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SISTEMUL POLITIC AL UE iN
URMA TRATATULUI DE LA
LISABONA

Cristina-Elena Radulea-Zamfirescu

Abstract

Numeroase studii de specialitate au fost dedicate
arhitecturii institutionale ale UE, in special cu privire
la felul in care aceasta ar trebui construita. Tratatul
de la Lisabona a parut sa finalizeze pentru moment
dezbaterile in jurul institutiilor UE, insa nevoia
continud de reformd se regaseste incd pe agendele
actorilor politici de la nivel national si european. In
acest context, examinarea dimensiunii dinamicii
sistemului politic al Uniunii este esentiald in vederea
continuarii discutiilor cu privire la cum ar trebui sa
arate Uniunea din punct de vedere institutional, astfel
Incdt sa faca fata in mod corespunzdtor tendintelor
sale de addncire si extindere. Astfel, lucrarea de fata
isi propune sa analizeze sistemul politic european
Inainte §i dupd intrarea in vigoare a Tratatului de la
Lisabona, aplicand cadrul teoretic propus de Arend
Lijphart, care clasifica sistemele politice in
parlamentare i prezidentiale.

Introducere

’Europa, da, dar ce fel de Europa?”’
(Blair, 2000:31) este o intrebare care a marcat
atat dezbaterile politice (Blair, 2000; Fischer,
2000; Amato, 2000; Vedrine, 2000) cat si pe
cele teoretice (Lord, 1998; Meny, 2005;
Naumescu, 2003; Sbragia, 2005) cu privire la
viitorul Uniunii Europene. Intr-adevir, este o
intrebare strans legata de cum este si cum ar
trebui sd fie arhitectura institutionalda a UE
(Berglof et al. 2003; Magnette, 2005).

Lucrarea de fatd isi propune sa analizeze
influentele  institutionale exercitate de
Tratatul de la Lisabona asupra sistemului
politic al UE, adresand intrebarea daca, dupa
intrarea acestuia 1n vigoare, sistemul
european s-a apropiat mai mult de
parlamentarism sau de prezidentialism. Desi
niciodata nu s-a ajuns la un consens cu privire
la tipul de sistem politic al UE, prezentul
demers — initiat intr-o lucrare anterioara
(Radulea, 2007) — 1si poate dovedi utilitatea
in contextul mai larg al identificarii
arhitecturii institutionale optime, capabile sa
facd fatd cerintelor statelor membre, precum
si celor douad tendinte de adancire si
extindere. Astfel, lucrarea va oferi o
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AFTER THE TREATY OF LISBON

Cristina-Elena Radulea-Zamfirescu

Abstract

Much research has been devoted to the
institutional architecture of the European Union,
especially dealing with how it should be built up. The
Lisbon Treaty seemed to have stopped for the moment
the debates around the FEU’s institutions, but
continuous needs for reforms still fill the agendas of
political actors at both the EU and the national levels.
Within this context, examining the political system of
the Union in its dynamical dimension is crucial for the
further discussions about how the EU should look like,
in order to better deal with its tendencies of deepening
and enlargement. This is why this paper seeks to
analyze the European polity both before and after the
Treaty of Lisbon, by applying the theoretical
framework provided by Arend Lijphart which classifies
political systems in parliamentary and presidential
ones.

Introduction

’Europe, yes, but what sort of Europe?’’
(Blair, 2000:31) is a question which has been
marking the political (Blair, 2000; Fischer,
2000; Amato, 2000; Vedrine, 2000) and
theoretical (Lord, 1998; Meny, 2005;
Naumescu, 2003; Sbragia, 2005) debates
around European Union’s future. Indeed, it is
a question related to how the EU institutional
architecture is and should be (Berglof et al.
2003; Magnette, 2005).

This paper seeks to analyze the
institutional influences that the Lisbon Treaty
exerts on EU’s political system, addressing
the question of whether its provisions push
the EU’s system towards the parliamentarism
or the presidentialism. Although there has
never been reached a consensus on the type
of the European polity, this paper — which has
its starting point in a previous research
(Radulea, 2007) — might prove its utility in
the larger context of identifying the optimal
institutional architecture, able to deal with its
members’ requests and to face the two
tendencies of deepening and enlargement.
Therefore, the paper will briefly deal with the
institutional framework prior to the Lisbon
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examinare succintd a cadrului institutional
european anterior  Tratatului, aplicand
criteriile lui Lijphart (Lijphart, 2000) de
clasificare a  sistemelor politice in
parlamentare si prezidentiale, urmand ca, in
sectiunea a doua, sd fie analizate modificarile
aduse noul text constitutional.

