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THREATS TO DEMOCRACY: THEORETICAL ANALYSIS 

The article analyzes views of foreign and domestic scholars on the issue of threat to 

democracy («distortion of democracy», «non-fulfillment of promises of democracy», «threats to 

democracy», «fragility of modern democratic regimes»). The author defines contemporary threats 

to democracy and the main threats to democracy in Ukraine which are: incomplete administrative 

reform; absence of a functioning system of distribution of power for three branches; collisions in 

legislation; low social mobility; low level of economic development; inability to influence the 

government; low effectiveness of democratic mechanisms to select elites and elected government 

institutions; social apathy, «syndrome of uncertainty». 

 

ЗАГРОЗИ ДЕМОКРАТІЇ: ТЕОРЕТИЧНИЙ АНАЛІЗ 

Проаналізовано основні теоретичні підходи зарубіжних та вітчизняних вчених 

відносно проблеми загрози демократії («перекручування демократії», «невиконання обіцянок 

демократії», «загрози демократії», «крихкість сучасних демократичних режимів»). 

Визначено сучасні загрози демократії, також до основних загроз демократії в Україні слід 

віднести: незавершеність адміністративної реформи; відсутність дієздатної системи 

розподілу трьох гілок; колізії у законодавстві; низька соціальна мобільність; низький рівень 

розвитку економіки; неспроможність впливати на владу; низька ефективність 

демократичних механізмів відбору еліт та виборних інститутів влади; соціальна апатія, 

«синдром невизначеності».  

 

УГРОЗЫ ДЕМОКРАТИИ: ТЕОРЕТИЧЕСКИЙ АНАЛИЗ 

Проанализированы основные теоретические подходы зарубежных и отечественных 

ученых относительно проблемы угрозы демократии («искажения демократии», 

«невыполнение обещаний демократии», «угрозы демократии», «хрупкость современных 

демократических режимов»). Определено, что к основным угрозам демократии в Украине 

следует отнести: незавершенность административной реформы; коллизии в 

законодательстве; низкая социальная мобильность; низкий уровень развития экономики; 

неспособность влиять на власть; низкая эффективность демократических механизмов 

отбора институтов власти; социальная апатия; «синдром неопределенности». 

 

Modern political processes are characterized by democratic transformations in most countries, 

which, in turn, are characterized by development with particular problems. Of particular note is the 

problem of threats to democracy. This problem received relevance for our country after 2010, when 

the question of possible return of Ukrainian political regime to authoritarianism arose. Primarily, 

this is caused by a significant gap between the aim, objectives and possibilities of reforming society 

and its democratization. 

The need to study threats to democracy is particularly important in current conditions of 

globalization, as far as democratic transition helps a state to find its place and role in the 

international community and will enable Ukraine to ensure further democratization of society and to 

build a developed European state. 

Threats to democracy were studied by next foreign and domestic scientists: J. Beshler, 

F. Schmitter, S. Eisenstadt, A. Tocqueville, N. Baranov, R. Biliichuk, O. Myhailovska, 

O. Nikandrov, I. Pohorska, D. Lakishyk and others. 

These authors consider a range of issues: from the essence and meaning of concepts 
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«democracy», «democratization» to the major threats to democratic regime. 

The aim of the article is to determine the main threats to democracy. 

At the present stage of social development issue of threats to democracy remains relevant in 

many countries. J. Beshler introduced the concept «deficit of democracy» into scientific use, which 

means shortcomings inherent to democracy and problems arising in the course of democracy. By 

these, the author divided deficits into two types: 1) arise as a result of inconsistency between ideal 

and reality (economic problems); 2) related to objective circumstances that prevent approaching the 

ideal of democracy (power, prestige, wealth) [2, p. 168]. J. Beshler distinguishes three types of 

«distortions» - political, ideological and moral. 

Under political distortions he understands political market - exchange (between private and 

public spheres), distribution and search. Private interests act as a part in the exchange and offer 

votes and support to partner during elections. Their partners are politicians who need votes and 

support of citizens to be elected in authorities. Thus appears a contradiction of democracy. 

The author considers that false interpretation of basic democratic principles is the reason of 

ideological distortions, what leads to ideological conclusions that may adversely affect 

democratization [2]. 

To moral distortions J. Beshler includes abuse of freedom, which in most countries that hold 

democratic course is alleviated by guarantee of civil liberties and separation of public and private 

spheres. According to O. Myhailovska main deficiencies of Ukrainian democracy are «disregard of 

laws and absence of effective Constitution» [6, p. 66]. 

J. Beshler identified threats to democracy, based on retrospective trends and ratio between 

social expectations and political decisions; F. Schmitter, in his turn, focused on the study of political 

regimes in transitive period. The author determined two reasons of threats to democracy: 

«ideological hegemony of democracy may be depleted with the growth of frustration of new 

democracies in real results; the possibility that democracy will move forward without satisfying 

expectations of its citizens and without establishing acceptable and predictable set of rules for 

political competition and cooperation is low»[11]. 

