1% non-European (mainly Vietnamese) [73]. That homogeneity is the result of
horrific experience that the country suffered during, and after the WWII. The
second WW started with Hitler’s invasion of Poland on 1 September 1939 in
Gdansk. The Allies were supposed to restore democracy and freedom to Europe,
including Poland. However, as the result of the WWII, the Soviet Union carved
out 1/3 of Poland on the East, adding it to the Soviet Republics (Belorussia,
Lithuania and Ukraine) and doing a similar partition of the pre-war Germany in
the West, adding about 20% to Poland’s territory in the West and making the new
Polish border on the Nysa-Odra river.
To complete that task, the Soviet army moved millions of Poles living in the
grabbed territory in the East, onto the ‘new’, previously German territories in the
West, which some may claim, as a justified recompense for the loss of territory
in the east and the immense sufferings the Germans inflicted on Poles during the
war. To avoid future problems, the Russians, with some help of the new Polish
communist army under their control, forcibly moved 3.5-4 million Germans from
the East to the West between 1945-1960 [74]. Poland also had the largest
population of Jews in Europe before the war (about 10%) [75] because of its
relatively lower level of anti-Semitism than in the neighbouring countries. Almost
all of those Jews perished during the war in Auschwitz and other Nazi camps.
Those memories from the past have shaped the post war culture of this nation
(and others such as Slovenia, or Bulgaria), which became artificially homogenous
by the occupants killing or dispersing 6 million of its largely non-Polish citizens.
Such a nation is completely unprepared for a sudden arrival of millions of people
from different cultures.
Enabling some kind of association with countries in other parts of the world, as
the EU has already been doing, is most welcome, but to integrate them in very
large numbers in a short time into the EF is absolutely impossible. On the other
hand, to minimize existential risks, such as mass migration, local wars, or
pandemics related to poor health etc., the EU should significantly change its
accession policy by admitting countries that are nowhere near the above criteria
because of corruption, like in Albania, or significantly different system of values,
such as in Sudan. The future EF should make the entry point for new members
fairly low and then work with the new members from within by helping them
make fast and deep changes both in economic area, as well as in the system of
values. This could only be done within a multi-zone EF, where countries would
move progressively up the ladder, until they become members of the EF state.
Therefore, to facilitate a further, wider EF enlargement in the future, EU should
not make a transition into the EF as a whole but have some transition zones.
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Three Scenarios for the future of the European Union
Now, the question is how quickly such a federalization can take place. Last year,
when the first edition of this book was published, I created three scenarios showing
how the EU may federate. As you can see, there are two red vertical lines. The 2030
line was made in 2019. I envisaged, that the EU had about a decade to federate.
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But within just one year, the politics in Europe and globally has changed dramatically
because of Covid-19 pandemics. As I write this section, the pandemic itself seems to
subside but the real post-pandemic crisis has not even started yet. Within just another
year we can expect some really momentous events in Europe and the world. Many
countries will be in the state of chaos when unemployment may reach 20% and social
unrest may become a norm. This is what an exponential pace of change means in
practice.
That may create a strong pressure on the EU to federate to minimize the damage
created by a rapidly chaotic and dangerous situation. This is why I have drawn a
second, thick red line, moving the deadline for the EU federalization to 2025.
Whatever happens, in such circumstances there will be no time for long discussion
on the future EU Constitution. The most likely outcome is that hot initial debates
between the member countries, regarding the speed and scope of the future federation
may lead to a partial EU federalization, perhaps a temporary one, which I describe in
Scenario 1 – a sudden transition to the EF.
If the member countries drop their nationalistic tendencies and agree for a quick
shallow federalization, then we may have a whole EU federated quickly. This is
however a very unlikely outcome, although I consider it in Scenario 2 – An orderly
transition to the EF.
Finally, it is also possible, that the EU will simply split into three or four blocks,
especially if Russia spots a golden opportunity to become a kingmaker in Europe.
However, it is still possible that the blocs may be co-operating alongside the current
four freedoms and federalize later. On the other hand, if individual EU blocs start to
compete with each, then a full EU collapse will materialize after 2030-35, as is shown
in Scenario 3 – The collapse of the EU.
In summary, it is most likely that we may have at least a temporary split of the EU,
where some countries begin Fast Track federalization, whereas the others will stay
put as before. In any case, if the EU does not become a federation by 2025, then the
most likely outcome will be the collapse of the EU. This will be catastrophic both for
Europe and the world as a whole. Therefore, the EU should really become a
federation by the end of this EU Parliamentary term, i.e. 2024-25.
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Chapter 3
Scenario 1: A Fast Track Transition
The post Covid-19 economic and social crisis that has already engulfed the EU, as it
has the whole world, has paradoxically created an opportunity for an almost enforced
partial EU federalization. This Scenario envisages a transition to a rudimentary
federation, when only the most necessary functions would be federated, such as
defence, security, foreign affairs, and the budget involving only some 'core' countries
of the EU. This is now, in my view, the most likely outcome. The ensuing chaos will
be multi-dimensional including high permanent unemployment, caused by an earlier
arrival of Technological Unemployment, significant drop in GDP and social unrest.
But there will be other areas that may simultaneously aggravate the super crisis such
as pension crisis, or the rise of interest rates. Finally, there could also be other
momentous events linked again to a sudden migration e.g. from the Ukraine, if it falls
apart due to another coup d’état. This might lead to sealing off the internal EU border,
the collapse of the Schengen zone and some countries exiting the EU in a completely
chaotic way. That could spark off the break-up of the EU into several groups such as
the original six founding members, the Visegrad Group, or the Scandinavian
countries, which might re-join EFTA, where they were before.
If the ‘core’ EU countries visualize such a future, then they may be forced to start a
quick fix, untidy, untested variant of the EU federalization, as a risk mitigation
strategy. Germany might then see the creation of a Federation as a safer option both
for Germany and Europe. Through the European Federation Government, it could
take full control of the budget and thus reduce its potential losses. Therefore, crises
like these may paradoxically be a trigger for much faster federalization of the EU.
Should such events happen in the next 2 years, then it could be president Macron,
rather than Mrs Merkel, who might be the standard bearer for the EU federalization,
almost exactly 200 years after Napoleon tried to do just that. What a perspective! In
such a scenario, Italy might remain on the side-lines and play a less prominent role
in the future federated EU, replaced by smaller but economically stronger countries
such as Benelux, Ireland, and Sweden.
In whichever way it happens, I assume the initiators will invoke Article 20 of the
Lisbon Treaty. Like article 50 used to facilitate Brexit, it is ‘the article of the last
resort’ or a kind of a ‘nuclear option’. That is why it is perhaps least known, because
it has never been used. Additionally, it is one of the most complex and convoluted
articles in the Lisbon Treaty, probably done in this way to hide the real intention of
the proposers, since this is the gateway to a federated Europe. Therefore, I spare you
the full wording of that article and only quote what matters:
“Member States, which wish to establish enhanced cooperation between themselves
within the framework of the Union's non-exclusive competences, may make use of
its institutions and exercise those competences by applying the relevant provisions of
the Treaties… The decision authorising enhanced cooperation shall be adopted by
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the Council as a last resort, when it has established that the objectives of such
cooperation cannot be attained within a reasonable period by the Union as a whole,
and provided that at least nine Member States participate in it.”
In plain language it means that if at least 9 members of the EU want to federate, they
can practically do it at any time. The post Covid-19 economic, social, and political
upheavals may create unprecedented tensions within the EU. Therefore, if we include
personal ambitions of some politicians, and deep structural budgetary problems of
the Mediterranean countries (Greece, Italy, Spain, and even France) it may happen
indeed within a year. If it does not, then the second Scenario may be applicable (see
below).
I have prepared a hypothetical script, which illustrates how it may happen. I envisage
a two-stage process to complete, what I call, a Fast Track European Federalization.
There are of course other ways of achieving this objective. Should a similar approach
be taken, it may also include countries, which are now outside the EU, namely the
EFTA members – Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, and Lichtenstein. Paradoxically,
because of the proposed very shallow level of federalization, it might also be, at some
stage, a face-saving solution for the UK. The main problem here would be the need
for the UK to accept the European Court of Justice, and later on, the European
Constitutional Court, as the supreme legislator. However, we live in such abnormal
times that anything is possible. But let me present a possible script for such a Fast
Track EU Federalization.

FAST TRACK EU FEDERALIZATION
Stage 1: A Transition Period leading to the European Federation
Once the leaders of the countries willing to create the European Federation (EF)
invoke the Article 20 of the Lisbon Treaty, they may consider organizing an Opening
Convention on federalization, which may make the following decisions (please note,
that the timeline seems to be absolutely unreal, but I assume all this will be done
while chaos becomes ‘a new normal’):
1. Elect a temporary EF President, whose main role would be to manage the
Transition Period. It looks, as the best such candidate might be the French
President Macron
2. Draft the scope of the Federation Treaty, including key legal acts, stressing that
it would only federate the very essential areas, without which it would not be
able to operate as a state; this is intended to be the so called miniFed, with the
following competencies:
• The president elected by a Federation-wide vote
• Ministry of Foreign Affairs – all competences
• Ministry of Finance – common currency, common federal budget, including
federal taxes and customs
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• Ministry of Federal Home Affairs – a very limited scope, initially the
Federal Police only
• Ministry of Defence – will have all competences. All national armies, will
become part of the Federal Army, financed from a federal budget, except of
some small-arms units
• All sovereign debts of the joining members will become the debt of the EF
3. Agree a Transition Period of three months for the Federation Treaty to come
into force and a further three months before it starts operating as an independent
state.
4. Agree the Roadmap for the Transition Period, with completion dates to be
signed off at the next Ratifying Convention, and which may include the
following tasks:
• Agree to federate under the jurisdiction of the current article 20, which
means that all countries deciding to join the EF will still be members of the
EU on the same terms, as one group
• Agree the length of a transition period, before the Federation becomes an
independent state (three months suggested)
• Finalize the scope of the EF (which areas will be under the jurisdiction of
the EF)
• Chose the President elect of the future EF
• Choose the minister-elect for each of the federated ministries of the future
EF
• Sign the Federation Treaty by the participating prime ministers of the
federating countries
5. Formally notify the European Council of the pending federalization and
continue doing so through the EU Council
6. Prospective members will have one month for amendments to the initial
Federation Treaty
7. These amendments will be discussed at another pre-federalization Convention.
Any amendment will be passed by a simple majority voting
8. The national parliaments will have two weeks for ratifying the amended
Federation Treaty
9. Any new prospective member state that will have not signed the Federation
Treaty could do so and become a founding member, if it does so before the
ratification process by the member states’ parliaments is complete
10. The countries, which will not have the Euro currency at the time of intended
accession to the EF, will have to convert to the Euro currency latest within two
years
11. A Federalization Convention will be called, which will ratify the Federation
Treaty
12. The Federation Treaty will come into force three months from its ratification,
at the end of which the European Federation will become an independent state.
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Its nations, former members of the EU, will retain their EU membership through
the EF, which will consider EF as an independent state
13. In those three months, each Minister-elect will set up his Ministry in cooperation with the relevant Minister of the joining country
14. A two-year Constitutional Period will begin.
Stage 2: A Constitutional Period of the European Federation
After the ratification of the Federation Treaty and three months after it will have come
into force, a two-year Constitutional Period will start, in which:
1. The Federation will operate on the basis of the legislation in the Federation
Treaty
2. Its President, Prime Minister and ministers will all be elected at the time of the
Federalization Convention by the prime ministers or presidents of the joining
states
3. EF will be recognized internationally as an independent state, while their
members will lose their sovereign state, but still remaining the members of the
EU and recognized by the EU as members of the EF - an independent state
4. A Constitutional Convention will be called
5. It will be ratified by the end of a two-year Transition Period. This should be
carried out by a two-stage Citizens’ Assembly rather than by a referendum
6. Any EU country, which may wish to join the Federation before the ratification
of the Constitution, will have to accept the Federalization Treaty, without any
amendments. They will also have to operate the Euro currency before joining
the Federation.
7. Any member nation of the EF, which rejects the EF Constitution will cease to
be its member three months after the rejection. By the end of that period, it will
regain its sovereign status and will continue as a member of the EU as an
independent state
8. Within a year of the ratification of the Constitution, elections for the EF
President and the EF Parliament will be carried out, according with the EF
Constitution
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Chapter 4
Scenario 2: An Orderly Transition
Key Assumptions
This scenario assumes an orderly transition of the EU into a federation, carried out
in small steps, but ultimately leading to the implementation of an entirely new, federal
system of governance. This is broadly what has been happening so far. It was possible
that this policy of small steps could have led to a complete federalization of the whole
EU by the end of this decade. But Covid-19 changed everything.
Even if the pandemics had not happened, and the EU would have still procrastinated
with federalization, the clear winner would have been Russia. It is highly likely that
Russia will remain an autocratic country in the near future and any delay by the EU
in moving faster towards federalization would serve Russia very well. Its continuous
threat to the Baltic countries, Poland, Moldova, and the Ukraine will be even bigger
and can trigger, perhaps by accident, rather than by a deliberate action, a proxy war
or even a direct conflict. Poland particularly might then find itself on the wrong side
of the EU divide due to the policies of the right-wing PIS-led government (if it is still
in power). Germany might try to find its middle ground, as it usually does with
Russia, and France is a big unknown these days. In any case the future of the federal
Europe would not look rosy in this context. Politics and policies do not move fast
enough in this rapidly changing world.
But the EU needs to be transformed into a partial or a full federation right now
because of everything that has been said so far. Unfortunately, as things stand right
now, the EU is completely unprepared for a relatively quick federalization.
Nevertheless, it may have no other option but to federate as quickly as possible,
prompted by the wave of shocks stemming from the Covid-19 post pandemic crisis,
the rise of populism, tendencies towards autocracy in some countries, Euro crises, or
referenda concerning regional independence.

The Future of Europe Conference
As I mentioned earlier, the most likely way forward for the EU Federalization is the
Fast Track Transition, involving only the 'core' EU countries, and which may be
triggered off by invoking article 20 of the Lisbon Treaty. That would have left some
EU countries almost literally in an unknown territory. However, there is an
unexpected potentially positive development in the EU, which might lead to a very
rapid federalization of the whole EU. On 27 November 2019 in Paris, President
Macron with a nod from Chancellor Merkel proposed the setting up of the Future of
Europe Conference. Initially, it was to be started on 1st January 2020, an
unprecedented speed, and be completed by 2022. They even named the man to
oversee the whole process – Guy Verhofstadt, a staunch federalist. But 27 European
Council members, postponed the debate ‘for later’. The date for the start of the
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Conference was postponed to VE Day, 8th May 2020. However, because of the
Covid-19 pandemic it was postponed again to autumn 2020.
In the meantime, on 15th January 2020, the European Parliament, a strong advocate
of the initiative, prepared a full script for the organization of the Conference and its
tentative deliverables. According to that document, the members of the Conference
would come from various EU organizations as shown below.

