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Abstract:  Outsourcing of public services and certain state tasks, e-commerce and virtual currencies
are only few signs how the understanding of State is changing in nowadays world. Most changes were
presented as a progress for the citizens. With outsourcing the services would be better and cheaper.
Citizens would have the clear picture where the taxpayers' money is spent. With the e-commerce the
goods and services would be cheaper. Customers would have more choices and there would be the global
competition. Customers would have immediate insight which company has better goods/services and
which company treats them better. With social networks and blockchain technology it was promised the
new rise of democracy and avoidance of costly middleman. But the truth is opposite.

Article deals with the question whether the introduction of franchise state and new technologies
improves or destroys the democracy. The submission is divided in four parts. First part deals with the
definitions of franchise state. Second part deals with self-regulatory organizations as they are distinctive
for internet. Third part deals with dot-com economy and the consequences of it. Fourth part deals with
the consequences of IT and e-commerce to modern democracy. As it's showed, modern technology and
state approach is more destroying the democracy rather than improving it.
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DOT COM AND FRANCHISE STATE - ÊÎÍÅÖ
ÄÅÌÎÊÐÀÒÈÈ?

Àííîòàöèÿ: Àóòñîðñèíã îáùåñòâåííûõ óñëóã è îïðåäåëåííûõ ãîñóäàðñòâåííûõ çàäà÷,
ýëåêòðîííîé êîììåðöèè è âèðòóàëüíûõ âàëþò ëèøü íåñêîëüêî ïðèçíàêîâ òîãî, êàê ïîíèìàíèå
ãîñóäàðñòâà ìåíÿåòñÿ â ñîâðåìåííîì ìèðå. Áîëüøèíñòâî èçìåíåíèé áûëî ïðåäñòàâëåíî êàê
ïðîãðåññ äëÿ ãðàæäàí. Ñ àóòñîðñèíãîì óñëóãè áóäóò ëó÷øå è äåøåâëå. Ãðàæäàíå áóäóò èìåòü
÷åòêóþ êàðòèíó, ãäå ðàñõîäóþòñÿ äåíüãè íàëîãîïëàòåëüùèêîâ. Ñ ýëåêòðîííîé òîðãîâëåé òîâàðû
è óñëóãè áóäóò äåøåâëå. Ó êëèåíòîâ áóäåò áîëüøå âûáîðà, è áóäåò ãëîáàëüíàÿ êîíêóðåíöèÿ.
Êëèåíòû áóäóò èìåòü íåïîñðåäñòâåííîå ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î òîì, êàêàÿ êîìïàíèÿ èìååò ëó÷øèå
òîâàðû / óñëóãè è êàêàÿ êîìïàíèÿ ëó÷øå èõ îáðàáàòûâàåò. Â ñîöèàëüíûõ ñåòÿõ è òåõíîëîãèÿõ
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blockchain áûëî îáåùàíî íîâîå ðàçâèòèå äåìîêðàòèè è èçáåæàíèå äîðîãîñòîÿùåãî ïîñðåäíèêà.
Íî ïðàâäà ïðîòèâîïîëîæíà.

Â ñòàòüå ðàññìàòðèâàåòñÿ âîïðîñ î òîì, óëó÷øàåò ëè âíåäðåíèå ãîñóäàðñòâà ôðàíøèçû è
íîâûå òåõíîëîãèè èëè ðàçðóøàåò äåìîêðàòèþ. Ïðåäñòàâëåíèå ðàçäåëåíî íà ÷åòûðå ÷àñòè.
Ïåðâàÿ ÷àñòü ïîñâÿùåíà îïðåäåëåíèÿì ñîñòîÿíèÿ ôðàíøèçû. Âòîðàÿ ÷àñòü êàñàåòñÿ
ñàìîðåãóëèðóåìûõ îðãàíèçàöèé, ïîñêîëüêó îíè îòëè÷àþòñÿ Èíòåðíåòîì. Òðåòüÿ ÷àñòü êàñàåòñÿ
ýêîíîìèêè dot-com è åå ïîñëåäñòâèé. ×åòâåðòàÿ ÷àñòü êàñàåòñÿ ïîñëåäñòâèé ÈÒ è ýëåêòðîííîé
êîììåðöèè ñîâðåìåííîé äåìîêðàòèè. Êàê âèäíî, ñîâðåìåííûå òåõíîëîãèè è ãîñóäàðñòâåííûé
ïîäõîä áîëåå ðàçðóøàþò äåìîêðàòèþ, à íå óëó÷øàþò åå.