De asemenea, vom sublinia incad de la
inceput faptul ca lucrarea considera UE drept
un sistem politic veritabil (Lord  1998;
Bromley, 2001; Deschouwer, 2000) — cu
mentiunea cd ea nu este un stat (Delanty,
2005: 127; Haseler, 2004: 86; Gilbert, 2005:
29) — , avand in vedere propriul sistem
institutional si juridic, precum si existenta
cetatenilor europeni, care nu doar echivaleaza
cu suma cetdtenilor statelor membre, ci care
dispun de capacitatea de a influenta deciziile
luate la nivelul Uniunii. In al doilea rand,
subliniem ca analiza sistemului european
inainte de intrarea In vigoare a Tratatului de
la Lisabona se concentreaza asupra pilonului
comunitar, dat fiind faptul ca acesta este
singurul caz in care sistemul prezintd anumite
trasaturi caracteristice statului (Burgess,
2003: 71).

Sectiunea 1. Modelul teoretic al lui
Arend Lijphart si Uniunea Europeana
inainte de Tratatul de la Lisabona

Ratiunea aplicdrii modelului teoretic
propus de Lijphart rezida in faptul ca acesta
oferd un set complex si bine definit de criterii
identificate si in alte studii de specialitate,
precum s§i In asumptia potrivit careia numarul
si “greutatea” functiilor puterilor legislativa si
executiva Intr-un sistem politic nu sunt
suficiente pentru a il considera parlamentar
sau presidential.

In primul rand, vom nota faptul ci, desi
numeroase studii de specialitate (Bomberg
and Stubb 2003: 14; Dobson and Weale
2003: 158; Sbragia 2005: 276) au respins
ideea existentel unui guvern european,
pilonul comunitar dispune totusi de o putere
executiva (Fabbrini 2005: 5; Egeberg, 2002:
132; Naumescu 2003: 114) formatd din
Comisia Europeana (care are drept de
initiativa  legislativd, implementeaza si
gestioneaza politici §i reprezintd Uniunea in

Treaty, applying Lijphart’s (Lijphart, 2000)
criteria of classifying political systems, and
then it will address the institutional changes
brought by the 2007 Treaty.

However, it should be mentioned first that
the paper does consider the EU as a political
system in its own right (Lord 1998; Bromley,
2001; Deschouwer, 2000) — albeit not a real
state (Delanty, 2005: 127; Haseler, 2004: 86;
Gilbert, 2005: 29) —, given that it has an own
institutional and legal system, as well as a its
own citizens who are not merely the sum of
its member states’ citizens but who have the
capacity of influencing European decisions.
Second, the analysis of the EU prior to the
Lisbon Treaty focuses on its former
Community pillar, since it was the only
instance in which the polity had certain
statehood features (Burgess, 2003: 71).

Section 1. Arend Lijphart’s Theoretical
Framework and the EU prior to the
Lisbon Treaty

The reason of having applied Lijphart’s
theoretical framework lies, on the one hand,
in the fact that it provides a complex, well-
defined set of criteria, considered in other
political studies as well, and, on the other
hand, on the assumption that counting and
weighting the functions of its legislative and
executive powers is not enough.

First, we will note that, although
numerous field studies (Bomberg and Stubb
2003: 14; Dobson and Weale 2003: 158;
Sbragia 2005: 276) have rejected the
existence of a European government, the
Community pillar has an executive power
(Fabbrini 2005: 5; Egeberg, 2002: 132;
Naumescu 2003: 114) consisting of the
European Commission (which initiates
legislation, implements and manages policies
and externally represents the Union) and the
EU Council (often being viewed as the most
influential executive institution) (Bulmer and
Wessels 1987: 8 sqq.; Hayes-Renshaw and
Wallace 1997: 13), which adopts the general
lines of Community actions, ensures the
coordination of general economic policies,
has decision power and confers the
Commission the competence to execute the



Analele Universititii “Constantin Brancusi” din Targu Jiu, Seria Litere si Stiinte Sociale, Nr. 4/2012

exterior) si Consiliul UE ( adesea considerat
drept institutia executivd cu cea mai mare
influenta) (Bulmer and Wessels 1987: 8 sqq.;
Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace 1997: 13), care
adopta directiile generale de actiune in cadrul
primului  pilon, asigurda = coordonarea
politicilor generale economice, dispune de
putere de decizie si confera Comisiei
competenta de a executa normele adoptate.
Pe de alta parte, Consiliul are de asemenea
atributia de reprezentare externd, troika in
urma Tratatului de la Amsterdam fiind
alcatuita din Comisarul pentru Afaceri
Externe, Presedintele Consiliului si Inaltul
Reprezentant pentru PESC (Consiliul pentru
Afaceri Generale 1996; Stubb er al. 2003:
153).

