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Cast A - Abstrakt

Zatazeni do Ciselniku CEP

AG - Pravni védy

AD - Politologie a politické veédy

AbstraktSoucasny vyzkum poukazuje na dominantni roli viady v legislativnim procesu a dulezitost ndvrhu pro kone¢nou
podobu zakona, pfitom je ale procesu pfipravy navrhi zéakont vénovana vyzkumniky i v mezinarodnim méfitku
minimalni pozornost. Projekt zamysli tuto mezeru zaplnit a zjistit, kdo a jak ovliviiuje pfipravu zakonu a jaké to ma
dasledky pro kvalitu vystuptl pripravného procesu. Vyzkum prob&hne na ptipadovych studiich Ceské republiky a
Slovenska, dovolujicich pouziti komparace nejbliz§ich ptipadl. S ohledem na téma bude aplikovan
multidisciplinarni pfistup kombinujici pravni a politologické metody, Eemuz také odpovida slozeni projektového
tymu s odborniky z obou disciplin. Projekt je vyrazné empiricky zaméfen a planuje sbér a naslednou analyzu
rozsahlych souborll unikatnich dat. Poznatky budou prezentovany v fadé publikaci, v€etné ¢lankl v prestiznich
zahrani€nich impaktovanych ¢asopisech.

Cile  Cilem projektu je poskytnout detailni a empiricky podloZzenou analyzu procesu pfipravy vliadnich navrh(i zakon( v

projektuCR a na Slovensku s ddrazem na vysvétleni chovani zi¢astnénych aktér(i a jeho dopady na kvalitu vystupt z
pfipravného procesu.

AbstraktCurrent research emphasizes the dominant role of the executive in the legislative process and importance of a bill

anglickyfor final version of any law, yet the process of preparing bills has been so far neglected by researchers even at the
international level. This project seeks to close this knowledge-gap and explore who and how influences the bills’
preparation and what consequences it has for the quality of outputs from the preparatory process. The inquiry will
be pursued on the case studies of the Czech Republic and Slovakia, enabling the most similar cases comparison.
Reflecting the topic, a multidisciplinary approach combining legal and political science methods is applied, to this
end the project team consists of scholars from both disciplines. The project accentuates empirical aspects and
plans to collect and analyse large samples of unique data. The findings will be presented in numerous
publications, including articles in top impact factor journals.

Cile This project aims to provide detailed and empirically grounded analysis of the process of preparing bills by the

projektu executive in the Czech Republic and Slovakia with the emphasis on explaining the behaviour or participating

anglicky actors and its impact on the quality of outputs.

Cast B - Finanéni prostiedky celkem

Céstky jsou uvadény v Ké&.

Celkové zptsobilé naklady na feseni projektu ze vSech zdroja financovani

1.rok 2.rok 3.rok Celkem
Celkova dotace poskytovatele na projekt 1 293 tis |1 391 tis |1 227 tis [3 911 tis
Podpora z ostatnich vefejnych zdroja (tuzemskych i zahrani¢nich) 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis
Podpora z nevefejnych zdroju (vlastni prostfedky, soukromé dotace) 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis
ZpUsobilé naklady ze vSech zdroju financovani 1 293 tis |1 391 tis [1 227 tis |3 911 tis
Mira podpory u poskytovatele 100 %

Rozdéleni uznanych nakladd na feseni projektu

1.rok 2.rok 3.rok Celkem
Ostatni provozni naklady |525tis [623 tis |469tis |1 617 tis
Osobni naklady 768 tis |768tis [758tis |2 294 tis
Celkem 1 293 tis |1 391 tis |1 227 tis [3 911 tis
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Uchazec¢ - €ast B - celkové prostredky

Jméno a pfijmeni doc. JUDr. PhDr. Robert Zbiral Ph.D.
Organizace Univerzita Palackého v Olomouci, Pravnicka fakulta
Castky jsou uvadény v Ké&.

Celkové zpusobilé naklady na feseni projektu ze v§ech zdroja financovani

1.rok 2.rok 3.rok Celkem
Celkova dotace poskytovatele na projekt 1 293 tis |1 391 tis |1 227 tis [3 911 tis
Podpora z ostatnich vefejnych zdroju (tuzemskych i zahraniénich) 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis
Podpora z nevertejnych zdrojl (vlastni prostfedky, soukromé dotace) 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis 0 tis
ZpUsobilé naklady ze v8ech zdroju financovani 1 293 tis |1 391 tis |1 227 tis [3 911 tis
Mira podpory u poskytovatele 100 %

Rozdéleni uznanych nakladd na feseni projektu

1.rok 2.rok 3.rok Celkem
Ostatni provozni naklady |525tis [623 tis |469tis |1 617 tis
Osobni naklady 768tis |768tis ([758tis |2 294 tis
Celkem 1 293 tis |1 391 tis [1 227 tis |3 911 tis
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Uchaze¢ - €ast B - rozpis finan¢nich polozek

V této ¢asti navrhu se vypliuji celkové predpokladané zplisobilé naklady projektu (tj. dotace + spolufinancovani)

Ostatni provozni naklady

1.rok [2.rok [3.rok |Celkem
Materialni naklady 35tis [25tis |20tis |80 tis
Cestovni ndklady 187 tis |204 tis |136 tis |527 tis
Néklady na ostatni sluzby a nematerialni naklady 45tis |117tis |68tis |230tis
Doplitkové (reZijni) naklady 258 tis |277 tis [245 tis |780 tis
Celkem 525 tis |623 tis (469 tis (1 617 tis
Osobni naklady (souhrn)
1.rok [2.rok [3.rok [Celkem
Mzdy odbornych pracovniku 517 tis [517 tis [517 tis |1 551 tis
Mzdy dalSich (tech.) pracovnikd 20tis |20tis [20tis |60 tis
Odmény z DPP/DPC 40tis |40tis |[30tis (110 tis
Socidlni a zdravotni pojisténi a SF (FKSP) 191 tis |191tis |191 tis |573 tis
Celkem 768 tis |768 tis |758 tis |2 294 tis
Rozpis mzdovych néaklad(i a odmén z DPP/DPC pro vSechny roky feseni
Student [Jméno ‘Pﬁ'jmenl’ Mzda/1.rok Mzda/2.rok Mzda/3.rok
3.3.1(5) |Naplfi prace / popis &innosti Uvazek ‘Dotace Uvazek |Dotace Uvazek ‘Dotace
Robert [zbiral 162 tis 162 tis 162 tis
b vedeni a koordinace projektu, vyzkumnik pravni analyza / 0,45 162 tis 0,45 162 tis 0,45 162 tis
politologie
Marian IKokes 94 tis 94 tis 94 tis
b vyzkumnik prévni analyza 030 |oatis [030 |oats 030 |o4tis
Milan [Hodas 78 tis 78 tis 78 tis
a vyzkumnik prévni analyza 025 |r8tis [030 [7sts  Jo30 |78t
Jakub [Lysek 58 tis 58 tis 58 tis
b sbér dat, vyzkumnik politologie 020 |s8tis |o25 |ssts 025 |sstis
Jaroslav ‘Bl’lek 78 tis 78 tis 78 tis
a sbér a analyza dat, vyzkumnik politologie 0,25 ‘78 tis 0,25 |78 tis 0,25 ‘78 tis
Michal [Skop 47 tis A7 tis 47 tis
a sbér a analyza dat, vyzkumnik politologie 0,15 ‘47 tis 0,15 47 tis 0,15 ‘47 tis
DalSi spolupracovnici (technici) 20 tis 20 tis 20 tis
b administrativa spojend s projektem 006 |otis loos |20ts |0,06 |eotis
Jan Kysela 25 tis 25 tis 25 tis
dohoda |[vyzkumnik prévni analyza, konzultace a recenze  [100,0 |25tis  [100,0 [25tis  [100,0 |25 tis
. |Jakub IKansky 15 tis 15 tis 5 tis
dohoda [sbér dat 1000 [15tis [1000 |15ts [330 |5tis

