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It is generally accepted that two forms of democracy have
historically been formed: direct and representative. However,
modern democracy cannot be recognized as direct due to
quantitative restrictions, and the functioning of representa-
tive democracy in practice requires compliance with a large
number of conditions that are not always met. Such ideas
fuel discussions about the crisis-state of democracy and
the search for alternative solutions to overcome the crisis.

One of these concepts, which would include the positive
features of these forms of democracy, is liquid democracy.
Liquid democracy is a system for more flexible political
participation by citizens in the democratic process through
the use of both online and offline networks. Citizens’ voting
is based on trust between one another, and depending on
the level of trust, various options for delegating voting rights
are possible. Thus, several types of delegation can be created,
from forms of traditional representative democracy to direct
democracy. The term “liquid democracy” first appeared in
the political sphere in the program of the Pirate Party of
Germany. The party’s Chairman, Erfurt Falco Windisch
gave the following quote concerning the concept:

... in times of political uncertainty and issues of great com-
plexity, we urgently need new forms of democratic decision-
making. Thanks to liquid democracy, we can give citizens more
opportunities to participate directly in political decision-making
processes. To do this, we must use the means of modern
communication.'!

Thus, the concept includes elements of both direct and
representative democracy, based on the principles of a net-
worked society and e-democracy. The emergence of liquid
democracy is primarily associated with the development of
modern information and communication technologies. For
the first time since the ancient era of city-states, it is possible
to technically implement direct-voting by citizens, creating
a working participatory democracy, and strengthen “legiti-
macy through more constant communication with citizens”?

When speaking about the positive and negative aspects
of the concept, it should be noted that some researchers
believe that liquid democracy can be called an improved
version of the previously-functioning forms of democracy.
In this regard, this issue is considered in conjunction with
the study of historical forms of the political system. First of
all, this applies to direct parliamentarism, which combines
both elements of direct and representative democracy. In
such a system, “democracy as such is considered not only as

a form of government, but also as an idea applicable to all

areas of social and political life, where citizens want and can

participate on an equal basis in decision-making through

discussion, in accordance with democratic standards” 3. Thus,
a citizen who has the right to vote in the system of direct

parliamentarism decides for himself which political issue re-
quires his active, direct participation, which can be resolved

by remote voting, and which requires the delegation of the

right to vote. Thus, B. Ford summarizes the principles of self-
organized, liquid democracy of direct parliamentarism as

follows: a citizen can choose a passive (individual) or active

(delegate) role depending on their own preferences; a low

level of barrier for an active role of participation; delegation

of authority, which makes it possible to use different levels of
decision-making; privacy of both delegates and individuals;

direct accountability of delegates; specialization through

two-stage delegation (delegation from a delegate).*

Opponents of liquid democracy claim that the concept
of e-democracy is not fully developed. Electronic voting
can make democracy more legitimate or, on the contrary, it
can delegitimize it. As stated in the report of the Speaker’s
Commission on Digital Democracy at the British House of
Commons in 2015, the digital aspect is only part of the solu-
tion to problems: “It can help to make democratic processes
easier for people to understand and take part in, but other
barriers must also be addressed for digital to have a truly
transformative effect”® In other words, digital technologies
can become not only a stimulating factor in the formation
of aliquid democracy, but also a factor leading to regression,
if the process was implemented properly.

In practice, many programs are aimed at creating e-
democracy. The recommendations adhere to the main idea
that information and communication technologies (ICTs)
gradually facilitate the dissemination of information and
the discussion of policy issues. Therefore, it is necessary to
recognize the following:

... that information and communication technology (ICT) is
progressively facilitating the dissemination of information about,
and discussion of, political issues, wider democratic participa-
tion by individuals and groups and greater transparency and
accountability in democratic institutions and processes, and is
serving citizens in ways that benefit democracy and society.®

The Council of Europe, for example, created an ad hoc
committee on artificial intelligence in 2021 to “examine
the feasibility and potential elements on the basis of broad
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multi-stakeholder consultations, of a legal framework for
the development, design and application of artificial intel-
ligence, based on Council of Europe’s standards on human
rights, democracy and the rule of law”” The new program
“Digital Europe 2021-2027” has also been launched.® Based
on the strategy of the digital single market adopted in May
2015, and its achievements, the main goal of the program is
to ensure the digital transformation of Europe. The program
will allocate 7.5 billion euros for financing for 2021-2027; 1.3
billion euros are allocated specifically for ensuring the digital
transformation of public administration and public services.
The research of the theorists of the electronic democracy
phenomenon is also very extensive. V. I. Fedorov, based on
the experience of practical application of e-voting in twelve
countries, notes several general problematic trends: high
financial costs for experimental projects with electronic
voting systems; the lack of international legal standards for
electronic voting; a low level of trust among citizens, primar-
ily due to the lack of a clear verification mechanism; and the
lack of a single standard of equipment for electronic voting.’
Expert of the European program for digital democracy K.
Giant notes the following:

... none of the existing experimental systems, however, do not
allow for scalability to tens, maybe even hundreds of thousands
of participants — an opportunity that may be claimed at the first
attempt to apply it in the context of an open discussion of topical
issues, when participants know that the discussion will either be
taken into account by the current regime, or be included in the
program a broad opposition coalition.'