O atentie sporitd o vom acorda in acest
context Consiliului European, considerat in
mod eronat in lucrarea initiald (Radulea,
2007: 35 sq.), mentionatd 1in sectiunea
introductiva, ca avand atat atributii executive,
cat si legislative, asimiland la acel moment
concluziile presedintiei actelor politice ale
parlamentelor nationale. Insa, Tratatul UE asa
cum a fost modificat de Tratatul de la
Lisabona stipuleazd in mod clar, in art. 15,
faptul ca acesta nu exercita functii legislative.

in al doilea rand, vom nota faptul ci
puterea legislativa in cadrul UE este formata
atat din Parlamentul European ales direct
(primele alegeri directe avand loc in 1999:
Kreppel and Hix 2003; Shackleton, 2002),
echivalentul unei camere parlamentare
inferioare, din moment ce reprezintd
interesele populatiilor, cat si din Consiliul UE
atunci cand actioneazd ca legislator potrivit
art. 207 al Tratatului CE. Dat fiind faptul ca
acesta reprezinta interesele statelor membre,
Consiliul poate fi considerat ca o camera
superioard a legislativului european (Fabbrini
2005: 10). Desi deseori criticat In principal
caracterului de ’’second-order’’ (Lord 1998:
35) al alegerilor membrilor sdi, consolidarea
puterilor decizionale ale Parlamentului
European nu poate fi contestatd, mentionand,
in acest sens — fard a detalia — procedurile
codeciziei §1 cooperdrii, precum si atributia
de a emite avize conforme si consultative.

Potrivit primului criteriu de clasificare a

rules the former adopts. On the other hand,
the Council also has external representation
powers, the post-Amsterdam Treaty troika
being formed by the Commissioner for
Foreign Affairs, the President of the Council
and the High Representative for CFSP
(Council for General Affairs 1996; Stubb et
al. 2003: 153).

Special attention will be paid here to the
European Council, which has wrongfully
been considered in the previous work
(Radulea, 2007: 35 sq.), mentioned within the
introduction, as both an executive and a
legislative EU power, having assimilated then
its Presidency conclusions to the political acts
of national parliaments. However, the EU
Treaty as modified by the Treaty of Lisbon
clearly stipulates, in its Article 15, that the
European Council does not exercise
legislative functions.

Second, we will note that the EU’s
legislative power is formed by both the
directly-elected European Parliament (its first
elections taking place in 1999: Kreppel and
Hix 2003; Shackleton, 2002), as its lower
chamber, representing peoples’ interests, and
the EU Council acting in its legislative
quality, when, according to Article 207 of the
European Community Treaty, the results and
reasons of its members’ voting are to be made
public. As the Council represents the interests
of the member states, it has often been
viewed as the upper chamber of the EU’s
legislative power (Fabbrini 2005: 10). Albeit
often criticized especially due to its so-called
’second-order’” (Lord 1998: 35) elections,
the EP’s growing decisional powers cannot
be contested, mentioning — without offering
well-known details — the procedures of co-
decision and cooperation, as well as its
advisory opinions.

Having said so, we will turn now to
briefly analyze the EU’s political system in
terms of Lijphart’s criteria. As such,
according to his first criterion, in
parliamentary systems the executive 1is
politically accountable in front of the
legislative branch, while in presidential ones,
the executive is politically accountable only
to the people. In this respect, Lijphart takes
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sistemelor  politice, 1n parlamentarism
executivul raspunde politic in fata
legislativului, in timp ce in sistemele

prezidentiale acesta raspunde politic numai in
fata cetatenilor. In acest sens, Lijphart face
referire numai la votul de incredere si
motiunea de cenzurd ca mijloace de
raspundere, insd considerda, de asemenea, ca
un sistem este  prezidential chiar daca
legislativul poate demite executivul, in cazul
in care: 1. Seful executivul are dreptul de a
dizolva parlamentul; si 2. Tn urma demiterii
sau dizolvarii vor avea loc alegeri
prezidentiale sau parlamentare (Lijphart
2000: 120). Astfel, sistemul politic al UE
poate fi considerat drept unul parlamentar,
dat fiind faptul ca:

a) Atat presedintele, cat si membrii
Comisiei sunt desemnati de legislativul
Uniunii, potrivit procedurii prevazute de art.
214 al Tratatului CE, precum si de
regulamentul Parlamentului European
(Crombez 2000: 48 sq.). De asemenea, PE are
dreptul de a demite Comisia in bloc prin
motiune de cenzura (art. 201).