Uchaze¢ - ¢ast B - zdivodnéni finanénich polozek

Specifikace a zdivodnéni nakladul pro 1. rok feSeni
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PANIOVA

Materialni naklady

Dominantni polozkou v ramci materidlnich naklad( bude v prvnim roce ndkup knih, a to jak téch tykajicich se pfimo
daného tématu i legislativniho procesu obecng, tak rovnéz nékteré metodologické publikace. PoZzadovana ¢astka vychazi
z toho, Ze na jednu stranu ma fadu monografii jiz projektovy tym k dispozici, na stranu druhou jsou chybéjici i pfipadné
nové vydané knihy povétSinou velmi drahé (hardbacks). Veskeré nakoupené publikace budou katalogizovany v knihovné
PF UP v Olomouci. Mezi dal§i materidlni néklady patfi nakup drobného kancelafského materidlu, zvlasté jde o tonery do
tiskaren a dali podobny spotfebni material.

V dals$ich letech budou materialni naklady klesat, u knih se v zasadé bude nakupovat jen nové vydana literatura.
Cestovni naklady

Vydaje na cestovné se skladaji z pokryti aktivnich uc¢asti na mezinarodnich a domacich konferencich. VSechny nize
uvedené naklady byly prepoditany kurzem 1 EUR=27 K¢&, 1 GBP=35 K¢, 1 USD=25 K&.

Velkym problémem pro planovani konferenci je "nevyzpytatelnost” jejich konani v oboru pravo, na rozdil od politologie
neexistuji pravidelné mezinarodni konference, vétsina je jich tematicky i mistné vyhlaSovana ad-hoc. Z toho ddvodu neni v
nasich moznostech uvést pfesné destinace a délky pobytu ve fakticky dvouletém pfedstihu. V prvnim roce projektu se z
téchto diivodl nikdo z pravni ¢asti tymu zahraniéni konference neztic¢astni, dojde k tomu az v druhém roce projektu, kdy
pii psani pribézné zpravy pro rok 2018 bude pfeci jen z Easového hlediska lepsi moznost cesty podrobnéji rozepsat.

V prvnim roce projektu tak prob&hnou celkem dvé zahraniéni "politologické" konferenéni cesty, vzdy se na nich budou
podilet dva &lenové tymu. Jakub Lysek a Michal Skop se zi¢astni ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops, ktery v roce 2017
probéhne v Nottinghamu (Spojené kralovstvi). Oba vystoupi s pfispévky souvisejicimi s t¢ématem, J. Lysek se zamé¥i na
dopady p¥ipravné faze tvorby zakont na lokalni politiku a M. Skop na moznosti pfistupu ke kvantitativnimu zpracovani dat
planovanych v projektu. Délka pobytu je pldnovand na 6 dnl s nasledujicimi naklady (na jednu osobu): letenka 8000 K¢,
stravné 8000 K&, ubytovani 12000 K&, mistni doprava 1000 K&.

Robert Zbiral a Kamil Gregor se pak zu¢astni ECPR General Conference, ktera v roce 2017 prob&hne v Oslu (Norsku).
Oba vystoupi s pfispévky souvisejicimi s tématem, R. Zbiral pfedstavi vychodiska vyzkumu v aplikaci na pfipadové studie
CR a Slovenska, K. Gregor moznosti sbéru dat z databazi eKlep a Portélu pravnych predpisov a jejich vyuziti. Délka
pobytu je planovana na 5 dnll s nasledujicimi naklady (na jednu osobu): letenka 6000 K&, stravné 8000 K&, ubytovani
14000 K&, mistni doprava 2000 Kg&.

Trem expertim ze sousednich zemi (Polsko, Rakousko, Némecko) bude uhrazeno cestovné/letenka (10000 K&/osoba) a
ubytovani na jednu noc (2300 K&/osoba) pfi u€asti na planovaném mezinarodnim workshopu, kazdy z nich predstavi
zakladni prvky ptipravy zakon( exekutivou v dané zemi.

Celkem (zaokrouhlené) za zahrani¢ni cestovné v prvnim roce projektu: 155 000 K¢&

V prvnim roce se &lenové tymu (M. Kokes$, R. Zbiral) zGgastni dvou jednodennich préavnickych konferenci v CR, kompletni
naklady (cestovné, stravné) jsou v tomto pfipadé odhadnuty na 1000 K&/ucast. Uskuteéni se jednodenni setkani celého
projektového tymu v Olomouci, M. Skopovi, K. Gregorovi a J. Kyselovi bude proplaceno cestovné a stravné (1000 K&/
osoba). V&em ¢lentim tymu (5, mimo M. Hodase a J. Kysely) bude hrazena uc¢ast na planovaném projektovém workshopu
(3000 K¢&/osoba= cestovné, stravné, ubytovani na jednu noc). V neposledni fadé M. Hodasovi budou proplaceny dvé
cesty z Bratislavy do CR (setkéni projektového tymu- 4000 K&= cestovné, stravné, ubytovani na jednu noc, projektovy
workshop- 4000 K&=cestovné, stravné, ubytovani na jednu noc). R. Zbiral absolvuje jednu dvoudenni cestu do Bratislavy (
4000 Kc¢= cestovné, stravné, ubytovani na jednu noc).

