Working group of CALRE
on interactive democracy

Ladies and gentlemen of the CALRE,
At the end of 2015, I had the honour of resuming the coordination of the CALRE e-democracy
working group.
I proposed to rename it «Working Group on Interactive Democracy» because I wanted to emphasise
the need for not only virtual interactivity via digital tools but also real interactivity between citizens
and MPs. There seems to be a real need to strengthen the democratic vitality of the assemblies in
view of the growing gap between citizens and elected representatives.
E-information and e-consultation are very well implemented by our assemblies. On the other hand,
e-participation is proving to be more of a headache despite a genuine hunger our fellow citizens
to be involved in the decision-making process; hence the evolution of this working group from
e-democracy to interactive democracy.
The following is a summary of the meeting of the working group held on 21 June 2016, in which three
renowned experts took the floor:
- Mr Louvin, Professor of Comparative Law at the University of Calabria, President of the International
University College (Turin);
- Mr Blondiaux, Professor at the Department of Political Science at the Sorbonne (Paris I), Researcher
at the Centre for Sociological Studies and Political Science at the Sorbonne (CESSP) and at the
Centre of Political Research at the Sorbonne (CRPS);
- Mrs Schnapper, Emeritus Professor of Sociology at the School of Advanced Studies in Social
Sciences (Paris) and former member of the French Constitutional Council.
These three experts addressed the crisis of representative democracy, new forms of citizen
participation in public affairs and the new digital tools available.
Following these fruitful exchanges, it was decided to continue the debate by organising a second
meeting of the working group on 17 November 2016 on the theme of reconciling the availability of
multiple means of digital communication, the desire of citizens to participate in the management of
the community and the involvement of the political world in this process.
Contributions by two experts were planned for this meeting, namely:
- Mr Anthony Gooch, Head of the Directorate for External Relations and Communication of the
OECD, on the theme of: «Regenerating democracy towards a new era»;
- Mr Vasilis Koulolias, Director of eGovlab, a centre of excellence in e-governance in Sweden.
This meeting failed to materialise in the absence of a sufficient number of participants.
If the members of the CALRE Plenary Assembly re-appoint me as coordinator of this working group
for a second consecutive year, I will continue the work begun by organising the aforementioned
meeting at the beginning of 2017. My ambition would be for this second meeting to become a
real forum for discussion involving even more experts in order to nurture CALRE’s reflection on
this crucial issue for the future of European democracies. After all, at a time when certain forms of
populism are giving some cause for concern, it is essential that everything be done to reconcile the
citizens with politics.
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OPENING OF THE SESSION

- The session opened at 11 hours 13 minutes.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - Dear colleagues, members of the
CALRE assemblies, a warm welcome to you all,
now that our last guests have managed to find
their way to the Parliament, for which we heartily
thank them. My gratitude also goes to those of
you who have been patient enough to allow us
to put together this high-quality working group.
We here at the Walloon Parliament are very pleased
to welcome you, since this is a first for us. I asked
our Secretary General, the Registrar, Mr Frédéric
Janssens, and we do not recall having had the
honour of welcoming a delegation, even for a
CALRE working group.
We will benefit from the input of a number of
specialists, and would like to take this opportunity
to thank them, and some of them indeed I know
very well, such as my friend Mr Roberto Louvin,
a professor of law, who joins us from the Val
d’Aosta.
We will also be hearing from Mr Loïc Blondiaux
and Ms Dominique Schnapper, for whom it is
the second appearance in this Parliament, and
who left quite an impression during a conference
on participatory democracy. No doubt that the
same will be true today.
I would like to say in this brief introduction that,
in our respective assemblies, we have triggered
the reform and renovation of democratic vitality.
This requires, of course, a number of reforms
inside the Parliament, but above all outside the
Parliament. That is why, after copious amount of
research, studies, analyses of the doctrine, since
the 1st of September 2015, our Parliament of
Wallonia has overhauled its regulations granting,
for example, members of parliament one minute,
at the beginning of the session, to deliver what
we call «a declaration of regional interest» on a
topic of general interest, in which they set out
their priorities to their colleagues, the public and
the press.
The «pressing issues» mechanism also allows a
member of parliament to put a question to the
Government without informing it of the content
of the scope of the question; a sure way of
ensuring more heated exchanges. It is also an
opportunity, and here we turn outward, to see

our fellow citizens comment on draft decrees,
since we have extended the period to 10 days,
allowing any resident of Wallonia to express
their opinion, request amendments, voice their
encouragements or their grievances in respect of
a draft decree - and therefore a bill - or even to
challenge it, with the obligation for a commission
to sum it up and deliver it to the members of
parliament and, for these, either to put together
arguments or shore up or back the proposal. It
is important to point out that the commission
must, at the very least, draw up minutes of the
public contribution.
The same applies to the right to petition that we
have modernised, since, now, it can be filed by
electronic vote; which is a first for our country.
A petition filed by just one person is all it takes,
requiring the commission to respond to it, as long
as the subject is deemed to be in line with our
regional powers. We have already had one very
recently and we hope to see others in the future.
I would also like to announce that all our work
is now the subject of a televised broadcast;
which means that plenary meetings are open
to all residents of Wallonia who wish to tune in,
resulting in livelier exchanges and, probably, in
some cases, a bit more drama, since the cameras
follow our work in all plenary sessions.
Finally, like many of your parliaments, we were
eager to introduce a school of citizenship, that is to
say, just like what our friends at the Parliament of
the Wallonia-Brussels Federation have been doing
for years, allow a large number of young people,
even very young people, to discover the democratic
reality, come to visit us, to discover the role of
the members of parliament, the decision-making
process and how our citizens can have a voice. In
short, give them the first tools of democracy and
then, above all, give them a taste for and desire
to take greater interest in politics. A School of
citizenship but also a Parliament open to society
as, on a permanent basis, we receive a large
number of associations, movements that either
hold their meetings, congresses, their conferences,
their colloquia here or, even better, come to meet
members of parliament in the conservatory right
behind us. Some recent examples include people
with reduced mobility who still do not, it seems,
in some building, have the easy access they would
like to see, or the Association for Voluntary Work,
which came to remind members of parliament
of the need to adjust their status.
This working group, previously known as
«e-democracy» was underpinned by four
components, e-information, e-consultation,
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e-participation and e-voting. We can see that
the first two components, a bit like the reforms
that we have undertaken in your assemblies as
in our own, are on the right path. This is the
information that is made available to the citizens,
the ability for them to be aware of decisions or
to facilitate contacts.
On the other hand, e-participation is more
difficult. It is clear that, even if there is a large
appetite among our citizens to participate, to be
involved in the decision-making process, they
may not grasp all the possibilities available to
them, hence the evolution of this e-democracy
working group towards interactive democracy.
How to make the most from these reforms? How
to take advantage of best practices introduced
by you in your various assemblies? How to get
the most out of social networks, tweets or other
modern means of communication to give a bigger
platform to our citizens?
I note that in some assemblies, like the MPs,
citizens can submit written questions, requesting
explanations. This is not something that exists in
our regulations, but this is a new track that some
have introduced - there may be testimonials on the
subject. Another topic that is making the rounds
at home and abroad is the opportunity or the
ability to randomly select a number of citizens, who
would then participate, support, accompany the
procedure, either as privileged observers or even
as actors of political life, with all the difficulty, of
course, of combining a representative democracy,
as expressed on election night, with the vagaries
of a representation that does not necessarily
correspond to all of our citizens.
Here again, we see that we are seeking a way of
bridging the gap between elected officials and
their constituents. This interactivity that citizens
are demanding and that we are trying to offer
them, is the whole point of the working group
that has brought us here today. I thank those who
entrusted us with this task during the general
meeting. It is a great honour for us to host this
working group, in the hope of identifying a number
of suggestions, avenues, recommendations, that
we could then roll out in our parliaments and
in our political practice. We know today that
when things are put in simple terms, it is easier
to find an audience; unfortunately, nuances tend
to be lost in indictments. Last Friday we were in
Eupen - and I salute Mr Alexander Miesen who
welcomed us as part of the Greater Region,
bringing together Wallonia, the Wallonia-Brussels
Federation, the Grand East region of France Alsace, Champagne-Ardenne and Lorraine - the
Grand Duchy of Luxembourg and two German

regions - Rhineland-Palatinate and Saarland - where
we had to listen, all in the name of democracy,
o representatives of the French National Front,
speak for the first time, since they had no seat
at the ICC previously. I think that quite a few of
us were rather surprised by the very simplistic
rhetoric they spouted with a force of truth that
was far from the truth..
Again, there is therefore the duty of information,
and I do not want to stigmatise them, but the fact
remains that in the north and south of Europe
today we are seeing extreme currents emerge,
even in countries that nevertheless enjoy broad
social security coverage and state intervention.
I’m thinking in particular of the Scandinavian
countries, which have not escaped the emergence
and even the development of this type of political
movement. Here again, democracy must be able
to step in, by shaking up its organisation and
allowing this interactivity that we are all calling for.
That brings my introductory speech to an end.
We have a morning of work ahead of us and if
we are efficient, the Registrar will get behind
the stoves to prepare us a great meal that will,
I hope, live up to the quality of your respective
speeches and responsibilities.
Without further ado may I remind you that the
translation channels are 1 for French, 2 for Italian
and 3 for Spanish. I hope that this will allow
everyone to understand, listen and, above all,
respond to what is going on.
I would now like to welcome - I’m sorry, I have
known him for many years. We have been lucky to
see our paths cross during our careers, although
his has taken him much further than yours truly,
since he is now a university professor - Mr Louvin,
former minister, who will therefore also address this
issue from the point of view of both his political
experience but especially with his vast academic
insight.
Professor, it is with great pleasure that I give
you the floor.
Mr Louvin, Professor of Comparative Law at
the University of Calabria, President of the
International University College (IUC) of Turin.Parliamentary Representatives of the Parliament
of Wallonia, the Wallonia-Brussels Federation, the
Parliament of the German-speaking Community,
Señora Montoiro Salvado, Presidente Cecchetti,
ladies and gentlemen, I expected to be greeted
today, on the 21st of June, on the day of the
summer solstice, by the Druid André Antoine,
surrounded by Vestals, offering us cups of mead
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to the sound of the harp. It is much more soberly
that President André Antoine welcomes us,
however, in a particularly sober but I hasten to
add, particularly warm setting.
Thank you, my dear André. As you mentioned,
we have had the pleasure of sharing our first
parliamentary experiences at an age when the
number of years that had gone by still started with
the number 2. Subsequently, we have always been
united by constant ties of friendship that have
enabled us, while following somewhat different
paths, to always get on well and to consistently
seek to uphold parliamentarism as the driver of
our democratic life.
The topic that you have put in the spotlight this
morning is not a completely new topic in the
framework of CALRE.
Back in 2001, the Conference of European Regional
Legislative Assemblies addressed the issue of
«regional parliaments in the Internet era» and
in this context a report, which I authored in
conjunction with Lord John Alderdice, the then
President of the Parliament of Northern Ireland,
already in a way set out the first milestones of
this discussion.
This text (I parlamenti regionali all’era di Internet,
in Parlamenti regionali, 2001, n. 2, pp. 170-191)
was published by the journal that was the
information organ of the Conference of Italian
Regional Councils, headed at the time by Stefano
Rolando, then Director of the Regional Council of
Lombardy and today one of the leading specialists
in institutional communication in Europe.
At the time, the phenomenon of the use of new
technologies was arousing some curiosity but,
and I realised this in the past few days when I
reread this document fifteen years later, we were
observing these developments from a different
perspective to that of today.
We were interested above all in the introduction
of more efficient informative procedures, in the
contamination of parliamentary procedures by
new technologies, with the aim of broadening the
scope of action of parliaments, of allowing them
to make up the lost ground parliaments seemed
to suffer from compared with governments.
Fifteen years later, it must be said that the context
is clearly different. First of all, we increasingly
feel the need to add adjectives to the word
«democracy» to underline the tension shown by
public opinion towards new democratic procedures.
We feel the need to qualify it more as it is, in fact,