Êëþ÷åâûå ñëîâà: Ñîñòîÿíèå ôðàí÷àéçèíãà, áëîêàäà, ñàìîðåãóëèðîâàíèå, ïàäåíèå
äåìîêðàòèè
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ÝËÅÊÒÐÎÍ ÒÈÆÎÐÀÒ ÂÀ ÔÐÀÍØÈÇÈÍÃ ÕÎËÀÒÈ –
ÄÅÌÎÊÐÀÒÈßÍÈÍÃ ÍÈ¥ÎßÑÈ?

Àííîòàöèÿ: Äàâëàò õèçìàòëàðèíè òàø³è ìàíáàëàðãà àñîñëàíèøè, ýëåêòðîí òèæîðàò âà
âèðòóàë âàëþòàëàð áóãóíãè êóíäà äóí¸äà äàâëàò òóøóí÷àñè ³àíäàé ´çãàðèá áîðà¸òãàíëèãèíèíã
àíãëàòàäè. Ê´ï ́ çãàðèøëàð ôó³àðîëàðãà ðèâîæëàíèø ñèôàòèäà òà³äèì ýòèëàäè. Òàø³è ìàíáàëàðãà
àñîñëàíèøîð³àëè õèçìàòëàð ÿõøèðî³ âà àðçîíðî³ á´ëàäè. Ôó³àðîëàð ñîëè³ ò´ëîâ÷èëàðíèíã ïóëëàðè
³àåðãà ñàðôëàíà¸òãàíè µà³èäà àíè³ òàñàââóðãà ýãà á´ëèøëàðè êåðàê á´ëàäè.

Åëåêòðîí òèæîðàò áèëàí òîâàðëàð âà õèçìàòëàð àðçîíëàøàäè. Èñòåúìîë÷èëàð ê´ïðî³
òàíëîâãà ýãà á´ëèøëàðè âà ãëîáàë ðà³îáàò êó÷àéèøè ìóìêèí. Èñòåúìîë÷èëàð ³àéñè êîìïàíèÿíèíã
ìàµñóëîòè âà õèçìàòëàðè ÿõøèðî³ëèãè/ âà óëàðãàíèÿ ÿõøèðî³ ìóíîñàáàòäà á´ëà¸òãàíëèãè µà³èäà
äàðµîë ìàúëóìîòãà ýãà á´ëàäèëàð. Èæòèìîèé òàðìî³ëàð âà áëîê çàíæèðè òåõíîëîãèÿñè áèëàí,
äåìîêðàòèÿíèíã ÿíãè þêñàëèøè âà ³èììàòáàµî âîñèòà÷èëàðíè ÷åòëàá ´òèø âàúäà ³èëèíãàí
ýäè. Áèðî³, µà³è³àò ýñà àêñèí÷à.

Ìà³îëàäà ôðàíøèçèíã õîëàòè âà ÿíãè òåõíîëîãèÿëàðíè æîðèé ýòèø äåìîêðàòèÿíè ÿõøèëàøè
¸êè é´³ ³èëèøè ìàñàëàñè ́ ðãàíèëàäè. Áó òîïøèðè³ ò´ðò ³èñìãà á´ëèíàäè. Áèðèí÷è ³èñì ôðàíøèçèíã
õîëàòèíèíã òàúðèôëàðèíè ´ðãàíàäè. Èêêèí÷è ³èñì ýñà ´ç-´çèíè áîø³àðèø îðãàíëàðè áèëàí
áî²ëè³äèð, ÷óíêè óëàð èíòåðíåò ó÷óí àëîµèäà àµàìèÿòãà ýãà. Ó÷èí÷è ³èñì ýëåêòðîí òèæîðàò âà
óíèíã î³èáàòëàðèíè òàä³è³ ³èëàäè. Ò´ðòèí÷è ³èñì àõáîðîò òåõíîëîãèÿëàðè âà ýëåêòðîí
òèæîðàòíèíã çàìîíàâèé äåìîêðàòèÿãà òàúñèðèíè ´ðãàíàäè. Ê´ðèá ÷è³èëãàíèäåê, çàìîíàâèé
òåõíîëîãèÿ âà äàâëàò ̧ íäàøóâè óíè òàêîìèëëàøòèðèøäàí ê´ðà äåìîêðàòèÿíè ê´ïðî³ é´³ ³èëàäè.