Celkem (zaokrouhlené) na vnitrostatni (véetné Slovenska) cestovné v prvnim roce projektu: 32 000 K&.
V druhém roce odpadne hrazeni cestovného na workshop, ale dvou zahrani¢nich konferenci se zd¢astni i Clenové pravni
¢asti tymu, u politologl rozpis 1 cesta/osoba zlstane shodnd. V tfetim roce projektu se pak zahrani¢ni cesty oproti

druhému roku opét zhruba o dvé ponizi. Odhad vy$e uvedeného vnitrostatniho cestovného se na dalsi roky snizuje o
naklady na na workshop, ve zbytku se neméni.
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PANIOVA

Naklady na ostatni sluzby a nemateridini naklady

Naklady na ostatni sluzby a nemateridini naklady se v prvnim roce skladaji predevsim z konferenénich poplatkd,
konkrétné se jedna o Ucast na ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops (3500 K&/osoba) a ECPR General Conference (6000
K¢&/osoba). Celkem tedy jde o 19000 K.

K ziskani uvedenych (nizsich) cen konferenénich poplatkl je nutné institucionalni €lenstvi v ECPR. To v minulosti hradila
katedra politologie PF UP, nyni tak €ini katedra politologie FF UP. Jelikoz ¢lenové projektu budou vyuzivat vyhod &lenstvi,
aniz by tak &inili v rdmci tvazkd na druhé z kateder, je spravedlivé se na uhradé ¢lenstvi podilet. VySe ptispévku je
navrhovana na 10000 K¢ (z celkovych cca 30000 K&/rok).

Dale bude vynalozeno 10000 K¢ na preklad draft( nékterych pFispévkl na mezindrodni workshop a 6000 za proofreading
téch, které budou pséany rovnou v angli¢ting.

V dalSich letech Ize odhadovat setrvavajici vysi konferenénich poplatkd (jen v druhém roce narlst o zminéné dveé cesty) i
spolul¢asti na dhradé ¢lenskych poplatkd v ECPR, z dlivodu vy$si etnosti publikaénich vystupl se bude nicméné
zvySovat objem nakladl za pfeklady a proofreading, nadto jesté pfibudou néklady na vydani monografii (20 tisic/kus
tuzemska monografie, 40 tisic/zahrani¢ni monografie).

Osobni naklady

Velikost Uvazkl odbornych ¢lenl projektového tymu odpovida jejich podilu na projektovych aktivitach. Konkrétni rozpis
ukolt kazdého €lena a mira jejich podilu a odpovédnosti za publikani vystupy je podrobné rozepsana v ¢asti C projektové
Z&dosti.

Mési¢ni mzda tvofici zaklad pro pfepoclet dle uvazku reflektuje mzdy s ohledem na tabulkové zafazeni pracovniku
zaloZené na pozici a seniorité. Konkrétné jde o 30000 K&/mésic (Zbiral), 26000 K&/mésic (Hodas, Kokes, Gregor, Skop) a
24000 K¢/mésic (Lysek), J. Kyselovi bude udélena DPP. Cést projektového tymu (Zbiral, Lysek, Koke$) v souéasnosti
pracovnépravné plsobi u navrhovatele a na realizaci projektu se budou podilet dle 3.3.1. odst. 5 pism. b) zadavaci
dokumentace, zbytek (Hodéas, Gregor, Skop, Kysela) bude u navrhovatele po dobu projektu zaméstnan dle 3.3.1. odst. 5
pism. a) zadavaci dokumentace, a to pfi naplnéni vSech podminek tam uvedenych (doba ur€ita, nulovy jiny uvazek u
Zadatele atd.).

Kromé odbornych pracovnik(l projekt vy¢lefiuje malou ¢astku i na minimalni ivazek (dohromady 0,06) &tyf
administrativnich pracovnik( (projektova podpora, Ucetnictvi, mzdové zalezitosti atd.), DPP bude poskytnuta studentovi
Jakubu Kanskému za ucelem pomoci s manudlnim sbérem dat.

K pfislusnym hrubym mzdam je pfipo¢teno 34 % odvod( na zdravotni a socidlni pojisténi a 1,5 % do sociélniho fondu,
celkové tedy odvody €ini 35,5 % z hrubych mezd.

Uchazeé - ¢ast D2 - bibliografie

Uplné bibliografické tidaje o nejvyznamnéjsich vysledcich védecké a vyzkumné éinnosti definovanych v
aktualné platné Metodice hodnoceni vysledk(i vyzkumu a vyvoje
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Vysledek

Kéd
vysledku

Databaze

Popis metodiky

Citaci|

Impaktni
faktor

‘ERIH

1 |ZBIRAL, Robert. A Legal revolution or negligible episode? Court of Justice
decision proclaimed ultra vires (Czech Constitutional Court, judgment of 31
January 2012, PI. Us 5/1 2). Common Market Law Review, 2012, ro€. 49, ¢
.4,s.1475-1492.

Jimp

lwos

9

13,000

ZBIRAL, Robert. Restoring tasks from the European Union to Member
States: A bumpy road to an unclear destination?). Common Market Law
Review, 2015, ro¢. 52, ¢. 1, s. 51-84.

Jimp

lwos

2

1,795

ZBIRAL, Robert. Pfenos pravomoci &lenskych statdi na Evropskou unii:
cesta bez zpatecniho listku? Praha: Leges, 2013.

B

Wina

14

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér

ZBIRAL, Robert. Teorie a praxe vyjednévani v Radé Evropské unie. Brno:
IIPS, 2009.

B

|Jiné

21

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér

ZBIRAL, Robert. Koncept narodni identity jako novy prvek ve vztahu
vnitrostatniho a unijniho préva: Poznatky z teorie a praxe. Pravnik, 2014,
ro¢. 153, €. 2, s. 112-133.

Jrec

|Jiné

11

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér

ZBIRAL, Robert. Changing Investiture Rules in the Czech Republic. IN:
RASCH, Bjorn-Erik a kol. (eds). Parliaments and Government Formation:
Unpacking Investiture Rules. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, s. 182
-196.

C

lina

1

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér

ZBIRAL, Robert. Instituciondlni struktura Evropské unie:
pravné-politologicky pohled. Praha: Linde, 2007.

