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SOMÉ PROBLEMS COHCERNING HUNGÁRIÁN 

PARLIAMENTAL HISTORY
At the outset let me express my gratitude fór your kind invitation and fór the oppor- 
tunity to take part in the work of this Committee.

I take it that before giving an overview of the present State of the research con- 
cerning parliamental history in Hungary, it would be fitting to outline the develop- 
ment leading up to the present situation.

The development of the history of law in Hungary after the Second World War 
can be divided in two periods:
A) the period between 1945 and 1956,
B) the period after 1956.
A) After the Second World War the marxist methods were gaining field in legal history, 
just as in every other field of Science. During this period there worked a qualified 
group of scientists, who, intending to apply the principles of historical materialism in 
their investigations, achieved remarkable results. It is enough to refer here to the mo- 
nographs of Ferenc Eckhart, György Bónis and Győző Ember.

To be sure, during this period legal history was nőt immuné to cheap vulgariza- 
tion, to schematic and oversimplifying ways o f seeing things — the natural by-products 
of the personality cult in Hungary. However, the scientific results themselves were 
nőt characterized by these mistakes. Instead, they pointed in the direction of filling in 
certain gaps, revealing formerly neglected topics, in particular, the analysis of the liv- 
ing conditions of the oppressed social strata in a society characterized by exploitation. 
Thus it happened that attention was drawn to the legal history of the Reform Éra and 
of the Hungárián Revolution and War of Independence of 1848—9, the State and the 
legal institutions of the Hungárián Soviet Republic and the legal thinking during the 
éra of Enlightment.
B) The social crisis of 1956 set back the development of legal history too. Social and 
political consolidation, however, brought better conditions fór this branch of huma- 
nities. In this period there increased the cooperation between legal historians and 
specialised jurists, disappeared the formerly fashionable demand fór pragmatism, and 
the authorities paid more attention, and provided more subsidies to help legal history.

In these times a new generation came to lead Hungárián legal history: Ödön Both 
in Szeged, Andor Csizmadia in Pécs, Kálmán Kovács and Pál Horváth in Budapest. 
These four legal historians, even if nőt on the same scale, and nőt with the same 
intansity in every field, significantly contributed to the intensification of legal his
torical research, to the amplification o f the field of studies and to the analysis o f the 
nearly 600 years of Hungárián legislation. Other legal historians alsó took their part in 
the analysis of the functioning of the feudal and the later parliamentary system.
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Bút even the united effortsoftheexperiencedscientistsand the younger generation 
could scarcely produce a complex and durable analysis of the topic. This is especially 
true fór the formation, functioning and effectiveness of the feudal national assembly. 
Fór a long time this topic has nőt received deeper analysis. Recently a positive change 
is palpable. Somé of our eminent legal historians has turnéd their attention toward the 
mechanism, specific features and functioning of Hungárián legislation in the feudal 
period.

In this new line of research I can point to two articles by György Bónis: „Die Un- 
garische Stadte am Ausgang des Mittelalters” and „From Feudal Representation to 
Popular Representation” . Both essays present the XVII-XIX centuries’ metamorpho- 
ses of Hungárián and Transylvanian national assemblies. Zsolt Trocsányi, in his book, 
discusses the national assemblies of Transylvania during the period of principality. 
Based on this book, Barna Mezey wrote, nőt long ago, about Rákóczi’s Hungárián and 
Transylvanian national assemblies. This line can be ended up with the work of our emi
nent colleague, who died this spring, Alajos Degré, who described the political activity 
and possible radius of activity of the county representatives in the feudal national 
assemblies.

Naturally, the legislative history of the bourgeois period forms a new chapter of the 
development of the institution. Nevertheless, the survival of certain medieval remnants 
in modem social process cannot be denied. The system of political representation and 
the legislative activity based on this system come from the Middle Ages. It is true, 
however, that parliamentary govemment has changed a lót from the primordial royai 
councils through the slowly developing feudal national assemblies, to the bourgeois 
representative system.

This development requires the extension of the field of investigations conceming 
parliamental history: when it comes to popular representation, the notion of the 
institution cannot be narrowed down to the mere organ of legislation. In this sphere 
we have to study alsó the realization of the bourgeois elective franchise, the effective
ness of the rules fór the purity of of the elections and, finally, the relationship be- 
tween legislation, the government and the head o f State. This situation as well as the 
official Science policy brought it about that the history of bourgeois parliamentary 
system became the favourite topic of legal historians. There is a great deal of mono- 
graphs, articles and scientific essays devoted to the topic. Firstly I can mention the 
monograph of Andor Csizmadia, which introduces us to the functioning of parlia
mentary govemment during the revolution of 1848-49. The work of Béla Sarlós, with 
an introduction to the history of politics, provides a fresh look at Hungárián parlia
mentary system during the last century of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. „The 
Electoral Jurisdiction of Hungary in 1848” by József Ruszoly analyses the sources of 
the effectiveness and several justifications of the democratic traditions. The work of 
Ferenc Pecze about the legal conditions of parliamentary representatives should alsó 
be mentioned here. Gyula Vargyai’s first monograph studies somé elements of parlia
mentary govemment in the first half of this century. Bút the history of legislation be- 
tween the two World Wars still needs further studies. We have, fór example, still to 
analyse the possibilities of the independent functioning of the parliament during the 
Horthy éra.
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Bút, fortunately, when trying to meet such and similar demands, we may confi- 
dently rely upon previous results as well as upon experiences provided by intemational 
con ferences like the present one.

Mihály T. Révész
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