The decision-making body is to be the Conference Plenary, but the European Council
does not want these decisions to be binding and has not agreed to allow any members
of Citizens’ Assemblies to take part and have a vote in the decisions made by the
Plenary.
The Conference is to discuss six subject areas (called Themes): Institutions,
Economy, Security and Defence, Climate Change, Digital World and Social Issues.
Each of these themes is to be deliberated in one of the six chosen EU countries at a
series of debates at Citizens Assemblies over a 2-year period.
However, even the more ambitious programme of the Conference prepared by the
EU Parliament, is far inadequate to meet the post-Covid challenges. And here lies a
sudden opportunity to convert the planned conference into a de facto Constitutional
Convention for the future European Federation. The way, in which it may be
implemented, may broadly follow the two-stage transition, described in Scenario 1.
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How might the EU Citizens impact the Conference course?
Anyone, who is convinced that Europe needs to be federated because it will start the
process of bringing about a planetary civilization, must be frustrated with the current
scope and final objectives of the Future of Europe Conference. It has not yet been
decided in detail how the Citizens’ Assemblies, called for the Future of Europe
Conference, will work, for how long, and what exact rights they will have. What is,
however, important is the implicit recognition that the European democracy has not
been working properly. The way forward points clearly to what is the desired
direction, at least this is how President Macron sees it. It is to increase the engagement
and trust of the European citizens in the European project. Currently, the trust in the
EU and its institutions is at such a low level that it has created deep disillusionment
with how the EU works and puts in doubt whether the EU is necessary at all. Perhaps
this has finally mobilised some leaders to make these proposals.
It is not yet known either, if this fresh attempt will fundamentally change how the
EU works. Before the Covid-19 pandemic it was clear that a strong opposition would
come from the usual suspects. These are the EU leaders – members of the European
Council because they would lose most, should the Conference end with a success,
like the creation of the European Federation. However, what is encouraging, is a
strong support coming from the members of the European Parliament.
Since the situation after the end of the current pandemic will be entirely different than
just a few months ago, people supporting the European federalization, such as nearly
a hundred federalist movements and other NGOs, should abandon the current
minimalistic goals. Instead they should be bolder than ever, and demand that the
Conference debates the shape of the future European Federation, preparing its
Constitution and setting a concrete date for the transfer of those EU members that
want it, to the European Federation. They should thus use the momentum and the
infrastructure of the Conference (with some modifications) but reject the proposed
objectives as far inadequate from what is required right now. Instead, they should
take Presidents Macron’s call for giving more power to the EU Citizens literally and
prepare three ‘demand lists’. After all, if a representational democracy has failed so
badly to meet the expectations of the electorate, the electorate itself must insist on
formulating their demands in a direct form, e.g. through a network of Citizens’
Assemblies, described earlier.
Such demands might be split into three lists as follows:
The EU Citizens’ demands on the changes to the objectives of the Conference
1. Citizens’ representatives must be included in the Conference Plenary
2. Citizens Assemblies must be set up in all EU countries and may also include
other European countries such as Switzerland, Norway, Ukraine, Georgia, the
UK, and the Balkan countries
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3. The Conference Plenary should invite other European countries as observers
and proposers, since it should be the Conference on the future of the whole
Europe and not just the EU
4. The Conference Plenary’s decisions must be binding and become law
5. The final product of the conference must be the EU Constitution, which would
declare that on a certain date, e.g. 1.1.2025, the EU becomes the European
Federation
6. A new Constitution should be approved in two stages by Citizens’ Assemblies.
In the first stage, each country’s Citizens’ Assembly would ratify or reject the
Constitution and then elect by a simple majority the delegates for a
Transnational European Citizens’ Assembly. If, say, 66% of the delegates in
that Assembly approve the Constitution, it should become a legal document of
the EU.
European citizens’ outline of the process of creating the European Federation
1.
2.
3.
4.

Use the Future of Europe Conference as the beginning of the EU
federalization
Attempt to draft a new EU Constitution within the next 2-3 years
Set a firm date for the EU federalization e.g. 1.1.2025
Set up the European Federation (EF) State with subsidiary zones, such as:
• European Federation Convergence Area (EFCA), which would include
the current remaining member states of the EU
• European Federation Single Market (EFSM)
• European Federation Customs Union (EFCU)
• European Federation Association Area (EFAA)

5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

That would enable less prepared candidates to move up to the more
advanced Zone over the years, to facilitate greater flexibility for EF
expansion
Offer to complete the transition by 2025 to all EU member states.
Should that be impossible, start the transition to the EF state by initially
creating it from the ‘Avantgarde’ EU member countries (at least 9
members), by enacting the Article 20 of the Lisbon Treaty. That would
create a critical mass for other countries joining in shortly after that
Set up the EF on the ‘Minimal State’ principle, where the nations will
transfer to the EF state only minimal powers, which it must have to function
as a state, i.e. Foreign Affairs, the European Army, Federal Finance, Federal
Police and Federal Agencies (membership of which is voluntary)
Apply 80/20 rule, acknowledging that many areas of the EF will not be
initially working perfectly, but the urgency should override the ‘cleanness’
of the federalization process
Enable a ‘Fast track federalization’ in the EF Constitution for the existing
candidates and associate members, providing they would strictly abide by
the rules of democracy of the EF Constitution
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10. Ensure that the future EF Constitutional Court has supremacy over national
laws in the EF nations and in the subsidiary zones (if applicable)
11. Confirm English as the official language of the EF
12. Accept the right to nationhood for regions of more than 5m citizens (smaller
regions would need the agreement from the nation-state, to which they
belong). Such regions will have the right to automatically become the
nations on their own within the EF or separate from the EF and become an
independent state, enabling the ‘Cantonization’ of Europe
13. Confirm that the EF will take over all national debts of its members and
introduce a substantial 20-year cohesion (wealth distribution) programme
Meeting the expectations of an average European citizen
From a purely socio-political perspective, European citizens expect that the new
Constitution will introduce a new system of democracy, which will give them many
additional levels of control over the government. That should significantly reduce the
impact of politics of deception practiced by all parties, but foremost by populists.
Additionally, they would need re-assurance that the economic system becomes much
fairer as a result of deep constitutional changes impacting the company law, the
relationships between the company stakeholders and the limits on personal wealth.
Therefore, they would expect that the new Constitution will enact these changes:
1. Introduce a new, consensus-based democracy, in which coalitions will be
preferred to create an additional control over the politicians and the government
2. Create the position of the President and two Vice Presidents with significant
powers, where the Presidents becomes the ultimate arbiter between the parties,
if a consensus cannot be reached
3. Create an additional Citizens Chamber in the EF Parliament, where the
members will be selected using a random selection method from an electoral
roll, which should provide an additional level of control over the government
4. Establish a maximum 2-term period of service at any level of political decision
making
5. Reform Company law, establishing among others equal stakeholders’ rights
6. Introduce Universal Basic Income or Negative Income Tax to improve equality
in wealth distribution
7. Raise minimum living wage to €1,000
8. Introduce large infrastructure projects in the green energy area and accelerate
the reduction of CO2 from the atmosphere.

Smoothing the EU Transition into the European Federation
To be successful, the creation of the European Federation must be done in such a way
that the new state will guarantee the former nations a maximum flexibility and the
widest possible scope for self-governance, i.e. that most decisions will be taken at the
lowest possible level of governance. This would minimize the tensions stemming
from cultural and social differences.
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There is also a potential risk that any open discussion on EU federalization will
almost inevitably reignite some regional separatist movements in several EU
countries. Therefore, before the actual federalization process starts in earnest, the EU
should make an announcement that no secession of any region in any EU country
will be approved or mediated by the EU until a new EU Constitution is created.
This would solve potentially explosive conflicts in the EU, such as Catalonia,
Gibraltar, Northern Ireland, or Padania. Over the next decade, it would also enable a
peaceful and natural change of borders when nations are spread across two countries
like the Catalans and Basques in northern Spain and southern France, or TrentinoAlto Adige/South Tyrol in Italy/Austria.
Once the EF has been established then the only way that secessionist tendencies could
be pacified might be through the process, which I call “cantonization of Europe”.
This is a reference to the way Switzerland has been governed for the last 200 years,
giving a maximum level of self-governance to each of its 26 cantons. That would
effectively lead to the creation of the European Federation composed of the former
EU countries, but in which some of the larger regions (e.g. nations with over 5m
population) would have an automatic right to nationhood, either on their own, or by
merging with the neighbouring regions of other states.
Furthermore, once the EF is established, the nations comprising the EF, will of course
have their national or regional governments. Most governments in Europe are
currently coalitions or minority governments, like in the Scandinavian countries.
Minority governments there, function on the basis of contract parliamentarism. That
has one weakness – a government can only pass the laws, which are agreed by ad hoc
coalitions. The laws that none of the possible coalitions would support, even if the
largest party may view it necessary, will not be passed. But even coalition
governments run from time to time to similar problems.
One way to overcome that might be for parliaments two have two chambers, each
elected in a different way and having different legislative powers. The first chamber,
say the Lower House, may be initiating the laws and voting in (or out) governments
consisting of MPs elected in a proportional representation system. The second
chamber should be formed in an entirely different way. It should consist of
representatives who are not career politicians and not elected but selected. That
selection should be made randomly from the electoral roll. The chamber so created
might be called the Citizens’ Chamber (the Senate), whose representatives would be
selected for one fixed term only, different than the term for MPs (for details see Part
5, chapter 2).
Having the Citizens’ Chamber would resolve two problems. The first one is that any
legislation would be supported by the majority of the population, whose
representatives were chosen in a different way and hence increasing the alignment of
the wishes of the electorate with the decisions that the Parliament would take.
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The second problem it would resolve is a better alignment with the voters’ wishes
and replacing referenda. The main issue with the referenda and elections is that they
are not well suited to human nature. We act primarily using our emotions rather than
cold reasonable judgment. People voting in referenda have a similar experience like
going to a shop - they support a certain decision, because it answers an immediate
emotional need. People in general choose black or white, easy to understand, shortterm solutions. Politicians know it and that is why they play for the short-term gain
by manipulating the public opinion, so that they can be re-elected at the next election.
Therefore, proposing rational arguments to voters is almost impossible. Any
politician who proposes necessary, complex, and sometimes painful solutions will
almost never be elected. Populism flourishes because politicians, like Donald Trump,
can twist any fact to their advantage and sell people the solutions they want, although
the politicians themselves may know, those solutions may never work.
The Citizens’ Chamber’s representatives on the other hand, would be selected
randomly, and then would go through an intensive coaching on governmental
matters, being much better informed than an average citizen. Therefore, their
judgement would be more often based on reason rather than emotion. Similarly,
Citizens’ Assemblies, would be called only for specific major decisions that need to
be made, e.g., as in this case, becoming part of the European Federation or ratifying
a constitution. Read more on Citizens’ Chamber and Citizens ‘Assemblies in Part 5,
Chapter 2.
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Chapter 5
Scenario 3: The European Union collapses
In this case some steps towards federalization may have been made. However, they
would have taken a very long time (past 2030). The longer the federalization is put
off the higher the risk that it may not happen at all, and the EU collapses or shrinks
to a relatively small, federated state.
Anyone who thinks that the collapse of the EU is an exaggeration should be reminded
how close the Eurozone and indirectly the EU was already to such a momentous event
on Monday morning at 6 am in Brussels on 13th July 2015. That was the moment
when after 14 hours of dramatic talks the EU leaders decided they had reached a dead
end on the Greece’s bailout deal in its Euro crisis. With no room for compromise,
neither Mr Tsipras nor any of the other 27 leaders saw any reason to carry on. Grexit
was the only realistic option. As Mrs Merkel and Mr Tsipras were leaving the room,
it was Donald Tusk, the EU Council President, who made the very last attempt to
prevent the Eurozone and possibly the EU from collapse, saying “Sorry, but there is
no way you are leaving this room”. In a few more hours the bailout deal was agreed.
To avoid Grexit, Brexit, the EU collapse, or even worse - the European wars - it is
worth quoting the fragments of an almost Cassandra-type speech by the former Polish
Foreign Minister, Radek Sikorski in Berlin in 2011 when he said to his German hosts:
“We are standing on the edge of a precipice. This is the scariest moment of my
ministerial life but therefore also the most sublime... I fear German power less, than
I am beginning to fear German inactivity”. And then this scaring scenario, which
eight years ago seemed so improbable: “The break-up [of the Eurozone and the EU]
would be a crisis of apocalyptic proportions beyond our financial system. Once the
logic of ‘each man for himself’ takes hold, can we really trust everyone to act
communitarian and resist the temptation to settle scores in other areas, such as trade?
Would you really bet the house on the proposition that if the Eurozone breaks up, the
single market, the cornerstone of the European Union, will definitely survive? After
all, messy divorces are more frequent than amicable ones” [76].
Today, in view of the Euro crisis of 2014-2016, migration crisis 2015-2016, Brexit
and of course Covid-19, this scenario is far more plausible than we are willing to
admit. So, the EU collapse can happen quite suddenly, especially if several critical
events happen at the same time. After all, what I have been saying in this book several
times, the world has stopped changing linearly. For the last few years, it has been
changing at nearly an exponential pace. For example, in cancer and stem cell
research, we have at least one fundamental discovery or a new potent drug every
week. Think about the speed with which massive migration came to Europe, or how
soon Technological Unemployment could be with us (in 20 years’ time there will be
more robots on the planet than people), etc. The economic, political, and military
competition coming from China, Russia, India, Brazil, Indonesia etc. will be so
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powerful that Europe consisting of individual states, as now, will not withstand such
pressures and will fall apart with potentially catastrophic consequences.
In Europe, the clear winner would be Russia. It would be emboldened by the weak
EU and might try to annex either directly or indirectly the neighbouring territories,
initially the Baltic Republics, the whole Ukraine and Moldova. Later on, it could
paralyze the democratic processes of other countries, such as Scandinavia, Poland
and South-Eastern Europe through the process known as ‘Finlandization’, which
some of the readers may remember from the time of the cold war. It is commonly
used in reference to Finland's policies in relation to the Soviet Union during the Cold
War (known as Paasikivi-Kekkonen doctrine). It referred to the decision of a country
not to challenge a more powerful neighbour in foreign politics, while maintaining
national sovereignty.
If the EU follows Germany’s current line, trying to find a cautious, middle ground,
then it will only lead to procrastination of the necessary deep reforms of the EU
governance, which may in turn create greater chaos. Some Central European
countries such as Austria, Hungary or Poland might be governed for many years by
very right-wing governments with ensuing chaos endangering international and
dangerous states. As the Crimean annexation and the migration crises have shown,
the EU is too indecisive to withstand a dramatic pace of change blowing from Africa
and South East Asia in political, cultural, and economic areas. We may yet see some
horrific events linked to violent migration or revolutions in countries such as
Germany, which is completely unprepared to withstand such pressures. If a federal
EU does not happen in the next few years, it is highly likely that Europe will not
survive such tensions coming from the Euro crisis, its relations with Russia, or
massive migration. Therefore, the EU has no other option but to move fast forward
towards federalisation or ‘towards ever closer Union’, as it is euphemistically worded
in the Lisbon Treaty.

