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2026 Rule of Law Report - targeted stakeholder 
consultation

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

The annual Rule of Law Report lies at the centre of the Annual Rule of Law Cycle, which acts as a preventive
tool, deepening multilateral dialogue and joint awareness of rule of law issues. So far, six editions of the Rule
of Law Report have been published since 2020.

As every year, the Commission would like to invite the stakeholders to provide contributions to the 2026 Rule
of Law Report. On the basis of these contributions and on-going developments, further targeted questions may
be shared at a later stage of preparation of the 2026 Rule of Law Report, in particular in the context of country
visits, or bilateral contacts. 

The Commission invites stakeholders to provide contributions which include:

(1) developments and measures taken in relation to the recommendations in the 2025 report,
(2) developments related to topics covered in the 2025 country chapters, as well as any other new 
developments related to the rule of law.

The input should consist of a short summary, if possible in English, covering the areas referred to below.
Legislation or other documents may be referenced with a link. Contributions should focus on significant
developments since the last Rule of Law Report both as regards the legal framework and its implementation in
practice.

This questionnaire also integrates the separate questionnaire on the single market from last year. In addition to
these specific questions, respondents to the questionnaire are invited to consider the Single Market
dimension, including any relevant cross-border issues, in all their answers. 

Where questions of particular relevance under the single market dimension, this is
indicated before the relevant question. 

[1] Unless the information was already submitted in the input for the previous Rule of Law Reports.
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Type of information to be included:

Under each of the four pillars, the replies should include references to the following types of information:

A) Legislative developments

Newly adopted legislation
legislative drafts currently discussed in Parliament
legislative plans envisaged by the Government

 B) Policy developments

Implementation and enforcement of legislation
evaluations, impact assessment, surveys
white papers/strategies/actions plans/consultation processes
follow-up to reports/recommendations of Council of Europe bodies or other international organisations
important administrative measures
generalised practices

C) Developments related to the judiciary / independent authorities 

important case law by national courts
important decision/opinions from independent bodies/authorities
state of play on terms, nominations and expired mandates for high-level positions (e.g. Supreme Court, 
Constitutional Court, Council for the Judiciary, Prosecutor General, heads of independent authorities 
included in the scope of the request for input[2])

D) Any other relevant developments 

National authorities are free to add any further information, which they deem relevant; however, this 
should be short and to the point.

Where relevant, please also indicate whether the developments reported are linked to the implementation of
reforms and investments under the national Recovery Resilience Plan. To simplify your answers to the
questionnaire, if there are no developments, it is sufficient to indicate this and the information covered in the
contributions for the previous Rule of Law Reports does not need not be repeated.

[2] Such as: media regulatory authorities and bodies, national human rights institutions, equality bodies, ombudsman institutions, supreme audit 

institutions and, where they exist, transparency authorities.

About you
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I am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Civil society organisation/NGO
International organisation
Judicial association or network
Media organisation or association
Public authority or network of public authorities
Other

Organisation name
250 character(s) maximum

Hungarian Helsinki Committee / Magyar Helsinki Bizottság

Main Areas of Work
Justice System
Anti-corruption
Media Pluralism and Freedom
Checks and Balances
Other

If "Other", please specify

rule of law, rights of refugees and migrants, human rights performance of law enforcement agencies and the 
criminal justice system, equality before the law

Please insert an URL towards your organisation's main online presence or describe 
your organisation briefly:

500 character(s) maximum

The Hungarian Helsinki Committee (HHC) is a human rights NGO based in Hungary. Focus areas: the rule of 
law, the rights of refugees and migrants, the human rights performance of law enforcement agencies and the 
criminal justice system, and equality before the law. Activities: free legal counselling, strategic litigation, 
monitoring, research, domestic and international advocacy, trainings and capacity-building, awareness-raising, 
and international cooperation. Website: https://www.helsinki.hu/.

Transparency register number

*

*
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Check if your organisation is in the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to 
influence EU decision-making

496227428572-68

Country of origin
Please indicate the country of origin of your organisation

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czechia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain

*
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Sweden
Other - please specify

First name

Surname

Email Address of the organisation

helsinki@helsinki.hu

Publication of your contribution and privacy settings
You can choose whether you wish for your contribution to be published and whether you wish your details to be made 
public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous - Only your type of respondent, country of origin and contribution will 
be published. Organisation name, URL, transparency register number, first 
name and surname given above will not be published. To maintain anonymity, 
please refrain from mentioning the name of your organisation and any 
details from which your organisation an be identified in the rest of your 
contribution as we will not be able to guarantee anonymisation of these 
elements.
Public - Your personal details (name, organisation name, transparency register 
number, country of origin will be published with your contribution).
No publication - Your contribution will not be published. Elements of your 
contribution may be referred to anonymously in documents produced by the 
Commission based on this consultation.

I agree with the personal data protection provisions.

 Specific_privacy_statement_targeted_stakeholder_consultation_2026_rule_of_law_report.pdf

Questions on horizontal developments

In this section, you are invited to provide information on general horizontal developments or trends, both 
positive and negative, covering all or several Member States. In particular, you could mention issues that are 

*

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/files/13f6b6ff-97f2-4168-b489-028a1d7d55ae/f5c8a71d-1f43-4323-af2b-6753d5035fe4
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common to several Member States, as well as best practices identified in one Member State that could be 
replicated. Moreover, you could refer to your activities in the area of the four pillars and sub-topics (an 
overview of all sub-topics can be found below), and, if you represent a Network of national organisations, to 
the support you might have provided to one of your national members.

Overview topics for contribution
 List_of_topics_for_contribution.docx

Please provide any relevant information on horizontal developments here
5000 character(s) maximum

Questions for contribution

Under each pillar, you are invited to provide information on measures taken to implement the
recommendations addressed to the Member State in the 2025 Rule of Law report, as well as developments
with regard to the points raised in the respective country chapter of the 2025 Rule of Law Report and any other
significant developments since January 2025 and up to the date of submission[3]. Please always include a link
to and reference relevant legislation/documents (in the national language and/or where available, in English). S

 can include challenges, positive developments and best practices, covering bothignificant developments
legislative developments or implementation and practices.

Information provided in reply to , related to the follow-up to thethe first question under each pillar
recommendations, does not need to be repeated in subsequent parts of the questionnaire, but can be cross-
referenced in the subsequent questions, where relevant. All other questions are not limited to the
recommendations, but as in previous years, cover the entire scope of the Report.
 
[3] Unless already covered in the input for the previous Rule of Law Reports.

Member State/enlargement country covered in contribution [only  ]one choice possible

If you wish to submit information concerning several Member States/enlargement countries, please fill 

in the questionnaire separately for each country. There is no limit to the number of contributions 

submitted by a single participant. 

Albania
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/files/13f6b6ff-97f2-4168-b489-028a1d7d55ae/41db9bc3-500c-4288-a857-4f76dbac033b
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Cyprus
Czechia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Montenegro
Netherlands
North Macedonia
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

I. Justice System

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations
received in the 2025 Report regarding the justice system (if applicable)

5000 character(s) maximum
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Until the cut-off date of the present contribution (16 January 2026) no steps have been taken by the Hungarian 
government and the Parliament to systemically address the recommendations formulated by the European 
Commission with respect to the independence of the judiciary in the 2025 Rule of Law Report – Country 
Chapter on the rule of law situation in Hungary (hereafter: 2025 Rule of Law Report).

In June 2025, the Parliament adopted Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment of Justice-related Laws, an 
omnibus law affecting 28 Acts of Parliament and implementing significant changes to the justice system. 
However, none of the amendments included legislative measures aimed at improving the transparency of case 
allocation systems in lower instance courts in line with the European case allocation standards or tackled the 
systemic deficiencies related to judicial remunerations.

As from 1 January 2025, the system of remunerations at the Kúria (the supreme court of Hungary) was 
remarkably changed. The remuneration of Kúria judges became linked to the remuneration of the Kúria 
President, securing a disproportionately high salary to Kúria judges, severing the Kúria from all other courts with 
respect to judicial remunerations. According to the Hungarian Association of Judges (MABIE), “a difference of 
this magnitude eliminates the proportionality within the judiciary, which disrupts society’s trust in the court 
system, and creates enormous internal tensions”.

Apart from this distortion of the system of judicial remunerations, the core method of establishing judicial 
remunerations remains the same.

Although there was a one-off 15% increase of the judicial salary base in December 2024 and Hungary’s 2026 
central budget has brought a further increase of the salary base for judges, the overall increase compared to 
2022 still falls behind the inflation since 2022 and the rate of increase recommended by professional 
organisations. Furthermore, no structural measures have been taken to safeguard the increase of the 
remuneration of judges, prosecutors, and judicial and prosecutorial staff in line with European standards on 
remuneration for the justice system as recommended by the 2025 Rule of Law Report: judges and prosecutors 
remain to be “at the mercy” of the other branches of power when it comes to their salaries, creating a rift in the 
system of checks and balances.

A. Independence

Appointment and selection of judges, prosecutors and court presidents (incl. judicial 
review)
(The reference to ‘judges’ concerns judges at all level and types of courts as well as judges at constitutional courts)

5000 character(s) maximum

In December 2024, the Parliament adopted the 14th Amendment to the Fundamental Law and Act LXXIV of 
2024 on the Foundation for Hungary’s 2025 Central Budget, which amended several cardinal laws governing 
the appointment and selection of judges. These changes were adopted through a deficient law-making process 
and without meaningful consultation with the judiciary.

Three major modifications were introduced. (i) The lower age limit for becoming a judge was raised from 30 to 
35 years from 1 March 2025. (ii) The upper age limit of judicial service was modified. Instead of the general 
statutory retirement age of 65, in cases defined by a cardinal law, a judge’s service relationship may continue 
until the judge reaches the age of 70. (iii) The practice requirements for judicial appointments were significantly 
modified, to the disadvantage of candidates applying from within the judiciary. Under the new rules applicable 
from 1 March 2025, candidates must have at least two years of legal practice gained outside the judiciary and 
at least one year of practice gained in one of several specified legal positions (e.g. as judicial clerk, attorney-at-
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from 1 March 2025, candidates must have at least two years of legal practice gained outside the judiciary and 
at least one year of practice gained in one of several specified legal positions (e.g. as judicial clerk, attorney-at-
law, notary public, government official, civil servant). This doubled practice-requirement gives preference to 
candidates who acquire professional experience outside the courts, as they may become eligible without any 
prior judicial experience, whereas candidates whose professional career has been exclusively within the 
judiciary are ineligible unless they obtain an additional two years of external practice. This constitutes 
discrimination vis-à-vis those who start their careers at courts. According to practitioners, this system is likely to 
negatively impact the pool of candidates for judicial positions, as the criteria will orient even those graduates 
who want to become judges towards other legal positions, where – by the time they reach the age of 35 – they 
may establish a career and reach a salary level in the light of which starting a brand new career within the 
judiciary may amount to a significant financial step-back.

On 11 June 2025, the Parliament adopted Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment of Justice-related Laws, 
implementing a broad judicial reform affecting 28 laws, including the provisions regulating how a judge can 
continue to serve after the general retirement age. As in December 2024, the reform was again not preceded by 
meaningful professional or public consultation.

In the professional consultation round, the 75-page draft (124 pages including the reasoning) was sent to the 
National Judicial Council (NJC) for commenting on 4 April 2025 (a Friday) just before the end of office hours 
with a deadline of just seven days. Although upon request the Ministry of Justice allowed a last-minute 
prolongation of the deadline, the body could only draft its comments in an irregular e-mail based procedure. As 
the Ministry’s disregard for the fact that as a collective entity the NJC needs more time to formulate its stance in 
accordance with its statutes made their right to be consulted illusory, the body submitted a complaint to the 
Constitutional Court (CC), arguing that this had been a de facto violation of their right to be consulted. The CC 
rejected the complaint claiming that since the NJC had actually prepared comments, the provisions on the NJC’
s right to be consulted had not been breached. The instance illustrates how provisions of the 2023 judicial 
reform that look on paper to comply with conditions to access EU funds fail to effectively provide the envisaged 
result in practice.

The Ministry of Justice published the draft bill on Maundy Thursday (17 April 2025), immediately before a four-
day holiday, and provided the statutory minimum of eight days for public consultation, which in practice meant 
only four working days. The law was therefore adopted in disregard of judicial opinions and without any 
substantive societal dialogue.

In addition to the above, long-standing concerns regarding the appointment of judges and court presidents 
remain unresolved, as already highlighted in our previous 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, and 2024 contributions. 
Most notably, the legislation still fails to regulate the handling of multiple simultaneous applications for judicial 
posts and the order in which such applications are decided. This loophole allows the arbitrary sequencing of 
decisions, enabling the circumvention of the NJC’s right of consent and undermining the merit-based 
appointment system in a non-transparent manner. Furthermore, the obligation of the Kúria President and the 
President of the National Office for the Judiciary (NOJ President) to provide reasons for their administrative 
decisions remains only partial, falling short of the requirements of transparency and effective judicial review.

On changes regarding the election of the Prosecutor General, see Question I.8. On the appointment of 
Constitutional Court justices, see Question IV.6.

Irremovability of judges, including transfers, (incl. as part of judicial map reform), 
dismissal and retirement regime of judges, court presidents and prosecutors (incl. 
judicial review)
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5000 character(s) maximum

The legislation on transfers still lacks fundamental guarantees for the irremovability of judges in certain areas.

For secondments, the law only requires the NJC’s consent to secondments or their prolongation, but not their 
termination, which may be done unilaterally, with immediate effect, by a resolution of the NOJ President. As this 
decision does not require the NJC’s agreement, there is no obligation to give reasons for the termination of 
secondments, thus this measure is especially prone to being used for exerting pressure on judges without the 
NJC’s possibility to exercise any meaningful control over it. 

The legislation still lacks objective criteria regarding when the legal conditions of a secondment are met, for the 
designation of the receiving court, for the selection of the seconded judge or for determining the term of the 
secondment. This is particularly problematic when the aim of secondment is to facilitate the professional 
advancement of a judge, as this type of secondment may either serve as a form of award or a means of exerting 
pressure. The lack of objective criteria hinders the NJC in exercising its constitutional role of overseeing judicial 
administration from the point of view of judicial independence.

In case of judges seconded to higher instances, the legislation does not clearly provide for adequate 
remuneration, which is a breach of the principle of equal pay for equal work. This enables court administrations 
to save money on seconded judges and therefore may function as an incentive to solve workload problems 
through secondment instead of creating additional positions or issuing calls for applications regarding vacant 
judicial positions. In April 2025, there were 84 seconded judges who had not received the difference in the 
salary supplement pertaining to their original and seconded positions for more than one year.

In January 2025, the NOJ President submitted a proposal for a legislative amendment to address the problem – 
to no avail. In September 2025, an opposition MP submitted a bill to resolve the problem, but the governmental 
majority in the Parliament’s Justice Committee voted down the proposition.

At the same time, the Debrecen Regional Court handed down a first instance judgment in September 2025, 
obliging a regional court to pay to a judge seconded for over 6 years the difference between his salary as a 
district court judge and the salary that he would have been entitled to as a regional court judge. The court 
concluded that while the law on the legal status and remuneration of judges did not expressly prescribe that 
judges seconded to higher instances must be paid the same salary supplement as judges permanently 
assigned to that instance, such an interpretation was not excluded, and in light of the pertaining EU acquis and 
Hungarian legislation, this was the interpretation to be applied to the remuneration of judges seconded to higher 
tier courts.

Another important court decision on the irremovability of judges concerned the case of Kúria judge András 
Kovács. After Judge Kovács’s panel handed down judgments unfavourable to the Government in politically 
sensitive cases, the panel was dissolved through an amendment of the Kúria’s case allocation scheme as of 1 
January 2024. When Judge Kovács sought to publish an academic study on the process, the Kúria President 
banned the publication and initiated multiple proceedings against him, including an extraordinary suitability 
assessment procedure, at the end of which in November 2024 Judge Kovács’s leadership authorisations 
stemming from his position of head of panel were suspended for a period of two years, depriving him of his right 
to organise the operation of his panel, and presiding over individual cases. The justification was that Judge 
Kovács had been critical of the Kúria’s case allocation system and he had voiced this criticism outside the Kúria.

Judge Kovács challenged the measure. In its judgment of 17 March 2025, the Metropolitan Regional Court 
concluded that the Kúria President’s measure was null and void, because it “de facto removed [Judge Kovács] 
from his judicial leadership position” without any legal basis. The Metropolitan Regional Court of Appeal upheld 
the decision on 17 June 2025, emphasising that since Heads of Panel also perform adjudicative tasks, the 

principles of judicial independence, including the irremovability of judges, also pertain to them. Therefore, the 
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principles of judicial independence, including the irremovability of judges, also pertain to them. Therefore, the 
Kúria President’s action was not only unlawful, but it also violated judicial independence. The Kúria President 
filed a request for extraordinary review, but he withdrew it on 18 November 2025. Judge Kovács was reinstated 
as an acting head of panel.

