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CHAPTER 1 

A call for a New Enlightenment 
Hungary today is symbolic of the future of Western society, of its 
dangers and its potential abyss, but also of the unique opportunity 
for renewal and the possibility of laying the foundation of a new 
world. 

For centuries now, since the dawn of the modern age, Western societies have lived within 
a relatively stable civilizational framework, an era shaped and characterized by the 
combined heritage and foundations of the Reformation, the Industrial Revolution and the 
Enlightenment. This era, however, seems to be coming to an end, whether we like it or 
not. 

It is tempting to interpret this as a story of decline: the weakening of liberal norms, the rise 
of populism, the erosion of trust, the spread of disinformation. These are all real 
phenomena and they deserve serious attention. But they are symptoms rather than 
causes. What we are facing is not merely a political malfunction, nor a temporary deviation 
caused by bad actors, weak leadership, or hostile external forces. It is something deeper 
and more structural: a crisis of capacity. A moment when the inherited forms, languages 
and operating systems of modern democracy are no longer able to perceive, process and 
act upon the realities they are meant to govern. This exhaustion does not manifest as a 
sudden collapse. On the contrary, it often appears as overstimulation: more elections, 
more communication, more data, more noise — yet less shared understanding, less trust, 
less agency. Democracy still moves, but increasingly without direction, coherence, or a 
sense of collective authorship. 

The deeper issue lies in the growing mismatch between the complexity of the world and 
the architectures through which we attempt to govern it. Modern democratic institutions 
were shaped in a historical context where problems were slower, more localized and more 
separable from one another. Decision-making could afford delay. Authority could be 
centralized without catastrophic consequences. The pace of change allowed institutions 
to stabilize before being challenged again. That world no longer exists. Today’s societies 
operate inside dense, interdependent systems: ecological, technological, economic and 
cultural. Crises cascade across domains. Decisions taken in one arena generate 
unintended consequences in another. Time itself has accelerated – not only in markets 
and technologies, but in public expectations, emotional climates and political reactions. 
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This creates a profound challenge for Western societies. We are not observing the end of 
an era from the outside; we are living inside it while it dissolves. This makes recognition 
difficult. Embeddedness can produce blindness. Familiar concepts, habits and institutional 
reflexes continue to shape our responses, even as they become less effective, and the 
temptation is strong to deny the scale of change, to treat the situation as a temporary crisis 
rather than a structural transition. 

So a fundamental challenge for us today across the West is to recognize and face all this 
despite being deeply embedded in the world as we have known it and to embrace it as a 
journey of fundamental renewal. This is not a matter of preference or ideology. Whether 
we welcome it or resist it, the foundational assumptions of the modern Western order are 
losing their organizing power. The institutions remain, the language persists, and the rituals 
continue, but their ability to generate trust, meaning and effective coordination is 
weakening. What once held society together now struggles to explain the realities it is 
meant to govern. If we can find our way to a new stability and “societal order”, we may 
shorten the time, scale and scope of the turmoil, danger and suffering such transitions 
usually bring with them when they play out spontaneously. Transitions of this scale can 
bring prolonged instability, polarization and suffering. In such periods, fear rushes in to fill 
the vacuum left by fading meaning. Simplistic narratives gain power precisely because 
they offer emotional certainty, even when they lack practical solutions. 

Hence the World Beyond refers not to a utopian future, nor to a clean break with history. 
It refers to the possibility of a new societal framework – one that can emerge after the 
exhaustion of the current one, while consciously integrating its lessons. One that is capable 
of restoring faith in a common good, a collectively achievable better future and a shared 
system of governance. One that is capable of dealing with our deeply systemic challenges 
– challenges that do not fit neatly into ideological categories or administrative silos like the 
climate breakdown, technological disruption, deep social fragmentation or demographic 
shifts. One that is not about rejecting modernity, but about moving beyond its limitations. 
One that can come after the current wave of ideologically void, raw power-driven 
technocratic feudalism. 