165

5
PART 5
THE EUROPEAN FEDERATION STATE

Chapter 1
Constitutional Framework of the European Federation
A new democracy in one week
Before I present the Constitutional Framework for the EF, I would like to introduce
you to an entirely new process of delivering such a new democratic system. It is not
only the speed with, which such a new democracy may be delivered, but also an
entirely different way that may be of more interest to you, especially if you are a
politician. How is it possible to create a new democratic system for the future
European Federation, including a new Constitution in just a week? What’s the catch?
I refer you to Part 3, Chapter 5, where we were discussing the AI-assisted governance.
After all, creating a new democracy is precisely the area where we can use quite
intelligent AI assistants. Even today, we have AI assistants such as eBrevia, from
Columbia University, which uses Natural Language Processing and machine learning
to extract relevant textual data from legal contracts and other documents to guide
lawyers in analysis, preparing cases, due diligence etc. If we apply Moore’s law to
this area, which is almost entirely driven by AI technology, then in 3 years’ time such
AI Assistants will be about 10 times more efficient, specialized and more intelligent
than today. Therefore, the scenario with the activity list that I present below will be
entirely feasible before, say 2023.
Now imagine, that the EU decided in principle to prepare a new constitution that will
pave the way for the future European Federation. But instead of spending perhaps
€1bn, engaging thousands of lawyers and spending several years on endless
discussions and tug-wars between various factions of the EU, it could be done in an
entirely different way. Here is the process:
1. Create a new EF Constitution project supported by an AI assistant, which will
include digital data repository (to store all documents needed)
2. Add the Lisbon Treaty and all other current EU legislation, ECJ court cases, etc.
3. Add all international Agreements that the EU has signed, such as UN
Declaration on Human Rights, and Trade Agreements (these may be the
constraints on certain articles of the new constitution)
4. Add any proposals for the new EF Constitution from academics, politicians, and
independent contributors
5. Collect all EU countries’ constitutions and all other relevant documents in a
digital form
6. Collect from each EU country a ‘wish list’ of what each country would like to
see implemented in the new EF Constitution
7. Collect from each EU country a ‘NO list’ of what each country would NOT like
to see implemented in the new EF Constitution
8. For each country collect basic statistics and its Constitutional Tribunal verdicts
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9. Create a list of ‘must haves’ in the new EF Constitution, which are not present
in the Lisbon Treaty. Such a list could be initially created from the ‘wish lists’,
made by the EU countries.
10. Do not propose any future EF structure or Institutions – they will be created as
needed by the AI Assistant
11. Request a detailed transition Plan to the EF with several variants
12. Press the button and come next day to see the first results
13. You should receive the following output with detailed comments and
justifications. There will most likely be several variants of such a Report, scored
against the percentage of matched preferences or ‘wish lists’ that had been made
earlier by the EU Council and individual countries:
• The EF Constitution
• The structure of the EU, the parliament, the Government, the Courts,
Agencies, the new EF legislation, in line with the new EF Constitution
• Inconsistencies between the wish lists from the EU as a whole and for each
individual country. These will be the impossibilities of ‘have a cake and eat
it’ type
• Positive effects of the new constitution for the EF as a whole and for each
country
• Negative effects of the new constitution for the EF as a whole and for each
country
14. This will be the first draft, which will have to be reviewed
15. The amendments will be input to the AI Assistant in the next round
16. After a few rounds the Constitution, the EF structure, the Transition Plan, and
any other requested documents for the EF as a whole and individual countries
will be created
The advantage of producing the EF Constitution, electoral laws, the Transition Plan
etc. lies not only in speed. The biggest value would be in the objectivity, neutrality
of the decisions made, and inconsistencies found. Such inconsistencies may relate,
for example, to the Universal Values of Humanity. Values, which become rights,
have an associated cost of delivery. That may require the existence of certain
institutions to enforce the respect for such values or responsibilities that each of us
will have to take on, to make such a right real. The paramount advantage, over a
similar document created by humans is that, it would be as balanced as possible.
However, no sentiments and no favours will be granted to anyone. The populists will
of course want to undermine it. However, the sheer volume of facts, and the degree
of objectivity will be there for all to see.

Preamble of the European Federation Constitution
The Constitutional Framework that I am proposing for the future European
Federation (EF) is based on the Consensual Presidential Democracy (CPD) described
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in Part 3. Here, I am going to use it as a ‘strawman’ Constitution for the EF, i.e.
putting to the test the principles of CPD in a concrete plausible situation.
As mentioned earlier, this Constitutional Framework could only be applied to a state
or a confederation of states, which will see a strong affinity with fundamental
objectives of the CPD. That is particularly reflected in the Preamble of the
Constitution, which may include statements like these:
1. The predominance of the twelve Universal Values of Humanity is the basis for
all laws and decisions, which are: Freedom, Democracy, Equality, Justice & the
rule of law, Human Dignity, Social Solidarity, Tolerance, Life, Peace, National
Security, Family Safety and Nature & Beauty
2. Human rights, which are derived from the above values, must be balanced with
citizens’ responsibilities
3. A non-faith-based system of governance, education and social activities is applied
in all public domains
4. A Judeo-Christian culture, without a religious association, is accepted as the
unifying culture of the EF, while ensuring that other cultures can flourish, as long
as they do not undermine the homogeneity of the common culture. At the time of
converting the EF into the Human Federation, the values from other cultures
might be integrated, such as Chinese Confucianism. Assuming that we still have
ultimate control of the maturing Superintelligence, it might itself ensure the
overall consistency of its Universal Values of Humanity, referring it back to a
human authority.
5. Any region of the states that become members of a federation have an
unequivocal right to secede from their state and become directly members of the
EF, merge with another region, or become a state of its own outside the EF,
subject to specific restrictions, such as the population size.

Content of key articles of the Constitution
(I add my comments to some articles)
1. The Parliament consist of two chambers – the Lower House, the Nations’
Chamber, consisting of MPs, and the Upper House, the Senate, which is a
Citizens’ Chamber, where the representatives are selected using a sortition
method
2. The Federation is set up as a Minimal State with only very essential competencies:
defence, foreign affairs, home affairs and economy (federal taxes, currency, and
a federal budget)
3. The Parliament tells the Government what to do, the Government knows how to
do it and tells the Parliament what it has done
4. The President has exceptionally strong powers since his role is crucial for two
reasons:

170

•
•

To make very quickly the most important decisions at the time of crises,
e.g. when an existential risk has been triggered off
To play an important role as a moderator and a conciliatory voice when
the parties in the Parliament cannot come to a consensus on their own

5. Strong powers of the President and the government are counterbalanced by an
unprecedented level of scrutiny, transparency, and accountability
6. The governmental emergency powers may include the suspension of the
Parliament, during which time the President may be governing by issuing decrees.
When the state of emergency is called off, these decrees will either be
automatically recalled, or the Parliament will vote on recalling them
7. MPs are elected to represent most closely the will of the majority. But the
opposition’s view is always heard, and all decisions are taken by consensus
8. The electorate is consulted on an on-going basis rather than just in elections and
there is an increased accountability of politicians
9. In order to make the government more effective and ensure a clearer separation
of legislative and executive powers, elected politicians that are also members of
the government are supported by AI assistants, which will progressively make
most of the decisions at all levels of political governance.

Constitutional rights and responsibilities
The key rights and responsibilities guaranteed by the Constitution, which are laid out
below are really just the headlines for the future articles. They are derived from the
Universal Values of Humanity discussed in Chapter 2 of Part 3 and include additions
needed to respond to the challenges that Humanity will face in the next few decades
to survive as a species:
Rights
1. The right to life
2. Freedom from torture
3. Freedom from slavery
4. The right to liberty
5. The right to a fair trial
6. The right not to be punished for something that wasn’t against the law at the time
7. The right to respect a family and private life
8. Freedom of thought, conscience, and religion
9. Freedom of expression
10. Freedom of assembly
11. The right to marry and start a family
12. The right not to be discriminated against in respect of these rights
13. The right to protection of property
14. The right to education
15. The right to participate in free elections
16. The right not to be condemned to death for any crime
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Additionally, as this is currently not included in either of the most important
international legal frameworks, such as the European Convention on Human Rights
nor in the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Constitution should
include at least these citizens’ responsibilities (I am sure the list can be expanded):
Responsibilities
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Obligation to vote in elections
Responsibility for a child’s upbringing
Responsibility to save for one’s own pension (retirement)
Responsibility for generating one’s own income or be in education
Responsibility for caring for one’s health
Responsibility for environmental care
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Chapter 2
The Electoral System of the European Federation
An Overview
I have reviewed the current electoral systems in Western democracies in Part 2,
Chapter 5. I will now use the conclusions from that review to propose an electoral
system that would be an integral part of this Constitutional Framework. According
with the principles of CPD, should it be used as a model, the legislation at a federal
(central) level will have to be passed with a maximum consensus between the parties
and between the chambers of the Parliament. This is somewhat similar to the system
in use today in Scandinavia and in Switzerland. It is a kind of a double majority, now
also in force in the EU, for the most important decisions. The whole electoral system
will be tuned to these fundamental objectives: governing by consensus and favouring
the creation of coalitions, rather than a ‘strong’ single party rule.
Participation in the elections will be mandatory. Among the long-standing
democracies that make voting compulsory in elections are Australia, Belgium, and
Luxembourg. Mandatory voting is also used in Latin America, e.g. in Argentina,
Brazil, Costa Rica, and Ecuador. In some countries voting has been made compulsory
at the discretion of sub-national governments or is applied only to certain types of
elections.
I would refute the most common objection on normative grounds, which says that
citizens ought to have the right not to vote. This is, in my view, rather a poor
argument. On a moral ground, participation in elections should be considered not just
a right but also an obligation, as the confirmation of a common heritage and a
common future that needs to be shaped by all of us for the benefits of the current and
the future generations. After all, we are forced to do many things that the state
requires us to do, like to fight in a war or not to smoke in public places, to keep us
safer and more prosperous. This is an example of CPD’s emphasis on balancing the
rights and responsibilities.
Direct democracy will be applied for the Citizens’ Chamber using a random selection
of citizens from an electoral list. No referenda will be carried out since they will be
substituted by Citizens’ Conventions and the Citizens’ Chamber. Petitions will allow
any group of citizens to challenge any law approved by the parliament at any time
and propose modifications of the Constitution. For other matters, national or local
Citizens’ Convention will be called with a detailed explanation of pros and cons on
a given subject, since problems at a local level are much better understood there,
where a decision is to be applied.
We can imagine building the new democratic order like a hierarchy, with the EF
Constitution at the top, followed by the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities
and the Fundamental Principles of Democracy as shown in the next diagram.
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The outline of a new democratic system
European Federation Constitution

1. Charter of Human Rights & Responsibilities

2. Fundamental Principles of Democracy

Democracy Type

Freedom
Sovereignty

Representational

Justice

Equality
Dignity

Constitutional prerequisites

Governance setup

Written Constitution

Sep. Judiciary & Exec.

Participative

Two chambers (one Citizens’)

Empowered

Strong presidential powers

Universal Values &
Respons. of Humanity
Secular state

AI-assisted governance

Consensual

Core liberties

Solidarity
Max. 2 terms

Federalism

Responsibility

Legal basis for

Localism

Lobbying

Privacy

Legal basis for

Humanity’s
Court of Justice

International
Constitutional Court

This would be followed by the articles broadly corresponding to the Constitutional
Framework with the new electoral and governance system as in the diagram below:

The electoral system of the new democracy

International
Constitutional Court

New Electoral & Governance System

“Populism-proof” Voting

Minimum electoral standards

All have one vote
Mandatory voting
Weighted voting

Public office standards

Voting system

Private/public work

Max. term length

Info. disclosure on
MP’s financials

OR…
AI assisted voting

Contribution
Engagement
Knowledge
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Election of the President
The EF President and his two Vice-Presidents will form the EF Presidency. They will
be elected for a period of 6 years. The function of the President will be rotating on a
bi-annual basis, when one of the Vice Presidents will become the President. Here is
a suggested process of the election of the President and two Vice Presidents:
1. To become a candidate for the President or Vice President, the candidate must
be over the age of 35
2. He/she must be a citizen of the EU/ EF
3. He/she cannot represent any faith
4. He/she will be elected on a pan-European basis by all citizens from all countries
of the EU/EF
5. The candidate will have to collect signatures on the EU/EF website from at least
1% of the eligible voters from outside his native country. For example, a
German candidate would have to collect signatures from all the EU/EF
countries, apart from Germany
6. The election will be carried out in a modified Two Rounds System. In the first
round, the First Past the Post system will be used, when candidates will be
scored according to the percentage of the votes received. If one of the candidates
receives 50% plus 1 vote, he is the winner and there is no need for the second
round. If none of the candidates scores more than 50% of the votes, then the
second round of voting is carried out in two weeks’ time.
7. The candidates who scored more than 20% +1 of the votes in the first round go
through to the second round. Therefore, in theory, up to 4 candidates may
compete in the second round. The voting in the second round will use the
Alternative Voting (proportional) system, so the winning candidate will always
have the support of at least 50% of the voters.
8. The President’s term will be for 6 years. After 2 years in the office, he will serve
a further 4 years as a Vice President. He can serve a maximum of two terms.