According to F. Schmitter there are two ways of development in countries with democratic 

changes: 1) creation of a hybrid regime; 2) formation of a stable unconsolidated democracy [11]. 

The author notes that most countries of South America, Eastern Europe and Asia will not be able to 

form a stable government that would become acceptable to society [11]. 

F. Schmitter describes internal dilemmas to characterize modern democracy, regardless spatial 

and temporal factors and external dilemmas that challenge the compatibility of new democratic 

rules and practices with existing social, cultural and economic conditions. 

Among internal dilemmas the author considers oligarchy; self-withdrawal, characterized by 

the lack of rational incentives for citizens to participate actively in political life that leads to 

political deprivation; «cycles in policy» which is caused by uneven distribution of costs and benefits 

among social groups that creates unstable majority formed by temporary coalitions; functional 

autonomy (accountability of undemocratic institutions of a state to citizens and experts); 

interdependence of national leaders with other democracies and some autocracies associated with 

limited ability to control decisions of multinational corporations, the spread of ideas, movement of 

individuals across borders ad so on, which indicates limitation of their power within a state [11]. 

External dilemmas are characterized by «collective choice between alternative institutional 

arrangements compatible with existing socio-economic structures and cultural realities» [11]. The 

author does not agree that historical experience provides adequate and optimal institutional 

compliance. Over the past twenty years democratic processes involved states without former 

democratic experience, including Ukraine. These countries, as a rule, rely on foreign experience. 

S. Eisenstadt believes that as a result of ideological and institutional history of modern 

political systems, fragility and instability inherent to any constitutional-democratic regimes. The 

author believes that the basis for these statements is openness of political process in constitutional 

democracies and accompanying trend to constant reassessment of the political sphere. «This 

openness is the main reason for fragility of modern democratic regimes, but the paradox is that it 
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ensures the continuity of their existence» [12, p. 67]. The author notes that if a political system is 

characterized by openness, it testifies about its ability to adapt to contemporary social and political 

processes and to form an idea of politics as a «game» without zero sum, when gainings of one party 

do not tantamount to losing of another [12] . 

Among the main «contradictions» S. Eisenstadt names: «contradictions between an emphasis 

on human autonomy and powerful, severe control; contradictions between creativity, which 

internally inherent to images created by the ideas of the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and the 

great revolutions and the blurring of these images, frustration due to routine and bureaucracy of the 

modern world; contradictions between the complete picture of the modern world, that fills its with 

meaning, and crushing of this meaning due to increasing institutional autonomy of such spheres as 

economics, politics and culture; contradictions between the tendency to self-determination and 

establishment of independent political units and the growth of international forces that are outside 

of the control of these units» [1, quote: 12, p. 71]. 

Threats to democracy may also come from the masses and from the elite. N. Baranov stressed 

that democracy is best ensured by increasing participation of the masses in politics. However, in the 

twentieth century the masses became the most susceptible before the temptations of totalitarianism 

[1]. 

In his work «The Future of Democracy» N. Bobbio identified three obstacles to the 

development of democracy: technocracy, bureaucracy and the problem of «unmanageable» 

democracy [8, p. 89]. 

A. Tocqueville identified «two major threats to democracy: complete dependence of 

legislature on the wishes of voters, concentration of all other forms of government in the legislative 

bodies» [10, p. 158]. Also, «exercising democracy a number of real threats to democracy should be 

taken into account, e.g. a representative institution, absenteeism, manipulation by the will of people, 

«the tyranny of masses». Only civil society with a high level of civic democratic culture can 

confront such threats» [5]. 

R. Biliichuk among threats to democracy in Ukraine identifies «syndrome of uncertainty 

inherent both to government and society. Stereotype of the Soviet authorities entrenched in the 

minds of society; power acted by the scheme a leader - the party - people, and all decisions were 

taken «from above». In the context of democratic development, society takes a lot of decisions 

independently, and therefore temptation to return to well-known and simple scheme is more acute»; 

patronizing and clientelistic model of political elite; oligarchic-corporate type of Ukrainian political 

system, where representatives of the richest population groups and forensic groups have huge 

impact on power solutions [3]. 

I. Pohorska, D. Lakishyk in their work determined conditions and trends that threaten 

democratic transformation, which deserve support, «the growth among supporters of extreme forms 

of nationalism, religious intolerance and theocratic aspirations, terrorism and criminal violence, the 

crisis of the modern model of socio-political system that dominates in most developed countries, the 

increasing role of advertising specialists and consultants in the media in politics, the lack of interest 

of citizens in public affairs when it does not concern their specific interests» [9]. 

M. Boichuk proposed the most appropriate classification of threats to democracy in Ukraine 

into political and social, with which we actually agree. 