B

|Jiné

6

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér

ZBIRAL, Robert. Comparing the Intensity of Scrutiny for ‘Domestic’ and

Jimp

Implementing Bills: Does Transposition of EU Law Reduce Political
Contestation in National Parliaments? Journal of European Public Policy,
2016 (akceptovano k publikaci)

lwos

lo

1,817

Celkové pocty vysledki definovanych v aktualné platné Metodice hodnoceni vysledkil vyzkumu a

vyvoje za poslednich 5 let (podle RIV)

Jimp - ¢lanek v odborném periodiku impaktovaném

Jsc - ¢lanek v odborném periodiku obsazeném v databazi Scopus
Jneimp - Clanek v odborném periodiku neimpaktovanem

Jrec - €lanek v Eeském odborném recenzovaném Casopise

B - odborna kniha

C - kapitola v odborné knize

D - ¢lanek ve sborniku

P - patent

F - uZitny nebo prdmyslovy vzor

Z - poloprovoz, ovéfend technologie, odrida, plemeno

G - prototyp, funkéni vzorek

H - poskytovatelem realizovany vysledek

L - specializovana mapa

N - certifikovanad metodika a postup

R - software

V - vyzkumna zprava obsahujici utajované informace podle zvlastniho pravniho predpisu

Celkovy pocet citaci véetné autocitaci a H-index WOS
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Pocet citaci véetné autocitaci na
vSechny prace podle

Metodika pouzita pro pocet citaci dle "
jiné metodiky"

H-index podle Web of Science 2,00

Jina 175

Google Scholar/vlastni sbér- vylou€eny autocitace

Uchazec¢ - €ast E - souvisejici projekty

Bézici projekty (uvadeéji se i zahrani€ni projekty)

V soucasné dobé nejsou zadné projekty podporované.

Navrhované projekty (uvadéji se i zahraniéni projekty)

V soudasné dobé nejsou zadné projekty navrhované.

Ukonéené projekty

Poskytovatel Kategorie CEP

GACR AG - Pravni védy

Néazev programu Registraéni ¢islo
Postdoktorsky projekt 13-15422P

Role v projektu Panel (pouze GA CR a AZV)
Resitel P408

Cely nazev projektu
Dopady unijniho prava na vnitrostatni pravni fady: komparace situace Ceské a Slovenské republiky

Dotace pro ptijemce Pracovni uvazek
487 tis 0,20

Pocatek feSeni Ukonc€eni feSeni
1.2.2013 31.12.2015

Pfijemce - nazev instituce
Univerzita Palackého, Pravnicka fakulta

Vztah k Projekty spolu rdmcové souvisi tématicky svym zaméfenim na legislativu. Konkrétné se ale nepfekryvaji
podavanémuvibec, nebot u navrhovaného projektu je pozornost sméfovana na ptipravnou fazi tvorby navrht zakont a
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Robert Zbiral- CV
1.

Robert Zbiral
Affiliation: Palacky University, Law Faculty, Department of Political Science
Position: Senior lecturer
Address: tf. 17. listopadu, 771 11, Olomouc, Czech Republic
Phone no.: +420 777 02 00 68
E-mail: robert.zbiral@upol.cz

Date of birth: 6" September 1980
Citizenship: Czech Republic

MAIN AREAS OF INTERESTS

use of empirical methods in law, constitutional law (namely legislative and parliamentary issues), implementation
of EU law, division of competences between the EU and Member States, EU institutional framework

WORK EXPERIENCE (only main employer)

2004-onwards  Palacky University in Olomouc, Law Faculty
Senior lecturer

2009-2014 Palacky University in Olomouc, Law Faculty
Head of the Department of Social Studies and Political Science (resignation on the position)

2010-2013 Palacky University in Olomouc, Faculty of Science
external lecturer

2005-2006 Palacky University in Olomouc, Philosophical Faculty (Department of Political Science and
European Studies)
external lecturer

EDUCATION
2012 Palacky University in Olomouc, Law Faculty
Ph.D. in Law; Thesis title: Return of Competences from the European Union to the Member
States
2005 Palacky University in Olomouc, Law Faculty
M.A. in Law
2004 Palacky University in Olomouc, Philosophical Faculty
M.A. in European studies and political science; summa cum laude
2001 College of Charleston (USA)

exchange stay
GRANTS (selected grants with the exclusion of internal grants from the main employer)
Fulbright Commission
2013-2013: Research Fellowship at the University of Michigan Law School

Czech Grant Agency
2013-2015: Post-doc project “Influence of EU law on national legal orders: Comparison of situation in the
Czech Republic and Slovakia”

European Commission (EACEA)
2012: Jean Monnet Learning at School, project “Decide on Europe”

European Commission (EACEA)
2010: Jean Monnet Module, project “European Union Meets Faculty of Science”

European Commission (EACEA)
2010: Jean Monnet Module, project “External Relations Law of the EU” (co-applicant)

Office of the Government of the Czech Republic
2009: Establishment of Internet database covering academic sources related to EU institutions
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Czech Ministry of Education
2006-2011: Long-term research grant “Czech National Interests in the European Union” (member of the
research team)

Czech Ministry of Education
2005-2011: Long-term research grant “Reform of Public Administration in the Czech Republic” (member
of the research team)

OTHER ACTIVITIES

2016-onwards  Member of the working group (for EU law) of the Legislative Council of the Czech Government

2005- onwards  Participation at numerous conferences, giving visiting lectures both in the Czech Republic and
abroad (Germany, Poland, United Kingdom, France, Turkey, Slovakia, Slovenia, Iceland,
Mexico, Italy, Austria, Ireland, Hungary, United States)

2007- onwards Referee for the following academic journals: Journal of Contemporary European Studies,
Perspectives, Mezinarodni vztahy, Politologicky Casopis, Politics in Central Europe, Acta
luridica Olomucensis, Jurisprudence, Casopis pro pravni védu a praxi

2008-onwards  Long-term research stays (more than one month long) at the University of Michigan Law
School, Humboldt Universitat, Central European University, European University Institute

2015-onwards  Evaluator of scientific projects for various subjects (Czech Grant Agency, Slovak Grant Agency,

OP VW)
2012- 2014 Member of the Scientific Board of Law Faculty (Palacky University)- resigned on membership
2010- 2014 Member of the Academic Senate of Law Faculty (Palacky University)- resigned on membership

2010- onwards  Member of the Ethical Commission of Palacky University

MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANISATIONS

ECPR (European Consortium for Political Research): coordinator for the Palacky University
UACES (University Association for Contemporary European Studies)

Ceska spolednost pro politické védy (Czech Association for Political Sciences): former Member of the Managing
Board

Ceska spolednost pro evropské a srovnavaci pravo (Czech Association for European and Comparative Law):
Member of the Managing Board

SUMMARY OF PUBLICATION RECORD

Selected publications in English

ZBIRAL, Robert. A Legal revolution or negligible episode? Court of Justice decision proclaimed ultra vires (Czech
Constitutional Court, judgment of 31 January 2012, PI. US 5/12). Common Market Law Review, 2012, vol.
49, no. 4, p. 1475-1492.