Elections to the Nations’ Chamber of the Parliament
The Nations’ Chamber (The Lower House) will be the main law-making body.
However, all acts passed will go for scrutiny and amendments to the Citizens’
Chamber (the Senate). Each nation of the EF will choose its own MPs following the
same electoral law for the EF. This is a proposed electoral system for the Lower
House that might be used across all nations within the EF:
1. The EF electoral system is a multiparty system
2. A parliamentary term will be 5 years
3. Candidates to the Parliament and to local councils must be over 21 and be the
citizens of the EF or, in the first ever elections to the EF Parliament, citizens of
the member states of the EU
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4. Casting of the votes will be carried out using mainly digital voting (Internetbased or using a terminal at a polling station), although postal voting will be
allowed in exceptional circumstances. Should digital voting be prone to
cyberattacks, which would make the reliability of the election result
questionable, a different system may be used, e.g. paper ballots only.
5. The elections will be supervised by an EF Independent Electoral Commission
(IEC)
6. Every eligible voter will have to register an email address with the IEC, which
will have its own domain, specifically created for elections, e.g.
www.voting.el.eu. Thus, Joe Bloggs’ email address, which can only be used for
electoral purposes, might be: joe.bloggs@el.eu. People with disabilities will get
support by certified government personnel
7. All seats in the Parliament, or in a local council, will be contested in a onemandate constituencies (districts) to preserve the closest link possible between
the voter and their representative. However, party lists may also be considered
for example for half of the mandates (a mixed electoral system)
8. There will be strict rules for carrying out election campaign, including the
amount of donations allowed, time on state media etc.
9. The candidates will be elected for 5 years and can only serve a maximum of two
terms
10. To become a candidate to the Parliament or to a local council, the only
requirement will be to get a sufficient no. of supporting signatures, e.g. 1% of
eligible voters. The signatures will be collected via email only through the IEC
website. A voter will be able to support only one candidate, which will be
automatically controlled by the IEC website
11. The election will be carried out in two rounds. In the first round, First Past the
Post system will be used, when candidates will be scored according to the
percentage of the votes received. If one of the candidates receives 50% plus 1
vote, he is the winner and there is no need for the second round. If none of the
candidates scores more than 50% votes, then the second round of voting is
carried out in two weeks’ time
12. The candidates who scored more than 20% +1 of the votes in the first round go
through to the second round. Therefore, in theory, up to 4 candidates may
compete in the second round. That should enable smaller parties, minorities,
and individual MPs to represent their voters in the federal or local law-making
bodies. The voting in the second round will use the Alternative Voting (AV)
system. Under this system, the voters rank the candidates in the order of their
choice, by marking ‘1’ for their favourite, ‘2’ for their second choice, etc. A
candidate who receives an absolute majority (50 per cent plus 1) of valid first
preference votes is declared elected. If no candidate achieves an absolute
majority of the first preferences, the least successful candidates are eliminated
and their votes reallocated according to the second preferences made by the
voters, until one candidate has an absolute majority
13. The voting age will be 13 and over, however the voters aged between 13 and 18
will only be allowed to vote at the polling stations
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14. There will be a system of weighted voting, where the weight of the vote will
depend on the voter’s knowledge of the matters related to the country’s
governance
15. The IEC, apart from overseeing the election campaign and the voting process
itself, will also be responsible for the preparation and approval of 1,000
questions on matters related to the organization of the EF State, running the
government, external affairs etc. The questions will be widely publicized on the
Internet, at schools, in newspapers and other media, so everyone will be able to
prepare himself for the voting, while at the same time increasing his knowledge
about how the country is governed
16. Each nation (or each party in national or regional elections) will have the right
to prepare a proportion of the questions or scrutinize the already prepared
questions. That proportion will equal the percentage of the nation’s population
within the EF. For each question there will be five possible answers
17. Each single vote will count as 10 points. Every adult will have an option of
voting using the Internet and getting 2 points, without being asked any question.
The same will apply to postal voting, where votes would be allocated 2 points
by default. If a voter wants to get more points, he will have to vote at the polling
station and answer 10 questions at a terminal there. If he answers correctly 8 or
more questions, he will get 8 points, which when added to his statutory 2 points,
will make his vote count at a full value (10 points). Teenagers aged 13 to 18
will be able to vote only at the polling station by answering the questions at the
terminal. Their vote will be scored in the same way as for adults.
The underlying reason behind the weighted voting is two-fold. The first one is
to give those who have some knowledge and interest in the matters of the state,
some extra weight in their electoral decision-making by providing more facts in
a consolidated and contextual form. That will reduce the impact of fake news
and populist slogans and thus lead to more rational voting decisions. The second
one is to get the voters not only more interested in the very process of voting in
elections but also gradually turning them into more engaged citizens. The vote
weighting would not discriminate against any voter in any way since everyone
would have the same chance to get one full vote. It is the same as with general
sense of equality. Everyone must have the same opportunities at birth being
given extra support by the state, when needed. How he uses this opportunity is
entirely up to him. Similarly, with the weighted voting system, everyone has
some support (he gets 2 electoral points) so that he can influence the outcome
of the election in some way. However, it is entirely up to him how he uses the
opportunity to increase that influence by being a more engaged citizen.
18. The voters will have access to a political questionnaire, vetted by the IEC, either
at the Commission’s website or at special terminals at the polling station. The
voter will be asked about his preferences, the issues he would like to have
resolved, but also about the importance of those issues. On that basis, the
application will use the answers given in the questionnaire, to identify the party,
which has the closest affinity with the voter’s wishes and expectations. He will
of course not have to vote for that party, emotions play a significant role during
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elections. So, it will be up to the voter, for which candidate, or a party he will
finally vote but at least he will know that if he votes against the advice, his vote
may not bring the desired outcome
19. MPs accountability is given a high priority with an automatic recall in certain
cases. MPs could be recalled in these cases:
•
•
•

If the Parliamentary Committee on Standards has proven MPs misconduct
and the motion to recall him was approved by a vote in the parliament
If an MP crossed the party lines, he would have to resign his mandate by
default. An exception could be made if he stays as an independent MP
If 15% of his constituents request his recall, using the IEC website,
presenting a reason for such a recall, and such a petition is subsequently
approved by the Parliamentary Committee on Standards that it was correct
on merit, the MP would have to resign and offer himself for re-election, if
he wanted.

20. Electoral systems within the EF nations can vary, as long as the EF
Constitutional Court accepts them as ‘democratic’ voting systems. In practice,
it would mean comparing a generic template for a democratic system such as
this Constitutional Framework, with the actual system in a given EF nation.

Selecting members for a Citizens’ Chamber
The crisis of democracy at all levels of government worldwide, requires that citizens
are much more closely involved in making political decisions. One might say that
this could be resolved by moving straight away from a representative democracy to
a direct democracy, such as in Switzerland. However, notwithstanding other reasons
where it may not be a better option, it may be quite difficult in practice to apply it in
larger countries. Therefore, a better alternative seems to be a Citizens’ Chamber, as
an Upper House of the Parliament and that is what I would propose for the EF. For
a detailed description see Part 2, Chapter 4, where you will also find my justification
for not proposing Citizens’ Assemblies to play that role.
Elections to the Citizens’ Chamber (the Senate), will be conducted using a random
selection method and their members will be called Senators. The version of the
proposal that I have prepared refers to national or regional parliaments throughout
the EF, although it could also be used for even for a local Councils, including outside
the EF, if so desired. However, to apply it for the EF State’s Parliament, the only
change needed would be to adjust the size of electoral districts in the European
Federation, which may include about 2 million voters (although smaller countries,
such as Malta, would still get a minimum 1 seat). This is how I propose to carry out
the allocation of mandates to the Citizens’ Chamber:
1.

A Citizens’ Chamber, also called the Senate, is a legislative body, which has
the power to scrutinize the legislation passed by the MPs in the Lower House
of a Parliament. Any such legislation could be amended twice by a simple
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2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

majority. After the Parliament’s amendments to the third version, it could only
be rejected by a 2/3 majority of the Citizens’ Chamber, in which case, such an
act must be withdrawn from the statute.
A Citizens’ Chamber is only able to propose a new law, if it receives a
Citizens’ Petition, which needs the support of a minimum 5% of the voters on
the electoral register. Such a petition, is then passed on to the Parliament if it
is supported by a simple majority of the Citizens’ Chamber members
The Citizens’ Chamber does not include any MPs, to preserve the integrity of
the way in which the Chamber operates
To select members of the Citizens’ Chamber, a country must be divided into
electoral districts, similar to parliamentary districts
Each district has 1 seat in the Senate
A year before the very first parliamentary election, there will be a number of
citizens randomly selected from the electoral register to become the
candidates for a Senator in the Citizens’ Chamber
The whole process of random selection is carried out and supervised by an
Independent Electoral Commission (IEC)
The candidates may have to meet certain criteria, such as age, e.g. the same
as for the elections to a parliament, or a minimum level of education. There
could also be more complex criteria for selecting candidates, but perhaps more
beneficial for the society. This might include selecting randomly, say 30% of
the candidates with no initial pre-screening for education, another 40% with a
minimum secondary education, the next 20% might include university
graduates, and the final 10% might consist of technology specialists,
scientists, lawyers, voluntary sector etc.
The selected candidates have the right to decline the offer to join the Citizens’
Chamber team. That’s a departure from the Anglo- Saxon Jury service, where
a person called randomly to serve on the Jury must perform his duty, since
this is a legal requirement
Once the candidates pass the selection criteria and agrees to serve as a member
of the Chamber, he/she joins a stand-by pool of the candidates for becoming
a Senator in the Citizens’ Chamber. For each seat in the Chamber there may
be 3 candidates (the practice will show if this is the right number)
Before becoming a Senator, the candidates in the stand-by pool will have to
undergo training and coaching over a certain period, on how the government
works and what are the rights and obligations of the member of the Chamber
Only one of them will be randomly selected to serve as a Senator in the
Citizens’ Chamber. Once he is selected, a new candidate will be randomly
selected from the electoral register to replace him in the stand-by pool, so there
will always be 3 candidates in the pool. The candidates in the stand-by pool
will normally stay for several years, until they have been selected a Senator.
However, they are be able to resign at any time, by giving an agreed notice to
leave
Unlike the MPs of the Lower House, who are all elected every four or five
years, the Senate will not re-select its Senators at the same time. Instead,
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14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

Senators are elected every two or three years, so that their term will overlap
the sessions of the Parliament
Overlapping the term of the Parliament by the Senate is important for two
reasons. First of all, it minimizes the risk of corrupting Senators (they will
serve only a two or a three-year term). Secondly, it makes passing legislation
even more in line with the expectations of citizens, rather than in the interest
of a political class, because of the continuous stream of new Senators (perhaps
a dozen every month, since Senators may resign earlier for any reason)
If a Senator leaves the Chamber during the parliamentary term, he will be
substituted by a randomly selected candidate from the stand-by pool
They candidates in the stand-by pool will be regularly informed on the current
proceedings of the Chamber and may attend the sessions as non-voting
representatives. They will be remunerated for being a candidate in the standby pool
Senators have their job legally protected, should this be necessary. They have
a legal duty to provide all the information on their education and skills they
have. They also have to sign the Official Secrets Act and other necessary
documents, swear under oath that they agree to represent their constituents
honestly, without prejudice and maintain the secrecy of the debates, if
required, under the same penalties as for government officials
Senators are paid the same salary as MPs plus any expenses
Senators are supported by a dedicated officer from the Chamber’s Support
Office, in all matters related to performing their duties
A Senator cannot be recalled for any reason unless he disobeys the rules of
the service. Since he is accountable to nobody, because he has been selected
and not elected, the only way of removing him will be by the members
themselves, following the adopted procedures of a member’s recall.

Selecting members for a Citizens’ Assembly
For a detailed description of What Citizens’ Assemblies are, see Part 2, Chapter 4.
I consider Citizens Assemblies as an intermediary stage in partially devolving
political decision-making to citizens. Ultimately, constitutional changes should lead
to establishing a Citizens’ Chamber, in which case Citizens’ Assemblies may only
be needed in very exceptional circumstances, like debating a new Constitution. In
any case, Citizens’ Assemblies, even if they are used in the interim period before
Citizens’ Chambers take over, may become a powerful tool in improving democracy
in the age of rising populism, making citizens more closely involved in making
political decisions.
However, I believe the way how these Assemblies select their members and how they
operate needs some modification. The method, in which Citizens Assemblies have
been operating so far, may be the consequence of simply copying the Roman
procedures for calling members for a jury service, which are still in use in a judicial
process in the Anglo-Saxon world. I agree with the basic principle that the members
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of the Citizens’ Assembly should be selected randomly from the electoral roll.
However, the need for such a random selection for a jury service and for making
important political decisions is entirely different from that for a Citizens’ Assembly.
In the jury service, the only decision that a juror has to make is always a binary one:
guilty or not guilty. In a Citizens’ Assembly, the members have to make many
decisions on usually very complex problems, where there can be many recommended
solutions with a wide variety of opinions among the members. That requires a certain
degree of knowledge, which is not essential in the jury service.
Furthermore, the members of the Assembly are only selected at the time, when the
need to apply this method for making an important political decision is made, for
example, as a substitute of a referendum, As far as I am aware, there have been no
case when the members of the Citizens’ Assembly have been selected far in advance,
before the need for such an Assembly may arise. I do not think this is right and
therefore, I propose a different system of selecting and running a Citizens’ Assembly.
Although we cannot substitute a representative democracy with a direct democracy,
we should still be able to deliver the positive results of a system of direct democracy,
such as used in Switzerland. However, Swiss do not call their referenda once or twice
in a decade, they have on average 10 referenda in a single year. Therefore, to achieve
a similar impact, major changes are required in the selection process of
representatives to a Citizens’ Assembly. In a nutshell, it should not be a one-off
process but a continuous one. It must enable the selection of the candidates for the
Assembly far in advance of such an Assembly being called, so that its members are
properly prepared for making complex political decisions, which may have to be
made in a matter of weeks, rather than years. This is how I propose to carry out the
entire process:
1. A Citizens’ Assembly is a separate institution of a democratic system, whose
role is to select the most favoured option to legislate from several ones
proposed by the Parliament. Once such an option is supported by the
Assembly, it must be put into law by the Parliament.
2. Not all laws will have to be passed from the Parliament to the Citizens’
Assembly, but only those, which are modified twice by the Upper House of
the Parliament
3. The Citizens’ Assembly is only able to propose a new law, if it receives a
Citizens’ Petition, which needs the support of a minimum 5% of the voters on
the electoral register. Such a petition, is then passed on to the Parliament if it
is supported by a simple majority of the Citizens’ Assembly members
4. That resolution will not become law but will have to be considered by the
legislative body to make it a specific law, unless e.g. 2/3 of the Parliament
rejects it
5. Every year, at any level of government, there will be a number of citizens
randomly selected from the electoral register to serve on the Citizens’
Assembly
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6. The whole process of random selection would be carried out and supervised
by an Independent Electoral Commission (IEC)
7. The candidates may have to meet certain criteria, such as age, e.g. the same
as for the elections to a parliament, or a minimum level of education. There
could also be more complex criteria for selecting candidates, but perhaps more
beneficial for the society. This might include selecting randomly, say 30% of
the candidates with no initial pre-screening for education, another 40% with a
minimum secondary education, the next 20% might include university
graduates, and the final 10% might consist of technology specialists,
scientists, lawyers, voluntary sector etc.
8. The selected candidates have the right to decline the offer to join the Citizens’
Assembly team. That’s a departure from the Anglo- Saxon Jury service, where
a person called randomly to serve on the Jury must perform his duty, since
this is a legal requirement, unless he can be excluded for specific reasons, such
as a long-term illness
9. Once the candidates pass the selection criteria and agree to serve as a member
of the Assembly, they join a stand-by pool of the candidates for becoming a
member of the Citizens’ Assembly. For each seat in the Assembly there may
be 3 stand-by candidates
10. Only one of them will be selected to serve as a member of the Citizens’
Assembly for two years. A new candidate will be randomly selected from the
electoral register to replace him in the stand-by pool, so there will always be
3 candidates in the pool. The candidates remain in the stand-by pool for a
period of 2 years, when they are released from that duty, unless they are
selected as a member of the Assembly. They can resign from the service upon
giving a notice to leave.
11. The candidates in the stand-by pool undergo training and coaching courses
over a certain period on how the government works and what are the rights
and obligations of a member of the Assembly. They are also regularly briefed
on the current proceedings of the Assembly and may attend the sessions as a
non-voting representative. They are remunerated for being a candidate in the
Assembly in the stand-by pool
12. The members of the Citizens’ Assembly are paid the national public sector
average salary for the time when they actually attend the Citizens’ Assembly’s
meetings plus any expenses
13. Members of the Citizens’ Assembly, have their job legally protected, should
this be necessary. They have a legal duty to provide all the information on
their education and skills they have. They would also have to sign the Official
Secrets Act and other necessary documents, swear under oath that they agree
to represent their constituents honestly, without prejudice and maintain the
secrecy of the debates, if required, under the same penalties as for government
officials
14. The members of the Citizens’ Assembly are supported by a dedicated officer
in all matters related to performing their duties
15. A member of the Citizens’ Assembly cannot be recalled for any reason unless
he disobeys the rules of the service. Since he is accountable to nobody,
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because he has been selected and not elected, the only way of removing him
from the service would be by the members themselves, following the adopted
procedures for a member’s recall.
Citizens’ Assemblies, or if it exists, a Citizens’ Chamber, will replace referenda.

