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ABSTRACT

This paper starts from recognizing the growingeriest in institutions in political
science and implicitly, in the importance affordedhem by researchers. The political future
of Europe constitutes, at the current moment, tlestnmteresting topic for reflection and
debates. The European Union, as it was createdvdWMiaastricht Treaty, as a result of a
compromise, is a complex and strange structureghaineed itself for a fundamental reform.

The institutional reform is of course the mostatel subject in the European Union,
but also the most covered one by the media. In md&an Union regulated by outdated
treaties, with numerous lacunae for the curremhfand content, the question must not regard
the need for a Reform Treaty, but should focus arendedication and more tendencies
towards consensus.

The research methods are various. | have usedsbafo&xperts in European studies
which have focus upon this period, but also spgc@per works of specialists published in
well-known reviews in the field. The informationwsoes were accessed at the Satu Mare
County Library, but also at the Cluj University kaloy, while a part of the materials were
bought in bookshops.

In the analysis, | have started from the more g@rieamework of the community law
and afterwards the attention focused on the MaasirAmsterdam, Nice and Lisbon Treaties.
As mentioned already, the analysis took into actdhaese primary sources, but also the
specialists’ opinions on these treaties were penabn to.

Throughout this work | have tried to capture adl wiee reform and institutional
dynamics of the European Union, analyzing the etkeeulegislative, juridical, banking and
consultative system from the creation of the EuanpEnion through the Maastricht Treaty
up to the Lisbon Reform Treaty.

In the first chapter | make an attempt to define international insiitog starting from
the theoretical perspectives on this topic. Acaagdio a generous and simple definition of
social institutions offered by Maurice Duvergeredh are ,various models of relations that
serve as patterns for concrete relations. Forrdason, such relations are stable, sustainable
and cohesive” As social science, International Relations mainthe fundamental elements
afforded to the understanding of the term, appledhe specificity of this field. ,The
institutions are seen as sets of rules and practlw prescribe roles, constrain activity and

1 M. Duverger,The Study of PoliticNelson, London, 1972, p. 17.



shape the actors’ expectations. The institutions telude organizations, bureaucratic
agencies, treaties and agreements, as well asnafqractices that states accept as binding.
The balance of power in the international systeaniexample of institutior?”

The specific difference between institutions anglaizations seems to become clear
from the above specifications: the balance of pawean institution, but not an organization —
it can be organized only a cymbal of the balance nbot the entire mechanism (for example,
NATO during the Cold War). Moreover, trough thelusince they exercise, the international
organizations become actors of a different natuanf that of the state actors: all
organizations develop their own life, and they banregarded as socializing frameworks, as
bureaucracies etc., that function many times falhgwa logic which is different from that of
the member statés

In what regards ,regimes”, these would be, acogrdio one of the most popular
definition, that offered by Stephen Krasner, ,setsprinciples, norms, rules and decision
making procedures, implicit or explicit, around wainiactors expectations converge in a given
issue-ared” The term started to be used especially aftemtteenpts to separate, in specialty
studies, the action-normative space agreed byaaticgpants to certain interaction from the
arrangements like organizations - from the actiomative space agreed by all participants to
certain interactions. Even if the specifics of inaional regimes will be detailed later on (when
discussing the security regimes), it can be obskingen the above definition that regimes refer
to ,a certain area of international relationsAnticipating the discussion on the topic of their
features, | will state for the moment that curneriie regime is usually considered to be a

special type of institution, defined through thetfghat the rules according to which the

2 P.M. Haas, R.O. Keohane, M. Levy (edspstitutions for the Earth: Sources of Effectivaemmational
Environmental ActionMIT Press, London, 1993, p. 4-5, citedSteven S. Lamy, ,Contemporary Mainstream
Approaches: Neo-Realism and Neo-Liberalism”, innl@aylis, S. Smith (eds.)fhe Globalization of World
Politics. An Introduction to International RelatisnThird Edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, Z)0p.
214. See also L.D. Dirdal ,Neoliberalismul”, in A. Miroiu, R.S. Ungureanicdord.), Manual de Relai
Interngionale,Polirom, Iai, 2006b, p. 146.