still a relative idea.
We must be wary of overly static and absolute
conceptions of democracy. Our version of
democracy always reflects the age, changes
according to the evolution of society. And the
democracy that we are seeing today, we must
not forget, is only a recent phenomenon on the
scale of human history.
This political system is particularly sensitive to
changes in society, to technological innovations,
to cultural changes that are transforming the
very perception citizens have of their role with
regard to the institutions.
How can we overlook the radical transformation
in power relations? For a very long time they
have been practised according to a vertical logic
between the political authorities and citizens and
today this is far from being accepted by a large
portion of the population.
So we are faced with a deficit of traditional criteria,
and the rapid obsolescence of a concept - that of
participatory democracy - which appeared, only
recently, to be particularly innovative, paving the
way for a more advanced form of democracy,
referred to in several countries as interactive
democracy and that in Italy is usually referred
to as deliberative democracy.
The presence among us today of my colleague,
Professor Blondiaux, reassures me, as he will
be able to give us a precious insight into these
different categories.
Today we are experiencing the anxiety of the
postmodernity of parliamentary democracy, which
needs to be reinterpreted in a new way. We must
try to move away from what the Italians call the
narrazione del declino, the general feeling and
psychological framework inspired by the idea of
the decline of the West and of the institutions
that have characterised its last centuries of life.
We must also reject the fear of change and not
to give in to the Kafka complex, the idea that
we are «subjected to» our institutions. Everyone
remembers the memorable pages of Kafka’s novel
The Trial, this agonising feeling that the institution
is incumbent upon us, that it hangs over us.
To do so, we need to go beyond the search for
purely technical solutions, we will have to avoid
the technological trap, the one that will have
us believe that the solution lies in the means, in
the medium, in the Internet, in new technology.
I think that it is necessary rather to spark a kind
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of cultural revolution to break the deadlock in
which we find ourselves, which has a specific
cause: the fog.
This is a fog that was already around five centuries
ago. Francesco Guicciardini, a contemporary of
Machiavelli, wrote about it in his memoirs in 1512:
«between the palace and the public square» there was already this very clear distinction even
back then- «there is such a dense fog or thick
wall that, being impenetrable to the human eye,
the people know as much of what those in power
are doing and their reason for it as of what is
going on in India.»
It was a beautiful image that he shared with us
to say that ignorance of what is happening inside
the halls of power is a harmful phenomenon for
the relationship between rulers and the ruled.
Faced with this fog, to find a solution to the
crisis in the relationship between Parliament and
the people, we must remember that there is a
knot to be severed: the Gordian knot, to borrow
the title of a book by Georges Pompidou, which
already contained illuminating prophecies about
the bifurcation facing us today to try to reconstruct
agreement and mutual understanding.
Georges Pompidou wrote this after May 68, in a
context of social difficulties and splits, citing the
risk of relying on a strong personality, a leader
who would sever this knot, avoiding dialogue
and mediation.
The answer of our democracies must be found
elsewhere.
To date, the answer was one that the 1948 Italian
Constitution summed up in the phrase «All citizens
have the right to freely form parties to contribute
by democratic methods to determine national
policy» (art. 49). An address that is very similar
to that of the French Fourth Republic and the
German Basic Law.
The context of the time made it the responsibility
of the parties to settle this relationship, to
represent the point of contact, the connection
between the people and the institutions. This
connection, that the postwar constitutions showed
us so clearly, no longer holds. One can say this
without fear of contradiction today, when the
two capitals of Italy - the first, Turin, that of 1860
and the present, Rome – have been governed
for two days now by a new force that asserts
itself as a subject other than a party, using the
term «network.»

That is the emergence of a form of political
postmodernity.
I will return later to the Italian situation, since
it seems to me to anticipate, as it did 20 years
ago when the party of Silvio Berlusconi came
to power, the line followed by the evolution of
European political institutions.
The parties, with their driving role and their
ambition of being the interpreters of popular
will within the parliamentary institution, have
long since embodied the people’s opinion. This
is what the Parliament of Wallonia does in the
brochure bearing the welcome address to the
Parliament of all the Walloons, «your opinion is
decisive, we represent it».
That is the heart of the matter.
Until now, it was always and only the parties who
were responsible for translating the popular will
through the legislative function, an interpretation
permanently ensured between one election and
the next. In the eyes of our fellow citizens this is
no longer enough.
The problem is substantial because the traditional
organisational formula is already suffering in Italy
and in Spain and also looming in many other
European countries. Excessive exercise of the
monopoly of decision, and a certain form of
paternalism, in the philosophical sense, and the
elitism of the political class have accelerated the
wear and tear of the system.
The temptation arises once again to take the
shortcut to the individualisation of power, in the
messianic expectation of a «boss», someone who
can solve all the problems thanks to their youth,
their brilliance, their capacity of seduction and
charisma: a kind of bridge, a bypass that could
short-circuit the whole parliamentary system.
Finally, we are seeing a strong resurgence of
identities, even a multiplication of the intermediary
bodies which are not meant to be seen - I invite you
to reflect on this aspect - as alternative subjects
and potential adversaries of the parliamentary
process, but as potential allies, integrators of the
modern democratic form.
If I mentioned earlier the Italian laboratory, it is
firstly because it has produced in the past a form
a party that is now catching on within different
political systems, including the United States.
This is the idea of the «business party» created
around a leader who was not brought up in the
old boys’ network of politics and who organises
7

the consensus in a different way compared to the
traditional parties. But Italy is also the country
where the formula of the primaries has found its
most interesting breeding ground, a real permanent
laboratory studied and analysed for years by
political scientists.
Finally, there is a third reason, and it is because
interactive democracy is structured in the Italian
peninsula, in local communities through innovative
initiatives around the logic of the commons.
The main reference in this regard is the Municipality
of Bologna, leader of an experiment that has
already been reproduced by a hundred or so
municipalities interested in copying, revisiting
the Bolognese approach.
The approach entails ensuring that the municipality,
rather than always act directly, simply performs
support functions in the management and
regeneration of the commons - health, some
urban areas, culture, etc. – thus allowing direct
management by organised citizens vis-à-vis
which the public institution confines itself to a
partnership role.
The public authorities and local administrations
play a role that is no longer that of the director,
the ‘boss’, the one who has final responsibility
and the last word on everything, but that of a
partner in a subsidiary function. The prospect is
attractive and can be fruitful.
Parliaments are not yet structured to respond
exactly in the same way, but they will probably
be required to do so and the evocation of the
technical tools they already use, as we were
reminded earlier by President Antoine, proves it.
It is interesting to see what is happening on the
ground, at the closest level to the citizens, to
see how they are able to produce new – and
satisfactory - relationships with institutions that
administrative law has always characterised mainly
by the exercise of a power of supremacy, that
made it possible – or so we believed – to come
up with a solution to any problem.
As institutions adjust their attitudes, parties
also change their structure: a different model
has emerged, for example, in the last municipal
elections in Italy, a model that already made the
5-Star Movement the second political party in Italy
during the 2013 elections. This is a party that has
theorised and put into practice a revolutionary
organisational form, the true inspiration for which
is not the most famous number one man - Mr
Beppe Grillo - but a very controversial figure, who

died two months ago - Mr Gianroberto Casaleggio
- an original and a visionary who was able to
propose and implement a new formula for the
party’s management.
The Italian laboratory also has other interesting
features: interesting initiatives have been developed
as part of the Italian regional councils, but, for
the time being, the regional assemblies are not
a driving force in relation to Italian politics as a
whole. They are going through a difficult phase, as
Italian regionalism as a whole is at its lowest ebb,
«un momento di stanca» as the Italians would say.
The current need to revive and organise citizen
action, which is very dynamic at the moment,
seems to be an opportunity that should be
grabbed, a valuable resource to revive modern
parliamentarism.
It is the revival of a democracy that we call
«deliberative» but that must first be «discursive,»
to enable the exchange of words in both directions.
At the time we wrote our first reports on the
issue, 15 years ago, our idea was to exploit the
potential of new technologies to showcase what
we did in the Parliament, to better publicise this
action.
We have since learned that communication
goes in two directions and that it is very much
necessary to strengthen the second to make it
possible to reduce the gap between the people
in the square and the people in power, while
avoiding any dangerous shortcut and improper
and manipulative and use of new technologies.
Politicians are always in a hurry: they need to
quickly achieve results, immediately communicate
their responses, their results, their successes.
On the other hand, dialogue calls for a different
timescale, but I will come back later to the question
of time that strikes me as crucial.
The legal mechanisms and technological software
– with the gradual acceleration they induce - are
not in themselves a guarantee of good relations
with citizens, since they inevitably guide us - for
lack of a responsible and genuinely democratic
action - towards the logic of the citizen-consumer
of politics rather than that of the citizen-builder
of politics who must see Parliament as a broker
of ideas, a passer of words rather than the place
where truth itself is held.
The instruments of active democracy overlap, to
some extent, the list that has just been drawn up,
but go even a little beyond them, as they also
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include forms of organisation of society that are
independent from the institutions.

of an integral vision and a spirit of cohesion is a
huge asset, a great benefit to society.

