[bookmark: _Hlk98159552]The following essay aims to critically explore whether there is a democratic deficit in the European Union (EU). ‘Generally, academic literature on the issue of democratic deficit in EU relies on two opposing arguments. The majority argument is that there is a democratic deficit in the EU; the minority rejects this view’ (Azman, 2011, p. 242). “Democracy Deficit is a term used by people who argue that the EU institutions and their decision-making procedures suffer from a lack of democracy and seem inaccessible to the ordinary citizen due to their complexity” (EUR-Lex, para. 1). The political system in the EU has been more complex. There seems to be the absence of a democratic deficit in European politics (Rovny, 2002). EU voters do not feel that they have an effective way to reject a ‘government’, they do not like, and to change, in some ways, the course of politics and policy (Eur-Lex, n.d) .

This section will provide arguments for both viewpoints. Democracy deficit means different things to different people. According to Moravcsik (1998), “the European democratic deficit is a ‘myth”, one which does not exist but is assumed. The member states who elect representatives are to be blamed as they are responsible for enacting and changing laws when necessary. In contrast, Neuhold (2020), views democratic deficit as more of an academic and political debate with different controversial opinions and this is largely due to the changes that have taken place over the years in governance in the EU system.
Alujevic and Nacarino (2012), view democracy deficit as a debate and approach ‘it from different perspectives, this argument started in the early 1970s, with the directly elected members of the European Parliament. Though these days, the focus has shifted to accountability and legitimacy of the European institutions. He concludes by stating that the approach one takes to arrive at the argument on ‘democratic deficit in the EU depends on the vision and the idea one has for the EU’.
Democratic deficit is ‘the theory that the EU is too distant from and unaccountable to the people’ (Hamill, 2012).
These definitions have shown that the EU has been criticised, that a democratic deficit exists within its institutions, though the EU pride itself on being democratic. Nevertheless, it has been argued that that is not the case as the democracy that exists within the EU is too vague because of the uniqueness of the union and its institutions (Azman, 2011).
According to Mancini and Keeling (1994, p. ) the EU was:
  ‘Never intended to be a democratic organisation, that is, ‘it was not made with a democratic image in mind. In the introductory part of the ‘Treaty of Rome’, the word ‘democracy’ was never mentioned at all, and ‘liberty’ is spoken of like ‘peace’ as a value to be defended’. 
These terms did not suggest the EU was being formed as a government or a democratic system. Another point to note is that one would expect that the European Union should comprise of countries with a democratic system of government but Article 237 of the Treaty, referred to ‘any European state’, suggests any country in Europe can apply for membership irrespective of its system of government, whether democratic or not. This calls for question the argument of a democratic deficit (Mancini and Keeling, 1994).
Many scholars and researchers have sought to answer whether a democracy deficit exists within the EU and the reasons for it. The major concerns of scholars have been around decision-making. They are of the opinion that decision-making in the EU should be more democratic, taking into consideration the member states with individual uniqueness and how democracy should be represented in the EU. These and many more questions have given rise to the concerns and arguments on why the EU suffers from a democratic deficit (Azman, 2011)
There seems to be a tone of democracy in art. 9, TEU (1957), which makes provisions for the equality of EU citizens in all the union activities in terms of its institutions, bodies, offices, and agencies. A number of other articles in the TEU (1957) have also shown that the EU intends its system to be democratic. 
According to Article 10, TEU (1957) “the union is founded on representative democracy and citizens are directly represented in the European Parliament, European Council and the Council by their leaders who are democratically elected. Citizens have the right to participate in the democratic life of the Union and decisions shall be taken as openly as closely as possible to the citizens”.
art. 11 TEU (1957) states that the Institutions shall,
 by all means, give citizens and their representatives the opportunity to publicly make known and exchange their views in all areas of the Union activities, and the institutions especially the European Commission (EC) are expected to be transparent and maintain an open policy to encourage open dialogue with representative associations and civil society to ensure the union’s activities are carried out well and also one million citizens of member states need to bring a proposal to the EU9
art. 12 states that the National Parliament shall contribute actively to the good functioning of the Union through being informed by the institutions of the Union and having draft legislative acts of the Union forwarded to them in accordance with the Protocol on the role of national Parliaments in the European Union. 
The EU has seven main institutions, and the provisions, powers, and responsibilities of each of the Union’s institutions are set out in the treaties. They are the European Commission, the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the Court of Justice of the European Union, the European Central Bank, the Court of Auditors (ECJ) (art 13, TEU (1957). The concept, perception, confidence, and accountability that people repose on the leaders they elected to represent them on these institutions became popular with the enactment of the Single European Act (1987) and the Maastricht Treaty (1992). The purpose of these treaties is to make the EU more representative and accessible, but it seems to further widen the democracy deficit (Horeth, 2011).
For the purpose of this essay, the following main decision-making institutions within the EU would be considered: the European Commission (EU), the European Parliament (EP), the European Council (EC), and the European Court of Justice.