% For example, see in this regard M. Barnett, MnEmore Rules for the World. International Organizations in
Global Politics,Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY, London, 2004e research of the two authors focuses on
the ways in which international organizations, asehucracies, influence interstate cooperation.

4 S. Krasner (ed.)International RegimesCornell University, Press Ithaca, NY, 1983, p. Bectin R. Little,
Jnternational Regimes”, in J. Baylis, S. Smith 49dThe Globalization of World Politics. An Introducticto
International RelationsT hird Edition, Oxford University Press, Oxford, Z0@. 373.

® Comments on this subject can be found in Bethifn®ns, Lisa L. Martin, ,International Organizat®and
Institutions”, in Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas RissethBA. Simmons (eds.lJandhook of Interngonal Relations,
SAGE, London, 2002, p. 192-194.



interactions between participants take place ae tights are necessarily mentioned explicitly
(important difference from other types, such asiélance of powet)

The term ,institution” entered in the vocabulary feeld studies following the
development of the later. Its acceptance was nagessorder to mark the specific difference
from other concepts, such as the one of ,regimdiicly as shown, received in time a
particular understanding. ,, The regime literature@egdirth to such a definitional confusion,
that researchers in the 1990s searched for a giroplecept, as well as for a new label.
Currently, the word «institution» largely repladée term «regime» in the academic literature
in the field of International Relations.”

Another term used in this discussion is ,multitatssm”, which, according to a
definition in the dictionary, implies an agreememhich functions on the basis of the
nondiscrimination principle (accept the obligations the treaty without introducing
exceptions between participants), of the indivigipprinciple (the agreement has effect upon
all signatory parties) and the principle of diffussiprocity (of continuity in applying the
provisions§. John Ruggie proposes a specific understandinghferterm, showing that we
can talk about a typology of international intelats, depending on the number of
participants, differentiating on qualitative baBetween bilateral agreements and multilateral
ones. If the bilateral agreements can be studigghragely, multilateralism brings an
additional element, a fact observed from the dedini he offers: ,Multilateralism is an
institutional form that coordinates the relatioretvieen three or more state on the basis of
some «generalized» principles of behavior — thamaethe principles that specify the
appropriate meaning for a class of actions, witliaking into account the particular interest
of parties or the strategic demands that could @xispecific circumstancey”

In Ruggie’s conception, the difference betweentifetypes of agreements is that the
generalization of principles is an essential eledmanrly for multilateralism; the bilateral
agreements can be studied from case to case, degemd the specific situation that they
describe. The examples he offers — the agreememtsluded by Nazi Germany with the
satellite states — are obvious for the importarfcthe distinction: the government in Berlin
offered at that time, on the basis of particulansiderations, different conditions to each of

the state in case, without precise and generatizied.

®S. Haggard, B.A. Simmons, ,Theories of InternagioRegimes”, innternational Organization41 (3), 1987,
p. 495-496.

"B.A. Simmons, L.L. Martin, ,International Organiimms and Institutions”, 2002, p. 194. Martin Gtif§,

8 T. O'Callaghaninternational Relations: The Key Conceptew York, London, Routledge, 2002, p. 197-199.
°J.G. Ruggie, ,Multilateralism: The Anatomy of arstitution”, inInterngional Organization46 (3), 1992, p. 571.