ZBIRAL, Robert. Restoring tasks from the European Union to Member States: A bumpy road to an unclear
destination?). Common Market Law Review, 2015, vol. 52, no. 1, p. 51-84.

ZBIRAL, Robert. Changing Investiture Rules in the Czech Republic. IN: RASCH, Bjorn-Erik a kol. (eds).
Parliaments and Government Formation: Unpacking Investiture Rules. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2015, p. 182-196.

ZBIRAL, Robert. Comparing the Intensity of Scrutiny for ‘Domestic’ and Implementing Bills: Does Transposition of
EU Law Reduce Political Contestation in National Parliaments? Journal of European Public Policy, 2016
(accepted for publication)

Total number of scientific publications: 54 (including five monographs)

Total number of known citations (without autocitations): 175
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PROJECT PROPOSAL

Project: Exploring the Dark Corner of the Legislative Process: The Process of Preparing
Bills by the Executive

1 State of the art: review of literature

Research in political and legal science has always dedicated the utmost attention to legislation and the
legislative process.! That is hardly surprising as the topics essentially encircle the whole agenda of both
disciplines: legal science is in the end about law(s) and the formulation of any policy is dominantly pur-
sued by legislation. On the other hand, methods and priorities on analysing the subject matter in a nar-
row sense differ between both groups of researchers. Legal scholars generally prefer to use descriptive
(doctrinal) methods and concentrate on the constitutional foundations of the legislative process (includ-
ing the formal powers of the involved subjects) and technical features of law-making (drafting). Political
scientists on average rather explore the factual behaviour of participating actors, including those largely
ignored by formal rules (e.g. political parties), and support their analysis by empirical data. While the
interdependency is obvious and asks for a multidisciplinary approach, the two camps often work in par-
allel rather than together (for a review see Koke$ 2016).

Legislation encompasses several forms of legal acts, but the most important ones are laws
(statutes).2 If we look at the process of their adoption, we find out that in almost any democratic country
in the world, the formal framework is extremely similar: the primary responsibility of preparing bills is
entrusted to the executive, which then submits them to the parliament where the bills are discussed,
amended and eventually adopted. Of course, a deeper look will reveal that there is a myriad of distinct
features in each state that make any generalizations difficult. With hundreds of papers published every
year on the topic, this should not pose a problem as there is hardly a lack of knowledge. Still, some
aspects of the legislative process are preferred to others by researchers. The cursory review of several
volumes of The Journal of Legislative Studies confirms that the majority of attention is dedicated either
to various issues related to the workings of parliaments or executive-legislative relations (see also the
recent “Bible” on legislative studies by Martin et al. 2014). The later topic is immensely diversified, but
the general consensus stands that recently the executive has a much stronger influence on the out-
comes of the legislative process than parliaments (Obler 1981, 127: “...legislators do not legislate. Ex-
ecutive legislate...”; Blondel 1990, 241: “...governments can see to it that laws are passed in the shape
which they wish these to have...”; Tsebelis 2002, 93: “...government is able to impose its will on parlia-
ment...").

The supremacy of the executive in the process is achieved through two important instruments:
its agenda setting powers by introducing bills and its (usual) majoritarian control of the parliament. The
situation is epitomized by a famous “90 percent rule”; the executive proposes at least 90 percent of the
bills and at least 90 percent of what it proposes is adopted (e.g. Schwarz and Shaw 1976, 199). These
values obviously vary based on the features of the concrete political system (see Saiegh 2009), but the
conclusion is clear: maybe the most important factor shaping the legislative process is the bill submitted
to the parliament. The prominence of agenda-setter is expected by almost all theoretical models based
on rational choice (neo-institutionalism) theory that nowadays dominate political science (see review in
Shepsle 2008) and has been also confirmed empirically by numerous research projects (for the U.S.
see Cox and McCubbins 2005, for European states see contributions in Rasch and Tsebelis 2011).

' Due to limited space, “obvious” references to seminal sources are not cited. Concrete pages are cited only for direct
quotes.

2 All other forms of legal acts were left outside the scope of the project and any further references to legislation or legislative
process relate only to statutory law. That does not mean that the relevant findings contained in a literature dealing with exec-
utive delegated legislation (e.g. von Bogdandy 2000, Kysela 2006) will not be used throughout the project (see also below).
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If the agenda setting power and the bill that sets the agenda are so important ex post, one
should also inquiry how and by whom the bills are prepared, or, to paraphrase Obler above, how the
executive legislates. Suddenly we will find that despite the plethora of research on legislation, “the ques-
tion is rarely asked about how legislation comes to be written” (Page 2003, 652). The cited “Bible” on
legislative studies touches on the topic (cursorily) in only three chapters out of 33. The proposed project
seeks to address this knowledge-gap.

It is fair to admit that we do not enter a completely unchartered territory.® The starting point is
provided by legal scientists that explore the rules (process) that govern the executive phase of preparing
bills, these sources are however very descriptive, completely atheoretical and country specific (e.g. for
common law jurisdictions Miers and Page 1990, Zander 2015; for Germany Schneider 2002; for the CR
Gerloch et al. 2008, Bohadlo et al. 2011; for Slovakia Svak et al. 2012). Descriptive mode also prevails
in exploring the roles of institutions important in the preparatory phase such as the Legislative Council in
the CR (Filip 2007) If concerned with outputs, legal science concentrates primarily on the legislative
drafting and technique (see Sin 2003, Xanthaki 2014). Selected papers choose to delve into “law in
practice” approach and often end up with a highly critical view of the preparatory process, yet the argu-
mentation is based on anecdotal, biased or very limited (case-specific) evidence (selected contributions
in Gerloch and Kysela 2007, BartoSek 2014). The only exception is probably a systematic analysis of
RIAs (Regulatory Impact Assessment), the results however are rather self-contained without further
repercussions for the whole preparatory phase (Staronova 2010).

As already noted, political science scholars usually use “facts” from the preparatory phase as
independent variables, the most prominent being an impact of the unity of government. Any coalition
government faces the following dilemma: at the one hand, it shall pursue compromises on the agreed
common goals in order to be seen as a competent cabinet, on the other, parties in coalition still compete
for voters and thus have a tendency to pursue their own goals even against their coalition partners.
When preparing legislation in the given sector, ministers hold at least an information advantage, which
they may exploit to achieve objectives incompatible with the other parties. The higher ideological dis-
tance between parties, the higher is the threat of ministerial drift (Strom et al. 2010). Partners of course
try to counter the drift and gain information (monitoring) or change the ministerial outputs (correcting).
Various instruments are used, for example the coalition councils (Andeweg and Timmermans 2008) or
shadowing of ministers from one party by junior ministers from other parties (Caroll and Cox 2012).
However while the theory is well tested, the dependent variables are almost always recorded at the
parliamentary stage of the legislation process (Martin and Vanberg 2011, André et al. 2016). Even when
(few) researchers decided to analyse the executive phase of preparing bills in more detail and present-
ed the data from it, they had to manage with crude input (e.g. coalition agreements) and output (bills)
variables (e.g. very helpful research on Poland in Goetz and Zubek 2007, Zubek and Kliver 2015).