S-ar putea contraargumenta, totusi, prin
faptul ca troika nu poate fi numitd si demisa
prin aceeasi procedura, insda motivul pentru
care executivele raspund politic in fata
legislativelor sistemelor parlamentare este
acela potrivit caruia seful executivului nu este
ales direct de cetateni, iar lispa acestei
raspunderi in sistemele prezidentiale este data
de legitimitatea democratica de care dispune
seful statului. Astfel, ipoteza noastra este
sustinutd de faptul ca presedintia UE nu este
aleasd in mod direct de cetdtenii europeni,
ceea ce, in lumina criteriilor lui Lijphart, este
de natura a intdri caracterul parlamentar al
Uniunii.

b) Pe de altd parte, am putea considera
rationamentul invers: UE este un sistem
politic prezidential chiar dacd Parlamentul
poate demite executivul, insd niciuna din
conditiile lui Lijphart nu sunt intrunite: nici
presedintele Comisiei, nici troitka nu pot
dizolva legislativul, si nici nu se organizeaza
alegeri in consecinta.

Astfel, conform primului criteriu avansat
de Lijphart, sistemul politic al UE este unul

into account only the vote of confidence and
the censure motion, respectively, but he also
states that a polity might be considered a
presidential one even if the legislative branch
is able to dismiss the executive, In two
instances: 1. when the head of the latter has
the correlative right to dissolve the
parliament; and 2. parliamentary or
presidential elections, as the case may be,
will be organized after the dissolution or the
dismissal (Lijphart 2000: 120). In this sense,
the EU’s political system can be considered
as a parliamentary one, given that:

c) Both the Commission’s President and
the commissioners are nominated by the
legislative branch of the Union, according to
the procedure provided by Article 214 of EC
Treaty and by EP’s regulations (Crombez
2000: 48 sq.). As well, the EP has the right to
dismiss the Commission en bloc through a
censure motion (Article 201).

One could claim that the troika cannot be
appointed and dismissed through the same
procedure. However, the reason of the
political accountability of executives in front
of legislatures in parliamentarism is that the
chief executive is not directly elected by
citizens, and the lack of this accountability
within the presidentialism is given by the
democratic legitimacy of the head of the
executive (i.e. the head of the state), which
makes him or her politically accountable to
the people. Therefore, our claim is supported
by the fact that the EU’s presidency is not
directly elected by the European citizens
which, in Lijphart’s terms, strengthens the
parliamentary character of the Union.

d) On the other hand, one might consider
the opposite, i.e. the EU is a presidential
polity, even if the legislative branch has the
power to dismiss the executive one, but in
this case neither of Lijphart’s conditions are
met: the chief executive - either the
Commission’s President, or the troika —
cannot dissolve the executive, and no
elections  (neither  parliamentary, nor
presidential) are organized consequently.

Thus, according to the first criterion, EU’s
political system can be considered as a
parliamentary one.
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de tip parlamentar.

Potrivit celui de-al doilea criteriu, in
sistemele parlamentare premierul este numit
de parlament, in timp ce, 1n sistemele
prezidentiale, presedintele este ales de popor.
In acest context, UE poate fi considerati un
sistem politic parlamentar, din moment ce, pe
de o parte, presedintele Comisiei si membrii
acesteia sunt investiti in urma votului de
incredere al PE, iar, pe de altd parte,
presedintia UE nu este aleasa nici direct, nici
indirect.

Potrivit celui de-al treilea criteriu, in
cadrul sistemelor parlamentare cabinetele
sunt colegiale si iau decizii colectiv, in timp
ce, in cele de tip prezidential, decizia are
caracter unipersonal (Lijphart 2000: 121), iar
membrii administratiei prezidentiale au mai
degrabd rolul de a-l consilia pe presedinte.
Astfel, se poate argumenta in favoarea naturii
parlamentare a sistemului politic al UE,
avand in vedere maniera colegiald a Comisiei
de a actiona (Paun and Paun 2000: 169) — art.
214 si 201 ale Tratatului CE: presedintele si
membrii Comisiei raspund in fata PE si isi
pierd functiile Tn mod colectiv.