It is necessary in fact for civil society, in its
autonomy from the State, to structure itself to
prepare for this dialogue, also alongside the
political parties and without necessarily positioning
itself in opposition to them. A number of flexible
organisations, inspired by the conditions of divided
loyalties of man in modern society, must have a
broader legitimacy and continuity of interlocution
with Parliament.

The shared deliberation that takes place in a
continuous dialogue ensures sound governance,
reinforces a strongly contested legitimacy even
in our Western societies. It is also a huge benefit
that the holders of knowledge, wisdom and
information finalised by the decision are not
concentrated in one place; this concentration
should not either make academics and specialists
the only interlocutors of parliamentarians. There is
in every society a widespread knowledge, diffuse
science that must be enhanced.

In saying this, my mind naturally turns to the
tragic events that occurred in Belgium a few
months ago. The attacks in Brussels, in Zaventem,
marked us deeply and remind us how our society
is today ridden by social tensions and problems
of identity. The welcome we received from your
Parliament, with 13 olive trees in its courtyard –
is this number pure chance? - inspires dialogue:
thirteen olive trees as a token of peace, encourage
us to think that identities are not an obstacle
to or an adversary of deliberative or interactive
democracy, but a natural setting and a starting
point for organisation, volunteering, movements of
opinion and social mobilisation, advisory services,
listening centres.
This is what prompts me to imagine Parliament
not as a spider weaving its web, but as the centre
of the web itself, of the network, where all nodes
are in connection and actually find here, among
these walls, the house where these various hubs
of activity, international cooperation, these host
communities, professional groupings and so on,
find their home.
Allow me, in passing, to mention the fine definitions
of Giovanni Moro, valiant sociologist and son
of the former President of the Italian Christian
Democracy Aldo Moro, killed by the Red Brigades
in 1978, «the cittadinanza attiva è della qualita
democrazia». The movements and associations
are privileged partners of this dialogue, which is
not only open to citizens as individuals, but also
and especially to citizens as organised groups,
communication facilitators, against which feelings
of fear or mistrust must not be harboured, but
towards which a show of confidence is necessary.
Although we do not want to idealise here
uncritically the notion of interactive democracy,
its virtues seem obvious. Civic virtues, first.
Having informed citizens, who are well trained,
organised and able to voice their competent
opinion, citizens who know how to set aside a
purely utilitarian and individual vision in favour

On the other side, a few caveats are also needed.
Dominant positions can emerge within this
dialogue also on the public opinion side, sometimes
dominated by noisy minorities and marked by
phenomena of manipulation and inappropriate
organisation of opinion.
There is also sometimes an extreme tendency
to search for compromises, increasingly median
solutions that can lose clarity and strength once
the final decision is reached.
In this regard, we would do well to look at the Swiss
experience, going back over a hundred years, which
teaches us how to gradually reach a consensus,
even when dealing with big projects that trigger
endless conflicts elsewhere. I am thinking about
the inauguration, a few days ago, of the new
Gotthard tunnel, a colossal work carried out with
the agreement of local authorities, governments,
parliamentary lawmakers and the people who,
in Switzerland, are also legislators and keep a
firm grip on the levers of major decision-making
alongside the institutions of representative
democracy.
Finally, we must also consider the risk of conflict.
For Parliaments, conflicts are a permanent and
natural condition and they are able to manage
the resulting tensions.
Ladies and gentlemen, I will now put on my legal
hat, having already ventured into the terrain of
the other sciences, in munere alieno, as they used
to say in the Middle Ages. In constitutional law,
the Italian response to this huge challenge is
related to the concept of subsidiarity.
The concept of subsidiarity is often raised in its
vertical dimension, as the key to the distribution
of power between local authorities, the State and
the European Union. However, the subsidiarity
I mention here is different; it is specified by an
article of our Constitution that was reformulated
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in 2001 and that evokes the notion of ‘horizontal’
or «circular» subsidiarity. Circular means that the
public authorities as a whole (the State, regions,
metropolitan cities, provinces, municipalities)
encourage - the Italian term is favoriscono,
therefore favour the autonomous initiatives of
citizens.
This is not just a wish, an aspiration: it is indeed
a constitutional duty.
And here we must admit, the parliaments of our
countries have not yet internalised, metabolised
this new constitutional concept that aims to
promote the autonomous initiatives of citizens
acting individually or as members of an association
to exercise any activity of general interest based
on this principle of subsidiarity.
Why have I mentioned this article? Because,
alongside the cultural revolution of parliaments, it
is also necessary to allow for their reorganisation
and the introduction of new practices, and provide
for a legal guarantee.
It is not – if you will allow me - only the will of the
good prince, or a generous and open parliament,
that should allow this openness, in line with a
communication and joint decision for the future
of a country, region. It is a constitutional duty to
work in this direction on the part of all institutions
and those elected directly by the people must
lead the way.

advance is a further reason to trust you.
Politics is not just about passion or experience,
it must offer hope for the future and you, ladies
and gentlemen members of parliament, you also
offer utopias.
It is from governments that we are directly
expecting immediate political acts. Political
leaders and parliamentarians are not only there
to seek contingent responses. They have in their
hands the keys to the future and need to know
how to keep their own pace in a dialogue that
is not a simple ‘message’ but a kind of continual
‘massage’ of public opinion.
Do not get caught in the trap of speed, of
speeding. Today we need a slow movement. It is
a slower and continuous philosophical approach
that we need. Slow but permanent changes,
underpinning a stable development to formulate
not the story of the decline, which I mentioned
at the beginning of my presentation, but a future
story, a narrative of revival.
The balance will necessarily be long and still
unstable, but we can at least promote a more
peaceful cohesion within our communities and
our country.
Thank you very much, Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, for your attention.

This brings us – let’s say - to a concept of
interactive democracy that is somehow utopian.

Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - Not at all, Professor, we can only thank
you and applaud you.

Maybe, but utopia is only the ideal place to which
we are currently heading. Hasn’t democracy always
been, basically, a utopia ?

After Professor Louvin, we will welcome his
counterpart, his colleague, Professor Loïc
Blondiaux.

The utopia we’re talking about here is that of a
collective intelligence in decision making and, at
the same time, that of an integral intelligence,
because there are some very bright minds that
remain, alas, individual and isolated, while the
democracy practised is by nature a collective
dynamic: its institutions are common property,
places based on relations where everyone has
rights and duties of collaboration.

I hand over to Mr Blondiaux.

It is a utopia, finally, where activism is embedded
in democratic practice in a constant and consistent
manner.
The work ahead of us is vast and the fact that
the regional European parliaments are pioneers
in the exploration of these unknown territories,
of this terra incognita towards which we must

Mr Blondiaux, Professor at the Department
of Political Science of the Sorbonne (Paris I),
Researcher at the European Centre for Sociological
Studies and Science Policy of the Sorbonne
(CESSP) and at the Political Research Centre
of the Sorbonne (CRPS) - Thank you for this
invitation. Forgive me for this rather dramatic
entrance. My name is Loïc Blondiaux.
I have been working for several years now on
everything related to democratic innovation in
all its forms. That is to say, on all mechanisms,
all experiences that seek to involve citizens in
the policy-making process
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In 20 minutes, I will try to focus on the present
moment, the present democratic moment, to both
characterise it and finally see what it is producing
in terms of hope for democratic transformation.
I will first revisit the definitions. I find that when
it comes to democracy, there is a distinct lack
of definition of what democracy actually is. We
need to reconsider it, because it is important and,
in particular, we need to define democracy also
on the basis of an institutional legacy.
Democracy is first and foremost a political system
in which sovereignty belongs to the people and
in which, to use a robust element of definition, all
citizens have an equal opportunity to influence the
decision. This is the definition of democracy that I
follow myself and that is followed traditionally since
fifth century Athens, where an equal opportunity
is given to influence the decision. We know that in
Athens, this translated into mechanisms, principles.
The principle of equal opportunity to speak at
the assembly - the isegoria - or the principle of
equality before the law.
But democracy is not only a form of distribution
of power, it is also a form of life. Democracy is
about institutions, but it is also a way of living
together. This is a point which seems to me of
vital importance today to understand a number
of current movements
Democracy is a way of looking at the other,
of considering them as an equal. It is a form
of feeling, it is a form of common life wave. It
is possible to have a system that claims to be
democratic institutionally and a society that is
not at all democratic. French society strikes me
as very undemocratic in the way people live with
each other. Our institutions, schools, prisons and
hospitals are highly undemocratic institutions
where finally there is no real awareness and no
real application of this sense of equality.
From this starting point, how can we go further
in the definition? How to add definitions to this
basic definition of democracy? The intention of this
meeting is to talk about interactive democracy. I
tend to say: «Let’s stop the inflation in versions of
democracy». I would rather work on two words,
one of which was addressed very competently
by my predecessor, this is the concept of
participatory democracy. Participatory democracy
is a democracy in which one seeks to ensure
that as many people as possible can be involved
in decision-making with this fundamental idea
in democracy that the more citizens show an
interest in public affairs, the more democratic
our society.