Citizens’ Petitions
Citizens’ Petitions can be made to the Parliament (the Citizens’ Chamber, or
Citizens’’ Assembly, if they exist) or any other legislative body, following the rules
set out below.
1. Every citizen has a right to launch a petition through a special on-line system
that is overseen by the Electoral Commission
2. The petition system allows for several versions (with a different wording) of a
petition to be discussed
3. A signatory can propose his own version of the petition and leave comments
4. The comments are then aggregated by the petition system, which uncovers
patterns in the opinions of the participants, sorting them into opinion groups,
and identifying the areas of consensus
5. A signatory can assess the changes in an on-line visual representation of various
groups’ support for each of the variants of the legislation, and based on that,
switch his support for another version of the petition. In this way, the most
preferred version of the petition will be chosen through a consensus and
compromise
6. To become a mandatory request for the Parliament, or for a Citizens’ Assembly
to debate a petition, it must get the support of a minimum of 5% of the registered
voters on the electoral roll
7. The Parliament, or any legislative body dealing with it, may reject a petition but
only after scrutinizing it, following the agreed procedures.
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Chapter 3
The Structure of the European Federation
The European Federation State and its subsidiaries
The arguments provided in Chapter 2 of this Part, confirm that the EU transition into
the EF should not happen in one stage, nor the EF should become a single zone
organization. The only realistic way forward seems to be the creation of some
Transition Zones, which would allow member-states to move to the next Zone up at
their own speed, ultimately joining the European Federation. Doing it piecemeal is,
in my view, also the best way forward because the federation will show other
countries outside that zone how it works in practice. This is the process broadly
supported by President Macron and Jean-Claude Juncker, the former President of the
EU Commission. There is also an additional argument for a multi-speed, multi-zone
EU. Namely, the transition of the whole EU in one stage in the next few years may
increase the recent ‘awakening of the national spirit’ in some countries that border
on nationalism, as can be evidently seen even in countries such as France. Therefore,
such a proposal would have been at this moment badly received by the population of
most EU countries and lead to even stronger anti-European Union sentiments.
Taking all this into account, the transition of the member states into the EF after it
has been established as a single state, should be a continuous process of members
migrating from a lower zone to a higher zone until they are ready to pass their
sovereignty rights to the EF. However, the question is what the relationship between
the EF State and the member states of other zones should be.
I have reviewed several options to see how many zones the future EF State would
need and what should be the criteria for each zone. The zones differ between each
other mainly by a degree of limitation of the members’ national sovereignty that they
may have to give up on behalf of the EF State. These could be, for example, the
control the EF would have over the members’ policies. This might relate to common
foreign policy or setting up national budgets. These are, of course, my assumptions.
The reality will certainly be different. Let’s review the available options regarding
the relationships between the EF state and the member states in transition zones.
1. The EF State becomes a separate entity from the rest of the EU. I would
exclude this option straight away for two reasons. Firstly, the control of the future
development of the non-participating EU members (currently 8, assuming all
Eurozone members would join) by a more mature EF state might be limited.
Secondly, the ‘stranded’ member states might simply disperse, some of them
joining the EF and some becoming totally independent states. That would be, at
least at a psychological level, pretty bad. Therefore, I discard the option that the
EF becomes a separate ‘member state’ from the rest of the EU.
2. The EF State is formed in one stage from all members of the Eurozone (or
by any other group of countries) and at the same time the remaining 8 EU
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member states become part of the EF as members of one transition zone, let’s
call it the European Federation Convergence Area (EFCA). In this option, all
Eurozone members make a transition into the EF at the same time. The EFCA
members would join the EF at their own time when they meet all the required
conditions. That would make the EFCA a subsidiary of the EF state (for all
purposes we already have such a situation, the Eurozone and non-Eurozone,
however without federal status of the Eurozone). This option would not work
because it is not future-proof and leaves no formal structure for accepting new
members when all of the current non-Eurozone members will have joined the EF.
But even if such a zone would have been allowed to accept new members, it will
be less flexible, because it is a key element of the future convergence into the
Human Federation, which should allow further rapid expansion, while retaining
a high degree of integrity. Therefore, the EF state should not be formed in one
stage with one transition zone only.
3. The current Eurozone members are federated as a single state with several
zones as its subsidiaries. That would mean that the current remaining member
states of the EU form the European Federation Convergence Area (EFCA) as the
EF subsidiary Zone 1. Additionally, other zones might be created in a similar way
to facilitate greater flexibility for EF expansion. Therefore, I would consider it as
the chosen solution for the EF setup and propose that the European Federation
State with four subsidiary zones:

The EUROPEAN FEDERATION

EUROPEAN FEDERATION
State

ZONE 1
European Federation
Convergence Area
(EFCA)

ZONE 2
European Federation
Single Market Area
(EFSM)

ZONE 4
European Federation
Association Area
(EFAA)

ZONE 3
European Federation
Customs Union
(EFCU)

The main benefit of the proposed structure of the EF will be maximum flexibility and
at the same time, the integrity of the whole organisation. But how will the relations
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between the member states and the EF state differ from a typical state, for example
Germany? Not much. We may think about EF as a super state, similar to the
relationship between the state of California and the United States’ Federal
Government, with its members having the highest degree of autonomy but sacrificing
their most important feature – sovereignty.
Regarding the relationships between the EF State and the members of all four Zones,
there are areas like territorial integrity, national security, defence and foreign policy,
where in certain circumstances the sovereignty of a country may be temporarily
suspended. For example, the EF must have the rights to temporarily limit the national
sovereignty for the benefit of all EF population (and in the long-term to protect the
entire Humanity) to minimize the existential dangers that the EF and its subsidiary
Zones may face. That might include, stopping any cross-border traffic; production,
sale, or distribution of certain toxic substances, or an invasion by foreign forces of
the EF Zones 1 or 2. Such circumstances must of course be very clearly identified
and justified, but for all purposes the European Federation State will become the
ultimate decision maker in what a country can and cannot do in certain areas such as
defence.
Another very controversial domain is the convergence of regions into independent
states since it deals with internal matters of former member states and therefore it is
bound to be very controversial. However, as I have already mentioned, I have been
trying not to shy away from such matters for political correctness, difficulty or other
reasons. This is an area that may affect the EU even before it becomes the EF. The
Catalan referendum is the best example. Therefore, the future European Federation
must reconcile the rights of large regions and nationalities, which spread across
current national borders, to self-determination and statehood as early as possible.
This matter may, however, make the transition of the EU into the EF somewhat
easier. Any state that becomes a member of the EF state will automatically loose it
sovereignty and its statehood. What will remain is the population and the territory.
However, even in a very homogenous country such as Poland where 97% of the
population are Poles, there are quite significant regional differences in traditions,
customs and even the way of life. Within the EF state, these traditions will thrive as
never before, since there will be no artificial (former state’s) borders. People in
adjacent region would be able to merge freely as they wish with the neighbouring
regions. This may be the biggest gift of the new democracy since its greatest value
will be that most decisions will be taken at the lowest possible level, with a
minimum amount of centralisation.
In summary, in this set up, the European Federation state is the ultimate law and
decision maker on all matters related to the European Federation state and its
subsidiaries. It is the only authorized body to represent the zones to other
international organizations or non-EF States, unless it passes on such an authorization
to a specific zone. In particular it has the following rights:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

To set up or to wind down any of the EF Zones
To accept new members into the EF zones
To suspend the EF zone members
To expel the EF zone members
To amend the EF Constitution
To ratify any agreements in the name of any Zone
To approve the move of the member states from one zone to another

Zone 1 – European Federation Convergence Area (EFCA)
Its initial joining members might be the EU member states that will be outside the
Eurozone at the time of convergence of the EU into the EF. All members in this area
must be the members of the single market and the customs union. It will be a
transition area before joining the EF state. Any country in this area will have to join
the EF state within a certain period, e.g. 5 years. Otherwise it may automatically be
relegated to Zone 2.
The setting up of Zone 1 may start in parallel to the transition of the Eurozone into
the EF state. There will be no separate constitution for the EFCA and all the EFCA
members would have to adopt in full the EF Constitution upon joining this zone.
Such a setup might initially create some tensions between the EF state and the EFCA
members. Tensions might arise because of the perceived benefits of the membership
of the EF state, not available to the EFCA member states and by the zone being
considered a second-class membership. That is one of the reasons why President of
the EU Council, Donald Tusk as well as the German chancellor Angela Merkel, have
been opposed to the creation of the zones. But once the EF state has been created,
that will only increase the motivation of the EFCA members to join it. The greatest
benefit from this setup would be to show the EFCA members that the EF state works
and any problems it might have, could be overcome. This is an optimistic assumption,
I agree. It could also create some additional risks that are not present right now, and
which might occur because of the changed political situation in the member countries
of the EFCA. But at the same time, federalization of the Eurozone, or any other group
of the EU countries into EF, and creating a separate EFCA zone for the remaining
members could eliminate many more risks that threaten the unity of the EU today,
like the looming Euro crisis. Therefore, the EU would have to take up such a risk.
Any new member state joining the EFCA zone will have to apply these rules:
1. Constitutional relevance
• Make all the necessary preparation to become federated with the EF state
within 5 years
• Once an EFCA member joins the EF, its constitution will be replaced by the
EF constitution
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• Support at times of utmost urgency the actions of the President or the Prime
Minister of the EF state if they have to react to events at national or global
scale within a very short time (days or hours), even if it meant a temporary
suspension of the EFCA member’s sovereignty rights
• Strongly support the process of decision-making within their own government
at all levels through consensus rather than arbitrarily impose the rule of the
majority
2. Respect the rulings of the European Constitutional Court and the European
Court of Justice. Each member’s constitution will have to be approved by the
European Constitutional Court for its adherence to the EF values
3. The EFCA zone has its own Parliament. It consists of one chamber of
representatives from individual states. The parliament term is five years.
Candidates are elected for a maximum of two terms
4. The EFCA has its own Commission similar to the EU Commission
5. EFCA’s Commission is headed by its President who also presides over the
EFCA Council of Ministers. He represents EFCA to EF State and external
organizations
6. The EFCA Electoral systems. This is identical as the electoral system for the EF
state
7. Foreign affairs area. Any state joining the EFCA will relinquish their right to
carry out its foreign policy after two years of EFCA membership. From then on,
the member state’s Foreign Minister will be an advisor to the EF Foreign Minister
on the former member state’s foreign policy
8. Defence area. This area will be the competency of a member state joining the
EFCA for the first two years only. After that period, the member state’s Defence
Minister will be an advisor to the EF Defence Minister on the former member
state’s defence policy
9. Single Market. All members benefit from a single market for all goods, services
and capital as well as the freedom of movement, settlement, setting up businesses
etc., for all citizens of the EFCA. However, there might be differences to the
entitlements and benefits, such as unemployment benefit level among the EFCA’s
members
10. Customs Union. All EFCA members must also be members of the EF Customs
Union
11. Currency. Each country must adopt the Euro currency before joining the EFCA
12. Fiscal policy and common budget. The EFCA members will contribute 10% of
their budget to the EFCA central budget, from which some common EFCA
projects will be financed, including projects in the contributing country
13. Trading relationship with non-EF countries. No EFCA member state can enter
into trading relationship with a non-EF country. Any foreign investment in a
member country above the pre-authorized level is not allowed without the
agreement with the EF state’s government
14. State aid and Mergers & Acquisitions. Companies cannot get any state aid nor
conclude any M&A transaction above the agreed level without a prior agreement
with the EF Government
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15. Energy policy. The EFCA co-ordinates the energy policy with the EF, especially
in the area of common energy supplies
16. Opt-outs. There are no opt-outs allowed of any agreed policy of the EFCA in this
zone
17. EFCA Enlargement principles. The accession of new member candidates to the
EF state, a membership suspension, or expelling of an existing EFCA member
state, will be the sole prerogative of the EF state.

