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Most Honourable President of the Constitutional Court, Prosecutor General, President of the 

National Office for the Judiciary, President of the Hungarian Bar Association, 

Honourable former Presidents of the Supreme Court and the Curia of Hungary, 

Honourable Plenary Session of the Curia, 

I would like to thank to the President of the Constitutional Court for his words of trust and 

encouragement reminding us, at the same time, of our duties. I have listened with great care to 

everything you had said. I will do my best to always bear in mind that the Curia must fulfil its 

duties by firmly adhering at all times to the constitutional requirements, in the interest of 

Hungary and strictly in accordance with the provisions of the Fundamental Law of Hungary. I 

am going to fulfil my presidential duties in accordance with my oath of office, being aware of 

the above. 

It is a special honour that the first plenary session of the Curia which I attend as President is the 

first plenary session of this year. For this year we celebrate the 160th anniversary of the re-

institution of the judicial activities of the Curia, which activities were interrupted by the 

dictatorship. The restoration of the constitutional state functioning of Hungary is connected in 

political sense to the year of 1867. The political compromise, however, was preceded by more 

than a half decade by the Conference of the Chief Justice in 1861. As a result, the Royal 

Hungarian Curia restarted to function. And the then President of the Curia, Chief Justice Count 

György Apponyi regarded the Curia as “one of the ancient institutions of our Land, one of the 

strongest safeguards of our legal state, the independence of our judiciary”. 

Those 160 years constitute a heavy legacy. The near 300 years that have elapsed since 1723, 

when the Curia was settled in the capital city and was founded as a permanent supreme court, 

constitute an even heavier legacy. And the almost 800 years counted from the issuing of the 

Golden Bull, which restricted the King’s executive power through the judiciary and thereby 

designated the place of the judiciary in the separation of powers, constitute an even more 

weighty legacy. Today, this legacy is carried by the honourable Plenary Session of the Curia. 

Because the Curia is not an abstract institution, not a building or a judicial administrative office. 

The Curia is us: it is you, my honourable fellow justices and, as one of the justices, it is the 

President of the Curia. 

As a law student and a young jurist, I learned to respect and love this Curia, which has existed 

for several centuries and is still in operation, from Dr. György Pálinkás, Dr. Tibor Köles, Dr. 

Katalin Zsiga-Halmos, Dr. Zsigmond Kiss, heads of judicial panels and, first of all, from 

President Dr. Pál Solt. I thank all of them for teaching me things without which I would have 

been unable to accept the trust placed in me, which was expressed last October by Hungary 

through the nomination of the President of the Republic and the Parliament’s decision. And the 

lesson I endeavour to adhere to can be summarized in two words: moderation and balance. 

Acting with moderation and keeping the balance will not be easy, as it was not easy for my 

predecessors holding this office after the 1989 political changes in Hungary, either. Similarly 

to the past centuries, the past 30 years have brought continuous challenges, and struggles that 

sometimes seemed to be futile. 

The task of moving the Supreme Court, by leaving behind his office as a Constitutional Court 

judge, from totalitarianism into constitutional frameworks and then, by doubling his duties, to 

move the entire Hungarian court system into the 21st century, fell on President Pál Solt. It was 

during his presidency when we learned that our functioning could be adjudged by the European 

Court of Human Rights. I hereby thank him for setting the standards, laying the foundations, 
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and giving an example, without which the Curia today would not be an ancient institution 

continuing to exist but, at most, a beautiful historical memory. 

President Zoltán Lomnici also faced a significant challenge. He had to prepare the Supreme 

Court for the application of European Union law, for striking the right balance between the 

administration of justice by the courts of a sovereign state and the repeatedly multinational and 

supranational existence. During his presidency we got faced with the fact that in applying EU 

law we must follow the case law of the Court of Justice of the European Union. I hereby thank 

him for fulfilling his duties in a turbulent period when the Hungarian administration of justice 

by the courts was exposed to systemic political attacks. 

President András Baka brought the hope that the judicial branch would emerge from the 

political storm that accompanied the turbulent public law situation without incurable wounds. 

He had to face questions to which there were no ready-made answers. 

The challenges with which my direct predecessor, President Péter Darák found himself faced, 

I already recalled at the Plenary Session held last December. Now I can only repeat what I said 

on that occasion. President Darák took office on the same day when the Fundamental Law 

entered into force. That day reintegrated the public life of Hungary into the process of our 

historical constitution, which has been interrupted so many times, but which has always been 

able to renew itself. From that day on, the Curia can again bear its several hundred-year-old 

name. His task was, simultaneously, to maintain the continuity of functioning and to start life 

at the Curia within the changed organizational framework. Moreover, he had to lead the Curia 

when, due to the introduction of the “genuine” constitutional complaint, the Constitutional 

Court set another standard for our adjudication as superior court. I thank him for undertaking 

and bearing this burden, and in 2021, when I take over his duties, I extend my special thanks to 

him for working tirelessly to preserve the right balance between the Curia and the Constitutional 

Court. 