Êàëèò ñ´çëàð: Ôðàíøèçèíã õîëàòè, áëîê çàíæèð, ´ç-´çèíè áîø³àðèø, äåìîêðàòèÿíèíã
³óëàøè.

INTRODUCTION
EU has been confronted with sc. institutional crisis and the with the wide debate

about the future of the EU in last decade. The main conflict is in the question of
sovereignty or how much power are states willing to transfer to the EU. The incompetence
of the EU in migrant crisis and an economic crisis brought in the government of some
EU states (e.g. Hungary, Poland, Italy) nationalist forces. The idea behind is a new EU
with less EU and more national states.
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Behind the public debate about the future of the EU, there are processes that silently
embrace the essence of the states. Tax shopping systems (connected with tax evasion),
bitcoins, blockchain technology, e-stores (like e-bay, Amazon, aliexpress), shadow
banking systems, army civil contractors etc. All the mentioned phenomena decrease the
powers of the state and increase the power of certain persons or groups of citizens. On
the other hand, citizens and their democratic bodies are losing function of democratic
control due to the increase of self-regulative bodies. So, the term "democratic deficit,"
popular for the discussions within EU, is corresponding also on the level of each
nation-state.

Thatcher era in 1990's introduced the doctrine of bad, incompetent and economic
inefficient state. Main idea was that market would regulate everything and thus the
taxpayers would have more for the same taxes. Indeed, it introduced the belief that
marketswere an acceptable substitute for efficient government [1]. So, the different
forms and degrees of public sector privatization were introduced. Such privatization
changed also the role and responsibility of government and thus also the political
landscape. With the privatization the political responsibility had changed to the market
responsibility. Political control was changed with the invisible control of market forces.
The loss of political control meant also the loss of political accountability to the voters
in such areas.

The idea of bad and costly state agents (like central banks, public registers) could be
seen also behind the blockchain technology and bitcoins. Wright and De Filippi expressed
that "this technology will shiftthe balance of power away from centralized authorities in
the field ofcommunications, business, and even politics or law"[2]. They expressed that
the blockchain "has the potentialto decentralize the way we store data and manage
information, potentiallyleading to a reduced role for one of the most important regulatory
actors inour society: the middleman." The MacDonald et. al. talk about self-organized
economies[3]. Atzori M. talking about blockchain technology even posts the question
whether the state is still necessary. She defines blockchain and decentralized platforms
as "hyper-political tools, capable to manage social interactions on largescale and dismiss
traditional central authorities"[4].

The main question is whether the globalisation and new technologies could be seen
as a response of private sector towards inefficient public administration or as political
interest to form franchise state without political responsibility and thus destroying the
democracy.

The submission is divided in four parts. First part deals with the definitions of franchise
state, Second part deals with self-regulatory organizations. Self-regulatory organizations
are distinctive for internet. Third part deals with dot-com economy and the consequences
of it. Fourth part deals with the consequences of IT and e-commerce to modern
democracy.

FRANCHISE STATE
The essence of franchise state - a state without powers and responsibilities - was

discussed by many authors. They are using different terminology with the same logic -
distribution of authority, powers and responsibilities to non-governmental organizations
of various types. It means also the transfer of political responsibility back to the citizens.

Dot com and franchise state - the end of democracy?
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The first author who noted term franchise state was Geoffrey D. Wood in 1997 about
the role of nongovernmental organizations in modern society. He expressed the key
problem of franchise state in following "The central question posed is: to what extent do
citizens of the state lose basic political rights if the delivery of universal services and
entitlements is entrusted to other bodies which would at best be accountable to the
state rather than directly to those with service entitlements? Secondly, can the state
devolve responsibility for implementation without losing control over policy (since
practice is policy) and therefore losing responsibility for upholding the rights of its
citizens? If the answer to the first question is 'yes' and to the second question 'no', then
we have states without citizens"[5] The term franchise state is thus connected with the
issues of the franchising of state responsibilities to nongovernmental organizations.