Alexis de Tocqueville said this very clearly in
Democracy in America: «When citizens withdraw
into their private sphere, into their petty affairs,
there is every chance that we tip over into a
system other than democracy.» There is an intrinsic
interest in involving citizens in public affairs, in
the discussion of public affairs. That is the ideal
of participatory democracy.
Then there is a second ideal, it seems to me, that
should not be overlooked, which is an ideal of
deliberative democracy. The term was used by
Professor Louvin. This is a term that is struggling
to emerge in France because for us deliberation
means decision. In fact, in English, on the contrary,
deliberation is the discussion preceding the
decision. This deliberative democracy can be
defined as follows: «It is ensuring that all those
involved in a decision, affected by a decision, can
discuss this decision.» It is a new form of legitimacy
in our democracies. The legitimate decision is
no longer only that which is produced by an
elected authority or equal authority, but one that
has been discussed, debated, deliberated by all
those concerned by the decision. The requirement
here is no longer a requirement of quantity, of
concerned citizens, of politicization of citizens,
but a requirement of the quality of legitimacy
of the decision.
These are the two concepts that underpin
my talk. Then I will continue this exploratory
definition work by recalling a historical fact. The
fact that our systems are far removed from the
original democratic ideal. Our institutions and
representative democracy were invented by people
who hated, who abhorred democracy. There is no
doubt that, today, a number of historical works
have clearly reminded us that, in the late eighteenth
century, in France, the French constituents hated
democracy and wanted to find alternatives to it.
While affirming the sovereignty of the people,
they considered that the people were not capable
of governing themselves and were at best able
to designate representatives to govern on their
behalf.
Our systems are not democracies in the true sense
of the term; representative democracy is a form
of contradiction in terms. It is only after a rather
long, rather confrontational historical process
that this compromise formula of representative
democracy was invented, in which it was gradually
accepted that universal suffrage was equivalent
to democracy. In fact, the only truly democratic
aspect of our representative democracies is the
election, the possibility for every citizen to elect its
masters, its representatives. That is the democratic
character of our democracies. The sovereignty
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of the people stops at the election.
This legacy is today debated, questioned by
a number of stakeholders and a number of
social events. What is the current situation of
representative democracy? What is the fate of
this system? It is easy to see that it is threatened
in its very foundations, in its very effectiveness. It
is no longer able to solve a set of problems that
it faces: environmental issues, the capacity to
regulate markets and economic actors who today
have taken precedence over political power. This
system is faced with a major crisis of effectiveness.
Then there is a strong crisis of legitimacy of this
system. We are seeing among citizens increasingly
violent reactions of exasperation with regard to the
representatives; for some, with regard to the very
principle of representation. Ultimately, you have
a variety of reactions, but which are all negative
today with regard to representative government.
There are those who tell themselves: «We need
authoritarian solutions.» There is an impulse, a clear
authoritarian temptation in our democracies that
governments can exploit. In France today, we are
clearly hearing a warlike rhetoric, an authoritarian
rhetoric, an almost post-democratic rhetoric, from
a number of our leaders.
Then you are also seeing people being tempted
by the extreme right, which is a way of saying,
given the ineffectiveness of governments, that it
is maybe necessary to restore a form of political
authority Then you have another segment of
the population who have turned their backs on
politics entirely.
What threatens representative democracies, is also
indifference, it is the rise of abstention. If people
no longer vote, the exclusive legitimacy of the
representatives, that which is based exclusively
on the election, is obviously threatened.
The third reaction is that one I would like to focus
on, it is a reaction that refers to a stronger demand
for democracy, which starts to question the very
principles underpinning this system. A movement
such as Nuit debout in France, inspired by the
Occupaille movement or the Indignados movement,
clearly reflects this need for more democracy, more
citizen participation, more horizontal democracy;
what one of my Australian colleagues has called
a form of allergy to representation. Today, there
are a number of players who are less and less
tolerant of the idea of representation, the fact
of being told: «You elected us, you cease to exist
politically once you’ve cast your vote.» You have
this demand for democracy that is emerging,
that has not always existed, that only concerns

a minority of the population, but that is rising
and resulting in different movements, different
systems.
Once this context has been outlined, once the
existence of this crisis has been set out, two
important processes characterise the current
period.
The first was raised by my predecessor, Roberto
Louvin, and is the emergence of a democracy
of doing, the citizen’s ability to organise
themselves, to do without the institutions. The
proliferation of democratic experiences relating
to the commons, the shared management of the
commons, collective housing, community gardens,
associative experiences that reflect the fact that,
for part of the population, institutions are more
of a hindrance than truly a compulsory way of
managing your fate. This democracy of doing
strikes me as extremely characteristic of the current
period and it will only grow stronger with the
disintegration of institutions, the programmed
weakening of the State and the weakening of
public services.
This democracy of doing strikes me as quite
interesting. What is interesting is the inability
of the institutions, in most cases, to be in touch
with these people who are trying to set up this
self-organisation. We clearly see, for example in
a movement such as Zad (Zone to Defend) in
Notre Dame des Landes, that utopia is the drive
of what «zadistes» are trying to do in Notre Dame
des Landes, in other words a form of alternative
society, a form of concrete utopia.
The second movement, which seems to me very
interesting and that is of direct relevance to you, is
the revival of the democratic imagination, that is
to say a search for various alternatives to elections
or solutions that seek to extend or complement
the institutions of representative democracy. This
revival of the democratic imagination can take
the shape of a return to very ancient systems
such as the draw. I find it extremely striking that
today we are rediscovering, both theoretically
and practically, the draw as an alternative to the
election.
It doesn’t involving drawing the name of those who
govern us, although ... But the experiments are
there, I’m thinking of the constitutional conventions
in Ireland that use the draw system. A constitutional
review process has been set up in recent years in
Ireland that relies on an assembly that is made
up for two-thirds of citizens selected at random
and for one-third of elected representatives
and which has resulted in a number of reforms,
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some of which are beginning to be submitted to
referendum and to be rolled out. This return of
the draw seems quite significant in this search
for alternatives to representation. I will come
back to this.
The second system, which had been completely
repressed in our political history, is the imperative
mandate. Today we have access to technologies,
for example the pirate party that actually defends
this idea, that make the imperative mandate
possible, feasible. Technology invalidates one
of the main arguments of the supporters of
representative democracy who claimed: «Once
the representatives are appointed, they cannot
permanently consult their constituents before
making decisions.» Today, software, digital tools
make the imperative mandate possible.
You have a small movement in France that seems
to prefigure what could be the transformation
of democracy, which goes by the name Ma voix,
which ran for election in Strasbourg in early
parliamentary elections just a few weeks ago,
and which plans to send to the assembly elected
representatives who will undertake to come back
to their constituents to consult them before voting
for any law. Beppe Grillo’s 5-Star Movement is
loosely based on this logic.
Then, in this revival of the democratic imagination,
it is important not to overlook - we could talk
about the right of petition today which is coming
back onto the scene and that has political clout
and that is a very old instrument of democracy the contribution of digital technology today, and
everything that falls under what is called «open
government» and that goes in the direction of
what is referred to as interactive democracy.
As you may know, there is an international
partnership on open government. France has
the presidency this year. It will be organising a
summit of the Open Government Partnership
this autumn in Paris. This government introduces
forms of consultation, dialogue between citizens
and elected officials, ahead of the drafting of
the law.
These forms of open government both develop a
principle of contribution, a possible contribution
of citizens to decision making. Participatory
democracy or deliberative democracy is both
divisive, it is a democracy of questioning, it is the
counter-democracy of Mr Pierre Rosanvallon, but
it is also increasingly a contributory democracy
that relies on the fact that people have ideas,
are not cultural idiots, that they can propose
solutions to the problems faced by local and

national governments.
At the end of 2015, we saw for example in France
the enactment of a digital law, which was based on
an interactive platform involving tens of thousands
of citizens who made contributions. Five articles of
this law come directly from this process of citizen
consultation. This platform, whose development
was backed by the Secretary of State for Digital,
sets a direction that could pave the way for the
principle of representation today. Representation
would not stop at the election, but would be a
continuous process of back and forth exchanges
between citizens and elected officials. This is the
notion referred to in my predecessor’s talk. Here
we are in a deliberative democracy.
Today a process aims to promote this type of
digital platform. I could draw up an inventory
of all these systems, are there are quite a few of
them. I won’t do that, but I will give you another
example in which I play a role. I am the guarantor
of a system set up by the French Government, by
the General Secretariat for the modernisation of
public action that aims to promote the setting up
of citizens’ workshops by ministerial departments
prior to the definition of a policy. The first has just
taken place, it is a citizen workshop, it is a form
of conference or citizen jury in which we recruit
a panel of fifteen or so citizens who are given
information on which to base their deliberations.
You are probably familiar with this system, but
this time it is the government that does this. In
this case, it is the French Minister of Health who
wanted to seek the opinion of citizens about
the use of health data, big data in healthcare
- a highly technical subject, but that involves
citizens - and who chose to consult the opinion
of such a panel.
You see, today we have all the tools we need to
involve citizens- and this is an absolute conviction
of someone working for more than 20 years
on these issues. We have all the mechanisms,
including digital, that make it possible to collect
their opinions, their contributions, that make it
possible to organise a debate at the citizen level.
The entire civic tech movement, that should
be familiar to all of today’s politicians, follows
this direction. There is simply a lack of a major
political will. The tools are not lacking, simply
the political will. It is clear that the reasons
for the obstacles to the development of these
procedures of open democracy, of deliberative
democracy or interactive democracy, are to be
found in representations, mainly in the vision
that the elected representatives and experts of
all types can have of the citizen. A demeaning,
disqualifying vision, through which they assert
13

their superiority. Once these obstacles have been
overcome - but it will take time and maybe it will
be too late - we can really consider fundamentally
transforming the process of representation.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - That was another fascinating talk in
line with the previous speaker. Thank you, Professor
Blondiaux.
Since we are running a bit late due to the arrival
of some guests - not you, of course - who were
stuck in traffic, we will move on to Ms Schnapper
who is Emeritus Professor of Sociology at the
School of Advanced Social Science Studies and
who above all, we know, is a former member of
the French Constitutional Council.
I hand the floor to Ms Schnapper.
Ms Schnapper, Emeritus Professor of Sociology
at the School of Advanced Social Science Studies
(Paris) and former member of the French
Constitutional Council. - Mr President, I’ve taken
two risks. The first was to arrive late and therefore
to have only heard one of the two talks that
preceded me. The second, which is much more
serious, is to speak after Mr Loïc Blondiaux whose
enthusiasm and eloquence may make my talk
seem killjoy and critical. Please forgive me.
I have no substantive objections to anything he
said, but I would like to approach them from a
different perspective. When he talked about the
fact that those who established the principles
of the representative republic hated democracy,
I personally would not go so far. It is true that
they greatly feared its excesses and, like all
politicians, they tended to want to keep power
for themselves. But I would simply add that,
in our historical experience, indeed very short
experience, of modern democracy, the only one
of which we have a historical experience is the
republic or representative democracy. I believe
that our deliberations must be based on this
experience, which is why I will pick on some of
the themes he has addressed and address them
from another angle.
I can only agree with him on one fact at least,
because the facts speak for themselves, and
that is on the crisis of representation. I would to
start from this fact that has just been illustrated.
The idea of representation is both aristocratic
and democratic, it has always had an oligarchic
connotation because in the words of Madison:
«It is the purification of democracy. It filters the
popular will by passing through a chosen body
of citizens.» It is aristocratic because it selects

leaders that have at least one dimension - whether
age or social status or even skill or dedication that is different or may appear superior to that
of these voters. Hence the ban on the imperative
mandate, I will come back to this point, and
the relative independence of representatives
from those who elected them. The democracy
dimension - as recalled by Mr Loïc Blondiaux - is
that it gives every citizen an equal method in the
process of selection and rejection of the rulers
and therefore organises a system of reciprocity
of obligations and commitments of each to the
other, hence the importance of the vote that is
the democratic dimension, as you rightly said,
of political legitimacy.
This double dimension also explains what is going
on around us today, that is to say, this twofold
requirement of democratic individuals. At the same
time, there is a demand for leaders who resemble
them and for leaders who embody a sense of
sacredness of power or at least dignity. We have
no shortage of examples of this ambivalence in
French history - I think you will agree with me between Mr Giscard d’Estaing, on the one hand,
Mr Sarkozy on the other, and the ambiguous
feelings towards someone who behaves like all
of us.
But what is striking and very well illustrated in the
presentation we have heard is that the democratic
process, that is to say the democratic requirement
that increases gradually with the development
of the democratic idea, has the effect of calling
into question the aristocratic dimension of the
vote. Relying on another is inconsistent with
the sovereign conception that the democratic
individual has of himself, he himself is the source
of the legitimacy, of his own legitimacy and hence
political legitimacy. He feels qualified to speak
without the intermediary of a representative, an
idea that was at the foundation of representative
republic.
The crisis of representation does not only concern
the institutions linked to politics in the narrow
sense and to the representative or parliamentary
republic.
It is the same crisis of representation that
is observed in all aspects of public life. My
fellow political scientists reel out studies on
unconventional forms of political participation,
of organised or unorganised demonstrations,
strikes organised by trade unions or unorganised
strikes, petitions, citizen juries, neighbourhood
assemblies. There is no shortage of examples. I
will come back to this later.
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Some are institutionalised forms of protest, as
the right to strike, the right to demonstrate is
enshrined in the constitutional order and in a
way, they are ritualised both in their form and
in their conduct.
Others are more recent arrivals and escape this
organisation by institutions that, in their own
way, are representative institutions and want to
express directly the actual direct, and democratic,
demands of the citizens. The Indignés, or the
outraged, have been about for a while. Today
they are joined by Nuit debout.