As a side note, this techno-feudalism is significantly informed and shaped by the cultural 
export of modern-day tsarism, opposing, combating and ever more threateningly winning 
over the previously dominant cultural export (and reality) of the West, liberal-democracy-
driven free-market capitalism. We need a positive alternative to both. Because the latter 
has run its course: its promises have weakened, its contradictions have intensified, and its 
ability to generate broad-based trust and social cohesion has diminished. On the other 
hand, technocratic feudalism does not represent progress. It is a return to a harsher and 
more inhuman world, albeit in a modernized form. It replaces consent with control, shared 
purpose with obedience and political agency with managed dependence. Its danger and 
power reside in giving the appearance of being functional in a world where everything else 
feels broken. 
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We cannot simply restore what no longer works, nor can we accept a future defined by 
domination and fear. The task ahead is to imagine and gradually build a societal framework 
that moves beyond exhaustion without regressing into authoritarianism — one that 
reclaims collective agency, shared governance and the possibility of a humane and stable 
future. 

So let us begin by making sense of an historical analogy, illuminating the deeper dynamics 
behind our present condition. The last comparable moment in Western history, when a 
dominant worldview began to lose its organizing power, was that of the Reformation and 
the Enlightenment. 

The Reformation, simplified to its core in a societal sense, was about a pervasive sense in 
people that the representatives of faith – or more precisely, the representatives of the 
established institutional source of faith – were “preaching water, drinking wine, and stealing 
our money”. So a collective anger was growing, as was a desire for newfound ethics and 
purity.  

This sentiment was simple, inspirational and powerful, able to mobilize masses of people, 
but was not yet able to bring about a new framework for living together. It could tear down 
legitimacy, but it could not yet rebuild it. For that, we needed the Enlightenment to happen, 
and that took quite some time to arrive. The Reformation, however, coupled with the 
Industrial Revolution, had created its foundations. Because in our efforts to escape the 
exposed vulnerability that was most people’s experiential reality both in a physical and a 
social sense during the Middle Ages, the new ethics, the new purity had become about 
taking control, thrift, hard work, a direct relationship with the divine and material success. 
This – reinforced by the Industrial Revolution and the geopolitical shifts of the time – 
ultimately led to the strengthening of a civic middle class, whose worldviews, desires and 
attitudes gave rise to the Enlightenment and the birth of the new ideologies from 
nationalism to liberalism, from capitalism to communism, from conservatism to fascism. 

It is important to note that faith itself was not disappearing. What was disappearing was 
the credibility of the institutional form through which faith had been mediated. Authority lost 
its monopoly over interpretation. Truth ceased to flow exclusively from a single center. This 
created anxiety, conflict, and fragmentation — but it also opened space for renewal. And 
out of crisis emerged the new societal and institutional framework capable of handling a 
more plural, dynamic, and complex world. 



THE WORLD BEYOND 

5 

In many ways, the new ideologies replaced religion as the major source of shared faith, in 
whose name one could wage war, sacrifice him or herself, offer hope, conduct purges or 
inquisition, justify, concentrate or decentralize power. They offered meaning, identity and 
justification. Ideologies became the lenses through which societies interpreted reality and 
legitimized authority. But they have all run their course. We have tried them all, and we 
have experienced their limits. The last ones to “fall” or to be “falling”, after their pyrrhic 
victory following the fall of the Berlin Wall, were liberalism and capitalism. Liberalism has 
dissolved too much of the sense of security and stability for too many by equating freedom 
with unlimited choice, relativizing everything and paving the way for soaring inequalities 
while ostensibly promoting equal opportunities. It has left large segments of society feeling 
unprotected and disoriented, and with a growing sense that outcomes are no longer fair or 
controllable. Meanwhile capitalism, when the cumulative impact of its extractive nature 
reaches vital ecological, social and psychological limits, is also starting to fail us, as the 
last remaining reliable source of hope (that every generation will be better off materially 
than the one before) is starting to vanish from the horizon. So we are pretty much left with 
nothing. Nothing to root our faith and hope in collectively, as societies. But we cannot live 
without hope and faith. People will do almost anything, endure hardships, forgive injustice, 
accept inequality and overlook almost anything to have such psychological foundations. 
When that belief collapses, anger and anxiety rush in to fill the void. 