Conform celui de-al patrulea criteriu,
principiul separarii puterilor este aplicat intr-
un mod flexibil in sistemele parlamentare, in
sensul ca membrii executivul pot fi, in acelasi
timp, si membri ai legislativului. In sistemele
prezidentiale, 1nsa, principiul este aplicat in
mod rigid, astfel cd o persoand nu poate fi
membru al ambelor puteri in acelasi timp.
Insa, asa cum mentioneaza Lijphart (2000:
121), chiar daca puterile sunt strict separate
intr-un sistem politic, acesta este de tip
parlamentar dacd membrii executivului au
dreptul de a participa la sesiunile
parlamentare. Astfel, se poate argumenta ca
sistemul UE este unul parlamentar, intrucat
comisarii, desi nu pot fi si membri ai
legislativului, dispun de acest drept de
participare la sesiunile parlamentare (art. 197
si 213 ale Tratatului CE).

Potrivit celui de-al cincilea criteriu, in
sistemele parlamentare premierul poate
dizolva parlamentul, conform principiului
echilibrului, in timp ce in cele prezidentiale
presedintele nu dispune de un astfel de drept.

According to the second criterion, in
parliamentary systems the prime-minister is
appointed by the parliament, whereas in
presidential ones the president is elected by
people. Within this context, the EU might be
considered as a parliamentary polity, since,
on the one hand, the Commission’s President
and members are invested through the EP’s
vote of confidence and, on the other hand, the
UE’s Presidency is neither directly nor
indirectly elected.

According to the third criterion, within
parliamentary systems the cabinets of a
collegial nature and their decisions and
collectively taken, whereas within
presidential systems the decision has a
unipersonal (Lijphart 2000: 121) character
and the members of the presidential
administration are more like the president’s
councilors. Therefore, it can be argued that
the Union’s political system is a
parliamentary  one, given that the
Commission acts in a collegial manner (Paun
and Paun 2000: 169) - Articles 214 and 201
of the EC Treaty: the President and the
members of the Commission are collectively
subject to the vote of confidence of the EP
and if a censure motion is adopted, they
collectively lose their functions.

According to the fourth Lijphart’s
criterion, the separation of powers is flexibly
applied within parliamentary systems, i.e. the
members of the executive can be members of
the parliament as well, whereas in
presidential one there is no such possibility
for the members of these branches. However,
as Lijphart puts it (Lijphart 2000: 121), even
if the principle of separation of powers is
rigidly applied, a polity is still a
parliamentary one if the members of the
executive are allowed to take part to
parliamentary sessions. Thus, it can be argued
that the EU’s political system is a
parliamentary one, given that commissioners
can participate at EP’s sessions, although
they cannot be members of the European
legislative branch (Articles 197 and 213 of
the EC Treaty).

According to the fifth criterion, within
parliamentary systems the premier 1is
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Desi Comisia Europeana poate fi demisa in
bloc in urma unei motiuni de cenzurd,
presedintele acesteia nu are dreptul de a
dizolva puterea legislativd europeana. Nici
Consiliul nu dispune de acest drept, din
moment ce oficialii statelor membre au
considerat cd aceasta ar putea crea un
dezechilibru institutional comunitar (pozitia
Italiei la Conferinta Interguvernamentala din
2000, ICG 2000: 8). Pe de alta parte, asa cum
a subliniat Bulmer (1996: 18), Consiliul nu ar
putea fi dizolvat datoritd opozitiei statelor
membre manifestate cu privire la posibilitatea
unei institutii supranationale (Comisia) de a
dispune de puteri mai mari in comparatie cu
una de  naturd  interguvernamentald
(Consiliul). Astfel, in aceasta privinta, UE
poate fi consideratd drept sistem de tip
prezidential.

Potrivit celui de-al saselea criteriu,
sistemele parlamentare dispun de executive
bicefale, in timp ce, In cele prezidentiale,
seful statului este si seful guvernului (Lijphart
2000: 127). Astfel, desi nu pot fi neglijate
diferentele dintre structura executivului
european si cele ale executivelor nationale,
UE poate fi considerata drept sistem politic
parlamentar, avand in vedere, pe de o parte,
prerogativele de naturd executivd ale
Comisiei si ale Consiliului, iar, pe de alta
parte, existenta troikai.

Astfel, sistemul politic al UE este unul de
tip parlamentar potrivit primelor trei criterii
(principale) ale Iui Lijphart, precum si
criteriilor patru si sase (secundare), in timp ce
un singur criteriu secundar confera sistemului
european un caracter clar prezidential.

