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Abstract

After the Second World War, the Communist Party rose to power in Hungary with Soviet help. With the
adoption of the new Constitution in 1949, the country became a socialist state. As part of the socialist
transition, the country’s civil procedure was reshaped in 1951 and 1952 respectively. This paper focuses
on two main subjects. First, it examines the basic concepts and principles after codifying of the newly
adopted civil procedure code. A permanent question of the procedural codification is the distribution of
tasks between the parties and the judge, and the role of the court. Apart from this, principles emerged
previously unknown in procedural law. Secondly, the paper also analyses the role of the public prosecu-
tor in the procedure as a representative of the interest of the socialist state.
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Introduction

The first code of civil procedure was enacted as Act I of 1911, after thirty years of codi-
fication. With the adoption of Act I of 1911, the Hungarian procedural regulation turned
to the principles of orality, immediacy, and publicity, and one of the most important con-
sequences of this was the application of the principle of the unity of cause. According to
this rule, the parties had the right to submit new allegations and proofs until the closure
of the hearing (Section 221 sentence 2).? This meant that the Hungarian regulation, simi-
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larly to the German and Austrian ones, did not apply the so-called principle of contingent
cumulation (as a main rule anymore). However, in some cases, this principle was still
used in the new procedural regime as well (e.g., the dilatory defense of the defendant).
Act XXXIV of 1930, however, brought significant changes to this approach since the
principle of contingent cumulation prevailed in second-instance proceedings to avoid
undue delay in litigation.?

Based on the relationship between the parties and the court and their tasks in civil
litigation, Miklos Kengyel published a monograph,* in which he differentiated between
three models of civil procedure: the liberal, the social, and the socialist models. The dif-
ference between each model is the extent to which the disposition of parties and the prin-
ciple of party control of facts and the means of proof, and their opposites, the principle
of proceeding ex officio and the principle of investigation by the court, prevail.

(1) The liberal procedure. When the French civil procedure was codified in 1806, it
marked the beginning of the era of the so-called passive judges, which left “its mark on
the nineteenth century civil procedural law of almost all European states.”” The most im-
portant example of the liberal model, however, was the German Code of Civil Procedure
(hereinafter abbreviated as dZPO), when it was enacted in 1877. The civil law of that
time, true to its natural-legal starting points, considered the citizen as a rational person
who has no social function and exists only for himself. Man is not given by his empiri-
cal concrete existence, but as a person, as an individualistic and isolated individual, as
a general being that has no other characteristics than those which are peculiar to every
human being. Social differences do not exist for this thinking; in it all the social dif-
ferences of men are levelled.® The procedure was dominated by the party-prosecution
(Parteibetrieb), which could submit new arguments until the end of the last oral hearing
(without any possibility of precluding arguments), and they could adjourn the proceed-
ings without any reason.’

(2) The social procedure. When the Austrian Code of Civil Procedure of 1895 (here-
inafter abbreviated as 6ZPO) took effect in 1898, the era of the rather passive judges
ended.® Perhaps the most perplexing task which Franz Klein (“the superb drafter of the
Code”)’ faced in drafting the 6ZPO was the delineation of functions of the court and
the parties in a system intended to combine features of party-presentation and court-
prosecution.'® The 6ZPO realised the idea that civil procedure is a social institution of the
state (Sozialfunktion) where the judge should manage the case in a concentrated way to
give a just judgment as early as possible.'" Klein sought to introduce measures designed
to speed up proceedings, for example, the restriction of procedural objections, the limita-
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tion, if possible, to a single oral hearing, the shortening of time-limits and the prevention
of the adjournment of the hearing by request of the parties.!?