Nickel and Eikenberry talk about the voluntary state - a state that views the market as
its only responsibility andlabels all other responsibility "personal," thereby leaving the
voluntaryand discretionary redistribution of individual wealth as the only meansto achieve
social welfare[6]. The authors point out two mutually reinforcing components to the
voluntary state - creation component and decision component[7].

Milward and Provan used a term of hollow state - as a metaphor to describe the
increasing reliance of the public sector on contracting with non-profit agencies and
for-profit firms for the delivery of taxpayer-funded goods and services[8]. Authors notes
that "by the hollow state we mean the degree of separation between a government and
the services it funds (i.e., the number of layers between the source and the use of
funds"[9] Frederickson used the term hollow state to denote that public policy choices
under  this type of relationship  centre on governance rather  than on the government[10].

A system of involuntary franchise state is present in a system of favelas in Brasilia.
Ioan Grillo uses the term gangster warlord[11]. The author uses this term to define "a
set ofhybrid criminal leaders characterizedby the concurrent presence, controllingcertain
territories, and threatening thefundamental nature of the state, nottrying to dominate it
completely but toseize some of its parts and weaken it,operating in it instead."

Felbab-Brown uses the term "proto-state rulers"[12]. The author sees that favelas
affects thefundamental purpose of the State andhas political implications because theyact
as competitive state-makings, underminingits functionality and legitimacy.

Rhodes uses the term new governance - governing without government[13]. The
author warned that today there are at least six separate uses of governance:

- as the minimal state;[14]
- as corporate governance;[15]
- as the new public management;[16]
- as "good governance";[17]
- as a socio-cybernetic system;[18]
- as self-organizing networks [19].
Nguyen et al. introduced the term a Virtual organization as a "temporary alliance of

autonomous,  diverse,  andgeographically dispersed organisations,  where the participants
pool resources,information and knowledge in order to meet common objectives. The
objectivesof an alliance can evolve and the relationships between the different parties
maychange. Therefore, virtual organisations are naturally dynamic"[20].

Borut Strazisar
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SELF-REGULATORY ORGANIZATIONS
The franchise state needs the self-regulatory organizations. As stated in previous part

the idea of franchise state is not only the transfer of execution but also of regulation in
defined area. So, the "franchisee" should get also a right to regulate. And that's the job
for self-regulatory organizations. Sometimes self-regulatory organizations are established
before the "franchising relationship" is established (e.g. mostly in IT industry)  to avoid
possible state regulation. Before pointing out problems of self-regulatory organizations,
their definition or characteristic shall be given.

Ontario Securities commission gives the following definition "A Self-Regulatory
Organizations (SRO) is an entity that is organized for the purpose of regulating the
operations and the standards of practice and business conduct of its members and their
representatives with a view to promoting the protection of investors and the public
interest"[21].

Stone and Perino point out that self-regulatory organizations are not just private
clubs but also state actors when enforcing federal law. The question whether self-
regulatory organizations could be treated as a state actor  in connection with the principle
of a due process or the right against self-incrimination. Indeed, it's the question of
constitutionallyprotected rights. In the states there is no clear answer on this question[22].
Authors present the statements of Justice Stewart and Justice Goldberg in the case of
Silver v. New York Stock Exchange[23].

Sitdikova et al. point out following characteristics of self-regulatory organizations:
special public powers based on outsourcing, possess features of a public law legal entity
because ofpredominance of public purposes in its' activities, are the private-law
associations of entrepreneursfor consolidating professional interests[24]. Authors conclude
that "the self-regulatory organizations do function both as participants ofsocial relations
and as public regulators performing normative and control functions, thereby realizing
private and publicinterests"[25]

Dombalagain tries to explain the essence of self-regulatory organizations through
the definition of self-regulation. The author points out: "On a purely etymological level,
self-regulation suggests a process by which a person, organization, or group of
personsestablishes and enforces rules to govern its, or their own, conduct withoutthe
need for regular outside intervention. This definition, of course, mightwell pick up any
public company, financial institution, or other businessentity that is required to establish
internal controls for regulatory purposes"[26].

