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Foreword by

Just like the independent Czech Republic and the more
than 70 years of Czechoslovakia before that, the Su-
preme Court has had its share of good and bad times.
We can be justly proud of a substantial part of our his-
tory, but we must not close our eyes to the period when
the Supreme Court, especially in the 1950s, was sub-
servient to the perverse totalitarian regime of the time
and, unfortunately, its decisions also helped to keep
the regime in power. The publication in your hands is
the third expanded and updated edition of the original
book from 2018. Since it was written on the occasion
of the 100th anniversary of the establishment of the Su-
preme Court of the Czechoslovak State, it sums up in
words and photographs all the main and most impor-
tant events in the history of the highest judicial instance
of the general justice system.

The very establishment of the Supreme Court on 2 No-
vember 1918, literally a few dozen hours after the dec-
laration of the common state of Czechs and Slovaks,
was an incredibly interesting and even hectic affair. The
authentic documents are full of crossed-out bits which
show that the first Czechoslovak Government was for
a long time unclear even about the actual name of our
newly emerging republic and its supreme court, and
they paint an absolutely unique picture of that time. In
fact, we rediscovered these admirable and long-forgot-
ten historical documents in the archives while compil-
ing this publication and reintroduced them to the pub-
lic after many decades.

This is the first time that we are introducing all the im-
portant personalities who have served at the Supreme
Court in its more than 100-year history in a single place.
Many started their journeys here, just learning the “craft
of the law”; for others, the Supreme Court represented
the culmination of their rich career in the judiciary. We
commemorate personalities of whom we are rightly
proud, but also notorious politically exposed persons

the Supreme Court President

who served as Presidents of the Supreme Court of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic during its totalitarian
period.

It was also necessary to revisit the difficult times dur-
ing World War II, especially the tragic Anglo-American
bombing of Brno on 20 November 1944, during which
16 judges and court employees died in one of the air-
raid shelters in the city centre. It was the darkest day in
the history of the Supreme Court.

Of course, it is also worth mentioning in more detail the
individual, mostly unique historical buildings which
have housed the Supreme Court in the past, devoting
the largest part to its current seat in BureSova Street
in Brno, a listed functionalist building designed and
supervised by the eminent Czech architect Emil Kréalik
between 1931 and 1932.

On the following pages, our readers will also discover
why the Supreme Court is located in Brno, why it moved
between Brno and Prague several times in the past and
how many times it actually did. In its conclusion, the
book presents in detail the Supreme Court of today as a
modern institution, a guarantee of a fair judicial system,
and of high-quality and swift decision-making. I am
fortunate to be presiding over a Court composed of the
highest-quality and humanly impeccable fellow judges,
whom I would like to thank for their work.

Petr Angyalossy
President of the Supreme Court
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Formation of an Independent Republic,

The Czechs and Slovaks spent the whole of the First
World War preparing for 28 October 1918, the most im-
portant day in the modern history of the Czech state. As
early as June 1915, Tomé&s Garrigue Masaryk, backed by
Czech compatriots abroad, openly declared the Czechs’
demand for independence in Geneva. Even so, the rapid
sequence of events in autumn 1918 that accompanied
the break-up of Austria-Hungary was characterised by
many stopgap solutions, including the first-ever “recep-
tion” law, the short text of which - according to contem-
porary accounts - Alois Rasin did not draw up until the
night of 27-28 October 1918.

At the turn of 1915, the organisation known as Maffie
was the hub of the domestic resistance movement. It
had about 200 active members, both Czechs and Slovaks.
In 1916, the Czechoslovak National Council was found-
ed in Paris on the initiative of Tomas Garrigue Masaryk
and Milan Rastislav Stefanik, Edvard Bene$ and others
as a representative body of foreign resistance. In July
1918, the Czechoslovak National Committee, chaired by
Karel Kramér, was established. It was originally made
up of 38 members, including Alois Ra$in, Antonin Sve-
hla, Ferdinand Pantticek and Jaroslav Preiss, who were
tasked with preparing for the emergence of a new state
and, among other things, drawing up the first laws of
that state. Jaroslav Preiss, Zivnostenskéd banka’s politi-
cally active executive director, prepared a draft econom-
ic law dealing, in part, with the circumstances under
which a new, autonomous currency would be used in
the Czech Lands. Ferdinand Pantticek, who went on to
become first President of the Supreme Administrative
Court, prepared a second fundamental legal norm, the
Act on the Provisional Czech Imperial Government, with
the ambition to fashion it into the political and constitu-
tional foundation of the state. In the end, however, this
draft never became law, although some of its parts were
subsequently borrowed by Alois Rasin and incorporated
into the wording of the first “Interim Constitution”.

There were many matters that had to be resolved in
preparations for the new state of Czechs and Slovaks,
and it was very difficult to coordinate the individual
stages of preparation for the declaration of an inde-
pendent state by resistance groups at home and abroad.
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Tomas Garrigue Masaryk, © Czech News Agency, 1918

Events in Europe picked up speed in mid-October 1918.
In Paris on 14 October 1918, the Secretary of the Czech-
oslovak National Council, Edvard Benes, informed the
states party to the Entente of the establishment of a pro-
visional Czecho-Slovak government headed by long-
term US resident Tomas Garrigue Masaryk. This gov-
ernment was active only until 14 November 1918, when
the first Czechoslovak Government, with Karel Kramar
as its Minister-President, was formed and Tomas Gar-
rigue Masaryk became the President. The provisional
government was recognised by France on 15 October,
by Great Britain and Serbia on 23 October, by Italy on
24 October, and then by other countries. On 18 October,
Tomés Garrigue Masaryk and his associates delivered
the Washington Declaration - in which the foreign re-
sistance proclaimed the independence of the Czecho-
slovak nation - to the US Department of Foreign Affairs.
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In Bohemia, strikes protesting the export of food to the
war front came to a head in October 1918. The popula-
tion, rife with discontent, was also clamouring for rapid
political change. On 16 October, Emperor Charles I an-
nounced his plan to federate Cisleithania (the Austrian
part of the Monarchy). On 18 October, the Romanians
appeared before the Hungarian Parliament with a proc-
lamation of national identity. The next day, the Slovak
MP, Ferdis Juriga, came forward at the same place to
announce that the Slovaks had ceased to respect the
Hungarian Parliament and henceforth would decide on
their future themselves.

When, on 27 October, Austro-Hungarian Foreign Minis-
ter Count Gyula Andréssy the Younger sent US President
Woodrow Wilson a Diplomatic Note indicating a readi-
ness to enter into armistice with immediate effect, this
act was perceived as a sign that the Austro-Hungarian
monarchy was capitulating. Following the publication
of Andréssy’s Note on 28 October, the people of Prague
took to the streets in an event that served as a direct im-
petus for the proclamation of Czechoslovak independ-
ence. Independence was first declared in the morning
by the priest Isidor Zahradnik at the statue of St Wence-
slas in Wenceslas Square, and shortly afterwards by the
Czechoslovak National Committee.

Still on 28 October 1918, the Czechoslovak National
Committee issued the first law of the newly established
Czechoslovak state, the aforementioned “Reception
Act”, though it was not until 6 November 1918 that this
legislation was promulgated in the Collection of Legis-
lative Acts and Decrees (under number 11/1918). In the
meantime, the public had been apprised of this law by
posters and on the pages of the daily press; post offices
across the land were tasked with sending special tele-
grams to local national committees and the self-govern-
ing bodies, ensuring that the text of the Reception Act
reached even the more remote parts of the newly estab-
lished state of Czechs and Slovaks.

Article 2 of the Reception Act provided that “any and all ex-
isting provincial and imperial laws and regulations shall
remain in force for the time being”. The author of the text,
Alois Rasin, pointed out that this law had to be drawn up
and issued in haste because the above-mentioned statu-
tory regulations originally being prepared were not yet of
asufficient quality by the time the independent Czechoslo-
vak state was declared. Consequently, the Reception Act
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was the only way to prevent lawlessness from descending
over the new Republic from the first day of its existence.
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The president of the Slovak National Council,
Matuas Dula, announces the adoption of the
Martin Declaration in a telegram to Prague,
© Czech News Agency, 1918

The Slovaks definitively confirmed their wish to co-exist
with the Czechs in the so called Martin Declaration (the
Declaration of the Slovak Nation) on 30 October 1918.
Officially, the assembly in Martin also established the
Slovak National Council as the sole body mandated to
represent the Slovaks, but not all Slovaks were enam-
oured of the new Czecho-Slovak political representa-
tion, with some calling directly for Slovak autonomy.

On 13 November 1918, the Czechoslovak National Com-
mittee approved the first Interim Constitution as Act
No 37/1918, upon which, on 14 November, the National
Assembly was established by expanding the National
Committee to 256 Deputies according to the so called
“Svehla key” (i.e. broadly according to the results of the
1911 Imperial Council elections) and by inviting repre-
sentatives of Slovakia to join.

On 14 November 1918, the day of its establishment, the
National Assembly also elected the country’s first Presi-
dent, Toméas Garrigue Masaryk. The Liberator President,
as he was nicknamed, was still living in the United States
at this time, and did not return to Prague until 21 Decem-
ber 1918, when the public welcomed him ecstatically.
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The Czechoslovak political representation had numer-
ous tasks to get done. Tasks of paramount importance
included negotiations with geographic neighbours and
the European powers on the fixed demarcation of na-
tional borders and the need to define the activities and
competence of state bodies and the President, establish
new legal standards, set up a judicial system and spell
out the precise jurisdiction of the courts and the judi-
cial hierarchy, and reform municipal self-government,
all of which as quickly as possible.

The approval of the Reception Act introduced legal du-
alism into the newly established republic. In Bohemia,
Moravia and Silesia, the law drew on the former Austrian
legal system, whereas Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia
borrowed from the Hungarian legal model. Consequent-
ly, the structure and organisation of the judiciary lacked
homogeneity under the so called First Republic, and the
public found it difficult to navigate. It was not until 1928
that the titles, names and refrences to various courts and
judicial ranks were unified nationally. However, no solu-
tion was found to the divergent wording of procedural
regulations and differences in the regulations and rules
determining the jurisdiction of individual courts, despite
the active efforts of the Ministry for the Unification of
Laws and the Organisation of Administration (known by
its abbreviated name of the Unification Ministry), which
was active from 1919 to 1938.

First Laws
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Small national emblem of the Czechoslovak
Republic, National Archives

The national and political landscape of Central Europe after the First World War;
map printed on the occasion of the Versailles Peace Conference, National Archives
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People in Wenceslas Square, Prague, celebrate the formation of the new
republic on 28 October 1918, © Czech News Agency, 1918

The Marian column in the Old Town Square, Prague, regarded as a symbol of
Habsburg rule, is torn down (3 November 1918), © Czech News Agency, 1918
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Members of the Czechoslovak National Committee,
© Czech News Agency, 1918

Original telegram used to circulate the text of the
Reception Act via post offices throughout the newly
established Czechoslovak state, National Archives
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13 November 1918, signed by members of the
Czechoslovak National Committee, National
Archives
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Ladislav Pluhat, chairman of the Provincial Committee (Landesau-
sschuss), welcomes President Masaryk to Brno in Moravia Square
(1924), Brno City Archives

Official march-past of legions, Moravia Square, during President
Masaryk’s visit to Brno (1924), Brno City Archives
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Establishment of the Supreme Court

The National Committee established the Supreme
Court on 2 November 1918 under Czechoslovak Act
No 5. On 4 November 1918, this Law was published in
the Collection of Legislative Acts and Regulations of the
Czechoslovak State. In 1918, the decision-making activ-
ity of the newly established Supreme Court of the Inde-
pendent State of Czechs and Slovaks primarily built on
the work and organisation of the Supreme Court of Jus-
tice and Cassation in Vienna. The Supreme Court was
the third instance for civil and criminal matters, and
could also propose the issuance or amendment of laws.

This authentic document - the final Bill signed by the
Czechoslovak National Committee - illustrates how
hectic the period of the autumn of the 1918 was. Here,
we discover that the name originally proposed for the
Supreme Court was the Supreme Court of Justice and
Cassation. However, National Committee members
shortened the name at the last minute. In fact, many
more modifications were made to the original draft, in-
cluding the addition of the final provision of Section 14,
which was made in pencil.
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and its Activities until 1938

The Supreme Court’s jurisdiction was set out in Sec-
tions 3, 4 and 5 of Act No 5/1918.

“Section 3

The Supreme Court shall adjudicate with finality on
all private adversarial and non-adversarial matters on
which a ruling has been rendered in the second instance,
provided that the law admits the legal correction of such
a ruling.

Section 4

The Supreme Court shall hear criminal matters as
a court of cassation and cases assigned to it by the Code
of Criminal Procedure and secondary laws.

Section 5

In addition, the Supreme Court shall adjudicate on the
following:
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Establishment of the Supreme Court
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a)

cases where a legal matter is transferred from the ju-
risdiction of one high court to another;

b) where jurisdiction is contested by courts within the
districts of different high courts, without such high
courts agreeing on jurisdiction, and if jurisdiction is
contentious between two high courts;

c) if an entire high court or president of a high court is
rejected;

d) syndicate actions arising out of the official conduct
of its members, as the first and only instance, and as
the second and final instance for remedies admissi-
ble against judgments, resolutions and measures of
a high court in syndicate disputes;

e) as the second and final instance, on remedies admissi-
ble against judgments, resolutions and measures of a
high court in disputes under Act No 109 of 21 March
1918 (on Compensations for the Persons Wrongly Con-
victed) and under Act No 316 of 13 August 1918 (on
Compensation for Performance Provided for Military
Purposes);
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Authentic draft of Act No 5/1918 Coll.
establishing the Supreme Court, signed by
members of the Czechoslovak National Com-
mittee, Archives of the Chamber of Deputies

in disciplinary matters, as a court of first instance and
a court of appeal.

Section 6

It shall be incumbent on the Supreme Court to propose
the issuance of judicial acts or amendments thereto.”

Section 1 of Act No 5/1918 proclaimed that the Su-
preme Court was to be seated in Prague. The govern-
ment chose the building of the former cadet school in
the Hrad¢any district of Prague as the first ever seat of
the Supreme Court, which it shared with the Supreme
Administrative Court and the Ministry of Justice. Today
this same building, in what is now Na Valech Street,
houses the Ministry of Defence.

The building was built on the site of Bastion XV, one
of the twenty castle fortifications with a tower that
had continued to protect Prague’s Lesser Quarter and
Hradc¢any into the 19th century. It opened as an infan-
try cadet school in 1900. When the First Republic was
formed, the school was closed and the building became
a “refuge” for some of the newly established state bod-
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ies and institutions. Act No 322/1919 of June 1919 on the
Seizure of Buildings for Public Purposes returned the
site to the military administration, which set up the new
War College here in 1921.

Meanwhile, the Supreme Court, almost exactly a year
after its inception, relocated to the city of Brno, where
it started operating on 5 November 1919. In the face
of considerable opposition from the acting First Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court, August Popelka, the move
was pushed through by the MP FrantiSek Weyr, the first
ever dean of the Faculty of Law at Masaryk University in
Brno (later also the university’s rector).

Frantisek Weyr co-authored Act No 216/1919 on the Su-
preme Court, which the National Assembly passed on
16 April 1919. This Act amended the aforementioned Act
No 5/1918. One of the changes it made, naturally, was to
Section 1 of the original Act so that it read (by now as
Section 1 of Act No 216/1919): “The Supreme Court shall
be established in Brno with jurisdiction encompassing
the territory of the Czechoslovak state in its entirety.” Co-
incidentally, this Act also had 14 provisions in all.

In the first few years of its existence, the Supreme Court
consisted of a First and Second President, seven Pres-
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FrantiSek Weyr

Augustin Popelka, First
President of the Supreme
Court, 1918-1930

idents of Panels (rising to nine Presidents of Panels
from 1930) and forty counsels, i.e. judges (forty-eight as
of 1930). Augustin Popelka was the First President of
the Supreme Court until 1930, when he retired. In 1920
and 1921, Augustin Popelka was also briefly the Minis-
ter of Justice in the then caretaker government.

The Supreme Court’s relocation from Prague to Brno in
1919 was mainly a pragmatic decision. It was in the then

The former infantry cadet school, historically the first seat of the Su-
preme Court when it was in Prague (1918-1919), Prague City Archives
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Czechoslovak judiciary’s interest to fill the Supreme
Court with acclaimed judges from the former Supreme
Court of Justice and Cassation in Vienna. At the same
time, placing the Supreme Court in the more centrally

Cover page of the authentic draft of Act No 216/1919
Coll. on the Supreme Court, National Archives
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situated Brno also benefited the Slovak part of the re-
public and Carpathian Ruthenia.

The Supreme Court’s first seat in Brno, the Palace of
Justice in Na Hradbéch Street (now Roosevelt Street),
is currently home to the Regional Court. Construction
of the Palace of Justice began in 1906 according to a de-
sign by Alexander Wielemans von Monteforte. It occu-
pied the site of a former Jesuit college, which had been
demolished shortly before.

Wielemans was an architect who had been hailed in
Austria-Hungary as a specialist in “palaces of justice”.
He was made famous by his construction of the Justiz-
palast on Schmerlingplatz in Vienna, which opened in
1881. Though opponents of this boldly designed project
lambasted it for being overly megalomaniac, it earned
the architect admiration on the whole and led to further
large-scale commissions from the then Austro-Hungar-
ian judiciary. Alexander Wielemans von Monteforte
went on to design, for example, the Palace of Justice on
today’s Liberty Avenue in Olomouc.

The construction of the Palace of Justice in Brno was
completed in May 1908, but the building was not hand-
ed over to the judicial institutions until a year later.
When the Supreme Court moved to Brno in 1919, it had
to share the Palace of Justice with institutions including
the then Regional Civil Court and not one, but two, dis-
trict courts. That was how matters remained through-
out the many years that the Supreme Court’s judges
handed down their rulings in Brno’s Palace of Justice.

In the early days, the Supreme Court would typically
use three highly improvised courtrooms at the Palace
of Justice in Brno. Only one was a purpose-built court-
room, the second was created by reconstructing part of
a hallway, and the last had to be prepared on a case-
by-case basis in one of the currently available offices.
Rulings would be rendered by seven Panels. More spe-
cifically, that was the number of Presidents of Panels at
the Court. There were 40 judges, known at the time as
“Supreme Court counsels”. Panels would normally have
five members. In camera sessions were held - just as
they are today - in the offices of the Presidents of Pan-
els. When the 11-member Plenum was to convene, two
desks would be jammed together in one of the offices.
The even larger Supreme Court Board would borrow
one of the high court’s rooms.
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The building site where the Jesuit college had been demolished (1905).
Construction of Brno’s Palace of Justice was completed here in 1908,
Brno City Archives

The Supreme Court’s initial seat in Brno, the Palace of Justice, in what is
now Roosevelt Street (around 1920), Brno City Archives
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In 1923 the First Republic’s State Court was set up in the
Brno Palace of Justice in response to the assassination
of finance minister Alois Rasin. According to Section 36
of Act No 50/1923 on the Protection of the Republic, the
State Court’s role was to adjudicate on particularly seri-
ous acts against the state, such as the betrayal of state
secrets, the prejudicing of state interests abroad, at-
tempted assassination, and physical harm to constitu-
tional agents. The Supreme Court had the jurisdiction
to hear appeals against State Court judgments. The
autonomous State Court operated in Brno until 1935,
when it was abolished and its jurisdiction, once revised,
was transferred to the high courts.

In 1930, the number of Supreme Court Presidents of
Panels increased to nine, with the number of judges
(counsels) rising to 48. At this time, the Supreme Court

DLOCANRILAGE DEG PRAGER LOEGD - [

JUSTIZ-

JusTIeN!
paLAC PALAST

Interiors of the Palace of Justice in Brno, published in
the Prager Presse magazine (1927), Brno City Archives
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- like today - also recorded an increase in its agenda. It
was the court of final instance in all criminal and civil
matters, determined the territorial jurisdiction of or-
dinary courts, ruled on disciplinary actions brought
against judges, and heard appeals against the decisions
of bar associations.

The Supreme Court’s Plenum was also responsible,
among other things, for delegating two of the Constitu-
tional Court’s seven judges. The then Prosecutor-Gen-
eral’s Office was closely associated with the Supreme
Court. The Prosecutor-General, along with his depu-
ties and advocates general, worked right next to the
Supreme Court’s offices leased in the courtyard of the
State House, now the seat of the South Moravia Re-
gional Authority. However, the Prosecutor-General was
answerable to the Minister of Justice, as the highest

Zviastnl vydéanl.

W Prase, v pliek 3. becina 1933,

PRAVD LIDU

Govicond skl CEUAAEASRE SICLIE EMARATION STRARD DELITE

Dnes réano v Zitné ulici
postielen.

Pachatelem soukr. GF. J. Soupek
z Ném. Brodu.

Dnes rano pied 9. hodinou. kdyz ministr
financi dr. Alois Rasin vychazel ze svého domu
v Praze IL v Zitné ul. & 6, byl pfepaden mla-
dikem, ktery nan vystfelil z revolveru.
~ Utoénikem jest soukromy ufednik Josef
Soupek z Némeckého Brodu. Byl na misté
zatéen a odveden do vazby. Z jakych pohnu-
tek atentat provedl, neni posud zndmo.

. e dr. Rolin byl zasafen dvima ranaml
mcd?p:‘:::n'::lﬁﬁnhnn: oietieni do sanatoria v Podoli, kde
musi biti operovan, Zatieny prohlaiuie, ie neni dlenem liciné
strany a odmita sdélitl, proé atentat provedi.

R P » 185, Praba L tbmrmabd B

Cena 20 hal

e

o

b R P PR

The Nérodni listy’s front page on 5 January 1923,
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BRND ZEMSKY OUM

placed figure in the structure of the then prosecutors’
offices.

During the inter-war First Republic, virtually from the
start of the Supreme Court’s operations in Brno, the
State House was not its only “field office”. Because the
Palace of Justice was so overcrowded, the judges did
not have the facilities they needed for their work, and
the conditions in which they had to perform their du-
ties were below the dignity of the Supreme Court. This
is eloquently documented by an interpellation made by
24 MPs to the Ministers of Justice, Public Works and Fi-
nance of 19 December 1929, published in Parliamentary
Press 27 of the Chamber of Deputies of the National As-
sembly of the Czechoslovak Republic, 1929-1935, Part 2.
It is worth quoting some rather long authentic passag-
es from this appellation:
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The State House in Brno, where the Supreme
Court leased courtyard offices, Brno City Archives

“The Supreme Court was transferred to Brno in 1919. It
had rooms both in the Palace of Justice and in the former
Noblewomen'’s Institute at the corner of Kobliznd Street
and Béhounskd Street. As the Palace of Justice housed
not only the high court, but also the regional civil court
and the two district courts, few rooms here were placed
at the disposal of the Supreme Court, and the remainder
had to be found in the former Noblewomen’s Institute.
This building, however, was built for residential rath-
er than official purposes, hence the rooms here were of
limited suitability in their lightning or otherwise. When
the rooms in the former Noblewomen’s Institute were
vacated, the judicial administration rented rooms for
the Supreme Court at the Moravian Provincial Insur-
ance Company [Moravskd zemskd pojistouna] in Brno,
opposite the Palace of Justice, and in the Hotel Plzerisky
dviir. Following this stopgap solution of three separate
locations, the judicial administration rented rooms in an
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annexe to the New State House, where a large number
of the Supreme Court’s rapporteurs and the entire Pros-
ecutor-General’s Office were housed. This is the current
situation. A café and a pub are accommodated in this an-
nexe, and the music from the café carries into the official
rooms. Various improprieties take place on the steps to
the café and the restaurant. The rapporteurs from this
building must transfer to the Palace of Justice for sessions
and also to the library, which wastes a lot of time. Files
must be delivered to this building and there is a need
for a large number of ushers, which had not been tak-
en into account when the system of posts was drawn up.
The scarcity of rooms has yet to be remedied. Even now,
there are occasions where two rapporteurs are required
to sit together. If the number of seats on the Supreme
Court’s board is increased, the conditions will deterio-
rate further. Three members of the secretariat, having no
office at all, work in chambers that happen to be vacant
between sessions. For three members of the secretariat,
an office has been fashioned out of a corridor by a high
court courtroom. The typing pool is located, for the most
part, in a corridor in the annexe to the State House. All
transcriptions typed by the writing room must also be
collated here. Likewise, dictating within the typing pool

and its Activities until 1938

takes place in corridors both in the annexe to the New
State House and in the Palace of Justice. The presence of
unofficial persons during dictations is unavoidable...

... Neither the First nor the Second President of the Su-

preme Court has any rooms other than his office. The Su-
preme Court’s library, established in the former waiting
room of the high court, is entirely unsuited to the needs
of the Supreme Court, which must place the greatest em-
phasis on the faultless library facilities. Thus far it has
only been possible to install book cabinets in a most dis-
orderly manner in this room.

The Supreme Court has no separate room for the registry,
despite the dire need for this. The Supreme Court’s regis-
try contains several years’ worth of files required for the
Supreme Court’s deliberations. Such a busy registry can-
not, then, be relegated to somewhere in the basement;
rather; it needs its own spacious room.

Supreme Court members, engaging in highly responsible
and mentally demanding work, deserve all due consider-
ation and the facilitation of work not only in their own
interests, but also in the interests of the public. Justice

Parliamentary Press No 27/XI, containing an
interpellation by MPs concerning the establish-
ment of a dignified seat for the Supreme Court,
19 December 1929, Archives of the Chamber

of Deputies
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Vladimir Fajnor, First President
of the Supreme Court, 1931-1939

must be served properly and as fast as possible. In addi-
tion to the lack of staffing facilities, local conditions delay
the handling of the Supreme Court’s acts and are partly
accountable for the fact that up to 30% of cases heard by
the Supreme Court take up to 10 months to be resolved.
Furthermore, the working stamina of the Supreme Court
judges must not be squandered, nor should the public in-
terest in the speedy handling of court cases be underesti-
mated. Moreover, it is demeaning to our Republic that in
its eleventh year, and 10 years after the relocation of the
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Supreme Court to Brno, it has no purposeful and digni-
fied buildings, nor efficient and dignified rooms, for this
supreme instance of the judiciary, despite the fact that
the question of a building plot could be resolved by the
suitable location on Husova Avenue...”.

Shortly after the MPs’ interpellation, the building plot
on Husova Avenue in Brno, between Prazak Palace
and the then Museum of Decorative Arts, which the
City of Brno offered for use by the Supreme Court, was
rejected by then the First President of the Supreme
Court, Vladimir Fajnor, because he deemed it to be too
small and therefore undignified. In 1931, the Supreme
Court’s then management showed a keen interest in
a new project on the planned “Academic Square”, near
Veveii Street, just below Brno’s Kravi Hora district.
However, the worsening economic crisis, combined
with disputes on the final appearance to be taken by
the Academic Square project and on the exact location
of the Supreme Court building, meant that, ultimately,
construction work did not go ahead here either. Instead,
the Supreme Court had to continue its heavy reliance
on rented office space away from its seat in the Palace
of Justice. In the 1930s and 1940s, most of these offic-
es were in the Paldc Morava complex, also known as

The Brno Palace of Noblewomen, viewed from today’s Liberty Square (the building with a tower), which
was mentioned in the MPs’ interpellation (photo from the turn of the 20th century), © Brno City Museum
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Palac Morava shortly after its reconstruction (1936), © Brno City Museum

Palac Kapitol because of the Kapitol Picture House in
the basement of the building. This magnanimously
designed residential block, reconstructed in 1926-1929
on what is now Malinovské Square, and extending into
Divadelni Street and BeneSova Street, was fronted by
the building of the Moravian Provincial Life Insurance
Company.
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The legal dualism of the First Republic lasted all the
way through to the Second World War, when the estab-
lishment of the Slovak State saw that territory create
its own judiciary in 1939. While, formally, there was no
change to the organisation of the judiciary in Bohemia
and Moravia, the structure of the Czech courts, which
was based on the prewar model, was joined by the Re-
ichsdeutsche judiciary. This was transferred from Ger-
many to the territory of the Protectorate of Bohemia and
Moravia to serve German citizens, including, of course,
citizens of German nationality living in the Protectorate.
Three judicial instances were formed in the Protector-
ate of Bohemia and Moravia: the Oberlandesgericht
in Prag (High Provincial Court in Prague), the Landes-
gericht in Brinn/Prag (Provincial Courts in Brno and
Prague), and the Amtsgerichte (local courts). The Ger-
man Landesgericht in Briinn also resided in the Palace
of Justice. In addition, there were Sondergerichte (“spe-
cial courts”), which, in summary proceedings, handed
down punishments for activity against the occupying
power, the military establishment, political organisa-
tions and members of those organisations. These Son-
dergerichte decided without preliminary investigation
and judgments were executed immediately, without any
right of appeal. Over the time it was in operation, the
Sondergericht in Brno sentenced 477 people to death.

During the Second World War, the Supreme Court
was headed by Theodor Nussbaum. He was originally
appointed by the Court’s management as its Second
President (i.e. vice-president), while the post of First
President remained vacant until 1944, when Theodor
Nussbaum himself was promoted to this position. In
1940, besides Theodor Nussbaum, there were “only”
five Presidents of Panels and 23 judicial counsellors
(judges) at the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court’s
importance was marginalised in the occupied territo-

27

in 1939-1989

ry. Over time, the German courts increasingly also tried
the Czech population.

As end of the Second World War loomed, the Supreme
Court suffered the greatest tragedy in its history, when
the Anglo-American air raid on Brno on 20 November
1944 dropped a bomb directly on the air-raid shelter
used by the Supreme Court’s branch at the Palac Mora-
va. Inside the shelter, seven Supreme Court judges,
three court clerks, two officials, and four court officers
lost their lives. The fact that the consequences were
so devastating was pure misfortune, as the bomb slid
down the wall of the building and only exploded under-
ground, in the immediate vicinity of the shelter. When
the bomb went off, the shelter ceiling collapsed.

Names of the judges and employees of the Supreme
Court who died in the air-raid shelter during the raid on
Brno on 20 November 1944:

Frantisek Benda, chief judicial counsellor, born 1884

Karel Gerlich, judicial counsellor, born 1905

Jan Kopta, chief judicial counsellor, born 1900

Vladimir Marvan, President of Panel of the Supreme
Court, born 1885

Botivoj Pekarek, counsellor of the Supreme Court, born
1890

Augustin Pokorny, counsellor of the Supreme Court,
born 1883

Bertold Sotona, judge, born 1909

Frantiska Faustkova, chief clerk, born 1898

Stépanka Sabatova, chief clerk, born 1895

Marie Saitzova, court office assistant, born 1895

Karel Moucka, court office auditor, born 1893

Antonin OSmera, court office auditor, born 1891

Jan Mrézek, junior court clerk, born 1901

Fridolin Navréatil, junior court clerk, born 1890
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Palédc Morava following the air raid on
20 November 1944, Brno City Archives

Vaclav Budik, court officer, born 1903
Josef Kroupa, assistance court officer, born 1894

The Supreme Court commemorated these victims of
the largest and most devastating air raid on Brno with
a large-scale memorial service on 17 December 1945.
According to historical sources, the Brno air raid on
20 November 1944 resulted in 578 fatalities and left
some 6,000 people from the city homeless. Brno was not
even the original target of the raid, which was initially
meant to be directed against cities in the south of Po-
land. At a quarter to twelve in the morning, nearly 150
B-24 Liberators and Boeing B-17s dropped around 2,500
bombs, some of them weighing half a tonne, over the
city. The raid comprised three waves of carpet bomb-
ing, with just minutes between them, in foggy weath-
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Paldc Morava following the air raid on
20 November 1944, Brno City Archives

er. Though the main targets were the railway station in
the centre and industrial complexes on the outskirts
of Brno, in reality the raid struck the entire city. It was
the second wave, beginning at precisely 11.48 a.m., that
proved fateful for the Supreme Court’s judges and staff.
Some of the bombs had timers, resulting in random de-
layed explosions which, for several days after the event,
complicated efforts to rescue survivors buried under
the rubble.

