Methodological proposals and practical observations
in respect of the Curia’s jurisprudence-analysing activities

The present article concerns jurisprudence-analysis, i.e. the Curia’s new means of ensuring
the uniform application of the law by the courts.

The first part is about placing jurisprudence-analysis within the Curia’s other means of
case-law unification. It examines the similarities and differences between individual court
decisions and the abstract means of case-law unification. While individual decisions deal with
concrete legal issues, the abstract means of unification decide on the disputed questions of a
smaller group of cases, however, jurisprudence-analysis puts the decision-making process
aside and therefore is capable of dealing with both narrow and broad (on a branch-of-law
level) sets of problems. Moreover, the determination of the topics of a jurisprudence-analysis
— contrary to the other means of case-law unification — is of outstanding importance, and the
members of the jurisprudence-analysing working group enjoy much more flexibility in
choosing their methods of examination, as they are entitled to use legal and social science
tools (e.g. statistics and text mining) as well. This part of the article also puts forward
proposals as to the desired content and structure of the jurisprudence-analyses’ summary
reports.

Finally, the last part of the article makes a number of proposals regarding project
management, because jurisprudence-analysis is less similar to a lawsuit or decision-making
process, and is carried out rather like a project.
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