The same view share also Balleisen and Eisner. Self-regulatory organizations are seen
as a part of privateregulatory governance. Self-regulatory organizationsvest the power to
make and/or enforce regulatory rules in a non-profit organization, usually allied to an
industry trade association[27]. In connection with the role of self-regulation organizations
as a part of private rulemaking Weimer points out three essential elements: "First, it is
carried out by an NGO that includes representativesof the major stakeholders. Second,
theNGO has a charter, either under statute or administrativedelegation, to formulate
the substantive content of rules under a specified voting procedure.Third, the rules have
immediate effect because thosewhose actions are necessary toimplement them are
members ofthe NGO, or, if the NGO isaccountable to a regulatoryagency, the agency
generallyaccepts the substance of the rulesthrough either passive acquiescenceor routine
approval"[28].

Dot com and franchise state - the end of democracy?
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Akisik notes several benefits of self-regulatory organizations such as:[29]
- greater degree of expertise and technical knowledge of practices within the relevant

area,
- the rules issued by a private body are less formalized than those of public regulatory

regimes. This informality reduces the cost of rulemaking, facilitates quick adaptation of
the rules to new technical knowledge and changing economic conditions, and permits
more flexible enforcement;

- the administrative costs of self-regulation are normally internalized in the trade or
activity that is subject to regulation, while the costs of public agencies are typically
borne by the taxpayer.

Farell uses the term hybrid institutions which blend public oversight and private
enforcement in theinternational arena[30]. The author notes that "hybrid institutions
are attempts by sovereign authoritiesto co-opt the outlaws, the private actors who are
creating their own social spaces,compromises which dilute the legal order in order to
maintain some control over socialprocesses. But hybrid institutions could be seen also
as interfaces in which different legal orders seek to create institutions that willminimize
the downside of interdependence."

DOT-COM - THE NEW ECONOMY OR JUST THE NEW MONOPOLY?
The phenomenon of dot-com economy in 1990's lead to two extremes: enthusiasm

about the "new economy," often including the belief that fundamental economic principles
were no longer valid in the Internet age and the view that the "new economy" had been
based on an unfortunate coincidence of greed, hubris and na?vet?, producing little that
was of lasting substance[31]. Wang explains a dot-com as "an internet pure play that
operates only from its online website.Its ability to reach customers in vast geographic
regions via the internet, while nothaving to invest in building physical facilities, has
been among its most attractivefeatures for investors and entrepreneurs"[32].

The phenomenon of dot-com lead also to the sc. corporate citizenship. Waddell
explains corporate citizenship  as "the term that is used on the one hand to connect
business activity to broadersocial accountability and service for mutual benefit, and yet
onthe other it reinforces the view that a corporation is an entity withstatus equivalent to
a person. It holds both the promise of healthierand wealthier societies, and the threat of
equating human rightswith corporate rights"[33]. The author states that dot com economy
and corporate citizenship  need new organizations that "must somehow combine qualities
of different types of organizations such as government agencies,businesses and
community-based organizations (CBOs, usuallynonprofits, where "community" refers
to both geographic and other interest-based ties)[34].

Morrison correctly states that "Companies as entities are analogous to individual
citizens, but the large, economically powerful company enjoys a position that is also
analogous to government. The basis of corporate citizenship  in the international
environment is multiple social contracts: between company and society; between company
and government; and between company and stakeholder groups"[35].

As mentioned, theory see the dot-com industry as way of new economy. Multinational
companies have been transformed into global companies. If in the past some companies
could relate to certain state (e.g. Philips - NL,  Bosch - GER,  Ford - USA...)  today
relation doesn't matter anymore. It's true that e-commerce and m-commerce[36] is not
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connected to any market but to a virtual global market made by a certain production or
commercial company.

Berthon et al. stated that "consumers are no longer  merely passive recipients in the
marketing exchange process. Today, they aretaking an increasingly active role in co-
creatingeverything from product design to promotional messages"[37] The authors
invented the term creative consumers, "defined as customers who adapt, modify,
ortransform a proprietary offering."