Since 1994, this tragedy has been commemorated by
a plaque on a corner of the building, with the inscrip-
tion: “In memory of the judges and staff of the Supreme
Court in Brno who perished here on 20 November 1944”.
The commemorative plaque was made by Bedtich Ce-
likovsky.



The Supreme Court

However, the victims of the tragic air raid of November
1944 were not the only Judges or court employees to lose
their lives in the Second World War. On 26 April 1945, chief
judicial counsellor Miloslav Dostal was killed by retreat-
ing Germans in Brno as he stood in the street welcoming
the Red Army. On 8 May 1945, the chairman of the local
national committee and court Judge Frantisek Stépan
died during the bombing of Hrotovice. The Supreme
Court also remembers the court office assistant Eduard

RySanek, arrested by the Gestapo in January 1944, who
died on 29 January 1946 as a result of his interrogations
in Nazi prisons and his suffering in concentration camps.

NEJVYS$SIHO SOUD!
VBBNE

In 1945, the Supreme Court commemorated its
judges and staff who had died in the Second World
War by producing a special publication

in 1939-1989

Even after the Second World War and the dissolution of
the Slovak State, the Supreme Court in Bratislava and the
Supreme Court in Brno continued to work side by side.
In June 1945, the Czechoslovak government and the Slo-
vak National Council agreed that the supreme judicial
instances (the Supreme Court and the Supreme Admin-
istrative Court) would no longer be dual, but would be
common to the country as a whole. This arrangement
was subsequently revised in April 1946 to the effect that
the Supreme Courts in Brno and Bratislava, while pre-
serving their existing organisation and jurisdiction un-
der regulations in force for them, would be considered
part of the single Supreme Court headquartered in Brno.

Courts in postwar Czechoslovakia had to grapple,
among other things, with punishments for collabora-
tors and members of the occupying powers. With this
in mind, three of President Edvard Bene$§'s decrees
served as a conduit for the establishment of “retribu-
tion courts”. History refers to three retribution decrees:
Decree No 16/1945 of 19 June 1945 (the “Great Retribu-
tion Decree”), Decree No 17/1945 of 19 June 1945 on the
National Court, and Decree No 137/1945 of 27 October
1945 (the “Lesser Retribution Decree”). A Constitution-
al Decree of 27 October 1945, on the Detention of Per-
sonns Considered Unreliable for the State During the
Revolution, was also part of this retributive legislation.
In Slovakia, Regulation of the Slovak National Council
No 33/1945, on the Punishment of Facist Criminals, Oc-
cupiers, Traitors and Collaborators and on the Estab-

Palac Morava following the air raid on
20 November 1944, Brno City Archives
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A plaque on the wall of the Palac Morava commemorates
the harrowing air raid on Brno
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The Constitution of 9 May, kept in the Archives of
the Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament of the
Czech Republic

lishment of the People’s Judiciary, had been in force
since 15 May 1945. In Prague and Bratislava, “National
Courts” meted out punishments for the most serious
crimes perpetrated by collaborators. The activities of
retribution courts were wound down in 1947.

The year 1948 ushered in the Constitution of 9 May. This
was a move by the Communists to lay the groundwork,
among other things, required for them to hold system-
atic sway over the judiciary in the coming years. As Pres-
ident Edvard Bene$ refused to sign the Constitution,
this act was left to his successor, the Communist Par-
ty’s Klement Gottwald. It anticipated the involvement
of judges appointed from among the people. This was
subsequently facilitated directly by Act No 319/1948, on
the popularisation of the judiciary, for the entire terri-
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MY, LID CESKOSLOVENSKY, PROHLASUJEME, 2E
J5ME PEVNE ROZHODNUTI VYBLUIDOVAT SVE] OSVO-
BOZENT STAT JAKO LIDOVOU DEMOKRACIL, KTERA
NAM ZAJISTI POKOJNOU CESTU K SOCIALISMLL
JSME ODHODLANI BRANIT VSEMIL SVTMI SILAMI VY-
MOZENOSTI NASI NARODNT A DEMOKRATICKE REVO-
LUCE PROT] VESKERTM SMAHAM DOMACT 1 ZAHRA-
NICNE REAKCE, JAK JSME ZNOVU FRED CELTM SVETEM
OSVEDCILL SVEM VYSTOUPENTM NA OBRANL LIDOVE
DEMOKRATICKYCH RADIO V (INORLI 1948, SLIBUJEME
51 MAVZAJEM, ZE MA TOMTO VELKEM DILE BUDOU
PRACOVAT SPOLECNE A RUKU V RUCE OBA NASE NA-
RODY, NAVAZUJICE TAK NA POKROKOVE A HUMA-
ITNI TRADICE SVECH DEJIN.

Introductory passages of the Constitution of 9 May

tory of the then Czechoslovakia. This also saw the nec-
essary number of “lay judges” join the Supreme Court.
Consequently, the Supreme Court would sit most often
in Panels comprising two professional judges and three
lay judges, all wielding the same decision-making pow-
er. The lay element prevailed in most proceedings be-
fore the Supreme Court.

The number of lay judges was determined by the Pres-
ident of the Supreme Court. They were nominated by
the government itself, unlike lower-instance judges,
who were approved by Regional or District National
Committees. This system constituted categorical in-
terference with the independence of the judiciary and
courts.
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When the Communists definitively came to power after
the February events of 1948, one of their first steps was
to attempt to unify the judiciary. The dual system was
transformed into a unitary structure, mainly in the vir-
tue of Act No 320/1948 on the Territorial Organisation
of Regional and District Courts.

In addition to the first-instance district courts, region-
al courts existed as an intermediate link in the judicial
chain, with the Supreme Court topping the judiciary.
At this time, the “special courts” - such as the labour
courts, insurance courts, some arbitration courts, and
jury courts - were abolished.

The State Court, which was to become notorious, was
re-established and started operating at the Palace of
Justice in Pankrac, Prague, on 24 October 1948 (Act
No 232/1948 on the State Court was revoked with effect
from 1 January 1953). It heard cases in five-member
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Panels where, besides the President of Panel (a profes-
sional judge), there were always two other professional
judges and two lay judges.

The ruling Communists placed public prosecutions in
the hands of the State Prosecutor’s Office. In these cases,
only attorneys listed in a special registry compiled by the
then Ministry of Justice and Defence could defend the
accused. Acting upon an application by the State Pros-
ecutor’s Office, the State Court heard crimes classified
under the Act on the Protection of the People’s Demo-
cratic Republic, most often where the sentence would be
imprisonment for at least ten years or the death penalty.

The State Court’s short history is sullied by a number of
political show trials ending with the imposition of nu-
merous death penalties, as well as life or otherwise high
prison sentences. The most famous of these were the tri-
als of Milada Hordkovéd's alleged anti-state group and of

Hiaroky soudel
i ol

z
xmrm Ofady *
oot Rami S () ¥ sillech
m‘“&lﬂl“ml Jako pH- | ved fe, rashofuje orgin, kterj scudee 3 lidn wwm'“
149 Vitimnorad § 2, adet 2 k] obrobes. ' O Fottabed
Nefrydkirond. Plirktnd cbsbohi vossbes & liin e dv () ¥ xillch
g Bt Tl v e atat E iyl gy

!
i

) Domavadnl solend sondn se
Lo o ®

it
e

sersspzi e

E

Act No 319/1948 Coll. on the Popularisation of the
Judiciary, provisions on the Supreme Court



The Supreme Court

the anti-state group led by the Communist Party’s former
general secretary, Rudolf Slansky. These trials shaped
the notoriety of the prosecutor, Josef Urvélek, whom the
Communists subsequently appointed to the head of the
Supreme Court for the period from 1953 to 1963.

Judgments handed down by the State Court, like re-
gional court judgments, could be appealed. Defendants
could appeal against other decisions of the State Court
only if explicitly allowed by law. Subject to a ruling by
the State Court, extraordinary remedies - such as ap-
peals in cassation seeking to enforce the law and appli-
cations for extraordinary review - could also be submit-
ted to the Supreme Court.

In 1949, the National Assembly of the Czechoslovak Re-
public decided to move the Supreme Court from Brno
to the Palace of Justice in Pankréac, Prague, as of 1 Jan-
uary 1950. According to the explanatory memorandum:
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“Act No 216/1919 declared that the seat of the Supreme

Court would be in Brno. This pandered to the urgent re-
quirement for the seat of the Supreme Court to be cen-
trally located. The Supreme Court used to serve, first and
foremost, as a third instance in private adversarial and
non-adversarial cases, and also as a court of dismissal
in criminal cases assigned to it by the Code of Criminal
Procedure and bylaws.

However, this jurisdiction of the Supreme Court was
changed root-and-branch by Act No 319/48 on the Pop-
ularisation of the Judiciary. In the new organisation of
the judiciary, the Supreme Court is primarily called upon
to hear applications concerning the enforcement of the
law, that is, to ensure and strengthen the unity of case-
law. Conversely, the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court
has been substantially watered down by the Act on the
Popularisation of the Judiciary. Nowadays, the Supreme
Court is a court of appeal only for the judgments of re-

Palace of Justice, Prague (1958), Prague City Archives
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gional courts in adversarial property-law cases in which
one party is a national enterprise and in disputes on ben-
efits under national pension insurance, as well as judg-
ments of the State Court.

The considerably reduced jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court no longer requires the presence of the parties, as
far as their representatives are concerned, to the same
extent as before. Consequently, public interest in hav-
ing the seat of the Supreme Court centrally located has
waned significantly, to the point where it may have no
vestiges at all.”

Constitutional Act No 64/1952, on Courts and Prosecu-
tor’s Office, and Act No 66/1952, on the Organisation of
the Courts, are just two of the laws that encroached on
the organisation of the courts in the 1950s.

The district courts gradually became people’s courts,
while special military courts were divided into dist-rict
military courts and higher military courts. The Su-
preme Military Court in Prague was discontinued and
its agenda was transferred to the Supreme Court’s new-
ly created Military Division.

Authentic appearance of the resolution of the National As-
sembly of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic approving
the promulgation of the Constitutional Act on the Czecho-
slovak Federation, Archives of the Chamber of Deputies
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The new organisation of the courts was also cove-red
by the Socialist Constitution of 1960 (Constitutional Act
No 100/1960). This was followed by Act No 40/1960 on
the Implementation of the New Territorial Organisa-
tion of the Courts.

It is widely held that, rather than bringing about pos-
itive changes, this law actually complicated the judi-
cial structure. Soon after (in 1964), then, the new Act
No 36/1964 Coll. was issued, though this was also short-
lived, only governing the organisation of the courts un-
til 1968.

On 27 October 1968, the National Assembly of the Czech-
oslovak Socialist Republic adopted the Constitutional
Act on the Czechoslovak Federation, published in the
Collection of Legislative Acts under number 143/1968.
This legislation transformed the Republic into a Feder-
ation, which meant establishing a federal structure of
bodies and institutions. Besides the supreme judicial
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body of the Czechoslovak Federation, Supreme Courts
were set up for each of the Republics.

The Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Re-
public, seated in Prague, was then the highest judicial
authority for the whole of Czechoslovakia. It reverted to
a system of professional judges only, who sat in three
- or five - member Panels. There were three Divisions -
Civil Law, Criminal Law and Military Law Division.

The Supreme Court was in charge of deciding on ordi-
nary appeals and applications concerning violations of
the law, and was tasked with issuing opinions on the
correct and consistent interpretation of legislative acts
and other legal regulations. It also took decisions on
the recognition of foreign courts’ judgments in the then
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and heard disputes on
territorial jurisdiction, as well as on substantive juris-
diction between military and other courts.

Palace of Justice, Prague (1970), Prague City Archives
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Augustin Popelka

First President of the Supreme Court, 1918-1930

The first President of the Supreme Court following the
establishment of the independent Czechoslovak state
was a native of Brno, Augustin Popelka, also mentioned
in certain sources as August Popelka.

Augustin Popelka’s successor, Vladimir Fajnor, wrote
in 1938 that Popelka was “an excellent representative of
patriotic Czech officials, spending by far the majority of
his life in Vienna in the state services of the former Aus-
tria, but always, and in all circumstances, maintaining
his pure Czech-ness in and beyond his official capacity.”

Augustin Popelka was a member of a prominent Czech
family of lawyers. His father, Adolf Popelka, was a coun-
sel of the Supreme Court of Justice in Vienna, and his
son, also Augustin Popelka, worked for the Presidential
Office from 1918 to 1945.

Augustin Popelka was born on 25 April 1854, shortly
before his father was transferred to Slovakia and Car-
pathian Ruthenia. The family returned to Brno in 1861,
after Alexander von Bach’s fall. Like his father and, ul-
timately, his son, Augustin Popelka graduated from the
Law Faculty in Vienna. This was certainly partially due
to the fact that Popelka’s father was transferred there
in 1871. Thanks to the ups and downs of his childhood
and youth, the First President of the Czechoslovak Su-
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preme Court had an in-depth awareness of life and in-
stitutions throughout the First Republic of Czechoslo-
vakia, on the one hand, and of Austrian law, adopted
under Act No 11/1918 on the Establishment of the In-
dependent State of Czechoslovakia as part of the new
country’s dualistic legal order, on the other hand.

“First and foremost, Dr Popelka was a practical lawyer,
and although he excelled in all fields of law, he har-
boured a particular fondness for criminal and adminis-
trative law right to the end. And yet, when we charac-
terise Dr Popelka primarily as a practical lawyer, that is
not to say that he would ever be hesitant to work out in
detail the theoretical and literary aspects of any subject
that was particularly close to his heart, and he took this
upon himself not only in legal journals, but also in the
wider press, always with immaculate expertise and en-
ergetic persuasiveness,” explains Popelka’s obituary in
a 1938 issue of the journal titled Prdvnik [The Lawyer].

Augustin Popelka became a judge at the age of forty.
After gaining his doctorate, he spent the years at the Fi-
nancial Prosecutor’s Office in Brno. Once he had seven
years’ experience, he qualified for enrolment in the reg-
ister of attorneys at law maintained by the Moravian Bar
Association. As a lawyer, his forte was criminal defence.

Augustin Popelka was appointed a counsel of the Ad-
ministrative Court in Vienna in 1894. He gave up prac-
tising law for good and from then on devoted all his at-
tention to engagement in the judiciary. Working his way
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up the ladder, Augustin Popelka was appointed a Pres-
ident of Panel of that court in 1912, and in 1909-1918 he
edited a collection of its judgements in administrative
matters. In addition, in 1899 he was appointed a mem-
ber of the State Court of Justice by the House of Depu-
ties of the Imperial Council. Vladimir Fajnor noted that
Augustin Popelka “was one of the outstanding Czech
lawyers of old Austria, and he often distinguished him-
self as an arduous advocate of the Czech legal position
in important administrative cases, mostly with national
economic reach... He worked and presented himself in Vi-
enna always as an honest Czech and, with Dr Pantiicek,
who later orchestrated the emergence of the Supreme
Administrative Court in Prague, he paved the way for
the coming legal architecture of his own nation, whose
liberation - like all loyal Czechs - he so eagerly awaited.”

Augustin Popelka became the Supreme Court’s Presi-
dent soon after the creation of the independent state.
There are many reasons why he was chosen. “It is pri-
marily down to his extensive legal knowledge, as well as
his ingenuity and initiative, that our nation’s transition
to an independent supreme judiciary, while retaining
a general acceptance of the Austrian legal order, even
with its Hungarian aspects, was so smooth and poign-
antly effective.”

However, we cannot gloss over another factor much
discussed throughout the First Republic. Pursuant to
Act No 216/1919 transferred the Supreme Court from
Prague to Brno.

“This fact is of great significance for all of the Czecho-Slo-
vak state’s judiciary when we consider that all Czecho-
slovak citizens, in all legal matters of the highest instance,
must turn to Brno, thus conferring on Brno a position in
the civil and criminal judiciary which had been held by
the privileged Vienna for centuries, right up until the
revolution. Furthermore, it is inescapable that the re-
moval of Czech staff of the highest judicial instance from
Prague to Brno, with all auxiliary offices, is also of local
economic significance for the city, translating into a pal-
pable gain on the one hand, but a relative loss on the
other. Nevertheless, we wholeheartedly and unreserved-
ly approve of this of this momentous act by our govern-
ment, as this is sound proof of the fact that, in Czechoslo-
vakia, we wish to foster the well-being of every part and
fraction of our enire state with equal affection, and far
be it from us to impoverish its extremities and members
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with selfish centralism intended for the benefit of a sin-
gle centre - that wilful policy witnessed for centuries in
the Austrian state to the detriment of the Czechoslovak
nation and its territory,” wrote Professor Jiti Hoetzel in
journal Prdvnik [The Lawyer] in 1919.

For Augustin Popelka, unlike many judges of the Su-
preme Court, this decision meant a return to his place of
birth, a city he knew intimately. However, it also meant
that he was faced with the task of setting up a seat for
the displaced Supreme Court. While Augustin Popelka
was undoubtedly an eminent judge, he was rather less
adept at running the institution. Indeed, when he re-
tired in 1930, there was still criticism in some quarters
that the Supreme Court was operating in undignified
conditions in the State House. In his defence, Augustin
Popelka was 65 when he took up the reins of office and
was 77 by the time he left; for obvious reasons, this type
of organisational matter was not a professional priority
for him.

During his time as the first President of the Supreme
Court, Augustin Popelka left Brno for one year, from
the autumn of 1920 until the autumn of 1921. This was
when, after the fall of Vlastimil Tusar’s cabinet, he was
appointed Minister of Justice in Ji#i Cerny’s caretaker
government. It is in this context that we have become
accustomed to Popelka’s ties to the Castle being men-
tioned, compounded by his son’s work for the Office
of the President of the Republic. According to Ferdi-
nand Peroutka’s article Building of the State, Minister
of Justice Augustin Popelka was not a “strong, but an
obedient man, sensitive to the wishes of the parties - but
primarily heeding the instructions of the Head of State.”
For the first time in its history, there was a one-year gap
in which the Czechoslovak Supreme Court was not di-
rectly governed by its First President; the contemporary
view of the incompatibility of public offices within the
doctrine of separation of powers was not as strictly in-
terpreted as it is today.

Last but not least, we cannot refrain from drawing at-
tention to Augustin Popelka’s publishing activity. He
spent years dwelling in particular on the rights of mi-
norities and foreigners related to use of their language,
and published articles on this subject, especially in the
journal Prdunik [The Lawyer]. His line of reasoning was
then adopted in the case-law of the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court.
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Augustin Popelka died on 22 May 1938 in Brno.

“Dr August Popelka, as a long-running Supreme Judge of
our state and as a head of high office, left behind pre-

Vladimir Fajnor

First President of the Supreme Court, 1930-1939

Vladimir Fajnor (1875-1952), as Jozef Vozar, the au-
thor of a monograph on the President of the Supreme
Court from 1930 to 1939, aptly wrote, was “a person who
passed through the spectrum of legal professions. He
was the most versatile lawyer of his time... He was not
afraid to stand up for the rights of the weak and to fight
iniquity. Living in truth and for justice, and championing
those ideals, is a difficult but worthwhile path. Fajnor’s
life and work also are a timeless legacy for our own gen-
eration of lawyers, and they show the importance of ro-
bust figures in the application of law, especially when the
state is in transition.”

Vladimir Fajnor was born in Senica on 25 October 1875.

His professional career was truly versatile and varied,
and can be divided into three stages: the period up to
his appointment as President of the Supreme Court, his
time in office, and the stage after 24 March 1939, when
he applied for permanent retirement.
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cious memories in legal and, especially, judicial circles,”
wrote Vladimir Fajnor.

In Vozar's monograph Vyznamni slovenski prdvnici -
Vladimir Fajnor [Significant Slovak Lawyers - Vladimir
Fajnor| (Bratislava: VEDA - Vydavatelstvo Slovenskej
akadémie vied, 2017), we can trace Fajnor’s activities
over the individual chapters.

Vladimir Fajnor was a lawyer before the First World War.
He worked in the Slovak finance sector and journal-
ism. He founded the newspaper Zvolenské noviny [The
newspaper of Zvolen Town| and a printing plant. He
attended the First Congress of Slovak Lawyers and was
also active in the evangelical church. In the interwar
First Republic, he was involved in the unification of law.
Besides his participation in the judiciary, he worked for
the Faculty of Law at Comenius University and for Le-
gal Unity in Slovakia. Vladimir Fajnor’s academic scope
was broad. In addition to civil law, he preoccupied him-
self with legal history and legal terminology. Vladimir
Fajnor maintained friendly and collegial relations with
a number of prominent figures and wrote biographies
of Slovak lawyers - the nationalists active in the period
before 1918. He rounded off his career after the Second
World War representing Czechoslovakia at the Perma-
nent Court of Arbitration in The Hague.
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We can make several observations to expand on this
summary. Vladimir Fajnor, like his predecessor Augus-
tin Popelka, came from a family of legal profession-
als; his father, Stefan Fajnor, was an attorney at law.
Vladimir Fajnor himself started out by practising law as
an attorney, and did not switch to the judiciary until af-
ter Czechoslovakia had come into being. From 1919 un-
til the end of 1930, he was President of the High Court
in Bratislava. Prior to his appointment as the President
of the Supreme Court, he was also active in politics.
In 1919, Vladimir Fajnor had a brief stint as a district
administrator in Zvolen, and from September 1920 to
September 1921 he was the Minister responsible for
the unification of laws and the organisation of admin-
istration in Jiti Cerny’s caretaker government, in which
Augustin Popelka served as Minister of Justice. From 22
September to 4 October 1938, he was the Minister of
Justice in Jan Syrovy’s first caretaker government. From
4 October to 14 October 1938, he was the Minister of
Justice and the administrator of the Ministry for the
Unification of Laws and Organisation of Administration
in Jan Syrovy’s second cabinet.

Unlike his predecessor, Vladimir Fajnor was also active
in academia as a senior lecturer and, from 1936, a pro-
fessor of civil law at the Faculty of Law of Comenius Uni-
versity. He was a prolific author of commentaries, text-
books and other forms of academic legal literature. Not
least, he co-founded and then spent years chairing the
Legal Unity in Slovakia, and edited the journal Prévny
obzor [Legal Horizon]. The work that Fajnor put into
legal congresses was also phenomenal. The Third Con-
gress of Lawyers of Czechoslovakia, hosted by Bratisla-
va on 11-14 October 1930, was the first time that this
event had been held in Slovakia. “The presence of the
President of the Republic and the associated embellish-
ment of the city added a special lustre to this Congress.
The opening meeting in the Slovak National Theatre
was particularly successful. The Chairman of the Con-
gress - the President of the High Court, Dr Fajnor - did
a splendid job, delivering a speech that, in form and sub-
stance, was perfect in several languages (Slovak, Latin,
French, German and Hungarian),” reported the journal
Prdvnik [The Lawyer].

Clearly, then, Vladimir Fajnor was viewed as one of the
leading figures of the Czechoslovak legal community,
no matter what professional role he happened to be
playing at any particular time. What is more, Vladimir
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Fajnor was always able to adapt his angle of vision to
his profession. In other words, he was not an attorney
in the role of judge, but when he was practising law as
an attorney he was an excellent attorney, when he was
a judge he was an outstanding judge, and as a univer-
sity teacher he was highly acclaimed, and he even han-
dled his ministerial offices with aplomb. In contrast to
his predecessor, he devoted himself not only to law and
its application, but also to legal professions, their prob-
lems and professional ethics. In this area, he has left us
with the still topical discourse Sudca a advokat [Judge
and Attorney at Law], in which he made the following
challenge: “Only by joining forces will judges and attor-
neys be able excite the interest of our decision-makers
in the precarious defects within our judicial apparatus.
Attorneys as MPs, attorneys as ministers, attorneys as
journalists, attorneys freely active in all spheres of public
life, may they make hearty use of their information, their
forums and their contacts to bring Lady Justice and her
princes to the centre of interest, the centre of knowledge
and the centre of relief. The flawed functioning of the ju-
diciary, overburdened and overworked judges, and the
subpar organisation of the courts are topics that need
to be raised until they are included in the list of subjects
covered by national policy, the handling of which brooks
no delay.”

Vladimir Fajnor took office on 31 December 1930. Some
parts of the legal community had expected the current
Second President of the Supreme Court, FrantiSek Vazny,
to be appointed; this would have been more in line with
the traditional customs. “On the occasion of the change
in the person of the First President, Dr FrantiSek Vdzny,
the Second President of the Supreme Court, received a let-
ter of recognition from the Czechoslovak government,
stating that the government, for reasons unrelated to his
person, was unable to nominate him as First President,
but fully acknowledged his outstanding merit at the Su-
preme Court, having devoted himself to it since its estab-
lishment, and, not wanting to see the Supreme Court lose
judges of such characteristics and experience, expressed
its wish for him to retain his current position and to serve
the Supreme Court and the Czechoslovak judiciary at
large,” reported Pravnik in its first issue of 1931.

Vladimir Fajnor continued to focus on the civil agenda
at the Supreme Court. He remained in office until the
German occupation of the Czech Lands and the emer-
gence of the Slovak State in March 1939. A loyal Czecho-
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slovak, he decided to live in the Protectorate of Bohe-
mia and Moravia. He did not return to the Supreme
Court after the liberation.

Theodor Nussbaum

The Second President, tasked with heading the Supreme
Court from 1939 to 1944; the First President of the Su-
preme Court from 1944 to 1946

Following the German occupation on 15 March 1939
and the establishment of the Protectorate of Bohemia
and Moravia, the post of President of the Supreme
Court remained vacant for five years. Over this time, the
Supreme Court was managed by Theodor Nussbaum
as the most senior President of Panel, and then from
1940 in the position of Secomd President.

Theodor Nussbaum was formally appointed the First
President of the Supreme Court by a decision of 27 Oc-
tober 1944. There was meant to be an official investiture
ceremony held for him on 21 November 1944. However,
on the day before that, Brno was heavily bombed by the
USAAF - the US Air Force, which tragically killed Su-
preme Court members and employees. Consequently,
according to a report in the journal Prduni prakse [Le-
gal Practice], “broader celebrations consistent with the
significance of the occasion were abandoned”.
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Vladimir Fajnor died in Bratislava on 5 January 1952.

The appointment of Theodor Nussbaum was a state-
ment of the intent to maintain continuity in the deci-
sion-making and running of the Supreme Court. In the
speech he had prepared but - for the above reason - did
not deliver (it was published in Pravni prakse instead),
Theodor Nussbaum himself emphasised:

“I have been a member of this high-level Court for
21 years; I am aware of the great importance of this insti-
tution and of the high professional and moral standards
of its Board. I therefore earnestly appreciate the fact that
I have been entrusted with the leadership of this Court,
and I thank you for the confidence that has thereby been
shown in me.”

Theodor Nussbaum was born on 29 December 1880
in Boskovice. Like his predecessor, he was the son of
a man working in a judicial environment. His father, An-
tonin Nussbaum, was a clerk at the Imperial and Royal
District court in Boskovice, and later an office manager
at the Imperial and Royal High Provincial Court (Ober-
landesgericht) in Brno.

After studying at the Law Faculty in Vienna, Theodor
Nussbaum was briefly assigned to the Austrian Ministry
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of Justice, and then worked for courts and prosecutors’
offices in Moravia until the establishment of Czechoslo-
vakia as an independent state. In 1910, for example, he
was at the Imperial and Royal District Court in Slavkov
(Austerlitz), while in 1913 - according to a report in the
journal Prdunik [The Lawyer] - he was appointed as an
imperial and royal Public Prosecutor in Brno.

After the establishment of the independent state, The-
odor Nussbaum worked for the Ministry of Justice
between 1918 and 1923. In 1923, he was appointed
a counsel and, ten years later, a President of Panel of
the Supreme Court.

As a Judge, Theodor Nussbaum focused on the criminal
agenda.

“All of us in this legal community of the Supreme Court

are always aware that its reliable and consistent case-
law is one of the pivotal factors in maintaining the rule
of law and legal certainty of this section of public life,
the adjudication on which, in the final instance, has
been placed by law into the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court. We also fully and constantly realise that judicial
decisions encroach deeply and often very painfully into
the most important civil interests of the people, and that
jurisprudence must not engage in the absurd formalistic
extremes of fiat justitia, et pereat mundus.

However, in order to be able to accommodate these great
demands placed on the Court, a judge who takes final-in-
stance decisions at the Supreme Court must have not
only excellent professional qualifications, but also high
moral standards, a broad outlook on and knowledge of
life,” wrote Theodor Nussbaum on the occasion of his
investiture in November 1944.

As judge of the Supreme Court, Theodor Nussbaum did
not focus solely on adjudication. Between 1926 and 1939,
initially alone, subsequently together with the Supreme
Court counsel Jan Soukup, he regularly published deci-
sions handed down by the Supreme Court in criminal
matters in Prduny obzor [Legal Horizon], a journal is-
sued by the Legal Association in Slovakia.

“The Supreme Court is clearly not only a procedural in-
stance tasked with hearing specific legal cases within the
framework of appellate procedure. Rather; its mission is
far wider, more thorough and nobler - to seek, within the
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scope of binding legal norms, the greatest possible fair-
ness in all fields of law that fall within its jurisdiction. Its
rulings do not only address specific cases, but are also a
guide for the lower courts and the entire legal public en-
gaged in various levels of the judiciary, grouped together
to resolve the legal matters of the national community,”
Theodor Nussbaum realised.

In 1937, Theodor Nussbaum received further recogni-
tion. On behalf of the Supreme Court, he was posted as
a replacement for the then Second President, Adolf Za-
turecky, to the Constitutional Court, and from 1939 he
combined his work at the helm of the Supreme Court
with his role as a judge of the Constitutional Court.

Theodor Nussbaum was also active in the legal commu-
nity, especially in legal associations - both the Bohemi-
an and the Moravian Legal Associations. In 1947, this
latter association elected him as its leader, succeeding
Hynek Bulin.

In the post-war era, Theodor Nussbaum also had a brief
stint heading the Bohemian-Moravian Hunting Associ-
ation.

After the liberation, Theodor Nussbaum worked at the
Supreme Court, remaining there until 1948, i.e. even af-
ter ceding his office to Ivan Dérer. This shows that, at
this time, Theodor Nussbaum was not considered to
have been a traitor nor a collaborator during the oc-
cupation. His political persecution, culminating in his
forced relocation from Brno to Uherské Hradisté, did
not take place until after February 1948, when he be-
came incompatible with the concept of the “people’s ju-
diciary”. The events that followed shortly after February
1948 prompted him to take early retirement.

Theodor Nussbaum died on 31 October 1965 in Uher-
ské Hradisteé.
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Ivan Dérer

President of the Supreme Court, 1946-1948

Ivan Dérer (1884-1973), who headed the Supreme Court
in the pre-February (1948) period, was primarily an at-
torney, a politician and a journalist. Like Vladimir Fajnor,
he was another versatile figure, though in Dérer’s case
it could be argued that the stage in his life when he act-
ed as President of the Supreme Court was rather epi-
sodic.