So once again, we have a growing general sentiment that the representatives of the 
established institutional source of faith, this time the ideologies represented by politicians, 
are “preaching water, drinking wine, and stealing our money”. The parallel to the 
Reformation becomes striking. Disillusionment with institutions grows. Trust evaporates. 
Western societies are once again experiencing ideological exhaustion. The dominant 
ideologies of the twentieth century — liberalism, socialism, conservatism — still structure 
political debate, but they increasingly fail to provide orientation. They offer positions rather 
than capacities, identities rather than solutions. And as ideologies lose explanatory power, 
complexity is reduced to slogans, uncertainty is framed as weakness, politics shifts from 
problem-solving to identity defense.  
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No wonder many try to escape society in favour of small alternative communities. No 
wonder we have a growing tide of spiritualism. No wonder we have an overwhelming and 
growing anti-establishment anger. No wonder autocrats are gaining power and 
momentum. It is always the case at such times of anomie. These autocrats are not 
ideologically driven. Instead, they exploit the absence of belief. They call on the experience 
that we don’t have anything to believe in, and argue – implicitly or explicitly – that the only 
remaining source of faith, and therefore power, is strength. They position themselves as 
guardians against chaos, and promise to tear down the hypocritical, lying and elitist regime 
of the establishment, and simply protect us. This is a “new reformation”, a search for 
newfound purity, ethics and faith, in various forms. Donald Trump may not be so different 
from Henry VIII. The comparison may seem provocative, but it is instructive. He founded 
the Anglican Church not out of theological conviction, but because existing authority no 
longer served his needs: mainly because the Pope was not willing to divorce him from his 
wife. But if it is a new reformation, coupled with a new technological revolution, then the 
question becomes unavoidable: where is the New Enlightenment we so desperately need 
to offer us a new framework for living together? 

We need to pause here for a moment though, because we need to take a closer look at 
the heritage of our industrial approach as well. It has become so deeply embedded in the 
“water supply”, we are not even conscious of it anymore, but the metaphor of the machine 
has become so pervasive and prevalent that we make sense of everything through its 
lenses. It still shapes how we think, act, and organize society. The result is the fetishization 
of mechanistic control, material and tangible values, process-based efficiency and 
technocratic specialization.  

All great in so many ways, sources and drivers of our overall successful “escape” from the 
exposed and vulnerable existential reality of the Middle Ages. But it comes with a 
profoundly limiting and increasingly dangerous side effect: its fundamental incompatibility 
with how life and living systems work. The “rules of the game” were changed in terms of 
scale and speed, but not in terms of their basic nature. The worldview remained 
fundamentally competitive, materialistic, power-driven, and — in a metaphorical sense — 
strongly “masculine,” oriented toward domination, extraction, and control. The heritage of 
the industrial approach manifests itself in our trying to manufacture results and exercise 
control like we have over a machine. But life and living systems are different: results are 
born, the dynamics are emergent, control works more like that of a gardener. All our tools, 
even our most fundamental cognitive tools like “Setting goals → Situation analysis → Plan 
→ Execution → Monitoring and Feedback” are mechanistic, linear, targeted and siloed, 
when we increasingly live in a complex, interconnected, interdependent and emergent 
reality, largely due to the new technological revolution reshaping our world. Many of our 
social and environmental grand challenges, if not all, stem from this mismatch, and are 
symptoms of this underlying problem. 
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To bring all this closer to home, to our current reality, here is how a dear friend, Indy 
Johar, muses over the state of affairs: 

“During a recent visit to Helsinki, I was struck in conversation with Marco Steinberg by the quiet but 
pervasive militarization of society—a subtle echo of past conflicts intertwined with an uneasy 
anticipation of future turmoil. Beneath this atmosphere lay an increasingly fragile economic foundation, 
strained by hyperinflation affecting essential services like food, energy, and housing. These converging 
pressures have fostered a systemic sense of uncertainty, fear and vulnerability, further exacerbated by 
a culture of individualism ill-equipped to manage these new psycho-geographies. 

