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This chapter’s objective is to reflect on existing and impending challenges to European Union (EU)
public law from both a constitutional and an administrative angle. The background to such an
overview is that the EU law has radically changed in the past decades. Next to several Treaty
amendments enlarging the scope of EU policies, the EU has grown substantially in size. European
administrative law has evolved over time and has become an important factor shaping the reality of
policy implementation in the EU. At the same time, EU public law remains complex due to the EU’s
‘variable geometry,’ according to which in some policy areas, such as for example the monetary
Union, not all EU Member States participate, whilst in others, such as for example the common visa
and travel area, non-EU Member States are involved. In this chapter I argue that the evolving nature
of European integration through law has both a constitutional law and administrative law context.
Challenges for the future development of quantity as well as quality of policies in the area of
integration arise from both aspects. I will try to outline ten of the, in my view, most pressing
challenges.

I. The EU from a Constitutional Perspective

1

Herwig C. H. Hofmann is Professor of European and Transnational Public Law, Centre for European Law at the
University of Luxembourg (herwig.hofmann@uni.lu). The contents of the chapter was in parts presented and discussed
at the law department of the European University Institute in Florence in March 2009 and at the REALaw research
conference in Groningen in June 2009 and have since the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon been updated. I
thank all the participants of Florence and Groningen workshops for their discussion and insights. Some ideas
represented in this chapter have also been published in the proceeds of the Groningen workshop as Herwig C.H.
Hofmann, ‘Seven Challenges for EU Administrative Law’, (2009) 2 Review of European Administrative Law 37-59. The
main findings of this chapter are also discussed in the final results of a project on EU administrative law conducted
with Gerard Rowe and Alexander Türk resulting in the jointly authored book “EU Administrative Law and Policy” to
be published with Oxford University Press in 2011. I would like to especially thank Gerard Rowe for his many
suggestions and most helpful criticism of this paper and its content before and after its presentation.

H.C.H.Hofmann, Challenges Facing EU Public Law in the Coming Decade

2

Looking at EU law from what we might call a ‘constitutional perspective’ might have become a
familiar approach to observers of the EU. Most textbooks of EU law are written from this
perspective. Also, the case law of the ECJ in the first two decades of the European integration after
the entry into force of the Treaties of Rome analysed in large parts the ‘constitutionalisation’ of what
was originally the law of the European Communities (EC) and has now become EU law. The birth
of the idea of the ‘constitutionalisation’ of the old Community legal system, now the legal system of
the EU, was related to the creation of a legal framework composed of mainly constitutional legal
principles. These include EU law’s supremacy over Member State law and its direct effect in Member
States law. They also include the protection of EU fundamental rights, a system of guarantees of
access to judicial review and a framework of horizontal and vertical separation of powers.2 This
‘constitutionalised’ legal order can be understood as indicating the creation of a higher legal order
against which the legality of political, legal and administrative action of the EU and the Member
States acting within the scope of EU law could be assessed.3 The constitutional point of view has,
therefore, influenced and continues to shape the scholarly analysis of future paths of development
for the EU legal system. Big constitutional questions occupying the legal (and largely also the
political) debate, include issues such as: How to frame the relation between Member State and
European law? How to foster democratic participation and legitimacy therein? How to establish
accountability in a legal system with little clear separation of powers between legislative and executive
functions? How to understand and control the various levels of delegation of powers between
Member States and the European level (in both directions) and between various institutions and
bodies on the European level? How to ensure that a system of law which was created not only as law
between states but also as law conferring rights and obligations on individuals, could actually allow
for participation of the citizenry in deciding the law applicable to it? I will try to crystallize these
issues in three major constitutional challenges for EU law and its scholarly reception:
A first challenge to today’s EU public law from a constitutional perspective, in my view, centres on
the questions of extent and limits of delegation of powers from the Member States to the EU. These
issues are deeply enmeshed with the essential idea of ‘constitutionalisation’ of the EU through the
principles of supremacy of EU law over Member State law and direct effect of EU law within the
Member States – principles which give force to the idea that the EU was created by permanent
delegation of sovereign powers. At the same time these principles reinforce the notion of an
autonomous legal order which, once created, grants rights and imposes obligations on Member States
2
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and individuals. Delegation of sovereign powers includes the delegation of powers to solve disputes
between the EU and Member States as well as individuals on matters of delegation. What the limits
of the principles of supremacy and direct effect are and how to ensure review of and limitations on
