
Demystifying Omnicracy and Collective 
Decidement: A Learner’s Guide to 
Post-Hierarchical Decision-Making 

1. Introduction: The Crisis of Democratic Communication 

In contemporary public life, democratic discourse frequently degrades into hostility, 
polarization, and political fighting. As philosopher Paulius Gritėnas points out, this 
breakdown is not merely a failure of manners among politicians or a lack of personal 
decency; it is a structural symptom of the modern attention economy. In traditional 
political systems, public communication environments systemically reward 
provocation, outrage, and rudeness over thoughtful, constructive problem-solving. 
Provocative behavior generates media visibility, increases brand recognition, and 
mobilizes partisan voters. When scandal becomes a highly effective political strategy, 
personal integrity comes into direct conflict with systemic incentives. 

Attempts to repair this crisis through moralizing—such as appealing for greater 
politeness, urging media self-regulation, or introducing new speech 
prohibitions—inevitably fail. Adding restrictions creates a dangerous paradox: 
enforcing prohibitions risks curtailing the very democratic freedoms and open dissent 
they are meant to safeguard. Rather than attempting to "cure" political discourse with 
top-down rules or hoping for better personal decency within a broken system, we must 
change the interaction architecture entirely. 

Feature Traditional Debates (Attention 
Economy) 

Post-Hierarchical Interaction 
(Decidement Protocol) 

Primary Goal Defeat the opponent and 
maximize personal/party 
visibility 

Co-create and select the best 
practical solution for a specific 
task 

1 



Incentive Provocation, conflict, and 
scandal (rewarded with public 
attention) 

Impartial, community-aligned 
judgment (rewarded with platform 
points) 

Role of the 
Participant 

Competitor fighting for power 
or passive audience member 

Active co-author and evaluator 
working anonymously within a 
shared protocol 

The Core Paradox of Open Democracy Open democracy must safeguard dissent, 
critique, and minority viewpoints; however, those same open freedoms can be 
weaponized to destroy mutual trust. Attempting to eliminate destructive 
communication through bans alone threatens to destroy the fundamental liberties 
democracy exists to protect. 

To solve this communication breakdown, we must first understand the foundational 
concepts of post-hierarchical theory. 

2. Core Pillars: Post-Hierarchy, Collective Intelligence, and Omnicracy 

To construct an interaction architecture that bypasses the attention economy, 
post-hierarchical theory rests upon three foundational concepts: 

●​ Post-Hierarchy: A governance structure where formal status or institutional 
rank no longer grants the privilege of deciding for others. 

○​ Key Insight: Positional power is dismantled, but task-defined competence, 
specialized responsibility, and division of functions remain intact while 
overall policy direction is determined directly by the community. 

●​ Collective Intelligence: An emergent problem-solving capability generated 
within a unified, interactive group where participants anonymously propose 
solutions and evaluate one another's ideas. 

○​ Key Insight: Collective intelligence is not a sum of isolated opinion polls or 
a platform for debate; reviewing peer proposals serves as a cognitive 
catalyst to help participants formulate even better alternative solutions. 

●​ Omnicracy: A decision-making system structured in two sequential stages 
where governance power is exercised directly by participants without delegating 
authority to elected representatives. 

○​ Key Insight: Citizens directly identify solution options and select final 
outcomes, eliminating representative intermediaries, political 
campaigns, and electoral power struggles. 
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To maintain this environment without falling back into central authority or 
technocratic elitism, the system clearly separates three distinct operational roles: 

System 
Role 

Primary 
Function 

Core Responsibility 

Protocol Sets Interaction 
Rules 

Establishes procedural rules, task framing, and 
structural incentives. 

People Generate 
Wisdom & Value 

Offer creative solutions, evaluate proposals, and 
exercise moral judgment. 

Algorith
m 

Performs 
Calculations 

Mechanically tallies evaluations, tracks scores, and 
factors in competence weights without subjective or 
moral judgment. 

Having established these high-level concepts, we can now examine the practical 
mechanism used to execute them: Collective Decidement. 