It should also be noted that the biography of Ivan Dérer,
in a monograph by Miroslav Peknik et al. entitled
Dr. Ivan Dérer - politik, prdvnik a publicista [Dr Ivan
Dérer - Politician, Lawyer and Journalist] (Bratislava:
Institute of Political Science, SAV - VEDA, Vydavatelst-
vo SAYV, 2010), places particular emphasis on Ivan Dérer
the “Czechoslovak”, the Minister of the Governments of
the Czechoslovak’s First Republic, a Social Democrat,
a political opponent of Zdenék Fierlinger, and a political
prisoner under both the Nazi and Communist regimes.

Ivan Dérer was born into a family of lawyers in Malacky
on 2 March 1884. His father, Jozef Dérer, was an attor-
ney at law.

Ivan Dérer, too, practised law as an attorney after stud-
ying law in Bratislava and Budapest. As an amendment
to the Code of Legal Practice (40/1922) made it possi-
ble to hold the office of Minister and practise law as an
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attorney at the same time, Ivan Dérer was a registered
attorney for full thirty years, until 1939. Even as a young
man, however, he was very politically active. During the
First Republic, he was regularly elected as an MP, he
managed the Ministry for the Administration of Slova-
kia, the Ministry for the Unification of Laws and the Or-
ganisation of Administration, the Ministry of Education
and National Awareness and, ultimately, the Ministry of
Justice in 1934-1938.

After March 1939, Ivan Dérer lived in the Protectorate of
Bohemia and Moravia, where he engaged in activities
labelled by the regime as unlawful. In August 1944, he
was arrested by the Gestapo and imprisoned in Pank-
rac and Terezin.

Following the liberation, Ivan Dérer was appointed
a professor of the sociology of law at the Faculty of Law
of Comenius University, but his teaching activities were
brief because, on 5 February 1946, he was appointed as
the President of the Supreme Court. As the last pre-rev-
olution President of the Supreme Court, Ivan Dérer was
also the last President to serve at the Supreme Court’s
seat in Brno. Throughout the period of Communist to-
talitarian regime, the Supreme Court resided in Prague.

Ivan Dérer headed the Supreme Court for two and
a half years. However, we cannot overlook the fact that,
in 1947-1948, he was simultaneously a highly active
member of the expert Commission for the Preparation
of the People’s Democratic Constitution.
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In the postwar period, the Supreme Court lost some of
its status as the highest judicial institution within the
unified judicial system. Alongside the ordinary courts,
there were Extraordinary Retribution courts, compris-
ing the Extraordinary People’s Courts in the Czech part
of the country and District People’s Courts or Local
People’s acourts in Slovakia, as well as the National
Courts established by Presidential Decree No 157/1945
in Prague and Regulation of the Slovak National Coun-
cil No 33/1945 in Bratislava.

In his work on the new constitution, Ivan Dérer es-
poused the concept of a single Supreme Court common
to the Czech and Slovak Republics, a Constitutional
Court with clearly defined powers and, in addition, the
autonomous organisation of the administrative judi-
ciary. He also sought to harmonise case-law and unify
the legal system. He pitched his ideas for the new judi-
ciary in his lectures. The text of his lecture The Judge
and the New Constitution, delivered on 24 March 1947
in Brno and on 10 April 1947 in Prague, was published
by the Prague-based bookseller and publishing house
Pravnické knihkupectvi a nakladatelstvi V. Linhart
[Lawyers’ Bookshop and Publishing House]

Dérer’s views can be traced in many of his publications,
including his sequentially published political memoir
Antifierlinger I-11I, covering the period from 1914 to 1949.

At the First Congress of Czechoslovak Lawyers held on
26-28 September 1936 in Prague, when he was the MIn-
ister of Justice, Ivan Dérer called for the following:

“We must always, under all circumstances, abide by the
rule of law. That is, we must reject each and all means
that run counter to the idea of the strictest legality. Post-
war turmoil in Europe was mostly caused by the under-
mining of this principle. We do not want such turmoil to
naturalise itself in our country, too; we would not be able
to withstand it. We are a nation strong in culture and la-
bour, but weaker in numbers, and experiments that do
not harm bigger nations could prove fatal for us. It fol-
lows, then, that we also need to keep to the second fun-
damental principle of our state constitution, enshrined in
our constitutional charter, in laws and in legal practice.
We are a smaller nation, dependent on the collaboration
and cooperation of all of our people of good will. Howev-
er, we are also a cultural nation with a high standard of
education even among the broader masses; we are also
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ripe for democracy. The President of the Republic has
just coined an excellent phrase in Slovakia: “There are
no miracles in a democracy.” He was pointing to the so-
lidity and spruceness of the democratic order, where only
the labour of everyone joined together can build great
works. And I would take the liberty of adding to and ex-
tending this presidential sentence in the sense - impor-
tant for us lawyers - that in a democracy not only are
there no miracles, but there are no surprises either. Legal
security, legal certainty, citizens’ rights are best secured
in a democratic regime; the rule of law is possible only in
a democracy.”

Ivan Dérer clung to that idea even after February 1948.
In July 1948, after the then Minister of Justice Alexej
Cepi¢ka had begun illegally intervening in the Supreme
Court’s decision-making, Dérer resigned and applied
for retirement. Later - on 22 February 1955, in his de-
fence in a political trial that was brought against him
for failing to report a criminal offence, he declared be-
fore the Supreme Court:

“I was not removed from office. On the contrary, I was
told by the Action Committee that it had no objection to
my work.”

Ivan Dérer is the only President of the Supreme Court
to have been convicted in a political trial. For failing to
report a criminal offence, he was sentenced to impris-
onment for three and a half year. In May 1955, however,
he was released due to an amnesty. He was only fully
judicially rehabilitated posthumously, in 1990.

Ivan Dérer, who was also involved in the political events
of 1968-1969, in part as an opponent of the federalisa-
tion of Czechoslovakia, died in Prague on 10 May 1975.
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Igor Daxner

President of the Supreme Court, 1948-1953

Igor Daxner (1893-1960) was the first post-‘February
1948 events’ President of the Supreme Court. He worked
in a period initiated by the adoption of Act No 319/1948
on the Popularisation of the Judiciary.

According to the MP- Rapporteur (incidentally, the first
Czechoslovak woman judge, Zdetika Patschovd), this
law, adopted by the National Assembly on 22 December
1948, “also changes the functions of the Supreme Court,
which will be an appeal instance only where a region-
al court has ruled in the first instance. This will be the
case for dealing with property disputes in which one of
the parties is a national enterprise. Here, the fundamen-
tal principle is that the collective property of the state
is property of a higher order than private property and
that it is therefore to enjoy greater protection. In addition
to its status as a court of appeal, however, the Supreme
Court plays another important role: it guarantees the
lawfulness of decision-making and ensures popular dem-
ocratic decision-making in all instances and proceedings.
It is a step forward in that, according to the new legisla-
tion, there will be a body here that will ex officio keep
watch over everyone’s rights and service of justice. This
body will be the Prosecutor-General’s Office, which is ex
officio entitled to seek, at any time, by an application to
the Supreme Court, a decision that the law has been vio-
lated.” Another change was that “the Supreme Court has
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also been supplemented by the necessary number of lay
judges, and adjudicates in five-member Panels, where
three of the members are lay judges in cases where it per-
forms the role of a court of appeal in respect of decisions
of the regional courts as courts of first instance. In cases
where it is decided, upon an application by the Prosecu-
tor-General’s Office, that the law has been violated, or
where an application by law enforcement has been filed,
the Supreme Court has five-member Panels, consisting of
three professional judges and two lay judges. Here, the
professional element prevails because, in this role, the
Supreme Court guides and unifies the decision-making
of courts throughout the State from a legal aspect.”

Igor Daxner, as the President of the Supreme Court,
was to bring this new legislation into practice.

Igor Daxner was born in Tisovec on 20 September 1893.

He came from a family of legal professionals boasting
four generations of attorneys.

Igor Daxner did not start studying law until his return
from the First World War as a legionnaire. In 1929, af-
ter graduating from the Faculty of Law at Comenius
University, he worked for the judiciary, first at the Main
Court in Bratislava, then at the Prosecutor-General’s Of-
fice in Brno. During the period of the so called Second
Republic, he was briefly at the Supreme Court, and then,
between 1939 and 1943, he sat at the Slovak Supreme
Court in Bratislava.
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In the Slovak State, I[gor Daxner was active in the Justi-
cia resistance organization, which saw him stripped of
office in 1943 and briefly jailed. He personally partici-
pated in the Slovak National Uprising, and in 1944 he
joined the Communist Party of Slovakia.

Another reason Igor Daxner was named President of
the Supreme Court was his postwar role as President
of the National Court in Bratislava in 1945-1947. Within
the “retribution” judiciary, Igor Daxner presided over
the Panel which tried Jozef Tiso, Ferdinand f)uréansky
and Alexander Mach.

It is interesting to note that, in the seven-member Panel,
Igor Daxner was the only professional judge; the other
six were lay judges chosen from among members of the
resistance. Jozef Tiso, sentenced to death, was execut-
ed on 18 April 1947. Alexander Mach was sentenced to
thirty years’ imprisonment, and Ferdinand Dur¢ansky,
sentenced to death in absentia, escaped execution be-
cause he had fled the country.

Josef Urvalek

President of the Supreme Court, 1953-1963

“By detecting and destroying that traitorous band of
American and British imperialism, Sldnsky, Sling, the
Svermas, Clementis and others, our people’s democratic
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After the National Court was abolished, the Supreme
Court took over its agenda, and Igor Daxner then
worked on this agenda at the Supreme Court.

Igor Daxner’s time at the Supreme Court came to an
end on 20 September 1953, following his resignation
upon reaching retirement age. In 1953, he was nomi-
nated for the post of Ambassador and Plenipotentiary
of the Minister of Justice in The Hague, but was not ap-
pointed. After leaving the Supreme Court, I[gor Daxner
worked externally at the Institute of the State and Law,
Slovak Academy of Science, Bratislava.

Igor Daxner died in Bratislava on 18 April 1960. As not-
ed by the author of a study on the Daxner family of law-
yers, Peter Kerecman, this was “thirteen years to the day
after the execution of Jozef Tiso”.

state, the state of the working class, fulfilling all the func-
tions of the dictatorship of the proletariat as one of their
historically conditioned forms, was greatly strengthened
and consolidated,” wrote the then Minister of Justice
Stefan Rais in the first half of 1952 for journal Prdvnik
- Prduni praxe [Lawyer - Legal Practice]. The Chief Pros-
ecutor in the trial, which ended on 3 December 1952
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with the execution of Rudolf Slansky, Otto éling and
Vladimir Clementis, was Rudolf Urvéalek, who - as pros-
ecutor - was also active in the trial of Milada Hordkova
and other co-defendants.

On 2 October 1953, the Communist Party of Czechoslo-
vakia’s official daily journal Rudé prdvo [Red Justice],
ran a note that “by a decision of the President of the Re-
public of 28 September 1953, Dr Josef Urvdlek, the former
regional prosecutor in Ceské Budéjovice, was appointed
as the President of the Supreme Court. On Thursday 1
October, the newly appointed President of the Supreme
Court, Dr Josef Urvdlek, took the statutory oath to the
Minister of Justice, Dr Vdclav Skoda.”

It would be no exaggeration to say that, when President
Antonin Zapotocky - a quarter of a year after the mone-
tary reform, incidentally - appointed as President of the
Supreme Court Josef Urvalek (1910-1979), he installed
in office a man who contributed greatly to the crimes of
the Communist regime during the Stalinist trials.

Josef Urvélek was born in Ceské Bud&jovice on 28 April
1910.

Prior to his appointment, Josef Urvéalek had been in-
volved in judicial practice since 1935 and had worked
for the State Prosecutor’s Office and the Public Prose-
cutor’s Office. He joined the Communist Party in 1945.

During the presidency of Josef Urvélek, political trials
continued at the Supreme Court instead of the State
Court. One of those convicted, as noted above, was Ivan
Dérer, the former President of the Supreme Court.

The political thawing and critical reflection on the polit-
ical trials of the 1950s made Josef Urvalek’s position as
the President of the Supreme Court untenable. Change
was also made possible by new legislation on the judi-
ciary under Act No 62/1961 Coll. on the Organisaton of
the Courts.

At the 18th session of the National Assembly on 6 March
1963, National Assembly chairman Zdenék Fierlinger
stated that “the current President of the Supreme Court,
Dr Josef Urvdlek, applied to the National Assembly to
be relieved of the office of judge and President of the Su-
preme Court on grounds of his medical condition. Dr Jo-
sef Urvdlek will work in the scientific research section of
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the judiciary.” In fact, the Party had already decided to
terminate Josef Urvélek’s work at the Supreme Court by
a resolution of the Presidium of the Central Committee
of the Czechoslovak Communist Party of 4 March 1963.

Josef Urvdlek then acted as Head of the Research Insti-
tute of Criminology at the Prosecutor-General’'s Office

of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

Josef Urvélek died in 1979.
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Josef Litera

President of the Supreme Court, 1963-1968

Josef Litera was the first President of the Supreme
Court elected by the National Assembly, in his case in
accordance with Act No 62/1961 on the Organisaton of
the Courts. Section 43(1) of this Act, in keeping with
the Constitution of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
(Constitutional Act No 100/1960), provided that “Judges
of the Supreme Court shall be elected by the National As-
sembly; from the midst of the elected professional judges
of the Supreme Court, the National Assembly shall elect
the President of the Supreme Court and his Deputies”.

Josef Litera was elected at the 18th session of the Na-
tional Assembly, held on 6 March 1963. The sole can-
didate, Josef Litera was elected simultaneously as both
a judge and the President of the Supreme Court unan-
imously.

Josef Litera was born on 1 May 1918 in Budiméfice.

Directly prior to his election, Josef Litera spent 10 years
as Deputy Minister of Justice. According to the Chair-
man of the National Assembly, Zdenék Fierlinger, “he
has the necessary attributes to serve as the President of
the Supreme Court”. The MPs also had a rundown of Jo-
sef Litera’s characteristics at their disposal. He original-
ly trained as a machine fitter, and formally obtained the
legal training - allowing him to practise - at a one-year
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Workers’ Law School in 1948-1949. He was then a Pros-
ecutor in Nachod for two years, before joining the Min-
ister of Justice in 1951. A major role in his career was
played by his earnest activity within Communist Party
bodies, including his work for the Legal Committee of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party.

Josef Litera was the Supreme Court’s President at a time
of amnesty for those convicted in political trials, accom-
panied by the re-codification of major substantive and
procedural rules.

In his letter of resignation, he had the following to say
about his reasons for stepping down:

“From 1953, I served as First Deputy Minister of Justice,

and in 1963 I was elected to my current office. While
I did not personally engage in the hearing of so-called
political trials or other anti-state crimes, I must undeni-
ably shoulder my share of responsibility for the distor-
tions that have occurred in recent years in the violations
of socialist law witnessed in the work of the courts. This
does not alter the fact that a number of positive results
have been achieved in the decision-making process of
judicial bodies in the last few years. It is also common
knowledge that I have been in a very poor state of
health, especially recently, so I could hardly carry out
challenging tasks in our efforts to consolidate socialist
law and stamp out the unlawful judgments of previous
years.”
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The National Assembly accepted Josef Litera’s resigna-
tion at its 22nd session, held on 18 April 1968.

Otomar Bocek

President of the Supreme Court, 1968-1970

Otomar Bocek was the Supreme Court’s President during
the Prague Spring and under the occupation of Czecho-
slovakia by Warsaw Pact troops. His political stance in
this period meant that it was completely unacceptable
for him to hold this office during the “normalisation” era.

Otomar Bocek, whose Christian name in sources can
also be found spelt as Ottomar, was born on 11 January
1926 in DeStna.

Unlike his predecessor, Josef Litera, Otomar Bocek was a
full-time student who graduated from the Faculty of Law
of Charles University. He practised law at a Public Pros-
ecutor’s Office and was later a court clerk (judicial assis-
tant) at the Regional Court in Ceské Budgjovice; however,
in 1953 he became an attorney at law and a member of
the Legal Advice Office. At the seventh plenary meeting
of the Central Legal Advice Office, held on 9-10 October
1958, he was elected Chairman of the Central Office.

The gradual progression in Otomar Bocek’s political
views can be traced in numerous reports in the legal
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Josef Litera died in 1978 in Prague.

journal Zprdvy advokacie [News of the Attorneys]| on
the practice of law during Bocek's presidency. At a sem-
inar organised by the Central Office of the Czecho-
slovak Legal Association, he discussed how “the legal
profession is facing the challenge of grappling with the
last remnants of bourgeois, liberalist advocacy practice
that have survived - and are desperately trying to cling
on - in the concept of the role of the legal profession, and
the content and methods of work, despite the fact that
party, organisational and economic conditions condu-
cive for them to be surmounted and destroyed have been
devised; we also have to content with the task of sum-
ming up the experience gained from ten years of aiming
to establish a new profession of an attorney at law, and
resolving certain divisive issues that have arisen as we
have completed this process”. At the first conference of
the Czechoslovak Legal Association on 19-20 November
1963, when delivering the Report on the Activities of the
Central Office of the Czechoslovak Legal Association, he
gave his first critical assessment of the political trials
and the role of the defence in these trials.

A year later, Otomar Boc¢ek switched to the judiciary,
starting out at the Regional Court in Ceské Budgjovice.
In September 1964, the National Assembly elected him
as a judge of the Supreme Court, where he went on to



Presidents of the Supreme Court

serve as a President of Criminal Law Panel. He heard
a number of rehabilitation cases, including the judicial
rehabilitation of Rudolf Slansky and Rudolf Barak.

Otomar Bocek was elected as the President of the Su-
preme Court at the 22nd session of the National Assem-
bly, held on 18 April 1968.

Shortly after that, in an article in the journal Socialis-
tickd zdkonnost [Socialist Lawfulness] - titled Twenty
Years of the People’s Judiciary. A Time for Reflection,
Otomar Bocek wrote the following about the post-Feb-
ruary judiciary: “The whole area of a judge’s ethics was
narrowed down into several categorical imperatives -
act in the interests of the Party and, as a derivative of that
maxim - be careful not to offend your surroundings with
your actions. Yet judges should not have examined what
was or was not in the interests of the Party. They were
quite precisely advised of this by the competent authori-
ties, the Ministry of Justice (and in some cases the Party
leadership), and even the District Secretary. Socialist
law had a role to play here, but in many respects it sim-
ply gave external shape to these processes. Thus it was
that, even in the arena of ethics, judges were corralled
and incorporated into the system as a whole. Much of
what had made them human was abstracted from them
to the extent that they viewed justice in a completely im-
personal light, and consider today’s criticism of them to
be wrong. Needless to say, some judges became system
bearers and propagators, others were merely execu-
tors, and yet others dutifully sought to maintain a clear
conscience and moved out to the margins of the system.
But anyone crossed that moving dam that was shoring
up the system found themselves embroiled in personal-
ly very unpleasant conflicts. I would point out that, in
1949-1954, this system was very narrow and constricting
for criminal judges. However, it has existed in a certain,
watered-down form until recently. While this created
leeway for judge’s true ethics, with which real justice is
inextricably linked, this platform would differ vastly. For
example, it was much broader for criminal offences than
for anti-state cases, or cases that were outwardly prose-
cuted as criminal offences, but in reality were of a totally
different content (e.g. May Day demonstrations).”

Otomar Bocek did not limit himself to pieces in jour-
nals. On 28 April 1968, just ten days after he was elected
President of the Supreme Court, he appeared on Czech-
oslovak Television with a member of the Presidium of
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the Central Committee of the Communist Party, Zderiek
Mlynét, where they were guests on the discussion pro-
gramme Kde je zdruka [Where is the Guarantee] to talk
about political trials and the deformation of the judici-
ary in the 1950s.

As a member of the Central Committee of the Commu-
nist Party, Otomar Bocek also participated in political
affairs. No wonder, then, that - for political reasons - he
could not remain in office. A proposal to remove him
from office was raised at the eighth session of the Fed-
eral Assembly by Rudolf Rejhon, the MP and a member
of the Central Committee of the National Front. He gave
the following reasons:

“In connection with the deepening process of consolida-
tion in society and the overall situation at the Supreme
Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, it has be-
come clear that the current President of the Supreme
Court, Dr Otomar Bocek, needs to be removed from
the office. He was very politically engaged in 1968. He
published his views and opinions in the daily press, in
various magazines and in journals. His publishing ac-
tivity objectively contributed to the disorientation of the
courts, to the right-wing attacks on the judiciary and
state authorities, and to the deepening of the crisis at the
Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
and the courts in general. Dr Otomar Bocek was elected
a delegate at the fourteenth Communist Party Congress.
He attended the ‘Vysocany Congress’, where, dramat-
ically, he presented his experiences of the Government
Presidium of 20 August 1968. He made similar appear-
ances at meetings and sessions at the Supreme Court. As
the Supreme Court’s President, he did not make a strong
enough stand against those spouting right-wing op-
portunist opinions at the Supreme Court, particularly
by way of Party measures in the workplace. He bears
full responsibility for the fact that the unifying and re-
course activities of the Supreme Court were, to all intents
and purposes, not applied in the form of resolutions of
its Plenum, measures of its Presidium or Opinions of its
Divisions. This is all the more serious when we consid-
er that, at the time of attacks by right-wing opportun-
ist and anti-socialist forces from the outside, and in the
beginnings of right-wing opportunistic action within the
judiciary, practices were destabilised, making the need
for direction and unification all the more urgent. This
essential need was manifested primarily after the law
on judicial rehabilitation took effect, especially after the
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decision-making activities of the rehabilitation Panels of
the regional courts conflicted with the preamble of the
law on judicial rehabilitation.”

On 27 May 1970, Otomar Boc¢ek was unanimously re-
moved from office as President and a judge of the Su-
preme Court.

Prior to November 1989, Otomar Bocek worked at the
Institute of the State and Law of the Czechoslovak

Vojtéch Prichystal

President of the Supreme Court, 1970-1972

President Vojtéch Prichystal ushered in the normalisa-
tion era at the Supreme Court.

Vojtéch Prichystal, on the basis of an additional mo-
tion by the Central Committee of the National Front
of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, was elected
as a professional judge and then, unanimously, as the
President of the Supreme Court at the same session of
the People’s House of the Federal Assembly, held on 27
May 1970, where his predecessor, Otomar Bocek, was
removed from office and where the judges Otakar Ad-
amec, Milena Hoferov4, Julius Lehotsky, FrantiSek Pal-
dus, Josef Silinek and Lubomir Veleta were dismissed.
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Academy of Science. After 1 July 1990, he returned to
the legal practice as an attorney. In addition, he was the
Managing Director of the publishing house AXIOMA,
spol. s r.o. until his death.

Otomar Bocek died on 26 February 1993 in Prague.

In the context of the time, it is intriguing that Vojtéch
Prichystal was elected as President of the Supreme
Court after he had already reached the retirement age
of sixty years. The fact that he was not even among the
original candidates for the judges of the Supreme Court
shows how carefully and cautiously a politically fully re-
liable future President of the Supreme Court was sin-
gled out.

Vojtéch Prichystal was born on 27 November 1909 in
Vanovice.

Looking at the course of Vojtéch Prichystal’s profes-
sional career, he was a graduate of the Faculty of Law
of Charles University during the First Republic, he was
a legal practitioner, an articled clerk, and a junior judge
at several district courts in Slovakia up to 1938, before
moving in 1939 to Brno, where he was the judge of the
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district court and then of the regional court until 1961,
when he was called to the Ministry of Justice. Here, he
worked primarily on legislation.

Vojtéch Prichystal main area of expertise were criminal
matters. He was handpicked by the Communist regime
for the “people’s judiciary”.

Vojtéch Prichystal became a member of the Commu-
nist Party of Czechoslovakia in 1948. During the Prague
Spring, he was part of the Party’s conservative wing.
The selection of candidates for judges and the Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court was presented to the Peo-
ple’s House by Rudolf Rejhon, the MP and member of
the Presidium of the National Front, as follows:

“l would like to take this opportunity to underline the idea

pursued in negotiations on the motion by the governing
bodies of the National Front, i.e. the idea that, regarding
the candidates nominated, the professional and politi-
cal qualities of the proposed judges should be optimally
aligned in terms of the needs of the socialist judiciary. In
its deliberations on the motion for the election of these
judges, the Presidium of the Central Committee of the
National Front also considered the political positions of
the nominated candidates in 1968 and 1969. It noted that
the candidates submitted to you for election have the
prerequisites required for both the Supreme Court and
the military courts to carry out their basic tasks. In par-
ticular, this concerns the protection of the socialist state,
its social establishment and its relations with the global
socialist system, the protection of the rights and legiti-
mate interests of citizens and state, social and econom-
ic organisations, and the protection of the armed forces
and the armed corps’ readiness for action.”

As the Supreme Court’s President, Vojtéch Prichystal
presented a report and draft of the subsequently adopt-
ed Resolution of the Plenum of the Supreme Court on the
Tasks of Courts (State Notaries) After the 14th Commu-
nist Party Congress of 2 October 1971. This document
stated that “the Congress appreciated the consolidation
efforts of the state authorities, the army, security, the
prosecution service and the courts”. The resolution in-
troduces a whole raft of tasks for the judiciary, includ-
ing the consolidation of the principle of the lead role
played by the Communist Party. For the criminal judici-
ary, it states, among other things, that:
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“It is necessary to put an end to the remnants of the
non-engaged approach and to liberalist tendencies in the
assessment of certain types of crime, tendencies that, for
a number of years, have dangerously undermined and
sometimes even overlooked the protection of important
interests of socialist society. This concerns, in particular,
acts interfering with the interests of the state, socialist
state and social institutions, international relations, the
socialist economy, the authority and protection of state
authorities and public officials in general, and public or-
der.”

Vojtéch Prichystal died in 1972 in Prague, during his
term of office as the Supreme Court’s President. MPs at
the Federal Assembly honoured his memory at a meet-
ing held on 31 October 19792.
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Josef Ondfrej
President of the Supreme Court, 1972-1990

The Supreme Court’s last pre-November President,
Josef Ondiej was the longest serving President of the
Czechoslovak Supreme Court. He was in office from
1979, i.e. for most of the normalisation era, and did not
resign until 1990, after the events of November 1989.
His successor was Otakar Motejl.

Josef Ondrej was born on 2 March 1924.

Originally a painter and a decorator, Josef Ondfej be-
gan his legal career by attending an abridged course at
the Faculty of Law of Charles University, where he was
admitted as a graduate of a one-year vocational course.
As a member of the Communist Party, which he joined
in April 1948, he was actively engaged in holding Party
assigned offices, initially at the Faculty, where he brief-
ly taught Marxism-Leninism, then also in the judiciary
and at the Ministry of Justice, where he would alternate.
At the time of the Prague Spring, he was President of
the Regional Court in Ostrava. After the occupation of
1969-1970, he was a Deputy to the Minister of Justice
Jan Némec. He was also the Chairman of the steering
committee of the Central Committee of the Czechoslo-
vak Communist Party for the screening of staff of the
Supreme Court of the Czech Socialist Republic and the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.
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At the seventh session of the Czech National Council,
held on 16 April 1970, Josef Ondrej was elected as the
First President of the Supreme Court of the Czech So-
cialist Republic, one of the two republic-based Supreme
Courts within the framework of the then federal struc-
ture of the judiciary. He was quick to stress, at the 12th
session of the Czech National Council, held on 7 July
1971, in the Report of the Supreme Court of the Czech So-
cialist Republic on the State of Socialist Law, that “the im-
position of punishment and sentencing is a particularly
important and sensitive area; extremely important here
is the punishment for crimes stemming from the events
of 1968 and 1969. From this point of view, the state of
social development has required the courts to focus on
the rigorous protection of the socialist state and social es-
tablishment in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and
its friendly and allied relations with other countries in
the global socialist system, especially relations with the
USSR. The need for the vigorous prosecution of crimes
against the republic is sometimes paralysed by claims
that there is a risk that the deformation witnessed in the
1950s will return. In response, we must say upfront that
we are not here to abuse the Criminal Code to punish
people who have not committed criminal offences. We
are not here to fabricate artificially engineered accusa-
tions. Rather, we need to call things what they are in
order to give passage to justice where crimes against
the republic have been committed. Crimes against the
republic are also anti-social acts if they meet the constit-
uent elements of the relevant provisions of the Criminal
Code. Therefore, we need to put an end to these acts, and
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offenders must be subject to legal punishment. It is nec-
essary to stop practices which, even in the recent past,
almost saw patriotism in crimes of a political nature. The
punishment of crimes violating the fundamental political
values of our socialist society is an inalienable right of
the state and a duty of its authorities to the ruling work-
ing class.”

Following the death of Vojtéch Prichystal, Josef Ondrej's
views saw him elected as the President of the Supreme
Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic by the
Federal Assembly in 1972. He was re-elected in 1982. At
the time, judges had a mandate of just ten years. When
that time was up, they were required to defend their
role. The National Front’s motion of 28 October 1982,
seeking the re-election of Josef Ondrej as the President
of the Supreme Court, stated that “throughout his term
of office, he has focused on his political, professional and
theoretical knowledge, many years’ experience of man-
agement in the judiciary, and his organisational ability
to ensure consistent observance of socialist law in the
work of Czechoslovak courts in the conditions of the
Czechoslovak federation. He ensures close cooperation
with the Supreme Courts by the national Justice Minis-
tries. He pays constant attention to the creation and im-
provement of the overall concept of work carried out by
the Supreme Counrt of the Czechoslovak Socialist Repub-
lic. He is uncompromising in his efforts to promote the
leading role of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
in the work of Czechoslovakian courts. He regularly re-
ports to MPs at the Federal Assembly of the Czechoslo-
vak Socialist Republic on matters concerning the protec-
tion of the rights and legitimate interests of citizens and
socialist organizations.”

Josef Ondiej was awarded the Order of Labour in 1974,
the Order of Victorious February ten years later, and nu-
merous other Party and state honours. Josef Ondiej was
also a member of the Central Committee of the Commu-
nist Party. In addition, from 1970 he was Chairman of
the Union of Czechoslovak Lawyers and Chairman of
the International Association of Democratic Lawyers.

Josef Ondrej was a specialist in civil law, his publishing
activity, especially in the journal Socialistickd zdkonnost
[Socialist Lawfulness]; where he worked on the editori-
al during the normalisation era, focused on ideological-
ly conceived contributions encompassing the judiciary
and the Supreme Court.
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Josef Ondrej resigned as President of the Supreme
Court and was relieved of this office by the Federal As-
sembly at its 22nd session, held on 23 January 1990. Jo-
sef Ondrej cited retirement as his reason for stepping
down.