Another systematically researched aspect relevant to our project is the relationship between poli-
ticians and bureaucrats. Positioned between political science and public administration and based main-
ly on the principal-agent theory, scholars have asked which from the two mentioned groups has more
influence on the outputs. Numerous hypothesis are tested, recently the empirical results have largely
answered the question in favour of politicians (for a review see Page 2012). The problem is that the
projects exercised so far preferred to focus on delegated legislation or the position of (independent)
agencies, while the role of administration in preparing bills is neglected (for an exception see Page
2003).

3 We prefer to list sources covering the Czech Republic (CR) and Slovakia as these states represent our case studies.
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2 Description of the project
21 Project’s objectives and logic*

The primary objective of the project is to close the abovementioned knowledge-gap and provide a de-
tailed and empirically supported analysis of the process of preparing bills in the CR and Slovakia, to a
lesser extent also in other states (for a selection of cases see below). Our approach will be inherently
multidisciplinary and will combine both legal and political science methods. There are three distinct but
at the same time interdependent streams and subsequent objectives that might be distinguished in the
project:

a) Descriptive and exploratory stream
Section 1 revealed there is a certain amount of existing theoretical and empirical knowledge on the
topic in question, but due to its rather haphazard fashion, it would make little sense to use it out of
hand. We first need to systemize what is really relevant to our cases and second to apply the in-
ductive approach and explore the cases even more in order to formulate viable and testable hy-
potheses and ascertain appropriate variables for data collection. The stream would thus concen-
trate on gaining deep insight of the process of preparing bills, including the role of involved institu-
tions (actors) and rules. Emphasis will be put on the practical functioning of the process, although
still on a limited sample of cases.

b) Explanatory (causal) stream
Building on the outcomes from the previous stream, the project aims to unearth internal causal
mechanisms in the bills’ preparation process. To this end, two large samples of empirical data (see
below) will be systematically collected and coded and then analysed through quantitative methods.
The main objective is to find out how the actors behave (descriptive statistics) and test for various
variables that may be driving such behaviour (inferential statistics). In order to increase the explan-
atory value, it might also be useful to perform a qualitative investigation based on a limited sample
of cases.

c) Normative stream
One shall not forget that one of the primary goals of the legislative process is to produce laws (bills)
of good quality. Based on the (admittedly still contentious) criteria and benchmarks developed by
legal science (e.g. Kellerman et al. 1998, Mader et al. 2010) or judicial practice (for the CR Koke$
2015), the team will try to assess how the findings from explanatory stream affect the quality of
process’ outputs, namely the final bills.

Legislative research generally concentrates either on legislative capacity (e.g. institutions, inputs),
on legislative operation (e.g. interactions among actors) or on legislative performance (e.g. outputs).
Further on the key thematic agendas of the project along that division are listed:

a) Legislative capacity

- Sources of legislation: Where do the initial impulses to prepare bills come from? Are they pri-
marily (passive) reactions to external pressure from the EU or other actors, or are the changes
promoted by long-term planning in the hands of administrators, or maybe active implementation
of policy priorities of the government (e.g. Moury 2012)? Obviously it is a combination of drivers
and determining causal links among them will be difficult, but we can track for consequences of
different impulses.

- Special consultative institutions: There are special expert bodies (Legislative Council) in both
the CR and Slovakia that should check the quality of the preparatory process and its outputs.
What is their composition, role, impact?

- Regulatory Impact Assessments: RIAs were recently introduced to infuse the preparatory phase
with concrete data on the impact of planned legislation. Results are so far mixed. How the RIAs
affect other aspects of preparing bills and their quality?

4 Publication outputs and deliverables are presented in section 4.

GRIS ORBEON 1.2.0.4-SNAPSHOT



b) Legislative operation

- Internal consultations: Each bill is firstly discussed within the ministry that is responsible for its
preparation. How are these consultations handled, who is involved and how does it affect the
subsequent fate of the bill?

- Inter-institutional consultations: All the bills (or even before the initial outline of a bill) are sent for
commenting to other subjects, namely ministries. This part of the process is of utmost im-
portance because it provides an opportunity to constrain the leading ministry. The latter must ei-
ther accept or negotiate on the comments (amendments), if needed, intervention of the whole
government is called for. Consultations offer a unique chance to track the interests and influ-
ence of all actors.

- Public consultations: It has become more common to involve the public or other non-official enti-
ties in the preparatory process. Who and when intervenes? What impact the public has?

c) Legislative performance

- Ex-post evaluations: Numerous bills are just amending or replacing previous laws. Do the for-
mer follow a proper evaluation of the latter's functioning and efficiency (see Van Aeken 2011)?
Are special legislative instruments such as sunset or review clauses used in practice?

- Recommendations of the consultative institutions: It is possible to trace the impact of recom-
mendations of those bodies on final versions of the bills adopted by governments. When and
why they are (not) followed?

- Quantity and quality of final bills: What determines the quantity of the bills submitted by the gov-
ernment? How do the bills look like? How do they reflect variabilities in the preparatory phase?

It has to be noted that while the project focuses on the phase that ends with the submission of a bill
to the parliament and we do not plan to test any hypotheses with parliamentary data, it would be wrong
to completely omit the ensuing phases of the legislative process. Scholars and insiders alike suggest
that the disputes from the preparatory phase are commonly transferred to the later stages, for example
unsuccessful coalition parties or administrators are trying to pursue their rejected proposals through
amendments to the bill in the parliament (for the CR e.g. Linek and Mansfeldova 2008). In order to cap-
ture the whole picture of bill preparation and full explanation, we also have to cover these possibilities.

2.2 Research design and methodology

We face several difficulties when drafting this section. The main problem was already noted: because
the underexplored terrain of our research, we prefer to use the inductive approach and first collect
enough information to delineate concrete research design and hypotheses for research goals set above.
We could have of course opted for the deductive logic and formulate the hypothesis from the existing
theoretical propositions, but such an approach will be premature and methodologically controversial
because those propositions are closer to hunches than firmly grounded paradigms.5

In line with the project’s logic and objectives delineated above, our research will revolve around the
following research questions:

a) How much the bureaucrats and experts influence bills’ preparatory process?
The indispensable role of administration in the process could hardly be disputed, the question
stands who is the principal and agent in its relationship with the political actors. To what extent do
the bureaucrats only implement political decisions, what control measures are applied to reduce
the administration’s drift? As noted, the prevailing consensus (tested in other situations) tends to
give the upper hand to politicians, but such findings from well-established democracies are hardly
given in more volatile political and administrative environment of post-transformative states.