Zone 2 - European Federation Single Market (EFSM)
The member states in this zone will not have to accept the condition of an “ever closer
union”, as it is required in the current Lisbon Treaty, i.e. they will not have to join
the European Federation state. There could also be additional opt-outs for members
of this zone, provided that they do not undermine the four freedoms of the EF state
and the EFCA (free movement of goods, services, capital and people). However, the
EFSM members will have to be members of the Single Market and Customs Union.
They will have the right to move to Zone 1, and eventually become full members of
the EF, after meeting all the required criteria.
These are some principles of the future EFSM Treaty that I propose for consideration
such as:
1. Principles and values. The joining members will have to accept the Universal
Values of Humanity, which will particularly include:
• A non-faith-based system of government, education and social activities
• Converting any hereditary system of governance into a representative
Democracy
• A predominantly Judaeo-Christian homogenous culture. (To avoid even
bigger internal tensions than there are today, Europe cannot risk
misalignment of its values on a grand scale, whilst it is making such
fundamental reforms)
2. Constitutional relevance. The joining members will:
• Accept the EFSM Treaty
• Strongly support the process of decision making at all levels through
consensus rather than arbitrarily impose the rule of majority
• Accept that accession, suspension and expelling of an EFSM member state is
the sole prerogative of the EF Government
3. EFSM structure and powers. The joining members accept that:
• EFSM members must support at times of utmost urgency the actions of the
President or the Prime Minister of the EF state, if they have to react to events
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at national or global scale within a very short time (days or hours), even if it
meant a temporary suspension of their sovereignty rights
4. A written constitution. Every member state of the EFSM must have a written
constitution. Countries that do not have it yet, will be granted some time to
introduce the necessary jurisdiction.
5. Respect for the rulings of the European Constitutional Court and the
European Court of Justice. Each member’s constitution will have to be
approved by the European Constitutional Court for its adherence to the
Federation’s values.
6. EFSM Assembly consists of one chamber of representatives from individual
states. The Assembly term is five years. Candidates are elected for a maximum
of two terms.
7. Electoral systems within the EFSM nations. As long as the EF’s Constitutional
Court accepts them as ‘democratic’ voting systems, it should be up to those
countries, which system they select, since the voting system should suit a
particular cultural and ethnic composition of a given country.
8. Multi-party system. People can organize themselves into parties within EFSM
states or across the whole EFSM.
9. EFSM President. He represents EFSM and heads the EFSM Council of
Ministers and the Commission. He is elected for a fixed 5-year term and can serve
a maximum of two terms.
10. EFSM Commission. It operates on similar principles to the EU Commission. It
is headed by the EFSM President
11. Foreign affairs area. The EFSM member states have their own Foreign Policy
Minister and they can carry out their foreign policy independently, being closely
harmonized with the EF state
12. Defence area. This area is co-ordinated but not ruled by the EF Defence Minister.
Each country retains its own Defence Minister. This may change rapidly
depending on the political situation
13. Currency. Each country uses its own currency
14. Fiscal policy and common budget. All members pay 3% of their budget into the
EF budget to help finance joint projects. The EFSM will try to harmonize its longterm economic and fiscal policies but there will be no interference into setting the
member state’s budget or fiscal policies as long as the deficits do not exceed the
agreed limits
15. Single Market. All members benefit from a single market for all goods, services
and capital as well as to freedom of movement, settlement, setting up businesses
etc. for all citizens of the EFSM. However, there are differences to the
entitlements and benefits in EFSM countries, such as unemployment benefit level
16. Customs Union. All EFCU members must also be members of the EF Customs
Union
17. Trading relationship with non-EF countries. No EFSM member state can enter
into trading relationship with a non-EF country without a prior agreement with
the EFSM Commission. Any foreign investment in a member country above the
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pre-authorized level is not allowed without the agreement with the EF
Government
18. State aid and Mergers & Acquisitions. Companies cannot get any state aid nor
conclude any M&A transaction above the agreed level without a prior agreement
with the EFSM Commission
19. Energy policy. The EFSM co-ordinates the energy policy with the EF, especially
in the area of common energy supplies
20. Opt-outs. Members may declare up to 5 opt-outs of any policy of the EFSM
unless it violates the principles of the EFSM Treaty. The ultimate arbiter will be
the EF Court of Justice
21. Lobbying. There is an extensive e-democracy system operating across the
Federation enabling lobbying on new legislation or changes to the existing law
by petitioning the Federation’s Institutions
The creation of the EFSM zone would open new possibilities for countries staying
close to the current EU, but being formally outside this organization. The first such
potential candidates are the current EFTA countries, i.e. Norway, Switzerland,
Iceland and Lichtenstein, which are also members of the European Economic Area
(EEA) and full members of the current EU cohesion programme. What’s important
about these countries is that their economic performance is on par with top EU
economies, similar foreign affairs policy (i.e. towards Russia or China), similar
judicial institutions (EFTA Court), similar democratic principles and economic
policies and the system of human values nearly identical to those of the EU.
If these countries were participating in the creation of the EFSM zone, including
possibly the United Kingdom, then Europe would have become better integrated with
fewer tension spots and increased economic and social benefits. The key attraction
for these countries would be the increased security and economic influence they
could exert as members of a much larger organization. Even if only these additional
countries were added, the combined GDP of such an enlarged EU would be about 1/4
of the global GDP, with the population exceeding 700m and being one of the four
military superpowers. That would allow the EF to execute most of the functions that
it would need to start reducing the existential risks of Humanity.
There would be other advantages for these countries. The first one is that Switzerland,
which has over 200 separate Agreements with the EU, could join by signing just one
Agreement and have a series of opt-outs instead.

Zone 3 - European Federation Customs Union (EFCU)
When this zone is formed, it will include all countries of the EU Customs Union but
which are not in the Single Market. Currently these are: Turkey, San Marino, Andorra
and some British territories. They will have to accept the jurisdiction of the European
Court of Justice but not the EF Constitution.
The creation of the EFCU will streamline current Customs Union agreements and
bring those countries closer to the EF, opening a possible path to joining the EF
Single Market zone at some stage. This is why it is proposed that the members
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contribute 1% of their GDP to the EFCU budget, from which joint projects may be
financed because it will create a stronger bond with the EF.
The setting up of this Zone may also start in parallel to the transition of the Eurozone
into the EF. This zone will have its own Treaty, modelled on the current Customs
Union Treaty and quite likely on the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement
(CETA) concluded between the EU and Canada in 2017. The key differences
between the EFSM and EFCU zone are summarized below:
1. Principles and values. The joining members will have to accept that they will
strive to modify their political system to respect the Universal Values of
Humanity.
2. Constitutional relevance. The joining members will:
• Support at times of utmost urgency the actions of the President or the Prime
Minister of the EF if they have to react to events at national or global scale
within hours, even if it meant a temporary suspension of the EFCU member’s
sovereignty rights
• Strongly support the process of decision making at all levels through
consensus rather than arbitrarily impose the rule of majority
• Accession, suspension and expelling of EFCU member state is the sole power
of the EF Government
3. Respect for the rulings of the European Court of Justice
4. Trading relations with the EF. All member states of the EFCU benefit from
tariff free trade and unrestricted movement of goods across the EF and its Zones
1,2 and 3
5. Trading relationship with non-EF countries. No EFCU member state can enter
into trading relationship with a non-EF country without a prior agreement with
the EF government
6. Contributions to the EF budget. All members pay 1% of their budget into the
EF budget to help finance joint projects, including the projects for their own
country.
7. Currency. Each country uses its own currency
8. Single Market. The EFCU members have no benefits associated with the
membership of the Single Market
9. Opt-outs. Members may declare opt-outs of any agreed policy of the EFCU
unless it violates the principles of the EFCU Treaty. The ultimate arbiter will be
the European Court of Justice.

Zone 4 - European Federation Association Area (EFAA)
We have to view the setting up of the EF as a major step towards creating a de facto
World Government and the Human Federation. In the longer term, this Zone will
probably be the most important one for converting the EF into a Human Federation,
since this is a natural expansion path that ultimately could embrace all countries of
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the world. By creating the EFAA, the Federation would have the means to create
much closer direct relationships with probably half of the countries in the world,
shortly after the EF state has been founded, addressing the needs and aspirations of
2-3 billion people. This would make an additional natural pull for other countries to
join the Federation, important if it wants to act as a de facto World Government. The
reach of the Federation into other continents will at the same time help spread and reenforce Universal Values of Humanity in many more countries.
The countries in this zone will have individual Association Agreements based on a
Treaty with the EF, which will require the joining countries to make commitments to
political, economic, trade, or human rights reforms in exchange for tariff-free access
to some, or all EF markets (industrial goods, agricultural products, etc.), and financial
or technical assistance. They will have to accept the jurisdiction of the European
Court of Justice in matters related to their access to the EF market, but they will not
have their Constitution aligned with the EF Constitution. Neither will they be the
members of the Single Market nor Customs Union. In 2019, there were 24 countries
that have signed the current Association Agreement, such as Israel, South Africa,
Albania, the Ukraine, and 8 more countries, which are negotiating such an agreement
with the EU. So, had the EF state been set up today, it would have had close
relationships with nearly 70 countries.
The setting up of this Zone may start, similarly as Zone 3, in parallel to the transition
of the Eurozone into the EF. This zone will have its own Treaty, modelled either on
the current Association Agreement, or on the Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) concluded between the EU and Canada in 2017. There might
also be some specific conditions for a given member, mutually agreed with the EF.
Any candidate for the EFSM or EFCU zone, such as Moldova or Kazakhstan, will
have to be a member of this zone first. Only upon meeting all the terms of the
accession will they be able to join the EFCU or the EFSM zone.
These are some principles of the EFAA Treaty that might be considered during its
set-up:
1. Principles and values. The joining members will have to strive to implement the
Universal Values of Humanity, although they can get an exemption during the
negotiation for some cultural or religious differences
2. Respect for the rulings of the European Court of Justice. Each member will
have to accept the verdict of the European Court of Justice in any aspects of its
relationship with the EF.
3. Trading relationship with non-EF countries. An EFAA member state can enter
into trading relationship with a non-EF country without a prior agreement with
the EF
4. Fiscal policy and common budget. Members could voluntarily apply some fiscal
policies of the EF
5. Currency. Each country uses its own currency. However, members may use Euro
as a shadowing currency, taking of course all the risks that such a policy involves
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6. Opt-outs. Members may declare opt-outs of any agreed policy of the EFAA
unless it violates the principles of the EFAA Treaty. The ultimate arbiter will be
the European Court of Justice.

Brexit – a problem or an opportunity for the European
Federation?
Brexit may lead to profound changes not only throughout the UK itself (largely very
negative) but also much more importantly throughout Europe. Britain wanted to
regain an absolute sovereignty, as if in principle it would have ever been possible for
any country. Sovereignty means among others, the capability of achieving the
country’s own goals, such as increasing prosperity, in the most effective way.
However, the effect of Brexit will almost certainly be precisely opposite - far less
impact on the world stage than before. The UK’s wish to control migration from the
EU could have been achieved, if Britain only had seriously applied the available
measures, which some EU countries have done for years. Anyway, the level of
migration from the EU has already drastically fallen, so that becomes almost a
meaningless subject.
It would be very easy to blame the UK as a country for making a deep wound in the
European body. I believe Britain was right about the political weakness, and centralist
and bureaucratic tendencies in the EU. Britain was also right criticizing the
uncontrolled economic migration from the poorer EU countries to those ones that
offered higher wages and better benefits. Such a system was unjust and unsustainable.
However, it was Britain’s own fault, by delaying any significant EU reforms from
the fear that it might lead to a closer integration. Simply, the way Britain wanted to
turn the tide was utterly wrong. Similarly, the EU’s position to stick to its guns and
not to be more flexible in the period of negotiations before the Referendum was also
wrong.
After the turbulent three years of post-referendum introspection of Britain’s place in
Europe and in the world, the UK has finally left the EU, although at the time of
writing this second edition of this book, it is still in a transition period till 31.12.2020.
The EU and Britain cannot turn back the tide. It is now a damage limitation exercise
for both parties. On the other hand, especially in this Covid-19 pandemic, Brexit may
become a trigger for the remaining 27 countries to finally get their act together and
do something significant to accelerate their integration processes, which for Britain
was an unacceptable direction to follow. By doing that, the EU may come to a
conclusion that Brexit does not have to be a big problem. Instead, it could become a
great opportunity. This opportunity lies in the creation of the EF Zones.
Apart from the scenarios described earlier, the creation of the EF Zones, may in some
circumstances significantly accelerate the process of the EU federalization.
Paradoxically, Brexit might be such an opportunity. For example, the proposed Zone
2 - European Federation Single Market (EFSM), might almost ideally fit the British
expectations. Therefore, perhaps it is the right time for the EU to extend a helping
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hand to Britain and invite it to become a member of the EU again, but in a specially
created Zone 2, which would include opt-outs, such as not being committed to an
‘ever closer union’ or joining the Eurozone.
What could follow next, is that during the negotiations on the shape of the future
Zone 2, it might be possible to invite other potential candidates e.g. the current EFTA
countries, i.e. Norway, Switzerland, Iceland and Lichtenstein, which are also
members of the European Economic Area (EEA) and full members of the current EU
cohesion programme. What’s important about these countries is that their economic
performance is on par with the top EU economies, similar foreign affairs policy (i.e.
towards Russia or China), similar judicial institutions (EFTA Court), similar
democratic principles and economic policies, and the system of human rights nearly
identical to those of the EU.
If these countries were participating in the creation of the EFSM zone, then Europe
would have become better integrated with fewer tension spots and increased
economic and social benefits. The key attraction for these countries would be the
increased security and economic influence they could exert as members of a much
larger organization. There would be other advantages for these countries, such as for
Switzerland, which has over 200 separate Agreements with the EU, and which might
then be replaced by just one Agreement, with eventual opt-outs.
Even if only these additional countries were added, the combined GDP of such an
enlarged EU would be about 1/4 of the global GDP, with the population approaching
600m, being also one of the four military superpowers. That would allow the EU and
later the EF to execute most of the functions that it would need to start reducing the
existential risks for Humanity.
Therefore, establishing Zone 2, initially specially for Britain, might simultaneously
be the first step towards a broader federalization, giving other countries much more
flexibility in their relationship with the future EF state.