dignitaries do not have the same appearance
as their historical counterparts?
In addition, consultation of residents is still likely
to be limited to the immediate problems of daily
life and lead to empty much of the actual political
content of the decisions.

To try to give political practice a more vibrant
and more direct democratic characteristics, there
is much talk of local democracy or participatory
democracy. The participation of so-called
«ordinary people», that is to say those who are
not representatives of a political organisation without giving «ordinary» any pejorative or unequal
connotation but simply describing the fact that
they are not professional politicians - shows
that what we called for example neighbourhood
committees, deal with local and daily questions and
attract more people who are already accustomed
to public life or participants in public life.

There are also problems related to competence,
it is also complicated because the more local
problems, the most immediate problems often
call on much more general considerations that
go beyond the local and immediate, such as, for
example, the environment or global warming.
A certain amount of knowledge needs to be
amassed. It requires participants to have both
the spontaneity of the untrained citizen and at the
same time to have some training. The committees
of citizens that have been mentioned are those
that appear to me, from this point of view, to
be the most innovative, since they are trying to
combine this very need to train people who are
turning their backs on the political organisation.
Because this problem of competence is of capital
importance. Putting together a pool of unqualified
inhabitants does not give them the opportunity
to express a real choice.

They are peopled by associative representations,
committed citizens or citizens directly affected
by the decision discussed. Which means that it
is not really the abstainers who are involved,
those who should be encouraged to participate
in public life to make it active, in advisory bodies,
but the same ones who not only vote, but who
are also active and present.

Similarly, with regard to all forms of community
life that would make it possible, according to
some, to make democratic practice more lively
and genuine, again we see that the activists of
civic or cultural associations are often the same
as those involved in so-called «conventional»
politics, with the pejorative connotations that
accompany this term.

In these circumstances, one wonders if ordinary
people, who sometimes find it awkward to speak
because they do not have the professional polish
of those whose profession it is to be a politician,
would not be best served by those who represent
them. Above all, we are seeing the emergence
of what seems to be one of the risks of these
developments in that local minorities gain control
over the debate and impose their particular
viewpoint on behalf of grassroots democracy.

We observe that many national associations have,
in fact, been created and funded by politicians
themselves, to develop their own action in other
forms, that others are created in the short term
to obtain grants from local authorities and they
do not, in fact, involve new people.

Historically, when we see how universal suffrage
and secret voting were established and expanded,
the expansion and the secrecy of the vote were
the means by which the influence of the powerful
or the skilled was limited through the vote of
more modest electors who had only the vote to
express their choice. And that was the way of
escaping from the pressure of the dignitaries.
Isn’t there a risk that spontaneous institutions
may bring back the dignitaries, even if these

Through these various studies that have taken
place, we clearly see that this question raises
a twofold question, the possibility of a risk. On
the one hand, spontaneous consultation bodies
might lead to the tyranny of local minorities who
are better equipped than others to steer the
discussions and decisions. On the other hand,
they may claim a concrete, immediate action
and depoliticize much of the debate. Because in
democracies as in our historical society, a political
arena in the full and noble sense of the term
is necessary and politics cannot be reduced to
managing the daily and immediate although this
management is essential.
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But it is also necessary to have an arena where we
control the inevitable ethnic-racial ethnic-religious
passions of men to ensure trade-offs between
the interests of individuals and groups who are,
by nature, if not opposed, at least divergent, to
mobilise against an external danger.
So you need an arena where politics is materialised,
that is to say an arena of choices, trade-offs
between the will to exist that are part of it, which
organise the institutions that are legitimised by
democratic practices.
It is true, and here I am in complete agreement
with Mr Blondiaux, that the draw has again
become a subject of reflection, although the
idea of representation that was adopted in the
late 18th century had marginalised it, and this
because it appeared to be properly democratic.
Montesquieu said: «The suffrage by lot is the
nature of democracy, suffrage by choice is that
of the aristocracy.» This clearly shows the double
dimension of the representative republic as it
was elected.
In France, you know that we have limited the
draw to the popular jury of Criminal Courts, if I am
not mistaken. Everyone, in the name of a reality
principle, agrees that it is impracticable to select
the leaders of major authorities of political life, but
that a number of local and European assemblies
could be filled at least partly by lottery, in the hope
of reviving democracy. This reflection on the draw
reflects this aspiration for a democracy that is
pure or a true democracy although, again, I agree
with the fact that democracy has always been
a utopia and that there is no hope of achieving
it completely, it is a regulative idea.
In all these reflections on the resuscitation
of democracy in a form that is «consultative,
deliberative, continuous», according to others, the
underlying idea is that citizens need to intervene
directly in the process of drafting decisions and
not just intervene every five years, when it comes
to national representation, to choose their rulers.
Some of those who reflect on these questions - I
refer you to Dominique Bourg - end up in the
environmentalist republic but I do not have time
to discuss it here.
There remains a problem common to all, the
Internet, and all the processes that may encourage,
according to some theorists and activists of the
idea of this renewed democracy, the citizens who
have become very careless when it comes to
voting and to then supporting the institutions
of representative democracy, to participate in
public life. This is in a way what the Pirate parties,

which have also been cited, are all about. Some
countries, few in actual fact, have switched to
electronic voting. This is obviously a technological
facility that can be justified in particular in the
case of expatriate nationals who are far away from
a voting station. I do not think that we can find
there, the power to transform the relationship to
representative institutions, because in some way,
to some extent, technology prevents obstacles
to the idea of participation but in itself, it does
not encourage that idea. Open government or
e-democracy does not seem to me personally,
from the historical experience we have, to be
in itself a means of boosting participation and
making it more efficient.
It is true that technology has changed the
course of election campaigns. It is true that the
ease of horizontal exchanges, as they say, can
give the illusion of a kind of pure democracy
or ultra-democracy because everyone could, at
any time and immediately, contact all the others,
excluding all other intermediary bodies, be it
parties, associations, political institutions, unions
or the media.
It seems to me that this can be an advantage
but it could also be a risk to the extent that this
immediacy could deprive us of the essential time
of reflection, that of knowledge, that of reasoned
debate. Computer technology can reinforce the
general weaknesses of democracy, that is to say,
this reaction of sensitivity, emotion, immediacy
and further reduce this time of debate that is so
critical to democratic practice.
It is inevitable that we mobilise technology, a kind
of citizen co-production, but we must not forget
that social tools do not create collective action,
they only remove the barriers to its growth. If
democratic individuals cease to think as citizens
who are collectively responsible for the existence
of a legitimate political order, it is not enough
to give them the technical means to participate
effectively in the life of the community, because
technology only does what men do and the
abstention from democracy does not strike me
as a technical issue.
Especially since the surveys we have about the
use of the web suggests rather that it tends to
facilitate the reconciliation of those who think
the same thing, that they are not the source of a
reasoned debate. Each, in the face of this limitless
world without social control, tends to converge
towards like-minded persons and insult the others,
rather than trigger a reasoned debate.
Paradoxically, the possibility of contact with all has
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the unintended effect, often, of more isolationism
that an openness to the foreign and the unknown.
I have three minutes to tell you how I see the
problem. All forms of consultation and political
debate that make it possible to boost civil
participation among citizens seem to me not only
possible but desirable or perhaps even necessary,
because this free and, if possible, reasoned debate
is a necessary part of the democratic process.
It is natural, it is desirable to consult all those
who are concerned, who have a particular skill,
to listen, as far as the rulers are concerned, to
those who speak in various debates and social
networks, because this is where the consultation
takes place between politics and society.

When practised according to rules accepted by all
and as fair as possible and protected by secrecy,
it gives everyone the same means to be, at some
point, politically equal.
Beyond these new arrangements, which again
strike me as desirable, we must also keep what is
at the heart of representative republic, namely the
free and honest vote and respect for legitimate
institutions to ensure a democracy that, once
again, will never be perfect, will never be pure,
since utopias give meaning to existence but they
are never achieved as they stand in historical
reality. Thank you.