the exercise of such sovereign powers is a question which, during the last fifty years, has not ceased
to grasp the imagination of legal experts. It has attracted interest not least because it allows one to
imagine law and legal relations outside of a traditional constitutional-hierarchical frame.4 Much
thinking on models for more creative ways of imagining the relation has been inspired by systemstheory and discourse-theory. Models of constitutional pluralism,5 or, deliberative supranational,6 are
examples for this. Theories of the latter kind point to the fact that it might not always be appropriate
to review competence-conflicts in the EU as conflicts between well separated levels. The ECJ would
not appear to disagree with such an analysis given that, since its early case law, for example in Costa v
ENEL, it held that the then new Community legal system was not to be seen as one apart from
Member State law but rather that it had instead become ‘an integral part’ thereof.7 This has been
especially obvious in more recent times with the development of ever more elaborate forms of
cooperation in order to implement Community policy. The establishment of the principle of
supremacy has, therefore, not led simply to the superimposition of a new level of public power over
that of the Member States but their merger within a system of the shared exercise of sovereignty.8 In
such a system, legal-hierarchical relations are only one of many varied structural elements. This view
would be an addition to the more traditional quasi-federal ‘conflict of laws’ arrangement for settling
disputes between EU and Member State law.9
A second group of questions queries the viability of the traditional constitutional point of view for
understanding the relation between EU and other states under public international law. This is an
issue which has been addressed inter alia through interpretations of the Courts and in developing legal
4
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doctrine, most recently in the anti-terrorism Kadi and Al Barakaat cases.10 The questions there were
whether there is a hierarchy of norms running from the international via the supranational to the
national legal order, with other words, whether EU courts may question the validity of legal acts
under public international law. These questions are similar to the issues raised by international
economic law and the relation between EU and WTO law. They will become especially relevant
when the EU will join the European public international law system of the protection of human
rights – the ECHR. The questions arising then will include what, for example, will be the relation of
the ECJ to the European Court of Human Rights? These examples show that the legal understanding
of the external relations of the EU is, therefore, far from simple. But the reality is yet more complex
resulting from the fact that European integration is not linear. We often see the evolution of
‘concentric circles’ or ‘a European legal space’.11 Not only are there multiple legal regimes to which
the EU legal system is member such as the European Economic Area (EEA) and bilateral
agreements with Switzerland. There are as well multiple legal regimes regulating neighbourhood
relations both in relation to policy-sectors (for example, the European Energy Community) and
cross-sectionally (for example, accession agreements). Policy areas sometimes involve participation
by non-EU states (such as the European research support policy) or take place and without the
participation of all EU Member States (such as regarding the Monetary Union with the Euro as
currency, in certain defence and border-control fields as well as regarding Asylum and Immigration).
Other policies include non-EU Member States but exclude some Members (for example the
‘Schengen’ system regarding border controls and visas). These constellations of complex network
structures pose difficult questions for constructing the constitutional realities in the EU and defining
the nature of the applicable law.
A third challenge arises with respect to the system of legal acts established in the Treaty of Lisbon for
the EU. The new typology of legislative, delegated and implementing acts introduced by the Treaty
of Lisbon may cause more confusion than solve problems.12 For nearly as long as the EU (and its
predecessors) has existed, the necessity of a re-classification of the typology of legal acts and the
delegation of powers has been the subject of debate.13 The result under the Treaty of Lisbon has led
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to the compromise of introducing three different levels of Union acts, separating legislative acts from
delegated and implementing acts. While the introduction of a formal distinction between legislative
and non-legislative acts is laudable, the distinction between the categories of delegated from
implementing acts raises more questions than it provides answers. Distinguishing legislative from
non-legislative acts will influence the further development of the distribution of powers between the
institutions on the European level,14 strengthen the EP’s role in legislative matters and influence the
distribution of powers between the Member States and the EU. On the other hand, the new typology
of legal acts for the EU under the Treaty of Lisbon is as interesting for what it addresses as for what
it leaves out. The major question arising here is that of the continuing gaps between the formal legal
order of the EU, as recognized in the Treaties, and developments in legal practice. The latter include
the approaches taken to delegation and sub-delegation of rule-making. Sub-legislative rule-making
takes place in comitology settings, by various types of European agencies and through co-regulation
with private parties. Importantly, the roles of agencies and their decision-making powers need
clarification in the context of a new comitology regulation under Article 291 TFEU.