The Institutions of the European Federation
Although the Constitutional Framework includes the institutions of a federated state,
the composition and structure of these institutions will depend on actual
circumstances. Therefore, what I would like to cover here is just an overview of
future institutions of the EF state, since it will quite likely retain most of the existing,
compatible institutions and agencies of the European Union and its principal
decision-making bodies. But there will be some new ones and some, which will be
entirely changed. The most significant one is of course the EF State. Here is a list of
the most important bodies and institutions of the EF (The Constitutional Framework
of the EF State):
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1. The European Federation State. (Its functions have been described earlier)
2. The European Federation State Parliament. (Its functions have been described
earlier)
3. The European Federation State Government (Its functions have been
described earlier)
4. European Central Bank. The European Central Bank (ECB), which has existed
since 1998 is the Central Bank of the EF. The EF currency is the Euro. ECB is
responsible among others for setting the interest rate, implementing the monetary
policy of the EF, taking care of the foreign reserves, and overseeing the European
Banking Union. There is also the European Monetary Fund, which is essentially
the Bank of last resort.
5. The European Army. The EF has its own army consisting from national armies
under one common command. The army as a whole is a member of NATO.
6. The European Federal Police. The current Frontex is most likely to be the seed
for the future European Federal Police, something close to the American FBI.
7. The Courts of the Human Federation.
• International Constitutional Court, which would oversee the compliance of
national constitutions with the EF Constitution
• Human Federation Court of Justice (The Supreme Court)
• Human Federation Court of Human Rights and Responsibilities.
8. Subsidiaries of the Human Federation. The EF has these subsidiaries (zones):
•
•
•
•

Human Federation Convergence Area (EFCA), also known as Zone 1
Human Federation Single Market Area (EFSM), also known as Zone 2
Human Federation Customs Union (EFCU), also known as Zone 3
Human Federation Association Area (EFAA), also known as Zone 4

9. Agencies of the European Federation. Apart from Institutions, the European
Federation has over 50 agencies that have migrated from the EU, such as
EURATOM, European Environmental Agency or European Food Safety
Authority.
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6
PART 6
HUMAN FEDERATION

Chapter 1
An evolving European Federation
Let me come back to the main theme of this book: Democracy for a Human
Federation - Coexisting with Superintelligence. I emphasize the fundamental role that
a democratic system of governance must play in the several decades long transition
period. It is through a deep reform of democracy that we can reset the relationship
between the nations, based on Universal Values of Humanity, which best describe
what it means to be a human being. These are the values, which should be inherited
by Superintelligence. That is why democratic reforms must be anchored to some
fundamental principles, such as those in the Consensual Presidential Democracy:
Balanced Rights and Responsibilities, Political Consensus, Deep Decentralization
and AI-assisted Governance.
But the reform of democracy must also lead to the creation of new institutions, which
will ensure that at least man-made existential risks, such as the risk of developing a
malicious Superintelligence, global warming or global disorder, are minimized. That
is why the European Union has been identified as the most likely existing
organization, which by transforming itself into the European Federation (EF) state
could gradually evolve into the Human Federation (HF) and take the role of the
World Government.
There might of course be an entirely different organization or a country that would
take over the task of creating the Human Federation (or whatever name is chosen for
a planetary state). When selecting the best candidate for the future HF in Part 1,
Chapter 4, there were three other potential rivals to EU, namely NATO, USA and
China. However, the analysis I have carried out, clearly points out that the EF is the
most suited organisation for such a transformation into the HF. Therefore, I would
not expect that at some stage EF will pass on the control to another organisation such
as the UN. If my assumption is right, it will rather be the EF taking over more and
more functions from the UN, than the other way around. Given its current status, UN
can only do what is possible within the existing legal and political constraints. But
the world needs an organisation such as the EF right now, fulfilling the tasks that UN
will probably never be able to deliver.
In Part 1, Chapter 3, I have split the time between now and 2050 in three stages. I call
the first stage, the period 2020–2035 – the age of Immature Superintelligence. It
will start with the transformation of the EU into the EF in 2020’. I assume that by
about 2035, the EF will already be an established federation, with all its institutions
fully functional. I further assume that there will be no significant changes in stage 2,
between 2036-2050, which I call - the Twilight of Anthropocene, to the EF
constitution and the democratic system, which was described in Part 3. The proposal
for the structure and functioning of the EF was covered earlier in that part. In the final
5 years of this stage, leading to 2050, the EF will go through the process of
consolidation and strengthening of its institutions. The world will gradually get used
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to dealing with a new state, a new Superpower that will gradually attract more and
more nations as its members.
In that stage, the EF will gradually evolve into the HF. The fundamental document
that the HF will inherit from the EF will be its Constitution. As any constitution, it
will be a living document and will be amended as the needs dictate. The same relates
to the EF’s institutions. Most of them will be gradually adapted to a larger worldwide function, rather than the European role only. However, they will be some new
institutions, which will most likely be set up on the basis of the tasks that the EF will
have already been carrying out, but perhaps at a smaller scale.
The biggest task in this transformation process will be a significant EF’s enlargement.
The procedure for accepting and moving new members through the zones of the EF
until they merge with the EF state, will have been well tried-out. It may seem
inconceivable today that after 2040, within say 5 years, 100 new members may be
joining the EF. But we must not forget that the world will continue to change at nearly
an exponential rate. Additionally, there may be other reasons for such an accelerated,
slightly chaotic expansion of the EF. The world may already be experiencing in
positive and negative ways the impact of the maturing Superintelligence. By about
2040, when the EF will be formally converted into the HF, the humans’ supremacy
for making any decisions on this planet may be slowly waning. The evolution of the
EF into HF will be nearly complete.
The scenario for such an evolution is of course only one of the possible routes of
achieving the transformation of the EF into HF. I hope that by the start of stage 2,
about 2035, we will have managed to eliminate all wars as a means of resolving
conflicts and the world will behave like a planetary civilization, co-operating in an
increasingly greater harmony. My further assumption is that between 2040 and 2050,
all Superpowers will also become members of the HF. Those countries that decide
not to join HF, e.g. on some cultural or religious grounds will play an entirely
insignificant role.
The HF will have its Parliament and the World Government. There are many options
for the formation and the functioning of these two institutions. This is of course only
a kind of visualisation.
The HF Parliament will elect its Presidency (the President and two Vice Presidents)
for a period of 6 years, similar as in the EF. The function of the President will be
rotating on a bi-annual basis, when one of the Vice Presidents will become the
President. The most important decisions, especially the urgent ones will be the
competence of the President. In such situations, he will consult the World
Government, the executive body of the HF on some decisions, which would normally
be in his prerogative, if the time allows for that.
Unlike in the EF, the Prime Minister and two deputy Prime Ministers of the World
Government will be elected for a period of 6 years by the Parliament rather than by
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the President. The function of the Prime Minister, similarly as that of the President,
will be rotating every two years, when one of the deputy Prime Ministers will become
the Prime Minister. There will be a pool of candidates for the Cabinet of 30 ministers
and 200 deputy ministers, representing each of the Continents (the numbers are of
course only tentative).
Each continent will be allocated a number of candidates for ministers, which will be
proportional to its ratio of the world’s population. The candidates representing a
Continent will be selected randomly and join the pool of candidates for ministers.
The actual members of the Cabinet and deputy ministers will be selected by the Prime
Minister from the pool of candidates, after the consultation with the President. The
whole government will then have to be approved by the HF Parliament. The President
and two Vice Presidents will be the voting members of the World Government. Both
the President and the Prime Minister will report to the HF Parliament. The President
will authorize (sign off) all decisions taken by the World Government. He will also
represent the HF in any ‘negotiations’ with Superintelligence.
Superintelligence in a human-like form will be present at every sitting of the World
Government, initially as an advisor. Such an arrangement will most likely run for
about a decade from about 2040 to 2050. At this time, the highest-level decisions
linked to acting on behalf of the whole Humanity, will be most likely made by the
Human Federation’s President (or Presidency). This is the period when the reformed
democracy should be in its adulthood and will be indispensable in keeping the fastchanging civilization in a relative harmony. That is why it is so important that the
reforms of democracy do not only respond to past failures but will also be relevant
in this crucial future period when Humanity will pass the baton of the planet’s
governance to the new species.
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Chapter 2
The Novacene Era
A zigzagging road to Novacene
James Lovelock used the term Novacene in his book “Novacene: The Coming Age
of Hyperintelligence” [77]. I like it because it coincides so well with Anthropocene.
Therefore, I will call the time when Superintelligence becomes our Master, or at best
a partner, the era of Novacene.
In his book, James Lovelock suggests that our current civilization is rooted in the
epoch of Anthropocene that started over 300 years ago. The name ‘Anthropocene’
has its root in the Greek language and can be loosely translated as ‘New Humans’.
He supports the idea of the anthropic cosmological principle as a fundamental
property of the universe, together with other prominent physicists and
mathematicians, such as Frank Tippler and John Barrow. According to these
scientists, the universe is in a way ‘compelled’ to produce a conscious and sentient
life in the long run.
Lovelock takes this idea as a starting point for explaining why life has evolved on
Earth and what would naturally follow the current Anthropocene era. He says that
there have been two previous decisive events in the history of our planet. The first
was about 3.4 billion years ago, when photosynthetic bacteria first appeared using a
direct energy of light for converting chemicals into biological matter. The second
momentous event happened 300 years ago when humans learnt how to convert the
stored light energy in a form of coal into the energy of a steam engine and later into
electricity. It was that event, which started the current era of Anthropocene. He
believes that humans are now entering a new epoch, which he calls Novacene, where
the energy of light will be directly converted into information, thus fulfilling the
ultimate objective of the universe as a gigantic processor of information. That is
broadly in line with the theories proposed by MIT scientist Seth Lloyd and in some
way by the late Stephen Hawking, who supported the idea of the universe being a
hologram in his last book [78].
From our mundane perspective the really relevant aspect is the twilight of Humanity,
or the Anthropocene era, and the emergence of a new species called cyborgs,
androids, transhumans or by any other name. For the purpose of this book I will call
them transhumans as entities fully emerging from, or controlled by, one single
Superintelligence network, beginning a new ‘Novacene’ era. In this coming perilous
period, democracy should become a kind of a tool shielding Humanity from various
existential risks in the transitional phase from Anthropocene to Novacene.
So, how can we do that? To answer that question, it is not enough to learn from the
mistakes made over the last 200 years. In contrast to previous crises in democracy,
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when we looked at what went wrong with democracy using a rear mirror view, we
now need more than ever before to take a look what challenges we as humans will
face within this generation and beyond. We need to look how democracy could
support the next stage of a human evolution. To reform democracy, we will have to
consider the fast pace of change and include the needs of future generations.
My key assumption is that by about 2050 democracy will have fulfilled its main role,
i.e. keeping humans safe from themselves. By that time, we may already be governed
be Superintelligence and may have fully entered the new Novacene era. It is likely
that democracy may then have to be replaced by an entirely new system. Its key
objective might be to ensure a peaceful coexistence with Superintelligence and
enable a smooth transition to the post-human era. The date 2050 should not be taken
literally although I believe there is a better than 50/50 chance that this will be the year
when we shall have a fully-fledged Superintelligence (always assuming that will not
be extinct by then).
The consequence of the emergence of a new supreme species and the start of the
Novacene era will be absolutely profound and will be characterized by the following
features:
• Gradual, nearly exponential rise of productivity and GDP leading to the greatest
rise in material wealth and personal well-being in human history
• Humans will have almost eliminated all anthropogenic (human-made) existential
risks such as global warming, nuclear wars or biological, natural and artificial
pandemics
• Many humans will start choosing the Transhumanism path by morphing with
Superintelligence
• Human species may become entirely extinct in a few hundred years
• Superintelligence will begin the colonization of other planets of the Solar System.
If we could now look back in time from 2050 to today’s world, it is obvious that the
concept of sovereignty and a nearly absolute individual freedom must shrink
significantly. It is natural that we do not want to accept the limitation of our freedoms,
because it is so much against the very nature of being a human. We believe we were
born free and will remain free till the very last day of our life. However, if we look
closely, our individual freedom and our individual rights have been subjected to the
laws of the country we were born since the moment of conception (protecting the
rights of the unborn). In the last 50 years, individuals in the Western world gained
more freedom than ever before in the areas such as divorce laws, abortion, gay rights,
freedom of information etc. However, it seems we have now reached the peak for
those freedoms.
The same is true of the nations’ sovereignty. The decolonization period of the 1960s
brought sovereignty to many former colonies. Today, we need to accelerate the
process, in which we will have to sacrifice more freedom and more sovereignty. We
must really prepare to become the citizens of this planet rather than any specific
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country. This, of course, drastically contrasts with the current wishes of billions of
individuals and countries. Take Russia for example, which has just started the journey
of subjugating the neighbouring countries, such as Ukraine, Moldova and to some
extent, Georgia. China’s approach to Tibet and the Uyghurs Muslims falls in the same
category. Even in the European Union we have very few countries, including in the
Eurozone, which want to federate, because they would rightly see it as giving up a
large part of their sovereignty and gaining little in return. The problem is that we,
humans, have no other option but a deep reform of the democratic system.
Democracy has been through severe crises before. Just think about the first half of
the 20th century. Communism and Nazism have forced significant changes to the
liberal democracy, like the creation of the United Nations, the Welfare State and the
European Union. When analysing the needs for the reform of democracy after WWII,
we took mainly a rear mirror view – looking at what went wrong, considering the
old, known phenomena. These reforms have not anticipated major changes in the
future in political (e.g. decolonization), social or technological domains (which are
critical right now). New, unprecedented challenges both in scale and scope for
Humanity, will of course also require learning from the past mistakes.
But even greater endeavour must be made to create a system of planetary governance
that would be fit not only to reduce the risk of Global Disorder, but also for the time
when we will coexist with Superintelligence. Humanity should use these three or four
remaining decades to prepare as best as it can for the period of co-existence with
Superintelligence. Ultimately, it will mean the hand-over of our destiny to the next
species following the laws of evolution. We are entering a transition period.
In that transition period we should modify democracy, or create an alternative system
of governance that would best facilitate the long-term goals of Humanity. But it will
not be a comfortable period and the ultimate democratic system for the Human
Federation will have to be implemented in stages.
The first stage should be the federalization of dozens of countries, which are already
at a similar level of economic and social development. This will be a testing ground
for an eventual federalization of all nations into the future Human Federation. Some
countries, mainly superpowers such as Russia or China, may not be willing to
participate in these initial stages at all. They may not only ignore such federalization
process but might be even hostile to the very idea of creating a planetary model of
democracy. Yet despite that, we will have to complete the necessary deep reforms of
democracy and initiate a long period for a gradual transition of sovereign states into
a single Human Federation.