The European Commission (EC), the European Union’s executive arm, is viewed by many as the main institution where a democratic deficit exists. This is because the members are neither directly elected by the citizens of member states nor the European Parliament (European electorate-rep of the member states but are nominated by elected national governments) (Article “44 of the Treaty on the functioning of the European Union (TFEU)). Though others may argue that a democratic legitimacy exists as Commissioners are appointed by legitimate elected national governments of the member states and the President is elected by the European Parliament, there is a need for more democratic legitimacy and accountability because of the sensitivity of the type of decisions to be made (Alujevic and Nacarine, 2012).
A member of the Commission shall resign if the President so requests according to the procedure set out in para 1, art.18 TEU. This was argued by some scholars as undemocratic. Also, the European Council acting by a qualified majority, nominate to the European Parliament a candidate for President of the Commission. Why can’t the citizens nominate the President? This candidate is elected by the European Parliament by a majority of its component members. Why can’t the citizens elect their leaders? The Council, with the President-elect, proposes for appointment members of the Commission who are selected by Member States. The nominees are then passed to the European Parliament for consent after which the Commission is appointed by the European Council acting by a qualified majority vote (QMV).
The Commission, as a body, shall be responsible to the European Parliament. The European Parliament may carry out a vote of no confidence on the Commission. If such a motion is carried, the members of the Commission shall resign as a body (Article 234 of the TFEU).
The Commission promotes the general interest of the Union, ensures that the EU is adequately represented in any dialogue or event when there is a need. They also ensure that the provisions of the treaties are dully followed by the other EU institutions. It executes the budget and manages programmes, exercises coordinating, executive, and management functions, as laid down in the Treaties. The members of the Commission are entirely independent of their states and are not to seek nor take instructions from any Government or other institution, body, office, or entity (art.17 TEU).
With the introduction of the Lisbon Treaty (2009), there have been some amendments to democratise the Commission. “The President of the Commission is now chosen and elected, taking into consideration the outcome of the European elections. This has increased the political legitimacy of the office. The President is also responsible for the appointment of commissioners and the distributions of portfolios to commissioners. He is also expected to resign when need be. Also, through the European Citizens’ Initiative (ECI) citizens of member states can make a direct request to the EU to propose legislation in an area over which it has competence. This is a new democratic procedure, and it is viewed as a possible solution to the ‘democratic deficit that exists in the EU.
It is believed by many that the European Parliament (EP), which is the European electorate representative of the member states is the only institution that a democratic deficit does not exist because its members are directly elected through a free and secret election by the citizens of the member states as enshrined in art. 1, EU Electoral Act (1926) (Milev 2004). “It also elects its President and its officers from among its members” (para. 4 art. 14 TFEU 2012). Although Milev do not believe this to be the case, he opined that the citizens not showing any interest in the EU politics and their lack of participation are the main problems of the EU (Milev, 2004). 
The European Parliament was perceived to be ‘very weak when compared with the Commission and European Council’. The EU Parliament exercises legislative and budgetary functions together with the Council as well as political control and consultation as laid down in the Treaties. It also elects a new President of the European Commission (the EU’s executive body). Parliament needs to approve the new Commission President nominated by the Council by an absolute majority vote. The European Parliament votes whether to accept or reject the Commission as a whole (News European Parliament) (para. 1, art. 14 TFEU 2012). 
The EU has made effort ever since then to bridge the gaps by coming up with the following reforms: the “indirect involvement of the National Parliaments into EU policy and the introduction of the European Citizens Initiative (ECI)”; the introduction of the Lisbon Treaty empowered the EP is able to propose amendments to the Treaties; ‘Parliament now elects the President of the Commission by a majority of its members on a proposal from the EC, which is obliged to select a candidate by a qualified majority, taking into account the outcome of the European elections. Also, there have been some changes in the wording in art. 14(2) TEU, ‘representatives of the people of the state’, has been changed to ‘composed of representatives of the union’s; ‘Parliament’s legislative powers have been increased through the ‘ordinary legislative procedure.
Voters turnout at the elections to the EU Parliament fell consecutively at every election from 1979 up to 2014, when it fell drastically to 42.54% before finally rising in 2019. The 2014 elections turnout was worrying because it was lower than the turnout of any national election in the member states. The low turnout at European election has been cited as weakening the democratic legitimacy of the EU Parliament. The BBC commented that in Britain, many more votes were cast in an election on the reality show ‘Big Brothers (BB) than in the 1999 European Parliament election. 

The European Council is made up of Heads of State or Government of the Member States, together with its President of the Commission. There is a democracy legitimacy here because it is made up of a representative from member states. Their functions include overseeing and being responsible for the development of the EU. They give political directions and set the priorities of the union (art. 15 TEU). The Council together with the European Parliament exercises legislative and budgetary functions which call to question the theory of separation of power and of course, a democratic deficit. It is responsible for policy-making and coordinating functions as laid down in the Treaties. Under the Lisbon Treaty, the President of the European Council is elected by the members by a qualified majority and the president’s tenure can also be ended the same way (art. 15 TEU). The Council acts by a Qualified Majority Vote (QMV) except where the Treaties provide otherwise (Article 16 TEU). 