The concerns of our 2025 contribution in relation to the assignment and transfer of judges, the reinstatement of 
unlawfully dismissed court leaders and the legislation allowing the transfer of certain individuals from outside 
the judiciary still pertain.

Promotion of judges and prosecutors (incl. judicial review)
5000 character(s) maximum
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No improvement has taken place in this regard since our 2025 contribution. As a main rule, judicial promotions 
and leadership positions shall be granted in the framework of an ordinary application procedure, but the 
legislation allows for a wide range of exceptions. Decisions on promotions without an application procedure lie 
in their entirety in the hands of administrative leaders at the courts, who may also have full discretion to grant 
judicial leadership positions, which eliminates the guarantees attached to a transparent application procedure. 
No judicial remedy is available against appointments made without an appointment procedure.

Even the outcome of a standard application procedure can be manipulated by court leaders through several 
means. Applications for judicial leadership positions (such as the position of head of panel or deputy-college 
leadership positions) are assessed by the president of the relevant court in a fully discretionary manner. Judge 
peers hold the right to form a non-binding opinion on the candidates by secret ballots. Although the opinion is 
non-binding, court presidents should consider it when assessing the candidates. Despite the above, due to the 
lack of guarantees, court presidents may appoint judicial leaders even against the manifest opposition of 
judicial peers.

Besides formal appointments, the legislation provides for a variety of informal means to promote a judge. 
Informal appointments include (i) the possibility to assign administrative tasks to a judge (or terminate such 
assignment) and (ii) in the case of the Kúria, the possibility to assign special judicial positions via the case 
allocation scheme of the Kúria.

One relatively new development in the area is that the vice-presidents of the Kúria perform the duties of college 
leaders on a permanent basis. This possibility was introduced by the 2019 amendment to the Act CLXI of 2011 
on the Organisation and Administration of the Courts, and has been in effect since January 1, 2020. Although 
the law does not expressly stipulate this, in our view, this solution should only be temporary, as the duties of the 
vice-presidents and college leaders are fundamentally different, and situations may arise where these duties 
conflict with each other. The college leader manages the professional work of judges adjudicating cases in the 
same field, while the vice-president holds an administrative position, which necessarily results in different 
considerations being dominant in their work. For example, if the president of the court were to try to solve a 
sudden shortage of judges by transferring a judge dealing with criminal cases to the civil college, the college 
leader, as the person in charge of professional work, would probably object, while the vice-president, as the 
administrative head, might approach the issue from the point of view of the distribution of available resources.

This is particularly true because while the Kúria President is bound by the opinion of the college when 
appointing college leaders, this is not the case when appointing vice-presidents (in the latter case the college’s 
opinion is non-binding), meaning that if professional considerations conflict with administrative ones, the college 
leader is more likely to take into account the opinion of the college members than the vice-president.

The rule that the Kúria President cannot appoint the college leader without the college’s consent was included 
in Act CLXI of 2011 on the Organisation and Administration of the Courts in the framework of the 2023 judicial 
reform precisely in order to protect judicial independence and to comply with the requirements of the European 
Commission. If a vice-president appointed without the “veto right” of the colleges performs the duties of the 
college leader on a permanent basis, then this guarantee is not effectively enforced. In fact, the current situation 
circumvents the rule that the European Union has set as a condition for the release of EU funds in order to 
ensure judicial independence.

Allocation of cases in courts
5000 character(s) maximum
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In 2025, Hungary did not take any steps to address the deficiencies of the Hungarian courts’ case-allocation 
system, therefore the concerns raised in our 2025 contribution remain relevant.

(1) As regards case allocation at the Kúria, the problem of lack of transparency persists despite the related EU 
condition to access funds. Although the situation improved after the 2023 judicial reform, the 2024 and 2025 
monitoring of the log files published on the Kúria’s website indicated that the allocation of cases at the Kúria 
continues to raise questions. In particular, highlighted concerns in our 2025 contribution about the difficulty of 
monitoring the Kúria’s case allocation practice, vaguely defined grounds for deviation from general rules and 
unavailability of background information necessary for effective monitoring still hinder the transparency and 
objectivity of the court’s case allocation practice.

Kúria chambers are established in a manner that does not comply with the EU milestone which envisages an 
algorithm-based case-allocation scheme prescribed in advance. While benches hearing the cases are – as a 
main rule – composed of five judges (three judges and two heads of chambers taking turns performing the 
tasks of the head of chamber in newly arriving cases), there are a number of chambers that are composed of 
more than three judges and/or contain more than two heads of chambers (three heads of chamber and two 
judges; one head of chamber and four judges; two heads of chamber and four judges; three heads of chamber 
and three judges; three heads of chamber and four judges; two heads of chamber and four judges). For such 
situations the case allocation scheme prescribes the following: “[i]n this case, the assignment of the head of 
panel [i.e. which head of panel will perform the tasks of the head of panel in the given case] and the actual 
composition of the bench hearing the case will be determined by the subject matter of the case, the field of 
expertise of the heads of panel, with an additional view to the administrative managerial tasks of the head of 
panel”. As of January 2026, the rule applies to two out of the seven chambers adjudicating administrative 
(including electoral) cases. How the subject matter of the case, the expertise of the heads of panel or their 
administrative managerial tasks influence the composition of the benches is not specified.

(2) With respect to the case allocation system of lower tier courts, no progress has been made. Although the 
2023, the 2024 and the 2025 Rule of Law Reports recommended improving the transparency of their case 
allocation systems, all concerns raised in our 2023, 2024 and 2025 contributions remain relevant and are yet to 
be addressed. The special concerns regarding appeal courts – included in our 2024 contribution– also still 
apply.

(3) The Constitutional Court still does not have a case-allocation scheme at all. Since there has been no 
improvement in this regard, concerns included in our previous contributions continue to apply.

Independence (including composition and nomination and dismissal of its members),
and powers of the body tasked with safeguarding the independence of the judiciary (e.
g. Council for the Judiciary)

5000 character(s) maximum

Over the past period, both the composition and the legal status of the NJC have remarkably changed. With 
effect from 1 June 2023 legislative modifications strengthened the powers and the status of the NJC. With 
effect from 30 January 2024, as a result of the expiry of the previous NJC’s mandate, the NJC carries out its 
duties in a new composition.

In spite of the significant strengthening of the NJC’s powers, the body is not fully capable of fulfilling its 
constitutional role of effectively supervising the administration of courts – partly due to the gaps of the 2023 
judicial reform and partly due to its inadequate implementation. On 2 April 2025, the NJC set up a Committee 

with the aim of mapping those problems that hinder the fulfilment of the body’s constitutional task and to present 
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with the aim of mapping those problems that hinder the fulfilment of the body’s constitutional task and to present 
recommendations for measures to address these. The NJC started to discuss the Committee’s Draft Report on 
3 December 2025. The NJC’s majority voted down the publication of the Draft Report, but agreed to the 
publication of its executive summary. From the executive summary and the records of the 3 December meeting, 
the directions of the legislative proposals can be inferred – some are detailed below.

(1) The Committee suggests that the NJC’s supervisory role be extended to fully cover the Kúria President’s 
administrative activities. In light of the Kúria’s role in the Hungarian system of adjudication and the fact that the 
Kúria President, elected by the Parliament, is a political appointee, this extension seems justified to guarantee 
judicial independence against internal pressures.

The Committee also recommends that the Kúria President would not be a member of the NJC, and would be 
replaced by an elected member from among Kúria judges.

(2) The Committee suggests that those should not be eligible for NJC membership over whom the NOJ 
President exercises the employer’s rights. This would exclude the NJC membership of the presidents and vice-
presidents and college leaders of regional courts of appeal and regional courts. This suggestion also seems 
justified in light of the hierarchical relationship between the NOJ President and their appointees, as it is 
questionable whether judicial leaders appointed by the NOJ President are able to exercise independent and 
impartial supervision over the NOJ President as their own employer.

(3) The Committee suggests amendments aimed at guaranteeing the NJC’s effective participation in the 
process of passing legislation concerning the justice system. These recommendations reflect the problems of 
the implementation of those elements of the 2023 judicial reform that were aimed at improving the quality of law-
making and effectively involving stakeholders.

Practice shows that the Government only formally complies with the requirement that the NJC must be 
consulted on legislative proposals concerning the justice system, and regularly disregards the fact that the NJC 
is a collective body with specific rules regarding the time frame of convening meetings and voting on positions 
to be adopted. The Government practically always sends the NJC draft laws for commenting with deadlines so 
short that it becomes impossible for the NJC to discuss them in accordance with its rules of procedure, so while 
the obligation to consult the NJC is met formally, in practice, the procedure does not guarantee the body’s 
effective participation in the legislative process (see Question I.2. on how Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment 
of Justice-related Laws was amended).

It also happens that the NJC is not in the position to provide its comments because legislation is initiated by 
MPs of the incumbent party. For instance, on 12 December 2024, incumbent MPs delegated to the Parliament’s 
Legislative Committee submitted in an ongoing legislative process an amending proposal to raise the age limit 
for becoming a judge from 30 to 35 years. When this was criticised by the NJC, the Minister of Justice 
responded that the proposed amendment did not fall under those legislative initiatives regarding which there 
was an obligation to consult the NJC. This is yet another example for how the Hungarian government 
circumvents the obligations of consultation, especially since the raising of the age limit for becoming a judge 
reflected governmental intentions expressly professed in the quadrilateral Agreement.

Accordingly, the NJC Committee recommends that the legal framework be amended to make sure that (i) the 
NJC would be provided with a meaningful opportunity to formulate its opinion with regard to all legislative 
proposals concerning the justice system irrespective of who initiates those; (ii) sufficient time – at least 30 days 
– would be provided for this; and (iii) the NJC would have the right to request the abstract constitutional review 
of legislation concerning the justice system.
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Accountability of judges and prosecutors, including disciplinary regime and bodies
and ethical rules, judicial immunity and criminal/civil (where applicable) liability of
judges (incl. judicial review)

5000 character(s) maximum

Concerns regarding the Integrity Policy issued and to this date not amended by the NOJ President remain as 
was included in our previous contributions, which continues to exert a chilling effect among judges.

Examples in 2025 demonstrate how the Integrity Policy might be used against judges exercising their human 
rights: before a judicial workshop held on 24 May 2025 organized by Amnesty International Hungary, several 
court leaders attempted to deter judges and court staff from attending the event, claiming that participating 
would pose risk of integrity (see more on this under Question I.13.).

In another instance, when the personal data of ca. 200,000 alleged downloaders of the largest opposition party’
s mobile application were publicly leaked in autumn 2025, a pro-government page on X began listing some 
judges appearing on the list by name. In his reaction, the Kúria President promised that – provided there was 
evidence – he would “take action” against any judges involved, insinuating that downloading a mobile 
application amounts to engaging in political activity, and thus to a breach of integrity. Pro-government media 
hinted at the necessity of sanctioning the judges concerned, but we have no information of any disciplinary or 
integrity proceedings against alleged users of the application, however according to pro-government news, the 
Metropolitan Regional Court is investigating the case at the time of submitting this contribution.

The disciplinary cases against judges are decided by service courts, the operation of which is not public 
according to the law. The procedure of the service courts is not set by the law, only by internal regulations. 
Despite the NJC’s proposal from 2024, no reform addressing this legislative omission was adopted to date. 
Although in 2020 a working group was set up for the purpose of discussing concepts for a future bill, according 
to the answer of the Ministry of Justice to the NJC Vice-President, the group’s ”further operation is not timely”.

The latest available report by the NOJ President regarding disciplinary proceedings is for the year 2024. In 
2024, six judges received written warnings from their principals and 10 disciplinary proceedings were initiated 
before the first instance service court.

There are nine service court decisions from 2025 uploaded to the NJC’s website, four of which were made in 
disciplinary proceedings. The published disciplinary decisions do not raise any concern regarding the operation 
of the service courts. The publication of these disciplinary decisions is not prescribed by the law, and depends 
solely on the NJC’s discretion.

After the Kúria President’s attacks against the legitimacy of service courts in previous years, fear amongst the 
judiciary of the second-instance service courts’ possible future subjugation under the Kúria is expressed in 
minutes of the NJC. Moreover, at the 3 December 2025 NJC meeting the Kúria President claimed that “the 
service court is expressly operating in violation of the law”, mentioning “a completely clear irregularity of 
operation” and “intentional breach of the law”, but refused to elaborate on the statement in an open session. As 
included in our 2024 contribution, the judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) in Case C-
564/19 remains non-executed, and the mere act of referring a preliminary ruling request to the CJEU may serve 
as the basis for initiating a disciplinary action against a judge (see also Question IV.13.). This case also 
highlights the significance of the conflict between the Kúria President and the service court presidents, since as 
the former president of the NJC warned, the independence of the service courts from the court hierarchies is an 
important safeguard against the use of disciplinary proceedings for exerting pressure on judges. The Kúria 
President’s recurring attacks and the judicial defence of the service courts’ independence must be assessed in 

this light.
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this light.

The procedure from 2022 regarding the constitutionality of the new, NJC-adopted Code of Ethics at the CC is 
still pending. The ongoing dispute and the chilling effect that it exerts on the NJC and the judges continue to 
have a negative impact on judges’ right to freedom of expression including participation in professional debates. 
After the 2025 autumn naming of judges based on their assumed political preferences and the subsequent 
political attacks (see Question I.10.), further self-restriction of judges can be expected, especially that an 
amendment proposal by five NJC members to the Code of Ethics‘ provision stipulating the prohibition of political 
activity was tabled for the 14 January 2026 NJC meeting. The proposal was made after the 3 December 2025 
NJC meeting’s debate regarding the proper interpretation of the prohibition of political activity. After a lively 
debate about the proposal’s timeliness, necessity and content, the NJC decided not to amend the provision of 
the Code.

Independence/autonomy of the prosecution service
5000 character(s) maximum

The prosecution service continues to have a strictly hierarchical structure. As noted by the 2025 Rule of Law 
Report as well, this, “together with the lack of internal checks and balances, means that the risk continues that 
senior prosecutors can influence the work of subordinate prosecutors, including in individual cases”. This has to 
be viewed together with the repeated conclusion of the Rule of Law Reports that Hungary has been failing to 
establish “a robust track record of investigations, prosecutions and final judgments for high-level corruption 
cases”.

The 14th Amendment to the Fundamental Law removed, as of 1 January 2025, the requirement that the 
Prosecutor General (PG) should be elected “from among the prosecutors”, opening the path for the position to 
be filled in by a non-prosecutor. Although the explanatory memorandum of the bill referred to aligning the law 
with the practice (i.e. that since the transition, two out of the three PGs were not prosecutors when first elected) 
and to international examples, it provided no real justification as to why this amendment became necessary 
over a decade after the adoption of the original rules. In its June 2025 opinion, the Venice Commission 
expressed concerns about this change, pointing out that its findings and recommendations are “particularly 
relevant in a system, such as the Hungarian, where the [PG] enjoys wide powers”. In June 2025, the previous 
PG’s chief of cabinet, i.e. a sworn-in prosecutor was elected as the new PG – after the previous PG resigned 
before the end of his mandate (getting subsequently elected as Constitutional Court president), allowing the 
governing majority to elect a new PG for nine years before the national elections in 2026.

Hungary has still not implemented GRECO’s recommendation to review the possibility to maintain the PG in 
office after the expiry of their mandate by a minority blocking of the election in the Parliament of a successor. 
This possibility was criticized by the Venice Commission as early as 2012, and it “could expose [the PG] to 
undue political influence”. It also continues to be the case that the PG can only be removed from office with a 
two-thirds majority of MPs as a result of a 2021 amendment.

GRECO’s recommendation that the immunity of prosecutors be limited to activities relating to their participation 
in the administration of justice (“functional immunity”) remains not implemented.

It was also recommended by GRECO that disciplinary proceedings in respect of prosecutors be handled 
outside the immediate hierarchical structure of the prosecution service and in a way that provides for enhanced 
accountability and transparency. As a result, the respective rules were amended to involve a disciplinary 
commissioner in disciplinary proceedings. GRECO welcomed this step, but pointed out that the disciplinary 
commissioner’s “role is limited, and the superior prosecutor is still leading the overall procedure”, and that “[n]o 
measures to increase the transparency of the process has been reported” by the Hungarian authorities.
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In sum, out of the four recommendations issued by GRECO in 2015 in relation to corruption prevention in 
respect of prosecutors, one remains not implemented, while two remain only partly implemented.