What once seemed a strength—an economy built on highly individualistic notions of self, labor, and 
consumer satisfaction—is now revealing itself as a structural trap. Frameworks that have promoted 
personal success, individuated rights and equality, and self-fulfillment, while externalizing their social 
costs, are now setting the stage for entrenched, systemic poverty—both relational and economic. 
Suicide rates are rising, mental health is declining, and informal social safety nets are eroding, 
accelerating a cycle of alienation and precarity. 

Fear, once embedded in the system, operationalizes into a vicious cycle. The impulse toward self-
protection manifests first as separation, then as microaggressions—an implicitly sanctioned erosion of 
social trust. In the desperate pursuit of identity and agency, aggression and othering become tools for 
self-definition. This gradual degradation of relational capital further weakens the informal networks 
essential for exchanging experience-based insights—insights that fuel innovation, adaptation, and 
economic renewal. As these networks collapse, so too does the foundation of resilience. 

What emerges is a troubling trajectory toward a Dark Forest Future—a condition of deepening 
isolation, silence, and mutual mistrust. As individuals retreat into protective individualism, societies 
fracture into parallel realities, disconnected and incapable of meaningful dialogue or cooperation. This 
fragmentation weakens collective problem-solving capacities, leaving communities vulnerable to crisis 
and unable to mount effective responses. 

Helsinki’s subtle cultural militarization and the micro-level erosion of its social fabric illuminate a 
broader phenomenon playing out across the world. Many societies have already crossed this 
Rubicon—some in distant geographies, others in places perceived as too culturally removed to serve 
as direct reference points. Yet the issue is not merely one of precedent, but of proximity. Helsinki, with 
its familiar structures and shared contours of experience, offers a stark reflection of our own possible 
future. The question is: can we recognize in its transitions the shifts we must make to avoid a Dark 
Forest Future? 

The challenge ahead is not simply about material investment in physical infrastructure, services, or 
economic recovery. It is about a fundamental transformation in how we relate to one another. 
Resilience cannot be built solely through technological systems or financial interventions—it must be 
deeply embedded in a relational shift toward interdependence, trust, and mutual care. If we fail to make 
this transition, the isolation we once saw as a form of self-preservation may instead become our 
undoing. 

This moment calls for intentional investments—not just in tangible assets, but in the scaffolding 
necessary to rebuild relational society. Helsinki’s trajectory is not unique, but it is instructive. It forces 
us (western societies) to ask: will we recognize these patterns in time to change course? Will we invest 
in the relational foundations necessary to sustain us in an era that demands a new form of resilience? 
The answers to these questions will determine whether we step further into the Dark Forest—or find a 
way to emerge from it.” 
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So once again, we arrive at the deep challenge of a New Enlightenment. Not as a rhetorical 
flourish, nor as a nostalgic reference, but rather as our friends at the Alternative UK pose 
the question: If politics is broken, what is the alternative? Because the question is both 
deeply philosophical and immensely pragmatic at the same time. It is not enough to replace 
one ideology with another, one elite with another, or one institutional arrangement with a 
slightly modified version of the same. 

For one, we need to earnestly engage with the fundamental questions of our societies 
once again with an open and explorative mind. Not defensively, not ideologically, and not 
with the intention of quickly arriving at predefined answers, but with an open, explorative, 
and genuinely curious mind. Once again, we need a network of daring and explorative 
conversations, formal and informal, across Europe around political and social innovation 
that can lead to new solutions in an organic and emergent way, not through project-based 
targeted innovation.  