Josef Ondrej died in 2006.
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On 28 October 1918, the Czechoslovak National Com-
mittee passed the first law of the newly formed Czech-
oslovakia. This act was then published in slightly
modified form in the Collection of Legislative Acts and
Regulations under No 11/1918. Article II laid the ground-
work for the reception of Austrian and Hungarian law,
stating that “all existing provincial and imperial laws
and regulations shall provisionally remain in force”. The
term “provincial laws” also encompassed legislation
applicable in Slovakia and Carpathian Ruthenia, while
“provisionally” indicated that this was to be a transition-
al solution until the rules and regulations of the newly
created state had been adopted. It was unclear whether
all imperial and provincial laws, i.e. including those in-
consistent with the independence and the republican
form of the state, had actually been incorporated into
the legal system. The fact that the text of the Reception
Act gave no categorical answer meant that there was an
opening for the Supreme Court to provide an interpre-
tation here.

in 1918-1989

The Reception Act made no explicit mention of the ju-
diciary. Until the adoption of the interim constitution,
these matters were addressed by the National Com-
mittee, which - along with the National Council in ex-
ile - was declared by Article I of the Reception Act to
be a body of the “unanimous will of the nation” tem-
porarily “exercising state sovereignty”. The adoption
of new legislation by the National Committee removed
the question-mark hanging over how long the Austrian
authorities - including judicial authorities - would be
operating in Czechoslovak territory. Act No 2/1918 of 2
November 1918 established the supreme administrative
authorities, including the Ministry of Justice. Straight
after that, the National Committee adopted laws of
seminal importance for the judiciary: Act No 3/1918 and
Act No 5/1918. Act No 3/1918 governed the Supreme Ad-
ministrative Court, while Act No 5/1918 established the
Supreme Court “with jurisdiction for the Czechoslovak
State in its entirety”. When this law took effect, the Su-
preme Court replaced the Supreme Court of Justice and

The big coat of arms of the Czechoslovak Republic, National Archives
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Cassation in Vienna. The establishment of the Supreme
Court for the entire territory of the state meant that the
Supreme Court also decided the cases concerning Slo-
vakia. In reality, Czechoslovak state power was not se-
cured over the entire territory until 1919.

Act No 5/1918 was lambasted in early 1919, particular-
ly by Prof. Vaclav Hora, who criticised it for numerous
“serious oversights”. According to the Ministry of Jus-
tice, an amendment to the law was meant to clarify up
how the establishment of the Supreme Court affected
the imperial judicial laws that had been borrowed and
to unify terminology. The Ministry was even wary that
there could be “confusion in proceedings and in ap-
peals to higher instances”. What also makes the amend-
ment interesting is the way the discussion on the seat of

The entrance hall of historically the first seat of
the Supreme Court, former cadet school of in-
fantry in Prague, Hrad¢any, Prague City Archives
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the Supreme Court evolved. Under Act No 5/1918, the
court was to be based in Prague. However, at the Rev-
olutionary National Assembly, the MPs Frantisek Weyr,
Josef Matousek and Jaroslav Stréansky, backed by the
likes of Viktor Dyk, Karel Engli§, Antonin Hajn and Jo-
sef Svatopluk Machar, pushed for the seat to be moved
to Brno and, in November 1918, made a proposal to that
effect (Revolutionary National Assembly Press No 57).
This was rebutted not only by the Court’s First Presi-
dent, Augustin Popelka, but also by the Ministry of Jus-
tice, as reflected in the government’s draft amendment
to the Supreme Court Act of April 1919 (Press No 417).
Numerous reasons were cited, especially the advantage
of having both supreme courts in Prague and the finan-
cial cost of relocation. In this context, there was a pro-
posal for the Supreme Court’s case-law to be published

Adolf Zaturecky

Franti$ek Vazny
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Vazny's Collection of Decisions of the Supreme
Court of the Czechoslovak Republic in Civil Cases

in order for it to “stabilise and be unified”. This was
a process the Ministry of Justice intended to address
in its Journal. The Ministry was insistent that the Su-
preme Court should be in Prague as this would make it
easier to coordinate the selection of case-law. Starting
in early 1921, following the Court’s move to Brno, the
Ministry went ahead with its plan anyway, selecting the
Supreme Court’s case-law itself and publishing it in the
Collection of Supreme Court Decisions in Civil Cases and
the analogous collection for criminal cases. In this way,
the Ministry created a counterweight to the collection
being prepared by the Supreme Court. The Court’s Col-
lection, however, was limited only to certain decisions,
primarily “plenary resolutions” and “plenary decisions”.

o7

Véazny's Collection of Decisions of the Supreme Court
of the Czechoslovak Republic in Criminal Cases

The Revolutionary National Assembly eventual-
ly succeeded in changing the seat when it adopted
Act No 216/1919, amending the Supreme Court Act. It
did so because of “deep-seated political sentiment seek-
ing to meet the concordant wishes of the Moravian-Sile-
sian and Slovak members of the National Assembly for
the Supreme Court to be moved to Brno as proof that the
separate interests of not only the Moravian-Silesian and
Slovak, but also the Bohemian, population would gladly
conform to the ideal of the unity of the Czechoslovak Re-
public”. The reluctance of judges from Prague “to spend
the late days of their careers in Brno and to move there at
an advanced age will easily be overcome by the fact that
noble service in the interests of the Republic is a calling,
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the faithful and selfless observance of which rewards a
good official with a joyous awareness that he has done
his duty...”. Act No 216/1919 rounded off the legislative
enshrinement of the Supreme Court and, in addition to
its jurisdiction in both civil and criminal matters, en-
trusted it, albeit in a watered-down form, with the role
of overseeing lower-instance courts (however, it was
required to notify the Ministry of Justice of any deficien-
cies identified and of the measures taken), and of hold-
ing disciplinary proceedings involving judges, attorneys
at law and notaries.

Having resolved these issues, the Supreme Court was
able to truly commence its activities in 1919 (it handed
down decisions on its first cases in early January of that
year). Continuity with Austrian law was reflected not
only in the adoption of imperial regulations, but also in
personnel matters, as some judges had been working in
Vienna or at the provincial courts. As this was the high-
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est instance for the entire state, it was also important
to find enough judges from Slovakia. Adolf Zaturecky
was the first person to be appointed as a judge of the
Supreme Court.

In the Supreme Court’s first years, continuity was also
manifested in decision-making, although it was reflect-
ed in civil law matters differently from criminallaw mat-
ters.

The Supreme Court’s decisions, published in special
collections in keeping with Austrian legal tradition and
style, stood testament to this. As Lukds Krélik point-
ed out in the peer-reviewed journal Pravnéhistorické
studie, these collections were often published by co-au-
thors of the “Viennese pre-revolution collections”. At
the Supreme Court, this was a task for the second Pres-
ident of the Court, FrantiSek Vazny.

Véazny's Collections of the decisions of the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak
Republic kept in the Library of the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic
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Véazny's Collection was divided into two separate series.
The first of these was Decisions of the Supreme Court
of the Czechoslovak Republic in Civil Cases; the second
was Decisions of the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak
Republic in Criminal Cases. Vazny's Collection, togeth-
er with the Bohuslav Collection, which centred on de-
cisions rendered by the Supreme Administrative Court,
formed the Collection of Decisions of the Highest Court
Instances of the Czechoslovak Republic, which was pub-
lished by Pravnické vydavatelstvi Tomsa [Legal Publish-
ing House Tomsa].

We cannot but agree with Krélik’s assessment that “its
structure and the breakdown of the body of case-law,
together with indexation and index data, as well as the
creation of legal propositions, set the highest standards
in this area, which should be mirrored by today'’s collec-
tions”. The Supreme Court’s decisions from 1919/1920
were published in the first volume in 1921. As regards
civil matters, the bulk of the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion-making practice and its published case-law con-
cerned the Civil and Commercial Codes and, where
appropriate, the new Czechoslovak law amending and
supplementing them, regulations on bills and notes,
procedural standards borrowed from imperial law, in-
cluding enforcement, and also areas such as the Mining
Act, trading regulations and social security.

The Supreme Court also addressed issues related to the
newly created state, such as peace treaties and exemp-
tions from the principle of the reception of Austrian reg-
ulations. Many decisions were triggered by land reform.
[t was when deciding on cases related to land reform that
the Supreme Court arrived at fundamental decisions
stating that Czechoslovakia was not the legal successor
of Austria-Hungary. In addition, land reform relied on a
Supreme Court decision on whether there was also legis-
lation that had not passed into the legal order of the First
Republic. The decision in question was issued on 3 Feb-
ruary 1928 and concerned the possibility of exempting
the estate of the Liechtensteins from land reform. The
Court assessed whether Act No 15/1893, as published in
the Imperial Law Gazette, approving the Liechtenstein
family contract, had passed into Czechoslovak law. It
ruled that the law could not be valid in the Czechoslo-
vak Republic because Czechoslovakia was not “the legal
successor of the former Austria, which had issued the law,
but was formed originally, created by the will and power
of the Czechoslovak nation directly against the will of the
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former Austria.” The initial recital of the Reception Act
“does not allow those imperial Austrian laws which are
incompatible with the existence and independence of the
newly established Czechoslovak state to remain in force”.

Cis. 7751,

Pozemkova reforma.

Zikonem ze dne 28. Fijna 1918, gis. 11 sb. z. a n. nebylypomﬁﬁny
v platnosti rakouské zdkony, se se
statnosti Ceskoslovenského stitu, jmenuvilé ylponeehtm plalmuﬁ
zakon ze dne 12, ledna 1893, ¢is. 15 f. zak, (o schvaleni knizeci Liechten-
steinské rodinné smiouvy mdnel. srpna 1842).

Zékony mpozmkofy i::ﬁnéwm uobm urtitou dobir.

o e nejsou ezeny na urditou

mw&mmﬂmmvmfﬂ“ﬁmm
velky pozemkovy majetek, kromé pidy, pripustné ze
pmpnﬂ&u.mbrhnmﬂsbyliivbuduuumh kdyby se toho vyskytla
potfeba, kdykoliv pfevzat a pfidélen.

(Rozh. ze dne 3. Gnora 1928, R 1l 28,/28.)
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Annotations of the decision concerning the prop-
erty of the Princely House of Liechtenstein, Vazny's
Collection of the Decisions of the Supreme Court of
the Czechoslovak Republic, 10th volume, No. 7678
to No. 8598, Legal Publishing House Tomsa, 1929

As this was a national court in a dualistic legal system,
it was important for the Supreme Court’s decisions to
be published in Slovakia, too, and for Czech lawyers to
have the opportunity to apprise themselves of Slovak
law. Fajnor and Zaturecky published Fundamental de-
cisions of the former Hungarian Royal Curia and the Su-
preme Court of the Czechoslovak Republic in civil mat-
ters in the field of private law applicable in Slovakia and
Carpathian Ruthenia in Pravnicka jednota in 1927. The
Supreme Court’s case-law was also published in Pravny
obzor [Legal Horizon]. Thanks to Zaturecky’'s efforts,
the Slovak-language Official Collection of Decisions of
the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Republic in Civ-
il Cases from the Legal Area of Slovakia and Carpathian
Ruthenia was published as of 1929.

In the interwar period, the Supreme Court became an
institution contributing to the high standard of devel-
opments in the law in Czechoslovakia. This was not to
say, however, that there were no problems in its activity
or that its work was not criticised. In the early 1930s,
as part of a retrospective assessment of 10 years of the
Court’s existence, there was a debate on its standing
and reputation. A certain disenchantment prevailed
among the Supreme Court’s judges and legal profes-
sionals about conditions within the judiciary and the
status of the Supreme Court in the system of courts.
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In 1930, in an article in Soudcovské listy, the Supreme
Court counsel Vaclav Cicha discussed the status of the
Court and the reasons why prominence tended to be
given to the Supreme Administrative Court. According
to that article, some of the Supreme Court’s judges were
still having considerable difficulty coming to terms with
the move to Brno. Yet they were also faced with more
pressing issues, such as the lack of a separate budget
for the Court, and hence its dependence on the Minis-
try of Justice, problems with the remuneration of judges
(attributable in part to the crisis at this time), the heavy
caseload, and threats to judicial independence.

Pravny Obzor
;m., ros XV /1932
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The Judge and the Lawyer - the article of Vladimir Fajnor
in the journal Prduny obzor;, No. 11, volume XV./1932
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Cicha was even more frank in an article published in
Pravnik [The Lawyer] journal in the same year. Here, he
responded to parliamentary criticism of the Supreme
Court, levelled partly due to specific decisions that had
displeased German MPs and when the former Minister
of Justice Robert Mayer-Harting highlighted how much
more accommodating than the Supreme Court the Su-
preme Administrative Court was. Cicha acknowledged
that certain problems did exist. He had the following
to say about the inconsistency of case-law: “There can
be no denying that fluctuating case-law at the Supreme
Court is a serious defect, yet nor can we overlook the fact

n. quid sunt regna nisi magna latroci-
ydstranite spravedinosf, o zostane zo Stitu nez
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The Reform of the Judiciary - the article of Vladimir Fajnor
in the journal Prduny obzor, No. 11, volume XVI./1933
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Véclav Cicha

that, given the ambiguity of our laws, the complications
of our living conditions, and the large number of Panels,
which are often in session simultaneously... preservation
of the unity of case-law is a phenomenally difficult task.”
He also criticised the legions of cases, “where backlogs
are rising into the thousands”, and claims that each
judge averaged “210 cases a year from the most areas of
law”. Indeed, the Supreme Court was gaining criticism
for sluggishness in handling its criminal agenda shortly
after its formation. Problems were caused by the large
numbers of cases. For example, in 1926 the Supreme
Court heard 2,833 appeals in cassation (rejecting 2,779
of them) and 668 ordinary appeals. No wonder lawyers
had been debating - on the pages of Prdunik [The Law-
yer]| journal and elsewhere - possible legislative amend-
ments since 1921.

The Supreme Court eventually succeeded in pushing
through the adoption of Act No 56/1935, supplement-
ing the provisions of the Codes of Criminal Procedure
on appeals in cassation, in order to limit the number of
cases heard by the Supreme Court.

In 1933, the Supreme Court's new First President,
Vladimir Fajnor, published an article entitled Reform of
the Judiciary in Prduny obzor [Legal Horizon] journal.
In this piece, he flagged a number of problems faced
by the Czechoslovak judiciary where the executive med-
dled with judicial independence. In The Judge and the
Lawyer, an article published in Pravny obzor [Legal
Horizon] journal in 1932, he pointed out that the Min-
istry of Justice exercised too much influence over the
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professional career of a judge, and he thought that the
engagement of judges in political parties posed a po-
tential threat to their independence. Thanks to Fajnor,
then, the Supreme Court became more involved in the
debate on issues surrounding the Czechoslovak judici-

ary.

The Supreme Court also played an important role in
attempts to re-codify and unify Czechoslovak law. This
was reflected both in the Civil Law Commission - where
the Supreme Court voiced comments and suggestions
during the codification work and where the Supreme
Court’s president Vladimir Fajnor, together with Ad-
olf Zaturecky, drew attention to Slovak aspects - and
in preparations for the new Criminal Code. Supreme
Court representatives were contributing to these prepa-
rations as early as June 1920, when they were launched
by Minister of Justice Alfréd Meissner. This involve-
ment was stepped up when Augustin Popelka served
as Minister. In 1926, the Supreme Court also submitted
an opinion on the proposed Preparatory Tenets of the
Criminal Code on Crimes and Offences and the Misde-
meanours Act.

Supreme Court judges also contributed to the opera-
tion of other judicial institutions during the interwar
period. The most important of these was the Constitu-
tional Court, which was established on the basis of the
1920 Constitution and Act No 162/1920, in keeping with
which two judges of this court were posted by the Su-
preme Court. The members of the first Constitutional
Court, constituted on 17 November 1921, included the

Antonin Bily
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Supreme Court’s Antonin Bily and FrantiSek Vazny. Bily
was named the Constitutional Court’s Vice-President.

However, after he took up the position of President
of the District Court in Prague, his place was taken
by FrantiSek Vazny. The politically motivated stifling
of the Constitutional Court’s activities meant that the
members representing the Supreme Court did not par-
ticipate in any groundbreaking decisions here. Never-
theless, in 1936 the Supreme Court filed an application
with the Constitutional Court to have the Enabling Act
No 95/1933 reviewed. There was no one available to de-
cide on this application. It was not until May 1938 that
the Constitutional Court was constituted for its second
term. Adolf Zaturecky was appointed as Vice-President
and Rudolf Prochdzka was made a member. The Su-
preme Court also applied for areview of Act No 147/1933
on the Prosecution of Activities against the State by Civ-
il Servants and on the Transfer of Judges without their
Consent. The Constitutional Court issued a ruling on 28
June 1939, in which it partly held in favour of the Su-
preme Court.

The Supreme Court’s judges also played an important
role in the creation of the State Court further to Act
No 51/1923. This court was closely associated with the
Supreme Court in terms of both its hub of activity and
its judges. Josef Razicka, for example, was a member
of the State Court’s Panel which, on 4 July 1923, handed
Josef Soupal an eighteen-year prison sentence for the
assassination of Alois Rasin in the first case to be heard
by the State Court. Supreme Court judges also acted as
judges at the Supreme Financial Court or in a Special
Panel with the jurisdiction to hear disputes on compe-
tence under Act No 3/1918.

After the declaration of the independent Slovak state
and the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia on
14-16 March 1939, there was a change in the form and,
especially, the role of the Supreme Court. The establish-
ment of Slovak Supreme Court, already in the pipeline
as part of the country’s autonomy during the Second
Republic, saw staff numbers contract and the territo-
rial jurisdiction of the court diminished. For example,
Adolf Zaturecky, who had accepted a position within
the Slovak judiciary, was relieved of his services at the
Supreme Court on 7 April 1939. Following the establish-
ment of the Protectorate, judges of German nationality,
such as Maxmilian Pokorny, joined the Reich judiciary.
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IV

GENERALNI REJSTRIKY
K TRESTNIM ROZHODNUTIM
NEJVYSS§iHO soubuU

[ ROENIK XXL-XXVL |

1939 — 1945

Post-war edition of the register

This period also resulted in rivalry from German judi-
cial institutions, with the Supreme Court having to deal
with a tangled legal system - different for the Reich and
Protectorate nationals - which was fraught with legal
problems and clashes.

Until 1944, the Supreme Court remained without a Pres-
ident and was headed instead by its Second President,
Theodor Nussbaum. Though this circumstance was
put right in 1944, it was accompanied by significant in-
terference in the Supreme Court’s powers by the Pro-
tectorate Ministry of Justice due to pressure from the
German authorities to implement extraordinary meas-
ures, including the forced labour (Totaleinsatz) of judi-
cial workers. On 26 August 1944, the Ministry of Justice
issued two regulations. The first of these was Regula-
tion No 183/1944 on the Introduction of Forced Wartime
Labour in the Civil Judiciary of the Protectorate of Bohe-
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mia and Moravia and on the Simplification of the Civil
Judiciary. Many minor cases were removed from the
courts’ remit, to be heard at a “later date”. Regulation
No 184/1944 simplified criminal proceedings. The sub-
sequent Regulation No 194/1944 of 2 September 1944,
to implement Totaleinsatz in the judicial organisation
of the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, reduced
the number of members of the Supreme Court’s Panels.
Supreme Court judges faced not only complex legal is-
sues, but also moral dilemmas, as undemocratic, openly
discriminatory and persecution-driven elements made
their way into Protectorate law. This was combined
with pressure from the German occupation authorities,
particularly in the field of criminal repression and the
implementation of anti-Semitic measures. Despite this,
the Supreme Court of the Protectorate of Bohemia and
Moravia maintained continuity with the interwar period
in some of its decisions, as documented by its collection
of decisions, known as the Collection of Decisions of the
Supreme Court in Brno from 1940. Between 1941 and
1945, case-law was published bilingually in German and
Czech. However, the post-war edition of the register
omits decisions which, from the perspective of Czech-
oslovakia’s restored autonomy in 1945, were deemed to
be void.

The government in exile in London planned that the
Supreme Court would resume its work on a state-wide
scale following Czechoslovakia’s liberation. A Consti-
tutional Presidential Decree on the restoration of the
legal order, dealing not only with the validity of regula-
tions from the era of “non-freedom”, but also judicial
decisions, was meant to become a key regulation. De-
spite efforts by the government in exile to unify the ju-
diciary in liberated Czechoslovakia, legislative activities
by the Slovak National Council (SNR) thwarted the plan,
so the decree on the restoration of the legal order ap-
plied solely to the Czech Lands. The SNR had decided
that it wanted the Slovak Supreme Court to continue
its operations. A compromise solution was found to
the issue of restoring a joint Supreme Court. The “First
Prague Agreement” concluded between the Czecho-
slovak government and the SNR presidium on 2 June
1945 envisaged a joint Supreme Court where special-
ised Panels composed of Slovak judges “for law in force
in Slovakia” would be set up. However, it was not until
the government and the SNR reached an agreement on
11 April 1946 that the Supreme Court in Bratislava was
considered to be part of the unified Supreme Court in
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Brno. The existing Supreme Court in Bratislava, though,
retained its organisation and decision-making in cases
concerning the Slovak judicial system. New governance
of the entire judicial system was to be introduced by
a new constitution.

Presidential Decree No 79/1945 of 19 September 1945
on the Provisional Governance of the Judiciary in the
Bohemian and Moravian-Silesian Lands applied to the
Czech Lands. It regulated the organisation of the judici-
ary, which, bar the odd exception, kept to the structure
that had been in place up to 29 September 1938. It also
addressed the extraordinary circumstances arising in
areas severed after Munich, and in its derogating pro-
visions it declared that not only German regulations,
but also some regulations from the era of “subjection”,
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were expressly annulled. It dismantled the German
judiciary in civil and criminal matters. The annex pro-
vided an overview of courts active in the Czech Lands,
headed by the Supreme Court in Brno.

Besides restoring the judicial organisation and imple-
menting regulations on the resumption of the legal or-

der, the Supreme Court also intervened in “retributive”

justice. Responding to doubts, the retributive process
was described in Pravnik [The Lawyer] journal by Prof.
Vladimir Solnat, who concluded that, even in proceed-
ings before extraordinary people’s courts, it was possi-
ble to turn to extraordinary remedies such as the appli-
cation for de novo proceedings and the filing of appeals
in cassation, with the Supreme Court, against rulings
of such courts. The Supreme Court engaged in such ac-
tivities, as evidenced by its judgments in the files of ex-
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traordinary people’s courts. We can gain an insight into
the Supreme Court’s decision-making from published
case-law. As of the first post-war year (decisions from
August to December 1945 and 1946), collections were
published as Collections of Findings of the Supreme
Court in Civil and Criminal Cases, where the new num-
bering of decisions started with the number 1.

After 1948, with the emergence of the Communist re-
gime, there was a significant change in the Supreme
Court’s role. Not even the Supreme Court escaped the
purging of the state apparatus by National Front ac-
tion committees. At the Supreme Court, the President
and 11 other judges were affected. The purges were or-
ganised by Alexej Cepicka, the new Minister of Justice.
The new “socialist-type” judiciary was introduced by
the Constitution on 9 May 1948. Under Article XI, par-
agraph 2, there were to be both professional judges and
lay judges, who were equal in the decision-making pro-
cess. In accordance with Article 137 of the Constitution,
one Supreme Court was established for the whole terri-
tory of the state. In 1949, it moved from Brno to Prague.

On 27 September 1948, the Ministry of Justice dis-
cussed the creation of “people’s” courts “where a lay
element will be applied”. These materialised under Act
No 319/1948 of 22 December 1948 on the Popularisa-
tion of the Judiciary. The “popularisation of the judici-
ary” was intended to secure political control over the ju-
diciary via lay judges. The organisation of the judiciary
was adapted to the regional system, there were plans
to remove formalism in the exercise of justice, and the
judiciary was made cheaper and faster. Lay judges were
also appointed at the Supreme Court, where they were
“to create a counterbalance to the existing bureaucratic
court apparatus and contribute with their experiences
in life”. Consequently, the first lay judges appointed by
the government to the Supreme Court included factory
workers and clerks. Fast-track courses for high ranking
party members could take participants all the way up to
the Supreme Court. Of the 280 graduates of five rounds
of Law School for Workers, 55 were appointed as Dis-
trict Court Presidents and 115 as Prosecutors, while one
was soon appointed to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court also contributed to preparations
for a two-year legal course. The aims of codification
work were to adapt Czechoslovak law to Soviet legisla-
tion, to simplify and popularise the legal order, to elim-
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inate the “anachronisms” of unnecessary formalism, to
reject the division of law into private and public, and to
maintain a class-based approach. Other aspects, such
as the separation of family law, the rejection of the Ro-
man basis of civil law, the abolition of commercial law,
and the articulation of the suppressive nature of crimi-
nal law, were also reflected here. Changes to key areas
of the legal order were proposed at a meeting of Su-
preme Court judges with Ministry of Justice represent-
atives in August 1948. In addition, the Supreme Court
was represented by its President, Igor Daxner, in the
Legal Council of the Central Committee of the Czecho-
slovak Communist Party, where numerous issues were
consulted. Supreme Court Judges were then invited to
assess the results of the work carried out by codifica-
tion committees.

In the first half of the 1950s, the Supreme Court also
became a pillar of support for the new regime through
its decision-making, which was intended to respond to
the “people’s concept of justice”. This was followed by
an assault on legal formalism and the bourgeois con-
cept of law. In this context, Prof. Zdenék Kiihn speaks
of “activistic” decision-making. We can get an idea of
this style, again, by referring to published decisions,
which were issued as the Collection of Decisions of
Czechoslovak Courts as of 1949. The Supreme Court’s
main tasks were to unify the decision-making of the
lower courts and put the finishing touches to the Law

f B3 md s
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The Statute book including the Act No.
63/1956 Coll., Amending and Supplementing
the Act No. 86/1950 Coll., and the Act No.
64/1956 Coll., the Code of Criminal Procedure,
Archives of the Chamber of Deputies

as amended by the Constitution on 9 May and the two-
year legal course. Act No 66/1952 on the Organisation
of the Courts handed the Minister of Justice the right
to supervise how the courts perform their tasks and ob-
serve socialist law and order. He could propose that the
Supreme Court issue Directives on the correct interpre-
tation of legislative acts and other regulations. Starting
in 1953, the Supreme Court indeed issued “directives on
the correct interpretation of legislative acts and other
legislation”, establishing a binding interpretation of
the law. It continued this activity beyond the 1950s. The
Supreme Court was given the power to rule on applica-
tions submitted by the Prosecutor General for Law En-
forcement not only concerning criminal court decisions
infringing the law, but also concerning the rulings in
civil cases. Law enforcement complaints could not be
lodged against Supreme Court decisions.

Particularly striking was the new concept of deci-
sion-making in criminal law, and the Supreme Court
played an inauspicious role in political trials when decid-
ing on appeals against rulings of the newly established
State Court. Political trials targeting the Communist
regime’s political opponents, the church, soldiers and
farmers who rejected collectivisation resulted in unjust
and disproportionate punishment, including misuse of
the death penalty. Many trials were fabricated, political-
ly prepared and decided “in advance”. In specific cases
at the beginning of the 1950s, the Supreme Court tend-
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ed to side with the State Prosecutor’s Office, and, in re-
lation to strict punishments, we can find in its decisions
expressions such as “hatred of the people’s democratic
order” or “treasonous attempts to subvert the people’s
democratic order”, and recommendations to consider
the overall class, political and character profile of per-
petrators when gauging the danger they posed.

The Supreme Court also significantly affected changes
in civil, family and labour law. Following the adoption
of the Civil Code in 1950, it was the Supreme Court
which guided interpretation of the law, including deci-
sion-making in cases in keeping with the interests of so-
ciety or taking into account the class origin of one of the
parties to the dispute. The Supreme Court’s decisions
also contributed to the finalisation of property owner-
ship - related changes associated with the collectivisa-
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tion, nationalisation or liquidation of private businesses.
The Supreme Court was instrumental in the interpreta-
tion of new concepts in, for example, ownership relating
to newly introduced personal property. It was the Su-
preme Court which explained to the courts the correct
manner in which divorces were to be handled in order to
protect the principles of the socialist family.

In the second half of the 1950s, de-Stalinisation prompt-
ed changes. In June 1956, the Communist Party con-
gress called for the “most glaring examples of unlawful-
ness” to be corrected and for those parts of criminal law
facilitating them in political trials to be changed. In this
respect, Act No 63/1965 and Act No 64/1956 amended
both the Criminal Code and the Code of Criminal Pro-
cedure. Title 18 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, on
the death penalty, was revised.

Every final judgment imposing the death penalty was
submitted to the Supreme Court for review. A death
penalty could only be enforced if the Ministry of Justice
informed the Court that the judgment had remained
unchanged after review by the Supreme Court and that
no request for a pardon had been made or that any such
request had been rejected. The death penalty could not
be enforced on a pregnant woman or imposed on a per-
son under the age of 18. The Supreme Court’s role in
these discussions was tarnished by the fact that it was
headed by Josef Urvélek, who also happened to be a
state prosecutor in political trials. Urvélek, in his ca-
pacity as Court President, also exercised influence over
the Kolder Rehabilitation Commission, which began
operating in September 1962. He helped to champion
the view that political trials were “an effective weapon
in curbing the class enemy, but harsh penalties were a
violation of socialist law”, and that it was only individu-
als who had failed.

From the mid-1950s, in “civil” law there was a departure
from openly activistic decision-making when greater
weight was ascribed to the interpretation of statuto-
ry provisions, paving the way for a partial remedies of
decision-making in the previous period. Demand for
greater “expertise” came to the fore, although Supreme
Court decisions continued to reflect the legal reasoning
of the 1950s.

In connection with the declaration of the socialist
phase of development in Czechoslovakia and its en-
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trenchment in the 1960 Constitution, the role of the
Supreme Court was also to be transformed. According
to Act No 62/1961 on the Organisation of the Courts,
the courts were responsible for protecting the “social-
ist state, its social order and relations with the world
socialist system”, as well as “the rights and legitimate
interests of citizens, and of state, cooperative and other
social organisations”. The courts were also tasked with
educating citizens, guiding them, for example, towards
“devotion to the homeland, socialism and communism,
law enforcement, the protection of socialist property,
the observance of labour discipline, the rigorous fulfil-
ment of duties towards the family and minors, and re-
spect for the rights and esteem of fellow citizens.”

From the early 1960s, the Supreme Court (now the Su-
preme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic)
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The introductory parts of the Act No. 82/1968 Coll., on
Judicial Rehabilitation, published in the Statute book
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played an important role in the re-codification of crimi-
nal, family, civil and labour law, and then interpreted the
Codes, again, in the form of binding Directives. In crim-
inal law, this is clear from decisions concerning both
the general and, in particular, the special part of the
1961 Criminal Code. For example, the Supreme Court
issued more than 10 such opinions on the criminal of-
fences of intoxication and parasitism between 1963 and
1972. Numerous issues were cleared up during the ac-
tual criminal proceedings. Although we still encounter
ideologically conditioned formulations here, the deci-
sion-making process was more professionally compe-
tent than in the 1950s. The Supreme Court’s published
opinions also affected commentaries and professional
publications on criminal law. The Supreme Court’s in-
fluence was just as appreciable following the adoption
of the new Civil Code (for example, as regards the inter-
pretation of joint community property of spouses) and
the new Code of Civil Procedure.

The Supreme Court also conducted analysis in the var-
ious areas of its decision-making activity, and the Su-
preme Court’s Presidium meted out tasks to regional
courts. Reports by the Presidents of Divisions became
new documents generalising the work of the Supreme
Court.