A third version of the institution identified byuBgie is the imperialism. In the
definition he offers, this is ,also an institutitimat coordinates the relations between three or
more states, although, unlike bilateralism and matdralism, it makes it by denying the
sovereignty of states to which it is appli€d”

Robert Keohane, prominent representative of libenstitutionalism, uses for
institution a definition similar to the one presamhtat the beginning of this chapter -
.persistent and connected sets of rules (formaliafamal) that prescribe behavioral roles,
constrain activity, and shape expectations” — ideorto offer a large understanding to the
concept. Keohane determines also a narrow senspo$ing the study of those institutions
.=that can be identified as connected complexesulgisrand norms, identifiable in space and
time™*. Keohane makes an extra step on the way to a precise definition, stating that, for
institutionalization, ,besides constraining theiaty and shaping expectations, the rules need
to be sustainable and need to prescribe behawoles for the actors. This means that
institutions differentiate between actors accordimgheir expected roles, the identification of
the institution could be made following whether thehavioral models are indeed
differentiated by the role$®

A reformulation of the definition, with emphasizen the international security
institutions, is lately offered by Wallender, Hafteorn and Keohane. These three authors
state that international institutions would be gstent and connected set of rules, often
adopted by organizations, which operate beyondrnat®mnal borders. The institutions vary
from conventions (such as sovereignty) to formghaizations (such as NATO). The security
institutions are designed to protect the terrildngegrity of states in front of the use of force
by adversaries; to maintain the states’ autononamat) the political effects of the threat to
use such force; to prevent the occurrence of sitosithat could jeopardize the vital interests
of states, as are they defined by stdtes”

In the controversy triggered by John Mearsheim@mnfa neorealist position with the
representatives of the other theoretical approaich#894/199%", this author considers that a

1% |bidem.Ruggie makes referrals, in his text, to Michale Bogmpires,Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY,
1986, p. 19-47, and specifies in the footnote tieatain arrangements of the Nazi state are versecto the
understanding of this term.

" R.0. Keohane, ,International Institutions: Two Appches”, innternational Studies Quarterhg2 (4), 1988,
p. 383.

12 |bidem,p. 384.

13 C.A. Wallander, H. Haftendorn, R.O. Keohane, aluction”, in Helga Haftendorn, Robert O. Keohane,
Celeste A. Wallander (edsImperfect Unions. Security Institutions over Tinmal &8paceOxford University
Press, Oxford, 1999, p. 1-2.

14| herewith consider the famous dispute which oppdse position of J.J. Mearsheimer, ,The Falserfge of
International Institutions”, innternational Security19 (3), 1994/1995, p. 5-49, to that expressed byelRaO.



fundamental difference between the position thatiékends (that of offensive realism, but
could be considered in this case as the representat all types of neorealism) is the

importance afforded to institutions in the genexabnomy of the academic perspective. In
what regards him, Mearsheimer sees the instituti@na ,set of rules that stipulate the ways
in which states should cooperate and compete wi¢hamother™.

As noticed by Beth Simmons and Lisa Martin, theriteon of Mearsheimer has some
advantages. Among them it is the stability (he doet make referrals to processes), the
separation from behaviors (by comparison with teénition of Keohane, which does not
allow the study of the impact of institutions upaativities and expectations, that one is
suitable for such a research), as well as itsivelaheoretical neutrality, which makes it
attractive for more perspectives. The institutians, according to such a statement, explicitly
normative®.

But for neorealism (especially in its ,hard” forofi offensive realism represented by
Mearsheimer), the response to the above questiomore difficult to locate. For no other
theoretical approach the anarchy specific to thermational system is as constraining for the
states, in the sense of considering the recipreaapicion as fundamental condition in
establishing any strategy towards ensuring theigirvif we accept this image upon the
relations between states — in which each one éatbning for the others, and the primary task
of each state is to search to maximize its own poime comparison with the other
competitor§’ -, it is more than natural to ask ourselves hodesrtbetween states are
established, how are they formulated, how are thgyosed and, moreover, how come they
are respected? Mearsheimer’s response is that amdesegotiated between states, and they
often take the form of some organizations, andstages themselves decide whether to respect
them or not®.