Political and social innovation today cannot be engineered through targeted interventions 
alone. It must emerge from a richer, more plural process of sense-making, where different 
perspectives are allowed to coexist long enough for new patterns to surface. Innovation, 
in this sense, is not something we implement; it is something we cultivate. We need to 
reengage with and reimagine foundational structures like the institutional framework for 
democracy, fundamentals of our economic systems and models, ways of meaningful 
participation, the role of media, arts, and religion or spirituality, the role and significance of 
nation-states, or the nature of progress and well-being. Metrics of success inherited from 
earlier eras no longer capture what truly matters in a world defined by interdependence, 
fragility, and planetary limits. As these elements evolve, power dynamics will inevitably 
change along with them as a consequence, and I believe a new framework for living 
together will eventually emerge. 

One key area to address is our failing political landscape, because our politics shapes the 
frameworks within which decisions are made, societies are governed, resources are 
allocated and collective priorities are defined. In other words, our politics directly shapes 
and conditions how we can manage the transition or transformation we need. We must 
therefore return to the fundamentals and revisit the very framing of what politics is about 
and what role it plays in society. Over time, this framing has narrowed. We are now used 
to a landscape where politics is understood primarily as a competitive arena in which 
parties seek power by representing people through upholding various predefined 
ideological positions, and by representing people’s interests through the electoral process. 
While this model once offered coherence and clarity, it is now showing clear signs of 
breakdown. 
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The representing interests part has largely fallen victim to high-stakes lobbying and large 
business, while representative democracy turned into more of a “customer democracy”, 
where political choice resembles consumer choice, and most people vote for mediatized 
politician “brands” and simplified narratives, rather than local representatives, whom they 
personally know, trust and can hold accountable. Although the institutional framework has 
remained the same, the flow of power has reversed. Where once power flowed from the 
bottom up through elected local representatives, now it flows down from the leading 
politician brand to the local level. This shift has eroded the relational dimension of 
democracy, replacing proximity with spectacle. 

On the other hand, political ideologies have largely become void of positive faith, replaced 
by an ever fiercer sense of opposition and fear to fill that void. Where ideologies once 
offered coherent visions of a better society, they now often function primarily as markers 
of opposition. They define themselves less by what they seek to build and more by what 
they resist or fear. In the absence of shared hope, ideological conflict becomes 
increasingly polarized and emotionally charged, filling the vacuum left by fading meaning 
with hostility and defensive identity. 

But what if we shift our focus? An ever-growing portion of the population seems to want 
politicians to put ideological value-based battles aside in favour of a “governance service” 
– not necessarily in a technocratic sense, but in a pragmatic and experiential one. The 
question becomes less about which abstract values are upheld or proclaimed in rhetoric, 
but how decisions are made, how problems are addressed and whether governance is 
capable of responding to real conditions, managing complexity, and serving the collective 
good in practice. Such a shift does not imply the abandonment of values. Rather, it reflects 
a desire to ground values in lived experience and effective action. In this framing, politics 
regains meaning not through ideological purity, but through its capacity to enable societies 
to navigate uncertainty, coordinate collective effort and well-being, and move forward 
together. In other words, the relevance of values becomes more about guiding governance 
rooted in context, rather than absolute values being upheld or served by governing. 
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This approach may slightly alter and restructure the political value landscape as well. 
Harmony, for example, is a highly important pragmatic and experiential value for many, 
given a 21st-century context, whether it is with ourselves, each other or Nature. It is, 
however, not well represented in our current political value framework. Societies will have 
a certain combination of the relative importance of the values below, with balance and 
focus shifting as context and mindsets shift, and different patterns may emerge from how 
typical variations occur at scale: 

 

 

 