Sectiunea 2. Sistemul politic al UE dupa
Tratatul de la Lisabona

Intrarea 1n vigoare a Tratatului de la
Lisabona a pus capat, pentru moment,
perioadei Indelungate de negocieri cu privire
la cadrul institutional al Uniunii. Desi nu
poate fi neglijat impactul pozitiv al Tratatului
asupra unor chestiuni precum organizarea si
functionarea UE in ansamblu sau relatia
statelor membre cu cetitenii europeni, au
existat studii de specialitate (Kurpas, 2007)
care i-au adus critici, punandu-i sub semnul

empowered to dissolve the parliament, in line
with the principle of equilibrium, while in
presidential ones the president has no such
powers. Although the European Commission
can be dismissed en bloc following a censure
motion, its President cannot in turn dissolve
the Parliament. Neither can the Council of the
Union, since member states’ officials have
stressed that this could alter the Community’s
“institutional equilibrium” (Italy’s position at
the ICG 2000: 8). On the other hand, as
Bulmer puts it (Bulmer, 1996: 18), the
Council might not be dissolved due to
member states’ opposition to the idea of
creating a supranational institution, i.e. the
Commission, with greater powers than an
intergovernmental one, i.e. the Council. Thus,
in this instance the European polity can be
considered as a presidential one.

According to the sixth criterion,
parliamentary systems have dual executives,
whereas in presidential ones the head of the
state is the head of the government (Lijphart
2000: 127). In this respect, although the
differences between the structures of the
EU’s executive and those of the national ones
cannot be denied, the EU might be considered
a parliamentary polity, taking into account
the executive prerogatives of both the
Commission and the Council, on the one
hand, and the troika, on the other hand.

Therefore, according to three major
criteria and two secondary ones the EU’s
political system is a parliamentary one,
whereas according to only one secondary
criterion it is of a presidential nature.

Section 2. The EU’s Political System
after the Treaty of Lisbon

The entering into force of the Lisbon
Treaty had ended for the moment a long
negotiation period on the institutional
framework of the EU. Although its positive
impact on the organization and functioning of
the EU as a whole and on the relationship
between member states and European citizens
cannot be denied, the following literature in
the field (Kurpas, 2007) has criticized it by
questioning its constitutional nature and by
stressing that it does not replace the existing
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intrebarii  natura  constitutionala, prin
comparatie cu Tratatul Constitutional (2004)
abandonat sau accentuand faptul ca el nu
inlocuieste tratatele constitutionale existente.

Cu privire la arhitectura institutionala a
UE, Tratatul a adus modificari importante
prevazute, in mare parte, si de fostul Tratat
Constitutional (De Burca 2008). In primul
rand, el a conferit UE personalitate juridica si
a abolit pilonii instituiti de Tratatul de la
Maastricht Treaty, insa personalitatea juridica
nu autorizeazd Uniunea sa legifereze sau sa
actioneze cu depdsirea competentei conferite
de statele membre. In al doilea rand,
Consiliul European a devenit o institutie
veritabila, cu rolul de a defini orientarile si
politicile generale ale Uniunii, desi se
mentine prevederea potrivit cdreia acesta nu
exercitd si functii legislative. Astfel, se poate
sustine ideea conform céreia Tratatul a adus
modificari substantiale In ceea ce priveste
puterea executivd a UE, aceasta fiind astazi
formata din trei institutii (Comisia, Consiliul
si Consiliul European), dar nu a modificat in
nici un fel alcatuirea puterii legislative, desi
puterile PE au sporit o data cu transformarea
procedurii de codecizie in procedurd
legislativa ordinara. Consolidarea pozitiei
Parlamentul este consideratd de naturd a
aduce cu sine i Intarirea caracterului
democratic al UE 1n ansamblu, alaturi de
celelalte prevederi menite expres sa
contribuie la acest obiectiv (Barrett, 2009:
3).

Intorcandu-ne la analiza sistemului politic
al UE dupa intrarea in vigoare a Tratatului,
vom constata urmatoarele: in primul rdand, in
ceea ce priveste primul criteriu examinat in
sectiunea precedentd, Tratatul nu altereaza
natura parlamentara a sistemului european,
intrucat procedura de iInvestire a ramas In
principiu aceeasi, iar puterile PE in acest sens
au fost consolidate. In plus, textul
accentueaza si mai mult caracterul colegial al
Comisiei, care raspunde in bloc in fata
Parlamentului.

In al doilea rind, in ceea ce priveste
criteriul ~ referitor la numirea sefului
executivului, trebuie subliniatd importanta
prevederii potrivit cdreia candidatul la functia

constitutional treaties.