Honourable Plenary Session! 

After recalling our more distant history and our recent past, I cannot avoid outlining what we 

need to do in the coming weeks, months, and years. The first question to be answered is what I 

think about the Curia and what we, together, think about ourselves. 

I have spent the past three months with continuous consultations. I have attempted to learn, 

directly or indirectly, your evaluations concerning the present situation and your ideas, 

proposals and advices concerning the future. When I try to summarize them today, I can safely 

do so because I can say that the starting points explained by me at the hearings that preceded 

my election proved to be correct. I did not think and still do not think anything that you, 

honourable fellow Justices, could not think of or actually do not think of. You have confirmed, 

and I thank you for it now, that it is right if I seek to fulfil my duties by having regard to the 

fact that the Curia has a President and not the President has a Curia. This is the principle that 

guides my work, therefore we must continue to maintain the permanent, effective, and genuine 

cooperation, preserving and further developing what the Curia means today. 

It can be achieved through the application of three means. The first one is making the existing 

consultation mechanism permanent. I will present all my proposals for decisions to the Meeting 

of the Heads of Panels of the Curia to be set up with the participation of the Heads of 

Departments and designated heads of panels, if they concern the Curia as a whole and not just 

a particular field of law. My conviction is that through the Meeting of the Heads of Panels 

consistent information flow can be ensured and systemic attention can be paid to judges’ 

opinions. If it proves to be practicable, we can say that we have managed to fill the competences 
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that are exercised by the Plenary Session, the Council of Judges, or the President with further 

contents. 

The second means is strengthening cooperation among the various fields of law. We should 

change the current working method so that besides the President the Heads of Departments also 

participate, as permanent invitees, in each other’s meetings. And the third means is the 

separation of the tasks related to adjudication, the President’s administrative duties, and the 

Curia’s external representation, including the separation of the organizational units supporting 

the various areas. Wisdom and moderation require the involvement, in some form, of all leaders 

having fulfilled these tasks so far. Genuine operational continuity will be ensured in this way. 

In the latter two areas, which are purely of administrative nature, there is no need for significant 

changes. I have published a call for applications to the position of the Secretary General in 

accordance with the statutory provisions amended by the Parliament last December. Pending 

the evaluation of the applications, I have assigned Dr. Judit Gyarmathy, Justice of the Curia of 

Hungary, who has considerable experience in court management and is a very hard-working 

person, to fulfil the duties of the Secretary General. Several months ago she was assigned by 

President Darák to assist me in preparing for the office. I am thankful to her that she has 

undertaken to perform this not easy task. 

The duties of the Deputy Secretary General will be fulfilled, pending the evaluation of the 

application submitted to the call issued last December, by Dr. Ildikó Suba, head of panel. 

Perhaps I may disclose to you that, to my great pleasure, she was the only person to apply for 

the position. Please allow me, Honourable Acting Deputy Secretary General, to thank you now, 

not only on my own behalf but also on behalf of the entire Curia for bearing the tremendous 

workload you had to undertake during the year 2020. Besides her own duties, she actually 

performed the tasks of the Secretary General, too, under circumstances aggravated by the nearly 

one year long pandemic and the approaching end of the presidential term. 

The Presidential Cabinet, which will consist of certain organizational units of the President’s 

Secretariat and the Secretary General’s Office, will be led by Dr. Lilla Berkes, advisor, who has 

been assisting me in carrying out my public duties for a very long time. I thank her for not 

rejecting the new challenge. 

Hence, the former administrative organization will not change in its fundamentals. To perform 

certain more complex tasks requiring a wider range of evaluation, I will set up consultative 

bodies from among the justices of the Curia. 

Honourable Justices! 

The adjudication-related tasks require more complex considerations. In this respect it is crucial 

to examine the Curia’s place in the state organisation and the concept of its own role. According 

to the Fundamental Law, the Curia is one of the courts of general competence, performing 

adjudication. At the same time, however, the Curia is different from the other courts. First of 

all, because it is characteristic only of us that we are the only court functioning at our own 

adjudicative level. And that is required by our special constitutional duties related to ensuring 

the uniform application of law by the courts. The Curia, as such, is a special superior court, one 

of the four superior courts that are decisive to the functioning of the court system. Moreover, 

our situation is unique in this respect, too, as we have an exclusive intermediary role between 

the three other superior courts, namely the Constitutional Court, the Court of Justice of the 

European Union and the European Court of Human Rights, on one hand, and the courts of 

general competence, on the other hand. In this role we must balance the external judicial effects 

and must, at the same time, serve as an internal standard for the other courts. Therefore, the 

Curia must be solid, self-confident and reliable. 
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The means allocated to the intermediary and balancing role is the Fundamental Law-based task 

of ensuring both formally and normatively the uniform application of law. This is the task that 

we cannot assign, share, or distribute. Neither can we share the responsibility entailed thereby. 