It seems to me that these exchanges that are both
normal and positive do not define themselves a
new democracy. They organise new arrangements
that take into account the increased democratic
requirements of citizens and they can be an
opportunity to supplement and renew the practices
of the representative republic. But it seems to me
that they can only be one step in the process of
political decision and that these consultations,
in the most general sense, cannot replace the
decisions that the politician must take on behalf
of the public interest but that the public interest
or the common good are not identical with the
sum of individual interests.
It seems to me that any proposals prompted by
this form of renewed democracy must ultimately
be submitted to the verdict of the vote and
adopted according to the requirement of the
institutions guaranteed by the law organising
the representative republic, otherwise we would
be moving from political freedom to a licence
system. The democratic order is based on respect
for democratic institutions, namely free and fair
election, the action of political parties - a political
party being understood in the broadest sense
- debate, reasoned debate and discussion, the
responsibility of power.
Yet alone the free and equal vote allows the
utopia of equality of all citizens and only the
equal participation of all in the electoral process
according to known rules controlled by the judge
ensures the equality of all citizens to choose
their leaders and make a judgement, through
their vote, on their action. It is the the vote that
symbolises and materialises the democratic utopia,
according to which every citizen has the same
patch of legitimacy, even the right to have their
autonomy and dignity recognised.
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Exchange of views
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - Colleagues, it is around 12:45. So we
have a good thirty minutes before us to ask a
number of questions, and then perhaps to listen
to our speakers’ even more precise answers to
our queries.
Who wishes to speak, given that a working group
implies that there is an interaction, since it is the
very theme of our group?
I hand the floor to Mr Courard.
Mr Courard, President of the Parliament of the
Wallonia-Brussels Federation - I will not speak
at length. I wanted to thank you for the three
high quality talks that have given us food for
thought because it is a theme dear to our heart.
The solutions are there, but they do not appear
to be obvious; there are a lot of difficulties ahead.
I have two to three observations. We see this need
for citizen participation, but in practice, whether
in a municipality, be it in a political party or any
association, when organising a public debate, when
we bring in brilliant speakers when we exchange
and we are trying to involve and consult people,
we have very little success. Citizen attendace is
very low.
Yesterday I was with an MEP in a highly publicised
debate touching on topical issues: there were 12
people present. I know that the football is on,
Euro 2016 at the moment, but when it’s not that,
it’s reality TV and at other times, it’s something
else. It is very difficult to mobilise citizens. The
measures taken in particular by the President
of the Parliament here have multiplied and are
going in the right direction; it’s not that easy to
mobilise people, except perhaps young people. I
believe that success is possible when we associate
schools and the municipal councils of children,
for example, as you have done very well here in
this Parliament.
We want to see this will to participate increase,
this is the case for a a number of people; as you
have pointed out. At the same time, as I have just
said, there is also a growing disinterest among
people in politics and public life, an increase in
individualism, which also translates into concrete
results. When we see the popular consultations
in Switzerland you would think that Switzerland
could be held up as a good example, since it
consults its citizens on many issues. But it is also
a system that reveals an undelrying populism,
extremism, racism and general anti-interest. This

concerns us as Democrats.
I would be interested in your view on the system
prevailing in Belgium and that is not the same
in France, that of compulsory voting. You
mentioned electronic voting, which is something
that I personally am not in favour of. Making a
point of standing up and going to a place to
reflect before taking action is important. Isn’t
it important to impose on everyone this action
and this reflection, rather than giving citizens, in
the name of freedom, the choice to vote or not. I
would be interested in knowing what you think.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - Are there other comments or other
questions?
I hand the floor to Mr Miesen.
Mr Miesen, Vice-President of the Parliament of
the German-speaking Community - Thank you
to the three speakers, it was very interesting. I
have a short question. I am convinced that we
must have a participatory democracy. At the end
of your talk, Mr Blondiaux, you said something
very important and very true also that there is
no political will to establish this participatory
democracy. Do you have an idea of how current
representatives can be persuaded to establish
this participatory democracy?
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - If there are no further questions in
the first round, I will try to submit two questions.
We all share, on the academic side and on the
political side, the crisis of political representation
- that is what this is about - which may have
warped the original democracy, even if the
Athenian democracy was far from being a great
democracy, given that a large number of citizens
and citizens did not participate.
Is this phenomenon of crisis of representation
cyclical or structural? For decades, we have always
sought to improve the welfare and the fate of
our fellow citizens, today this is no longer the
case, we are seeing an economic downturn. Most
of our societies benefit from a number of rights
and protection. One has the feeling that, as long
as the elected officials ensured our well-being,
we could trust them; from such time as they
start meddling with a part of my welfare, my
prerogative, my ability to obtain a pension at
a reasonable age, as soon as you violate that, I
take away your power.
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In other words, you can manage when it’s in my
interest - I’m exaggerating - but as soon as you
are detrimental to my interests, I withdraw the
mandate I gave you.
On the other side, is there not, in the climate
of insecurity that we are witnessing today
absolute one-upmanship on the methods, the
means that need to be rolled out to reassure our
fellow citizens? We see this in France, in Belgium,
two commissions of inquiry are working on it.
Sometimes there is talk of police custody of 72
hours, it could even be extended further. In short,
there is a security escalation which means that we
are looking for strong powers, absolute powers,
a sort of Duce, a General - you see what I mean
- who would take steps to ensure my protection.
Then isn’t there a movement that is structural,
probably mainly on the left and right, but with
different roots? On the left, it is probably the
form of a perfect democracy, of an imagination
in power, it is forbidden to forbid, all the phrases
that we have heard lately. On the other side,
the side of the far right, a form of new order
built on values that make us smile sometimes,
but that some would like to put back on the
agenda and where we hear sentences that shock
me with caricatures of reasoning that smack of
disinformation at a time when we have never had
so much information available to us.
In short, I wanted to hear what you, ladies and
gentlemen, think about the medical diagnosis
in a way. Democracy has a high temperature,
the thermometer tells me 39.5°C. Have we
carefully analysed the causes? Are they cyclical
or structural?
Then I would like pick on a sentence from you,
Professor Blondiaux, which was: «Now, we know
how to involve citizens.» I was full of courage and
enthusiasm, then another doctor - if I may call
you that, Ms Schnapper - told us: «Internet, it’s
not what it’s all about. Internet is not the debate,
it’s just the consolidation. You form coalitions,
you feel stronger around the same theme and
it avoids canvassing, the idea of signing up for
something. You launch an idea and you like and
become a member of what I call «my friends».
It’s amazing the number of friends you have on
Facebook whom we have never seen, whose first
name we don’t even know. Regardless, it is that
body.
I’m a little disappointed because I think: professor
Blondiaux puts forward an idea, but we see
immediately the limits intellectually. On the
other hand, Professor Louvin, with his double

experience, of politics and academia, demonstrated
the appearance of movement. It made us smile
because, let’s admit it, the Five Star movement
was presented to us at the outset as the work
of a comedian. You could almost say Coluche,
but it was not that.
Should we consider that these spontaneous
movements have a future or is there also a
phenomenon of seduction? I’m not making a
judgement, what I mean is, whether the election
in Rome or Turin, where a new personality has
also appeared. Won’t we burn at some point in
the future what we have loved for some time?
This was my question to Professor Louvin: hasn’t
political time been shortened? Forgive me my
use of typically Belgian expressions: you can be
a living God in politics, have all the powers and
some time after, appear as completely past it
when the personality has not changed, perhaps
with some more grey hair but when the rest is
the same. However, we say: «No, now they’re
already a has-been, they’re already past it, they
no longer have the finger on the pulse», without
necessarily it having to do with age, but simply with
the political term. I know our friends in the Jura,
for example, and some at home, the Ecologists,
suggest that politics be limited to two terms and
then you step down.
When we see, on the contrary, the technical
difficulty of mastering certain dossiers and the
value - but maybe my age makes me say this - of
a form of experience, I’m not sure we’ll be able
to reconcile it all.
So, if I’ve understand it well, Professor Blondiaux,
representative democracy is an oxymoron. I don’t
know which of the two terms I have to delete or
«tippex our», you’ll have to tell me.
This is to close the first questions that we submit
all three of us to our three speakers.
I hand the floor to Mr Louvin.
Mr Louvin, Professor of Comparative Law at the
University of Calabria, President of the International
University College (IUC) of Turin.
- Mr President, there is a lot of work ahead.
First, one thing that struck me in Mr Courard’s
question is the opposition between the young and
the elderly. Of course, a pensioner who enjoys a
comfortable retirement does not necessarily feel
the need to participate in political action, while a
young person whose future we risk stealing from
20

under their feet frankly feels very motivated to find
other instruments to be heard, to be listened to.
The filter of traditional representative democracy is
a filter that prevents youth from weighing heavily.
It does not weigh enough from a demographic
point of view, because younger generations weigh
roughly half of mine. It does not have enough
of a voice, it does not speak the usual language
of politics: the aim is to get back on the same
wavelength.
The communication tools through which their
vision and views are formed are completely
different from those we have used so far and
that we still use in our current action: there is
an obvious communicative problem in terms of
language and communication.
I have a daughter who is 20 with whom, at the
end of her teens, I started to dialogue with again
through text messages: this helped her to better
express her point of view and feelings. With these
small smartphones I renewed my relationship
with her. I think that this helped to reassure her,
to make her feel that we were talking and that
I was listening. That struck me and taught me
that we have to gradually change our way of
doing things. The ritual, the traditional liturgy
of parliaments – that I have long practised too
- does not seem always appropriate to the task
at hand.
This ritual is a little as if we were still singing
Gregorian chants and saying our mass in Latin,
I hope you will allow me this comparison.
So there is something to do in this field.
As for compulsory voting, what you say is very
interesting. However, I would qualify the response
and the obligation may not hold true for all
questions.
We must also remember the good point made by
Professor Blondiaux: deliberative democracy is
not just about the final decision but it is a process.
In this process, getting people to vote - not in
the traditional deliberative sense that we use, but
rather to express an opinion by the public or part
of it, because it is not necessarily always all the
population that is affected or directly concerned
- can be very useful for policy makers. «Taking
the temperature» of society is a fundamental
approach.
It’s a little ironic, Mr President Miesen, the issue
of trying to convince - as you said, if I understand
correctly - politicians of the need to shift gears, so