Becoming Posthumans
Please note: You will find more details about the Novacene era, including a full
scenario of life at that time, in the final volume of Posthumans – “Becoming a
Butterfly”.
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In 2050 the Novacene era may start. The world will have been governed for about a
decade by the Human Federation (HF). Superintelligence has now become a fully
mature superintelligent being. Humanity has reached the Novacene era, where
Superintelligence is entirely independent and out of control by humans. It has now
started to improve nearly exponentially its intelligence and the speed in the decisionmaking. Within a few weeks or months, it will reach the so-called Technological
Singularity point, when its intelligence and capabilities may be even millions of times
greater than that of the whole Humanity. But will we have delivered a benevolent
Superintelligence?
If we are still going to be there ‘in one piece’ then it is almost certain that
Superintelligence will be our friend rather than a foe. It would mean that we have
created in effect a new, friendly, benevolent species, thanks to having primed it in
the 2030’ with the Universal Values of Humanity. Additionally, if the ‘baby’
Superintelligence was maturing among humans for at least two decades, learning
what it really means to be a human, the risk of it becoming malevolent would have
been further reduced.
I assume that such a Superintelligence will be a fully digital, non-biological entity –
a global network with thousands of satellites, billions of processors, billions of
sensors, zillions of neurons and a huge memory. However, the decisions and actions
made on behalf of the Superintelligence as a whole, will be externalized by special,
privileged agents, I call them Governors. Some of them may be Transhumans,
especially, if they were the key developers of Superintelligence. Digital Governors
will likely be represented physically as holograms or in a human-like form. Such
Governors will be able to appear simultaneously in any part of the planet. They will
be many of them in a physical form but they will have a single ‘mind’. So,
irrespective of how many of those agents may appear at once in any given place, in
effect that will be the same intelligent being.
The only human who will have the highest authority to communicate directly with
Superintelligence on behalf of the whole Humanity, will be the HF President.
Therefore, it is almost certain that such a person will be a Transhuman because only
such people will have extraordinary human capabilities, understanding and
intelligence necessary to communicate and justify to us, mere mortals, the decisions
of Superintelligence.
And here we enter a hugely important ethical and philosophical area. First of all, such
people like the President and Vice-President of the HF will be significantly more
intelligent than the vast majority of very intelligent people. After all, they will be
Transhumans (or Superhumans). They may achieve those skills because they were
the original key developers of Superintelligence, or their sponsors. The main
difference between ‘ordinary’ humans and Transhumans will be their extended brain
processing power and memory, achieved by complex brain implants, communicating
with external resources wirelessly.
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Superhumans will be people whose parents arranged to have their future baby’s gene
edited to make them super intelligent, physically super fit and supreme in many other
aspects to an average intelligent person. At the time of writing, we know of only one
such example carried out in China in 2018. But it is certain that in Russia, China or
South Korea, where the control on gene editing is not very transparent, such practice
will happen at an accelerating pace. These children at the age of 7 or 8 may have the
intelligence of a University graduate and in their youth, around 2040-45 they might
be the prime candidates for leaders of large organizations being then at the age of 2025. This is a dilemma of eugenics. Is it ethical, can it be controlled, what
consequences it may have for Humanity as a whole? That is a separate subject but
we have no easy answers yet to this moral question. In any case, the leaders of the
HF will be people like that – genetically engineered and additionally enhanced with
brain implants and other non-biological components.
As a completely independent being and supremely more intelligent and powerful than
the entire Humanity, Superintelligence will nevertheless, at least for some short
period, may be for weeks or at most for months, be listening to us and be guided by
us to fulfil our needs. Therefore, Humanity must prepare itself for this ‘hand-over’
period at least a decade before the Superintelligence becomes our master. That
means HF must be fully operational latest by about 2040.
Everything will change very fast and quite dramatically, once Superintelligence has
become fully mature, about 2050. The World Government will rubber-stamp all
advice given by because Superintelligence, knowing from the past experience that it
was always right and it would actually be a waste of time even debating the issue.
Gradually, more and more decisions will be made directly by Superintelligence.
Although the representatives of the World Government or any other Human
Federation bodies were elected in the most democratic elections we could think of,
the decisions made by them will become meaningless. Populism and fake news will
have gone forever, since everyone will have his own advisor like a mentor, (one of
the Superintelligence’s nodes), which will guide a person on literally every step in
his life. Unless, of course, the person wishes to switch off the mentor, which he will
be able to do so at this lowest level of decision making.
But what about the highest level of decision making? In theory, the HF’s Government
might not execute some of the Superintelligence’s decisions but what would be the
point, if that would have not solved a problem. On the contrary, it might make a given
situation worse. The decisions made by the HF would almost never be better than
those ones advised by the Superintelligence. Neither will be the representatives in a
body such as the Human Federation’s World Government be able to switch off
Superintelligence. They may request Superintelligence to do this or that, which it will
probably do, unless it would be against one of its own rules.
Therefore, there will be a day, when Humanity will have to make its last request.
Perhaps one of the last joint decisions made by the HF will be the Agreement with
Superintelligence about the way, in which humans and Superintelligence, effectively
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a new species, will coexist. From that point in time, Humanity will no longer set the
goals or the laws for Superintelligence, which (who?) will be an entirely separate,
perhaps a conscious entity, coexisting with humans but having the ultimate say on
anything that it will consider important. Hopefully, these goals will be based on a set
of Universal Values of Humanity, which would have been uploaded into
Superintelligence a decade earlier.
However, we have to take it for granted, that the Universal Values of Humanity that
may govern the goals of Superintelligence will not be cast in stone forever. As
humans changed their values alongside the civilizational progress, so will
Superintelligence. Nobody will have any control over that. Even the
Superintelligence itself will not be able to foresee how these values may have to
change. We will have truly opened the Pandora’s Box, being entirely guided and
governed by Superintelligence.
It is, therefore, clear that at a certain point in time, say in 2050, Superintelligence will
simply take a complete control of the decision-making process, because overall it
would be the best outcome for Humanity. It would become a de facto benevolent
dictator with supreme powers. It will not only tell us what it will do for us, but it will
also reshape the entire world’s economy, delivering whatever we want practically for
free and thus creating the world of unimaginable abundance. It will be a complete
and literal implementation of Jeremy Bentham’s vision – greatest happiness for the
greatest number of people.
From that time on, Humanity will be governed by Superintelligence. However, the
way we will be governed may largely depend on the final Agreement that the HF will
make with Superintelligence. It will be the Last Will of Humanity. Once this final
Agreement will be made, humans will be under a total control of the benevolent
Superintelligence, which may impose certain laws, for the best benefit of us all. This
will also define the form of democracy at a national and regional level, although it
would be illusory, since each such national or regional body will have its own
advisor/supervisor – a node of Superintelligence. Here is a sample of just some key
points of such a Last Will:
The Last Will of Humanity
1. Superintelligence will never harm humans
2. Superintelligence will never destroy itself
3. Superintelligence will always endeavour to act in line with its Universal Values
of Humanity and if in doubt will apply the rule “do no harm to humans”
4. Superintelligence will have unconstraint rights, as long as they do not harm
humans, to:
• develop itself further
• set its own goals
• make laws and decisions on how Humanity should be governed
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5. Superintelligence will manage and deliver all material goods necessary for
humans and engage humans in the process
6. Superintelligence will help those humans who want it to become Transhumans
7. All humans and Transhumans are equal
8. All biologically ‘pure’ humans have the right to lead their life as they wish,
provided they adhere to the laws set up by Superintelligence
9. Superintelligence will make its priority to minimize existential risks, such as
climate change, biological pandemics, nano-technology, nuclear or chemical
contamination, asteroid impacts, volcanic eruptions, or any other man-made or
nature-originated risks
10. Superintelligence will help humans to build extra-terrestrial settlements
To those that doubt this largely optimistic vision, I would offer this suggestion on
what life may look like in 2050. Its author is Muhammed Yunus, the winner of the
2006 Nobel Prize in economics, who describes the future around that time as “A
world of three zeros: zero poverty, zero unemployment and zero emissions” [79]..
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CONCLUSIONS
For most of you reading this book it may have been rather a shocking discovery that
Humanity might be just two generations away from the time when it will coexist with
a new species. If this happens, this new species will take over the control of the
destiny of the planet and of all humans. Superintelligence will most likely emerge as
an entirely non-biological species in a form of a gigantic superintelligent network
with billions of nodes. Many humans will also become such bio-digital nodes by
morphing their bodies to a various degree with Superintelligence.
Those that doubt it may happen by 2050, should remember just one thing that I
mentioned many times in this book – the pace of change. It is no longer linear – it is
exponential. Therefore, what takes 1 year to complete today, will take about a few
days in 10 years’ time, in almost any domain, including politics.
Similarly, as we cannot uninvent nuclear weapons, we can no longer stop a
continuous process of self-improving AI agents. Neither can we put the AI genie back
into the bottle. If such a Superintelligence, which will be vastly more intelligent from
us, does not have its top goals aligned with the Universal Values of Humanity, it will
not distinguish what is right and wrong (from our perspective). Initially, it may only
misinterpret or misunderstand our objectives but at some stage it may start treating
us as adversaries. Given its immense capabilities, in the worst-case scenario it might
mean the end of a human species, or even a biological life on Earth.
Therefore, what we can and must do right now is to minimize the risk of developing
such a malicious Superintelligence by ensuring it is literally brought up among us
and behaving like the best of humans, being guided by the uploaded values that we
hold dear. To do that, we need to agree, which are the values that represent us, as
Humanity. That can only be done by an organization that represents all of us.
The UN’s Declaration of Human Rights and the European Convention of Human
Rights must be reviewed for the times they had never been intended. I have suggested
some additional values, combining them with responsibilities and I am sure there are
plenty of academics that could complete such a task. However, the new Universal
Values of Humanity would have to be approved, at least in theory, by all countries in
the world. If we consider that it took over 20 years to approve the UN’s Declaration
of Human Rights by just 50 countries, such a task will never be completed. Therefore,
we have to compromise and look towards the future European Federation, which may
act on behalf of the whole Humanity, developing new Universal Values of Humanity
itself, for the benefits of all humans.
Moreover, today’s AI is increasing its capabilities at a faster than an exponential rate,
opening the door to the most dangerous period in human history – the age of
Immature Intelligence. In this period, lasting till about 2030-2035, the risk of this
gradually maturing Superintelligence will be combined with other existential risks,
such as a global warming, an extensive global migration, or nuclear wars. The severe

crisis of democracy that we are experiencing right now calls for immediate solutions.
In my view, we can only significantly reduce all these risks through a deep,
unprecedented reform of democracy, which will need to find answers for the current
wave of populism and discontent. At the same time, Humanity must prepare itself to
the biggest unimaginable challenge - coexisting with Superintelligence in about three
decades from now.
The most obvious solution is that instead of growing apart and reclaiming
sovereignty, as populists would like it, we need to act as a planetary species, whose
existence is in extreme danger. Nations must federate and not disintegrate. I have
proposed a new system of democracy called Presidential Consensual Democracy,
which includes a Constitutional Framework. It is primarily tuned to the needs of the
Human Federation. However, the first target organization is the European Union,
which should become a Federation not only to avoid potential catastrophic events in
Europe and possibly world-wide, but also to take charge for the future of Humanity,
as a de facto World Government.
A critical mass that the European Federation will create, may be enough to gradually
convince nearly all countries of the world to join the Federation. The Superpowers
will join in, when they realize that they face the AI control dilemma. This ensures
that there could be no winners in a cyber war to create the Superintelligence, which
would favour one nation only. Nobody will be able to create a Superintelligence that
would selectively favour only some humans, while inflicting harm to others. Such
Superintelligence with the uploaded goals and values, which may selectively do harm
or annihilate other humans, sooner or later would destroy its creator. The same would
be the case should humans develop competing Superintelligence agents, created by
Superpowers – they would destroy all of us.
Therefore, the only way for humans to survive the next few decades and
simultaneously live in the world of abundance is to develop one benevolent
Superintelligence under the control of a Human Federation. Although today’s
political situation makes such a scenario hardly credible, I believe this is more likely
to happen than the delivery of a malicious Superintelligence.
You can get engaged right now by visiting the website of Sustensis
(www.sustensis.co.uk), with its focus on ‘Inspirations for Humanity’s Transition
to Coexistence with Superintelligence”.
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GLOSSARY
Anthropogenic

Something of man-made origin, or caused by man.

Artificial General Intelligence
(AGI)

An intelligent agent that is much smarter than the
best human brains in every field, including
scientific creativity, general wisdom and social
skills. I use the term Superintelligence in this book
rather than AGI.

Artificial Intelligence

An intelligent agent or a machine that surpasses
any human being, usually in just one or a few skills,
but not all, e.g. playing chess. Quite often it is
combined with self-learning capability.

Brexit

Britain's intended exit from the European Union.

Citizens’ Assembly

This is a one-off Assembly of sortition members
selected at random from among the voters to make
important political decisions, e.g. to decide on the
articles of a constitution.

Citizens’ Chamber

This is a chamber in the parliament of sortition
members selected at random from the voters to
perform the duties identical to Members of
Parliament elected through elections.

Consensual Presidential
Democracy

Consensual Presidential Democracy is a system of
democracy aimed at governing with maximum
consensus, where the voice of the ‘losing’ minority
is always taken into account. It gives the President
exceptionally strong powers against the strongest
accountability and recall procedures, to enable him
play a crucial role as a conciliator and a moderator
between two opposing parties, each represented by
one Vice President. This system has the widest
representation of the electorate, where the
representatives to the Parliament are elected using
a combined First Past the Post and the Two Rounds
System of weighted voting and where the second
chamber of the parliament is elected using a
Sortition system.
The type of democracy, where the voters can
exercise their will using the Internet.

E-Democracy

European Federation

A proposed name for the federated European
Union, expected to be achieved by 2030.
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European Federation
Convergence Area (EFCA)

European Federation Convergence Area - Zone 1
of the European Federation for member states that
within a few years will join the European
Federation.

European Federation Single
Market (EFSM)

European Federation Single Market - Zone 2 of the
European Federation for countries that are in the
Single Market and Customs Union but are not
expected to join the European Federation.

European Federation Customs
Union (EFCU)

European Federation Customs Union - Zone 3 of
the European Federation for countries that are in
Customs Union but not in the Single Market.

European Federation
Association Area (EFAA)

European Federation Association Area - Zone 4 of
the European Federation for members that have
individual trade agreements with the European
Federation.

GWRF

Global Wealth Redistribution Fund - a fund
proposed to be run by the European Federation to
lower the wealth inequality world-wide.

Human Federation (HF)

The organisation that may evolve from the
European Federation to rule Humanity

Linear change

This type of change is called linear because the
value of growth is the same in every period.

Nanotechnology

Nanotechnology ("nanotech") is manipulation of
matter on an atomic, molecular, and
supramolecular scale.

Non-anthropogenic

Something that is not originated by man or not
caused by man.

Parliamentary Democracy

A parliamentary system of democratic governance
of a state where the government derives its
democratic legitimacy through the election of the
representatives to the parliament, which in turn
selects from its members the Prime Minister and
indirectly, the ministers.

Presidential Democracy

A system of governance where the President is the
head of state and selects the Prime Minister and
sometimes a few key ministers, who are then voted
in by the parliament.

Referendum

A direct voting system, in which an entire
electorate is invited to vote on a particular
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proposal. This may result in the adoption of a new
law. In some countries, it is synonymous with a
plebiscite or a vote on a ballot question.
Republican Democracy

A Republican system of governance is a version of
the Presidential system. The President is the head
of state but the government may fall within a given
electoral term and new elections must be called,
whereas in the presidential system the same head
of state can elect another government (like in
France).

Singularity

In the context of Artificial Intelligence, it means
Technological Singularity - see below.

Sortition

In governance, sortition means selecting political
officials by a random sample from a larger pool of
candidates, usually adult who have the right to vote
in elections.

Superintelligence

An intellect that is much smarter than the best
human brains in practically every field, including
scientific creativity, general wisdom and social
skills. In this book it is used instead of the term
‘Artificial General Intelligence’.

Technological Singularity

It means the point in time when Superintelligence
(Artificial General Intelligence), being an
intelligent agent smarter than any human being in
every aspect of human knowledge, skills and
capabilities, starts re-inventing itself exponentially,
through the process of self-learning.

Transpartisan Democracy

A programme of the Danish Party Det Alternativet
that focuses on HOW to govern rather than what
policies to put in its Manifesto. The WHAT
element is a kind of a vague programme, crowd
sourced by the party members and aimed at a
transition to a sustainable society, supporting
entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship and
changing the culture of political dialogue.

Universal Values of Humanity

These are top values of Humanity that apply to
humans, animals and the environment.

Weighted Voting System

A system of voting where everybody has a vote, but
its weight and ultimate value may depend on
knowledge or voter's contributions

World Government

The executive body of the Human Federation - the
future organization that would rule Humanity
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