Hanna et al. point that "Content in the form of social networks and blogs that enable
individuals to create, share, and recommendinformation is extending the spheres of
marketinginfluence, and a wide variety of social media platforms are providing the tools
necessary for these influential and meaningful firm-customer exchanges"[38].

The definition of social networking was given in the 2007 survey. Bughin and Manyka
gave the following definition "Social networkingrefers to systems that allow members of
a specific site to learn about other members' skills, talents, knowledge, or preferences.
Commercial examples include Facebook and MySpace."

Stroud explains the essence of social networks as "that they are driven by their
members. The website owner establishes the style of thenetwork, provides the
functionality, creates / imports content and sets therules. But it is the ongoing levels of
activity of the network users thatdetermine the site's continuing success"[39].

Abovementioned is true with one limitation. All social networks are part of global
network companies like facebook, linkedin etc. So, the individual freedom of
networking[40] is limited by the general network rules. These rules allow the network
companies to exclude certain members out of the network without any possibility for
the complaint[41]. The general network policy allows global network companies to intervene
in personal networks - they play a task of a hidden middleman.

The idea of free network, a system without middleman and direct interactions among
users was realised through the introduction of blockchain system. The idea of blockchain
was firstly developed by Stuart Haber and W. Scott Stornetta[42]. The authors wanted to
implement a system where documents' timestamps could not be tampered with or
backdated.

The first blockchain was conceptualized by a person (or group of people) known as
Satoshi Nakamoto in 2008. The basic idea was given in the article "Bitcoin: A Peer-to-
Peer Electronic Cash System"[43]. The author proposed blockchain as a solution to the
double spending problem[44]. The blockchain technology wanted to avoid the non-
reversible transactions. With the use of blockchain technology the merchants could trust
customers and their transactions[45]. The idea of blockchain is to change the role of
middleman with the cryptographic system that requires a lot of computational time and
resources to create a block and to change the block. So, the whole blockchain technology
is all about preventing undesirable changes and system's abuses with the use of
cryptography run on multiple computes at the same time.

Due to the cryptographic nature of blockchains and the traceability of operations
within blockchain the idea is to use mentioned technology also in the execution of
voting rights, for fighting against fake news, to speed up the commerce with e-contracts
etc. The blockchain technology is promoted on internet as one of the technological
inventions that will reduce the need of specialised organizations such as banks, national
banks, insurance companies... The problems with blockchain technology are the limited

Dot com and franchise state - the end of democracy?
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computational space and time, the high usage of electrical power for each transaction,
the long time needed to complete the transaction...

NEW TECHNOLOGY - MORE DEMOCRACY OR NEW DICTATORSHIP?
As mentioned most of new technology and IT economy is presented as a possibility to

override the bureaucracy and the chance to implement higher degree of democracy. But
the truth can be quite opposite. Indeed, the new technologies on the long run destroy
democracy and limit the access to certain goods/services only to limited number of
persons. It could be argued that new technology provokes new kind of discrimination.
Hereinafter are described some problems of modern technology and their influence on
democracy.

Problem of accountability
New technology relates to the establishment of numerous true self-regulatory

organizations. Self-formation of such organizations in certain societal subsystems[46]
is welcomed by governing political coalition. Governingcoalition uses such organizations
for transferring political responsibility. Transfer of political responsibility is double:

- there is no need for state regulation - governing coalition has the excuse that
certain political questions have already been adequately regulated by existed self-regulation
thus lowering the costs of regulation and implementation. So, the responsibility for
"legal failures" rest on self-regulatory organizations;

- there is no need to choose the public provider because there is already one actor
with organized structure, existing infrastructure and certain amount of "consumers."
So, responsibility for the choice is transferred to users and general public.

But the reality is that self-regulation is a "product" of organization's members and
they are not subject of general discussion[47]. Main question for the democracy is how
the self-regulation is written and accepted within self-regulatory organizations. These
organizations have been always closed clubs. Usually these "clubs" present themselves as
democratic organizations. Outside picture of such democracy is that each member has
a voting right and has the possibility to influence the work of such organizations. The
members' management rights are in fact very limited due to their high number or due
to internal bylaws[48]. So, the main question is not if the members have some rights but
how efficient these members could execute their rights.