to speak. You are right: the politicians, those that
I’ve known and I know, are not at all convinced
of the need to move to this new phase. Yet they
will have to do so.
They may no longer be in their job in 5 or 10 years’
time to talk about it if they do not understand that
they must change their approach and strategy.
We look at these new forms of democracy with a
benevolent, paternal eye as if we ourselves were
still the educators of the people. It is necessary,
however now to put ourselves on an equal footing
with the people, to try to understand that there is
sometimes a point of view that is less expert and
competent but nonetheless wiser, more insightful
or in other circumstances an emotional point of
view that we must take an account. There is no
decision of authority, there is no final decision
of a legislative or governmental body that can
bring about this relief.
When I talked about this slow attitude, I meant
that it takes, in my opinion, a lot of patient
listening, dialogue, to restore confidence, because
confidence has been seriously undermined in
the past 20-30 years. Those of you who come
from my country, Italy, will be of the same view
I imagine.
When there are no more than 38% of voters who
go to the polls in regional elections - I cite the
example of Emilia Romagna in the 2014 elections
- there is a major problem. Yet it is a region with
a traditionally strong civic capital, with very
high voter turnout in previous decades and is
the region in which the municipal regulations
for the commons I mentioned earlier were born.
The crisis of confidence is quite dramatic.
It is therefore necessary to accelerate what some
authors have interpreted to mean return to the
‘commons’. This is the subject of an excellent
book by Dardot and Laval (P. Dardot, C. Laval,
Commun. Essai sur la révolution au XXIe siècle,
Paris, La découverte, 2014) that addresses this
theme in the context of an ideological evolution
of the notion of commons that can help overcome
the current situation, a situation in which the
politicians - and politics - are struggling.
The law of the market and economic powers are
currently dictating the law. The political dimension
has undergone obvious restrictions. It’s a kind
of trickle that in recent decades, especially after
the liberal wave of the 1980s and 90s years, has
greatly reduced the margins of decision of the
legislature. But politics cannot regain that authority
simply by imposing its authority over the people.
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The analysis of this question can consider at
this time, the experience of political subjects
such as the five-star, 5 Stelle movement. This
phenomenon, in Italy, represented an answer that
was quite similar to that of certain movements
often defined as «populist» which attracted - as
if captured by a magnet - heterogeneous trends
that have in common the desire to reject the ‘old’
politics, considered outdated in its approach to
problems and in its language.
They are also catalysts of different technologies
to connect people and power, technologies that
do not necessarily have to be demonised, we
must first understand them.
Many people now believe that we must look for
new ways of expression. The sudden emergence
of new personalities - much like Coluche, who
brilliantly interpreted deep and widespread
moods during the French presidential elections
in 1981 – is producing a warning in professional
and political circles, but these signals are quickly
forgotten and we return to normal practices, a
regular cruising speed.
Yet the phenomenon is now permanent and must
restore confidence. Professional politics, the one
we have known so far is probably ready for a
rethink too.
The Swiss example in this regard is not only a
model of direct democracy, but also an interesting
reference to the turnover of functions. This is also a
feature of other countries, especially Anglo-Saxon,
where the very long political careers that we
know are very rare. Of course, we have different
traditions in our country since we almost always
have a professional idea of politics.
I will conclude on this very personal note – I was
forced to question, after a long parliamentary
career of nearly twenty years, this strictly
professional vision of parliamentary life. Not
of government life, which calls for other skills
and other approaches, but certainly in terms of
parliamentary life. I think we should indeed avoid
staying too long in a routine, in the usual liturgy
where we tend to forget the need to always be
in tune with the real «boss», the people.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - Maybe we’ll keep the same pace.
I hand the floor to Mr Blondiaux.
Mr Blondiaux, Professor at the Department
of Political Science at the Sorbonne (Paris I),
Researcher at the European Centre of Sociological

Studies and Political Science at the Sorbonne
(CESSP) and the Political Research Centre at
the Sorbonne (CRPS) . - A lot of interesting
and difficult questions. A very general remark.
The question, in my opinion, is no longer today
whether we can still maintain the system as it
is, by betting on the cyclical nature of things.
A situation in which there is such exasperation
with the political actors, an exasperation that is
- and I agree with you here, Mr President - also
related to the lack of performance of governments,
related to the fact that they clearly have less and
less power, they have given up up a part of their
powers. They have given up representing the
whole population. It is a statement that is worth
explaining, but the political sociology studies show
that, very clearly, the government parties, that
is to say the parties that control most Western
governments, first of all govern in the interest of
both the richest and most participatory fraction
of the population at the expense of the one that
feels completely abandoned and that globalisation
places in a particularly difficult situation.
It is this feeling of no longer being represented
that largely explains the violence of the reactions
aroused today by the political actors and also
explains, finally, this quest for or the temptation to
have more authoritarian governments who claim
that they represent the little people, represent
the weak, while the current parties are perceived,
rightly in my point of view, rather than wrongly,
as representing the most integrated segments
of the population.
This is more than a structural problem, since it’s
hard to believe that soon the political powers
will get back control over the economic powers,
in general, and leave behind the situation they
are in.
I come to a second question: compulsory
voting. I am one of the few French supporters
of compulsory voting. And as a firm supporter
of compulsory voting I attribute the slower
dismantling of the welfare state in Belgium to
compulsory voting. Because, in fact, the poor
continue to count politically in Belgium, whereas
in France, the poor who no longer vote no longer
count politically.
Compulsory voting of course - and it was an
argument that I had not a long time ago with
someone who was against it - does not only
generate populism. It produces a far-right vote in
Flanders and a rather left-wing vote in Wallonia.
However, it keeps the poor in the political debate,
in politics, in the process of representation. That
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is why I am in favour of compulsory voting.
My second remark. You told us: «We offer
participation, but the citizens do not come.» First
comment, there is a right to political indifference,
there is a part of the population that is perfectly
entitled not to be interested in politics, it
varies in different contexts, at different times,
it is incompressible . There is an incompressible
threshold of political indifference among citizens.
Basically, electoral studies, political sociology
studies show that there is a fifth or a quarter of
the population that want to hear as little talk as
possible about politics, that, out of aversion to
conflict or lack of minimum skills to understand
the political challenges, keep their distance. This
can be accepted.
But what should make current governments sit up
is to see that the lack of interest towards traditional
political institutions, towards the political game,
towards elections, coexists with genuine interest
- and all surveys continue to show so - for politics
in general and that is manifested by a capacity
to take action when people think they can do
something or that what is at stake is worth it.
This can be a local mobilisation capacity in relation
to local affairs. We are very surprised by the rise
of a number of controversies linked to the feeling
that citizens have that they are being deprived of
something essential or that something essential
for them is being attacked. In this case they are
perfectly able to take action, or, at national level, I
can mention the example of the 2005 referendum
in which citizens had the feeling they were given
the opportunity to participate in something , and
the French population, in any case, showed a
strong interest and were very much involved in
the debate around this issue.
The political catastrophe, the political violence
inflicted through the denial of the people’s
sovereignty and the fact that European
constitutional treaty was nevertheless ratified,
led, in my opinion, largely to this sense of betrayal
by the elites.
I have not participated in any debate in France
without hearing about this European constitutional
treaty of 2005, and the fact that it was ratified
against the will of the people, saying: «Anyway,
they no longer represent us». This was seen as
a denial of representation.
There is a capacity for mobilisation that needs
to be used, it seems to me. If we speak of those
who do not mobilize, and if one is worried and
concerned it gives the fact that they do not

mobilize themselves in local consultations or of
national, we can not do this diagnosis only on
two conditions. The first is to have really done
everything - it was an obligation of means - to
involve the most people. What does that mean?
This means being gone particular look for the most
remote populations of the public sphere and have
used particular, other forms of participation than
traditional forms that we know, favor a certain type
of audience and an audience that is accustomed
to political talk, consultation.
There - you may will call me naive - techniques.
We can use the game, we can use the image,
we can use art, we may use lots of approaches,
methodologies that allow, that offer alternatives
to the parliamentary form actually, for young is
pretty boring, and introduces complex for people
Popular categories. One can pass over. This is a
necessary but not a sufficient condition. The only
really necessary, is to put things in play, actually.
If it mobilizes citizens for trivial issues, for
secondary issues or if they are mobilized and
we do not listen to their opinion, they are not
stupid, they are rational actors, they do not come
or they no longer come.
In fact, the solution is obvious, it is blinding,
citizens are mobilized when there is an issue.
And they know very quickly when there - they
can take time before realizing it - a challenge.
When they perceive that there is no challenge to
participation, when there is no possible influence
of their participation on the decision, they stop
coming and they deserted and are perfectly
consistent and rational. You see, this is just the
limit.
The political will of elected representatives, they
have a choice? It’s a real question. They’re getting
me he seems to overflow with both a sense of
revolt that, very clearly, the violent reactions they
arouse likely lead to solutions to political forms of
Type «Trump» or «5 Stelle» which will no longer
control the whole, the temptation is obviously because if we think macro way - they turn into
authoritarian government.
This is a perfectly this temptation, by banning
demonstrations, limiting public freedoms, exerting
the maximum monitoring and this is obviously a
trend that many contemporary governments. I
think it is one possible scenario.. I have a colleague
called Yves Sintomer who tries to project a number
of scenarios. This authoritarian scenario is quite
possible. As to the impoverishment of part of the
population, the increase in social and political
inequality, it will be necessary that governments are
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increasingly authoritarian in order to maintain social
order. It is a form of need for some perspective
ahead. If we could, from a certain point of view,
to avoid this, it would be very important. Here,
these are my reactions.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - I hand the floor to Ms Schnapper.
Ms Schnapper, Professor Emeritus of Sociology
at the School of Advanced Social Science Studies
(Paris) and former member of the French
Constitutional Council. - I will try to resume the
questions in the order they were asked because
we could talk about these topics until evening;
So, take a few points.
Compulsory voting, I do not disagree with what
Mr. Blondiaux, provided you do not have too
many illusions. After all, why not, this may be
an opportunity to engage in public life people
who have not done spontaneously. But from
the moment it is not the expression of a will
to them but it is rather an order imposing the
constraint is only a very temporary solution
and not fundamental. Going back to the basic
question, is it an economic crisis or a structural
crisis? I would think that this is a structural crisis,
because it is really the democratic process itself
that led to the dissatisfaction of all modalities
of government.
It denounced earlier, the formalism of political
institutions, their ritual but by definition, political
and legal institutions are formal. They are defined
by their same formality. There, in the democratic
process, thrust towards the idea of anti-formalism
and the immediate and genuine. Therefore, the
formalism of political institutions, by definition,
is at odds with much of the democratic process.
I know you disagree.
Remains that within this structural crisis and to
answer the second question - how do we do? It seems to me that there would be things that
are feasible, that is to say, to have provisions
that allow the political class is not old, because
we are in a society that is renewed and greatly
in which the gap between the traditional mode
of management and society becomes not an
age issue but a generation of problem - this is
something else.
Furthermore, I speak of France, which has a
political profession, that is to say that people
enter politics for 16 years by the UNEF and end
at we do not know what age. That is a disaster
because we need renewal and openness of the