And that responsibility is carried now by each of our individual decisions. In addition, the 

distinguished decisions, namely our uniformity decisions and uniformity complaints decisions 

are unavoidable by virtue of the law. The latter was further specified by the December 

amendment, recognizably in view of the motion of the President of the Curia filed with the 

Constitutional Court. Hence, with a reasonable interpretation of law there can no longer be an 

obstacle to its substantive application. 

However, the main means of ensuring the uniform application of law are not these, but the 

review procedures and the ordinary remedy procedures. We must ensure the uniform 

application and interpretation of the law that is in conformity with the Fundamental Law 

primarily through these. I find it very important to be constantly aware of the fact that albeit 

our decisions will determine the parties’ legal disputes, as to their effect none of our decisions 

will be confined to the case actually adjudicated. Each of our judgments and orders on the merits 

must accomplish the Curia’s task related to ensuring the uniform application of law, as each is 

the Curia’s decision. It is necessary therefore, that the decisions adopted by the various panels 

under various procedural regimes enforcing a variety of substantive legal norms, be consistent 

with each other. 

To reach a greater consistence, several tools are at our disposal. I have already mentioned closer 

cooperation among the Departments. Establishing and maintaining that cooperation will require 

enhanced efforts from the heads of the Departments. Without my asking about it, this issue 

emerged in the consultations of the previous months, too. It seems that the solution made 

possible by the December 2019 amendment, according to which the Departments may also be 

headed by a Vice-President, has remained alien to the thought of the Curia. It is not excluded 

that in a longer run it can be tried repeatedly, but I think for now it is wiser to listen to your 

advices and to return, via calls for applications to be published already in the next month, to the 

separation of the tasks of the Vice-Presidents and the Heads of Departments. 

The organisational weight of the Heads of Departments requires further strengthening, which I 

will do through the administrative means I have at my disposal. Part of this is the assignment 

of Deputy Heads of Department for facilitating the accomplishment of their tasks, and thereafter 

the publication of a call for applications. At the Civil Department such assignments have been 

in force to date but the Head of the Administrative Department, which is the largest in number 

and which carries out the most diverse and wide-ranging judicial activities in terms of the laws 

applied, has so far not received such assistance. I could reach immediate change by tasking two 

heads of panel to assist the Head of Department. Those two heads of panel who in the past years 

have actively, to the satisfaction of all of us, participated in the legislative and management 

tasks related to administrative adjudication. Similarly, in the Criminal Department I gave 

assignment to ensure transition. I hereby thank heads of panel Dr. Péter Hajnal, Dr. Kálmán 

Sperka and Dr. Zoltán Márki for having accepted their assignments. And I also thank head of 

panel Dr. Árpád Orosz and justice Dr. Rita Tánczos for continuing to undertake the 

responsibility. 

The tool for ensuring greater consistence of the jurisprudence of the Curia is provided by the 

December 2020 amendment. That amendment allows, in accordance with our own 

constitutional traditions and the practice of the superior courts of other countries, for a transition 

to adjudicative panels consisting of a greater number of justices. At the moment, I cannot tell 

you whether we can avail ourselves of this opportunity; and if yes, when we can do so. It 

requires further, probably several rounds of consultations, for I do not wish to take any hasty 

decision. For the time being it seems to be expedient to set up in the first round the genuine 
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grand panels, but the organisational transformation will not yet be followed by a shift from 

adjudication in judicial panels consisting of three justices. Some months may be sufficient for 

this. If an agreement has been reached on this, in the second round, in the autumn, at the earliest, 

operation in the new composition can start on a pilot basis, limited to certain fields of law and 

types of cases. And if all this proves to be successful then, at the earliest from the second half 

of next year, complete transition could be considered. 

In the past minutes I have talked about several means and measures which are closely 

interrelated and which serve, both individually and together, the more effective ensuring of the 

uniform application of law. There can be no doubt that they represent a variety of tasks the 

elements of which require permanent attention and coordination. As these tasks do not occur in 

specific fields of law but require a comprehensive approach involving all fields of law, my firm 

conviction is that the coordinated preparation of decisions is inconceivable without a Vice-

President. The call for applications is in preparation and pending the evaluation of the 

applications I have assigned the coordination tasks, obviously with limited competence, to head 

of panel Dr. András Patyi, who was assigned with these tasks a year ago by President Darák. 