Supposing — according to the realist logic — tiegemonic power is, usually, the one

that imposes in the (sub)system that it dominategteof rules, that allow it to satisfy its

Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, ,The Promise of Ingtdnalist Theory”, ininternational Security20 (1), 1995, p.
39-51, by Charles A. Kupchan and Clifford A. Kupoha,The Promise of Collective Security”, in
International Security20 (1), 1995, p. 52-61, by J.G. Ruggie, ,The F&semise of Realism”, iimternational
Security,20 (1), 1995, p. 62-70, and that of A. Wendt, ,Qanging International Politics”, idnternational
Security,20 (1), 1995, p. 71-81. The reply was given in Jdhklearsheimer, ,A Realist Reply”, International
Security,20 (1), 1995, p. 82-93.

13 3.J. Mearsheimer, ,The False Promise...”, 19941898.

18B.A. Simmons, L.L. Martin, ,International Organtins and Institutions”, 2002, p. 194.

" For a general characterization of the approachMefarsheimer, see, for example, Steven S. Lamy,
»<contemporary Mainstream Approaches....”, 2001230-211. To be seen also L.D. Diia/Neorealismul”, in
Andrei Miroiu, Radu-Sebastian Ungureanu (coofdanual de Reldi Internasionale,Polirom, Iai, 2006a, p. 131-
133.

18 3.J. Mearsneimer, ,The False Promise...”, 19941998-9.



interest at minimum costs, the problem itself —defining the authors of international
institutions and the conditions in which they make- does not change. The institutions
reflect a certain distribution of power, so thagyttwould have only a marginal importance in
the relations between international actdrdhe way in which each theory defines the term
and capitalizes the importance of institutions w#l a subject reanalyzed in the next section
of the chapter.

Alexander Wendt, the researcher associated wighctimstructivist perspective to
whose conceptions we already made referrals setierab, states that the institution is ,a
relative stable set or a «structure» of identiéied interests. Such structures are often codified
in formal rules and norms, but have a motivatidoate only by virtue of socialization and
participation of actors to the collective knowleddgehe institutions are fundamentally
collective entities that do not exist outside theoes’ ideas on how the world functioAS8”In
such a perspective, the institutions are sociasttants — they emerge from the interactions,
the actors being the ones that, through the exeéhahginderstanding, create rules, respect
them or not, develop them or, on the contrary, dbarthem. The definition offered by Wendt
offers a hypothesis upon the genesis of institstidmese would originate in the structure of
identities and interests of each actor, subjedahi@nges following their redefinition through
social interaction. The existence of institutioaddcated at the level of actors’ ideas on their
significance.

Constructivism is an intellectual approach of Wwhfandamental assumption can be
summed to the consideration of the world as beorgttucted from the understandings which
emerged during the interaction, fact that allowswe have shown, the observation of an
internal dynamic on the long term for the significa of each concept. Actors report
themselves to an allied social reality in a coriimal change, more or less perceptible, for
which the social interaction is, at the same tioase and effects

In the second chapter,| started from the question ,what is an institn6 and tried
to formulate a response through the appeal to sghiionalist theory, especially the
neoinstitutionalism that has its bases in socialdgys essential for a paper that analyzes
political institutions to present the way in whigdsearchers in social sciences conceive and

understand institutions. Therefore, the initial esdtjve is to offer a general view upon the

9 bidem,p. 7-9, 13-14.

20 A. Wendt, ,Anarchy is what States make of It: Tecial Construction of Power Politics”, internaional
Organization46 (2), 1992, p. 399.

2L A previous version of the considerations in théstin of the paper can be found in R.S. Ungureanu,
.Definirea termenului «institdie» si abordarea teoretici in Reldle Interngionale”, in Buletinul Stiintific al
Universittii ,Mihail Kog idlniceanu” 1ai, 16, 2007, p. 138-147.