5 Or, to use more scientific terminology, they resemble “ordinary knowledge” as opposed to “usable knowledge” (Lindblom
and Cohen 1979).
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b) How centralized is bills’ preparatory process from the government's viewpoint?
Diverging interests within the coalition governments certainly influence the preparatory process.
What devices do the partners use to reduce the ministerial drift and how successful is the govern-
ment in its efforts to centralize the whole procedure? We tentatively expect that ministers in post-
communist countries have higher autonomy and the efficiency of constraining instruments is lower
than in Western democracies (see also Dimitrov et al. 2006).

c) How does the political practice affect quantity and quality of outputs in the bill’'s preparatory pro-
cess?
The process and its outputs are intrinsically linked. One can expect that combination of more com-
petition in the process, more autonomous actors and less effective coordinating mechanisms leads
to decreasing quality of final bills (Richter 2007). The effect might be also recorded quantitatively,
less coordination shall increase the number of submitted bills (Goetz and Zubek 2007).

The CR and Slovakia were selected as main case studies for the project. The choice is firstly justified
on a subjective ground: these are the systems we know best, but even objectively there is a promise of
the easiest access to data (language, knowledge of insiders). Secondly the selection is reasonable the-
oretically as well, we want to explore the under researched cases and check a fit of propositions pre-
dominantly tested for Western democracies in post-transitional states. The small number of cases is
intentional. As written above, in general the legislative process have similar sequencing and goals in all
democratic countries, on the other hand the numerous distinct features make comparisons difficult (see
e.g. Voermans et al. 2012). The researchers face a width vs depth dilemma, the more cases they in-
clude, the more schematic the analysis becomes. We chose the first option to avoid (paraphrasing Sar-
tori) treating stones and rabbits as equal. But to quote again the giant of political science, ‘he who
knows one country only knows none” (Sartori 1994, 16), thus we decided not to perform a one case
study. Comparison of the CR and Slovakia then makes a lot of sense, because the procedures of pre-
paring bills are almost identical in both countries. By applying the most similar case design, we can min-
imize the many variables, small N problem. Still, the cases provide variations on some crucial inde-
pendent variables, e.g. the character and homogeneity of governments or the independence of the ad-
ministration. The exploratory (descriptive) part of the project will also extract knowledge and experience
from other states, namely the neighbouring Austria, Poland and Germany (see also Zalasinski 2008,
Morlok et al. 2016). They will however not be engaged in the full analysis as the data collection is too
demanding and will compromise the most similar case design.

The number of objectives and subtopics involved, together with the multidisciplinary nature of the
project, require application of methodological pluralism. Legally oriented members of the team will rely
mostly on traditional doctrinal methods which would be however heavily infused with “law in practice”
approach. Those with background in political science will dominantly apply quantitative methods. We will
use the existing datasets (mainly for independent variables such as homogeneity of governments), but
primarily we want to create two original datasets that will serve as a basis for analysis (dependent varia-
bles):

a) Inter-ministerial consultations: We will collect information on subjects and content of comments on
all draft bills in the inter-ministerial consultations, together with the impact of comments. Databases
eKlep (CR) and Portal pravnych predpisov (Slovakia) will serve as the source of data and both au-
tomatic and manual coding will be used. The planned timeframe covers 2006-2016 period (gov-
ernments in the CR: Topolanek I+ll, Fischer, Ne¢as, Rusnok, Sobotka; Slovakia: Fico I, RadiCova,
Fico ).

b) Changes throughout the bills’ drafting: We will collect information on how the bills are changed from
the initial proposals to the final versions by using quantitative parameters (percentage of change)
and content analysis. The sample will cover the same cases (observations) as the previous one.

Other additional empirical data could be collected if the need arises. Textual sources are preferred
for extracting data as they are more reliable. While interviews often form a cornerstone of research on
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the functioning of the executives or administrations, the method faces numerous obstacles (e.g. Lodge
2013) and we will use it only complementarily. The datasets will be tested with descriptive and inferen-
tial statistics suitable to meet the project’s objectives. As in some cases qualitative scrutiny of only a few
selected cases (observations) might be more fruitful, we do not exclude the use of process tracing.

3 Justification of the project’s submission

The project is in our view worthy of support for two main reasons. First one is its research value. A com-
paratively quite neglected multidisciplinary topic is addressed, a mix of both legal and political science
methods and theory and practice will be exploited, empirical quantitative data so far unused anywhere in
the world will be collected and analysed. In light of the foregoing, the research should have a competi-
tive edge also at the international level with the promise of having the resulting publications accepted in
top journals.

Secondly, the findings might have considerable relevance in practice. While mainly legal scien-
tists often lament about the deficiencies in the initial stages of the legislative process, there is little reac-
tion from policy makers to rectify the situation. Exposure of practice through empirical data could more
persuasively back the abstract propositions and possibly increase the pressure on responsible actors,
also because the bills’ preparatory process has recently attracted more and more attention from the
media, civic society and NGOs. We would actively engage with these wider societal repercussions of
our outputs, even if they are not (in a narrow sense) part of the project.

4 Expected outputs (publication strategy)

International workshop: We will organize a workshop (either in Prague, Brno or Olomouc) with invited
experts from the academic field and practice from the CR, Slovakia, Germany, Austria and Poland. The
main objective is to discuss the topic, gain background knowledge and experience from other states
(exploratory phase).

4 Jimp articles: Two Jimp articles will exploit the two datasets and quantitatively analyse the compari-
son of the CR and Slovakia in inter-ministerial consultations and changes in the bills versions (will be
offered to top journals such as Journal of European Public Policy, Legislative Studies Quarterly, Law
and Policy). Two other articles will focus on the interaction of the administration with politicians and
combine descriptive statistics with qualitative analysis (it will be offered to top public administration or
law journals such as Public Administration or Governance).

3 monographs: The first monograph will contain the written contributions from the international work-
shop (preparation of bills in the CR and neighbouring countries), we plan to offer it to an international
publishing house (e.g. Oxford University Press, Springer, Routledge). The second monograph will con-
centrate on the role of the executive in preparing bills in Slovakia and will be published by a Slovak pub-
lishing house (e.g. Eurokodex, C.H. Beck). The last monograph will deal with the normative issues of
legislative quality and will be published by a Czech publishing house (e.g. C.H. Beck, Leges).

