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Key points

 What is democratic harassment? Why 
should we care?

 What is the main criticism of militant 
democracy?

 Alternatives to militancy: procedural and
social-democratic models 

 What shall we with the democratic 
dilemma?

 Towards democratically sustainable 
model of self-defense 



What’s going on? So much going on…



Weak and strong signals

https://www.nytimes.com/video/world/100000005333526/problem-with-
democracy.html?module=inline

https://www.nytimes.com/video/world/100000005333526/problem-with-democracy.html?module=inline


Democratic crisis is going on strong



Diffuse and specific support for 
democracy

Source: Norris 2017, 23. 



Democracy vs. other decision-making 
rules 1995–2015 (%)



Liberal democracy vs. other systems



What is democratic harassment?



Electoral harrasment we already know



The 2019 Finnish parliamantary elections

observed in 2019        may occur in future elections
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Potential direct and indirect 
consequences of electoral harassment

 legitimacy of elections weakens
 lower motivation to vote, run in election and campaign
 securatization strategies to prevent harassment: 

formation of crisis consciousness and utilizing it in 
order to justify the various measures implemented to 
protect democracy (suspending referendums, 
restricting demonstrations)

 paradox of protection: no need for external harassment 
once democratic systems start eroding themselves 
from inside by redefining and restricting its core 
principles such as political rights and liberties

 How to protect democracy both from harassment and
protection?



The French recipe

European dimension in 
organization of elections, 
which has been a domain of 
national sovereignty



How to ensure that the 
treatment does not become 
more sever than the symptom?

 the need for multidisciplinary scientific research: understanding 
democratic harassment it’s not just about technology and cyber 
security

 the role of civil society: democracy, protection & bureaucracy = 
unmatch

 certification of democratic innovations: The real McCoy vs. 
Rousseau

 media responsibility: users cannot be held accountable for 
recognizing fake news and the influence of algorithms 



The democratic paradox

 Chantal Mouffe (2005): The Democratic Paradox
 ”[W]ith modern democracy, we are dealing with a new 

political form of society whose specificity comes from the 
articulation between two different traditions. On one side we 
have the liberal tradition constituted by the rule of law, the 
defense of human rights and the respect of liberty; on the 
other the democratic tradition whose main ideas are these of 
equality, identity between governing and governed and 
popular sovereignty.” (p. 2–3) 

 ”This is why the liberal-democratic regime has constantly 
been the locus of struggles which have provided the driving 
force of historical political developments.” (p. 5). 



The paradox of democracy



What is militant democracy?
 “Militant democracy as it stands is not a general theory and 

practice of the protection of the constitution, but it can be 
perceived as a set of measures directed against radical 
emotionalism, a technique that may be relevant in all situations 
where emotionalism takes over the political process.” (Sajò 2012, 
562) 

 “[L]egal restriction of certain democratic freedoms for the purpose 
of protecting democratic regimes from the threat of being 
subverted by legal means” (Invernizzi Accetti and Zuckermann
2017, 183)

 “Is there an affinity with or disapproval of such a [militant] principle 
in modern democracies’ constitutions and legal systems? And, if a 
constitutional militancy principle is not acknowledged in a country, 
are there at least legal and political provisions to defend the 
democratic structure against attacks?” (Thiel ed. 2009)



Militant democracy as response to the rise 
of authoritarian ideologies in the 1930s 



Militant democracy as response to the rise 
of authoritarian ideologies in the 1930s



Militant democracy as response to the rise 
of authoritarian ideologies in the 1930s



Militant democracy as response to the rise 
of authoritarian ideologies in the 1930s



Militant democracy as response to the rise 
of authoritarian ideologies in the 1930s



Does a handful of old tricks 
work better than a sacksful of 
new?



Criticism of militant democracy I
 “Even on its own terms, however, this theory doesn’t seem take into 

account that all political agents in electoral regimes make use of 
emotional cue and strategies. The category of ‘emotionalism’ 
doesn’t therefore seem capable of providing a principled basis for 
distinguishing between ‘friends’ and ‘enemies’ of democracy.”

 “[T]he decision as to what constitutes a threat for the survival of the 
democratic order is necessarily an exceptional (i.e. ultimately 
political) decision, which cannot be subsumed into any prior norm, 
and must therefore be established arbitrarily by whoever has the 
power to enforce it.”

 “This implies that militant democracy fails on its own terms, as a 
legal and democratic means of excluding enemies of democracy”

 “But at very last, the medicine must not be more dangerous than 
the infirmity. Militant democracy fails this test.”



Criticism of militant democracy II
 “[I]t is impossible to grasp militant democracy in Loewenstein’s rendition 

without also acknowledging his deep-seated mistrust of the people’s ability 

to govern themselves. This is a recognisable pattern in older elitist theories, 

where political exclusion and the opposition to broad political participation is 

based on the notion that the masses are too easily affected by 

demagoguery and nurture passions that could be exploited for authoritarian 

ends (e.g. Burke, 1999). It also bears striking similarity to post-war theories 

of elite competition, such as Schumpeter’s published shortly after 

Loewenstein’s; in them, democracy is a matter of competition between elites 

for votes from the people qua masses, who have ‘a reduced power of 

discerning facts, a reduced preparedness to act upon them, a reduced 

sense of responsibility’ (Schumpeter, 2003: 260). From this elitist conception 

of democracy follows the conclusion that defending democracy requires 

cutting the communication lines between the opportunistic political elites and 

the volatile citizenry.” 



Alternatives to militancy: liberal-procedural 
self-defence I



Alternatives to militancy: liberal-procedural 
self-defence II



Alternatives to militancy: social-
democratic self-defence 

 Alf Ross: Why Democracy? (1952) 
 citizens can be made “propaganda-proof” by democratic education

 decrease in social inequalities will alleviate political conflict

 science can be used to solve technical common concerns

 popular participation should be expanded rather than decreased

 Hermann Heller (1933): Authoritarian Liberalism
 political stability needs to be grounded in political and economic 

equality

 political crises are symptoms of structural weakness of the socio-

economic order



The elite cycle of political representation

Economic and 
social ineqialities

Socio-economic 
bias in 

participation

Socio-economic 
bias in 

representation
Biased input into 
decision-making

Fewer incentives 
for politically 
marginalized 

groups to 
participate

Source: Mattila, Rapeli, Wass ja Söderlund 2017 (modified).

Bias in interest 
groups’ access to 
decision-making



Back to democratic paradox



What shall we do with the democratic 
dilemma?

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
Ds4dYszGvww

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ds4dYszGvww


Towards democratically sustainable model of 
self-defense 
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