Regarding the European institutional
architecture, the Lisbon Treaty brigs
important changes contained with few

exceptions by the 2004 Constitutional Treaty
as well (De Burca 2008). First, it provides the
EU with legal personality and abolishes its
three pillars instituted by the Maastricht
Treaty. However, its legal personality does
not allow it to act or to adopt legal acts by
exceeding the competence given by member
states. Second, the European Council itself
becomes an institution empowered to define
the general policies and orientations of the
Union, although it still has no legislative
functions. Therefore, it can be argued that the
Lisbon Treaty brings substantial changes to
the executive branch of the European polity,
being currently formed by the Commission,
the Council and the European Council. By
contrast, the composition of the legislative
branch remains unchanged, i.e. the Council
and the European Parliament, although the
latter’s powers are significantly strengthened,
which consolidates the democratic character
of the Union itself (Barrett, 2009: 3).

Turning to the analysis of the EU’s
political system after the Lisbon Treaty, the
following notes should be made: [first,
considering the criterion of the political
accountability of the executive in front of the
legislative branch, the Treaty does not push
the EU more towards the presidential
systems, given that the investment procedure
has remained the same and the EP’s powers
in this field have been strengthened.
Moreover it is stressed that the Commission,
as a collegial body, is accountable to the EP.

Second, considering the criterion of
appointing the chief executive, it should be
highlighted the importance of the provision
that the candidate for the Commission’s
Presidency 1is appointed by taking into
account the results of the EP’s elections. The
correlation between this appointment and the
European elections might stimulate, on the
long run, the European political parties to
designate an own candidate for the
Commission’s Presidency which would
further stimulate the emergence of electoral
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de presedinte al Comisiei va fi numit cu
luarea in considerare a rezultatelor alegerilor
pentru  Parlamentul European. Aceastd
corelare ar putea stimula, pe termen lung,
partidele politice europene sa-si desemneze
proprii candidati pentru functia de presedinte
al Comisiei, ceea ce ar favoriza aparitia
campaniilor electorale pe scena politica
europeana (Kurpas 2007: 5). Aceasta, la
randul sdu, ar putea creste participarea
cetatenilor europeni la procesul electoral,
ceea ce le-ar putea oferi o influentd mai mare
asupra politicilor propuse de Comisie
(Pernice 2009: 390).

Pe de alta parte, noua troikd este numita
conform aceleiasi proceduri aplicate in cazul
desemnarii presedintelui Comisiei (prin votul
de incredere), exceptie facand presedintele
Consiliului European care, in schimb, ar
putea fi considerat, cel mult, a fi ales indirect
(de sefii de state sau de guverne), in lumina
celui de-al doilea criteriu al lui Lijphart.
Astfel, singura diferentd in urma intrarii in
vigoare a Tratatului ar fi aceea cu privire la
investirea troikai, intrucat Inaltul
Reprezentant, 1n calitatea sa de vicepresedinte
al Comisiei, are nevoie de votul de incredere
al Parlamentului pentru a fi numit. Aceasta,
de fapt, este o modificare susceptibild de a
intari caracterul parlamentar al UE.

Cu privire la cel de-al treilea criteriu —
caracterul procesului decizional din cadrul
executivului — se poate argumenta in favoarea

intaririi  naturii  colegiale ale deciziei
executive, dat fiind faptul ca, potrivit
Tratatului de la Lisabona: presedintele

Comisiei asigura caracterul “colegial” al
actiunii acesteia, Comisia este investitd si
raspunde politic in mod “colectiv”’, iar
membrii sdi vor demisiona “colectiv”’ Tn urma
unei motiuni de cenzura.

Cu privire la cel de-al patrulea si cel de-al
cincilea criteriu, Tratatul nu aduce modificari
sistemului politic al UE, iar conform
ultimului criteriu, caracterul parlamentar al
sistemului nu este modificat, desi executivul
sau este constituit de trei institutii, respectiv
Comisia, Consiliul si Consiliul European.

campaigns on the European arena (Kurpas
2007: 5). This, in turn, might increase the
voting turnout for the EP and thus the
European citizens would exert a greater
influence on the policies proposed by the
Commission (Pernice 2009: 390).

On the other hand, the new troika is
appointed through the same procedure
applied for the Commission’s President,
through the EP’s vote of confidence, except
for the President of the European Council
who, in turn, might be at most considered as
indirectly elected (by the heads of states and
governments), in terms of the applied
theoretical framework. Therefore, the only
difference made by the Lisbon Treaty with
respect to the investment of the troika is that
the new High Representative is appointed
through the EP’s vote of confidence, which,
in fact, strengthens the parliamentary
character of the Union.