Thank you very much, Professor for assisting me with your experience gained as a legal scholar, 

leader and justice and, specifically, by continuing to perform your role played in the modelling 

of the uniformity complaint procedure as well as the preparation of the fine-tuning of the 

regulation. 

Obviously, the implementation of the above plans depends, to a significant degree, on the size 

of the caseload. To our current knowledge, we will be able to fill out the framework set by the 

relevant laws but, as it was pointed out in the Minister’s statement of reasons attached to the 

Bill in December, the caseload statistics of 2020 are not suitable for a well-founded impact 

assessment. They, however, expressly provide us with the opportunity to rethink our case 

allocation regime. 

We can see that in the recent years the case allocation regime has become unduly and 

unilaterally accentuated. According to the results of the consultations mentioned above, this is 

at least a majority opinion at the Curia, too. As an unwanted side-effect of the excessive 

emphasis, the appearance may arise that only one adjudicative panel is lawful, independent and 

impartial, while all other panels, and especially the judicial leaders setting up the panels, are 

not. I must most definitely reject this in my own name and in the name of the Curia, once and 

for all. 

Nevertheless, we cannot ignore that the case allocation regime is regulated by the law. And to 

that fact great importance is attributed in remedy proceedings by the Curia, as well as by the 

Constitutional Court and the European superior courts. Duly or unduly, this topic has come to 

the fore again. Therefore, we cannot avoid thinking over, maybe in several steps, our case 

allocation regime, in particular its principles. 

As a first step, in the coming days we must repeatedly go through the text already discussed by 

the Departments. We must ensure that, while maintaining the traditions developed in the 

Departments, a case allocation system including the assignment of the concrete adjudicative 

panels is enforced. The two basic principles thereof, also in respect of the uniformity complaints 

panel, are the fixed order and seniority. Through these principles foreseeability, predictability 

and publicity can, in line with the laws and the Constitutional Court’s interpretation, be ensured 

in respect of the composition of the actually proceeding panels and the persons of the justices. 

A more serious change may only be necessary in respect of the Administrative Department, 

because I see that the organizational solutions required by the changes in competences that 

occurred last year, have not fully produced the desired effects. Especially the separation of the 

appeal and the review panels gives rise to concerns, but the adjudication of court orders also 
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needs reconsideration. I prepared my detailed plans by considering the suggestions received in 

the last couple of weeks as well as the size of the caseload. I will forward my detailed ideas to 

the Departments during this week and I ask the Departments to discuss them as soon as possible. 

The next step can be taken in accordance with the establishment of the genuine grand panels, 

the manner of which will be shaped together when the time comes. 

Honourable Plenary Session! 

I have formed all these initiatives by relying on your advices. Most of them concern the tasks 

of the near future. Of course, it is also necessary to pay attention to the longer term objectives. 

The authoritative past I have recalled allows us to plan our future with peaceful dignity. It allows 

us to determine our self-image not in comparison to other institutions but autonomously and 

independently. It even allows us not to necessarily stick to current legal fashions. 

We have to function as a Curia whose justices, as judges of the superior court of Hungary 

enjoying great authority, are able to harmonize the detailed dogmatic considerations necessary 

for the determination of the individual cases with the general requirement of enforcing the 

Fundamental Law. As the President of the Curia, my duty is to strive to do something every 

day, which makes it easier for you to bear the responsibility vested in you. A requisite means 

thereof is the maintenance and development of an advisory system providing personal 

assistance first to the panels and then, as a final objective, to the work of each justice. I will do 

my best so that this endeavour of mine may be perceptible very soon. 

Honourable Justices, honourable Plenary Session! 

Thank you for accepting me from my first working day at the Curia and for helping my 

preparation. I will continue to rely on your cooperation and you, too, can count on me. Within 

the framework of the laws, the public prosecution service of Hungary, the Bar Association, and 

everyone seeking the Curia’s decision can similarly rely on my cooperation. You can expect 

me to protect the authority and the autonomy of the Curia, and the independence of its justices. 

In all circumstances and against everyone. I will do so while bearing in mind that the Curia of 

Hungary may not be more independent than Hungary. I will do so, in strict abidance by the 

Fundamental Law and all other laws, if we face understanding or non-understanding from other 

persons. To this I ask for your support and for the help of God! 

Thank you for your kind attention and patience! 

(President Dr. András Zs. Varga, speech delivered to the Plenary Session of the Curia, on 11 

January 2021) 