The statutory rules introduced as of July 2024 which granted the Ministry of Justice unlimited access to 
decisions delivered by the judiciary, the prosecution service and other autonomous state bodies and 
government agencies remain in effect. These rules allow the Ministry of Justice to acquire protected information 
to which it would not have access otherwise. It is particularly concerning that the Ministry of Justice can get 
access to decisions of the prosecutor and of the investigating authorities generated in criminal proceedings that 
can be reopened without judicial intervention. In addition to the concern that the Ministry of Justice can exert 
political influence and pressure on the prosecution service with regard to individual cases based on reviewing 
the decisions accessed, it is also disquieting that the Ministry of Justice is able to access decisions generated in 
criminal proceedings that contain highly sensitive personal information, which can potentially be extrapolated 
despite anonymisation.

In September 2025, the Ministry of Justice was instructed in an emergency government decree to investigate 
the issue of reported abuses in a juvenile correctional institution. To that end, Government Decree 293/2025. 
(IX. 24.) set out that in relation to this, the Minister of Justice or his representative shall have access to all 
documents, data, and facts related to the ongoing criminal proceedings, shall be allowed to enter official 
premises, and shall be allowed to inspect documents, and may inform the Government and the public of his 
findings, and said data and facts. The Minister prepared a report, but it seems that this was ready before the 
decree even entered into force.

Independence of the Bar (chamber/association of lawyers) and of lawyers
5000 character(s) maximum

In April 2025, the President of the Hungarian Bar Association, Dezső Havasi, held a speech at the 17th 
Hungarian Lawyers’ Assembly. In his speech, Havasi expressed his concerns about the freedom of judges to 
apply the law, raising concerns over the limited precedent system and the uniformity complaint system 
introduced into the Hungarian justice system (see Questions IV.11. and IV.13).

András Zs. Varga, the Kúria President got so offended by the speech that he reportedly stormed out of the 
event and ordered several representatives of the Kúria to leave as well.

A few days later, on 15 April 2025, the Kúria issued an indignant statement, describing Havasi’s remarks as 
“sharp political criticism disguised as professional commentary, which disregards the law and the facts and 
treats the provisions of the Fundamental Law as insignificant”.

In response, the presidency of Hungarian Bar Association issued a statement as well, in which they stated that 
they consider the attacks against the President of the Hungarian Bar Association for his presentation “to be 
unfounded and unjustified, and reject them in the strongest possible terms”. They reminded that professional 
comments are a recurring feature of lawyers’ meetings, and debates may arise in some cases. “However, the 
Kúria President expressed his differing opinion in an unprecedented manner by leaving [the event] and recalling 
the judges of the Kúria, which the presidency of [the Hungarian Bar association] treats and interprets as a 
unique reaction that remains within the bounds of freedom of expression, even if the move may have rightly 
provoked disagreement among Hungarian lawyers”, the statement said.
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Significant developments capable of affecting the perception that the general public 
has of the independence of the judiciary

5000 character(s) maximum

Judges speaking out in defence of judicial independence continue to face pressures.

Following an “Agreement” in late 2024 conditioning judicial salary increase on the judiciary’s prior acceptance 
of undefined justice reforms, unprecedented protests burst out among judges culminating in the resignation of 
the NJC President, the NJC’s withdrawal from the Agreement and a demonstration organized by judges on 22 
February 2025.

Protesting judges were portrayed in pro-government media as participants of an anti-government political 
action financed by the “Soros network and Brussels”. A pro-government publicist made a call to draw up a list 
of demonstrating judges and boycott all cases where any of them adjudicate. The Minister of the Prime Minister’
s Office said that he found it difficult to reconcile participation in a demonstration with the judicial role, and that it 
was lawful to give an account of a demonstration, so participants had to reckon with this.

In his 15 March speech, the Prime Minister compared dissenting judges to insects and threatened them: “After 
today’s festive gathering will come house cleaning for Easter. The bugs have survived winter. We are 
dismantling the financial machine that has used corrupt dollars to buy politicians, judges, journalists, bogus civil 
society organisations and political activists. We will disperse the entire shadow army.”

In April 2025, a smear campaign in pro-government media was conducted against Tamás Matusik, former NJC 
President and vocal defender of judicial independence, over one of his adjudicative decisions.

In November 2025, judges were listed in pro-government media based on alleged political affiliation after their 
names appeared in a leaked database linked to an app associated with the opposition TISZA party, created for 
participation in party primaries and receiving information about events. Pro-government media not only quickly 
singled out the judges, publishing their names, but even noted that their addresses and phone numbers were 
included among the leaked data.

In December 2025, a court interimly banned the distribution of a government-affiliated tabloid edition on the 
TISZA party’s alleged tax plans. Minister János Lázár reacted by calling the judge a “TISZA judge” and saying 
that “Hungarian judges are independent, which means that they only suck up to the TISZA”. The Fidesz faction 
leader claimed that the name and address of the judge was identical with that of a person in the leaked TISZA 
list, while a State Secretary said that “with Brussels and the TISZA-app judges behind his back, [the TISZA 
party’s leader] crushes everyone who dares to go against him”. On 23 December, Minister Gergely Gulyás said 
that the “judicial administration, it seems, [...] deems it acceptable that party sympathizer judges adjudicate”. In 
January 2026, he criticized the NOJ and the NJC for not condemning and investigating “that party sympathizer 
judges adjudicate” and consequently, according to him, it is reasonable to have suspicions around these kinds 
of “absurd judgments”. In January 2026, a private person filed a police report against the judge handing down 
the interim measure for “abuse of office”.

The impact of political attacks is exacerbated by the unwillingness of some judicial leaders to firmly stand up 
against them. Judges are prohibited from party membership or political activities, but they are eligible to vote 
and nominate candidates. Downloading an app providing information for doing so seems to be within these 
boundaries, so – as explained by the former NJC President – it cannot be regarded as forbidden activity. 
However, when asked, the NOJ President avoided taking a stance by pointing to the possibility of launching 
disciplinary proceedings “if [a] court president acquires official knowledge that a judge has violated this 
obligation [of not engaging in political activities]”. He also failed to firmly speak out against the Prime Minister’s 

15 March speech.



19

15 March speech.

The Kúria President actually amplified the political attacks. In his 2025 new year’s letter, he accused judges 
speaking up against the “Agreement” of conducting political activities. After the Prime Minister’s 15 March 
speech, his comment was simply that “political actions inevitably trigger political reaction”. In the aftermath of 
the TISZA database leak, he issued a press release hinting that the concerned judges themselves might be 
held responsible for breaching their duties, and stating that if he received credible information he would be 
ready to conduct the appropriate procedures. This is all the more problematic, since, as the NJC’s warned, he 
has no right to conduct disciplinary procedures in such cases. At an NJC meeting, he made insinuations of NJC 
members’ appearance in the leaked TISZA database. Hinting at other NJC members’ political involvement, he 
also claimed that “actual party politicians usually participate” in the drafting of NJC proposals.

B. Quality of justice 
(Under this topic, you are not required to give statistical information but should provide input on the type of information outlined in the 

introduction)

 Accessibility of courts (e.g. court/legal fees, legal aid, [single market relevance]
language)

5000 character(s) maximum

(1) In criminal procedures, defendants are entitled to use their mother tongue, or any other language spoken
/understood by them, as well as sign language. However, concerns stipulated in our 2024 contribution remain 
regarding the quality of interpretation and translation or the lack of a formalised quality assurance system.

(2) A new piece of legislation introduced the possibility of shortened reasoning of civil court judgments, and in 
some of these cases, the applicant must notify to the court their intention to appeal within five working days from 
receiving the judgment – in such cases applicants must pay upfront 5% of the appeal court fee, which is an 
additional financial and administrative burden.

(3) The income threshold for legal aid in Hungary is the lowest in all European Union countries. Hungary 
provides free legal aid (legal counsel) for people with a monthly maximum income of HUF 28,500 (€ 74) per 
person as a general rule. Consequently, access to equal justice for all is hindered by the fact that not everyone 
is able to afford legal services and go to court because of their financial situation.
 
In criminal cases, too, if it is foreseen that due to their financial situation the defendant will be unable to pay the 
costs of the procedure or parts of it, authorities may grant them cost reduction, entailing that the fee and the 
costs of the defence counsel are advanced and borne by the state, however, the above extremely low income 
threshold applies and defendants have to live way below the minimum subsistence level to qualify. In addition, 
administrative requirements are rigid and difficult to comply with. As a result, many indigent defendants – living 
even under the poverty line – are not granted a cost reduction.

Even though the fees for defence lawyers under the legal aid scheme were raised to HUF 7,000 (€ 18) per hour 
for 2026, they are still regarded as critically low, impacting access to justice and the right to a fair trial. 
Furthermore, there is still no quality assurance system in place for legal aid lawyers.

Consequently, concerns as regards the level of inclusiveness of indigent defendants and other law-seeking 
people of the legal aid scheme in general, as raised by the 2023, 2024 and 2025 Rule of Law Report, remain 
valid.
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(4) The lack of deadlines in the CC’s proceedings, or the CC’s failure to respect the existing deadlines – 
including the 90-day constitutional deadline in procedures initiated by judges – remain to constitute a serious 
obstacle to access to justice. In 2025, the CC in two cases decided after four years: in one of them, the CC 
rejected Judge Csaba Vasvári’s application related to the declaration of invalidity of his application procedure 
for a judicial position, while the other was related to the omissions of an Act of Parliament on tackling climate 
change. In 2025, the CC decided nine cases that had been initiated in 2022 and 40 cases that had been 
initiated in 2023.

Resources of the judiciary (human/financial/material), remuneration/bonuses/rewards
for judges and prosecutors, including observed changes (significant and targeted
increase or decrease over the past year)   
(Material resources refer e.g. to court buildings and other facilities. Financial resources include salaries of staff in courts and prosecution 

offices.)

5000 character(s) maximum

The Hungarian judiciary is underfinanced and lacks financial independence, which makes it vulnerable to 
economic and political pressure.

The root cause of the problem lies in the legislation governing the remuneration of judges and judicial staff, 
which lacks an automatic annual adjustment of salaries, thus subjecting the judiciary to the benevolence of the 
executive and the legislature. Before 2025, the judicial salary base was last raised (by 13%) on 1 January 2022. 
After that, no adjustments were made for three years despite cumulative inflation. This stagnation reflects a 
structural deficiency in the legal framework governing judicial salaries, which remain entirely dependent on the 
discretion of the executive and legislative branches of power. The growing disparity between judicial and non-
judicial public sector salaries formed the basis of the NOJ President’s proposal for a salary base adjustment 
during the 2025 budget cycle envisaging a 35% increase of the salary base as of 1 January 2025. The 
Government, however, declined to forward the proposal to the Parliament and instead maintained the existing 
amount, although it would have been obliged by law to do so without any modification.

The Government then advanced an “Agreement” conditioning the salary increase on the judiciary’s prior 
acceptance of broad and undefined institutional reforms. The “Agreement” was concluded between the Ministry 
of Justice, the Kúria President, the NOJ President, and the NJC, following a rushed and opaque process. The 
resulting increase envisaged by the “Agreement” (48% over three years) would have compensated only a small 
portion of the inflation since 2021, and linked even this limited salary correction to consent to problematic 
reforms.

Hungary’s 2025 central budget eventually increased the salary base for judges by only 15%, whereas Act 
LXXIV of 2024 on Determining the Basis for Hungary’s 2025 Central Budget severed the system of Kúria 
judges’ remuneration from the system of remuneration applicable to all other judges, making the income 
differences between the Kúria and the lower-level courts drastic. According to the Hungarian Association of 
Judges, “a difference of this magnitude eliminates the proportionality within the judiciary, which disrupts society’
s trust in the court system, and creates enormous internal tensions”. In his 2025 new year’s letter, the Kúria 
President wrote about the significant salary raise that “obviously, we must know that this beneficial treatment – 
which we are naturally happy about – has not been given to us for free”. It is unclear from the letter what in the 
President’s view the price of the treatment has been, but it seems likely that the changes in the salary system 
were related to the judiciary’s reactions to the “Agreement”.

Although Hungary’s 2026 central budget has brought along a further increase of the salary base for judges, the 
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Although Hungary’s 2026 central budget has brought along a further increase of the salary base for judges, the 
overall increase compared to 2022 still falls behind the inflation since 2022 and the rate of increase 
recommended by professional organisations, and the structural problem whereby judges and prosecutors 
remain to be “at the mercy” of the other branches of power when it comes to their salaries, remains in place.

Further risks to judicial independence stem from the adoption of Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment of Justice-
related Laws, which introduced as of August 2025 an automatic financial compensation mechanism for parties 
in civil and administrative proceedings whenever courts exceed statutory procedural deadlines. This automatic 
compensation regime risks creating indirect pressure on judges; repeated delays may expose judges to 
administrative steps, internal inquiries, or even disciplinary proceedings. Court leaders, who are legally 
responsible for ensuring timely adjudication, may feel compelled to place pressure on individual judges to 
accelerate proceedings in order to avoid budgetary consequences. (See Question I.18. for more details.)

An additional problem is the exodus of judicial staff from some courts due to the very low salary levels. In 
August 2025, the Metropolitan Regional Court’s president asked in a letter other court presidents for help 
because the number of court stenographers had reached a critical low (25 stenographers per 50 judges) at the 
penal branch of the Budapest Central District Court. Judges confirmed that the labour shortage was so acute 
that they had to spend the summer recess producing the records and transcripts from their spring hearings and 
taking care of all administrative matters that are normally performed by judicial staff.

Taken together, the lack of a foreseeable and automatic system of salary adjustment, the introduction of an 
automatic compensation regime for delays, and severe staffing shortages reveal a pattern of legislative and 
institutional developments that threaten judicial independence in Hungary.

Training of justice professionals (including judges, [single market relevance] 
prosecutors, lawyers, court staff, clerks/trainees)

5000 character(s) maximum

The main structure of the educational system for judges did not change in 2025. It is the NOJ President who 
decides on and supervises the implementation of the central training program and who determines, with the 
NJC’s consent, the rules for the judicial training system and fulfilling training obligations. The NOJ President 
publishes the annual training plan on the central website of the judiciary. Since 2021, an expert group of 16 
judges, invited by the NOJ President, has also assisted in preparing and executing the central training plan.

The Hungarian Academy of Justice (Magyar Igazságügyi Akadémia, MIA) is responsible for the training of 
judges and others involved in the administration of justice and carries out the task of the uniform, central 
training of judge trainees (“fogalmazók”). MIA operates within the NOJ, and its head is appointed by the NOJ 
President. The information on the MIA website is very scarce; not even the name of MIA’s director is indicated.

Participation in different training programs and teaching is important for judicial career development. These 
activities are rewarded with points in judicial applications. In recent years, the NJC has urged a more 
transparent and merit-based system for selecting judge trainers and providing equal access to national and 
international trainings.

The NOJ President passed the resolution on the 2026 central training plan in September 2025, after the NJC 
supported the draft plan. Compared to the 2025 central training plan, the NOJ President manifestly 
incorporated a previous proposal of the NJC by making human rights- and EU law-themed courses part of the 
training programme in all case categories. Compulsory trainings are organised primarily for junior judges 
appointed for a fixed three-year term, court clerks and judge trainees, aiming to prepare them for the judicial 
office. Despite the recent amendment that favours external applicants with the prescription of two years of legal 
practice gained outside of the judiciary (see more on this under Question I.2.), the Hungarian judiciary is 
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practice gained outside of the judiciary (see more on this under Question I.2.), the Hungarian judiciary is 
traditionally built on a career system. Judges are selected mainly from among court clerks who previously 
entered the judiciary as judge trainees. Therefore, judges are typically trained and socialised within the judicial 
organisation, making compulsory training important. According to the plan, court executives participate in 
leadership training; according to the latest report of the NOJ President, in 2024, 97 regional court / regional 
court of appeal presidents and vice-presidents partook in such trainings, following previous year’s 151 
participants representing the district courts.

It must be noted, however, that amidst the increasing chilling effect caused by political attacks and smear 
campaigns, judges are actively discouraged from seeking ways of professional development outside of the 
official organisational system. On 24 May 2025, Amnesty International Hungary held a judicial workshop on 
judicial independence and judges’ freedom of expression. Several court leaders attempted to deter court staff 
from attending the event. Among them was the president of the Budapest Environs Regional Court, who 
“recommended” that all judges, court clerks and judge trainees of the court he leads refrain from attending the 
workshop. He claimed that participating would pose an “integrity risk”. This illustrates how judges may be 
deterred from engaging in a safe professional dialogue with their colleagues and international experts on legal 
subjects crucial for their professional development.

Another difficulty of participating in independent training courses or conferences might be that if the event 
overlaps with the working hours of the judge, they cannot attend without prior authorization of their principal or 
without taking off the day at the expense of their paid leaves.