These issues of course raise questions as to whether the constitutional point of view of
understanding the EU is sufficient. Does it provide a correct view of the realities of the interaction of
legal systems? Are not the real problems those associated with delegation and accountability? This
latter approach might be seen as the European public lawyers’ version of ‘legal realism’.15 It calls for
an approach — whether constitutionalised or not — which accepts that all forms of the exercise of
public power must be controlled. Such a perspective might facilitate a better match between the legal
framework and the actual exercise of public power in the EU institutional context.
As a result of these initial considerations, the constitutional perspective on EU public law gives rise
to many significant queries and to an interesting list of topics of enquiry about the nature and effect
of EU law. These topics generally are related to conflicts between norms in relation to the internal
system, the relationship between Member States and the EU, and the external relations of the EU.
The unease associated with taking a constitutional-hierarchical view to solving such questions arises
from acknowledging the specific nature of a complex, integrated legal system such as that of the EU.
The reality is simply much more complex than simplified hierarchical models suggest. Thus one must
face the question of whether reality should be adapted to an abstract model or rather the model
adapted to the reality? One reason for the certain unease which has befallen EU public law
14
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scholarship for some time now – to be further explored below – is to be found in the a growing
distance between concepts of law developed through hierarchical approaches based on a too neat
classification of different areas of law whether national, European, international and the complexity
which actually prevails. Alternative models might search for more organic approaches to
understanding the exercise of public power in the EU better adapted to the complexity of EU public
law arrangements. This makes a look at challenges to EU public law from an alternative point of
view, namely from an administrative one, seems to be a rewarding exercise.

II. The EU from an Administrative Perspective
Another ‘traditional’ angle of public law to which one might look to supplement the legal toolbox
available for developing effective notions of EU public law is administrative law. Today’s EU
administrative law structure is significantly different from the early days of the initial European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC), the European Economic Community (EEC), and the European
Atomic Energy Community (EAEC). Contemporary EU administrative law is a system of genuine
rule-making and importantly rule-implementation powers. One difficulty, though, in adopting an
administrative perspective on EU public law lies finding a definition of ‘administrative’. Recurring to
three broad elements, namely ‘functional’, ‘organisational’ and ‘procedural’ aspects of the system may
help.16 The functional aspect of EU administrative law, in this view, would cover the entirety of
administrative functions for implementing EU policies.17 Closely related to the functional dimension
of administration, are also organisational and procedural dimensions. There is a great complexity of
actors and actor-constellations organisationally involved in exercising the administrative function of
implementing EU law. Many administrative tasks arising under EU law are fulfilled by Member
States’ institutions and bodies.18 When exercised on the European level, executive authority is spread
16
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across several institutions, most notably the Commission and the Council, which are now
increasingly supported by EU agencies. Generally, however, executive functions are exercised in a
mixed, composite structure with EU and national actors who carry out their administrative functions
through procedural cooperation.19 Most forms of procedural cooperation are based on information
exchange and the joint gathering and/or generation of information. Such procedures vary
considerably from one policy area to another in some areas leading to enforcement networks20 and in
other policy areas in joint planning networks.21 The functional unity of administrative tasks undertaken
by actors separated organisationally but engaged in often intense procedural cooperation is thus the
background to the EU’s multi-dimensional executive. It is especially these particularities of EU
administrative law that provoke some of the most significant challenges for future development of
EU public law.
A first challenge facing EU public law from an administrative perspective is understanding the
consequences of the Treaty reforms introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon. From an administrative
perspective, the reform of delegation of powers and types of act (Articles 288-291 TFEU) was
designed originally as an attempt to simplification of the existing situation under the old EU and EC
Treaties. The Treaty of Lisbon provides that legislative acts can delegate powers to issue either
delegated acts22 or implementing acts.23 Any one of these three basic categories of act (legislative,
delegated and implementing acts) can be issued in the form of regulations, directives or decisions.
