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Many problems that the modern representative democracies face in the era of 
globalisation, namely corruption, political apathy, lack of transparency and legitimacy in 
the field of political decision-making as well as the need for more transparency and 
accountability in the pubic sphere. These problems form what we nowadays characterise 
as the ‘democratic deficit’ of the modern representative democracies and are even more 
augmented due to the ongoing European and global financial crisis and thus calling for a 
re-evaluation and re-appreciation of the traditional democratic principles and institutions. 

Traditionally, the democratic principle as any democratic regime’s grundnorm could 
be defined via four pillars which consisted its core, its sine qua non minimum content. 
The first is undoubtedly citizenship and political autonomy. A democratic regime 
founded on the democratic principle is based on the people, a collective entity of free and 
equal subjects that enjoy political autonomy, thus the rights: 

a to participate in the public sphere 

b to fully express their political ideas and convictions 

c to be informed on matters of public interest 

d to scrutinise and hold accountable the public officials. 

This collective entity, the people, presents the very basis of any democratic regime, 
functions as the subject of every political decision made in a democratic system and as 
the source of its legitimation. The second essential element of the democratic principle is 
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political participation and the existence of a political, of a public sphere. Thus, the 
citizens of a polity, the people, should not only have the right to participate but their 
actual and true participation should be guaranteed and realised via the construction of a 
public sphere, an agora, an actual (e.g., parliament) or metaphorical space which is 
transparent and open freely and equally to all and in which political ideas, political 
dialogue and deliberation can be nurtured. 

The third essential element of any democratic system is identified to the principles of 
transparency and accountability of political decisions, politicians and public officials. 
Transparency is essential for the citizens to be fully and effectively informed on matters 
of public interest and common value in order to substantially participate and scrutinise 
political decisions, public policies, politicians and public officials. In the same 
framework, accountability is a necessary perquisite in order for the people to function as 
a ‘watchdog’ as the ultimate guarantor of any democratic system and protect it against 
corruption and arbitrariness. Accountability enhances the trust of the citizen to the 
political institution and maximises the responsibility of the public officials both in a 
moral and in a practical sense. 

The fourth necessary element of the democratic principle is its legitimacy both as a 
formal and as a substantial parameter of democratic decision-making. Thus, in any 
democratic system, the democratic decision-making should respect all the procedural 
rules that guarantee the citizens political participation (e.g., that parliamentary elections 
should be held every four years). This is the formal aspect of legitimacy, which is 
identified to the rules, either legislative or constitutional that regulate the democratic 
procedure. On the other hand, democratic legitimacy is also a matter of substance. The 
democratic decision-making should not only be based on democratic procedures (e.g., the 
majority principle) but also in open dialogue and in its fair and justified results. Thus, 
from its substantial aspect legitimacy means that the people, the public opinion, should be 
able to scrutinise in the public sphere any political decision which is not democratically 
formed (in terms of procedure) or is not democratic in its content and subsequently not 
fair (in terms of substance). 

What we nowadays call ‘democratic deficit’ is the malfunction of the four above core 
aspects of the democratic principle. More and more today, the citizens abstain from their 
active political participation in the public sphere and from the public deliberation and 
dialogue. A major symptom of what we call ‘political apathy’ is the citizens’ 
unwillingness to participate in elective procedures as well as their reluctance in fulfilling 
their fiscal duties. These phenomena known as ‘free riding’, because they result in 
burdening the citizens that actively participate with the obligations of the ‘free riders’, are 
commonplace in the modern representative democracies. In a similar framework, the 
public space as a place that all citizens can freely and equally participate in the 
democratic decision-making has been eroded. Thus, nowadays, the media and not, e.g., 
the parliament represent the public space where the political dialogue and public 
deliberations takes place, though not in a sense that includes all the citizens but only the 
elites, the government bodies and politicians. This evolution has slowly transformed the 
people from active citizens to a pathetic audience, from the doers of a given political 
system to its watchers. 

In a similar level, the fact that the vast majority of political decisions is taking  
place in a supranational level (e.g., the European Union) and thus in a distanced from the 
nation state’s citizens forum, is rendering hard if not impossible the actual political 
participation of the people in the public affairs. In the same framework, the transparency 
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of the public sphere seems an illusion since not only the majority of political decisions  
is taking place in a supranational level but it is also based on perplexed procedures  
that lack of democratic legitimacy or are do not guarantee the actual information of the 
public opinion. In the end, the democratic legitimacy of the modern representative 
democracies of the era of globalisation is doubted due to the augmenting phenomena of 
corruption. 

In this background, there are many voices raised that call for renewed and modernised 
democratic mechanisms that can regenerate the classic values of democracy in the era of 
globalisation. Thus, it is argued that the use of interactive communication technologies 
(ICT) can facilitate the need for ‘more democracy’ especially in the fields of 
participation, transparency and accountability. Therefore, cyberspace, blogosphere, social 
networks can be used as a metaphorical public space, an agora where the exchange of 
political ideas and political dialogue can take place. In the same level, ICT can be 
employed in order to facilitate forms of direct democracy such as e-referenda, or to 
enable transparency of democratic decision-making through policies of electronic public 
deliberation and subsequently enhance public accountability. 
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