Starting in the mid-1960s, we can see how Czechoslo-
vak society is becoming more liberalised, a develop-
ment that also affected the Supreme Court. A symbolic
issue here was the relationship between 1950s illegality
and rehabilitation. The Prague Spring of 1968 ushered
in great changes. The Communist Party’s action pro-
gramme of April 1968 criticised the fact that rehabilita-
tion thus far had been insufficient. The Central Commit-
tee of the Czechoslovak Communist Party established
a new Rehabilitation Commission chaired by Jan Piller.
The Supreme Court drew up a report for the Presidium
of the National Assembly in March 1968, on the basis
of which the Presidium condemned the “illegality” and
“methods applied in proceedings” and called on the Su-
preme Court to take remedial action. Josef Litera was
relieved of his presidency of the Supreme Court. On
26 June 1968, Act No 82/1968 on Judicial Rehabilita-
tion - opting for the principle of individual review - was
adopted.

It established Special Panels at the Supreme Court
that excluded the participation of those who had been
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involved in the proceedings under review. However, as
judicial rehabilitation was not to come into play until
after the occupation of Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw
Pact troops, the courts only had time to handle part of
the agenda. As at September 1969, 23,306 review appli-
cations had been registered and 2,900 people were ac-
tually rehabilitated.

Besides discussions on other significant, but often
unfinished, amendments in law, 1968 brought about
the fundamental transformation of the system of gov-
ernance when Constitutional Act No 143/1968 on the
Czechoslovak Federation was adopted and the Act
on the Organisation of the Courts was subsequently
amended. The Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak So-
cialist Republic, seated in Prague, was established to
supervise the activities of the courts and to standardise
their decision-making. The Supreme Courts of the two
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Republics took decisions on ordinary remedies and on
applications concerning violations of law. The Supreme
Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic issued
“opinions on the uniform interpretation of legislation”.
The judges of the Supreme Courts of the Czech Repub-
lic and the Slovak Republic were elected by the National
Councils and those of the Supreme Court of the Czech-
oslovak Socialist Republic were elected by the Federal
Assembly for ten-year terms of office from 1970. The
Federal Assembly’s stenographic records show how
these elections took place: in May 1970, Supreme Court
judges were elected by acclamation.

The onset of the “normalisation” era was accompanied
by staff purges at the Supreme Court and a reassess-
ment of its rehabilitation activities. According to a re-
port of the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Social-
ist Republic of June 1970, these had been “abused by
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anti-socialist forces and the demand for rehabilitation
became one of the mainstays negating the whole devel-
opment of socialist society over the last twenty years.”
Act No 70/1970 amended the original Act No 82/1968
and some favourable rehabilitation judgments were re-
viewed. This affected 1,714 people.

According to Otakar Motejl, normalisation in the judi-
ciary meant the “revival of a highly politically tainted
agenda”. The Supreme Courts contributed signifi-
cantly to criminal-law persecution both in 1969 and in
subsequent politically motivated proceedings. In 1969,
further to Legal Measure of the Presidium of the Fed-
eral Assembly No 99/1969, 1,526 people were convicted,
609 of criminal acts under the first title of the Criminal
Code. The number of criminal convictions for sedition
and defamation of the Republic under Sections 102-104
of the Criminal Code continued to rise. In December
1969, the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic adopted an opinion on this, stating that sedi-
tion could include “criticism of certain phenomena in so-
ciety if it is unilateral and exaggerated and if it draws on
a wilfully tendentious comparison”, especially if it stoked
a hostile or even just an “unfavourable frame of mind in
relation to the state or social order of the republic”.
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Decision of the Special Panel of the Supreme Court, pub-
lished under No. 12/1970 of the Collection of Decisions of
the Courts of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic

The Supreme Court of the Czech Republic subsequent-
ly participated in criminal persecution of both Charter
77 and the Committee for the Defence of Unjustly Pros-
ecuted Persons. Appeal proceedings involving six of
its members, including Vaclav Havel, Petr Uhl and Jifi
Dienstbier, took place before the Supreme Court of the
Czech Socialist Republic with the assistance of police.
On 20 December 1979, the Supreme Court upheld the
decisions of the Municipal Court (five prison sentences
ranging from three to five years) for subversion of the
Republic “by forming an organised illegal group out
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of hostility towards the socialist social and state order
of the Republic.” It accepted the prosecutor’s applica-
tion for property seized during house searches to be
confiscated. In criminal cases, differences between the
Supreme Court’s assessment of “political crimes” and
general crime were exposed. The unifying and interpre-
tative practices of the Supreme Court, summarised in
1974 in a special collection of the directives, opinions
and appraisals of judicial practices of the Supreme
Court relating to criminal proceedings, wielded major
influence.

The general public mainly associated the Supreme
Court with decisions on the death penalty, especially in
cases attracting a lot of coverage, such as that of Olga
Hepnarova. The Supreme Court did actually find proce-
dural errors or erroneous legal classifications in a rela-
tively high percentage of cases.

In the 1970s and 1980s, the Supreme Court of the Czech-
oslovak Socialist Republic also significantly influenced
developments in other legal branches - in substantive
and procedural civil law, for example, in two collections
from 1974 and 1980. The first of these, concerning civil
proceedings and proceedings before a state notary, in-
cluded a selection of directives, resolutions, analysis,
and assessments of the judicial practices of the Plenum
and Presidium of the Supreme Court from 1965 to 1967.
The Supreme Court’s 1980 collection summed up the
work of the Supreme Courts in the areas of labour, civil
and family law. All three of the Supreme Courts, follow-
ing the adoption of a significant amendment to the Civil
Code, arrived at joint conclusions on the interpretation
of some of its provisions in 1984.

This was followed in 1986 by a further collection con-
taining all three Supreme Courts’ opinions on civil pro-
ceedings.

Changes in the late 1980s, as part of the “redevelop-
ment” process, were also intended to be reflected in the
work and status of the Supreme Courts. As late as 1989,
a new constitution was being prepared in this sense,
which was also to include certain reforming elements
such as the declaration that the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic pursued the rule of law, the return to a consti-
tutional judiciary, and reporting on the state of socialist
law by the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic. Nevertheless, the Supreme Courts continued
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to provide significant support to the regime until the
very last. Even in the last proposal - on 27 September
1989 - by the presidium of the Central Committee of the
National Front of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
to elect and remove judges of the Supreme Court of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, “political and profes-
sional” characteristics were used for new members, and
devotion to socialism was employed as an argument in
their favour. Of the ten judges nominated, only one was
not a member of the Communist Party. Consequently,
it was not until after the events in November 1989 that
the Supreme Court was able to return to the ideas of an
independent judiciary and to its democratic traditions
from the interwar period.
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The Supreme Court’s modern history in the wake of
the Velvet Revolution can generally be dated to Jan-
uary 1990, when Otakar Motejl was appointed as its
President. At first, he had to clean the Federal Supreme
Court up from the judges closely connected to the Com-
munist Party. Some judges quit on their own; the sys-
tematic cleansing of the judiciary was resolved by the
adoption of Act No. 451/1991 Coll. The still applicable
statute in its Section 2 determinates, that obstacles to
the performance of the function of judge are for exam-
ple membership in the former People’s Militia, collab-
oration with the communist State Security and other
performance in the posts listed under letters (a) to (h)
of this provision.

after 1989

The common Czech and Slovak state split as of 1 Jan-
uary 1993, rendering the federal structure of the judi-
ciary defunct. The Supreme Court, as the successor
of the federal Supreme Court of the Czech and Slovak
Federative Republic, made its way back from Prague to
Brno in 1993. However, its relocation to Moravia was
not prompted directly by the federation’s disintegration,
as the move had been mooted - and even subjected to
avote in the Chamber of Deputies - back in 1991. At the
time, Moravian MPs - striving to emphasise the impor-
tance of Moravia and Silesia - were a potent political
force. It came as no surprise, then, when Marta Naz-
ari-Buftivalovd, an MP from the HSD-SMS (Movement
for Self-Governing Democracy - Society for Moravia
and Silesia) moved for the transfer of the federal Su-

Otakar Motejl
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preme Court from Prague to Brno at the 16th joint ses-
sion of the parliamentary People’s Chamber and Cham-
ber of Nations. Some MPs believed that, by throwing
their weight behind such a proposal, they would be
taking further steps to maintain a common state with
the Slovaks. Moves were also afoot by the leadership of
Brno to augment the importance of their city. They re-
peatedly advertised how gladly they would place one of
the city’s buildings at the Supreme Court’s disposal free
of charge. However, Marta Nazari-Butivalovd’s propos-
al had yet to garner the support it needed among MPs.

Nevertheless, about a year and a half after the MPs' vote,
Brno was decisively named as the seat of the highest
body of the general judiciary in Section 33(1) of Act of
the Czech National Council No 17/1993. That Act, tak-
ing effect on 1 January 1993, amended and supplement-
ed Act No 335/1991 on Courts and Judges, as amended
by Act No 264/1992. Section 1(2) spelt out the individual
judicial instances as follows: “The courts of the Czech
Republic are: the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Supreme Court’); high
courts; regional courts; higher military courts; district
courts and military district courts; and, at a time when
the state is on defence alert, higher field courts and lower
field courts”.

This amendment named the Supreme Court in Brno as
the de facto successor of the original Supreme Court
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Authentic stenographic record of MP Marta
Nazari-Butivalova’s proposal submitted to the
16th joint session of the People’s Chamber
and the Chamber of Nations at the Parliament
of the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic
on 16 July 1991, Archives of the Chamber of
Deputies

Za bezvadnost: o7 Ao

VLADNI WAVRH
Zdkon

Caské ndrodni rady ze dng .....c... 1992,
kterym se méni a dopliuje zdkon &,335/19%1 Eb., & soudech a
soudcich, ve znéni zdkona &.264/1992 Shb.

Cagkd nirodni rada se usnesla na tomto zdkondé:
¢l 1

Zdkon £.335/199]1 Bb., o soudech a soudcich, ve znéni zékona
€. 264/1982 Sb., se méni a doplhuje takto:

1. § 1 zniz
"5l

(1) Souwdnictwi vykondvaji mezdvislé soudy Ceské republiky.

{2) Soudy Ceské republiky jsou: Hejvybsi soud Caské
republiky (didle Fen “"Mejvyssi soud”), wvrchni soudy, krajské
soudy, vyssi wvojenské soudy, okreshi soudy a vojenské aobvodové
seudy; ¥ dobé branné pohotovesti stdtu tél vyssi polni soudy a
ni2di polni soudy.

{3) Wa dzemi hlavniho mésta Prahy vykondvd plscbnost
krajského soudu méstsky soud: plsobnost okresnich  soudd
vykondvaji obvedni seudy.

(4) Flisobnost okresnich soudd mohou v piipadech stanovenych
zvlastnim zédkoneam vykondvat i soudy jinak oznadend. ~.

2. § 2 se vypousti.

Government Bill containing amendments to the Act No.
335/1991 Coll., Archives of the Chamber of Deputies
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Darovaci smlouva
uzavtenda nife psaného dne amszi

misten Brnem; se sidlem v Brné, Dominikénské ném. 1
zast. primdtorem ing. Jifim Hordkem Ti=
jako ddrcem

a

Ceskim stiten, Ministerstven spravedlnosti Ceské republiky,
se sidlem v Praze, Vydehradskd 16
zast. ministrem JUDr. Jifim Novéken
jake cbdarovanym.
33

Dérce je podle hospoddfské smlouvy ze dne 21. 12. 1933-€.
01.3/83/Dr.8/3026-R 1161/83 a podle § 1 zdkona &. 172/1991 Sbis-o
phechodu nékterych véci z majetka Ceské republiky do vlastnictvi

obci, wvlastnikem domu &p. 571 v Brné, BureSovd ul. 20, se
stavebnimi pozemky p. &. 1277, 1278, 1279, 1282/1, o celkové
vyméfe 2 851 =2, zapsané na listu vlastnictvi &. 1 evidence

nemcvitosti pro katastrdlni dzemi Veveii. AN =

1.

Nemovitosti uvedené v &ldnku I. tédte smlouvy didrce prfevadi
beziplatné, tedy darem na cbdarovaného s urdenim, aby =sloufily
jake sidle Nejvysiiho soudu Ceské republiky ve smyslu § 33 odst.
1 zdkona &. 335/1991 5b., o soudech a sowndcich, wve ‘znéni

of the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic; the suc-
cessors of the erstwhile Supreme Court of the Czech
Republic were the High Court in Prague and the High
Court in Olomouc - this last court had yet to be cre-
ated, but was foreseen by the amendment to the Act
on Courts and Judges. Using the same key as that for
the individual courts, judges and employees were also
transferred from the original courts of the Czechoslo-
vak Federation. This was extraordinary because, when
the federation broke up, most of the Czech Republic’s
new institutions were formed from the original Czech
state bodies and the federal authorities were dissolved.

Brno City Hall kept its promise and donated a building
in BureSova Street - originally belonging to the pension
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pozdéjdich pfedpisd a obdarsvany tyto nemovitosti do svého vlase-
nictvi prijima.

III.

Dirce prohlasuje, Ze prfevidénd nemsvitosti nemaji 2idné
vady, na které by byl povinen obdarovaného upozornit a obdarovany
prohladuje, #e mu stav téchto nemovitosti je zndm.

Ze jsou seznimeni s
pro déaly pfipadnéhe

Oba @éastnici smlouvy shodné uvadéjl,
censu pfevadénych nemovitosti stanovenou
cpatfeni podle &ldnku IV. téte smlouvy.

Iv.

Pokud by cbdarovany zamyilel prevést wviasenickd prdve na
jiného, zavazuje se nabidnout pfednostné tento dar dirci.

Obdarovany tedy zfizuje direci prdve zpétného beiiplatného
pisvodu formou vécného bfemene.

V pfipadé realizace zpétného pfevodu se dirce zavazuje
uhradit é ndklady prok

“nemevitesti.

1né vloiend do zhodnoceni

V.
¥s "+ Pokud nemovitost nebude uiivdna ke sjednanému déelu die ust.
€l. 1IXI. +této smlouvy, vyhrazujes si ddrce prive odstouplt od
smlouvy a obdarovany & touto podminkon souhlasi.

Tato podminka se u a po dobu i stavby.

i

The opening pages of the deed of gift, under which Brno donated
the building of the Supreme Court to the Ministry of Justice

funds institution VSeobecny pensijni tistav - to the Su-
preme Court for free. The Supreme Court has remained
here to this day. The contract on the free transfer of
ownership of the current seat of the Supreme Court
from the city to the Ministry of Justice was signed on
behalf of Brno by the mayor, Jiti Horéak.

The Supreme Court’s homecoming to Brno after dec-
ades away was nothing unusual in the European con-
text. There are numerous countries where the highest
judicial institutions are located away from the capital
and the seat of government or parliament. They are
said to be better shielded from political influences and
from politicians’ efforts to meddle with judicial inde-
pendence.
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Opening ceremony of the building of the Supreme Court Opening ceremony of the building of the Supreme Court of the
of the Czech Republic in Brno, Supreme Court President Czech Republic, from left: Hana Pazderové, the Court’s HR Manager,
Otakar Motejl and Minister of Justice Jiri Novak Minister of Justice Jifi Novak, and Deputy Prime Minister Jan Kalvoda

Opening ceremony of the building of the Supreme Court of the
Czech Republic, from left: Minister of Justice Jifi Novak, Supreme
Court President Otakar Motejl, and MP Vladimir Suman

The individual Divisions of the Supreme Court, then 1993 - before the end of that first month - President

officially known as the Supreme Court of the Czech Véaclav Havel also visited the new seat of the Supreme
Republic, did not start moving from Prague to Moravia Court in Brno for the first time. He was to come here
until August 1993, as the building in Brno was still three times while in office.
being reconstructed to accommodate the Court until
shortly before the relocation. The opening ceremony on In the early days of its existence, the Supreme Court of
10 September 1993 was attended by Minister of Justice the Czech Republic in Brno wielded only the powers
Jiff Novék and Deputy Prime Minister Jan Kalvoda. it had inherited from the Supreme Court of the Czech
and Slovak Federative Republic, hence most of the de-
Originally, 13 Supreme Court judges moved to Brno: cision-making agenda now covered by the Supreme
four from the Criminal Division, four from the Commer- Court was carried out by the High Court in Prague.
cial Division, and five from the Civil Division. The Mili- With effect from 1994, the Supreme Court’s Criminal
tary Division was closed down at the end of 1993, when Division took decisions on exclusions from the com-
the military judiciary was abolished. On 21 September petence of law enforcement agencies. The Supreme
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Vaclav Havel, Brno Mayor Jifi
Horak, Supreme Court President
Otakar Motejl (September 1993)

_-—

Véaclav Havel’s signature in the visitors’ book (September 1993) Véclav Havel (December 2001)
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Véclav Havel and Dagmar Havlova (December 2001) Vaclav Havel and the Presidents of Panels of the Su-
preme Court, Jiti Spacil and Petr Vojtek (December 2001)

Photograph of Supreme Court judges at
the official farewell to Otakar Motejl (1998)
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Symbolic handover not only of a bouquet of roses, but also of the office of the President of
the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic, Otakar Motejl and Eliska Wagnerova (July 1998)

Court also heard disputes between courts on jurisdic-
tion, on the removal and assignment of cases, on mo-
tions to exclude judges from hearing and adjudicating
on cases, and on complaints about court decisions
to extend remand. In matters of legal relations with
other countries, the Supreme Court of the Czech Re-
public was responsible for reviewing decisions on the
admissibility of extradition, decision-making on the
authorisation of transit for the purposes of proceed-
ings abroad, and decision-making on the recognition
of foreign judgments in criminal cases. Effective from
1 September 1995, the Supreme Court of the Czech
Republic had exclusive jurisdiction to decide on com-
plaints on the violations of the law in criminal matters.
Until 31 August 1995, it had only addressed complaints
on the violations of the law lodged against decisions
of the High Court in Prague; beyond that date, it dealt
with all such complaints.
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In civil cases, the Supreme Court of the Czech Repub-
lic had exclusive jurisdiction to handle extraordinary
appeals with effect from 1 January 1996. Following the
establishment of the independent Czech Republic, the
Supreme Court’s Civil Division had initially only heard
extraordinary appeals concerning the decisions hand-
ed down by the High Court in Prague. Since 1996, it has
dealt with such extraordinary appeals against the deci-
sions of regional courts and the High Courts in Prague
and Olomouc. This change finally elevated the Supreme
Court to the top of the judicial system, as envisaged by
Chapter Four of the Constitution of the Czech Republic.

The extension to the competence of the Supreme Court
at the end of 1995 and the beginning of 1996 was ac-
companied by a significant increase in the number of
judges, as these legislative changes triggered a huge
rise in the civil and criminal caseload. Consequently,
in 1996 the Supreme Court in Brno had 20 judges in its
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Pavel Kucera, Vice-President of
the Supreme Court, 1993-2010
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Appointment of Eliska Wagnerova as Vice-President of the Consti-
tutional Court and the simultaneous appointment of Iva Brozova as
the President of the Supreme Court, Prague Castle, 20 March 2002

Civil Division, 7 in its Commercial Division, and 22 in its
Criminal Division.

In July 1998, Otakar Motejl gave up the presidency of
the Supreme Court to head the Ministry of Justice from
August 1998. On 22 July 1998, he was replaced by Eliska
Wagnerova.

Eliska Wagnerova was the first to introduce judicial as-
sistants to the Supreme Court. Since 2000, they have
greatly assisted the judges in their decision-making
activities. Initially, the assistants were restricted to the
Civil Division, but soon they were increasingly needed
at the Criminal Division as well. This was prompted by
a further extension to the decision-making agenda of
the Supreme Court’s Criminal Division, which again
pushed up the caseload. The change came into effect
on 1 January 2002, when extraordinary appeals were
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Iva Brozova, President of the
Supreme Court, 2002-2015

introduced into the Code of Criminal Procedure as an-
other means of extraordinary remedy in criminal cases.

Eliska Wagnerova remained the President of the Su-
preme Court until 20 March 2002, when she was ap-
pointed as a Vice-President of the Constitutional Court
of the Czech Republic. The President of the Supreme
Court was then Iva BrozZové, who held this position until
January 2015, when President Milo§ Zeman appointed
Pavel Samal as her successor. Iva BroZzova has thus been
the longest-serving President of the Supreme Court in
its history, holding this position longer than any other
President of the highest body of general judiciary.

Pavel Samal, who held the position of the President of
the Supreme Court for approximately half of his origi-
nally planned term of office, was appointed a judge of
the Constitutional Court on 20 February 2020, which
by default terminated his position as the President of
the Supreme Court. For approximately three months,
that is until 20 May 2020, when President Milo§ Zeman
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appointed the current President, Petr Angyalossy, the
Supreme Court was headed by the then Vice-President,
Roman Fiala, on the basis of the competences associat-
ed with this position.

Until 2002, the Supreme Court was officially referred to
as the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic on the basis
of Article 91(1) of the Constitution of the Czech Repub-
lic; since then, in accordance with the designation in Act
No 6/2002, on Courts and Judges, it has been referred to
only as the Supreme Court. If the Court uses its previous
name, it is only for better clarity in texts in which the
highest courts of other countries are mentioned.

Until the end of 2002, the Supreme Court’s judges also
heard cases as part of its administrative judiciary agen-
da. On the basis of remedial measures, they addressed
the legality of decisions made by public authorities;
they also handled disciplinary proceedings with judges.
Following the establishment of the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court on 1 January 2003, the Supreme Court’s de-

Appointment of Pavel Samal to the position of the judge of
the Constitutional Court, Prague Castle, 20 February 2020
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cision-making in administrative matters was restricted
to cases governed by Sections 244 to 2501 under Part
Five of the Code of Civil Procedure.

As of 1 November 2004, decision-making on the recogni-
tion of foreign judgments in criminal cases was shifted
from the Supreme Court’s Criminal Division to regional
courts. On the other hand, in connection with the estab-
lishment of surrender procedures between the Member
States of the European Union, the Supreme Court start-
ed to decide on the authorisation of prisoner transits
and transfer of detained persons for surrender purpos-
es. Since 1 July 2004, the Supreme Court has also ruled
on motion seeking to have periods of limitations set for
procedural acts under Section 174a of Act No 6/2002 on
Courts and Judges, as amended.

Apart from its decision-making activities, post-1989 the

Roman Fiala, Vice-President of Supreme Court naturally also worked on the unification
the Supreme Court, 2011-2020

Appointment of Petr Angyalossy, to the position of the
President of the Supreme Court. Prague Castle, 20 May 2020
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of case-law. Its judges were involved in the procedure of
drafting comments for new bills. Some of them directly
helped to shape new legal standards. On 1 May 2004,
when Iva BroZova was President of the Supreme Court,
the Czech Republic joined the European Union. This
made it necessary to gradually begin studying the case-
law of EU Member States and the EU’s highest judicial
institutions, and to apply it not only at the Supreme
Court, but also to pass on this knowledge to courts
across the Czech judicial system. To accommodate this
requirement, the International Department, now called
the Department of Analytics and Comparative Law, was
set up at the Supreme Court.

Since 1 September 2017, in connection with the entry
into effect of the amendment to Act No 159/2006 Coll.,
on Conflict of Interest, the Supreme Court has been re-
sponsible for receiving and recording notifications of
activities, assets, income, gifts and liabilities of judges
of the Czech Republic, as well as for storing the data
of these notifications and supervising the completeness
thereof. All judges of the Czech Republic whose names
are entered in the Central Register of Notifications com-
piled by the Ministry of Justice are obliged to submit no-
tifications to the Supreme Court periodically within the
statutory time limits specified. To manage this agenda,
the Conflict of Interest Department was created.
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Otakar Motejl

I

President of the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak So-
cialist Republic (Czech and Slovak Federative Republic),
1990-1992, President of the Supreme Court, 1993-1998

Otakar Motejl (born 1932 in Prague, died 2010 in Brno)
graduated from the Faculty of Law of Charles University,
Prague, in 1956. Following his studies, he practised law,
first in Slovakia, later in Kladno and Prague. From the
beginning of his time as a lawyer, he defended people
persecuted by the Communist regime, such as families
of farmers who refused to hand over their property to
cooperatives. In 1966, he had a brief stint at the Law
Institute of the Ministry of Justice of the Czech Social-
ist Republic, but went back to practising law after two
years. As political tensions eased in the late 1960s, he
became a Supreme Court judge in 1968, despite refus-
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ing to join the Communist Party. With the advent of nor-
malisation, however, Otakar Motejl was forced to leave
the federal Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Social-
ist Republic in 1970, when he again returned to his le-
gal practice. By defending many Czech dissidents, in-
cluding journalists such as Jiti Ruml, Vladimir Skutina,
Svatopluk Karasek and Jitfina Siklova, as well as mem-
bers of music band The Plastic People of the Universe,
he became a thorn in the side of the governing regime.
Consequently, he had to methodically withstand pres-
sure to leave the legal profession. He was successful in
fending off such coercion.

During the demonstration in Narodni tfida, Prague, on
17 November 1989, he transported wounded demon-
strators to Prague hospitals in his own car. Subsequent-
ly, in December 1989, he became one of the members
of the Federal Assembly’s investigative commission for
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the supervision of the investigation into the events of
17 November.

In January 1990, Otakar Motejl was elected President
of the Supreme Court of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic. From 1 January 1993, he was the President of
the newly established Supreme Court of the Czech Re-
public. Otakar Motejl contributed considerably to the
smooth progress of the transformation of the original
federal Supreme Court of the Czech and Slovak Fed-
erative Republic into the Supreme Court of the Czech
Republic.

In 1998, Otakar Motejl resigned as Supreme Court Pres-
ident, and shortly after was appointed Minister of Jus-
tice in Prime Minister Milo§ Zeman’s government. In
this post, he was responsible, among other things, for
the new Act No 349/1999 on the Ombudsman. In De-
cember 2000, after leaving the Ministry, he became the
first ever Ombudsman in the Czech Republic. In 2006,
the Chamber of Deputies confirmed that Otakar Motejl
would continue to hold this office for another six-year
term.

In 1991, he was awarded the Human Rights Award, pre-
sented to prominent figures by the US government, for
his long-standing efforts to protect the law and promote
justice. He was also a holder of the French Order of the
Legion of Honour (Commander class), awarded in 2000.
As a lawyer, he was awarded the Lawyer of the Year title
in the civil and human rights category. Three years later,
he was inducted into the Law Hall of Fame. In addition,
he held Antonin Randa Gold and Silver Medals, award-
ed by the Association of Czech Lawyers since 19992.
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EliSka Wagnerova

President of the Supreme Court, 1998-2002

Eliska Wagnerova (born 1948 in Kladno) graduated
from the Faculty of Law of Charles University, Prague,
in 1974. Initially a corporate lawyer, she went on to prac-
tise as an attorney of law. In 1982, she emigrated to the
then Federal Republic of Germany, where she worked,
inter alia, for Radio Free Europe; after that, she also re-
sided briefly in Canada.

In 1993, Eliska Wagnerova returned to the Czech Re-
public and was appointed as a judicial asisstant of
the President of the Constitutional Court. In 1996, she
was awarded a political science PhD by the Faculty of
Arts, Masaryk University, Brno. She began her career
as a judge at the Civil Division of the Supreme Court,
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where she was appointed as a judge in 1996. From July
1998 to March 2002, Eliska Wagnerova was the Pres-
ident of the Supreme Court. She was instrumental in
introducing the first judicial assistants to the Supreme
Court in 2000, and helped to enshrine this position in
the Act on Courts and Judges. On 20 March 2002, Pres-
ident Vaclav Havel appointed her as a Vice-President of
the Constitutional Court. Eliska Wagnerové’s ten-year
stay at the Constitutional Court is associated with many
fundamental rulings. As a Judge Rapporteur, she is
best-known for her findings that remedied or directly
annulled some of the government’s controversial polit-
ical decisions. One particular example that stands out
is the Constitutional Court’s judgement of March 2011
under which it abolished the law, coined the “Social
Cuts Package”, by which the government of prime min-
ister Petr Necas (ODS) had intended to save billions of
crowns in sickness benefits and in welfare that would
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otherwise be granted to the unemployed and families
with children during the economic crisis. According to
the Constitutional Court’s judges, the government had
erroneously applied a state of legislative emergency to
push through the law, and the government parties (the
ODS, Véci vetejné, and TOP 09) had violated the rights
of the political opposition. The Constitutional Court’s
2006 judgement that abolished the government regula-
tion on sugar production is also frequently mentioned.
The Panel in which Eliska Wagnerova was the Rappor-
teur pointed out that, by adopting that regulation, the
government had inappropriately encroached on an
area governed by European Union standards. As such,
the Constitutional Court historically allowed European
Union law to influence legislation in the Czech Repub-
lic.

After her term of office at the Constitutional Court end-
ed, Eliska Wagnerova decided to engage in politics. In
the 2012 autumn Senate elections, she successfully ran
as a Green-backed independent in the Brno-mésto con-
stituency and became a Senator for the next six years.

In 2009, Eliska Wagnerovd was awarded an Antonin
Randa Silver Medal. In 2012, she was named Lawyer
of the Year in the fields of civil and human rights and
constitutional law. From 2002 to 2010, she was as an al-
ternate member of the Venice Commission, the Council
of Europe’s advisory body on constitutional law issues.
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Iva Brozova
President of the Supreme Court, 2002-2015

Iva Brozova (born 1951 in Brno) graduated magna cum
laude from the Faculty of Law at Masaryk University,
Brno, in 1974, and became a trainee judge of the Region-
al Court in Brno. In 1975, she was awarded the doctoral
degree title in law. From 1975 to 1990, she was a judge at
the Municipal Court in Brno. As she refused to join the
Communist Party and she was the daughter of a pilot
who flew with the RAF during the war, for most of the
time she was entrusted with minor administrative mat-
ters, e.g. in the field of insurance, while she was at this
court. In 1990, she became a judge at the Regional Court
in Brno and an adviser to the Constitutional Court of
the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic. In July 1993,
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she was appointed a judge of the Constitutional Court
and remained in that position until December 1999.
From 2000, she was a judge of the Supreme Court and
the President of its Civil Division. Iva Brozova became
the President of the Supreme Court in March 2002. Iva
Brozova has been the longest-serving President in the
Court’s modern history, heading this institution until
her resignation in January 2015. She then worked as a
judge at the Supreme Court’s Civil and Commercial Di-
vision until 30 April 2015.

Iva Brozové's presidency of the Supreme Court is close-
ly associated with the fight for judicial independence.
When, in February 2006, President Vaclav Klaus removed
her from her position as President of the Supreme
Court with reference to the then applicable provisions
of the Act on Courts and Judges allowing those who
appoint the Presidents and Vice-Presidents of courts to
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remove them, too, Iva BroZovéa lodged a constitutional
complaint against the President of the Republic. The
Constitutional Court found in her favour, abolished the
relevant provisions of the Act on Courts and Judges as
unconstitutional, and subsequently also overturned the
President’s removal of Iva BroZzova from her position
as President of the Supreme Court. The Constitutional
Court again found in Iva Brozovd’s favour in her legal
dispute with President Vaclav Klaus after she opposed
the appointment of Jaroslav Bures as Vice-President of
the Supreme Court. The Constitutional Court held that
Jaroslav Bure$ could not become Vice-President of the
Supreme Court because the President of the Repub-
lic may only appoint a Vice-President of the Supreme
Court from the ranks of judges who have been duly as-
signed to that Court. Jaroslav Bure§'s assignment to the
Supreme Court, however, had been unconstitutional
because the Ministry of Justice did not solicit the assent
of the Court’s President, i.e. Iva BroZova, for that assign-
ment.