Digitalisation (e.g. use of digital technology, including electronic communication and 
AI tools, within the justice system and with court users, procedural rules, access to 
judgments online)

5000 character(s) maximum

As also pointed out in the 2025 Rule of Law Report, Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment of Justice-related 
Laws introduced, as of 1 January 2026 the online streaming of court hearings for pre-registered members of the 
audience in most civil and criminal cases.
 
As described under Question I.2., the adoption of the law was not preceded by meaningful professional and 
societal consultation, however, the NJC, the Res Iudicata Association of judges as well as individual judges 
sending their comments to the Hungarian Association of Judges managed to formulate opinions and 
suggestions regarding the draft law even in the restricted time at their disposal.

They all warned about similar problems, including the significant increase in judges’ and judicial staff’s 
workload stemming from the obligation to administer the requests and registration from persons wishing to 
follow hearings online; the difficulties this may cause in the judges’ ability to guarantee the right to fair trial 
(including trial within a reasonable time); and the risks stemming from the fact that it will become impossible to 
effectively monitor and control who are following the hearing online (e.g. potential future witnesses), and 
whether any unauthorised and/or manipulated recordings are made and disseminated to the general public or 
persons having an interest in the outcome of a case. 
It was also raised that it would be impossible to assess in advance when the limitation or exclusion of online 
publicity would become necessary, or when a piece of information will be shared the online dissemination of 
which may threaten the success of the evidentiary process or pose a risk of very sensitive personal information 
becoming accessible for an uncontrollable number of people.
From the point of view of the timeliness and the administrative workload of the judges, it was deemed 
particularly problematic that under Article 438/G of Act XC of 2017 on the Code of Criminal Procedure, the 

defence, the prosecution, or any other person present at the hearing have the right to be acquainted with the 
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defence, the prosecution, or any other person present at the hearing have the right to be acquainted with the 
names and shown the facial photograph of the online audience and to file a motion for the exclusion of certain 
members of the audience or the full exclusion of online participation. It was pointed out that in the case of 
potentially 100 people, it may take hours to comply with this obligation and to make a decision about each and 
every motion for exclusion. 
However, these problems remained largely unaddressed, and were inserted into the respective procedural laws 
without a due consideration of those who will be responsible for the implementation.

Other problems raised in our 2025 contribution persist including the strong institutional push from the National 
Penitentiary Administration for remote hearings due to cost-efficiency considerations, failing to consider how a 
fair balance could be struck between practical benefits on the one hand and fair trial rights on the other.

Although lawyers have devised practical solutions to navigate the challenges of remote hearings, the inability to 
build trust in remote consultations and technical shortcomings during hearings hinder effective defence. In a 
research carried out by the Hungarian Helsinki Committee in the framework of the EU-funded project 
“DigiRights – Digitalisation of defence rights in criminal proceedings”, lawyers and judges expressed concerns 
about the confidentiality and reliability of communication systems, particularly within penitentiaries.

The remote nature of hearings may impair direct evidence perception and can also affect the ability of 
vulnerable individuals such as those with disabilities or elderly people to effectively participate in the 
proceedings. The digital vulnerability of individuals with limited technological skills or special needs also needs 
addressing.

The research shows significant challenges regarding remote interpretation in criminal proceedings. While the 
law permits remote hearings with interpreters via telecommunication, regulations on AI-assisted document 
translation are not in place. Interviews revealed concerns about technical limitations, the confidentiality of 
interpreted client-attorney consultations when the defendant, the lawyer and the interpreter are not in the same 
place, and the quality of interpretation.

Challenges such as the stakeholders’ often inadequate digital competence persist. Judges and prosecutors do 
not receive effective training in this regard, and professional guidelines that could systematically ensure the 
fairness of the procedure are missing.

The absence of adequate training and of assistance during the hearings is also likely to create problems 
regarding the online streaming of hearings, however, since the pertaining legislation came into effect only on 1 
January 2026, no practical experience is available as to how the new legislation will be implemented and how 
the judiciary can address the foreseeable difficulties in practice.

Use of assessment tools and standards (e.g. ICT systems, including AI-based 
systems, for case management, court statistics and their transparency, monitoring, 
evaluation, surveys among court users or legal professionals)

5000 character(s) maximum

(1) As regards case allocation at the Kúria, previous concerns included in our 2024 and 2025 contributions still 
apply: the existence of an electronic system adequately guaranteeing the automated case allocation without 
human intervention is still questionable.

(2) Similar to the research conducted by the Hungarian Association of Judges in 2023 and published in June 
2024, which found that there is a chilling effect and self-censorship amongst Hungarian judges, the results of 

the 2025 ENCJ survey on the independence of the judiciary also underline significant concerns regarding the 
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the 2025 ENCJ survey on the independence of the judiciary also underline significant concerns regarding the 
Hungarian environment in which judges perform their duties. Around 40% of Hungarian judges took part in the 
research conducted in 30 countries. 16% of Hungarian respondents reported that their decisions or actions 
have been directly affected by a claim, or a threat of a claim for personal liability, while 38% believed that 
judicial decisions have been inappropriately influenced by actual or anticipated actions of the media. Hungarian 
judges were the most likely (30%) in Europe to detect abuses in the allocation of cases. They were also the 
least convinced that initial judicial appointments (23%) and subsequent promotions (22%) were based solely on 
merit (ability and experience) – a perception that was even weaker regarding the Kúria, where only 11% 
agreed. When asked about what recent changes influenced negatively their independence, pay, pension and 
retirement age (73%, the highest European score), court resources (57%) and conduct at work (13%) 
comparatively stood out as contributing factors. A clear majority of Hungarian judges (68%, the highest 
European score) stated that the Government had not respected judicial independence, while they were also the 
most likely to doubt that the council for the judiciary (26%), their court management (19%), the supreme court 
(34%) or the Parliament (62%) had respected their independence. In terms of judges’ perceptions of judicial 
independence, Hungary ranked third from the bottom. The research also shows declining confidence in the 
NJC as an effective guardian of judicial independence: while 35% expressed such confidence in 2022, only 
25% did so in 2025.

The Kúria President expressed his concerns regarding the methodology of the research in a letter on 28 May 
2025, which was answered by the President of the ENCJ on 4 September 2025.

(3) Annual reports on judicial administration containing statistical data by the NOJ President get published with 
a considerable delay: it was only in October 2025 that the NOJ President’s annual report for 2024 was made 
public, although the Parliament still has not approved it. The report of the Kúria President for 2024 was 
submitted in April 2025 but is not yet approved by the Parliament.

(4) The publication of the detailed minutes of NJC meetings uniquely contributes to the transparency of court 
administration, however, the law still only prescribes the publication of a summary of the minutes of the NJC 
meetings, not the minutes themselves, which is only made available due to the NJC’s choice and practice. This 
provides much needed transparency over the central court administration and the Kúria administration.

(5) As regards court statistics and their transparency, there are Excel sheets available online containing some 
aggregated data about the number of cases at each regional court, regional court of appeal and at the Kúria. 
The latest report is available for the first half of 2025 and includes the number of case arrivals, the number of 
concluded cases and the number of pending cases. Similarly to previous years, it still does not provide, 
however, separate data for the specific district courts. A detailed analysis is also available on the NOJ website 
about case numbers.

(6) The report from the Kúria President about his practice for appointing judges and court leaders in 2024 – a 
report that the NJC supported in its opinion in October 2025 – has not been made available to the public. 
Neither have the reports from the NOJ President about his practice for appointing judges and court leaders in 
2024 been made available to the public, although the NJC supported the reports in its opinion in October 2025. 
Moreover, according to the law, the NOJ President is obliged to inform the NJC about its activities every half a 
year in line with the structure prescribed by the NJC. The NJC approves the NOJ President’s such reports with 
a considerable delay (the report concerning the first half of 2024 only on 19 February 2025; the report 
concerning the second half of 2024 only on 1 October 2025), but the recent approval of the report for the first 
half of 2025 on 3 December 2025 shows relative improvement in this regard. Moreover, these reports are not 
available to the public, either. At its 14 January 2026 meeting, the NJC extended the criteria on the structure of 
the NOJ President’s half-year report and determined the submission deadline.
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Geographical distribution and number of courts/jurisdictions (“judicial map”) and their 
specialisation, in particular specific courts or chambers within courts to deal with 
fraud and corruption cases.

5000 character(s) maximum

Concerns articulated in our 2024 and 2025 contributions – including centralization and the Kúria’s uniformity 
complaint chamber (see also Question IV.11.) – still remain. 

The geographical distribution and number of courts/jurisdictions (“judicial map”) and their specialization was 
not modified in 2025. The structural changes envisaged by the November 2024 quadrilateral “Agreement” 
between the Government and judicial leaders remain undefined and no information on future legislative plans 
are publicly available.

The idea of “delocalising” district court judges within the jurisdiction of regional courts as circuit judges did not 
publicly resurface in 2025.

The “Agreement” also envisaged companies’ and other legal entities’ registration to be transferred from the 
courts to public administration. Two Acts of Parliament adopted in June 2025 will realize this concept (also with 
regard to civil society organisations – see Question IV.16.), with entering into force in 2027. According to these 
laws, however, registration of certain legal persons, including parties and churches, will remain at courts.

 Specialisation (of judges/specific courts/chambers within [single market relevance]
courts) and training for the judiciary to deal with commercial cases, as well as 
alternative dispute resolution mechanisms and mediation as regards commercial 
cases.

5000 character(s) maximum

C. Efficiency of the justice system
(Under this topic, you are not required to give statistical information but should provide input on the type of information outlined in the 

introduction)

 Developments related to efforts to improve the efficiency [single market relevance]
of the justice system (e.g. as regards length of proceedings, to address backlogs)

5000 character(s) maximum

As reported in our previous contributions, with a view to the pilot judgment of the European Court of Human 
Rights (ECtHR) of 2015 in the Gazsó v. Hungary case concerning the excessive length of judicial proceedings, 
the Parliament introduced a compensatory (financial) remedy for the excessive length of certain proceedings as 
of 1 January 2022.

However, the remedy was introduced only for excessively lengthy civil law trial cases. Thus, no compensatory 
remedy is available for protracted administrative court procedures, criminal proceedings, non-contentious (non-
trial) procedures (e.g. enforcement proceedings) or constitutional reviews. In 2024, Committee of Ministers of 
the Council of Europe issued an interim resolution, the fourth in the case, condemning the lack of progress. 
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trial) procedures (e.g. enforcement proceedings) or constitutional reviews. In 2024, Committee of Ministers of 
the Council of Europe issued an interim resolution, the fourth in the case, condemning the lack of progress. 
However, no legislative steps have been taken subsequently either to address deficiencies. In March 2025, the 
Committee of Ministers issued a decision in which it “reiterated their profound concern about the continued lack 
of any development” regarding “the outstanding issue of compensatory remedy in respect of excessively long 
criminal, administrative, and non-contentious civil proceedings”, and underlined “the urgent need for progress 
demonstrated by the continuously high influx of cases” to the ECtHR.

The compensation scheme introduced in civil lawsuits was found satisfactory by the ECtHR in 2023 in the 
Szaxon v. Hungary case, which led the Committee of Ministers to end its supervision in respect of contentious 
civil proceedings. However, concerns in relation to the scheme remain. These include that the law determines 
the durations that are regarded as excessive, but these are more lenient vis-à-vis the courts than the ECtHR 
jurisprudence or the time periods that the NOJ uses when analysing the performance of courts. Courts can 
deviate from the default rule and determine a shorter/longer length of time that counts as reasonable in a 
specific case, but the criteria for doing so are not specified by the law. The amount of pecuniary satisfaction is 
arguably insufficient, HUF 400 (€ 1) per day.

As of August 2025, Act XLIX of 2025 on the Amendment of Justice-related Laws (i.e. the bill regarding which 
the consultative rights of the NJC were only formally complied with – see Question I.2.) introduced an additional, 
automatic ex officio financial compensation mechanism for parties in civil and administrative proceedings 
whenever courts exceed statutory procedural deadlines (e.g. for setting the date of a hearing, or putting a 
judgment into writing). This new obligation applies without exception and without any possibility of justification 
for the delay even when caused by objective circumstances. In view of the compensation mechanism 
introduced in 2022 in relation to civil lawsuits (triggered by the parties’ complaint), the rationale of the new 
legislation is unclear, while it has potentially negative impacts on the functioning of courts: with the labour 
shortage, it can be predicted that there will be delays, putting an additional financial burden on the courts even 
in cases where the clients would not request a compensation, whereas the administration of the payments puts 
additional administrative burden on those parts of the court system that are already stretched thin.

The new automatic compensation regime also risks creating indirect pressure on judges. Court leaders are 
legally responsible for ensuring the timely administration of justice, and the threat of automatic payments 
affecting the court’s budget may prompt them to place pressure on individual judges to accelerate adjudicatory 
work, further exacerbating already present inappropriate pressure to increase the number of timely adjudicated 
cases. Repeated delays may expose judges to administrative steps, internal inquiries, or even disciplinary 
proceedings. Where judges feel compelled to prioritise speed to avoid institutional or personal consequences, 
parties may reasonably question whether rapid decision-making compromises the quality, depth, and 
independence of judicial reasoning. Even the appearance that administrative or budgetary considerations might 
influence the outcome of a case can erode public trust and undermine the core of judicial independence. 
Although compliance with statutory deadlines is essential to the functioning of the justice system, the newly 
introduced automatic payment mechanism goes beyond the legitimate objective of addressing procedural 
delays, and places additional financial strain on the judiciary (cf. Question I.12.).

According to court statistics, by the end of June 2025 the number of protracted litigation cases (i.e. cases that 
have been pending for more than two years in courts of first instance, more than one year in court of second 
instance regional courts, and more than six months in regional courts of appeal) increased by 16.4% nationwide 
compared to the end of the June 2024, but was 13.7% lower than at the end of June 2021.

Any other developments related to the justice system - please specify
5000 character(s) maximum

(1) The Constitutional Court’s emerging practice when reviewing the constitutionality of ordinary court 
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(1) The Constitutional Court’s emerging practice when reviewing the constitutionality of ordinary court 
judgments remains to raise concerns. In general, the CC had avoided to review the courts’ adjudication in 
concrete details, e.g. their interpretation of the applicable laws, and only sets the constitutional boundaries for 
interpretation. The CC does not as a general rule act as a court of appeal or super-court, it annuls a judicial 
decision only if it violates a fundamental right. However, the CC’s jurisprudence has changed in recent years 
and by 2025, it jeopardizes judicial independence, as follows.

The CC is empowered to review whether a judicial decision violated the rights guaranteed by the Fundamental 
Law of Hungary. However, the CC arbitrarily extends this jurisdiction by examining whether, “in the application 
of the law, the ordinary court considered the purpose of the legal regulation to the constitutionally required 
extent”. The CC justifies this expansion by incorporating Article 28 of the Fundamental Law – an interpretive 
provision not classified as a fundamental right – into its conception of the right to a fair trial. According to the CC’
s practice, if a judicial decision fails to consider or adequately consider the purpose of a legal regulation, it 
results in a violation of the right to a fair trial. If a court disregards the interpretative principles set out in Article 
28 of the Fundamental Law, the resulting error of interpretation becomes unconstitutional.
However, a divergence in the judicial interpretation of the purpose of the law, or the application of alternative 
interpretative methods by the courts does not inherently constitute a breach of the right to a fair trial. The 
interpretation of laws is the responsibility of the ordinary courts, while the CC must interpret the Fundamental 
Law, which courts are obliged to follow. However, this does not justify the CC interfering in judicial activities 
when alleged breaches of the law do not actually violate fundamental rights.
The CC’s such practice does not align with the domestic and international legal interpretations of the right to a 
fair trial and opens the door to arbitrary proceedings. By treating any judicial interpretation of statutory 
provisions as opposing teleological interpretation, the CC breaks its jurisdictional limits: it not only conducts 
constitutional review but it also engages in legality review as a de facto fourth instance court, thereby going 
beyond its legal authority. This line of reasoning is most often applied in politically sensitive cases, yet, it is 
entirely unpredictable when the CC will act as a de facto fourth-instance court by conducting a review of legality 
instead of a constitutional review.

(2) In relation to judicial freedom of expression, it is worth summarising the lawsuits concerning the Kúria 
President’s individual measures sanctioning criticism.
In addition to the case described under Question I.3., the Kúria President also subjected Judge András Kovács 
to further proceedings. Preceding the extraordinary suitability assessment, an integrity procedure was launched 
against him in relation to his adjudicating activities and because he had sent the academic study (the 
publication of which was later banned by the President) to the editors of an academic journal. Furthermore, in 
September 2024, Judge Kovács received an employer’s reprimand, because he had not requested the 
President’s permission to participate in the public debate of one of his publications and failed to show up for his 
integrity hearing. Judge Kovács challenged the reprimand before the service court, which concluded in 
February 2025, that since Judge Kovács had been informed by the integrity officer that his presence was not 
mandatory at the hearing, Judge Kovács had not violated his obligation of cooperation. He was also under no 
obligation to request permission from the Kúria President to participate at an online conference. The Kúria 
President eventually withdrew the reprimand.