3. The Rules of Collective Decidement: Shifting from Argument to 
Solution 

Collective decidement replaces traditional political debate with structured solution 
discovery. Instead of defending a party platform or defeating an adversary, participants 
operate under a precise, constructive procedural sequence: 

1.​ Review Before Submission: Participants are required to read and evaluate 
existing peer proposals before submitting their own. This cardinal rule prevents 
redundancy, ensures new submissions build upon existing ideas, and focuses 
attention on problem-solving. 

2.​ Evaluate Peer Ideas: Each participant rates existing proposals on a clear 
numerical scale ranging from -5 to +5 (where -5 to -1 indicates varying degrees 
of disagreement, and +1 to +5 indicates agreement). 

3.​ Propose Discrete Solutions: A participant may submit a new idea only if it 
offers a genuinely novel approach. Each submission must contain exactly one 
distinct, clear solution tailored to the given problem statement. 

3 



To preserve the quality of the proposal pool and eliminate noise, the protocol enforces a 
strict quality-control mechanism known as the Zero-Score Penalty. 

The Zero-Score Penalty as a Quality-Preservation Tool A score of 0 is not a neutral 
grade or a sanction for expressing an unpopular opinion. It is a procedural penalty 
applied specifically when a submission duplicates an existing idea, contains banalities, 
strays off-topic, combines multiple distinct ideas into a single post, or reveals the 
author's identity. 

With these operational rules in place, we can explore how they are deployed across the 
two distinct stages of omnicratic decision-making. 

4. The Two-Stage Process of Omnicratic Decision-Making 

Omnicracy organizes decision-making into a two-step architecture, ensuring that 
technical expertise and public interest reinforce one another without creating 
permanent political elites. 

Workflow Architecture Stage I: Subject Experts (Analyze problem & rank solution 
alternatives) \rightarrow Stage II: Stakeholders (Evaluate ranked alternatives & select 
binding decision) 

Stage I: Subject Experts (Connoisseurs) 

●​ Who Participates: Subject-matter experts and connoisseurs who possess 
specific technical knowledge or domain experience relevant to the task. 

●​ What They Do: Working within a shared anonymous collective intelligence 
environment, experts analyze the task, rate existing peer proposals on the -5 to 
+5 scale, and draft discrete solution alternatives. 

●​ Concrete Exemplar Task: For example, when addressing the breakdown of 
democratic norms identified by Paulius Gritėnas, Stage I experts are given the 
explicit problem statement: "Which rules of community notification and joint 
decision-making would encourage meaningful proposals rather than provocations?" 

●​ Stage Output: A prioritized, ranked list of viable alternatives that highlights 
options with broad technical agreement and clearly identifies areas of 
polarization or disagreement. 

Stage II: Stakeholders (Affected Parties) 

●​ Who Participates: The broader community of affected stakeholders—the 
citizens and community members whose lives will be directly impacted by the 
decision. 
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●​ What They Do: Stakeholders evaluate the ranked alternatives generated in 
Stage I. They apply social competencies to weigh community impacts, protect 
vulnerable groups, and align choices with the common good. 

●​ Stage Output: The selection and adoption of a final, binding community 
decision. 

4 Entry Routes to Participation 

Rather than relying on political gatekeepers, credentials, or arbitrary appointments, 
access to participation is governed through four open pathways: 

1.​ Task-Defined Competence: Self-selection based on direct practical experience 
relevant to the specific problem statement. 

2.​ AI Knowledge Test: A short, automated knowledge verification test generated 
by AI to verify baseline comprehension of the domain. 

3.​ Prior Specialization Weight: Accumulated status weight derived from an 
individual's track record of accurate, high-quality evaluations in past decision 
cycles. 

4.​ Observer Pathway: An introductory entry route for newcomers. Beginners start 
as observers who rate existing proposals; once their scoring patterns 
consistently align with experienced participants, their voting weight is 
activated, and they gain full contribution rights. 

○​ Learner Insight: Why does this pathway exist? It provides an open, 
non-gatekept entry point. By separating initial learning from weighted 
scoring, the system guarantees equal democratic access to participation 
while safeguarding decision quality from spam or ill-informed input. 