Iva BroZova also faced a disciplinary action filed against
her by Minister of Justice Jifi PospiSil for allegedly
covering up a 40-million-crown fine from the tax of-
fice. However, the Disciplinary Panel noted that the
Supreme Court’s President had not committed an act
of misconduct as it had been proposed for an adminis-
trative error, specifically the failure to comply with the
final evaluation of the Supreme Court’s construction in-
vestments in 2003 and 2004, which was unrelated to the
exercise of judicial power.

In 2013, Iva Brozova was awarded an Antonin Randa
Silver Medal for repeatedly championing judicial inde-
pendence. In 2016, she was inducted into the Law Hall
of Fame for her extraordinary lifelong contribution to
Czech law.
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Pavel Samal
President of the Supreme Court, January 2015-2020

Pavel Samal (born 1953 in Néchod) graduated from the
Faculty of Law at Charles University, Prague, in 1977.
From 1979, he was a judge of the District Court in Most.
In 1980, he earned a doctoral degree title in law from
Charles University’s Faculty of Law. He became a judge
of the Regional Court in Usti nad Labem in 1982. In
1991, he was appointed as a judge of the Supreme Court
of the Czech Republic (within the framework of the
federal structure of supreme courts), which was later
transformed into the High Court in Prague. Pavel Sa-
mal was a judge and President of Panel at the Supreme
Court’s Criminal Division from 1993. He was granted
the academic title of Ph.D. by the Faculty of Law at
Masaryk University, Brno, in 1999. Two years later, he
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was awarded his habilitation degree in criminal law
at the same Faculty of Law. In 2006, he was appointed
as a professor of criminal law, criminology and foren-
sics at the Faculty of Law of Charles University, Prague.
He lectures at the Faculty of Law of Charles University
and also at the Faculty of Law of Comenius Universi-
ty in Bratislava (Slovak Republic). He is a member of
scientific boards of these Faculties as well as of the
Faculty of Law of Masaryk University in Brno and the
Faculty of Law of Palacky University in Olomouc. He is
the author and co-author of a number of professional
legal monographs, the leading author of textbooks and
commentaries of all fundamental criminal laws and of
more than 250 professional articles and papers, many
of which have been published abroad. He is a member
of the editorial boards of many professional and schol-
arly journals.
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In 2007, Pavel Samal was awarded the Antonin Randa
Silver Medal for his significant contribution to legal
theory and practice in the field of criminal law, which
is partly based on his long-term participation on the
Ministry of Justice committees working on legislation
in the field of criminal law. In 2008, Pavel Samal was
awarded the title of Lawyer of the Year in the Criminal
Law category.

On 1 January 2011, Pavel Samal assumed the position
of the President of the Grand Panel of the Criminal Di-
vision of the Supreme Court, and he served as the Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court from 22 January 2015 to Feb-
ruary 2020, when his office ceased by default because
he was appointed a judge of the Constitutional Court
on 20 February 2020.

Pavel Samal has long devoted himself to legislative ac-
tivities and is known, in particular, as the principal au-
thor of the new Criminal Code from 2009. He has also
worked on the preparation of the Act on the Judiciary in
Juvenile Matters, along with the Probation and Media-
tion Service Act. He co-authored the sweeping amend-
ment to the Code of Criminal Procedure from 2001. He
is currently the Chairman of the Justice Ministry’s large-
scale Committee for Preparations of the re-codification
of the Code of Criminal Procedure.

As the President of the Supreme Court, Pavel Samal
has contributed to significantly improving the credibil-
ity of this institution in the eyes of the public. In 2019,
the Supreme Court was ranked as the most trustworthy
of all Supreme Courts in the Czech Republic in an ex-
traordinary survey by STEM. 65% of respondents found
the Court trustworthy. At that time, public opinion was
improved by, among other matters, the significant re-
duction in the length of extraordinary appeal proceed-
ings, in both criminal and especially civil proceedings.
During the negotiations on the systematisation of posts,
Profesor Pavel Samal, managed to grow both Divisions
of the Supreme Court with new judges, and the Per-
sonnel Department was also able to employ a signifi-
cant number of new judicial assistants after 2015. On
1 October 2019, Pavel Samal, in co-operation with the
Ministry of Justice, managed to open the new wing of
the Supreme Court building, which finally provided
adequate facilities for the judicial assistants of the Su-
preme Court. The Supreme Court had been trying un-
successfully to expand its headquarters since 2000.
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Petr Angyalossy
President of the Supreme Court from 20 May 2020

Petr Angyalossy, who was born in 1964 in Prerov, grad-
uated from the grammar school in Dunajské Streda
and then took studied a socio-legal extension course
in Nitra. He studied remotely at the Faculty of Law of
Masaryk University in Brno while working in various
blue-collar, technical and administrative jobs. After
graduating, he subsequently received his JUDr. and
Ph.D. degrees in 1998 at the same Faculty. He was ap-
pointed a judge in 1996; from that year, he served as
the President of the Panel of the District Court in Ol-
omouc. In 1999, he became the President of the Panel
of the Regional Court in Ostrava, Olomouc branch. In
2004, he became a judge of the High Court in Olomouc,
for ten years he was also the spokesperson. He gradu-
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ally discovered how the public needed to be informed
about events in the judiciary and what could and could
not be disclosed about judicial proceedings in popular
cases. He was appointed as a judge of the Panel of the
Criminal Division of the Supreme Court on 1 April 2017
and has been the President of the Panel of the Crimi-
nal Division of the Supreme Court since the summer of
2018. Petr Angyalossy was appointed President of the
Supreme Court by the President of the Czech Repub-
lic Milo§ Zeman for a 10-year term of office on 20 May
2020.

In his first year on the Supreme Court, he was appoint-
ed as an ad hoc judge for the Czech Republic to the joint
supervisory body of Eurojust. In 2019 and 2020, he led
a working group that prepared the Code of Ethics for
Judges of the Czech Republic. On 23 April 2021, Petr
Angyalossy was elected to the Council of the Network
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of the Presidents of the Supreme Judicial Courts of the
European Union.

Petr Angyalossy, has set as one of his main priorities
to further reduce the length of the extarordinary ap-
peal proceedings, to improve public confidence in the
judicial system and thus to increase its prestige. He is
aware that the Supreme Court is undergoing a genera-
tional change, which is why he is emphasising the care-
ful selection of new judges to replace those who will
leave the Supreme Court in the coming years after they
reach the age of 70.

The lecturing activity of Petr Angyalossy is focused pri-
marily on the interpretation of case law and procedures
necessary for courts to decide in adhesion proceedings
on claims for compensation for other than proprietary
harm caused by criminal activity. In addition to this top-
ic, he also lectures on the ethical behaviour of judges
and public prosecutors, judges’ public image and ap-
pearance and communication with the media. This is
aimed primarily at aspiring judges and public prosecu-
tors to equip them with the right skills to act as repre-
sentatives of the judiciary.

The merits of President Petr Angyalossy in developing
co-operation with the supreme judicial courts of other
European countries are also undeniable. In spite of the
coronavirus pandemic, he has further deepened the
Court’s co-operation with the Supreme Court of the Slo-
vak Republic and kept in regular contact, either online
or in person, through mutual visits, with the highest
representatives of the judiciary from Austria, Germany,
France, the Netherlands, Hungary and the countries of
the former Yugoslavia and the Balkan Peninsula.
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The Supreme Court is the highest judicial authority
in matters within the jurisdiction of the courts in civil
court proceedings and in criminal proceedings. Its Pan-
els decide on extraordinary appeals, with the exception
of matters within the jurisdiction of the Constitutional
Court and the Supreme Administrative Court.

Extraordinary appeals are appeals against decisions
of the second instance courts and also complaints on
the violation of the law submitted to the Criminal Divi-
sion by the Minister of Justice. The Supreme Court also
decides, in cases provided for by law, on the territorial
and substantive jurisdiction of the courts, on recogni-
tion of foreign judgments, on permissions to surrender
persons upon European arrest warrants, on review of
telecommunications survey warrants, and inquiries
concerning the removal of cases from the scope of pow-
ers of the law enforcement and criminal proceedings
authorities.
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Group photograph of Supreme Court judges (November 2024)

The extraordinary appeal proceedings pursuant to the
Civil Procedure Code (Act No. 99/1963 Coll., as amend-
ed) primarily reflect modifications in the extraordinary
appeal proceedings implemented by Act No. 404/2012
Coll., effective as of 1 January 2013. Extraordinary ap-
peals are only directed against judgments issued by ap-
pellate courts if such courts have decided on appeals
against decisions of courts of first instance; however, it
may also be directed against certain resolutions of an
appeal court, which were issued in the course of the ap-
peal proceedings and are provided for by the Section
238a of the Code of Civil Procedure.

An extraordinary appeal is admissible under Section
237 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The admissibili-
ty conditions set forth herein must be stated by the
applicant, otherwise the extraordinary appeal will be
deemed defective and will be dismissed. The Supreme
Court does handle extraordinary appeals that are not
admissible, and will reject such appeals as inadmissi-
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The Plenary Hall of the Supreme Court before the major
renovation, which was the biggest investment event of 2022

Photo of the renovated Plenary Hall
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ble. Extraordinary appeals against decisions of the ap-
pellate courts issued as of 1 January 2013 may only be
lodged on the grounds of the decision of the appellate
court being based on an erroneous determination of
law (Section 241a (1) of the Code of Civil Procedure). In
particular, the appellant must specifically state which
legal assessment made by the appellate tribunal is al-
legedly unlawful and must also explain what the alleged
unlawfulness rests in. The unlawfulness of legal assess-
ment of a case may concern both the interpretation of
substantive law and the interpretation of procedural
law which the appellate court has adopted in the con-
tested decision.

Unless otherwise specified, the appellant must be rep-
resented by an attorney at law or a notary. The notary
may only represent the appellant within the scope of
their authority, as provided for by special legal regula-
tions. The above does not apply if the appellant is a per-
son who has received legal education or is a legal entity,
a state, a municipality or a higher territorial self-gov-
erning body or unit, if they are represented by a person
specified in Section 21, 21a or Section 21b of the Code

Gowns of judges of the Supreme Court

The meeting room in the new wing of the Supreme
Court building serves as one of two meeting rooms
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of Civil Procedure, who has received legal education
or if the appellant is a municipality, which, under the
terms of Section 241 (3) of the Code of Civil Procedure,
is represented by the State.

Prior to the competent Panel of the Civil and Commer-
cial Division of the Supreme Court commencing the
actual review of the contested decision of an appellate
court, it may suspend the enforceability of such deci-
sion (Section 243 of the Code of Civil Procedure). Sus-
pension of enforcement implies a considerable inter-
ference with the right to legal certainty of the parties
and as such only takes place in cases in which it can be
justified by extraordinary circumstances. The suspen-
sion of enforceability is intended to prevent the imme-
diate enforcement of the decision and thus any harm
suffered by the appellant on their rights. In cases of the
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Office of Petr Angyalossy, the President of
the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic

suspended decision or decision that is not enforced, the
court may suspend the finality of the decision. This also
applies if there is a serious threat to the rights of the ap-
pellant and where the suspension does not affect legal
relationships of persons other than the parties to the
proceedings.

The Supreme Court essentially decides extraordinary
appeals in civil matters without holding a hearing,
however, in exceptional cases a hearing may be listed
as provided for by Section 243a (1) of the Code of Civil
Procedure.

In the Supreme Court Criminal Division, the fundamen-
tal remedy is the extraordinary appeal, which may only
challenge a final decision of the court on the merits,
provided that court ruled at the second instance (i.e.
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Petr Angyalossy, President of the Supreme Court

where a regional or high court has decided on an ap-
peal or in complaints proceedings), and provided the
Act No. 141/1961 Coll., the Code of Criminal Procedure,
as amended, allows it. An extraordinary appeal in crim-
inal matters may only be filed on the grounds provided
for by the law, as defined in Section 265b of the Code
of Criminal Procedure, and an extraordinary appeal
solely contesting the grounds of the decision is not ad-
missible. The extraordinary appeal must be filed by an
attorney at law in a capacity of a defence counsel, and
besides the general requirements, must also contain
extraordinary particulars as defined in Section 265f (1)
of the Code of Criminal Procedure.

The primary format for hearing of the extraordinary ap-
peals in criminal matters is a public session in which all
decisions of the court that decides on extraordinary ap-

99

Petr Suk, Vice-President of the Supreme Court

peals on the extraordinary appeal lodged, as provided
for by the Code of Criminal Procedure (Section 265r (1))
may be arrived at. Some decisions may only be adopt-
ed in public sessions, in some cases a closed session is
also possible, at the discretion of the court that decides
on extraordinary appeals.

Another extraordinary remedy is a complaint on the vio-
lation of the law, which may only be filed by the Minister
of Justice, to the benefit or to the detriment of the ac-
cused or a third party. The Supreme Court will dismiss
a complaint on the violation of the law if it is not ad-
missible, if it is filed late or if it is not justified (Section
268 of the Code of Criminal Procedure ). If the Supreme
Court finds that the law has been violated, it decides
by judgment that the law has been violated by the con-
tested decision, or its part, or the proceedings which



The Supreme Court

preceded such a decision. If the Supreme Court finds
that the law has been violated in favour of the accused
or in favour of or to the detriment of another person,
its decision shall only constitute an academic declara-
tory statement to the effect that such a violation of the
law has occurred, but the Court does not have authority
to annul nor set aside the contested decision nor the
proceedings that preceded it. The contested decision or
the proceedings preceding it shall only be set aside by
the Supreme Court (the Court has an obligation to do
so), should it find on the basis of a complaint on the
violation of the law, that the law has been violated to the
detriment of the accused.

The Supreme Court plays a crucial role in unifying the
case law. In particular, it does so not only by deciding on
extraordinary appeals but also by issuing Opinions on

Frantisek Pury, President of the Criminal Division
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uniform interpretation of the law. The most important
decisions of the Supreme Court, or of lower courts, and
the Opinions of the Divisions or of the Plenary Session
of the Supreme Court, are published in the Collection of
Decisions and Opinions of the Supreme Court.

According to Act No. 159/2006 Coll., on Conflict of In-
terest, as amended, since 1 September 2017, the Su-
preme Court is also in charge of collecting, recording
and checking notifications of the activities, property, in-
come, gifts and obligations of all, more than 3,000, judg-
es of the Czech Republic. The recorded notifications
are not public.

The Court is chaired by the President of the Supreme
Court, who was appointed by the President of the Re-
public on 20 May 2020 Mr Petr Angyalossy, and the

—

Pavlina Brzobohat4, President of the Civil and
Commercial Division
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Vice-President of the Supreme Court, Mr Petr Suk, ap-
pointed on 17 February 2021. The Supreme Court also
consists of the Presidents of Divisions, Presidents of
Panels and other judges. The President and Vice-Presi-
dent of the Court are appointed by the President of the
Republic for term of office of 10 years.

The President of the Supreme Court is primarily a body
of state administration of courts, whose competenc-
es are exhaustively defined in Act No. 6/2002 Coll., on
Courts and Judges, as amended. The specific ways in
which the Supreme Court President conducts the state
administration of the Supreme Court are defined in
Section 124 of this Act. The primary task of the state
administration of the courts is to create for the courts
the conditions for proper administration of the judi-
ciary, mainly in the areas related to staffing, organisa-
tion, economic, and financial issues, and education and
training. Court administration is strictly separate from
the jurisdiction of the courts, since the exercise of state
administration of judiciary must not interfere with the
principle of the independence of the courts.

The activity of other judges of the Supreme Court is
organised by the President of the Court in particular
through issuing work schedules, annually for the pe-
riod of the calendar year, having discussed it with the
Council of Judges, issuing the Rules of Procedure of the
Supreme Court, issuing the Office Rules and the Rules
of Organisation, presiding over the Plenary Sessions, he
may take part in sessions of any Division, he presides
over or sits in a Panel according to the Work Schedule,
convenes the sessions of the Supreme Court Plenary
Session, determines their programme and presides
over their sessions, on the basis of final courts’ deci-
sions makes proposals addressed to the Divisions or the
Plenary Session for adoption of opinions on the courts
decision-making in matters of a particular kind, takes
heed of the dignity of the proceedings, of the obser-
vance of judicial ethics and the smoothness of proceed-
ings, deals with complaints of delays in the proceedings.
He also deals with complaints about inappropriate be-
haviour or non-compliance with the dignity of court pro-
ceedings of judges and other employees working with
the Supreme Court or the President of the high courts.

The Vice-President of the Supreme Court primarily con-
tributes to the administration of justice by representing
the President during his absence and, in the presence
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of the President, by exercising the powers entrusted to
him or her by the President. During official proceed-
ings on comments on bills, he or she collects comments
from the Supreme Court judges on newly drafted laws
and bills.

Supreme Court judges act within Divisions, based on
the relevant area of law. The Supreme Court currently
has two Divisions. The Criminal Division, which, since
1 January 2016, has been presided by Mr Frantisek Pury,
who was entrusted to head this Division even prior to
his appointment, on September 1, 2015, and the Civil
and Commercial Division, which has been presid-
ed - since 1 January 2024 - by Ms Pavlina Brzobohata.
Presidents of Divisions manage and organise the work
of the respective Divisions. Presidents of Divisions are
appointed by the President of the Supreme Court for
a term of five years.

In order to ensure the legality and consistency of court
decisions, the Divisions monitor and evaluate the judg-
ments of the judiciary and generalise the acquired
insight and knowledge, they submit proposals for an

Jiri Dolezilek, President of the Grand Panel
of the Civil and Commercial Division
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Opinion on the decision-making activity of the courts
for a particular type of case by Plenary Session to the
President of the Supreme Court, adopt Opinions at the
request of the Supreme Court President, Presidents of
Divisions or the Grand Panel, select and decide on the
inclusion of decisions in the Collection of Decisions
and Opinions. The proceedings of the Divisions are not
public.

Judges decide in accordance with their own conscience
and are bound by law alone. As a rule, the Supreme
Court sits in Panels composed of the President of Panel
and two judges or sits in Grand Panels of the Divisions.
The Panels made up of three members have jurisdiction
to decide on extraordinary appeals, in criminal matters
also on complaints on the violation of the law and on
the recognition and enforcement of judgments issued
by foreign courts on the territory of the Czech Republic,
where this is required by a special legal regulation or an
international treaty.
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In October 2023, the last three-day meeting of the criminal judges of the
Supreme Courts of the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic took
place in T¥ebi¢. The meeting of about forty judges dealt mainly with

the agreement on guilt and punishment, declaration of guilt, admission
of undisputed facts and the institute of the so-called cooperating de-
fendant. The last meeting of the judges of the Civil Divisions of the two
highest courts took place in mid-June 2023 in Trnava, Slovakia

The Grand Panels of the Divisions were constituted at
the Supreme Court by Act No. 30/2000 Coll., which, with
effect as of January 1, 2001, amended the original Act on
Courts and Judges No. 335/1991 Coll. (Act No. 6/2002
on Courts and Judges, as amended, is now in effect).
Grand Panels are composed of at least nine judges from
the respective Division of the Supreme Court. However,
if a Division consists of more than 27 judges, the Grand
Panel of this Division shall consist of one-third of all
judges in the Division; if one-third of all the Division
judges does not amount to an odd number, the Grand
Panel shall consist of a number of judges correspond-
ing to the odd number greater than 9 immediately fol-
lowing that proportion. There is only one Grand Panel
in each Division. The Grand Panel of the Division de-
cides when a case has been referred to it by one of the
Supreme Court Panels because, in its decision, it has
reached a legal opinion that differs from the legal opin-
ion already expressed in the Supreme Court’s decision.
The President of Grand Panel of the Supreme Court’s
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Criminal Division is FrantiSek Pury, the President of
Grand Panel of the Civil and Commercial Division is Jifi
Dolezilek.

The President of Panel is at the head of each Supreme
Court Panel and organises its work. The allocation of
cases to individual Panel members is governed by the
Work Schedule.

The most important collective body of the Supreme
Court is the Plenary Session consisting of the President
and Vice-President of the Supreme Court, Presidents
of Divisions, Presidents of Panels and other Supreme
Court judges. The meetings of the Plennary Session
are not public, but the Minister of Justice has the right
to attend its meeting, and there is also the option of
inviting Presidents of the high courts, regional courts
and other persons. The Plenary Session addresses the
Rules of Procedure of the Supreme Court, and in the
interests of consistent decision-making of the courts, it
adopts Opinions on the courts’ decision-making in cas-
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es concerning both Divisions or in disputes between
Divisions.

Under Section 23 (2) of Act No. 6/2002 Coll. on Courts
and Judges “The Supreme Court Plenary Session may
validly rule in the presence of at least two-thirds of its
members. The adoption of the resolution requires the
consent of an absolute majority of the members pres-
ent; however, the approval of an absolute majority of all
members is required to obtain an opinion, to merge the
Civil and Commercial Division or to redivide it.” Then,
subsection 23 (3) of Act No. 6/2002 Coll. states: “The
President of the Supreme Court convenes the Plenary
Session, determines its agenda, and chairs its sessions.
The President of the Supreme Court is obliged to con-
vene a Plenary Session if at least one-third of all Su-
preme Court judges so request; in which case the Pres-
ident of the Supreme Court shall determine the agenda
for the Plenary Session on the basis of the proposal of
the person who requested the session.” The last Opin-
ion was approved at the Plenary Session meeting on
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Supreme Court judges during a meeting of the Plenary Session (2016)
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5 January 2017 where the judges present signed the
Opinion on Electronic Submissions and the Delivery
of Electronically-Prepared Court Documents Executed
Through the Public Data Network. Here, the Supreme
Court Plenary Session first defined its legal opinion
on the issue of the service of court documents using
data boxes, clarified the situation where an electronic
signature is needed when electronic communications
are used, and when this is not necessary. The adopted
Opinion also deals with how to serve or receive submis-
sions from persons who have multiple mailboxes, or
from legal entities. This plenary Opinion has a major
influence on the service of documents and the effects
of filing in court proceedings at all levels of the Czech
judicial system.

Another meetings of the Plenary Session were held
on 10 November 2022 and 26 November 2024. At both
meetings, amendments to the Organisational Rules
were discussed.

The Supreme Court has a five-member Council of Judg-
es consisting of elected judges of the Civil and Com-
mercial Division, Lubomir Ptacek, who is the President
of the Council, Petr Gemmel, Vaclav Duda and judges
of the Criminal Division, Jan Engelmann and Toma&s
Durdik. The Council of Judges is a consultative body of
the Supreme Court President. Its jurisdiction is regulat-
ed under Section 50 of Act No. 6/2002 Coll., on Courts
and Judges, as amended.

Section 50 (1) The Council of Judges of the Supreme
Court

a) expresses its views on the candidates for appointment
as President of Division and President of the Supreme
Court Panel,

b) expresses its views on judges who are to be assigned
or transferred to the Supreme Court or to be trans-

ferred from the Supreme Court to another court,

c) discusses the proposals for the Work Schedule of the
Supreme Court and changes thereto,

d) expresses its views on crucial issues relating to the
state administration of the Supreme Court,

e) may request that the Supreme Court President con-
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vene the Supreme Court Plenum and propose an
agenda for the Plenary Session,

f) also performs other tasks as specified in this Act or
specific legislation.

Section 50 (2) Proposals pursuant to paragraph 1 (a), (b),
(c¢) and (d) shall be submitted by the President of the Su-
preme Court to the Council of Judges; it shall at the same
time specify the time limit within which the proposal
shall be dealt with by the Council of Judges, which shall
not be shorter than five working days. If the Council of
Judges fails to express its opinion within this time limit, it
shall be presumed to have agreed with the proposal.

Supreme Court Judges, as well as Judges of the Su-
preme Administrative Court, rule on jurisdictional dis-
putes over jurisdiction or substantive jurisdiction to
adjudicate in matters where the parties are civil and
administrative courts or courts and self-governing
executive, territorial, interest-related or professional
authorities. Such jurisdictional disputes are decided
by a Special Panel set up under Act No 131/2002, com-
posed of three Supreme Court Judges and three Su-
preme Administrative Court Judges. This Panel acts
and decides at the seat of the Supreme Administrative
Court in Brno.

In 2024, it took exactly 150 days to issue a decision in
the civil extraordinary appeals agenda, a year earlier it
took only 143 days, but two and three years ago it took
160 days, and in 2020 it took 186 days, so the result for
last year is very good in historical comparison. For the
second year in a row, the length of the proceedings
concerning incidental disputes in insolvency proceed-
ings was 10 months (in the years 2020 to 2023, these
proceedings lasted on average over 13 months), and
for cases submitted to the Court for a decision in in-
solvency proceedings, the length of the proceedings
was reduced to 7 months compared to the previous
year (in 2023, these proceedings lasted 9 months, and
in 2021 and 2020, even one month longer). The Crimi-
nal Division of the Supreme Court has long been able
to achieve a very favourable length of extraordinary ap-
peal proceedings in the range of 40 to 50 days, while
in the case of complaints on the violation of the law it
took exactly 80 days to process the case, which repre-
sents a slowdown of more than 20 days compared to
previous years (in the years 2021 to 2023 the length of
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Lawyer of the Year gala evening, where the President of the Panel of
the Civil and Comercial Division of the Supreme Court Lubomir Ptacek
was named Lawyer of the Year 2019 in the Family Law category

proceedings lasted between 50 and 60 days, but in 2020
it was 75 days). Given the lower number of proceed-
ings in this agenda, however, it is virtually impossible
to draw any deeper conclusions from the above; each
year this agenda is very specific due to the cases in
which a complaint on the violation of the law is filed by
the Minister of Justice.

Achieving a very good average length of proceedings
at the Supreme Court across the various agendas was
partly made possible by the gradually decreasing case-
load, i.e. the number of cases submitted to the Supreme
Court for decision. Reaching a historic peak in the num-
ber of newly received cases in 2016, with over 6 000 civil
extraordinary appeals alone, the number of extraor-
dinary appeals dropped below 4 000 after legislative
adjustments; in 2024, the Cdo agenda had 3 609 cas-
es. Also, in the case of criminal extraordinary appeals,
we can observe a long-term decline in the number of
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President of the Criminal Division of the Supreme Court,
Frantisek Pury, receives the title Lawyer of the Year 2018
in the Criminal Law category at a gala evening

proceedings initiated before the Supreme Court - in
2016 there were 1 804 proceedings, in recent years the
threshold of the newly received cases is around 1 200.

As of 1 January 2025, the Supreme Court had a total of
69 judges, 23 in the Criminal Division and 46 in the Civil
and Commercial Division. In addition to them, 5 trainee
judges were temporarily assigned to the Supreme Court.
The judges were assisted by 163 judicial assistants, and
the court employed another 122 staff members.

While the number of judges has increased only slowly,
for example by only 9 Judges since 2008, the number of
staff has increased by 85 over the same period. These
are mostly new judicial assistants, who helped, among
other things, to maintain the average length of proceed-
ings at a level comparable to years when individual Pan-
els had to deal with far fewer cases.
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Supreme Court judges traditionally receive a number of
significant professional recognitions. For example, they
are ranked every year at the top of the national Lawyer
of the Year competition organised by the Czech Bar
Association and the Prague-based joint-stock compa-
ny EPRAVO.CZ. One of the winners of this prestigious
award in the Civil Law category is the Vice-President of
the Supreme Court, Mr Petr Suk. He was awarded the
Lawyer of the Year title at the gala evening on 27 May
2022 in Prague jointly for the years 2020 and 2021, as
the organizers had to exceptionally combine both years
due to the coronavirus pandemic. The anti-epidemic
measures in force did not allow the gala evening to be
held in 2021 and the winners for the separate year 2020
to be announced. In 2019, the winner in the Criminal
Law category of this competition was Mr Robert Fremr,
now a former Supreme Courtjudge, who was released
as a judge of the Supreme Court to serve at the Inter-
national Criminal Court in The Hague (ICC) from 2013

Lawyer of the Year 2020 and 2021 gala evening, where the Vice-President of
the Supreme Court, the President of the Panel of the Civil and Comercial
Division, Petr Suk, was named Lawyer of the Year in the Civil Law category

Roman Fiala, President of the Panel of the Civil and Com-
ercial Division of the Supreme Court, Vice-President of the
Supreme Court, 2011-2020, awarded an Antonin Randa
Bronze Medal by the Union of Czech Lawyers, in 2021
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Pavlina Brzobohatd, President of the Panel of
the Civil and Comercial Division of the Supreme
Court, awarded an Antonin Randa Bronze Medal
by the Union of Czech Lawyers, in 2019

to 2021; he was also the First Vice-President of the ICC
from 2018 to 2021. The 2019 Lawyer of the Year in the
Family Law category was the President of Panel of the
Civil and Commercial Division, Mr Lubomir Ptacek;
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only a year earlier, the Criminal Law category was dom-
inated by the President of Criminal Division of the Su-
preme Court, Mr FrantiSek Pury; in 2017, the Civil Law
category was won by the renowned labour-law expert,
Mr Zdenék Novotny; in 2015, in the Civil Law category,
the Lawyer of the Year was the then Vice-President of
the Supreme Court, Mr Roman Fiala, who specialises
in inheritance law; a year earlier, the Lawyer of the Year
in the Civil Law category was awarded to the President
of Panel of the Civil and Commercial Division of the Su-
preme Court and specialist in deciding the amount of
compensation for other than proprietary harm, Mr Petr
Vojtek; in 2012, the President of Panel of the Civil and
Commercial Division of the Supreme Court, Mr Zdenék
Krémar, became the Lawyer of the Year in the Insolven-
cy Law category.

The judges are also very appreciative of the Antonin
Randa Medals awarded by the Czech Lawyers’ Union.
The first President of the Supreme Court in its modern
history, Otakar Motejl, was the recipient of the Gold and
Silver Medal of Antonin Randa. Another former Pres-
ident of the Supreme Court, Mr Pavel Samal, won the
Silver Medal in the Criminal Law category in 2008. Fur-
thermore, the Silver Medal was awarded to our Judges
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on the following occasions: in 2017 to Mr Vladimir Kar-
ka, President of the Civil and Commercial Division, for
his lifelong contribution to legal theory and practice;
in 2015 to Mr Jifi Spéacil, President of Panel of the Civil
and Commercial Division, for his extensive publishing
and educational activities; and in 2010 to Mr Antonin
Drastik, President of Panel of the Criminal Division, in
recognition of his long-standing judicial practice and
extensive educational activities. The Antonin Randa
Bronze Medal was awarded in October 2021 to former
Vice-President of the Supreme Court Mr Roman Fiala
for his significant contribution to civil law, especially
for his merits in the field of inheritance law, and for his
long-standing active co-operation with the Czech Law-
yers Union. Mrs Pavlina Brzobohatd, the President of
the Panel of the Civil and Commercial Division, who spe-
cialises in decisions on tenancy disputes, disputes over
evictions of houses or flats, or non-residential premises,
in matters of associations of unit owners, in matters of
payments and claims for limitation of the right of own-
ership due to State-regulated rents, and in matters of
enforcement of decisions and executions, was awarded
the Bronze Medal in 2019. The President of the Panel of
the Civil and Commercial Division, Mr Petr Vojtek, had
been honoured with the medal a year earlier. In 2015,

Karel Jungwiert, a judge of the federal Supreme Court since 1992, subse-
quently a judge of the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic, seated in
Brno, 1993-2012 a judge of the ECtHR, on the right Iva Brozova

the Antonin Randa Bronze Medal was also awarded to
the President of the Panel of the Civil and Commercial
Division, Mr Michal Kralik.