This makes nine basic types of act (without all the other forms of act possible under the Treaty or
which have been established in practice). Nothing proves to be as difficult as simplification. The
matter is further complicated by the fact that administrative action also takes place through
agreements between various kinds of actors - both public and private - from the European and the
national levels – albeit non-unilateral types of acts. Contractual relations are at the core of the
19
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emerging administrative network used for implementing EU policies.24 Agreements are, for example,
used widely in non-hierarchical network relations. Agreements as being in themselves forms of
administrative act are acknowledged (as now under the current Treaties) only indirectly, being
referred to in provisions on Court responsibilities.25
Also touched by the new typology of acts are the future of comitology and the role of agencies. For
example, one of the central differences between the separate categories of delegated acts and
implementing acts under the Treaty of Lisbon will be the mode of supervising the Commission with
respect to delegated matters.26 In the case of delegated acts, the EP and Council can reserve the right
either to revoke the delegation or to object to a proposed measure. Implementing acts would, on the
other hand, be subject to newly defined comitology rules.27 The world of EU agencies, however,
remains largely untouched by the new forms of act – essentially ignored by the framers of the Lisbon
Treaty. There is thus a continuously growing gap between the prolific creation of agencies in the EU
and the conferral of powers on them on one hand, and their recognition in EU primary treaty law on
the other hand.28 As a consequence, acts by agencies, despite being mentioned as potential sources of
judicial review in an annulment procedure (under Article 263 (1) last sentence TFEU) are not
expressly mentioned as recipients of delegated powers for the issue of implementing acts. Such a
delegation is explicitly reserved to the Commission or, exceptionally, to the Council, despite the
existence of legislation which already increasingly transfers functions directly to agencies without the
intermediary of the European Commission.29 With the absence of express reference to the delegation
24
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of powers to agencies, the Treaty of Lisbon (as well as already provided for in the Constitutional
Treaty) in effect reiterates the Meroni doctrine has in written primary law,30 despite the fact that the
ECJ in the past has incrementally moved away from the doctrine in its more recent case law. As a
consequence, the division between the constitutional provisions and the requirements of the
architecture of the emerging European networked administration, including European agencies, will
increase.
A second challenge, linked to the network structure, is the development of ‘EU international
administrative law’. The openness of the EU administrative system gives rise to questions about
essentially the understanding of what the EU itself is and where it and its legal system strictly ends.
EU administrative law develops in the context of internationalisation of administrative activities:
European administrative activity is often the necessary result of obligations arising from international
organisations of which the EU and/or the Member States are members. These can be, for example,
the UN,31 the WTO,32 or other organisations such as the Council of Europe the ILO, NATO or the
OECD. This international dimension adds to the complexity and difficulty of allocating responsibility
since impulses for action may emanate from outside of the EU legal system. Internationalisation of
EU administrative activities also results from the fact that EU administrative networks often include
non-EU participants such as third states and international NGOs. Finally, not all EU Member States
participate in a given policy and thus that cooperation between certain EU members begins or may
persist through cooperation initiated through agreements under public international law.33 These
three dimensions are an indicator of the non-hierarchical, disaggregated state of administrative
networks in the EU. They raise questions parallel to the external policy considerations from the
constitutional perspective. The network character of administrative cooperation thus surpasses the
territorial limits of the EU and its Member States. Such networks often in fact include non-EU
actors. In this respect, EU international administrative law is quite underdeveloped. Developing it is a
of the Council of 15 July 2002 on common rules in the field of civil aviation and establishing a European Aviation
Safety Agency, OJ 2002 L 240/1).
30
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task complicated by diffuse ‘borders’ of the EU and the many grey-zones between EU law, public
international law and international administrative law. This situation has not changed with the entry
into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. A legal ‘black hole’ continues to exist in many policy areas for
agencies’ international activity and agreements.34 Giving this activity, the achievement of an
overarching legal framework is not made simpler by the diversity of conditions within the EU policy
areas. Especially matters which pre-entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon were organised in the
former second and third pillar matters, delegation of powers can be, for example, not only vertical
from the Council to an agency but also horizontal involving delegations of powers from Member
States directly to agencies. Europol is perhaps the best known example for this type of approach,
having been initially set up by the Member States to coordinate certain national police activities.35
These first two challenges lead to a more general third challenge relating to gaining a workable
understanding of the realities of organisational separation and procedural cooperation within the
networks of actors undertaking administrative functions in the EU. Network architectures in the EU
are generally policy-specific. The various types of information, enforcement and planning networks
in different policy areas link the administrations of the Member States directly with agencies, the
Commission and Council. Therefore, any allocation of responsibilities needs to acknowledge that it
takes place in the context of a highly integrated system. Specifically, this means that Member States
and the Union as such do not interact through hierarchical chains, links or contacts, for example
channelled through governments. Instead, interactions take place and responsibilities are allocated
and satisfied in the context of direct links between EU actors and their Member State counterparts
together with semi-private and private actors. Thus, as actors within the Union context, the Member
States are ‘disaggregated’.36 This is neither negative nor astonishing in a system of shared sovereignty.