X, a part-time senior scientific advisor was dismissed from the Kúria with immediate effect in October 2024, for 
making available an English-language manuscript to a very limited number of researchers at an academic 
workshop, because in the Kúria President’s view, in the manuscript she “made a number of worrying 
statements in relation to the Kúria and its President”, which are “likely to seriously damage the reputation of the 
Kúria as the highest judicial body and public confidence in the independent and impartial functioning of the 
judiciary”. X challenged the dismissal, and in June 2025, the Labour College of the Metropolitan Regional Court 
concluded that her dismissal had been disproportionate and therefore unlawful, as she had acted in good faith 
with the motive to improve the situation of the judiciary, her communication concerned a matter of public interest 
and had not extended beyond “self-constraint that can be expected in the academia”.
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II. Anti-Corruption Framework

Where previous specific reports, published in the framework of the review under the UN Convention against 
Corruption, of GRECO, and of the OECD address the issues below, please make a reference to the points 
you wish to bring to the Commission’s attention in these documents, indicating any relevant updates, 
changes or measures introduced that have occurred since these documents were published.

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations
received in the 2025 Report regarding the anti-corruption framework (if applicable):

5000 character(s) maximum

A. The institutional framework capacity to fight against corruption (prevention and 
investigation / prosecution)

List any  as regards relevant authorities (e.g. national agencies, bodies) inchanges
charge of prevention, detection, investigation and prosecution of corruption and the
resources allocated to each of these authorities (the human, financial, legal, and
technical/specialised resources as relevant), including the cooperation among
domestic and with foreign authorities. Indicate any relevant measures taken to
effectively and timely cooperate with OLAF and EPPO 

5000 character(s) maximum

Safeguards for the functional independence of the authorities tasked with the 
prevention and detection of corruption

5000 character(s) maximum

Information on the implementation of measures foreseen in the strategic anti-
corruption framework (if applicable). If available, please provide relevant objectives
and indicators

5000 character(s) maximum
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B. Prevention

Measures to enhance integrity in the public sector in particular as regards high-level
officials (including as regards incompatibility rules, revolving doors, codes of conduct,
ethics)

5000 character(s) maximum

Measures to enhance general transparency of public decision-making (including rules
on lobbying, asset and interest disclosure rules, gifts policy, transparency of political
party, financing)

5000 character(s) maximum

Measures to prevent conflicts of interest in the public sector. Please specify the
features and scope of their application (e.g. categories of officials concerned, types of
checks and corrective measures depending on the category of officials concerned)

5000 character(s) maximum

--> For the three previous points, please also provide information and figures on their application
 such as number of detected breaches/irregularities of the various rules in/enforcement if available to you,

place and the follow-up given (investigations, sanctions, etc.)

Measures to ensure whistleblower protection and encourage reporting of corruption,
including their application (i.e. number of reports received, and the follow-up given)

5000 character(s) maximum

 Specific measures to enhance transparency, integrity [single market relevance]
and accountability in sectors , with a view to monitor and with high risks of corruption
prevent corruption and conflict of interests, and where applicable measures to 
prevent and address corruption committed by organised crime groups. 
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Such high-risk sectors could include: public procurement, including construction, transport/infrastructure, 

defence, cohesion, agriculture, environment, healthcare, investor residence schemes, large-scale 

investments of national interest and the spending of EU funds, urban planning.

In particular, measures to mitigate high risks of corruption in the area of public procurement, such as 

enhancing transparency and oversight (for example through digital technologies) and promoting fair 

competition and accountability in public procurement (e.g. targeted actions to address the high share of 

single bids) and measures to guarantee the effective and independent functioning of the public 

procurement review bodies.

5000 character(s) maximum

 Measures for the prevention of corruption in relation to [single market relevance]
the issuing of official permits (e.g. related to environment, energy, service provision 
and various types of construction)

5000 character(s) maximum

C. Repression

The legal framework on the criminalisation and sanctions for corruption and related
offences, including foreign bribery

5000 character(s) maximum

Official data on the number of investigations, prosecutions, final judgments and the
application of sanctions for corruption offences (differentiated by offence if possible).
Please indicate whether the cases: involve legal persons; are related to the
implementation of EU or national funds; involve high level corruption. Please indicate
which data is publicly available and how policy-making is informed by the data

5000 character(s) maximum
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Potential obstacles identified in law or in practice to the investigation and prosecution
of high-level and complex corruption cases (e.g. political immunity regulation,

procedural rules, statute of limitations, cross-border cooperation, pardoning)
5000 character(s) maximum

Information on effectiveness of criminal and non-criminal measures and of sanctions 
(e.g. recovery measures and administrative sanctions) on both public and private 
offenders

5000 character(s) maximum

Any other developments related to the anti-corruption framework - please 
specify

5000 character(s) maximum

III. Media pluralism and media freedom

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations 
received in the 2025 Report regarding media pluralism and media freedom (if 
applicable)

5000 character(s) maximum

A. Media authorities and bodies
(Cf. Article 30 of Directive 2018/1808)

Measures taken to ensure the independence, enforcement powers and adequacy of
resources (financial, human and technical) of media regulatory authorities and bodies

5000 character(s) maximum

Conditions and procedures for the appointment and dismissal of the head / members 
of the collegiate body of media regulatory authorities and bodies
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5000 character(s) maximum

Existence and functions of media councils or other self-regulatory bodies
5000 character(s) maximum

B. Safeguards against government or political interference and transparency and 
concentration of media ownership

[single market relevance] Measures taken to ensure the fair and transparent
allocation of state advertising 

5000 character(s) maximum

Safeguards against state / political interference, in particular:

safeguards to ensure editorial independence of media (private and public)
specific safeguards for the independence of heads of management and 
members of the governing boards of public service media (e.g. related to 
appointment, dismissal), safeguards for their financial and operational 
independence (e.g. related to reporting obligations and the allocation of 
resources) and safeguards for plurality of information and opinions

 [single market relevance] information on specific legal provisions and 
procedures applying to media service providers, including as regards granting
/renewal/termination of licenses, company operation, capital entry requirements, 
concentration and corporate governance

5000 character(s) maximum

 Transparency of media ownership and public availability [single market relevance]
of media ownership information, including on direct, indirect and beneficial owners

5000 character(s) maximum
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C. Framework for journalists' protection, transparency and access to documents

Rules and practices guaranteeing journalists' independence and safety, including as
regards protection of journalistic sources and communications, referring also, if
applicable, to follow-up given to alerts lodged with the Council of Europe’s Platform to
promote the protection of journalism and safety of journalists

5000 character(s) maximum

Law enforcement capacity, including during protests and demonstrations, to ensure 
journalists' safety and to investigate attacks on journalists

5000 character(s) maximum

Access to information and public documents by public at large and journalists (incl. 
transparency authorities where they exist, procedures, costs/fees, timeframes, 
administrative/judicial review of decisions, execution of decisions by public 
authorities, possible obstacles related to the classification of information)

5000 character(s) maximum

Lawsuits (incl. SLAPPs - strategic lawsuits against public participation) and 
convictions against journalists (incl. defamation cases) and measures taken to 
safeguard against manifestly unfounded and abusive lawsuits

5000 character(s) maximum

Any other developments related to media pluralism and freedom - please 
specify

5000 character(s) maximum

IV. Other institutional issues related to checks and balances
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Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations 
received in the 2025 Report regarding the system of checks and balances (if 
applicable)

5000 character(s) maximum

In the 2025 Rule of Law Report it was recommended to Hungary to “[e]nsure that there are no obstacles 
hindering the work of civil society organisations, including by repealing legislation that hampers their capacity of 
working, and foster a safe and enabling civic space”.

However, as detailed below under Questions IV.16–18. and IV.20., no steps have been taken to comply with 
this recommendation, and instead of progress, the environment for civil society organisations (CSOs) and 
human rights defenders has further deteriorated, marked by increasing political pressure, stigmatisation, and 
legal uncertainty.

Administrative burdens, delayed registrations, and a law transferring the CSO registry from the courts to a yet 
unspecified authority raise concerns. Several restrictive laws remain in force, including those enabling audits 
without adequate justification or safeguards, broad “investigations” and public stigmatisations by the 
Sovereignty Protection Office, a criminal provision deterring the provision of legal assistance to asylum-
seekers, and a punitive tax on migration-related funding. In 2025, the situation escalated with the proposed Bill 
on the Transparency of Public Life, which would allow blacklisting, funding bans and ultimately the dissolution 
of CSOs and media outlets without effective remedies, causing widespread concerns despite its postponed 
adoption (see Question IV.16. for details). Government rhetoric increasingly vilified CSOs and independent 
actors, which was amplified by pro-government media and reports by the Sovereignty Protection Office, with 
the smear campaigns contributing to a chilling effect in civil society. Activists and professionals faced criminal 
procedures, workplace retaliation, and dismissals for speaking out or showing solidarity, fostering self-
censorship. Access to funding is increasingly constrained by political narratives targeting foreign support, 
opaque state grant systems favouring pro-government groups, and the chilling effect of threatening legislative 
steps, undermining CSOs’ sustainability and effectiveness. 

A constitutional amendment and related statutory changes led to the banning of both the Budapest Pride and 
the Pécs Pride.

A. The process for preparing, enacting and implementing laws

[single market relevance] Framework, policy and use of impact assessments and
evidence based policy-making, stakeholders'*/public consultations (including rules
and practices on the transparent participation of civil society to policy development
and decision-making processes), and transparency and quality of the legislative
process in the preparatory, the parliamentary and implementation phase (including
guidance on how to implement legislation)  
 * This includes also the consultation of social partners

5000 character(s) maximum

The transparency and quality of the legislative process and the efficiency of public consultations remain a 
serious source of concern due to regulatory shortcomings, the circumvention of rules, and a deeply flawed 

practice.
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practice.

Regulatory flaws include that the range of exceptions when draft laws do not have to or must not be subject to 
public consultation remains wide, and the non-compliance or only formal compliance with the rules have no real 
consequences.

It still occurs that significant laws are not published for public consultation, which happened in 2025 e.g. in the 
case of the law yet again authorising the Government to extend the state of danger and override Acts of 
Parliament.
 
In other instances, in an attempt to circumvent the public consultation obligation, the Government introduces 
laws to the Parliament that are clearly part of government policy via governing majority MPs or parliamentary 
committees. Examples from 2025 include the 15th Amendment to the Fundamental Law, undermining the rights 
of LGBTQI+ persons and freedom of assembly and allowing for the “suspension” of Hungarian citizenship, 
which was proposed by governing party MPs, along with a related statutory amendment that banned LGBTQI-
themed demonstrations. These laws followed months of hostile governmental rhetoric. In its related opinion, the 
Venice Commission raised once again that “the amendments […] were adopted without ensuring an inclusive 
public debate and in the absence of a genuine consultation of all the relevant stakeholders”, and added that “[f]
rom the perspective of democratic standards for the legislative process, the legitimacy of the adopted 
constitutional amendments may be doubted”. The Bill on the Transparency of Public Life (see Question IV. 16.) 
and an amendment removing campaign spending limits were also proposed by governing party MPs. Another 
avenue used is the Legislative Committee of the Parliament, a super committee the composition of which 
reflects that of the Parliament and which can introduce amendments to any bill directly prior to the plenary vote.

Ministries almost never provide a longer consultation period than the statutory minimum of eight days, 
irrespective of the length and complexity of the draft law. The titles and summaries of the published legislative 
packages rarely indicate clearly the subject matter of the proposals, and laws are recurrently published for 
consultation with extremely short reasoning. The overwhelming majority of opinions submitted are rejected by 
the Government without any real reasoning. It also occurs that laws are submitted/adopted while the 
consultation period is still open: in 2025, this happened e.g. in relation to a law on public interest asset 
management foundations and a government decree on adoption.

According to the oversight report of the Government Control Office (GCO), legislative targets were formally 
achieved in 2024, i.e. at least 90% of all government decrees, ministerial decrees and governmental bills were 
subject to public consultation. However, documents acquired from the GCO by the Hungarian Helsinki 
Committee through litigation show that the reporting by the ministries to the GCO and the assessment by the 
GCO are both more formal “checking the box” exercises rather than a meaningful assessment of the practice. 
The templates for ministries and the filled-in templates submitted by them to the GCO regarding 2023 show that 
the ministries provide the legal basis for not putting a draft law to public consultation only by pointing to one of 
the two exemption categories in the law, i.e. it does not have to or must not be published for consultation, but do 
not pinpoint the exact basis within those categories enumerated by the law (e.g. “state subsidies” or “national 
security”, etc.), and do not provide any related explanation either. There were instances in 2023 when the 
ministries cited causes for omitting public consultation which are not statutory grounds, such as urgency, or, in 
the case of a law curtailing the powers of the Hungarian Medical Chamber, “the Government’s decision”. 
Similarly, the tables in which the GCO assesses compliance basically only foresee a “yes/no” level of 
assessment.

The quality of the impact assessments of the draft laws and the summaries published about them in the course 
of the public consultation is often inadequate. The new methodology for impact assessments, due by the end of 
2023 under the RRP, has not yet been adopted.

Rules allowing for public hearings by local governments and administrative authorities without the public’s 
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Rules allowing for public hearings by local governments and administrative authorities without the public’s 
actual presence, held through electronic means (emails, etc.), remain in place.

In November 2025, the Meeting of the Parties to the Aarhus Convention issued a caution to Hungary (to 
become effective on 1 January 2028), because the Government has failed to ensure transparency and the 
meaningful engagement of the public in the licensing of the planned Paks II nuclear power plant.

[single market relevance] Rules and use of fast-track procedures and emergency
procedures (for example, the percentage of decisions adopted through emergency
/urgent procedure compared to the total number of adopted decisions)

5000 character(s) maximum

Parliamentary Resolution 10/2014. (II. 24.) OGY on Certain Provisions of the Standing Orders establishes three 
main fast-track parliamentary procedures.

A “discussion with urgency” can be ordered by a two-thirds majority of the MPs present, upon the motion of the 
submitter of the bill, however, not more than six times in any six-month period. It allows for the adoption of a bill 
within six days.

An “exceptional procedure” can be ordered by the Parliament with a majority of the votes of all the MPs upon 
the motion of the submitter of the bill. This procedure may be ordered up to four times every six months, and 
there are certain topics regarding which no exceptional procedure may be conducted. Bills debated in an 
exceptional procedure can be adopted even the day after their submission.

A “derogation from the provisions of the Standing Orders” may be ordered by the vote of at least four-fifths of 
the MPs present, upon the proposal of the House Committee. No derogation may be ordered with respect to the 
adoption or amendment of the Fundamental Law, international treaties, and the Parliament’s Standing Orders. 
Since no minimum time limits are set out, a derogation from the provisions of the Standing Orders can mean 
that the bill is adopted the same day as it is submitted.

As far as the practice is concerned, from among the 136 Acts of Parliament promulgated in 2025, two were 
adopted in a discussion with urgency procedure. One of these was Act LXVIII of 2025 on Amending Act 
LXXXVII of 2013 on the Transparency of Campaign Costs Related to the Election of the Members of the 
Parliament, adopted on 26 June 2025, which removed limits on campaign costs. Prior to the amendment, 
candidates and parties were required to keep their campaign expenditure within a certain limit. This limit was 
set too low and was not strictly adhered to, nor consistently enforced by state authorities. However, although the 
limit itself was due to be increased, abolishing it does not serve the electoral competition, as it benefits the 
governing parties. The bill was submitted to the Parliament by three governing party MPs on 6 June, eight days 
after the Minister of the Prime Minister’s Office responded to a journalist’s question that the Government had no 
intention of amending the electoral laws prior to the 2026 general election. The other Act of Parliament adopted 
in a discussion with urgency procedure in December 2025 was Act CXXXIV of 2002 on the Granting of a Loan 
to Prevent the Bankruptcy of the Municipal Government of the Capital, which was another chapter in the long 
debate between the Government and the opposition-led municipality of Budapest, with the mayor blaming the 
Government’s measures for the city’s fiscal difficulties, developing e.g. due to an increasing “solidarity 
contribution” the city has to pay while its revenues have been decreased.

Five bills were adopted in an exceptional procedure in 2025, one of them being the law aimed at banning 
Budapest Pride and LGBTQI+ themed assemblies in general (see Question IV.20.). The bill was forced through 
the Parliament in little over 24 hours: it was submitted to the Parliament on 17 March 2025, was adopted on 18 

March 2025 and was promulgated on the same day.
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March 2025 and was promulgated on the same day.