Regarding the third criterion, i.e. the
character of the decision-making process
within the executive branch, it can be argued
that the 2007 Treaty further strengthens the
collegial nature of the European decisional
process — the President of the Commission
ensures that the Commission’s actions are
“collegial”, it is invested and is accountable
as a “collegial entity” and its members shall
“collectively” resign after a censure motion.

Regarding the fourth and the fifth criteria,
the Lisbon Treaty does not bring any changes
to the parliamentary or presidential character
of the EU’s system.

According to the sixth criterion, i.e. the
structure of the executive, the EU remains a
parliamentary polity, but its executive is
formed by three institutions: the Commission,
the Council and the European Council.

Conclusion

The institutional configuration of the EU
has led to great debates around the way the
EU should be reformed. The Lisbon Treaty
has given an answer to the need of
consolidating the democracy at the European
level, as well as to that of increasing the
efficiency of the Union’s activities. However,
it has failed to provide for a more accessible
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Concluzii

Arhitectura institutionala a UE a provocat
vaste dezbateri concentrate asupra modului in
care ar trebui reformatd. Tratatul de la
Lisabona a oferit un raspuns la necesitatea de
consolida democratia la nivel european,
precum si la nevoia de a eficientiza
activitatile Uniunii. Totusi, el nu a reusit sa
ofere un cadru institutional si juridic mai
accesibil pentru cetateni (Kurpas 2009: 9).

Privind catre separarea puterilor intre
institutiile UE, unele studii de specialitate au
subliniat anumite deficiente ale textului
Tratatului. Astfel, Sieberson (2007: 451) a
considerat rolul Consiliului European inca
neclar, acesta dispunand, de fapt, si de unele
functii de naturd legislativa. Pe de alta parte,
autorul a considerat dubla calitate a Inaltului
Reprezentant drept o suprapunere
institutionald, fara a nega, insd, posibilitatea
eficientizdrii procesului de reprezentare
externd a Uniunii.

De asemenea, Tratatul de la Lisabona
consolideaza rolul institutiilor Uniunii, spre
exemplu, prin extinderea aplicarii procedurii
de codecizie, care devine procedura
legislativa  ordinard, 1nsd nu modifica
substantial balanta de putere in interiorul
sistemului  sdu politic, din perspectiva
modelului teoretic al lui Arend Lijphart:
importanta sporitd a alegerilor parlamentare
ar putea fi  consideratd ca  fiind
contrabalansatd de ridicarea Consiliului
European la rang de institutie; Inaltul
Reprezentant al Uniunii pentru afaceri
externe si politica de securitate, pentru a fi
numit, are nevoie de aprobarea Parlamentului
European in calitate de vicepresedinte al
Comisiei; in privinta ultimelor trei criterii,
caracterul parlamentar, respectiv prezidential
sistemului  politic al Uniunii rdmane
neschimbat. Singurul criteriu potrivit caruia
putem sustine cu fermitate consolidarea
caracterului  parlamentar al Uniunii 1l
reprezinta cel referitor la calitatea de organ
colegial al Comisiei, stipulatd expres in cele
doua Tratate consolidate.
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institutional and legal framework for its
citizens (Kurpas 2009: 9).

Regarding the separation of powers
between the EU institutions, field studies
have addressed certain deficiencies of the
2007 Treaty. As such, Sieberson (2007: 451)
has highlighted the still unclear role of the
European Council, considering it as having
more legislative rather than executive
functions. On the other hand, Sieberson views
the double-hated High Representative as an
“institutional overlapping”, without denying,
however, the possibility of increasing the
efficiency of the EU’s external representation
process.

The Lisbon Treaty also consolidates the
EU’s institutions roles, for instance, by
having expanded the co-decision process
which became the ordinary legislative
procedure, but it does not substantially alter
the balance of powers within the European
political system itself in terms of the
theoretical framework provided by Lijphart:
the increased importance of the EP’s
elections might be considered as being
counterbalanced by making the European
Council an institution; in order for the High
Representative to be appointed (as the
Commission’s Vice-president), the approval
of the EP is needed; regarding the last three
secondary criteria, the character of the EU’s
political system remains unchanged. The only
criterion according to which it can be firmly
argued that the parliamentary dimension of
the Union is strengthened is the one related to
the collegial nature of the Commission,
clearly stipulated by the 2007 Treaty.
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