So why is Hungary is symbolic of the future of Europe, sort of its experimental lab, both 
regarding the danger and the opportunity? It is because Hungary stands at a crossroads 
Western societies are drifting towards, a challenge they will inevitably have to face. In 
Hungary, the modern-tsarist, newly brewed techno-feudalistic regime won big, firmly 
established its power and strengthened its grip on the whole society, yet – retaining the 
democratic process, through a slow-burn revolution, which allows for preparation and 
developing alternative foundations and capacities, rather than just overthrowing power – 
we have managed to change course. In a sense, the answer to electoral autocracy has 
become another oxymoron: a democratic revolution. 
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But it is impossible to go back to the “old West” now (although many things can and should 
be adopted of course), because the West is searching for its own future too. There is no 
choice but to face the challenge head-on: no safe path backward, and no external blueprint 
forward. The task is not merely restoration, but renewal. We must reignite faith in politics 
and in society itself. Faith not as blind belief, but as a lived experience that collective action 
can matter again. We must also rekindle a sense of agency and hope – the feeling that 
individuals, acting together, can influence the conditions of their shared lives. Without this 
sense of agency, apathy ensues and hope gives way to resignation. We need to build – or 
rather co-create – a new infrastructure and culture of politics and participation. In other 
words, we have no choice but to try and go forward… To the World Beyond… 
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CHAPTER 2 

The beginnings of a new political 
landscape 
If the industrial age taught us to engineer, the present age demands that we learn how to 
cultivate. So when we are looking for a new infrastructure and culture of politics, a political 
space not built on and defined by the traditional ideologies and worldview of the industrial 
age, we need to go back to the fundamentals of how the current political landscape is 
shaped, and also examine what inherent consequences stem from its structural setup. 

The political landscape as we know it (since the Old Enlightenment) looks 
something like this: 

 

It was born from and designed for a very different world, where societies had just woken 
up to their own agency, where the pace of information flow and processing differed by 
orders of magnitude, consumption and market dynamics had not taken over all aspects of 
our lives. Today we experience the essence of representative democracy being replaced 
with “customer democracy”, constant campaign dynamics sold as “entertainment”, like 
some sort of a sports game, perception and convenience taking precedence over content 
and meaning, leading inevitably to short-termism, competitive gridlock and moralizing, 
hypocritical polarization. All of these, I believe, are emergent phenomena from the 
systemic setup of our political landscape. 
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In this space, we need to choose our place and identity: a political stand is about choosing 
a principle-based position, where rights and wrongs do not change with context, so it is 
constant and oppositional by nature. No matter what the question is, the answer is always 
more of what you believe in. The more of it, the better. It follows a maximization logic that 
is more in line with the industrial, mechanistic approach than the operational logic of life, 
where balance, optimization and change are the fundamental governing principles. Being 
hungry, even starving, does not mean that eating more food will always be better from now 
on, irrespective of circumstances and context. Balance in our current landscape is 
supposed to emerge from competition, while upholding your position, ideally without 
compromise. Collaboration is an afterthought. 

But let’s follow up on that minor shift we proposed in the previous chapter. What if we 
understood the role of politics as value-based governance service to society? Could that 
lead to a different game, open the door to a different form of democracy more fit for our 
age and context? As we argued, offering and providing governance service invites more 
pragmatic and relational values that are not necessarily opposing but rather 
complementary to each other. Societal well-being depends on the right, context-relevant 
balance of different values. It is not about ideological competition. The question is less 
about whose values are superior or winning, and more about what is out of balance and 
how, what we are missing at any given moment, in any given context and what we can do 
about restoring that balance. 
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Again, any person or group, even a society, can be characterized by how they feel about 
their state, what they value and miss most. All of them will be important, the question is 
more about what is most important now, what the ratios are, what the balance between 
the four is. And as life happens, these change as situations and context do. If war is 
threatening, we all move towards prioritizing security, for example. 

 

Following this line of thinking, a new, reimagined political landscape could start 
looking something like this: 

 

 

 

This of course is only a beginning. One important factor is that it is a small, but 
transformative shift, a “minor” change at a very deep level, so there is no need for major 
change in the political and institutional infrastructure or mechanisms at the surface. 
Maintaining stability, continuity, a sense of both freedom and belonging is crucial to any 
viable path of transformation. We don’t have to alter elections and political cycles, party or 
governance infrastructure, which are difficult to change quickly. Rather, this deep change 
could start an emergent transformation that can ultimately lead towards and serve as a 
foundation for a new systemic alternative. 