This structured two-stage architecture relies heavily on behavioral incentives that 
motivate participants to act for the common good. 
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5. Incentives and Ethics: The "Reverse Prisoner's Dilemma" and 
Emergent Wisdom 

In traditional game theory, the classic Prisoner's Dilemma illustrates how individual 
self-interest leads to suboptimal, destructive outcomes for everyone. Omnicracy flips 
this dynamic using the Reverse Prisoner's Dilemma. Under this protocol, participants 
earn higher personal platform points when their individual evaluations align with the 
independently calculated collective evaluation of the group. 

To maximize personal point gain, an individual cannot vote out of narrow self-interest, 
emotional bias, or partisan loyalty. Because evaluations are conducted under total 
Anonymity, participants cannot know in advance how others will vote or form collusive 
alliances. Thus, to score well, each participant is incentivized to judge every proposal 
through the lens of a socially responsible actor—aligning naturally with the Kantian 
Imperative (evaluate as if the principle of your judgment were to become a universal law). 

Learner Insight: The Behavioral Shift Think of traditional debate as a shouting match 
where the loudest voice wins attention. The Reverse Prisoner's Dilemma acts like a 
compass: it makes acting like a fair, impartial judge the most rewarding personal 
strategy for every participant. 

Aligning Drivers and Outcomes: Personal Gain vs. Public Good 

●​ Personal Interest Incentives (Individual Driver): 
○​ Objective: Maximizing personal platform points and evaluation accuracy 

scores. 
○​ Behavioral Mechanism: Evaluating proposals under complete Anonymity, 

without knowing how peers will vote or having the ability to form 
partisan alliances. 

○​ Decision Strategy: Applying the Kantian Imperative by voting impartially, 
predicting how a socially responsible, fair actor would evaluate the 
solution rather than favoring narrow group interests. 

●​ Collective Good Outcomes (System Result): 
○​ Objective: Reaching high-quality, sustainable solutions that serve the 

entire community. 
○​ Behavioral Mechanism: Facilitating a structural shift where individual 

intersubjectivity transitions into objective, shared agreement. 
○​ Decision Strategy: Protecting vulnerable community members and 

non-human stakeholders (such as nature and natural ecosystems 
inherently incapable of defending themselves), yielding Emergent 
Wisdom through organic consensus (Resonance). 
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Through this structural alignment, Emergent Wisdom develops within the platform: 

●​ It is not a prediction market guessing future external events. 
●​ It is not a simple majority vote or an opinion poll. 
●​ It is a Resonance—an organic alignment of independent, anonymous 

evaluations converging toward an objective, public-good decision. 

As participants judge proposals anonymously without collusion or public pressure, 
narrow partisan biases weaken. Over time, the collective agreement transitions from a 
collection of individual subjective viewpoints (intersubjectivity) to a verified, objective 
community solution (objectivity). Furthermore, because personal scoring rewards 
objective fairness, participants must consider the broader, long-term impact of a 
proposal. This moral evaluation extends protection to vulnerable community members 
and non-represented stakeholders—including nature and natural ecosystems that are 
inherently incapable of speaking or defending themselves in public political arenas. 

This theoretical incentive model translates directly into flexible, real-world 
applications. 

6. Dynamic Governance and Practical Application 

Decisions reached through omnicratic processes are never static or permanent; they 
represent the "best solution for current conditions." If underlying circumstances 
change or new information arises, any community member can initiate a review. If a 
sufficient portion of the community supports the motion, the two-stage decidement 
process reopens immediately without waiting for fixed election cycles or political 
appointments. 

Practical Takeaways for Beginner Researchers 

●​ Immediate Applicability: Omnicracy does not require rewriting national 
constitutions first. It can be implemented immediately within businesses, local 
municipalities, NGO networks, and online communities (as demonstrated in the 
METACON project catalog and at omnicracy.net). 

●​ Separation of Policy and Execution: Decidement sets the policy direction and 
allocates resources, while leaving execution to accountability-bound 
administrators who cannot unilaterally alter the decision. 

●​ Self-Correcting Governance: Because re-opening a topic is continuously 
accessible, governance becomes an adaptive learning process rather than a rigid 
set of political mandates. 

Core Takeaway Protocol organizes interaction, people generate solutions, 
algorithms perform calculations. 
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