It requires however, careful analysis of exactly where decisions are taken and thus where
responsibility ultimately lies.37 The challenge is therefore as fundamental as ‘mapping the locus’, or the
loci as it were, of executive (and by contrast also legislative) powers not only with respect to the
production of formal EU legal acts but also within the (often informal) forms of network

34
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cooperation.38 The challenge is, therefore, to comprehend the numerous and varied structures of
governance and to make them transparent. Doing so is an essential condition of establishing
subsequent supervision and achieving accountability of administrative action, a condition for
adhering to the rule of law in the exercise of public power. The satisfaction of this task further needs
to take into account that, unlike many forms of organisation in ‘traditional’ administrative law,
hierarchical structures of control and supervision are not generally an organisational feature within
the network arrangements referred to here.
Yet a fourth challenge for EU public law is the aspect of accountability of the actors involved in the
administrative networks mentioned already. Accountability has both a political and a legal
dimension.39 Both dimensions of accountability can be established by both ex post and ex ante
mechanisms. Anticipatory, ex ante, mechanisms broadly allow for the defining of tasks and for
imposing conditions for carrying them out. They also include matters such as the choice of personnel
entrusted with the tasks and the allocation of the budget for the purpose. Ex post mechanisms
provide inter alia for possible demands to justify actions already taken, as well as rewards for
compliance or sanctions for non-compliance with the definitions of task and limits set ex ante.40 In
EU law, many different approaches to accountability mechanisms for network administration exist.
The various structures of European agencies are, in fact, a perfect example of an experimental
approach to the design of forms of accountability. Developing a set of accountability mechanisms
which can be applied generally as part of a transparent and visible system of control and supervision
of network administration is one of the central challenges for EU administrative law in the future.
Before turning to the challenge of how to do so, I would like to turn to the fifth and sixth challenges
to EU administrative law in the future.
A fifth challenge is that EU administrative law is in many important ways distinct from its national
counterparts, most notably through the development of multiple forms of ‘composite procedures.’
Composite procedures are multiple-step procedures with input from administrative actors from
different jurisdictions, cooperating either vertically between EU institutions and bodies and Member
States’ institutions and bodies, horizontally between various Member State institutions and bodies or
in triangular procedures with different Member States’ and EU institutions and bodies involved. The
38
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final acts or decisions emanating from such procedures are issued by a Member State body or an EU
institution or body.41 Such composite procedures are made increasingly necessary by the complexity
of regulatory demands, which often exceed the limits of competence of individual regulatory levels
and individual Member States. The emergence of composite procedures involving vertical and
horizontal administrative cooperation gives rise to many legal problems, especially for the protection
of rights and the supervision of administrative action.42
The increasing prevalence of composite procedures in EU administrative law leads to a sixth issue of
information. The establishment and use of information in administrative procedures increasingly
needs to be treated as an important topos of concern, and thus of legal research, in its own right. The
reason is that the sophisticated complexity which EU administrative co-operation within networks
has reached is based mainly on the generation, gathering, compilation, handling, computation,
management and distribution of information. Increasingly, information is the key input and
commodity for decision-making through administrative cooperation in the EU. Composite
procedures, in fact, can themselves generally be reduced to steps, measures and decision-making
concerning the joint creation, use and sharing of information. Information is used in relation to many
functions inter alia as a raw material for public decision-making, planning and steering activities. One
of the central reasons for the importance of information is that the law concerning the establishing,
compiling and using of information is developing at an increasingly rapid pace in numerous policy
areas. Next to policy-specific rules such as in areas of risk regulation, obviously general legal
provisions can be found on access to data and on data protection. The nature and the extent of the
impact of the role of information and the accompanying developing law of information in the EU on
the fundamental rights of the citizens is considerable. There is both a substantive and a procedural
element relevant to understanding this aspect of the exercise of public powers in Europe. The
substantive element concerns the establishment of joint rules and principles for the creation, sharing
and use of information. Substantive rights of participation are necessary to ensure both that
individuals do not merely become sources of administrative information, but also that they be treated
as individuals holding rights under European law. The procedural element concerns the
establishment of rules and principles for composite decision-making in the EU so as to ensure that
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individuals can actually enforce such participation rights broadly defined.43 These are essential
elements for a modern EU legal system in which accountability of the exercise of public powers is
guaranteed.