political elite. Now we have a political class that
is both professional, technician and end of a pool
of more and more narrow.. From this point of
view, I think the President Hollande has reached
a pinnacle, since it is no longer just énarques but
énarques the same promotion..
There, we got to the caricature of the political
world by itself and renewal to younger generations,
to women, to children of immigrants, people who
know the economy, not just administration French.
We are recruiting policies who know only the
French administration. The fact that they know
it and they have no experience of life, economic
life, civil life, and finally the lives of everyone,
seems catastrophic. This renewal and opening
may not be sufficient to solve all the problems,
because they are wider and deeper, but I think
it will be a prerequisite to improve at least some
of the defects obvious and that generate this
exasperation with the policy that has been raised.
To say a word about 5 Stelle, we will see, it
is not known by definition, but in general,
these movements or have dissolved or were
institutionalized, with all the faults of political
institutions, that is, -dire they have again become
like other parties. I remember the beginning of
the National Front appeared to be one of those
movements that challenged the entire political
system, it has become a party like any other and
he really wants to come to power. As for the 5-Star
Movement, when I think of Bologna ... it was said
that no one votes any more in Bologna ... but I’ve
known Bologna as communist for generations,
but that’s another matter ...
It’s worrying. Or it will dissolve, because there will
not be the responsibility of politicians to solve the
problems or they learn, they will become a party
like any other. There will be thus a renewal of the
old parties It seems that serious problems facing
the representative republic - at least in France
- is that logic, politics, party organization does
not correspond to the real debate of the country
and society. This discrepancy between the party
scene and the institutions of the game gives the
feeling citizens to be completely disconnected
from the reality. There are too many lies, firework
that Democrats can not endure.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of
Wallonia. - I hand the floor to Mr Blondiaux.
M. Blondiaux, Professor, Department of Political
Science at the Sorbonne (Paris I), Researcher at
the European Sociological Studies and Science
Policy Centre Sorbonne (CESSP) and the Research
Centre of the Sorbonne Policies (CRPS) - on a
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point is on the issue of formalism. I want to think
that indeed the democratic debate ...
Ms. Schnapper, Professor Emeritus of Sociology
at the School of Advanced Social Science
Studies (Paris) and former member of the French
Constitutional Council. - There is a problem of
tension.
M. Blondiaux, Professor, Department of Political
Science at the Sorbonne (Paris I), Researcher at
the European Sociological Studies and Science
Policy Centre Sorbonne (CESSP) and the Research
Centre of the Sorbonne Policies (CRPS) . - But
it would make little case finally ... For example,
I have observed Night Stand, in its infancy, and
indeed it is a movement that has disintegrated,
but there is a hyper formalism Night Stand. There
is an extreme proceduralism that touched even, at
times, to a form of proof of impotence. To force
to respect a protocol decision of speaking. They
came not to take decisions.
If one also looks at the «civics tech» all these digital
technologies aimed, in their words, to «hacker»
democracy, transform, these are devices that
far from immediate, how you described digital
democracy, induce extremely sophisticated forms
eventually agreements, intervention opportunities, et
cetera. That is to say that it is not at all incompatible
with a strong proceduralization of political life
which I believe is absolutely necessary. I agree
with you.
What we do not measure, however, is that this
issue of representation is being debated today,
at least in part, a significant part of the youth.
Clear representation which sets a status of a
certain viewpoint mandate sustainably someone
to speak on your behalf, it is this logic that is
rejected by approaches, devices, forms of collective
organization, reasons much more to contribute
to the activity.
Finally, those who have the right to intervene are
those who do and they are not those who were
appointed to govern in the place of others. This
induces forms of organization, very different forms
of coordination; for example, a much stronger
consensus than under the majority rule. II think
there was - and we could check this on other
principles that are the founders of our representative
system and today are challenged very frontally - a
minority of players, I agree with you but they are
influential players and they are actors who are
inventing a part of our political future.
On the issue of reconciliation, from a certain point
of view, we can not reconcile these players with

the representative system, it is better to give
up, that is to say they will be elsewhere, or they
position themselves against. A number of local and
national governments have understood, it is urgent
to experiment and go beyond experimentation.
All these devices are always lived on the mode of
experimentation.
We learn from the experiment, the idea that we
can improve the process, but not the idea that
we did it once, then stopped. Clearly, we must
also institutionalize these efforts, we must make
a form of political-administrative routine. In all
organizations, in all local authorities in particular,
who are developing participatory mechanisms, it is
the continuity of the process that helps to produce
effects. It’s consistency is the fact that people
of services, for example, have internalized this
dimension of their action. Some local governments
will succeed.
If you do that again, we see that it does not work
too much, and so on and we’ll try something else,
if we are in a race for innovation for innovation was
any chance of crashing because we are citizens who
were accustomed for two centuries, that we govern
for them, on their behalf, and to be in a supplicant
position more than an acting position. To really
change the nature of relations between citizens,
elected officials and technicians, we must play the
game on a time and with substantial resources.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of Wallonia.I have a message of request of Mr. Fabrizio Cecchetti.
I hand the floor to Mr Fabrizio Cecchetti.
Mr Fabrizio Cecchetti, Vice-President of the
Regional Council of Lombardia. - Mr President, I
greet and thank the rapporteur president André
Antoine our host, and all colleagues involved in
this work day. I also bring you greetings from the
President Raffale Cattaneo who is President of the
Parliament of Lombardy and President of CALRE.
Last September in Seville, I emphasized that to
question the cyberdemocracy meant to take care
of the same quality of representative democracy.
In a historical context where there has been strong
popular disaffection with politics and verticalization
of power, increasingly delegated to bodies is
not claiming a direct popular representation,
talking interactive democracy today creates
both excitement and perplexity, an ambivalence
that shows how the construction of democratic
governance, with the processes of participation
and direct involvement of citizens thereto, is a
complex process.
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A comprehensive assessment and without prejudice
to interactive democracy can only reveal that in
itself, the new IT resources are not enough to solve
the critical elements of direct citizen participation
in democracy and government.
This morning we have heard much of the Movement
5 stars, and I do not go into the politics consisting
in speculate that represents the Movement 5 Stars.
This is a movement that gathers many votes,
especially in favor of participation, specifically
interactive.
They bring an interesting dynamic which, however,
also imposes many problems. In that, and I take
one example, when registered the Movement 5
stars had to decide who would be their candidate
in local elections in the municipality of Milan, in
total, no more than 500 members pronounced
themselves on the Internet. A candidate for mayor
and was therefore chosen by 500 people in a city
1,200,000 inhabitants. And it turned out that this
candidate was not, absolutely not up to take part
in such elections. The leaders of the Movement
5 stars then withdrew the application and have
asked their registered to vote again until they find
a candidate who seemed more presentable them.
If it shows they have undoubtedly generated
significant interactive participation, it remains
that at the same time, they themselves have
refuted this decision resulting web. Giving voice
to citizens is certainly a positive step that brings
the institutions, but then it becomes complicated
and complex to formulate a policy synthesis and
make clear decisions, accurate Parliament. This
is what happened in this same movement 5 stars
when, for example, the Parliament of Rome, it was
necessary to speak on a bill concerning civil rights
that was adopted a few months ago.
The Movement 5 stars had first taken a position
before changing then listening to its members on
the canvas, the latter position being ultimately
changed again in Parliament by the parliamentary
representatives of 5 stars.
They therefore meet also this short-circuit problem
in the choice of interactive democracy.
That being said, I will conclude by saying that in
life offline, we think abstractly in an ideal citizen at
once critical, informed and competent that often
in reality, does not have these characteristics.
This also applies to life online, but be connected
citizens is not enough to possess all these qualities.
Many times, they themselves have experienced such

problems, I refer again to the 5 Star Movement.
It is true, however, that new technologies create
extraordinary opportunities for citizens, which can
increase their ability to control, influence ever more
consciously the process of collective decision. So
technology now offers valuable resources. Just think
of the Liquid Feedback system that allows to discuss
and vote according to the principles of democracy
liquid, which combines direct and representative
democracy, and agrees to all members to participate
by voting and developing ideas. It helps delegates
represented to understand what really wants the
majority of citizens.I
We can also examine the legislative instruments
common, such as the Open Ministry, by Finland,
a platform able to structure regulatory proposals
from citizens and have them approved by the
authorities. In fact, when a proposal collects over
50,000 signatures, Parliament - Finnish, in this
case - is obliged to adopt and the enactment of
legislation.
I think reconnect the son of trust with the institutions
through interactive tools is possible and useful, and
it’s a very different thing to try to be popular through
the common interactions of various social media .
In this regard, I would note that the goal should
not be a race to Like or Like, but the formation
of genuine political communities can control
and stimulate the various representatives of the
company, reducing the gap that the delegation
of power tends to create.
I finish, stressing that in this sense, our regional
parliaments could really become a laboratory of
ideas to implement in favor of democracy, thereby
assuming the role of democratic cement between
the European institutions in identity crisis and
citizens who struggle to recognize them.
Thank you for your attention.
Mr Antoine, President of the Parliament of Wallonia.Thank you Mr Cecchetti, for your contribution.
Unless there is a reaction of our experts, before we
clôturions, since we are in an agenda that should
lead us, at 13 hours 30, to an important picture to
seal our work, I’d like you by mail that I received
from Miguel Ángel Santalices Vieira, President of
the Parliament of Galicia, with a cabinet of his
member is with us today. You will find the mail in
Fardes that were given to you. He reaffirmed the
interest of the region in our work and especially the
initiative he takes for his Galician Parliament on 1
July to organize a day of work entitled «Parliament
facing the challenges of citizen participation.» He
drew attention to the Law of 7 August 2015 on the
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popular legislative initiative and citizen participation
that allow, as we know it in other meetings, to
dedicate the popular legislative initiative with
10 000 signatures, and the right of petition.
I think he will pay attention to our work. The proof
is the presence of Ms. Maria Salvado Montoiro
among us, and I still thank. You send our thanks to
the President of Galicia for his interest in our work.
Dear friends, before the general meeting of CALRE,
the working group will continue its work to make
a number of recommendations to all delegations,
legislative assemblies of European Regions. It
seems to me that we could continue on the basis
of the inquiry by the Blondiaux professor with the
difficulties expressed by the Schnapper Professor,
which is to reconcile modern means with the desire
of participation of our citizens and, by the way,
the will of elected to open the debate. We did
not say maybe, but it is also a reality, especially
through the Civic Tech whose Blondiaux teacher
talked about and which we could come back at
a future meeting of the working group.
Via our secretariats, we will contact all transplants
assemblies concerned that we retravaillions perhaps
this size in such a way that we are, as Mr. Cecchetti
said, laboratory participation, especially at the
regional parliaments, I recall that they intended
to legislate. It is the peculiarity of the CALRE,
are not devolved and decentralized organizations,
but many assemblies that can deliberate, decree,
standardize and provide legislation. That’s the
whole point of this institution in the European
Union. We will come back to you for further work
on this theme.
I thank Professor Louvin, Professor and Mrs.
Blondiaux the Schnapper Professor who is now
a veteran of this Parliament. We often say «never
two without three,» maybe we’ll see us at another
symposium. Thank you to both of outspokenness.
Thank you to both of outspokenness. Thank you
to both of outspokenness. While lunch is served
in the archaeological room, simply follow Mr. De
Decker manages international relations of this
Parliament.
Thank you to each and everyone and good appetite
and good photo.
- The meeting draws to a close at 13 hours 32
minutes.
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