On the other hand, customers don't have much choice about given service. They are
not involved in self-regulatory procedure. Only task given to customers in self-regulatory
procedure is to post their opinions and suggestions on the organization's website board.
But then is up to the organization what they'll leave on the board and what it would be
immediately deleted. With the abuse of "liking" system[49] self-regulatory organizations
can present dissatisfied customers as a minority group that is misusing their rights of
complaints just to blacken the organization.

Mulgan wrote that "'accountability' is a complex and chameleon-like term is now a
commonplace of the public administration literature. A word which a few decades or so
ago was used only rarely and with relatively restricted meaning"[50]. The author notes
that there are four understandings of accountability:

- it refers to the sense of individual responsibility and concern for the public interest
expected from public servants ('professional' and 'personal' accountability), an 'internal'
sense which goesbeyond the core external focus of the term;
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- it refers to the various institutional checks and balances by which   democracies seek
to control the actions of the governments (accountability as 'control') even when there
is no interaction or exchange between governments and the institutions that control
them;

- 'accountability' is linked with the extent to which governments pursue the wishes
or needs of their citizens (accountability as 'responsiveness') regardless of whether
they are induced to do so through processes of authoritativeexchange and control;

- 'accountability' is applied to the public discussion between citizens on which
democracies depend (accountability as 'dialogue'), even when there is no suggestion of
any authority or subordination between the parties involved in the accountability
relationship.

The problem is that true self-regulative organizations are not accountable in any of
abovementioned understandings. They are maybe accountable only to their members
and not to the citizens. This limited accountability is derived from the nature of self-
regulative organizations. Self-regulative organizations are primarily established to protect
the interests of their members and to regulate relations among their members. Self-
regulative organizations are not established to protect the public interests. Any protection
of public interest is a mere side-effectof internal relations. Expectations of citizens and
politicians towards self-regulatory organizations are thus unjustified and misleading.
Thus, self-regulatory organizations could sometimes be used as a tool to achieve certain
public interest or goal.

Self-regulative organizations implement self-regulation also to provoke the effect of
"dimmed mirror." Detailed self-regulation with monetary sanctions and with possibility
to exclude some members could give the wrong impression that everything is regulated
and there is no need for state regulation. This false impression could be even greater in
case that self-regulation contains also the regulations about relation among members
and their  customers. Most of these regulations are principles that have no practical
value. Customers can complain against members but the principles are interpreted by
the internal organs of self-regulatory organizations that consists only of their members.

Problem of independent choice and information
Web is presented as a big database of different information. It's up to the user to find

the appropriate information with different search engines and with different keywords.
With the increased number of web pages and information, different service providers
started to use cookies[51]. The use of cookies was presented as the part of improving
users' experience - i.e. allowing the users to get the needed information in shorter time
by using the program algorithms that consider the user's previous search selections. So,
it's not on the user what information will he/she get but it's up to his/hers browsing
history and program algorithm what will he/she get. In practice means that the choice is
not any more on user but on computer program.

As Sunstein Cass wrote "To avoid inertness, ademocratic public must certainly be
free from censorship. But the system offree expression must do far  more than avoid
censorship; it must ensure thatpeople are exposed to competing perspectives"[52]. It
means that information should not be unilateral and oriented. As the author stated,
internet is in-between Orwell's 1984 [53] and Aldous Huxley's Brave NewWorld[54].
The author as a case of limited information pointed out the emergence of "the Daily
Me." It was the first case that allowed the design a communications package[55]. The
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Daily Me allows the "homophily": a strong tendencyto connect and bond with people
who are like them[56].

With the possibility to use cookies, selecting the information we want and building
networks with the people that share the same political standings, people are building
the safe harbours. There is no need to confront and defend their political standings.
With absence of confrontation people can live peacefully in their own political worlds
leaving the minority to abuse their votes. There is no place for the critical political
thinking. There is only one political truth given by the program algorithm[57]. The
practical abuse of algorithms was the case of Cambridge Analytica and Fecebook. It was
a practical case that showed how the IT can undermine democracy.