- We do not promise any book chapters even if at least the first monograph will obviously consist of
many chapters written by different authors.

4 Jrec articles: First article will delineate the research topic on the case study of the CR. Second article
will explore the role of the Legislative Councils and the force of their opinions. Third article will inquire
into the problem of the “art of legal drafting”. Fourth article will position the political science outcomes of
the project against the legal practice (all articles published in Czech legal journals, e.g. in Pravnik,
Pravni rozhledy, Spravni prévo- Legislativni pfiloha).

1 Jsc article: One article summarizing results of the research will be offered to The Journal of Legisla-
tive Studies.

2 international peer-reviewed articles: Two legally oriented articles will deal with the participation of
the public in the preparatory process and legislative optimism and the role of administration (published
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in foreign legal journals that are peer-reviewed but at the moment outside any official indexing data-
bases, e.g. Pravny obzor or Central and Eastern European Legal Studies).

Members of the team will additionally participate at relevant national and international confer-
ences (namely ECPR Joint Sessions or General Conferences, ECPR Standing Groups on Parliaments,
IPSA Congress).

5 Expected timeframe®
Year 2017 2018 2019 |
Activity/output Quarter
Inductive systemization of knowledge/
delineation of research design
Collection of data
Analysis of data
International workshop
Monograph 1- five states comparison
Participation at domestic and int. conf.
Monograph 2- Slovakia
Monograph 3- legisl. quality
Jrec articles
Jimp articles
Int. peer-reviewed articles
Jsc article
Final report
In the case of outputs the presented deadlines represent submissions of the publications into the review
process as the length of the latter varies widely and we can hardly influence it. Our strategy in the case
of IF journals would be firstly to submit to the top journals and then go to the lower tier journals in the
case we are rejected.

We preferred to present conservative estimates of outputs, yet we hope than namely the da-
tasets will be exploited in a number of additional publications even during the project’s timespan.

6 Cooperation with foreign institutions

We do not plan to establish any official partnership with foreign institutions (it is excluded by the project
conditions anyway). Obviously the link to Slovakia must be strong but this is solved by incorporating
Milan Hodas into the project team. He will be responsible for any cooperation with the pertinent Slovak
political and research institutions. We will additionally contact experts and scholars from Germany, Aus-
tria and Poland who will participate in the workshop planned for the first year of the project and conse-
quently remain involved in the project as referees or consultants. We expect that all members of the
team will exploit their current relevant contacts in the international academic community and build new
ones at the conferences or workshops they attend.

7 Background of the applying institution

The Law Faculty of Palacky University is an institution with a long tradition of research, including inves-
tigation of numerous GACR grants. Its library is well equipped with Czech and to a lesser extent also
foreign legal and political science sources and the faculty (university) provides access to a wide spec-
trum of electronic information databases that contains full-texts of almost any international scientific
journal.

The members of the project team have at their disposal all the personal equipment necessary to
finish the assigned tasks objectives, including the specialized software for quantitative computations.

6 For closer description of outputs see section 4, for other activities see section 2.

18/21 GRIS ORBEON 1.2.0.4-SNAPSHOT



8 Members of the project team and their roles

The only criterion applied in assembling the team was the suitability of candidates in light of the project
goals and their academic and professional background. Because of that the participants vary extensive-
ly in terms of age or affiliation of the main employer, yet they are united in the interest in the topic.

Robert Zbiral (principal investigator, coordinator): Senior lecturer at the Law Faculty of Palacky Univer-
sity in Olomouc. Author of five monographs and dozens of articles (including in the 1st quartile IF jour-
nals), he combines legal and political science methods with emphasis on the empirical approach. One of
his interests has been the involvement of executive and parliamentary actors in implementing EU law in
the CR and Slovakia, to which end he collected and analysed large amounts of data. He has recently
become a member of the Czech Legislative Council working group (for EU law).

- R. Zbiral will coordinate the whole project and be responsible for achieving its overall goals and
outputs. He will edit the book and co-author three IF and one Jsc article.

Legal section of the team
Milan Hodas: Researcher at the Law Faculty of Comenius University in Bratislava. Author of two mon-
ographs and numerous peer-reviewed articles namely on legislative issues and the transposition of EU
law. He also has considerable practical experience with the legislative process as he has worked for
many years in the legislative departments of the National Council, Ministry of Education and the Office
for Public Procurement (current position).

- M. Hodas will operate as the project’s expert on Slovakia and apart from his own analysis, he will

consult and review the comparative outputs as well. He will author two journal articles and one
monograph.

Marian Kokes: Senior lecturer at the Law Faculty of Palacky University in Olomouc. Author of almost
20 publications, most of them dealing with the legislative process, a topic he also covered in his recent
PhD thesis. Additionally he works as a long-time clerk at the Constitutional Court.

- M. Koke$ will be responsible for covering the normative dimension of the preparatory process, in-
cluding the quality of drafting and final bills. He will also author one monograph, one IF and two
Jrec articles.

Jan Kysela: Associate professor at the Law Faculty of Charles University in Prague. Author of five
monographs and numerous articles in peer-reviewed journals. He is probably the biggest Czech expert
on the legislative process, in which he is also heavily involved in practice as a long-time secretary of the
Senate’s constitutional commission and member of the Czech Legislative Council working group (for
public law).

- J. Kysela will serve as a consultant for other members in order to match the research findings
against his insiders’ knowledge (reality check). He will also author two Jrec articles.

Political science section of the team

Kamil Gregor: Researcher at the NGO kohovolit.eu with PhD. in political science. Author of several
chapters in books and numerous articles (including IF journals). He specializes in advanced data collec-
tion and analysis, inquiring into topics such as voting in parliaments or the transparency of administra-
tion.

- K. Gregor will participate in developing the datasets and perform the data analysis, including the
selection of the proper statistical methods. He will co-author two IF articles.

Jakub Lysek: Junior lecturer and PhD student at the Philosophical Faculty of Palacky University in
Olomouc. Author of several papers, including one in top IF journal Electoral Studies. He specializes in
local and regional politics and in quantitative methods in general.

- J. Lysek will participate in developing the datasets (including supervising student coder) and help
with the creation of research designs. He will author one IF and one Jsc article.
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Michal Skop: Co-director of the NGO kohovolit.eu with PhD. in demography. Author of several publica-
tions dealing namely with roll-call analysis in parliaments. He has vast experience with the collection of
data, advanced statistical techniques and data analysis and visualizations.

- M. Skop will participate in developing the datasets (including writing the scripts for automatic data
collections) and perform the data analysis and visualizations.
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