Researcher of the concept of liquid democracy T. L.
Rovinskaya claims that there are weak points in the concept;
those weak points include technology, public discussion of
proposals, the threat of “virtual” abuse and “expertocracy;’
the decline of political activity in the majority of the public,
and stability and security of electronic systems. Based on
the above, the problematic points in the liquid democracy
concept are the lack of development of voting technolo-
gies, the threat of violations of ethical standards by experts,
and the risks associated with possible cyber-attacks. As the
researcher suggests, “Only a well-defined system of control
over the voting process and security control, as well as dy-
namic control over the process of transferring votes and
using each vote once on one issue, can prevent such abuses.”"!

Despite the existing shortcomings, the concept of liquid
democracy in general, with its supporters and opponents,
strives to make democratic decision-making more flexible,
dynamic, and transparent in practice. One example of the
practical application of the principles of the liquid democ-
racy concept is the activity of a non-partisan, non-profit
organization in Germany with the same name — Liquid
Democracy. The organization currently has twenty-five com-
pleted projects that aim to increase civic engagement through
online-participation and promote a democratic culture of
participation. Since the organization was established in 2009,

its work has focused on developing innovative methods to

promote participation. Thus, the implementation of online

participation may be relevant for non-profit civil associa-
tions and organizations, commercial companies, mass media,
political parties, and, of course, public administration in the

field of civil participation and urban planning. In 2012, one

of the founders of Liquid Democracy, D. Reichert, said that
the Pirate Party of Germany has entered numerous national

parliaments for the following reason:

We are used to saying that we live in a democracy, although
we spend most of our time in autocratic systems — whether at
school, at University, in the profession, and even clubs often have
a steep hierarchy and undemocratic processes. The term ‘liquid
democracy’ — refers not only to smooth transitions between
direct and representative democracy, but also in general to how
we can incorporate relevant areas of life into politics.'

Liquid Democracy’s principles are the following: innova-
tion, as developing opportunities fordemocratic participa-
tion is impossible without social and technical innovation;
participation, which has implications for the development
of society as a whole and individuals; independence from
state and economic structures, which also gives greater
transparency and the ability to better focus on the goals
and objectives of the organization; software of an open and
accessible source code that creates absolute transparency
and the value of information; and non-profit status of the
organization. The project team itself states that “The core of
our work revolves around the development of Adhocracy,
a free and open-source software and digital participation
tool providing users with various civic participation tools”"’

Adhocracy, based on the above principles, is open-source
software that reflects the diversity of e-participation pro-
cesses and allows many participants to make decisions to-
gether at any given time, even if they are not in the same
place. These projects often face very different requirements,
so Adhocracy was conceived as a library that one can use
by downloading the software in the public domain. The
program’s license allows you to view, use, and modify the
source code for free, so that users benefit from innovation
and further development in other projects and applica-
tions. It is thanks to the popularity of Adhocracy that Liq-
uid Democracy has become a non-profit organization in a
few years, which now employs twenty people full-time in
various projects. Work is underway on the third version
of Adhocracy and a multi-purpose participation portal for
Berlin, which makes decisions about zoning, environmental
initiatives, and allocation of funds in its area. These are just
a few of the twenty-five projects which have been success-
fully implemented by the organization, which are open and
posted on their official website.™

The introduction of digital technologies into the political
life of society has an impact on democratic processes. The
positive consequences of digitalization as a new stage of
informatization of society include the expansion of the right
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to information, access to information about the activities of
public bodies, and the development of a networked society.
Currently, “liquid democracy” successfully combines the
ideas of a networked society, as well as direct, representative,
and electronic democracy. It is becoming a concept that is
relevant to modern society, but to strengthen its influence
and expand its scope, a large study of both theoretical provi-
sions and various practices is required. Taking into account
all of the positive factors, we can talk about the prospects
of the concept of liquid democracy. However, as long as it
does not convince the majority of the members of society
in practice of its effectiveness and does not demonstrate
success in overcoming the crisis-states of democracy, it will
be considered only as one of the possible options for the
democracy of the future.
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