This leads to the seventh challenge of EU administrative law: It can be asked whether a generalisable
set of administrative rules and principles applicable throughout the EU system could plausibly be
established. Very limited EU legislation exists, applicable throughout the full range of policy areas,
most being policy-specific. Amongst the few legal norms of general application are the rules on
Comitology,44 directives on data protection,45 the EU’s financial regulation,46 the Regulation on so
called ‘executive agencies’47 as well as directives on access to information.48 Additional sources of
general EU administrative law arise from general principles of law49 and fundamental rights,50 which
apply within the sphere of EU law irrespective of the specific law applicable to the procedure,
whether national or European. However, such general EU administrative law, except for the rules on
Comitology generally do not establish any specific procedural rules on supervision and review. Policy
specific law generally leaves it to the Member States to establish the procedure as well as the
conditions for supervision and judicial control of administrative action. It has been due to the
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evolutionary and diversified development of the forms of integrated administration that has led to
many new and unforeseen legal problems which, as noted above, often result from non-hierarchical,
network-like structures and cooperative procedures for administration in the EU. One of the striking
features of this development is that there is no standard EU ‘administrative procedure act’ or similar
code or legal framework horizontally applicable throughout the policy areas touched by European
integration.51 Also, the doctrinal treatment of these matters of general EU administrative law is in its
infancy. Only recently has there been a developing interest in research with respect to a more general
approach to EU administrative law going beyond studying merely the general principles of law.52
Such a development could prove useful especially in the light of the lack of transparency, the diverse
methodologies of accountability and generally the fluidity of EU administrative law techniques and
structures.

III. Some Conclusions
These considerations provide an overview over some important challenges posed for EU public law
considered from an administrative perspective built on an understanding of the constitutional level.
For a realistic understanding of EU administrative law, one must start by acknowledging the specific
contextual factors of functional unity, organizational separation, and procedural cooperation which
determine the development of the EU administration. The notion of procedural cooperation has a
particular importance in this. In reality such cooperation is often so intensive that the cooperative
procedures themselves in effect ‘coagulate’ so as to become administrative actors. Good examples
for this have been comitology committees which have in some policy areas been transferred to EU
agencies. An example is the European Medicines Agency (EMEA) which was created by the relevant
legislation on the basis of two comitology committees as predecessors. Key to the development of a
public law framework for administrative action is, then, an understanding of the network-context of
administrative law in which actors from various backgrounds, both public and private, cooperate in
joint procedures. This network character is also relevant for understanding the difficult distinctions
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between the European and the international levels in certain administrative procedures, due to many
hybrid forms of cooperation. In the wake of this emerge far-reaching questions about the nature of
the EU and its limits. EU public law will highly benefit from the experience of other legal systems in
handling these issues while due to its unique character can also be seen as an innovative experimental
field for modern problems of public law in general.
Administrative law is also a necessary framework for encapsulating and, where possible, generalising
the solutions or methods constantly being developed as experimental forms within individual policy
areas. A key issue here is the great potential — and great need — for simplification and a more
systematic approach. Attention needs to be given to achieving a more comprehensively applicable
law on administrative procedure and organisational form through greater standardization of
structures, procedures and methodology throughout the various EU policy fields. Also here, the US
tradition has much to offer to a European point of view. Much fruitful interchange is imaginable.
Overall, from a realist’s point of view, the integrated nature of the European legal system is the one
of its most characteristic defining features. European integration is not so much built on a model of
clear vertical or horizontal separation of powers. It is built on the basis of shared sovereignty,
coordinated approaches to joint problem-solving and integration of various levels and interests in
decision-making. This integrated character and the reduced role of the clear separation of powers
requires careful thinking for maintaining transparency, for example, with respect to the allocation of
responsibilities for action and the accountability of actors. Since most of the network structures in
European law have developed in an evolutionary, trial and error fashion, transparency might require
clarification and systematisation of procedures. This was the approach chosen for many years with
respect to Comitology procedures which had developed out of institutional practice and necessity.
This could be repeated with respect to other problems of European governance.
The review of EU public law both from what generally might be viewed as a constitutional and an
administrative point of view has therefore shown that, in many situations, initial appearances within
EU law may be deceptive. An attempt to frame a legal system along purely constitutional lines,
familiar to a scholar of classical federal constitutional models risks creating legal structures only
poorly adapted to addressing the problems which the EU legal system actually poses. The specific
nature of the EU is to large degree the product of requirements to exercise shared sovereignty by
integrating executives. The profound challenge for lawyers in EU public law in terms of the future of
legislative and legal-conceptual constructs is, now, above all the development of crucially necessary
accountability structures from both the constitutional and the administrative toolbox.
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