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(formerly Court of First Instance) and the European Court of Justice jointly.
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TABLE OF EQUIVALENCE

Th is work has been completed aft er the Lisbon Treaty came into force. Th e 
enactment of this Treaty determined the suppression of the European 
Community. It also entailed substantial amendments to the structure of both the 
Treaty on the European Union and the Treaty establishing the European 
Community (now named ‘Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union’). 
Numeration also greatly changed. In the text I use the new numeration 
introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, except for quotations. Also, when I cite papers 
and books, or when I refer either to legislations and offi  cial documents enacted 
before the Lisbon Treaty came into force, or to the reasoning of EU Courts and 
of the Commission in a given case, I keep the old numeration.

In order to help the reader in getting acquainted with the structure of the 
new Treaties, I hereby provide a table of equivalence between the old and the 
new numeration, in relation to the provisions that have been cited in the text.

Old numeration New numeration

Art. 2 EC repealed and replaced in substance by Art. 3 TEU

Art. 3 EC replaced in substance by Articles 3 to 6 TEU

Art. 5 EC replaced in substance by Art. 5 TEU

Art. 14 EC Art. 26 TFEU

Art. 28 EC Art. 34 TFEU

Art. 30 EC Art. 36 TFEU

Art. 81 EC Art. 101 TFEU

Art. 82 EC Art. 102 TFEU

Art. 86 EC Art. 106 TFEU

Art. 95 EC Art. 114 TFEU

Art. 113 EC Art. 284 TFEU

Art. 234 EC Art. 267 TFEU

Art. 251 EC Art. 294 TFEU

Art. 295 EC Art. 345 TFEU
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