“The Council acting by a qualified majority vote proposes a candidate for the European Commission President to the European Parliament. Qualified majority vote comprises at least 55% of the member of the council, i.e. at least 15 of them, and represents member states comprising at least 65% of the population of the Union. (para 3(a)(i) art 238 TFEU). The European Council unanimously agree to the formation of the tenure of the European Parliament (para. 2, art. 14 TFEU 2012).
The advantage of QMV is that decisions are being made swiftly and efficiently and it strengthens the resilience of the EU by shielding member states from being bullied by non-member states. The disadvantages are that member states are bullied to surrender their national veto, fear of smaller nations that they would be outvoted by bigger ones, and above all, it weakens the EU’s internal and external credibility is being questioned, thereby calling into question the democratic deficit that exists within the EU Institutions. 
It should be noted that the Council meets in public when it deliberates and votes on a draft legislative act” (para, 7, 8, art. 238 TEU). 
Article 19 TEU The Court of Justice (COJ) of the European Union is made up of the Court of Justice, the General Court and specialised courts. It consists of one judge from each member state and is assisted by Advocates-General Which means that all member states are represented at the COJ. Its function is to interpret and apply the Union laws in the treaties. The General Court shall include at least one judge per Member State. The Judges and the Advocates-General of the Court of Justice and the Judges of the General Court are selected persons who have credible characters as set out in Articles 253 and 254 of the TFEU. The Court of Justice follows the provisions Treaties by dealing with cases brought by a Member State, an institution, or the citizens. “The court also has three principal jurisdictions as stated in the treaties: it can determine whether the member states have not complied with their obligations under EU laws (art. 258, TFEU); it can make rulings on preliminary references submitted by national courts or tribunals in the interpretation of EU law and the validity of acts of the institutions (art. 267 TFEU); it can determine actions of annulment. Decisions in all three areas have contributed to the development of the EU in various ways” (art. 263 FTEU).
The court has generally been active and contributed proactively to the development of the EU. There have been occasions where it has perhaps overstepped the mark. In cases such as Martinez Sala (1998). It suggested that the status of EU citizens was destined to become the fundamental status, but in most recent cases such as Dano (2014), it has acknowledged that rights must be based on satisfying the conditions laid down in the legislation.  
A number of possible solutions have been preferred to solve the democracy deficit in the EU: ‘a clear treaty change’, making the European Parliament (and the Council) to be the upper chamber in the EU political system though the Commission would still continue its task in proposals. ‘The European Parliament should also be able to take part in the decision-making process in (formulating) economic policies (European Union 2010, Title VIII, art.121), ‘the direct election of the Commission President (in the long term) or its election via competitive European elections. This will increase the European Commission’s democratic legitimacy and give citizens the opportunity to see the candidates they are voting for. Thus, making the institution more accountable and transparent. However, it would also openly politicise the institution
Elections should be more personalised as it gives room for more citizens to participate, thereby solving a part of the problem of a deficit in the system. (Follesdal and Hix (2006). Voters in individual member states should also be given the opportunity to be more involved in the EU level in policymaking than what is obtainable now. Deliberative democracy such that citizens also (should be more involved in the decision-making processes by) participating more actively in decision making, thereby making the process more legitimate and closer to the people. 
Many might want to argue that this may not be possible because of the geographical location of member states but this can be solved through the use of the internet that would afford citizens to meet remotely and deliberate on issues (Vesnic-Alujevic 2011). This has broken the barriers of the impossibilities of a face-to-face meeting may pose and more EU citizens from different tribes, languages, and cultures would be able to participate constructively from the comfort of their environment and bring in lots of diverse ideas and concepts (Chadwick 2006). One example of this ‘deliberative forum’ was suggested by Fishkin where representatives of a country or a community gather together to discuss an issue and later vote on it (Fishkin 2007). This was also criticised that it also would involve just a fraction of the electorate and not the whole electorate themselves.

Though, it seems that the general consensus now is that the member states are to be blamed for not carrying their citizens along on what is happening in the EU. It has been stated that for this problem to be solved, the EU would have to come up with new forms of citizenship, representation and decision-making but this looks almost impossible because with the instability and constant change in the EU. 
The key trends, in regard to both arguments have been discussed critically, analysing all information it is believed it is safe to state democratic deficit is present, this verdict is not based solely on the evidence provided as this might be subject to bias, however this judgement is based on the subsequent actions taken by the EU , it is clear significant efforts were made to bridge the gap, this indicates the EU identified democratic deficiency and are taken steps to correct this, however this debate is expected to continue and further research is required to finally conclude this debate.
Limitations and recommendation.
The reliance on secondary data is a limiting factor to the credibility and quality of this research, this research should be re- conducted with primary data
Reflection
This is a complex debate, as viewpoints differ depending on stakeholder, however this research work was very enlightening personally, I personally do not support the EU is democratically deficient although this notion is supported by the majority
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