academic discussions that deal with the nature abitiqgal institutions and analyze the
different conceptualizations of institutions, buspecially those that are part of the
sociological neoinstitutionalism. The second obyectet is that to explain how this type of
neoinstitutionalist theory treats the emergencastitutions, the changes and development of
institutions. The third objective is to see howeatain model of organizing puts to test the
existing power structure within an establishediingbnal system. | consider as inappropriate
the conception according to which the emergencanoinstitution is a natural response, a
reaction of adjustment to the changing conditionemf the environment. There is no
organizing solution which is functionally ,givenAn institutional perspective portrays the
institutions as having ,their own life” and ,havinthe capacity to resist despite the
inadequacy with the environmeft” The reform of a political system is many times
constrained and determined by the previous ingiitat choices and concepts such as
historical inefficiency or dependency patggest that the emergence of a new institutional
structure is not automatic. The birth of new ingidns does not take place as response to the
new conditions or due to the functional needs, asitextracted from the pre-existing
institutional frameworks and mediated by these &anrks.

There is no consensus on what an institution dsthere is even less consensus on the
way in which institutions interact with individuai® produce decisiofd Despite the
incredible big number of institutionalist studi@s,the last decades, still there is no single
definition of political institutions that gatherbet large agreement of researchers. On the
contrary, we are witnesses of an increasing diyerdiideas on what can be considered an
institution and this fact leads to considerabléedédnces when it is put into discussion the way
in which we should study institutions, the impatinstitutions and even more the degree on
which we should conceive institutions as being paeent and autonomous or on the
contrary tributary to traditions, norms, cultunedividual preferences, history.

The interest in the description of the institusorffects upon policies and upon
political actors was supplemented with the intefestinstitutional change, for institutions’
modeling and design. The researchers preoccupdies been directed towards the
observation of institutions’ stability (how and wthey remain stable) as well as towards the
observation of institutional chance. The questmnahat conditions favor or on the contrary
impede change? How can we identify the mechaniswugih which institutions are born,
evolve or fall, and how do the new institutionslage or complement the old ones?

22 3 P. OlsenEurope in the search of political ordédxford, 2007, p. 106
% B.G. Petersinstitutional theory in political science. TheeW Institutionalisml.ondon, 1999, p. 47.



From the historical point of view the politicalaight was rather concerned with the
necessary conditions of a legitimate order tharh whie conditions leading to change. The
stability and order relations were generally seera aesirable but precarious result, always
threatened by chaos, entropy and disorganizatidheltraditional institutionalism neglected
the problem of the change of political institutipm®nsidering it as being the product of
history and in essence an invariant given, the Wehats, even though preoccupied with
more dynamic topics, such as development, moderomgaconsidered political institutions so
malleable and efficient that, virtually, considertb@&m irrelevant, while institutional change
was something uninteresting. The democratic govemavas seen as efficient and sensitive
to any change in the external circumstances (neasidnew opinions, new technologies,
economic changes, social changes) that it will rmatacally renew itself in response to these
changes. The institutional change was regarded agegral part of the political process and
so was unproblematic. But, if governance was Sociefit and sensitive to the opinions of the
governed ones we ask why was it necessary to paslrdds of years to offer civil rights to
women? Why was it necessary for protests and marfiiresome problems to get on the
political agenda? The institutional change andpiblem of change were neglected by both
paradigms, although for different reasons.

In the third chapter | present the reform and the institutional deveiept of the
European Union starting with the Maastricht Treapyto the Nice Treaty. The Maastricht
Treaty, signed on February 7, 1892s the treaty establishing the European Union.

The European Union is identified also with theldeing symbols: a flag — twelve
yellow stars on a blue fordymbolizing Europe’s peoples, form a cirdgmbol of the union.
Number 12 is symbolic and does not indicate the bemof states. The European flag was
adopted as symbol by the European Communities on28a1986; an anthem,©de to joy”
of Ludwing van Beethoven was adopted as Europedmeanby the heads of states and
governments gathered at the Milan European Co@haile 1985); a day May 9 is Europe’s
Day, in memory of the Schuman Declaration from 19%@ingle currency en January 1,
1999, Euro became the single European currency. Hime bills and coins entered in
circulation on January 1, 2002; a motto for Eurgpkrited in diversity” (May 4, 2000).