In 2025, one bill was adopted in derogation from the provisions of the Standing Orders.

From among the 76 parliamentary resolutions promulgated in 2025, only one was adopted in an exceptional 
procedure, and none of them was adopted in a discussion with urgency procedure or in derogation from the 
Standing Orders.

Thus, in terms of their proportion, fast-track procedures are not particularly overused. However, the subject 
matter of some of the laws adopted in such procedures throughout the years and the circumstances 
surrounding them show that fast-track procedures are used also regarding bills that are of high significance, 
controversial, or trigger protest. This approach undermines the possibilities of both the public and opposition 
politicians to assess such bills and step up against them when necessary.

Finally, it has to be highlighted that under the continued “state of danger”, the Government has a virtually 
unlimited possibility to override Acts of Parliament practically overnight (see Question IV.5.).

 Safeguards to ensure legal certainty, the stability of the [single market relevance]
legal framework and non-discrimination.

5000 character(s) maximum

Conclusions by the 2025 Rule of Law Report such as that “frequent changes of key laws continue to weaken 
legal certainty and negatively affect the business environment” and that the extensive use of emergency powers 
“undermin[es] legal certainty and affect[s] the operation of businesses in the single market” remain valid. (On 
the use of emergency powers, see Question IV.5.)

The European Commission also raised in its recommendations for the Country Specific Recommendations in 
the framework of the 2025 European Semester that “[t]he longstanding emergency regime limits public 
consultation and makes it possible to introduce sudden, often major, policy shifts potentially disrupting normal 
business operations”, and recommended to the Hungarian government to “[i]mprove the regulatory framework 
[…] by […] reducing the use of emergency measures to what is strictly necessary”, among others.

Examples for emergency government decrees adopted in 2025 that concerned business operations include 
Government Decree 7/2025. (I. 31.), which has frozen the price of electricity purchased from industrial solar 
power plant operators for up to five years; Government Decree 93/2025. (V. 8.), which introduced a margin cap 
for certain household goods and drugstore products; Government Decree 163/2025. (VI. 23.), which extended 
the state’s deadline to approve acquisitions by foreign companies, and prescribes that if the acquisition is not 
approved, the state may exercise pre-emptive rights under the terms and conditions of the transaction in 
question; or Government Decree 176/2025. (VI. 30.) on the Imposition of Austerity Measures on State-Owned 
Companies. Several emergency decree provisions elevated to a statutory level via Act L of 2025 also have a 
negative effect on competition and are now part of the ordinary legal system.

Rules and application of states of emergency (or analogous regimes), including 
judicial review and parliamentary oversight

5000 character(s) maximum

The Government continues to have excessive emergency regulatory powers under the “state of danger” and to 
use its mandate to issue emergency government decrees in an abusive manner, with the respective legal 

framework and practice being in stark contrast with the requirements set out by the Venice Commission. This 
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framework and practice being in stark contrast with the requirements set out by the Venice Commission. This 
continues to undermine legal certainty, results in human rights violations, and has a negative impact on 
business environment and investment protection.
As detailed in our previous contributions, the Government first acquired emergency powers with a view to the 
pandemic in 2020, when it declared the state of danger, a special legal order regime included in the 
Fundamental Law. The Government has been maintaining a “rule by decree” system ever since, with only a few 
months of intermission, and, since 2022, using the war in Ukraine as a pretext for keeping its excessive 
regulatory powers. Along the way, special legal order rules were amended to concentrate power in the hands of 
the executive.
The 15th Amendment to the Fundamental Law changed the rules again: as of 1 January 2026, the Government 
needs a two-thirds majority authorisation from the Parliament not only to extend the state of danger beyond 30 
days, but also to override Acts of Parliament in a state of danger. The authorisation can be given for six months 
per occasion, in a general manner, i.e. regarding all potential regulatory areas listed in the respective law, or 
regarding certain regulatory areas. However, the problem remains that these regulatory areas are worded in an 
overly broad manner, providing the Government with a carte blanche mandate also to suspend or restrict most 
fundamental rights beyond the extent permissible under ordinary circumstances; there is no automatic and 
regular parliamentary oversight over individual emergency decrees; and the effective constitutional review of 
decrees is not ensured.
The Government extended the state of danger twice in 2025 with the statutory maximum of six months upon the 
authorization of the governing majority, and, as of 1 January 2026, the Parliament granted the Government a 
general authorisation to override Acts of Parliament (i.e. in all potential regulatory areas). The state of danger is 
currently extended until 13 May 2026.
The draft law on authorizing the Government to extend the state of danger in the spring was put to public 
consultation with a three-sentence reasoning. CSOs shared their concerns regarding the draft in the framework 
of the public consultation, but the Government summarily rejected these. In the autumn, the respective law was 
not even put to public consultation.
The Government continues to use its mandate to issue emergency decrees rather extensively: in 2025, 17% of 
all government decrees (84 out of 490) were adopted as emergency decrees.
The practice of adopting emergency decrees for purposes not related to the cause of the state of danger 
(presently the war in Ukraine) continues as well. For example,
• Government Decree 270/2025. (VIII. 13.) amended data processing rules in a way that allowed the 
Government to use data on tax exemption eligibility for targeted campaign messaging; 
• Government Decree 386/2025. (XII. 10.) transferred juvenile correctional institutions from child protection 
services to law enforcement oversight as of the day of its promulgation, after severe allegations of abuses came 
to light, the transfer giving rise to concerns among experts; while Government Decree 293/2025. (IX. 24.) 
instructed the Minister of Justice to investigate the issue (albeit it seems that his report was ready before the 
decree even entered into force);
• Government Decree 297/2025. (IX. 26.) established a “national anti-terrorism list”;
• Government Decree 360/2025. (XI. 18.) authorised the police to close businesses for up to three months if 
criminal proceedings have been initiated for drug-related offences allegedly committed on their premises.
On occasion, provisions of emergency decrees are elevated to statutory level, cementing measures supposedly 
designed for an exceptional situation into the ordinary legal system. In 2025, this happened in the case of 
several emergency decree provisions via Act L of 2025 and the “national anti-terrorism list” via Act CXXV of 
2025.
The “state of crisis due to mass migration”, a quasi state of exception which is not provided for by the 
Fundamental Law and which can be declared and extended by the Government every six months without any 
meaningful control, continues to apply as well. The Government declared this state of crisis for the whole of 
Hungary in March 2016, and has repeatedly extended it ever since, often in periods when its statutory 
conditions were not even in place, the last time in August 2025, until 7 March 2026. Derogations allowed under 
this state of crisis include that push-backs are legalised from the entire territory of Hungary – a practice which 
the CJEU found to be in violation of EU law in 2020.
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Regime for constitutional review of laws
5000 character(s) maximum

The conclusion by the 2025 Rule of Law Report that “[i]nstitutional checks and balances [are] weak” remains 
valid, and concerns about the independence of the Constitutional Court persist. The rules that allow the 
governing majority to fill vacancies in the CC unilaterally, without support from the opposition parties, remain in 
place. These made it possible for the governing majority to pack the CC with loyal justices, and transform it into 
a body that is supportive of the Government’s agenda, repeatedly ruling in favour of the incumbent parties in 
politically sensitive cases.
 
As reported in our 2025 contribution, in December 2024, the governing majority amended the eligibility criteria 
for CC justices as of 1 January 2025, broadening the pool of potential candidates by removing the requirement 
that the 20 years of “professional experience in the field of law” required shall be acquired “in a position [job] for 
which a law degree is required” (but the requirement of having a law degree was kept). Although the 
explanatory memorandum of the bill referred to European examples where professional experience is linked to 
the legal field rather than to a job with a law degree, no justification was provided as to why this amendment 
became necessary in Hungary, over a decade after the adoption of the original rules. In addition, it gave rise to 
concerns that the amendment came just months before the possibility for the governing parties to nominate new 
justices to the CC opened up, especially with a view to the governing party’s long history of adopting 
personalized, ad hominem pieces of legislation. The amendment was proposed by the Parliament’s Justice 
Committee, meaning that no public consultation was held about it.

In its respective opinion, issued in 2025, the Venice Commission voiced concerns over the amendment being 
adopted “through a procedure which did not include any impact assessment or meaningful consultations with 
the public or with the relevant stakeholders”, and noted that “this has become a repetitive issue in Hungary”. 
The Venice Commission recommended Hungary to clarify “what kind of experience ‘in the field of law’ (acquired 
in a position for which there is no statutory requirement to have a law degree) would qualify a candidate to be 
appointed […], in order to avoid any undue discretion of the appointing body”.

The governing majority went on to nominate and elect, in May and June 2025, three new CC justices: the 
previous Prosecutor General (also elected by the Parliament as the new President of the CC); a previous 
Minister of Defence and Chair of the Parliament’s Legislative Committee by which last-minute amendments 
undermining the rule of law and fundamental rights had been introduced, who would have been ineligible for the 
post without the above amendment; and the previous Commissioner for Fundamental Rights under whose 
tenure Hungary’s national human rights institution lost its “A” status (see Question IV.7.).

In late 2025, provisions concerning the CC were amended once again. The new rules, in force since 1 January 
2026, prescribe for example that the decisions of the CC shall be promulgated in the CC’s own official gazette 
instead of the government-issued Hungarian Gazette – giving rise to assertions based on the Polish experience 
that the reason for the amendment was that this way, the promulgation of the decisions cannot be obstructed by 
a potential new government. The new rules also prescribe that the Parliament’s decision declaring that the 
President of the Republic is “temporarily prevented from acting” shall be subject to a preliminary review by the 
CC.

Favouring once again the Government, the CC in 2025 ruled that the Minister of Justice had not “actually 
infringed” the National Judicial Council’s right to comment on legislative proposals when he set a seven-day 
long deadline for commenting on a 124-page draft bill. Although it was prolonged, not even the extended 
deadline allowed the NJC to discuss the bill as a collective body in line with its statutes. The CC took a fully 
formal approach, and rejected to assess whether the setting of the deadline had allowed the NJC to effectively 

exercise its rights, or to review the constitutionality of the legal framework which had allowed the Minister to 
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exercise its rights, or to review the constitutionality of the legal framework which had allowed the Minister to 
render the NJC’s right devoid of substance through setting an insufficient deadline. In doing so, the CC ignored 
that it has a right and obligation to call on the legislator to amend legislative gaps and omissions leading to 
constitutional breaches. After the CC’s decision, in December 2025, the executive summary of an analysis 
written by an ad hoc committee of the NJC was published. The committee makes several legislative proposals, 
some of which pertain to safeguarding and strengthening the NJC’s rights concerned (see more on this under 
Question I.6.).

B. Independent authorities

Independence, resources, capacity and powers (including effectice access to 
relevant data) of national human rights institutions (‘NHRIs’), of ombudsman 
institutions if different from NHRIs, of equality bodies if different from NHRIs and of 
supreme audit institutions
(Cf. the website of the European Court of Auditors: https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/SupremeAuditInstitutions.aspx#)

5000 character(s) maximum

The finding by the 2025 Rule of Law Report that “[c]oncerns regarding the independence and effective 
functioning of the Commissioner for Fundamental Rights remain” is still valid.

As recalled in our previous contributions, in 2022 the Global Alliance of National Human Rights Institutions 
(GANHRI) downgraded the Commissioner for Fundamental Rights (CFR) as Hungary’s national human rights 
institution (NHRI) from an “A” to a “B” status since its inactivity in a number of areas (e.g. the rights of ethnic 
minorities, LGBTQI+ persons, human rights defenders, refugees and migrants, media pluralism, civic space 
and judicial independence) evidenced a lack of independence and compromised its compliance with the Paris 
Principles. It also deemed the CFR’s selection and appointment process not sufficiently broad and transparent.

The deficiencies identified by GANHRI regarding the merits of the CFR’s work continue to exist, with the CFR 
demonstrating continued inactivity in almost all areas where its pre-2022 performance was deemed inadequate. 
This contributes to a severely diminished level of human rights protection in Hungary.

Out of the 41 reports published by the CFR in 2025, none dealt with the rights of LGBTQI+ persons, despite 
grave violations on their rights in 2025 (see Question IV.20.), or the rights of refugees and migrants, despite 
continued rights violations suffered by them. None of these reports focused on the situation of human rights 
defenders and CSOs in general, media pluralism or judicial independence either, despite the wide-ranging 
problems prevalent in these areas as described in other chapters of this contribution. The statements and news 
pieces available on the CFR’s website do not cover any of the above topics or vulnerable groups either.

The CFR’s annual report on the year 2024 does not address the rights of LGBTQI+ persons, the situation of 
human rights defenders or CSOs, media pluralism (with the exception of a brief mention of the “media rights” of 
national minorities) or judicial independence either. Even though the report touches upon the situation of those 
fleeing Ukraine and the CFR’s related activities (including a statement by the Deputy Commissioner for 
Minorities on limiting state-founded housing for refugees from Ukraine), it does not address the systemic issues 
affecting refugees and migrants coming from other countries. The report shows that the CFR did not submit a 
constitutional review request to the Constitutional Court in 2024.

CSOs continued to experience repeated lack of response from the CFR to requests or complaints submitted on 
behalf of their clients concerning politically sensitive human rights violations. In addition, as reported in previous 
contributions, the problematic abolishing of independent, specialised human rights mechanisms and merging 
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behalf of their clients concerning politically sensitive human rights violations. In addition, as reported in previous 
contributions, the problematic abolishing of independent, specialised human rights mechanisms and merging 
them into the CFR’s Office (the Independent Law Enforcement Complaints Board in 2020 and the Equal 
Treatment Authority in 2021) have led to weakened protection against discrimination and police abuse. The 
CFR was designated as Hungary’s national preventive mechanism (NPM) under the OPCAT as of 2015, but its 
monitoring of places of detention is deficient: the NPM’s capacities remain insufficient; the CFR often fails to 
respond to related CSO complaints in time or at all; and even though the NPM carried out a significant number 
of visits, their methodology and the reports about them suffer from deficiencies.

The selection and appointment system of the CFR remains inadequate, and despite a request from civil society 
to have a broad, transparent and merit-based selection process, the selection of the new CFR candidate in 
2025 was carried out by the President of the Republic again in breach of the Paris Principles. The new CFR, in 
office since 26 September 2025, is the previous president of the CC.

After the previous CFR, the mandate of the Deputy Commissioner for Minorities expired as well on 3 November 
2025. Before leaving office, the Deputy Commissioner published two significant documents on the CFR’s 
website: a “public warning” that the application of Act XLVIII on the Protection of Local Identity confirms 
previous concerns that the law would be used by municipalities to prevent the moving in of Roma persons and 
members of other marginalised groups, and a position paper on the role of denominational schools in the 
segregation of Roma children. On 17 November 2025, it was reported by the media that all position papers of 
the Deputy Commissioner had been removed from the CFR’s website. Subsequently, the CFR’s Office issued a 
press release, stating that the above two documents issued by the Deputy Commissioner had been published in 
violation of the rules governing the Deputy Commissioner’s operations, and for this reason they may not be 
regarded as official acts of the former Deputy Commissioner, and therefore would not be re-uploaded onto the 
CFR’s new website.

Statistics/reports concerning the follow-up to recommendations by National Human
Rights Institutions, ombudsman institutions, equality bodies and supreme audit
institutions in the past year

5000 character(s) maximum

As referred to above, the CFR (the Ombudsperson), as Hungary’s NHRI, has also been performing the tasks of 
an equality body under EU law since 2021. However, the CFR as equality body is a quasi judicial body, so in 
this capacity it hands down binding decisions and not recommendations.

As far as the follow-up to the CFR’s recommendations issued in its original mandate are concerned, its 2024 
annual report includes the following: “In the reports issued, the Ombudsperson made a total of 98 
recommendations, in some cases to more than one addressee. In 102 of these cases, the addressees of the 
recommendations accepted the initiatives, while in 15 cases they rejected them.”

 Safeguards to ensure the effective independence of [single market relevance]
supervisory and regulatory authorities with a direct impact on economic operators 
such as national economic oversight, enforcement and competition authorities

C. Accessibility and judicial review of administrative decisions
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[single market relevance] Transparency of administrative decisions and sanctions
(incl. their publication and rules on collection of related data) and respect of the good
administration principle (including the obligation of the administration to give reasons
for decisions)

5000 character(s) maximum

[single market relevance] Judicial review of administrative decisions: short
description of the general regime (in particular competent court, scope, suspensive
effect, interim measures, and any applicable specific rules or derogations from the
general regime of judicial review)

5000 character(s) maximum

Although the general system of judicial review of administrative decisions has not changed in 2025, the 
legislative trend of broadening the competence of the Kúria as a court of first instance raises concerns.

