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To understand the democratization of decision-making and the
deconcentration of power and information, think again for the most extreme
case, the former Soviet Union. Because the Soviet system was built for the
sole purpose of control, it centralized all the main functions of leadership. It
centralized decision-making —all decisions were made at the top and all
information flowed to the top and only the top few people had a complete
picture of what was going on. And it centralized strategy —all strategic
decisions about where the country was headed were made at the top.

What the democratization of decision-making and deconcentration of power
does 1s to take a centrally controlled system like this, loosen it up and redefine
the center so that decision-making and information flow both top-down and
bottom-up. Each successful company or country will reorganize its center a
little bit differently, depending on its marketplace, geography, population and
level of development. A famous computer company centralizes all of its billing,
inventory management and distribution of computers for its FEuropean
operations by having them flow through a single call center in Ireland. It is
centralizing certain functions not for the purpose of control but to take

advantage of new cost-saving efficiencies.
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In today’s hyperspeed, enormously complex globalization system, most of the
information needed to answer most of the problems now rests in the hands of
people on the outer edges of organizations, not at the center. And if your
country or company has not democratized decision-making and deconcentrated
power to enable these people to use and share their knowledge, it is going to

be at a real disadvantage. (20%)

Nationalism, promising freedom from outside tyranny, and security from
internal disorder, vastly magnified both the stimulus and the possihility for
worldwide empires over subjected people, and bloody conflicts among such
empires: imperialism and war were intensified to the edge of global suicide
exactly in the period of the national state. Parliamentary government,
promising popular participation in important decisions, became a facade
(differently constructed in one-party and two-party states) for rule by elites of
wealth and power in the mudst of almost-frenzied scurrying to polls and
plebiscites. Mass production did not end poverty and exploitation; indeed it
made the persistence of want more unpardonable. The production and
distribution of goods became more rational technically, more irrational morally.
Education and literacy did not end the deception of the many by the few; they
enabled deception to be replaced by self-deception, mystification to be
internalized, and social control to be even more effective than ever before,
because now it had a large measure of self-control. Due process did not bring
justice; it replaced the arhitrary, identifiable dispenser of injustice with the
unidentifiable and impersonal. The “rule of law,” replacing the “rule of men,”

was just a change in rulers. (20%)
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