After the Single European Act, it represents theosd fundamental review of the
Community, offering a single juridical framework to the threommunities: ECSC,
EURATOM and EEC.

% The Maastricht Treaty enters into force on Novenihe 993.



This treaty decided to rename formally the Europgaonomic Community (EEC) in
European Community (EC), transforming it from oaly economic community into a union
that had also political competences.

From the structural point of view, the treaty édencompared to a temple supported by
three pylons and dominated by a fronton: the frontalicates the EU objectives — European
citizenship, single market, economic integratiommmon foreign policy; the central pylon is
formed by the three initial European communitieC8E, EURATOM and EEC) and
includes the internal market, the common econoroiicies (social, regional, agricultural,
environment, education and health), such as theel&oy Union; the lateral pylons regard the
common foreign and security policy, respectivelgmeration in justice and home affairs.

Apart from some special structures, the EuropeaioriJorgans are in fact those of the
European Community. But these organs were desigmet created some decades ago,
according to the then configuration of the Commasiind according to the needs of the first
phase of the integration process. They seem taubg totally inappropriate for the European
Union’s objectives and aims, especially in the viefvreceiving a large number of new
members. The concerns related to the old communggns lead to the convocation of the
Intergovernmental Conference from Turin (1996-19%G) to prepare the European Council
meeting in Amsterdam, from June 16-17, 1997, déelicao the review of the Maastricht
Treaty. The proposals of the Turin Conference weeadopted in Amsterdam, due to the
controversies related especially to the Commissi@omposition and the voting mechanism
in the community institutions. The problem of timstitutions’ reform and of the community
mechanisms was to be resumed at a new intergovaetameonference in 2000, which
preceded the adoption of the Nice Treaty at theadritle same year. The fierce disputes on
the occasion of the adoption of this treaty andfélae of not putting into danger the European
integration determined the Nice Treaty not to beaakcal as initially desired. However, the
treaty laid the basis for the reform of the commyumstitutions or, at least, launched the
reform process of these institutiéns

At the level of the Commission it was decided tlssrting with 2005, each member
state will have the right to a single commissiomgvertheless, when the number of member
states of the Union will get to 27, the Council ides with unanimity the number of

commissioners, which cannot be higher than the murobstates. At the same time, it was

V. Vese and A. IvarTratatul de la Nisap. 137 and following.



decided, to change the procedure for electing thesigent of the Commission, the
competences of whom were substantially increased.

At the level of the Council of the Union, it wast&blished a new scale for the
allocation of votes, starting from 3 to 29 votespending on the demographic share of each
staté®. Related to the decision making in the Councignimity, which until now constituted
the rule, will become an exception, being geneedlinstead the qualified majority.

Regarding the European Parliament, it was stipdl#tat it could not have more than
728 members.

Criticized for its half measures, as through tlenpromised solutions it postponed
practically an actual reform, the Nice Treaty ogfve satisfaction to candidate states, which
saw themselves formally integrated in the futurgaghEurope.

In any case, the institutional reform had to Imalized until 2004, in order to facilitate
the integration of the 10 states named in the La€&keclaration.

For the well functioning in the future of the Eueam construction there are also
considered other reforms. The Nice Treaty openatag for an intensified and strengthened
cooperation, which allows for a limited number tdtss to advance faster than the others, in
certain areas. Although contested by many, theaieecEurope ,with two speeds” becomes,
with every day that passes, a reality and wouldnleguitable to keep in place a group of
states and their peoples until the other will bke &b catch up. Instead, the Nice Treaty could
not come with new solutions in delicate areas miggrcommon policies: the agricultural
policy, the regional policy and the fiscal polidyjhese areas are still waiting for reforms.

A big future problem is also that of financing tb@mmunity expenses, especially in
the period following the enlargement, as the comigludget will have to bear an additional
burden, which is not at all insignificant.