The judicial review takes place on three different ordinary court levels and on four different instances.

(i) First instance judicial review is carried out by eight designated regional courts. Exceptionally, in certain cases 
defined by law, such as electoral, referendum and freedom of assembly cases, the Kúria acts as first instance 
court. In 2025, the first instance competence of the Kúria was broadened by the introduction of the suspension 
of citizenship cases. Should it be adopted, the Bill on the Transparency of Public Life (see Question IV. 16.) 
would be yet another new example of derogation from the general rule to make the Kúria the court of first and 
final instance, which attempt was also criticized by the Hungarian Association of Judges (MABIE) for severely 
restricting the right to access to a court.

(ii) Second instance judicial review of administrative decisions is carried out by the Metropolitan Regional Court 
of Appeal (with respect to decisions delivered by regional courts) and the Kúria (with respect to decisions 
delivered by the Metropolitan Regional Court of Appeal).
 
(iii) Extraordinary review of final and binding judgments is exclusively carried out by the Kúria.

(iv) In addition, and constituting a fourth instance of review, the Kúria’s uniformity complaint chamber holds 
powers to review and overrule the final and binding decisions delivered by other chambers of the Kúria, 
provided that the other chamber of the Kúria diverged from a published decision of the court on a point of law, 
or failed to remedy such divergence of a lower court in its decision. The chamber may also issue uniformity 
decisions establishing mandatory interpretations of the law for lower tier courts and administrative organs.

The jurisprudence of the uniformity complaint chamber is of key importance for the outcome of individual 
administrative cases and the jurisprudence of all Hungarian courts in administrative matters. Despite the key 
importance of its adjudicative activity, the new provisions introduced by the judicial reform in 2023 on the 
composition of the uniformity complaint chambers do not adequately guarantee the required level of autonomy 
and professionalism in its decision-making. The Kúria President holds strong formal and informal powers in the 
uniformity complaint proceeding and the size of the chamber is not defined by law with sufficient clarity. No 
adjustment of the chamber’s composition depending on the subject matter of the case is legally required, 
posing a risk that cases will not be adjudicated in a professional manner. In practice, the uniformity complaint 

chamber may overturn the long-standing administrative jurisprudence of the Kúria with a uniformity decision 
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chamber may overturn the long-standing administrative jurisprudence of the Kúria with a uniformity decision 
delivered even if it is not composed in majority of judges assigned to administrative cases.

As a general rule, judicial review does not suspend the execution of administrative decisions. Even in the 
drastic case of suspension of citizenship, the law does not give suspensive effect to lodging a claim with the 
court, which, as the Venice Commission notes, combined with the risk of expulsion, may adversely affect the 
effective exercise of the right to judicial remedy. However, parties seeking judicial review may request the court 
for interim measures, including the suspension of execution or pretrial collection of evidence. The Bill on the 
Transparency of Public Life, however, would explicitly exclude the possibility of requesting interim measures 
against its sanctions.

Since 1 March 2020, appeals against first instance decisions of administrative authorities have to be 
challenged before the court (and not before a second instance administrative authority). Moreover, from 1 
March 2022, the law opened the way to some first instance administrative cases to be decided solely by the 
Metropolitan Regional Court of Appeal (although so far, only one type of case has been set by the law), further 
limiting access to court in those cases.

It is unchanged that judges dealing with administrative cases shall explicitly be assigned for this task within the 
ordinary court system. Our concerns in our 2025 contribution, including that neither the criteria nor the terms of 
an assignment or the termination thereof are set out by law, still remain valid.

 Safeguards (other than judicial review) regarding [single market relevance]
decisions or inaction of administrative authorities, including remedies (e.g. 
administrative review)

5000 character(s) maximum

As regards the exclusionary “local identity law” that authorized municipalities to adopt discriminative decrees 
affecting housing (see Question IV.20.), government offices largely failed to exercise their statutory duties to 
review the legality of such decrees, despite a warning from the Deputy Commissioner for Minorities (see also 
Question IV.7.) that the law would be used by municipalities to prevent the moving in of Roma persons and 
other members of marginalised groups. Replying to freedom of information requests, government offices stated 
that they conducted several inspections and initiated legal oversight proceedings in some places. However, 
their measures’ effects have been limited, as by 3 December 2025, municipalities passed 180 exclusionary 
decrees and only in three cases (counties of Baranya, Komárom-Esztergom, and Zala) did municipalities repeal 
their decree or decided not to enact it.

[single market relevance] Rules and practices related to the application by all
courts, including constitutional jurisdictions, of the preliminary ruling procedure (Art.
267 TFEU)

5000 character(s) maximum

(1) As also acknowledged by the 2024 Rule of Law Report the compatibility of the Hungarian uniformity 
complaint system with the EU law raises concerns. In 2020, a new uniformity complaint system was introduced 
and consolidated in subsequent years. Uniformity decisions delivered by the Kúria with a view to safeguarding 
the uniformity of jurisprudence are quasi laws with judges and courts subordinated to them to the same extent 
as to legal norms. According to the Kúria, if a new interpretation of EU law by the CJEU conflicts with the 
interpretation adopted by the Kúria in a uniformity decision, Kúria judges must – instead of putting aside the 

apex court’s interpretation violating the EU acquis – request the Kúria to cancel the binding force of its previous 
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apex court’s interpretation violating the EU acquis – request the Kúria to cancel the binding force of its previous 
uniformity decision, which is a clear breach of the fundamental principles of EU law.

This was confirmed by the Kúria in a February 2025 uniformity decision adopted in a procedure concerning a 
case regarding the withdrawal of the residence permit of a third-country national who is a family member of EU 
citizens. The uniformity procedure was initiated by an adjudicating panel of the Kúria due to the incompatibility 
of previous Kúria jurisprudence with the CJEU’s 2024 NW-PQ judgment. In its Uniformity Decision no. 3/2025. 
JEH, the Kúria reiterated that in such cases requesting a new decision from the Uniformity Complaint Panel is 
“unavoidable”, since “adjudicating panels of the Kúria may only deviate from previous interpretations if the 
Uniformity Complaint Panel’s uniformity decision allows this. In this regard, the jurisprudence of the Uniformity 
Complaint Panel is consistent.” In addition, the Uniformity Decision declared that “it cannot even be raised” as 
an arguable claim that Hungarian judges may put aside domestic laws on the sole basis of a CJEU judgment 
and base their decision “directly and exclusively” on a CJEU judgment even if the CJEU is authorised to 
provide mandatory interpretations of the EU acquis.

There are at least two preliminary references from Hungarian judges before the CJEU regarding the Hungarian 
law and practice’s compatibility with the acquis, with one of those having a direct relevance to the single 
market, as it concerns Directive 2014/104/EU. However, even before the CJEU’ response, it can be concluded 
that the Kúria applies the uniformity complaint system to block the direct effect of EU law.

The problem is exacerbated by the fact that in the uniformity complaint proceeding strong formal and informal 
powers are held by the Kúria President (see Question IV.11.) who has repeatedly expressed his view that the 
emergence of a conflict between Hungarian constitutional identity and the supremacy of EU law is inevitable 
and that in this conflict the apex court’s task is to protect the constitutional identity and the country’s Christian 
culture. For instance, the Kúria’s Organisational and Operational Rules was amended in January 2025 to 
prescribe that when fulfilling their role of advising judges in relation to the application of EU law, the members of 
the network of EU advisors shall do so “with a view to the courts’ task to protect Hungary’s constitutional 
identity and Christian culture, as stemming from the Fundamental Law”.

(2) Despite holding the power to review final and binding judgments of ordinary courts, the CC has never turned 
to the CJEU with a preliminary reference. Even in cases where the compatibility of the Hungarian legislation 
with the acquis was questioned by the European Commission, the CC avoided initiating a dialogue under Article 
267 TFEU with the CJEU by suspending the proceedings.

(3) Despite legislative modifications of Act XC of 2017 on the Code of Criminal Procedure required under the 
Common Provisions Regulation horizontal enabling conditions, Judgment C-564/19 of the CJEU remains 
partially unimplemented and may prompt Hungarian judges to refrain from referring questions for a preliminary 
ruling to the CJEU. While procedural obstacles to making a preliminary reference were abolished, the 
modifications adopted failed to address the effects of the binding precedential decision by the Kúria, according 
to which referring a question to the CJEU is unlawful under Hungarian law if the question referred is not relevant 
to and necessary for the resolution of the dispute concerned. In order to exclude the direct effect of the 
precedential decision of the Kúria, all relevant procedural codes should be modified expressly declaring that 
requesting a preliminary ruling from the CJEU is a right of Hungarian judges, the exercise of which falls within 
their judicial discretion and cannot constitute a breach of the law.
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[single market relevance] Implementation of final judgments by the public
administration and State institutions and follow-up given to supranational judgments,
including decisions from the European Court of Human Rights, as well as available

remedies in case of non-implementation
5000 character(s) maximum

(1) Non-execution of domestic court decisions

It continues to be an issue that domestic court judgments obliging state bodies to disclose public data are often 
not complied with, and court decisions issued e.g. in press rectification and personality rights lawsuits launched 
against government-affiliated media are often not executed either (or only after repeated sanctions imposed on 
the media outlets by the courts overseeing the execution of the judgments). As detailed in our previous 
contributions, one of the systemic problems contributing to this is the lack of effective and genuinely coercive 
enforcement tools: the sanction regime for non-execution has no deterrent/dissuasive effect, and the 
enforcement proceedings are excessively long.

This amounts to the non-implementation of the judgment of the ECtHR in the Kenedi v. Hungary case as well. In 
a decision issued in December 2024 in relation to this case, the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe 
“called on the [Hungarian] authorities to adopt additional targeted general measures (i) to address the 
reoccurring reluctance of state authorities to comply with the domestic courts’ orders granting access to 
documents, and (ii) to ensure that effective and genuinely coercive enforcement tools are available for the 
implementation of such orders”, and “decided to transfer this case to the enhanced supervision procedure to 
avoid any further delay”. However, to date, the authorities have not taken any legislative or regulatory steps to 
address the issues, and in practice, the deficiencies continue to prevail.

Decisions of the Constitutional Court are not always implemented either. As of 12 January 2026, there were 11 
decisions in which the Constitutional Court declared that a legislative omission resulted in the violation of the 
Fundamental Law, but the Parliament had failed to remedy the situation. The deadline set by the Constitutional 
Court expired in 10 of these cases, the oldest one in 2013.

(2) Non-execution of European court judgments

Hungary’s record of implementing ECtHR judgments remains poor. As of 1 January 2025, Hungary had 47 
leading ECtHR judgments pending implementation, and the rate of leading judgments from the past 10 years 
that remain pending was at 74% (compared to 76% on 1 January 2024). This is the highest within the EU and 
among the three highest among current Council of Europe countries. On 12 January 2026, the number of 
pending leading judgments was 48. Pending leading cases concern crucial human rights issues, including 
unchecked secret surveillance, freedom of expression of judges, excessive length of judicial proceedings, life 
imprisonment, police ill-treatment, discrimination of Roma children in education, and the rights of refugees and 
asylum-seekers, among others. There is still no separate national structure to bring together various actors to 
coordinate the implementation of ECtHR judgments; meaningful parliamentary oversight is still lacking.

In 2025, 13 Hungarian cases or groups of cases under an enhanced supervision procedure by the Committee 
of Ministers were on the agenda of CM-DH meetings. The Committee of Ministers found implementation 
insufficient in all but one of these cases – the only Hungarian case under enhanced procedure closed in 2025 
was the C.A. Zrt. and T.R. v. Hungary group of cases, which concerned the violation of the applicants’ property 
rights due to the enactment of a law which terminated ex lege their usufruct rights over agricultural lands. In 
March 2025, the Committee of Ministers issued an interim resolution in the Varga and Others and István Gábor 

Kovács v. Hungary group of cases that concerns inadequate detention conditions, recalling among others that 
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Kovács v. Hungary group of cases that concerns inadequate detention conditions, recalling among others that 
the issue has been pending for more than 13 years.

In the past years, severe problems have emerged with regard to the execution of the judgments of the CJEU as 
well, amounting to non-compliance. According to a recent study, out of the 20 rule-of-law related rulings issued 
between 1 January 2019 and 1 January 2025 examined by researchers, Hungary has not complied with 3 
rulings and has complied with 10 rulings only partly as of 1 May 2025. 11 of the not-yet-complied-with rulings 
have been pending for over two years.

The failure to execute the CJEU’s judgment delivered in Case C-808/18 in 2020, which in practice means that 
push-backs of third-country nationals to Serbia continue to this day, prompted the CJEU to impose a 
substantial fine on Hungary in June 2024, pointing out that the failure to comply with the judgment constituted 
an unprecedented and extremely serious infringement of EU law. However, the Hungarian government has not 
taken any steps to date to rectify the problem – to the contrary, on 15 December 2025, it filed a lawsuit for 
damages against the CJEU over the decision.

Oversight, including by courts, of the use of intrusive surveillance software by national 
authorities

5000 character(s) maximum

D. The enabling framework for civil society

Measures regarding the framework for civil society organisations and human rights 
defenders (e.g. legal framework and its application in practice incl. registration, 
transparency and dissolution rules)

5000 character(s) maximum

Freedom of association is guaranteed by the Fundamental Law, with the statutory framework providing for a 
variety of forms of associations. In addition to registered forms, such as associations and foundations, the law 
also acknowledges a simple, non-registered form, the “civil group”. The registry of CSOs is publicly available on 
the courts’ website.

In theory, the registration of CSOs is fairly straightforward, free of charge and can be done fully online using 
templates provided on the court’s website. In 2025 there were no reports of denied registrations or forced 
dissolutions, and the number of registered CSOs remained stable. However, in practice, laymen can easily 
make formal errors in the forms, which leads to a lengthy correction process. By law, the court has 30 days to 
register CSOs, but in practice the process may take several months, and the same applies to making any 
changes. There is hardly any official support or guidance available, only civil society resource centres, such as 
NIOK Foundation or PILnet offer such help. Under these circumstances, many groups decide to remain 
informal in order to avoid the administrative burdens of registering.

In June, the Parliament adopted Act LIX of 2025, transferring the process and the registry of CSOs from the 
courts to a yet undetermined authority, supposedly with the objective of decreasing the courts’ burden, giving 
rise to fears of political interventions. The law will enter into force on 1 January 2027, thus, its impact remains to 
be seen.
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CSOs, especially those with public benefit status (≈20% of all CSOs) have to meet extensive documentation 
and reporting obligations, and they may be subject to controls by various governmental agencies. CSOs must 
submit their annual financial reports, using a form provided by the courts, for publication in the registry and must 
publish them on their own websites, guaranteeing their transparency.

The everyday operation of CSOs is largely undeterred: they can elect their statutory bodies, etc. freely. In 2025 
there were no reports of excessive inspections by authorities, with one exception. The government has for years 
targeted the Oltalom Charitable Association, and in 2024, a government office closed down its schools teaching 
homeless and disadvantaged children in a decision which was revoked by the court in March 2025. In 
September 2025 the same office initiated a procedure to withdraw the licence of homeless shelters managed by 
Oltalom, claiming inadequate conditions despite many earlier inspections.

Restrictive laws remain in force, such as 
• Act XLIX of 2021 on the Transparency of Organisations Carrying out Activities Capable of Influencing Public 
Life, subjecting certain CSOs to audits by the State Audit Office without adequate justification or safeguards; 
• Act LXXXVIII of 2023 on the Protection of National Sovereignty, currently before the CJEU, which established 
the Sovereignty Protection Office (SPO), vested with excessive investigative powers over individuals and legal 
entities on vaguely defined grounds;
• a Criminal Code provision that deters the provision of legal assistance to asylum-seekers; and
• the 25% immigration tax on donors if they provide funds for activities “facilitating” immigration or on grantees 
performing such activities in case the donor organisation fails to pay the tax.

In 2025, restrictive legislative steps escalated further: in May, a governing majority MP submitted to the 
Parliament the Bill on the Transparency of Public Life, which would allow the Government to blacklist CSOs, 
independent media, and even for-profit companies deemed “sovereignty risks”; block or hinder to the extent of 
practical impossibility their funding from outside of Hungary while imposing administrative limitations on 
receiving domestic funding as well; monitor bank accounts, impose fines; and suspend or dissolve targeted 
entities. The SPO would be tasked to propose which entities would be blacklisted, without appropriate legal 
remedies. The bill, which violates international standards and EU law, generated protest both in Hungary and 
abroad, e.g. by Council of Europe and OSCE stakeholders. The bill’s adoption was postponed in June 2025, 
but it remains pending.