THE WORLD BEYOND 

15 

Offering a value-based governance service requires a different understanding of society 
than upholding ideological values: less focused on what people believe in, rather on how 
they want to live and relate. A mapping and understanding of where we are in this space, 
how balanced and satisfied we are along these four dimensions, as individuals, 
communities, social groups and societies, can serve as a foundation for what political 
parties may bring to the table as competing political (governance service) offers, and also 
how citizens can evaluate and choose between these offerings. Different social groups in 
society may well have different priority preferences (given the different contexts, situations 
and mindsets), which then can also be represented by political parties. 

This new space caters to fundamentally different dynamics than what we are used to, and 
can organically lead to the emergence of a different political reality as well. It is contextual 
and dynamic without abandoning values. It is less about a permanent choice of a principle-
based value position, and more about a context-based balance and prioritization of 
different complementary but equally important and valid values. Balance requires dynamic 
optimization, focusing on strengthening or healing what is missing or out of balance, so it 
supports and invites collaboration more naturally, without getting rid of meaningful 
competition. 

So imagine, for example, a publicly funded, independent research program and institute, 
as an element of a new democratic political infrastructure, openly available for society, 
accessible by every citizen, every political party, every media and institution as a shared 
foundation. We could call this our Societal Well-Being Compass. Such a foundation can 
also open space for a variety of much-needed innovation in governance and participation. 

This is crucial, because the key opportunities for a genuine democratic renewal today lie 
not in representation, but in reigniting and reimagining participation and innovating in 
governance. This is not because representation is inherently flawed, but because it 
emerged as the only viable democratic solution at scale a few hundred years ago, under 
very different historical, technological, and social conditions. At the time of its emergence, 
representative democracy was a profound innovation. It made collective self-governance 
possible in societies that were geographically dispersed, slow in communication, and 
limited in their capacity for coordination. Direct participation of large populations was 
simply not feasible. Representation offered a pragmatic solution: citizens delegated their 
voice and decision-making power to elected officials, trusting them to act on their behalf 
between elections. For a long time, this model functioned relatively well. It created stability, 
enabled large-scale governance, and allowed democratic systems to operate within the 
constraints of their era. However, the conditions that made representation the only 
workable option have fundamentally changed. 
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Today, societies are far more interconnected, information flows are instantaneous, and the 
complexity of challenges has increased dramatically. The problem is not with 
representation itself, but that it has become overloaded. Representation alone increasingly 
proves insufficient as the primary democratic mechanism. It is expected to carry functions 
it was never designed to fulfill: continuous sense-making, rapid adaptation, and the 
integration of diverse and localized knowledge into governance. When representation is 
asked to do all of this on its own, it inevitably falls short. 

This is where reigniting and reimagining participation and innovating in governance 
become essential. Participation does not replace representation; it complements and 
extends it. It allows citizens to engage not only at election time, but throughout the life 
cycle of decision-making. Participation can create channels through which lived 
experience, local knowledge, and emerging concerns can enter governance processes in 
real time. Effective governance today entails an ongoing capacity to coordinate, deliver 
systemic efficiency, learn, and adapt in the face of constant change and increasing 
uncertainty. 

By shifting emphasis from representation alone toward a more 
integrated relationship between participation and governance, 
democracy could regain its functional depth. It can become less 
about delegating power periodically, and more about cultivating 
collective capacity over time. 

In this sense, the proposed approach does not reject the democratic achievements of the 
past. It builds on them. It acknowledges representation as a necessary foundation, while 
recognizing that contemporary conditions require democracy to expand beyond it — 
toward forms of participation and governance that are capable of handling the realities of 
the present. 