The threats of the first type are: «incompleteness of administrative reform; absence of 

effective system of separation of powers; internal legislative collisions; absence of a strong middle 

class; low social mobility; low level of economic development; absence of fully-fledged private 

property; immaturity of basic institutions of civil society in Ukraine; absence of a formed political 

nation; tendency to form several types of identities at once. A number of authors consider one of the 

main threats within the procedural factors the regressive trend of democratization, namely the fact 

that by many signs Ukrainian form of democracy falls under the definition of imitation of 

democracy or controlled democracy. The social threats to Ukraine's democratic development should 

include those that appear in the overall public assessment of a state of democracy in Ukraine, in 

evaluation of the ability to influence the government by society itself, in evaluation of the 
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effectiveness of democratic mechanisms in selection of elites and institutions of government, in 

evaluation of the situation with the rights and freedoms and general dynamics of assessments on 

availability of democracy in Ukraine» [4, p. 20]. 

Thus, after analyzing different views regarding threats to democratic changes in general and 

in Ukraine in particular, we believe that current trends are characterized by democratic institutions 

that may peacefully and effectively resolve problems that arise between society and government by 

changing the ruling elite during the elections. 

Summarizing the abovementioned, we conclude that democratic changes in modern 

conditions are characterized by complexity and ambiguity. As M. Nazarov correctly notes «the 

immaturity of the political elite, political corruption, clannishness and orientation solely on a leader 

of a political party, the loss of connection between political forces and voters in the absence of 

political, economic and social reforms led to prolonged political and economic crisis in the country. 

The use of democratic slogans by elites in undemocratic struggle for power, became the causative 

factor for the growth of demands for a politician, which with «a strong hand» establishes order in 

Ukrainian society» [7]. 
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КОНТЕКСТНІ ОСОБЛИВОСТІ СТАНОВЛЕННЯ ПОЛІТИЧНИХ СИСТЕМ 

ПОСТРАДЯНСЬКИХ КРАЇН 

В статті на основі класичних підходів до концепту політичної системи 

розглядаються специфічні риси пострадянських політичних систем. Автор приділяє увагу 

політичній культурі та соціальній психології радянського та пострадянського суспільства. 

Робиться спроба зрозуміти державотворчу логіку пострадянських еліт.  

Ключові слова: політична система, політичний процес, держава, менталітет, еліта, 

пострадянський простір. 

 

КОНТЕКСТНЫЕ ОСОБЕННОСТИ СТАНОВЛЕНИЯ ПОЛИТИЧЕСКИХ 

СИСТЕМ ПОСТСОВЕТСКИХ ГОСУДАРСТВ. 

В статье на основании классических подходов к концепту политической системы 

рассматриваются специфические черты постсоветских политических систем. Автор 

уделяет внимание политической культуре и социальной психологии советского и 

постсоветского общества. Делается попытка понять государствообразующую логику 

постсоветских элит.  

Ключевые слова: политическая система, политический процесс, государство, 

менталитет, элита, постсоветское пространство. 

 

THE CONTEXT FEATURES OF ESTABLISHING THE POLITICAL SYSTEMS OF 

POST-SOVIET COUNTRIES. 

 In the article on the basis of the classic concepts of the political system the specific features 

of the post-soviet political systems are being examined. The author pays attention to political 

culture and social psychology of soviet and post-soviet society. An attempt to understand the 

statehood logic of post-soviet elites is done.  

Keywords: political system, political process, state, mentality, elite, post-soviet space. 

 

Постановка проблеми. Традиційно, дослідження політичної системи передбачає 

вивчення інституційних структур держави і суспільства, а також характеру взаємин і 

взаємодії між ними. Політична система призначена для регулювання суспільно-політичних 

процесів в рамках держави і суспільства через здійснення владних функцій. Головне в 

політичній системі - це досягнення стабільності в суспільстві на основі розвиненої правової 

бази, на тих законах, які регулюють політичний процес. Політична система відображає, 

насамперед, сутність сформованого суспільства, суспільних відносин, відображає інтереси 

класів, соціальних груп.  

Для пострадянських країн політична система стала формуватись відповідно з тією 

політикою, яка здійснювалась в кожній з цих країн. Після розпаду Радянського Союзу кожна 

з республік опинилась в складному становищі. Територіальні претензії, міжнаціональні 

протистояння, економічні інтереси – все це вимагало рішення вже в рамках нових 

національних політичних систем, особливості становлення яких є самостійною науковою 

проблемою. 

Аналіз останніх досліджень і публікацій. Окрім класичних праць західних 

політологів – Д. Істона, С. Верба, Р. Арон, Дж. Сарторі та ін. – контекст, у якому 

функціонують політичні системи, а саме політичну культуру та політичну свідомість, 

досліджують і вітчизняні політологи. Серед них В. Г. Абрамович, С. Д. Гелей, Б. Л. Кухта, 

А. В. Мазіна, В. С. Петрінко, В. М. Піча, А. С. Романюк, С. М. Рутар, І. В. Телелим, 
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