In September 2025, an emergency government decree established a “national anti-terrorism list”, foreseeing 
financial sanctions for those on it. Act CXXV of 2025 elevated the concept to a statutory level as of 2026. The 
Government put “Antifa” (sic) and Hammerbande/Antifa Ost on the list.

As of 2024, the union check-off system for public administration workers was abolished, ending the requirement 
for employers to deduct membership fees from salaries free of charge. This weakens unions by increasing 
administrative costs and causing a loss of both fees and members. In June 2025, the ILO noted these 
restrictions in law and practice with concern.

On legal changes limiting freedom of assembly, see Question IV.20.
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Rules and practices having an impact on the effective operation and safety of civil
society organisations and human rights defenders. This includes measures to protect
them from attacks – verbal, physical or on-line –, intimidation, legal threats incl.
SLAPPs, negative narratives or smear campaigns, measures capable of affecting the

public perception of civil society organisations, etc. It also includes measures to
monitor threats or attacks and dedicated support services, as well as available
remedies

5000 character(s) maximum

CSOs that criticise government policies and/or represent vulnerable groups have not enjoyed a safe space for 
more than a decade. They are the targets of smear campaigns and vilification, orchestrated by governmental 
figures and the pro-government propaganda machinery.

The first months of 2025 were characterized by increasingly inflammatory rhetoric by the Prime Minister. In an 
interview in January, he stated that “the most important foreign policy goal for 2025 is to push the Soros Empire 
out of Europe”, and that “[t]he time has come to […] dismantle the foreign networks that threaten Hungarian 
sovereignty, and to send them home”. In his State of the Nation address, delivered in February, he “advised” 
Pride organizers that “they should not bother preparing for this year’s parade”. In his speech on 15 March, on 
the anniversary of the revolution in 1848, he likened various independent actors to stinkbugs: “After today’s 
festive gathering will come house cleaning for Easter. The bugs have survived winter. We are dismantling the 
financial machine that has used corrupt dollars to buy politicians, judges, journalists, bogus civil society 
organisations and political activists. We will disperse the entire shadow army. They are […] the minions of 
Brussels, paid to do the empire’s bidding against their own country. […] If there is justice, […] there is a special 
place in Hell for them.” These statements foreshadowed restrictive legislative steps (see Questions IV.16. and 
IV.20.).

Misleading or false claims by governmental figures are repeated and magnified in the pro-government media, 
and the stigmatisation continues to be exacerbated by the SPO’s reports, marking CSOs and persons as 
“threats to national sovereignty”. This is not limited to the most vocal CSOs: e.g., the SPO’s report on the 
Citizens, Equality, Rights and Values (CERV) programme listed 33 CSOs, selected in a haphazard manner, 
including some working on child protection or in social care. The investigative portal Átlátszó, the subject of one 
of the first SPO reports, sued the SPO for its statements and won the case in the first instance in 2025.

Critical CSOs, especially in the countryside, can hardly access community spaces.

SLAPP cases occur rarely. An example from 2025 concerned the Hungarian Civil Liberties Union (HCLU), 
which represented Forbes magazine in a case brought by the owners of a company because of their inclusion in 
Forbes’ “richest 50” list. The owners sued HCLU for reporting on the legal procedures the owners initiated 
against Forbes.
 
Unlike in previous years, in 2025 there were no reported cases of surveillance, nor that of applying anti-terrorist 
or money-laundering rules against CSOs. However, criminal law has been used to threaten activists or persons 
speaking out. For example, a criminal procedure for slander was launched against a former leader of a child 
protection institution who publicly spoke about the childcare system’s state in relation to allegations of abuse, 
and the police searched the house and confiscated electronics of an activist who revealed similar suspected 
abuses in another children’s home. An activist in Pécs was cautioned by the court for damage to property for 
overwriting billboards carrying the Government’s propaganda messages, and members of The City is for All 

group were condemned in the second instance for damage to property for painting slogans on sidewalks. The 
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group were condemned in the second instance for damage to property for painting slogans on sidewalks. The 
main organiser of the Pécs Pride is facing criminal charges for organising the assembly (see Question IV.20.).

State and municipal employees are recurrently threatened or suffer workplace sanctions for speaking out. In 
2024–2025, three ministry staff members were dismissed or demoted for supporting a fourth colleague who 
was dismissed for speaking out publicly against power abuse in heritage protection. The Péter Pázmány 
Catholic University launched disciplinary procedures against three researchers and dismissed a fourth in 2025 
for writing supportively of LGBTQI+ persons.

Under these circumstances self-censorship is widespread, especially in the countryside where the loss of public 
sector employment comprises an existential threat. Restrictive laws, ill-founded measures and stigmatisation 
result in a chilling effect, undermine CSOs’ effectiveness, and have a detrimental psychological impact on staff. 
Research published in 2025 showed that some CSOs have given up on applying for certain foreign funds to 
avoid potential attacks, and some even renounced previously awarded foreign funding; partnership building 
became more challenging; and some had given up on certain activities and limited their communication critical 
of the Government.
 
Physical attacks are rare. In 2025 one such case was reported from Debrecen: two men verbally insulted staff 
and guests of the community café operated by a CSO, which led to a physical altercation. The police 
apprehended the perpetrators and launched a criminal procedure against them.

Organisation of financial support for civil society organisations and human rights
defenders (e.g. framework to ensure access to funding, and for financial viability,
taxation/incentive/donation systems, measures to ensure a fair distribution of funding)

5000 character(s) maximum

Under the current laws, CSOs are, in theory, free to seek and receive funding both domestically and from 
abroad, from any sources and through any means, including online. In practice, CSOs use a broad variety of 
fundraising tools, ranging from online crowdsourcing and merchandising through corporate support to 
philanthropic and public grants. The rules for collecting individual donations prescribe that CSOs report 
separately on the money collected but does not otherwise burden them excessively.

However, foreign funding has for years been treated by the Government and the governing party as suspicious, 
and CSOs receiving grants from abroad are among the primary targets of smear campaigns. This continued in 
2025 as well. For example, in February, the Prime Minister said at a governing party gathering that the “political 
corruption network” of George Soros and the Democrats will no longer pay their “mercenaries” with “rolling 
dollars” in Hungary, and asked the MPs to pass strict laws and “ban” those from Hungary who benefited from 
these funds. In his State of the Nation address, he called for “shutting off the Soros network’s financial sluice 
gates, let the state bodies do their duty in protecting sovereignty”, and referred to this as “spring cleaning for 
Easter”. This was followed by his speech likening independent actors to stinkbugs (see Question IV.17.). The 
Prime Minister welcomed the steps of President Trump suspending and then terminating foreign aid programs, 
and the Government appointed a special commissioner to “uncover political corruption funds paid by the United 
States Agency for International Development to Hungarian entities”.
The Prime Minister’s statements came after an almost full year of operation of the SPO, with its “investigations” 
and “reports” repeatedly framing EU activities, EU funding and engagement with the EU’s rule of law toolbox as 
threats to the sovereignty of Hungary. After publishing reports on a number of CSOs, in 2025 the SPO’ 
publications focused (among others) on EU funding programs such as CERV, Horizon Europe and the Asylum 
and Migration Integration Fund, listing some of their Hungarian beneficiaries in a hand-picked manner.
In a related move, a Hungarian member of the Patriots group in the European Parliament requested the EC in 

March 2025 to disclose the list of supported CSOs in the period 2019–2024 and the amount these CSOs 
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March 2025 to disclose the list of supported CSOs in the period 2019–2024 and the amount these CSOs 
received, claiming that the EC funding of CSOs is “carried out in a non-transparent way”.
In May 2025, these steps escalated in the tabling of the Bill on the Transparency of Public Life (see Question IV.
16.). This caused some donors postponing or cancelling support; grant processes have been suspended; at 
some CSOs, board members and other representatives have stepped down; and the mental burden on the staff 
has been considerable.

There are several state instruments, e.g. the National Cooperation Fund and the City and Village Civil Funds, 
that support CSOs with significant amounts: the former with HUF 16 billion, while the latter with HUF 4.8 billion 
each in 2025. However, the working procedures of these funding mechanisms are not transparent, e.g. the lists 
of supported projects are hard to find on the website and are not well searchable. As journalists have repeatedly 
shown by analysing the grant call results, the majority of this funding goes to organisations established and/or 
led by local leaders and figures of the governing party. While human rights and critical CSOs are not excluded 
per se, they have not received any grants for years from these sources. EU Structural Fund support is mainly 
distributed through pre-defined projects, and not open, competitive calls, strongly favouring state institutions 
and churches over CSOs. Meagre municipal grants cannot make up for missing funding, and local institutional 
philanthropy remains weak. Therefore, independent CSOs depend on foreign institutional and private donors as 
well as on micro-donations, which they collect with increasing efficiency. The negative impacts of the sudden 
termination of US governmental funding programmes in early 2025 were felt by several Hungarian 
organisations as well.

All CSOs can register to benefit from the 1% of personal income tax based on citizens’ assignation. In 2025, 
more than 30,000 CSOs were included in this scheme. While organisations caring for children and stray 
animals have traditionally been the main beneficiaries, human rights CSOs also receive significant amounts and 
most recently the foundations of independent media outlets are becoming popular, too, with news portal Telex 
and YouTube-channel Partizán topping the list of 2025. Besides this there are very little tax benefits: companies 
supporting CSOs with public benefit status can deduct 20% of the donation from their corporate tax (40% if the 
support exceeds three years), but individual taxpayers have no similar scheme. Corporate tax benefits are 
strongly biased towards professional sports.

E. Initiatives to foster a rule of law culture

If there have been developments related to initiatives to foster a rule of law culture,
please specify, which (e.g. debates in national parliaments on the rule of law, public
information campaigns on rule of law issues, contributions from civil society,
education initiatives, etc.)

5000 character(s) maximum

No government measures were introduced in 2025 to foster a rule of law culture. Also, the centralised, 
compulsory curriculum of public education continues to incorporate very few elements of civic education. 
Instead of “fostering” it, the Government took, as in the previous years, various non-legislative steps that 
eroded rule of law culture in Hungary, as shown below. 

The Government did not organise any meaningful national level discussion about the 2025 Rule of Law Report.

The Hungarian government organized two national consultations in 2025. “National consultations” are not 
adequate tools to ensure meaningful public consultations on key issues. The Government tends to ask 
manipulative questions on issues politically important for the Government, and not necessarily those important 

to public interests. Responses are counted in a methodologically neither sound nor controlled manner, 
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to public interests. Responses are counted in a methodologically neither sound nor controlled manner, 
therefore, they are not suitable to replace meaningful public consultation, and rather serve as propaganda tools. 
In May–June 2025, the Voks2025 campaign was aimed against Ukraine’s accession to the EU, and was the 
most expensive national consultation in 15 years. In October–December 2025, the Government pursued a new 
“national consultation” on taxation and energy, in which it included questions about alleged taxation plans of the 
biggest opposition party, although the opposition party denied the existence of such plans.

The 2024 Rule of Law Report noted that Act LXXIX of 2021 on Stricter Action against Paedophile Offenders 
and Amending Certain Acts for the Protection of Children (hereafter: 2021 Propaganda Law) amending, among 
others, Act CXC of 2011 on National Public Education, had authorised the responsible minister to regulate by 
decree the conditions of registration for CSOs that are allowed to give sexuality education classes in public 
education institutions, but no such decree had been issued, thereby limiting the activity of the CSOs providing 
such classes. Since then, there has been no real progress in removing this obstacle. Effective from 12 June 
2025, the Minister of Interior issued Decree 18/2025. (VI. 4.) BM regarding the registration of educational 
activities about “the harmful effects of drug use, the dangers of the internet and other physical and mental 
health promotion”, but did not include in it all of the topics listed in Article 9/A(1) of Act CXC of 2011 on National 
Public Education, as it lacks topics such as “sexual culture, sex life, sexual orientation, and sexual 
development”. Therefore, the de facto ban on CSOs’ educational programmes on sexuality education, 
hampering their capacity to work, still exists.

Any other developments related to the system of checks and balances - 
please specify

5000 character(s) maximum

(1) Relating to LGBTQI+ people’s rights, overall, no progress has been made and the situation has instead 
further deteriorated. Legislation and discriminatory practices in Hungary continue to create a hostile 
environment for LGBTQI+ individuals; Hungary’s 2021 Propaganda Law still poses multiple legal challenges 
within the context of the rule of law.

On 11 March 2025, MPs belonging to the governing majority of the Hungarian Parliament submitted the 15th 
Amendment to the Fundamental Law, which was adopted without public consultation and took effect on 15 April 
2025.

The first paragraph of Article L) of the Fundamental Law was amended to include „[h]uman beings shall be 
male or female” aiming to strengthen the legal basis for prohibiting legal gender recognition in Hungary, 
violating Article 7 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, which acknowledges gender 
identity as an essential aspect of personal identity and guarantees the right to respect for private life. Based on 
this amendment, the Parliament removed “gender identity” from the list of protected grounds in the Equal 
Treatment Act.

Another amendment of the Fundamental Law aimed to create a fixed hierarchy of rights, placing the right of the 
child to protection and care above all other rights, with the exception of the right to life. Consequently, in case of 
a conflict between the right of the child to protection and care and other rights, such as the right to freedom of 
peaceful assembly, restrictions are applied without the balancing exercise, leading to the deprivation of other 
rights of their substance.

Based on this amendment of the Fundamental Law, the Parliament introduced a new ground to prohibit 
assemblies as it introduced an Article 13/A to Act LV of 2018 on the Freedom of Assembly (hereafter: Assembly 
Act), prohibiting holding “an assembly that is in violation of a prohibition specified in Article 6/A of Act XXXI of 
1997” – referring back to that provision of Act XXXI of 1997 on the Protection of Children and Guardianship 
Administration that was introduced by the 2021 Propaganda Law. To attend such a prohibited assembly is a 
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Administration that was introduced by the 2021 Propaganda Law. To attend such a prohibited assembly is a 
petty offence (misdemeanour) and punishable with a fine of up to HUF 200,000 (ca. € 500). The new 
restrictions on the right to freedom of peaceful assembly are a significant regression in the protection of 
LGBTQI+ rights and the rule of law in Hungary.

In several cases concerning assemblies supporting LGBTQI+ rights, the Kúria applied the rule of the 
precedence of the right of the child to the protection and care over the right to freedom of peaceful assembly. 
Throughout the spring and summer of 2025, the police banned all assemblies related to LGBTQI+ issues, with 
one exception, and the prohibitions were ultimately upheld by the Kúria.

The Budapest Pride event, organised by the Municipality of Budapest, took place on 28 June 2025. Despite the 
fact that as a municipal event, it fell outside the scope of the Assembly Act, on 19 June 2025, the police issued 
a decision banning Budapest Pride. After the event had taken place, the police launched an investigation and 
identified the Mayor of Budapest as a suspect and questioned him in August. (Based on Article 217/C of Act C 
of 2012 on the Criminal Code, any person who organises a banned assembly, or who calls for participation in 
such an assembly, faces imprisonment for up to one year.) On 12 December 2025, the police proposed that the 
prosecutor should press charges against the Mayor over his role in organising the Budapest Pride.

The organiser of Pécs Pride, a private individual, notified the police about the planned march and on 5 
September 2025, the police issued their decision banning the assembly based on Article 13/A of the Assembly 
Act. The ban was again upheld by the Kúria. The organiser proceeded with the march on 4 October 2025. On 
28 October 2025, the police summoned the organiser for interrogation as a criminal suspect for “organising a 
prohibited assembly”, and on 6 November, media reports indicated that the police recommended to the 
prosecutor to press charges. These cases expose a dangerous shift: in 2025 legal developments turned the 
exercise of human rights protected in the Charter into potential criminal acts.

(2) The 15th Amendment to the Fundamental Law also allows for the arbitrary “suspension” of Hungarian 
citizenship. The detailed rules for this were established by Act LXIV of 2025, with the Venice Commission being 
of the opinion that the statutory framework should be modified to comply with standards. The 15th Amendment 
also introduced the notion of “the right to local identity” into the Fundamental Law. This created the basis for an 
exclusionary “local identity law”, leading municipalities to adopt decrees indirectly discriminating against the 
Roma community in housing, in violation also of EU law.

Cross-pillar elements: cross-border rule of law issues related to the Single 
Market

If there are any significant challenges concerning the Single Market you have been 
facing in a cross-border context relating to any of the four pillars of the report, 
including for example issues with market access and the conditions for economic 
activities, that you would like to highlight, please do so here. 
Given the cross-cutting nature of this question, it is included as a separate section in the questionnaire. Information collected under this 

question will however be integrated under the relevant existing pillar(s) of the Report.

5000 character(s) maximum
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Supporting document upload

 If you would like to submit any supporting document(s) to your contribution, please 
upload your file(s) here

Contact

rule-of-law-network@ec.europa.eu