In 2021, the former President of Panel of the Civil and
Commercial Division, Mr Mojmir Putna, became the
first Czech judge to be awarded the Jan Vyklicky Award.
The award, given for exceptional achievements in the
judiciary, was established by the professional associa-
tion of judges only in 2018 as a memorial to former un-
ion president Jan Vyklicky, who had just passed away.
Austrian judge Mr Giinter Woratsch was the first person
to be awarded in 2019 for his outstanding achievements
in the judiciary at a broad international level, including
his extraordinary contribution to the development of
the professional organisation of judges in the Czech
Republic.

In terms of improvement of the legal awareness of the
professional and lay public, one of the most important
activities of the Supreme Court is the publication of the
Collection of Decisions and Opinions, pursuant to Sec-
tion 24 (1) of Act No. 6/2002 Coll., on Courts and Judges.
This is the only official collection of court decisions in
cases both in civil and criminal proceedings. They con-
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tain all the Opinions of both Divisions of The Supreme
Court, opinions issued by the Plenary Session of the
Supreme Court, as well as selected decisions of various
Panels of the Divisions (including the Grand Panel) and
also selected decisions of lower courts.

Once the decisions selected for a potential publica-
tion in the Collection of Decisions and Opinions have
been assessed by the Records Panel of the relevant Su-
preme Court Division, they are distributed to the rele-
vant bodies for comment, i.e. regional and high courts,’
law facilities of universities, the Czech Bar Association,
the Ministry of Justice, for criminal matters also to the
Prosecutor General’s Office and potentially, depending
on the nature and importance of the questions being
addressed, other bodies and institutions. The proposed
decisions and the comments received are then con-
sidered and approved at a meeting of the relevant Su-
preme Court Division, which is quorate if attended by
a simple majority of its members. A decision is taken
at the meeting of the Division to approve the proposed
decisions for publication by a vote from all the Division
judges present. A simple majority of votes of all Division
judges is required to approve a decision for publication
in the Collection of Decisions and Opinions.

For many decades, the Supreme Court published the
Collection of Decisions and Opinions only in printed
form, in the form of ten comprehensive volumes per
year. At the beginning of 2017, co-operation with the
publishing house Wolters Kluwer CR allowed the Court
to create a user-friendly digital form of the Collection
that is available at sbirka.nsoud.cz; this digital Collec-
tion contains not only all the new decisions, but also the
complete previous content from the beginning of the
Collection’s periodical publication in the 1960s. Another
radical change occurred at the start of 2022, from when
all decisions in the Collection are published exclusively
in digital form; the printed form has been dropped for
environmental reasons and due to the increasing popu-
larity of the digital version. Furthermore, the Supreme
Court will publish the Collection independently from
1 January 2022, so its finalisation is no longer carried
out in co-operation with Wolters Kluwer CR.

At the beginning of 2017, a new, user-friendly electronic
form of the Collection of Decisions and Opinions had
been produced in collaboration with the Wolters Kluw-
er publishing house, available on sbirka.nsoud.cz, into
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which not only all the new decisions are included as
they are issued, but the complete previous content pub-
lished since the beginning of the 1960s has also been
incorporated respectively.

Similarly, the “Blue Collection”, containing important
decisions of the European Court of Human Rights (EC-
tHR) in Strasbourg, has also been available in digital
form since 2017. Its printed version was also available
in parallel until the end of 2021. The Supreme Court
Blue Collection began to appear four times a year as
an attachment in the Collection of Decisions and Opin-
ions in 1995, titled Selection from the European Court of
Human Rights judgments in Strasbourg. The creation of
this appendix was influenced not only by the increas-
ing interest of the legal public in the decisions of the
European Court of Human Rights after the Czech Re-
public became a party to the Convention for the Pro-
tection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
but also by the unforgettable personal contribution of
Mr Karl Jungwiert, the then judge of the Supreme Court
of the Czech Republic, who in September 1993 became
the first Czech Judge of the European Court of Human
Rights, where he worked until 2012.

The Supreme Court’s endeavour was to make the cur-
rent case-law of the Strasbourg court available not only
to Supreme Court judges but also to judges at lower lev-
els of the judiciary. The emphasis on the practical appli-
cability of the ECtHR case law to the Czech courts was
highlighted in 2014 not only with the new title of the
periodical, which is based on the number 2/2014 as “Se-
lection of European Court of Human Rights judgments
considered by the Supreme Court important for judicial
practice”, which increased the professional standards
of this collection.

The current concept of the annotations being pro-
cessed is based on the need to inform the professional
public about the up-to-date decisions that are of final
nature. However, the facts of the cases and proceedings
before the national courts are briefly summarised, so
that the reader has a good overview of the underlying
legal issues and the grounds for the application. Em-
phasis is then put on a careful selection of the most
important parts of the reasoning of the decision, which
are then translated. The author’s comments, drawn up
by most of the Supreme Court’s judges, illustrate the
benefits of the decision; references to the Articles of the
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Convention and the relevant national legal provisions
along with the inclusion of keywords increase the pro-
fessional standard and value of the periodical. The se-
lection of case law to be included in the Blue Collection
is entrusted to a group of judges of the Supreme Court,
a government agent representing the Czech Republic
before the European Court of Human Rights and em-
ployees from the Department of Analytics and Compar-
ative Law of the Supreme Court. The exclusively digital
version of the “Blue Collection”, whose title has since
been established as “Selection of the Decisions of the
European Court of Human Rights for Judicial Practice”,
is available from 1 January 2022 at https://eslp.nsoud.cz.

Given the increasing volume of case law at the Europe-
an level, mutual cooperation between the top Europe-
an judicial institutions and the national courts of the
Member States is rapidly gaining in importance, which
in turn ensures compliance with and implementation
of international undertakings at a national level. That
is why the Department of Analytics and Comparative
Law has been functioning at the Supreme Court since
2005, primarily focused on analytical work for the needs

Today

of the Supreme Court and lower courts, especially in
the field of European and comparative law. Its activi-
ties primarily include the drawing up of analyses for
decision making, whether in the area of the case law
of the Court of Justice of the European Union and the
European Court of Human Rights, or in legislative and
decision-making practice in other EU member states
and non-EU countries. The role of this Department was
already mentioned when choosing a decision to publish
in the so-called Blue Collection.

However, the Department does not just focus on ana-
Iytical work. It is in charge of a broad agenda related
to diverse international issues, legal assistance, and
helps maintain close contact with individual foreign
courts. Employees of this Department are also involved
in the work of the Comparative Law Liaisons Group,
which seeks to cooperate closely in the exchange of
legal information, in particular the content of legisla-
tion and case law. The Group was formed as part of the
Network of Presidents of the Supreme Courts of the
Member States of the European Union and alongside
the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic, the Supreme

Department of Analytics and Comparative Law
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Courts of Germany, France, Great Britain, Belgium, the
Netherlands, Finland and since 2023 also Slovenia are
other members of this exclusive international group.

One of the series of outputs where the Department of
Analytics and Comparative Law presents its work is
also the Bulletin, quarterly published on the Supreme
Court’s website.

Professional legal analytical activity in the field of
Czech case law in matters within the jurisdiction of the
Czech courts in civil and in criminal proceedings has
been dealt with since 2011 in the Department of Doc-
umentation and Analysis of Czech Case Law. Recently,
it has completed an analysis of the issue of monetary
penalties imposed in criminal proceedings, analysed
the issue of the disciplinary liability of judges, and
processed dozens of decisions handed down by lower
courts concerning parallel proceedings for claims for
non-pecuniary damage. The Department cooperates
closely with the Records Panels of the Supreme Court
Divisions, where it carries out extensive searches of
case law concerning specific legal issues, assesses its
applicability to the given case and formulates partial
conclusions, which serve as basis for the work of the
Records Panels and proceedings in both Divisions. In
addition, it also processes background material for the
Supreme Court’s comments on emerging legislation or
changes to it, or legal documents such as complaints
about delays.

Especially in recent years, the Supreme Court has
been trying to open up to the public more. In addition
to daily updates to the website www.nsoud.cz, where
all the judgments of its Panels have been published in
anonymised forms since 2001, it also publishes its con-
tributions and information of the court’s activities on
social networks, such as X, Linkedin and Instagram.

Since April 2017, the Supreme Court has published an
electronic quarterly AEQUITAS. This periodical places
emphasis on the inclusion of images and a magazine
format for contributions, by which the Supreme Court
is attempting to reach out to the general public by pro-
moting the Court’s activities and the work carried out
by the judges and court employees. AEQUITAS has re-
ceived a number of positive feedbacks, its articles are
also used by other media.
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Example of the cover page
of the electronic quarterly is-
sued by the Supreme Court,
AEQUITAS

The DATANU web application, launched in January
2018, has become a highly beneficial and, according to
numerous responses, highly popular tool used by doz-
ens of professional and lay users on a daily basis, con-
taining information from hundreds of court decisions
that dealt with the claims for compensation for pain
and suffering, for harm to social inclusion and claims
by the bereaved in death of a relative. This application
also includes an online calculator for approximation of
the extent of impairment of the abilities of the injured
person (assessment of the extent of the harm to social
inclusion as recommended in line with a Methodolo-
gy). The application on the website www.datanu.cz,
created in cooperation with the Centrum dopravniho
vyzkumu, v. v. i., (Centre for Transport Research).

The Library of the Supreme Court is registered at the
Ministry of Culture as a specialized public library and
offers over 31 000 books, brochures, as well as CDs and
DVDs. The library contains 35 rare 18th-century items,
including the oldest calendar dating back to 1748. An-
other 885 pieces of the collection were published in the
nineteenth century. Other rarities are two large-format
albums, bound in leather, which include photographs
of all the Supreme Court’s judges who worked there
from 1918 to 1939. The catalogue of the library is public-
ly available on the website of the Supreme Court. Apart
from predominantly scientific publications, it is also
possible to borrow belles-letters; there is a selection of
approximately 3,000 titles.
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Databaze judikatury k nahradé ajmy na zdravi
. \ "

0 aplikaci

Nachézite se v databazi soudnich rozhodnuti tykajicich se néhrady nemajetkové Gimy na
zdravi (bolest a ztizeni spoleéenského uplainéni) a nemajetkovych narokd pozistalych phi
usmrceni osoby blizké. Databaze obsahuje rozhodnuti spadajici do obdebi GEinnosti
zakona & 40M1964 Sb. (stardho obanského zékoniku) a pribéing jsou a budou
dopiftovana rozhodnuli padie zdkona &, 89/2012 Sb., obfanského zakoniku, G&nného od 1.
1. 2014. Rozhodnuli lze vyhledaval podie mnoZstvi klidovych parametrl plipadu s
néaslednou moZnosti exporlu zobrazenych dat. Webova databaze ma slouZit Siroké i
odborné vefejnosti jako komplexni zdroj informaci v probl tice nahrady n jeth

Ujmy na zdravi 8 ma piispél ke sjednocovani rozhodovaci praxe. SeuGasti databaze je

The Supreme Court is developing its activities in a num-
ber of international clusters. In the first place, we should
mention the Network of the Presidents of the Supreme

Judicial Courts of the Member States of the European

Union, which forms a well-functioning platform for pro-
moting cooperation amongst Supreme Courts in the Eu-
ropean Union and for generally beneficial exchanges of
information and experience of judicial practice. The Pres-
ident of the Supreme Court, Mr Petr Angyalossy, regularly
participates in the meetings of the Network of the Presi-
dents of the Supreme Judicial Courts of the European Un-
ion, where the highest representatives of the European ju-
diciary discuss current problems of the judiciary and take

joint positions on some of them, doing so online because

of the pandemic. In April 2021, Petr Angyalossy was elect-
ed directly to the Council of the Network of the Presidents

of the Supreme Judicial Courts of the European Union.
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Pfihlaéeni uzivatele

The DATANU web homepage

In 2002, the Supreme Court co-founded the Permanent
Conference of Presidents of the Visegrad Four, Croatia
and Slovenia. Representatives of the highest courts of
the Czech, Slovak and Slovene Republics and Croatia,
Hungary, Poland meet every year to discuss current is-
sues of civil and criminal law in Europe. The Supreme
Court has already hosted this Permanent Conference
on three occasions.

In 2012, the Supreme Court acquired the status of an
institutional observer in the European Law Institute
(“ELI"). The Institute is an independent non-profit or-
ganisation based in Vienna, bringing together lawyers
from practice, academics and professional institutions
involved in the development of EU law. It launched its
operations on June 1, 2011.
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President of the Panel of the Civil and Commercial Law
Division of the Supreme Court, Mr Lubomir Ptacek
has been the so-called liaison judge of the Hague Net-
work of Judges since 2006 for the Czech Republic, es-
tablished on the basis of the Hague Convention on the
Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. Lubomir
Ptacek is also a member of the European Association of
Labour Court Judges, and from 2019 even its President,
whose term of office is planned to end in June 2022. The
Supreme Court has been a member of this Association
since 2009, when JUDr. Zdenék Novotny, the former
President of Panel of the Civil and Commercial Division
of the Supreme Court, made a significant contribution
to the co-operation with this international institution.

The President of the Supreme Court Petr Angyallossy,
was appointed as the ad hoc judge representing the
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Interiors of the new Supreme Court Library

Czech Republic on the Joint Supervisory Body of the
Eurojust in 2017. He will follow on from the work of the
late long-time President of the Panel of the Supreme
Court Criminal Division in this international institu-
tion, Mr Jindiich Urbéanek.

It should be recalled once again that in 2013, Mr Rob-
ert Fremr left his position as the President of Panel of
the Criminal Division of the Supreme Court to become
a judge of the International Criminal Court (ICC) in
The Hague, where he ended his tenure in 2021 as the
First Vice-President. Previously, in 2006-2008 and 2010-
2012, he served as a judge ad litem at the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, where he tried those ac-
cused of genocide. Nowadays, Mr Robert Fremr is the
Vice-President of the High Court in Prague, where he
was permanently assigned at his own request.
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Rare albums with photographs of all the First
Republic judges of the Supreme Court, album of
Judges of the Supreme Court from 1918 to 1930

The fact that the Supreme Court in its recent histo-
ry subsequent to 1993, and especially nowadays, has
literally opened up to the whole world is witnessed
by the number of important foreign guests who have
been welcomed to Brno, many of whom have done
so as participants in successful international confer-
ences the Supreme Court has organised in the recent
past.

Today

Images from the historical albums are used
throughout this publication, album of Judges
of the Supreme Court from 1930 to 1939

The best witness of the prominent personalities host-
ed by the Supreme Court in Brno is the Memorial Book,
which has recorded over two hundred and sixty entries
since 1993. Let us first take note of the important for-
eign visits. As early as 1994, the Supreme Court held
its first international conference to which it invited the
Presidents of the Supreme Courts of its neighbouring
countries to enable Czech judges to engage in joint
discussions to define relations between the Supreme
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and Constitutional courts in Central Europe. The con-
ference was attended by former President of the Ger-
man Federal Court of Justice Mr Walter Oderski, Aus-
trian Supreme Court President Mr Herbert Steininger,
President of the Supreme Court of Poland Mr Adam
Strzembosz and President of the Supreme Court of the
Slovak Republic Mr Karol Plank. In the same year, the

Today

Petr Angyalossy during an online meeting of the Network of the
Presidents of the Supreme Judicial Courts of the European Union

Supreme Court was also visited by the Papal Nuncio
Giovani Coppa, British Justice Officer Lord Mackaye of
Clashfern, the President of the Constitutional Council
of France, Mr Robert Badinter, and the President of the
Supreme Court of Arbitration of the Russian Federation,
Mr V. E. Jakovlev.

Lubomir Pta¢ek
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Supreme Court Memorial Book

Walter Oderski, President of the German Federal Court of Justice (1994)
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Entry by the President of the Republic of Italy, Oscar Entry by the President of the Republic of Finland,
Luigi Scalfaro in the Supreme Court Memorial Book Marttti Ahtisaari in the Supreme Court Memorial Book

President of the European Court of Human Rights Luzius Wildhaber,
to the left the President of the Supreme Court Eliska Wagnerovéa (1999)
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In February 1995, the President of the Republic of It-
aly, Mr Oscar Luigi Scalfaro, visited the Czech Repub-
lic and the Supreme Court in Brno. A visit by Polish
President Mr Andrzej Zolla, the President of the Hun-
garian Supreme Court, Mr Pal Solta, was attended by
the President of the Supreme Court of Cassation of
France, Mr Pierre Drei, and Mr Pierre Truche, Gener-
al Prosecutor, in June. In the same year, the Supreme
Court also hosted Mr Gheorghe Uglean, the President
of the Romanian Supreme Court, and Mr Ludwig Ad-
amowicz, the President of the Austrian Constitutional
Court.

March 1996 was marked by a visit by Mr Rolv Ryssdal,
the then President of the European Court of Human
Rights. The Supreme Court also hosted the President of
the Supreme Court of Slovakia, Mr Milan Karabin this
year, and Mr Vittorio Sgroi, the then President of the
Supreme Court of Cassation in Italy and the President
of the Supreme Court of Zimbabwe Mr Roy Anthony
Gubbay, visited the city. At the end of the summer of
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Madeleine Albright, US Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs, during a visit to the Supreme Court (2000)

1996, the Supreme Court had the honour of welcoming
Finnish President Mr Martti Ahtisaari.

In 1997 the Supreme Court saw Mr Américo Luz, Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court of Brazil, as well as members
of the European Commission for Human Rights headed
by its President Mr Stephan Trechsel. The President of
the Supreme Court of Slovakia Mr Stefan Harabin made
the first of his visits in 1998 (he also arrived in 2002). The
President of the Supreme Court of Slovenia Mr Mitja
Deisinger visited Brno in May 1999, he also repeated
his visit (in 2001). Even in 1999, the Supreme Court also
hosted Mr Erwin Felzmann, the President of the Aus-
trian Supreme Court, as well as the Presidential of the
European Court of Human Rights, Mr Luzius Wildhaber.

Mr Guy Canivet, the President of the French Court of
Cassation visited the Supreme Court twice in 2000. In
the same year, the President of the International Court
of Justice Mr Gilbert Guillaume and Norwegian’s Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court Mr Carsten Smith also held
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President of the Court of Justice of the European Union
Vassillios Skouris accompanied by the President of the
Supreme Court Iva Brozova (2010)

President of the European Court of Human Rights, Dean Spiel-
mann (centre) during a visit to the Supreme Court. To the left
Pavel Rychetsky, President of the Constitutional Court (2014)
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discussions with the leadership of the Supreme Court.
Mrs Madeleine Albright, US Secretary of State for For-
eign Affairs, was one of the most important guests in
2000.

In May 2001, the leadership of the Supreme Court re-
ceived a delegation of Israeli judges led by Israeli Su-
preme Court President Aharon Barak. In September
2001, the President of the Court of Justice of the EU, Gil
Carlos Rodriguez Iglesias, became the guest of the Su-
preme Court. Marek Safjan, the President of the Con-
stitutional Court of Poland, visited the Supreme Court
in Brno in September 2002, followed in November of
that year by the President of the Supreme Court of Po-
land, Lech Gardocki. In 2003, the President of the Ger-
man Federal Court of Justice, Glinter Hirsch, Croatian
Supreme Court President, Ivica Crni¢, and Pim Haak,
Supreme Court President of the Netherlands visited
the Supreme Court in Brno. Austrian Supreme Court
President Irmgard Griss received an invitation to the
Supreme Court in Brno in 2008. In 2010 the Supreme
Court hosted the President of the Court of Justice of the
EU, Vassillios Skouris, as well as the President of the
Supreme Court of Hungary Andras Baka.

Today

Lecture by the President of the German Federal Court of Justice,
Bettina Limperg, in the Supreme Court courtroom, October 11, 2017

In 2015, the Supreme Court, in collaboration with the
Judicial Academy and the Czech Society for European
and Comparative Law, organized an international con-
ference on the proposed establishment of the Supreme
Judicial Council in the Czech Republic, titled “Supreme
Judicial Council: Quo vadis?” The discussions primar-
ily focused on the extent to which the Supreme Judi-

Lady Hale: The President of the Supreme Court of
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland visiting the Supreme Court (2019)
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cial Council is necessary for the Czech Republic, what
form it could take, what examples it should follow from
abroad, and what it should avoid. Contributions were
made by Geoffrey Vos, President of the European Net-
work of Councils for the Judiciary, Gerhard Reissner,
former President of the Consultative Council of Eu-
ropean Judges, Jan Svak, Rector of the Pan-European
University and former member of the Judicial Council
of Slovakia. Among the leading figures of the Czech ju-
diciary, speakers included Pavel Rychetsky, President of
the Constitutional Court, Pavel Samal, President of the
Supreme Court, Josef Baxa, President of the Supreme
Administrative Court, Daniela Zemanova, President of
the Union of Judges, and Robert Pelikdn, Minister of
Justice.

In March 2017, Supreme Court President Mr Pavel
Samal met Mr Giovanni Canzi, then President of Ita-
ly's Court of Cassation, and 1st Vice-President of the
Supreme Judicial Council of Italy, Mr Giovanni Legni.
It was a meeting that initiated preparations for a pro-
cess that lead to the signing of a joint memorandum
in Rome in July 2018. The Supreme Court and the Su-
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Elizabeth Lovrek, President of the Supreme Court of Austria; Petr
Angyalossy, President of the Supreme Court of the Czech Republic

preme Judicial Council of Italy hereby declare through
this Joint Memorandum mutual support for the core
values of the rule of law and the reform of the justice
system in the Czech Republic with the aim of establish-
ing the Supreme Council of the Judiciary, which should
contribute to greater judicial independence. The es-
tablishment of the Supreme Council of the Judiciary as
the legal representative of the judiciary in relation to
legislative and executive power has become, in recent
years, one of the most discussed topics of Czech justice.
The establishment of the Supreme Judicial Council is
considered a priority not only by the leadership of the
Supreme Court, represented today by its President Petr
Angyalossy and Vice-President Petr Suk, but also by
the Constitutional Court, the Supreme Administrative
Court and representatives of the Judicial Union.

The visit by the President of the German Federal Court
of Justice, Bettina Limperg evoked a very positive re-
sponse from the professional public in October 2017, in
particular her lecture in the Chamber of Justice of the
Supreme Court on “Challenges for the European Judi-
ciary”.
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Lord Slynn of Hadley at one of the seminars organ-
ised by his foundation for Supreme Court judges

Today

In March 2018, the Supreme Court was visited by the
Chief Justice of the Supreme People’s Court of Vietnam,
Mr Nguyen Hoa Binh; later that year in May, it was also
visited by the Vice-President of the Supreme Court of
the Kingdom of Thailand, Mr Slaikate Wattanapan, In
May 2019, the President of the Supreme Court of the
Kingdom of Thailand, Mr Cheep Jullamon, also visited
Brno.

In July 2019, the Supreme Court in Brno had the honour
of welcoming the President of the Supreme Court of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
Lady Hale, who was accompanied by the Vice-President
of the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom, Lord
Reed, as well as by another Justice of this Court, Lord
Kitchin.

On 2020 February 2020, Mr Maarten Feteris, President
of the Supreme Court of the Netherlands, and Mr Kees
Streefkerk, Vice-President of the same, visited the Su-
preme Court together. Because of the global coronavi-

Pavel Samal and Secretary General of the Council of Europe
Thorbjern Jagland at a gala reception on the occation of
the opening of an international conference on “The Binding
Effect of Judicial Decisions” (June 2017, Brno)
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The international conference on “The Binding Effect of Judicial
Decisions”, from left the President of the European Court of
Justice Koen Lenaerts, President of the Supreme Court Pavel
Sémal and President of the Criminal Division Frantisek Ptiry

International conference on “The Binding Effect of Judicial
Decisions”, President of the ECtHR Guido Raimondi
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rus crisis that came shortly after, this was the last such
visit to Brno for a long time.

In June 2021, Mr Petr Angyalossy welcomed Mr Jan Si-
kuta, the President of the Supreme Court of Slovakia.
The two met previously in Bratislava in 2020, and given
how closely the two supreme courts intend to continue
to work together, they have met several times in Brno
and Bratislava since then.

The visit of Ms Elisabeth Lovrek, President of the Aus-
trian Supreme Court of Justice, was planned for almost
two years and repeatedly postponed because of the
coronavirus. Finally, she visited Brno in October 2021,
accompanied by the Vice-President of the Austrian Su-
preme Court of Justice, Mr Matthias Neumayr, and its
judge, Mr Erich Schwarzenbacher.

Today

In the first half of September 20292, the President of the
Supreme Court of the State of Israel, Esther Hayut, ac-
companied, among others, by judge Noam Sohlberg,
paid a three-day visit.

On 22 June 2023, the President of the Supreme Court
received a delegation from the Constitutional Court of
Taiwan, led by President Tzong-Li Hsu.

In April 2024, the President of the Supreme Court of
Romania, Ms Corina-Alina Corbu, visited the Supreme
Court. The main topics of the visit were the number of
judges in view of the number of new cases, the issue
of the length of court proceedings and their reduction,
as well as, for example, the issue of the digitisation of
the judiciary, with which Romania has very good expe-
rience.

Participants of the “Supreme Courts in
Times of Change” conference in Brno
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The text above briefly summarises the visits of the Pres-
idents of the most important European judicial institu-
tions, the Presidents of some European countries, the
Presidents of the supreme courts or the constitutional
courts from almost the entire world. Alongside these,
however, there were also dozens of other foreign delega-
tions, whose members, such as Prosecutors General, or-
dinary judges, ambassadors of nearly 30 countries, as well
asrepresentatives of many international institutions, who
have been meeting the judges of the Supreme Court in
Brno over recent years. Among them, we should certainly
mention, first of all, that great personality, Lord Slynn of
Hadley, who was referred to, with no exaggeration, as an
icon of European law. This Judge of the European Court
of Justice, Advocate General and member of the House
of Lords, through a series of seminars organized by his
foundation, taught the Supreme Court judges about EU
law just before the accession of the Czech Republic to the
European Union - and for a few following following.

It is by organising international conferences that the
Supreme Court is now increasingly trying to commu-
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Chile Eboe-Osuji, President of the International
Criminal Court (ICC) in the Hague

nicate on the most important topics in the field across
Europe. The largest and most successful event of this
kind is considered by the conference on the subject
of the “Binding Nature of Court Decisions”, which was
attended in Brno in mid-2017 by the Secretary General
of the Council of Europe Thorbjgrn Jagland, the Pres-
ident of the European Court of Human Rights Guido
Raimondi and the President of the EU Court of Justice
Koen Lenaerts. The speakers included, for example, the
Professor of European Union Law at the Faculty of Law
at Cambridge University, Catherine Barnard and Jorg
Polakiewicz, Director of Legal Counselling and Inter-
national Public Law at the Council of Europe. The con-
ference was also attended by a number of Presidents
of Supreme Courts. Besides Mr Pavel Samal, as host
and the above-mentioned Mrs Daniela Svecovd, these
included Mr Eckart Ratz, former President of the Su-
preme Court of Austria, Mr Timo Esko, President of the
Supreme Court of Finland, Mr Péter Darak, President of
the Curia, the Hungarian Supreme Court, President of
the Supreme Court of Lithuania, Mr Rimvydas Norkus,
President of the Supreme Court of Albania Mr Xhezair
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Zaganjori, Mr Aldis Lavins, President of the Constitu-
tional Court of Latvia, Mr Tamés Sulyok, President of
the Constitutional Court of Hungary, Mr Silvio Camill-
eri, President of the Constitutional Court of Malta and
other well-known personalities from the European ju-
dicial world.

The international conference held in Brno and Brati-
slava a year later, in November 2018, dedicated to the
100th anniversary of the founding of the joint Czecho-
slovak Supreme Court, received many positive respons-
es and certainly demonstrated a comparable high
professional level. The title “Supreme Courts in Times
of Change” characterises the main content of the in-
dividual speakers’ contributions. The fact that it was
co-organised with the Supreme Court of the Slovak
Republic only confirmed the above-standard relations
between the supreme courts of these countries, which
they still maintain decades after the division of Czech-
oslovakia. Several presidents of the supreme courts of
the European Union participated in the conference, as
well as Chile Eboe-Osuji, President of the International
Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague, Lord Mance, for-
mer Vice-President of the Supreme Court of the United
Kingdom, and Jean-Claude Wiwinius, President of the
Supreme Court and Constitutional Court of the Grand
Duchy of Luxembourg, who had just been elected Pres-
ident of the Network of the Presidents of the Supreme
Courts of Justice of the European Union.

A new logo was created in connection with the cente-
nary of the founding of the original Supreme Court.
The winning design was prepared in two variants by
artists Zuzana Bogorovd and Toméas Kopecky. By in-
corporating the motif of the Greek goddess of justice
Themis or her Roman equivalent lustitia in a circle
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with palm branches, the logo represents a traditional
historical legacy and symbolism. The goddess sits on
a throne, which reflects the Supreme Court’s position
at the pinnacle of the general court system, where the
judiciary weights everyone equally and its individual
decisions are made based on written laws, symbolised
by the open code in the goddess’ hands. The logo delib-
erately does not include a sword, which could be seen
as a synonym for favouring repression, making it more
of a symbol for the criminal justice system, not the civil
one.

In the middle of October 2022, Colloquium of the Net-
work of Presidents of the Supreme Judicial Courts of
the Member States of the European Union was held
in Brno. It welcomed more than fifty personalities of
the FEuropean judiciary, mainly the Presidents and
Vice-Presidents of the Supreme Judicial Courts, but also
other high officials of international judicial bodies. This
important international event focused on two main top-
ics. The first was the question of how the highest courts
can contribute to increasing public confidence in the
judiciary, and the second was the disciplinary responsi-
bility of judges and the code of ethics for judges.

In 2023, On the occasion of 30 years of its modern ex-
istence, the Supreme Court held an international con-
ference in Brno titled “The Role of the Supreme Courts
in Providing Effective Legal Protection”. The two-day
conference was held at the seat of the Supreme Court
in Brno in the middle of September 2023.

The conference was attended by representatives of the
Czech and European judiciary, such as the President of
the Court of Justice Koen Lenaerts, President of the Su-
preme Court of the Netherlands Dineke de Groot, Pres-
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ident of the Supreme Court of Finland Tatu Leppénen.
The conference offered a great platform for an interest-
ing expert discussion, which provided an insight into
the issues at stake from both national and European
perspective.

When recapitulating the international conferences held
recently, it is appropriate to go back in time and recall the
international events held earlier.

Participants from 54 countries worldwide considered
the 14th International Judicial conference held in
Prague in 2006, on the overloading of judicial systems
and possibilities of alternative dispute resolution, to be
exceptionally successful.

As previously mentioned, the Supreme Court organised
meetings of the Permanent Conference of Presidents
of the Supreme Courts of the Czech Republic, Croatia,
Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia on three oc-
casions in 2002, 2006 and 2013. The conference, con-
vened in 2002 at the initiative of the then President of
the Supreme Court EliSka Wagnerova was the first ever
meeting of Presidents of the Supreme Courts of those
countries, and gave rise to the tradition that continues
to this day.