Problem of independent choice is connected also with the phenomenon of influencers.
In 2007 Google started with algorithm that identifies so-called "influencers" on social
networks. This algorithm seeks how certain persons may affect a potential adopter's
adoptiondecision. What is not presented? The fact that algorithm seeks the influence
only on certain decision and not overall decisions of followers. So, giving the title of
influencer may mislead the followers. It's not said in which area is the influencer strong
or in which area his/her ideas are followed by other members of network. Considering
the homophily combined with influencers could lead to the strong limitation independent
information and to distorted truth. Indeed, it could be also a source of fake-news.

Lorenz et al. warns that social influence can undermine the wisdom of the crowd
effect[58]. Authors point that "under the right circumstances, the average of many
individuals'estimates can be surprisingly close to the truth, although their separate
values lie remarkably far from it. There isevidence from guessing tasks and problem-
solving experiments - that the aggregate of many people's estimates tendsto be closer to
the true value than all of the separate individual or even expert guesses. This phenomenon
is referred to as the"wisdom of crowd effect." The social influence, presented also in the
social networks,  undermines wisdom in the ways: by moving the truth to peripheral
regions, by boosting individuals' confidence and by diminishing the diversity of the
group. Authors in their study showed that "little social influence is required to produce
herding behaviour and negative side effects for the mechanism underlyingthe wisdom
of crowds"[59].

Problem of discrimination
The use of IT and dot-com was mostly presented as advantage for the society. The IT

should allow individuals to freely share their opinions and to get goods and services
cheaper by eliminating the middleman. This perception could be fictional.

Building the personal social network requires time and knowledge of modern technology.
It requires also the knowledge of network designing and how to present the information.
Anyone can create his/her social network. But the network depends from the its active
members. If nobody follows your posts than you don't have a social network. It's hard to
close doors to the visits but it's easy not to follow on the social network. So, the idea that
internet social networks can promote democracy by allowing the spread of ideas could
be fictional. Sometimes it's easy to go into meetings and exchange ideas alive. The
problem with social networks is that the "starter" has the right to decide who will be the
member and who not. The starter could also decide to exclude certain member. He/She
has the possibility to censor what would be published and what not. He/She has the
power to guide the discussion and to exclude people with different thinking.
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Even in the case of e-commerce or possibility of e-voting there could be the cases of
discrimination. In each society there is certain part of population that is not computer
literate or they don't have access to modern technology. So, these people are discriminated
by paying more for goods and services[60]. Sometimes their rights can be very limited[61].
In the case of e-voting their voting rights can be abused by the persons that helps them
using modern technology. Theoretically it could also lead to the possible purchase of
votes. So, the elections would be converted to the commodity.

Judicial control and nullity of transaction
Tendencies in e-commerce and IT is to make commerce faster and easier by

introducing the internal online dispute resolution systems. Such dispute resolution systems
are excluding judicial control. The whole system is black box. It's not clear who is
deciding about dispute and what are the rules. The parties are left to the secret forum
like in the Kafka's work "The process." There is no possibility to petition and no explanation
of reached decision.

There are laws that protect customers in e-commerce. But self-regulatory organizations
with their own rules override given laws. It's the customer's choice to choose the use of
self-regulation. Thus, neglecting his rights to the judicial control and neglecting his/her
rights to nullity of transaction. The elimination of middleman also increases the possibility
that imported data are fake or wrong[62].

CONCLUSIONS
The internet, e-commerce and blockchain were presented as a technology that will

have positive influence on the democracy. Mentioned technology should allow people
to express and exchange their ideas more freely. With the free flow of personal political
ideas there would be more influence on the political leaders resulting in the political
decisions closer to the will of their voters. E-commerce would make transaction cheaper
and faster and will give customers more choice. Blockchain technology would allow
people to track their transactions thus making internet business safer without the need
of middleman.

In fact, mentioned technology is silently destroying the democracy and introduced
new kind of discrimination and submission. The franchise state introduced the problem
of accountability. IT is in fact limiting the public choice and access to independent
information. The new forms of discrimination are formed by computer non-literate
people. And by introducing the private quasi dispute resolution systems the established
concept of legal safety is vanishing leaving the customers to the system of global
corporations.
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