The political future of Europe constitutes, at tuerent moment, the most interesting
topic for reflection and disputes. The Europeanddnas created at Maastricht, as result of a
compromise, is a complicated and strange struchemg itself in need for a fundamental
reform. Aware of the necessity to simplify and makere efficient the functioning of a
European Union with 27 members, the heads of stetégovernments gathered at Laeken in
December 2001 decided the establishment of an Earofonvention, conceived as a forum
for dialogue and debate at which to participateesgntatives of the member states, as well as
representatives of the candidate states. Openée@louary 28, 2002, the Convention worked

% Becoming member of the European Union, Romanidlastes in the Council.
2" Romania will have the right to 33 places.



for one year, and at the end it had to presentptiogect for a new treaty or even for a
European Constitution, which could eventually lag foundations for the United States of
Europe. Starting from the idea that the Europeaiotuneeds to define its role in a changing
world and understanding that it should manifestnoggss and transparency, the Convention
addressed to the European public opinion, askiegityil society and the interested parties to
contribute to the debate on the future of Europi.would be opted in the end for a union of
national states or for some type of federationasfd confederation, it remains to be seen.
Once started, the construction of a united Europlehave to continue, as there is no way
back, while the reform process within the Unionlviie a permanent one following its
enlargement.

In chapter four | analyze the structure and the dynamic of the dmsBeform Treaty.
The Lisbon Treaty reconfigured the European Uniostsicture. If until now it had a
composition structured on pylons, the new treagat@s a coherent structure that will open
the perspective for the Union’s federalization.haligh named the Lisbon Treaty, we actually
speak of two treaties, The Treaty on the Europeainrand the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union.

Generally the history of the European constructimiudes enlargement periods and
deepening periods of the integration process. Taeseasually intercalated. The period before
the Lisbon Treaty does not fit this model. Thi®rsone side because of the rejection of the
European constitution, and on the other side we laavexception of the enlargement process
as two states, Romania and Bulgaria, although g#edurom the initial extension wave,
were politically accepted to become part of the Hlis determined practically two
enlargement waves to have at their base the saay tthe Nice Treaty.

The analyze starts from the Laeken European Chuth@ one that generated the
European Convention. The convention, under theelestip of Valery Giscard d'Estaing will
elaborate the European Constitution. The Treagbéishing a Constitution for Europe had a
federalist direction, giving birth to a strong oppgmn movement. Despite the fact that the
convention was headed by a French, this people najéict it, following a referendum.
Nevertheless, we need to underline the values pacated in this constitution as they are
unanimously accepted as being part of the Eurojuzantity.

After the failure of ratifying the constitution,uEbpe had to look towards the future
and needed to find a way for this. It was renouriodtie term of constitution in order to create
a new treaty. The differences are too small becassklr. lordan GheorgheaBbulescu noticed

in one of his conferences, there is a decisiom@iGerman federal court that stipulates that the



European Union Treaties have the value of a cotistit. The new French-German couple
formed by Chancellor Angela Merkel and the Frenasigent Nicolas Sarkozy will start a real
offensive for recovering the European constitutimough an extensive treaty that lays on new
basis the functioning of the European Union. Itl lwé named reform treaty as the European
Union needed a treaty that would ensure not oslfumctioning but also offer a new base for
development. A concern was also the external \ityilmf the EU. This fact owed to the new
conditions on the international arena: the warragderrorism, the American unilateralism.

The Lisbon Treaty is in 95% a revaluation of therdpean Constitution. Quitting
symbolism is only by omission, as it is not mandatmnd only results from a lack of express
stipulation of this fact. The Reform Treaty is arzald starting from the objectives, structure,
innovations, changes in functioning and the stmectf institutions, their competences, the
Union policies in the new framework offered by theaty, the external relations, and last but
not least the rights, values and principles theaf st the basis of the reform.

In the last chapter | underlined the institutional development and dyiaof the
European Union by analyzing the executive, legigatbanking, juridical and consultative
system since the creation of the European Uniooutiir the Maastricht Treaty up to the

Lisbon Reform Treaty.