Joint photo of participants of the international conference “The
Role of Supreme Courts in Providing Effective Legal Protection”

In 2015, the Supreme Court, in cooperation with the
Judicial Academy and the Czech Society for European
and Comparative Law, organised an international con-
ference on the subject of the Supreme Council of the
Judiciary in the Czech Republic entitled “Quo vadis
Supreme Council of the Judiciary?” In particular, it dis-
cussed the extent to which the Supreme Council of the
Judiciary was necessary for the Czech Republic, in what
form it could work, what examples should be followed
from abroad and what should be avoided. Papers were
presented, inter alia, by the President of the Europe-
an Network of Councils for the Judiciary, Mr Geoffrey
Vos, former President of the Consultative Council of
European Judges Mr Gerhard Reissner, Rector of the
Pan-European University and former member of the
Slovak JidicalJudicial Council Mr Jan Svak, President of
the Constitutional Court Mr Pavel Rychetsky, President
of the Supreme Court Mr Pavel Samal, President of the
Supreme Administrative Court Josef Baxa, President of
the Union of Judges Mrs Daniela Zemanova and Minis-
ter of Justice Mr Robert Pelikan.

If at this point in the publication we are referring to
important foreign guests, we can not also ignore the
fact that the Supreme Court and its Judges are repeat-
edly visited by the highest constitutional agents of
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Photograph from the session of the 7th Permanent Conference
of Presidents of the Supreme Courts of the Czech Republic,
Croatia, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia (2006)

the Czech Republic, Prime Ministers, Ministers and that President Milo§ Zeman also visited the Supreme
representatives of both Chambers of Parliament. Al- Court twice, for the first time on March 26, 2013, when
though President Vaclav Havel’s three trips have al- he met with the President Iva Brozova, and for the
ready been mentioned, it is also appropriate to note second time on November 12, 2015, when he met with

President Milo§ Zeman and President of the Su- President Milo§ Zeman and President of the
preme Court, Iva BroZova entering the Supreme Supreme Court, Pavel Samal debating with judg-
Court building (March 2013, Brno) es on the occasion of a visit by the head of state

(November 2015, Brno)
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Pavel Samal. On this occasion, Milo§ Zeman also met
the judges.

The Supreme Court was visited by the President of the
Czech Republic Petr Pavel in August 2023. During the
tour of the functionalist building of the Supreme Court,
President Pavel also visited the newly reconstructed
Frantisek VaZny Hall.

The Supreme Court was visited by the President
of the Czech Republic Petr Pavel in August 2023.
During the tour of the functionalist building of
the Supreme Court, President Pavel also visited
the newly reconstructed FrantiSek Vazny Hall.
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The Supreme Court’s current building in BureSova
Street, Brno, its home since 1993, was originally built as
the formal seat of the Brno branch of the pension fund
institution VSeobecny pensijni tstav. It was erected be-
tween 1931 and 1932 on the site of the former Brandt
factory and designed by Emil Kralik (21 February 1880
- 26 June 1946).

The site selected for the VSeobecny pensijni tstav build-
ing completed the block shaped by the streets of Botan-
ickd, BureSova and Bayerova, and was meant to form one
side of a square - the space in front of the recently com-
pleted Masaryk Student Home by Bohuslav Fuchs, a re-
nown architect. Leading Prague and Brno architects, in-
cluding Prague’s Otakar Novotny and Brno’s Emil Kralik
and Bohuslav Fuchs, were invited to participate. By this
time, VSeobecny pensijni tstav had already decided on
a design for its headquarters in the Zizkov district of
Prague (now the headquarters of the Bohemian-Moravi-
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an Confederation of Trade Unions), which it had placed
in the hands of Josef Havlicek and Karel Honzik. These
young architects, inspired by Le Corbusier, designed
a ten-storey palace on a free cross-shaped plan. This was
the first time architecture was to move away from block-
shaped development in Czechoslovakia. Bohuslav Fuchs,
in the hope that he would be able to create - together
with his Masaryk Student Home - an expansive and ar-
chitecturally unified spatial unit for the square, designed
a building that incorporated a “finger plan” system with
three wings and narrower sides facing on to the square,
interconnected by an uninterrupted tract lining BureSo-
va Street up to the piano nobile. This radical concept,
however, did not find favour with the Judges. In the end,
they recommended a design by one of the founders of
the Brno architectural school, Professor Emil Kralik.

A peer of Josef Gocar’s Cubist generation, the main
architect behind the Exhibition Grounds, and the
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co-founder and chairman of the Group of Visual Art-
ists and the Brno Architects Club, Kralik was the real
grand seigneur of the local architectural communi-
ty. After training at the Czech Technical University in
Prague, where he assisted Professor Jan Koula at the
Institute of Ornamental Drawing, he was appointed by
the Fellner & Helmer Vienna office that specialised in
architecture. Here, he helped to design the Art Nouveau
Theatre in Mladéa Boleslav (1906-07). He also worked
on Prague’s Municipal House for the studio of Osvald
Polivka and Antonin Bal§anek. He subsequently moved
from Prague to Brno to teach at the Industrial School of
Civil Engineering, where he worked from 1907 to 1910.
One of his pupils was the architect Jindtich Kumpost.

Then he designed the charming Smetana House in Lu-
hacovice and the two villas of brothers Frantisek and
Josef Kovarik in Prostéjov in an elegant late Art Nou-
veau style. FrantiSek Kovatik’s villa, with its classical

the Supreme Court

cour d’honneure, lined by avant-corps with loggias
on the upper floor and a generous spatial plan for the
residential hall, is particularly noteworthy. In Prostéjov,
he also worked closely with Vulkania, the applied-art
workshop, where he held the post of the Artistic Di-
rector. The design he entered in the first competition
for the Czech National Theatre in Veveri Street, Brno,
also earned plaudits. After the First World War, he
and Karel Hugo Kepka set up the Department of Ar-
chitecture at the Czech Technical University in Brno,
where he twice held the office of the Dean (1923-1924
and 1933-1934). He also tried his hand at the “national”
style - Rondocubism, organising the commercial par-
terre (no longer in existence) on the northern corner of
Ceska and Jakubska Streets in Brno, and incorporating
a certain classicising Monumentalism into the Nedél-
nik family’s tombstone in Prost&jov (1923) and a resi-
dential building in Kotlarska Street (1923), before pro-
gressing to his distinctively refined, slightly classicising
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Historic photographs of the current seat of the Supreme Court building
from the period just after its completion, © Brno City Museum
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Emil Kralik

Functionalism. It was in this spirit that he designed the
entry area at the Exhibition Grounds, the Exhibition
Theatre, and the Czechoslovak Tobacco Directorate’s
building.

the Supreme Court

He also put a lot of effort into planning buildings for the
Czech Technical University on Akademické namésti (Ac-
ademic Square) in Brno, though these got no further than
the drawing-board, and occupied himself with industrial
architecture for the Brno gasworks. He was also an ex-
cellent artist, exhibiting his sketches and watercolours

- from his many study trips across Europe and North Afri-
ca - in Prague and Brno even during the war. As a profes-
sor, he taught a number of prominent architects of the
Brno School’s pre-war generation, especially Josef Kranz,
Bedrich Rozehnal and Mojmir Kyselka Sr. He influenced
them not only with the examples of his work, in which he
harmoniously combines classic architectural principles
and modernity, but also with his gentlemanly disposition,
graceful social manners, and his personal charm. Dur-
ing the war, he was interned at the concentration camp
in Svatoborice, which affected his health and resulted in
his early death in Prague on 26 June 1946.

His most important buildings from the interwar peri-
od are the Exhibition Theatre and the building of the
former VSeobecny pensijni tstav. A feature they share

Rear wall of the Supreme Court building,
typical semi-circular balconies on the left
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Rear wall of the Supreme Court building with illuminated staircase
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is their combination of the Classical feel with elements

of Functionalism. The Exhibition Theatre has a clear-
ly arranged symmetrical entrance with a symmetrical
glazed facade, contrasting with the “avant-garde” ele-
ment of the originally open solid-newel winding stair-
case from the café’s upper terrace. Kralik’s attention to
delicate detail, a reminiscent of the Art Deco style, is
also characteristic of his work.

Unlike Bohuslav Fuchs, representing a younger, more
radical Functionalist generation, Emil Kralik designed
the VSeobecny pensijni tstav building as a tranquil,
serene end for the gently sloping area of the square in
front of Masaryk Students Home, with slightly crook-
ed wings - containing apartments - extending into the
side streets. The original six-storey building is archi-
tecturally formulated so that the four upper floors are
framed by a ledge, making the entire front look more
horizontal. This is compounded by the rhythmically
structured oak-framed window bands on all floors. The
two-story lightweight plinth is symmetrically interrupt-
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Detail of a handle and glazing in the
corridors of the Supreme Court

ed by the magnanimous glazed entrance detailed in
white bronze.

The glazed entrance wall creates a natural transition
between the exterior and the interior of the generous
entrance hall, lined with marble slabs and accentuated
on both sides of the entry steps by monumental light-
ing fixtures that lend this space the feel of exceptional
elegance. Above the staircase buffer stage is the upper
part of the lobby, leading across a landing to the main
stairway on the entrance axis.

The staircase is illuminated from the courtyard for the
entire height of the building. The upper part of the lob-
by, with the access to the staircase and the lift, forms
the centre of layout, and the main corridor crosses the
entrance axis here. The main corridor is separated from
the lobby on both sides by glass walls. It passes through
the entire length of the building and finishes at both
ends with side staircases. Such a clear layout facilitated
effective and functional organisation on all floors. Orig-
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The original lobby of V§eobecny
pensijni tstav, © Brno City Museum

The Supreme Court’s lobby today
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inally, the Offices of the VSeobecny pensijni tistav’'s were
divided into two sections, Czech and German, each with
their own management. There was a horizontal 2:1 split.
The first four floors were occupied by the Czech offices,
with the Presidium and Board Room; the German office
was located on the last two upper. The apartments in
both side wings were also intended as a spare space in
cases the offices needed to be expanded. Indeed, follow-
ing a subsequent change in the way the building was
utilised, this is precisely what happened.

The structure is an excellent example of Professor Emil
Krélik’s architectural art. It is the opposite of Bohuslav
Fuchs' radical avant-garde mindset, a calm harmonious
architectural concept with generous symmetrical distri-
bution and a clear, flexible layout with graceful details
and understated architecture, fitting in well with the
city’s urban fabric. This extraordinarily cultivated and
subtle architectural language is the original layer of
Brno’s interwar art of building.”

the Supreme Court

The Supreme Court

Written by: Vladimir Slapeta

After the Second World War, the building originally de-
signed to house the Brno branch of VSeobecny pensi-
jni Gstav accommodated several different institutions
over time. In 1958, the building was listed - awarded
the status of an immovable cultural monument. From
the 1960s, the building was the seat of the Secretar-
iat of the Communist Party’s Regional Committee. To
meet its needs, in 1986 Milan Steinhauser designed an
insensitive vertical extension to the mansard floor, fun-
damentally altering the appearance of the (until then
a six-storey) building. Today, this extension provides ac-
commodation to the judges who come to Brno from all
over the country.

Along with the mansards, an inner tract with a tiered
hall was built in the courtyard in 1986. The hall was par-
titioned at the back. The library of the Supreme Court
was located behind that wall until October 2019.
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The corridors, conference rooms and
judges’ offices are decorated with dozens
of paintings. In the office of the President
of the Supreme Court, for instance, are
displayed paintings by the famous 19"
and 20™ century Czech landscapists Josef
Prochéazka and Vladimir Kovar.
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At the beginning of the 1990s, Masaryk University’s Rec-
torate and Institute of Computer Science used the build-
ing for a short time; part of the building was also used
by the Technical University and the Janac¢ek Academy of
Performing Arts. On 10 September 1993, the building was
officially handed over to the Supreme Court. Initially, the
Supreme Court had to share its current building with ac-
ademics of Masaryk University, whose Faculty of Comput-
er Science used the upper floors of the building until 1996.

the Supreme Court

To this day, the building has retained typical Function-
alist features, with numerous original details standing
out. The monument protection of the historic seat of
the Supreme Court obliges its management to preserve
its original character even during extensive reconstruc-
tion and renovation. The Court managed to comply with
the requirement recently in 2020-2021, when more than
350 historic windows and other facade elements had
to be replaced or renovated. The new windows, which
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New wing of the historic building of the Supreme Court

significantly contribute to energy savings, are faithful
replicas of the original ones; the designers reported
that there are a total of 42 original window types on the
exterior of the Supreme Court building.

Since approximately 2000, and in connection with the
increasing caseload, along with the growing numbers
of judges and, especially, other court staff, the Supreme
Court has sought to extend the capacity of its prem-
ises. Together with the Ministry of Justice, the court
purchased a dilapidated tenement in the vicinity and
assigned a project to have this building demolished and
to have a new administrative building constructed that
would notionally extend the right wing of the Court’s
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existing seat. However, the project, originally prepared
for 2005, did not materialise. It was not until 2015,
when Pavel Samal was appointed as the President of
the Supreme Court, that the project was modified and
the ownership of what was formerly a tenant building
was transferred to the Ministry of Justice, which took
over the investment in the new construction plans. The
ten-storey modern extension to the Supreme Court was
opened on 1 October 2019. In addition to technological
facilities, the lowest underground floor also houses the
Supreme Court’s Registry Archives, and there are 20
underground parking spaces on the two floors above.
Twenty-six years after its establishment, the Supreme
Court finally acquired appropriate premises for its ex-
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tensive Library on the ground floor of the new wing of
the building, and a new meeting room was built on the
first floor, which can also serve as a small multifunc-
tional hall. The adjacent terrace was designed as an
area for rest and leisure. There are seven new dormito-
ries for judges on the top floor of the new building. This
has expanded the existing offer of accommodation for
judges in the dormitory on the attic floor of the historic
building and also in rented apartments in Brno. More
than 120 employees, mostly judicial assistants, found
their place in 57 newly built offices. The building won
a silver award in the Building of the Year of the South
Moravian Region 2019 competition, specifically in the
Community Amenity Buildings category.
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New wing of the historic building of the Supreme Court

Interiors of the new wing of the historic building of the Supreme Court
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Small meeting room after renovation

The Supreme Court is constantly developing in many
aspects. Creating better conditions for the most re-
sponsible work of judges, judicial assistants, and other
court staff will certainly help the Supreme Court in its
daily efforts to issue fair and well-reasoned decisions, to
reduce the length of the proceedings and to unify the
case law in both domestic and European context. Judg-
es need adequate conditions for their work; the public
deserves to be served to the full by highly competent
judges who have good conditions for their work and are
free from any outside influence.

In December 2024, the renovation of the meeting room
on the second floor was completed. Smaller training
sessions, meetings and other events organised by the
Supreme Court are held here. The reconstruction be-
gan in the second half of the year and since the room
had never been renovated, it was a complete renovation.
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The Supreme Court wanted a meeting room that was
not only practical but also aesthetically pleasing. The
interior is based on the functionalist style of the build-
ing and also newly incorporates the typical blue colour
of the Supreme Court. The colour of the room’s interior
relates to the windows, which are a prominent feature
of the listed building.

147






Literature and

Printed Sources:

o Architekt SIA: Mesi¢nik pro architekturu, stavbu mést, by-
tovou péci a umeni. Praha: Spolek c¢eskoslovenskych in-
Zenyru, 1935, 34.

o BALIK, Stanislav. Prvorepublikovi ministii - advokéti. Bulle-
tin advokacie. 1994, (4), s. 45-51.

o BILY, Jiti Libor. Prdvni dé&jiny na tizemi CR: vysokoskolskd
ucebnice. Praha: Linde, 2003. Vysokoskolské pravnické uceb-
nice. ISBN 80-720-1429-3.

e BLAHOVA, Ivana, BLAZEK Luké4$, KUKLIK Jan a SOUSA,
Jiti. Prdvnickd dvouletka: rekodifikace prduniho vddu, jus-
tice a sprdvy v 50. letech 20. stoleti. Praha: Auditorium, 2014.
ISBN 978-80-87284-52-0.

« BOBEK, Michal, MOLEK Pavel a SIMICEK, Vojtéch. Komunis-
tické prdavo v Ceskoslovensku: kapitoly z déjin bezprdvi. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita, Mezindrodni politologicky ustav,
2009. ISBN 978-80-210-4844-7.

o BOCEK, Otomar. 20 let zlidové&lého soudnictvi: Cas zamysleni.
Socidlistickd zdkonnost: Casopis pro prdvni praxi. Praha:
Ministerstvo spravedlnosti, 1968, XVI (6), s. 342-343.

o CASIAVSKY, Stanislav. Instalace prvniho presidenta ne-
jvyssiho soudu Dr. Theodora Nussbauma. Prduni prakse:
mési¢nik ¢eskoslovenskych prdvnikii. V. Linhart, 1945, IX (2),
s. 70-75.

o Dr. Frantisek Vazny. Prdvnik: Casopis vénovany védé pravni
i stdtni. Praha: Pravnické jednota v Praze, 1931, LXX, s. 36-37.

e FAJNOR, Vladimir. Dr. August Popelka zemfel!: (22. kvétna
1938). Prdvnik: Casopis vénovany védé prdvni i stdtni. Praha:
Pravnicka jednota v Praze, 1938, LXXVII, s. 397-398.

149

other sources

e FLODROVA, Milena, Jan LIPPERT, Jaromir PORIZEK a Jan
SEDLAK. Justi¢ni paldc v Brné 1908-2008. Brno, 2008.

e HOETZEL, Jiti. Nejvy$s8i soudni a kasacni dviir ¢eskosloven-
sky. Prauvntk, 1919. LVIIL., s. 419.

HORAK, Ondtej. Vznik Ceskoslovenska a recepce prava.
K prévni povaze a vyznamu zakona ¢is. 11/1918 Sb. z. a n.
s prihlédnutim k otadzce recepce pravniho radu. Prdunéhis-
torické studie 38, Praha : Karolinum (2007), s. 153-169. ISBN
978-80-246-1426-7

KERECMAN, Peter. Styri generécie advokétov z rodu Dax-
nerovcov. Bulletin slovenskej advokdcie. XVI (3/2010), s. 38-43.
ISSN 1335-1079.

KOLAR, Frantisek a kol. Politickd elita mezivdleéného
Ceskoslovenska 1918-1938: kdo byl kdo [za pruni republiky].
Praha: Prazska edice, 1998. ISBN 80-901-5098-5.

KRALIK, Luké$. Publikace soudnich rozhodnuti po vzniku
ceskoslovenského statu. Prdaunéhistorickd studie. 2017, (46/2),
s. 35-54. ISSN 0079-4929.

KRALIK, Lukég. Zobeciiujici materialy vrcholnych soudii. In:
Weyrovy dny prduni teorie 2016: Sbornik prispévki z konfer-
ence, Acta Universitatis Brunensis, Iuridica. Brno: Masaryko-
va univerzita, 2016, s. 49-63. ISBN 978-80-210-8364-6.

KOBER, Jan. Advokacie v éeskych zemich v létech 1848-1994.
Praha: Ceskd advokatni komora, 1994.

KUHN, Zden&k, BOBEK Michal a POLCAK, Radim, ed. Ju-
dikatura a prdvni argumentace: teoretické a praktické aspek-
ty prdce s judikaturou. Praha: Auditorium, 2006. ISBN 80-903-
7860-9.

KUHN, Zden&k. The judiciary in Central and Eastern Europe:
mechanical jurisprudence in transformation?. Boston: Marti-
nus Nijhoff Publishers, 2011. ISBN 978-900-4175-563.



Literature and

o KUKLIK, Jan a kolektiv. Dé&jiny ¢eskoslovenského prdva 1945-
1989. Praha: Auditorium, 2011. ISBN 978-80-87284-17-9.

o Nejvyssi soud Ceské republiky v Brné: Supreme Court of the
Czech Republic in Brno. Praha: Orac, 2003. ISBN 80-86199-
71-1.

o NAVRATIL, Michal. Almanach &eskoslovenskyjch prdvnikii.
Praha, 1930.

o PEKNIK, Miroslav a kolektiv: Dr. Ivan Dérer: politik, pravnik
a publicista, Bratislava: Ustav politickych vied SAV - VEDA,
Vydavatelstvo SAV, 2010. ISBN 978-802-2411-684.

e PEROUTKA, Ferdinand. Budovdni stdtu. 1.-V., Praha: Lidové
noviny, 1991.

o PROCHAZKA, Jakub. Organizace Soudnictvi a stdtniho zas-
tupitelstvi od roku 1918 do roku 1938. Praha, 2010. Diplomova
préace. Univerzita Karlova v Praze, Pravnicka fakulta.

e Pruni odborouvy sjezd ceskoslovenskych prdvnikii: Praha 26. -
28. zd¥i 1936. Praha: Ceskoslovensky Kompas, 1936.

o PRICHYSTAL, Vojtéch. Usneseni pléna Nejvy$siho soudu
k tkoltim soudt (statnich notéfstvi) po XIV. sjezdu KSC. So-
cialistickd zdkonnost: ¢asopis pro prdvni praxi. Praha: Minis-
terstvo spravedlnosti, 1972, XX(1), 14-18.

o RAIS, Stefan: Déle upeviiovat statni disciplinu. Prdvnik -
Prdvni prakse: Casopis pro prdvni theorii a prdvni praksi.
Praha: Pravnicky ustav Ministerstva spravedlnosti, 1952, 91,
s. 81-82.

e Rudé prdvo. Praha, 2. 10. 1953, 33-34 (274). ISSN 0032-6569.

o Shirka soudnich rozhodnuti. In: Praha: Nejvy$i soud CSSR
v Praze, 1970, ro¢nik 1970.

o SKERLE, Michal. Stdtni soud a Stdtni prokuratura a jejich
role v politickych procesech. Brno, 2010. Magisterska diplo-

mova prace. Masarykova univerzita, Pravnicka fakulta.

e Soudni rehabilitace: Komentar k zdkonu ¢ 82/1968 Sh. o soud-
ni rehabilitaci. In: Praha: Horizont, 1969.

o Stavitel. 1930.

other sources

o Styl: Casopis pro architekturu stavbu mést a umélecky
primysl. 1925-1926.

o Styl: Casopis pro architekturu stavbu mést a umélecky
primysl. 1931-1932.

o SLAPETA, Vladimir. Die Bruenner Funktionalisten. Universi-
taet Innsbruck, 1985.

e SLAPETA, Vladimir. The Brno Functionalists: Museum of Ar-
chitecture Helsinki. 1983.

o SLAPETA, Vladimir. The Brno Functionalists. Museum of
Finnish Architecture Helsinki, 1983.

o TOMES, Josef a kolektiv. Cesky biograficky slovnik XX. stoleti.
Praha: Paseka, Petr Meissner, 1999.

o Trestni zdkon: Komentdr k zdkonu ze dne 12. ¢ervence 1950
¢. 86 Shb. In: . Praha: Orbis, 1953.

e VOZAR, Jozef. Vijznamni slovenski prdvnici - Vladimir Fajnor.
Bratislava: Veda, 2017. ISBN 978-80-224-1600-9.

o ZITEK, Adam. Hesla k Lexikonu nejuyssich piedstavitelit
Ceskoslovenské justice a prokuratury v letech 1948 - 1989 (ru-
kopis).

e ZITEK, Adam a kol. Lexikon nejuyssich piedstaviteli
Ceskoslovenské justice a prokuratury v letech 1948-1989.
Ustav pro studium totalitnich reZimf, (p¥ipravuje se).

Online Sources:

e Internetovd encyklopedie déjin Brna [online]. [cit. 2018-09-
04]. Dostupné z: www.encyklopedie.brna.cz

e Spolecnd Cesko-slovenska digitdlni parlamentni knihovna
1848 az soucasnost: Stenoprotokoly ze zasedani Néarod-
niho shroméaZzdéni Ceskoslovenské socialistické republiky a
federalniho shromazdéni Ceskoslovenské socialistické re-
publiky. Poslaneckd snémovna Parlamentu Ceské republiky:
Parlamentni knihouna [online]. [cit. 2018-09-04]. Dostupné z:
WWW.PSp.Cz

150



Literature and

Photo:

This book includes photographs and scanned docu-
ments from the Brno City Archives, the Brno City Mu-
seum, the Archives of the Capital City of Prague, Photo-
bank of the Czech News Agency, the National Archives
of the Czech Republic, the Masaryk University Archives,
the Archives of the Chamber of Deputies of the Parlia-
ment of the Czech Republic, the Langhans Archives, the
Municipal Office of Vanovice, and photographs in the
ownership of the Supreme Court. Distribution of these
images and scanned documents is prohibited, even
with the source being acknowledged.

The Brno City Archives

pg. 14 - Photographs from T. G. Masaryk’s visit to Brno,
1924, fund U5 Collection of photographs, sign. XXV 23,
photos No 5 and 8;

pg. 20 - Photographs with a view of the site of the de-
molished Jesuit college in Brno, photo by Josef Kun-
zfeld, 1905, fund U5 Collection of photographs, sign. le
11, and postcard with the Palace of Justice in Brno, dat-
ed around 1920, fund U22 Collection of postcards, sign.
XLId-5;

pg. 21 - Interiors of the Palace of Justice in Brno, pub-
lished in the Prager Presse magazine, 1927, and the
Narodni listy’s front page on 5 January 1923;

pg. 22 - Postcard depicting the State House on Zerotino-
vo namésti, dating early 20th century, fund U22 Post-
card Collection, sign. XLIIc-14b;

pg. 28 and 29 - Photographs of the Palac Morava in
Brno after the air raids on 20 November 1944, fund. U5
Collection of photographs, sign. XXV 151;

The Brno City Museum, © Muzeum mésta Brna
(pg. 24, 25, 133 and 137)

The Archives of the Prague Capital City, Collection of
Photographs

pg- 18 - Overall view of the main facade of the cadet
school, No 221 at Maridnska Basta in Hradc¢any, sign.
XII 1166;

pg. 32 - A view of namésti Hrdint (formerly Soudni)
in Pankrac. On the right, there is the court building
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151

other sources
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pg. 13 - NA, f. PMR, inv. No 2963, cart. 4164. Act No
37/1919 Coll., on the Interim Constitution, of 13 Novem-
ber 2018;

pg- 19 - Act No 5/1918 Coll., on the Establishment of
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ports, cart. 105;

pg. 47 - Josef Litera, NA, f. FMV - Collection of pass-
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portér
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ports, cart. 135;
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The Private Archive of the Langhans Foundation
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(pg. 79, 80, 81)

ArchDesign
(pg- 96)

The Archives of the Czech Bar Associaton
(pg. 80, pg. 105-106)

PREMIER interiors s.r.o.
(pg- 146 and 147)

152

other sources



Acknowledgments

The Supreme Court is grateful for the cooperation in
making this book happen in particular to

e Mr. Jan Kuklik, the Dean of the Faculty of Law at the
Charles University in Prague (2014-2022), a legal his-
torian, the Director of the Institute of Legal History of
the Faculty of Law, Charles University, and professor
of the Department of Legal History. He authored the
chapter on Historical Evaluation of the Role of the Su-
preme Court from 1918 to 1989.

e Mr. Stanislav Balik, Judge Emeritus of the Consti-
tutional Court of the Czech Republic (2004 - 2014),
a legal historian, a lawyer, the President of the PECO
Committee of the Council of Bars and Law Societies
of Europe (CCBE). He prepared the profiles of the in-
dividual Presidents of the Supreme Court 1918-1989.
Stanislav Balik is a university lecturer, the Dean of the
Faculty of Law, University of West Bohemia in Pilsen.
In 2002-2003 he acted as the Chairman of the Czech
Bar Association.

e Mr. Vladimir élapeta, a historian of architecture and
Professor at the Faculty of Architecture, Brno Univer-
sity of Technology (BUT), who authored the chapter
on the History of the Supreme Court’s listed building.
Vladimir Slapeta is a former Dean of the Faculty of
Architecture, Czech Technical University in Prague
(1991-1997 and 2003-2006), former Vice-Rector of the
Czech Technical University in Prague (CTU, 1997-2000),
former Dean of the Faculty of Architecture, Brno Uni-
versity of Technology (2006-2010). In 1997-2006 he was
the honorary Vice-President of the Akademie der Kiin-
ste in Berlin.

153

The Supreme Court also expresses its gratitude to:

e Ms Alena Simé&nkova, Mr. Jan Kourimsky and
Mr. Adam Zitka, archivists of the National Archives of
the Czech Republic in Prague

e Mr Jaroslav PazZout, historian of the Institute for the
Study of Totalitarian Regimes

e Ms Martina Popovicov4, archivist of the Brno City Ar-
chives

e Ms Lenka Kudélkova, archivist of the Brno City Muse-
um

e Mr Petr Dvoracek, Head of the Archives of the Cham-
ber of Deputies of the Parliament of the Czech Repub-
lic

e Ms Miroslava Prikrylova and Mr Jiti Smrz, archivists of
the Archives of the Capital City of the Prague Museum

e Ms Milena Flodrov4, historian

e Ms Véra gpalkové, who collects materials on the histo-
ry of the Palace of Justice in Prague

o Mr Pavel Samal, who in 2017 initiated the preparation
of the first edition of this publication as the then Presi-
dent of the Supreme Court and significantly shaped its
form with his suggestions and comments

e Mr Petr TomiCek, Head of the Public Relations Depart-
ment of the Supreme Court from 2015 to 2023, who
compiled and edited this book

e Ms Monika Némcova from the Public Relations De-
partment of the Supreme Court, who assisted and
supported the search for archive materials and the
editorial revisions of this book



The Supreme Court

Published by the Supreme Court
Buresova 20, 657 37 Brno

tel.: +420 541 593 111
www.nsoud.cz

Authors:

The Supreme Court - Petr Tomicek
Stanislav Balik

Jan Kuklik

Vladimir Slapeta

Editor:
The Supreme Court - Anna Cerméakova

Photographs:

The Archives of the Supreme Court, Petr Tomicek, Ales
Lezatka, Jifi Slama, Archives of the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Republic - Hana Brozkov4, Soria Smahelové,
Monika Némcov4, the National Archives of the Czech
Republic, the Archives of the Chamber of Deputies of
the Parliament of the Czech Republic, the Archives of
Brno City, the Czech News Agency, the Archives of the
Capital City of Prague, the Brno City Museum, the Lang-
hans Archives, the Masaryk University Archives, the
Municipal Office of Vanovice, Archives of the Czech Bar
Association, ArchDesign, PREMIER interiors s.r.o.

Translation:

PRESTO - PREKLADATELSKE CENTRUM s. r. o.
Moudry preklad s. r. o.

The Supreme Court, the Department of Analytics and
Comparative Law

Language Editing:
The Supreme Court, the Department of Analytics and
Comparative Law

Graphic Design:
studio KUTULULL, s. r. o.

Number of Pages 154
Edition 3, 2025
© Nejvyssi soud, 2025



= — sl
= = TN
-y il

N

/
- T

7
WP W

IMGEEEEE RN
=y =E2AmN

il Wi

[
mn
i
S mwm
p (S0

14

NESEN S3EN

AN\
-
(1| = Ul
L
.k.‘l!ﬂ. w




	Foreword by 
	the Supreme Court President
	Formation of an Independent Republic, 
	First Laws

	Establishment of the Supreme Court 
	and its Activities until 1938

	The Supreme Court 
	in 1939 – 1989

	Presidents of the Supreme Court 
	 1918 – 1989

	Historical Appraisal of the Supreme Court’s Role 
	in 1918 – 1989

	The Supreme Court 
	after 1989

	Presidents of the Supreme Court 
	after 1989

	The Supreme Court 
	Today

	The Listed Building Housing 
	the Supreme Court