(3) The socialist procedure. According to Kengyel, the precursor of the socialist pro-
cedure was the Prussian General Judicial Ordinance of 1793 (hereinafter abbreviated as
AGO)." The Prussian reformers and rulers of the 18th century were both concerned with
finding out the substantive truth, and when they created the AGO, they thought that the
court should have the power to determine the facts ex officio in order to reach a correct
judgment.'* The ultimate goal was to establish the truth, a very distant idea from today’s
notion that court hearings are aimed at establishing the formal truth.!" Distrust of the
legal profession was also an essential element. Its tasks were to be taken over by court
officials. These ideas were accompanied by a principle of investigation with a duty of
truth on the part of the parties. Above all, judges had far-reaching powers.!

The truth as the ultimate goal was also a feature of the Soviet civil procedure, but its
aim was different: in the Prussian civil procedure, it was a question of judicial power
replacing the principle of contingent cumulation, while in the Soviet one, it was a ques-
tion of a concept that placed the seekers of rights as subordinate to the state interest.!”

1. The impact of the new Constitution on the judicial system

The National Assembly adopted a new constitution on 20 August 1949 (Act XX of
1949 on the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Hungary), which brought sig-
nificant changes to the judicial system of Hungary. Previously, it had four levels: dis-
trict courts, regional courts, regional courts of appeal, and the Curia as the supreme
court. This four-level judicial system was based on the Austrian one, with names be-
ing similar (in Austria, the names of the ordinary courts: Bezirksgericht, Gerichtshof,
Oberlandesgericht, Oberster Gerichtshof). According to Section 36 paragraph 1
of the Constitution, in the People’s Republic of Hungary, justice was administered by
the Supreme Court of the People’s Republic of Hungary, the higher courts, the county
courts and the district courts. Therefore, the parts of the judicial system were renamed,
because the new communist regime intended to dispose the “old bourgeois names.”!®
The higher courts were abolished on 31 December 1950 with Act IV of 1950 to:

[B]ring our judicial apparatus into organizational alignment with the council system and there-
by create the organizational preconditions for cooperation between the councils and the judiciary
conditions for the organization of the judiciary. This will involve abolishing the five higher courts
and five higher offices of public prosecutor in the country, because the council system does not
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have a territorial unit or council corresponding to the higher courts and higher offices of public
prosecutor.'

Thus, the system of the ordinary court had three levels in the communist era: the district
courts, the county court and the Supreme Court of the People’s Republic of Hungary.

2. Changes in the principles of civil procedure

2.1. The significance of basic principles (in general)

Every legal system has certain principles and legal institutions that are crucial to its struc-
ture.? The principles of civil procedure lay down the general and fundamental methods
of carrying out the tasks which are intended to achieve the purpose of the civil procedure
and provide guarantees for the performance of such tasks. They overlay the other legal
institutions of procedural law, the main provisions, and they set out the ideological con-
tent of the civil procedure.?! They lay down fundamental rights and obligations which
govern the procedural relations between litigants throughout the proceedings. They
are also important in that they provide for direct legal consequences and sanctions in the
event of a breach of certain principles. The principles guaranteeing the rule of law are
indispensable for the legislator, the court and the parties.?

The basic principles of the socialist civil procedural law were developed by Soviet ju-
risprudence in the 1940s and 1950s. After World War 11, the Central European countries
were forced to adopt the Soviet legal system and the results of Soviet science.?

2.2. The substantive truth as the original aim of the socialist civil procedure

After the adoption of the Constitution, “our law drafters were faced with an extremely
heavy burden, since they had to prepare new draft laws in all areas of law within a short
time and almost without exception, which met the requirements of the democratic social
order of the people in terms of content and form.”** The changes after the Hungarian
Communist Party acquired power resulted in the adoption of a new code of civil proce-
dure (Act III of 1952), which had a radically different approach than the previous one
(ActTof 1911).

The most significant change was the appearance of “truth” in the Code. According to
its original wording, the purpose of the Act was to ensure that disputes arising in proceed-
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ings before the courts in relation to the personal and property rights of citizens and the
property rights of the State and other legal persons are settled based on substantive truth
(Section 1). This was the first time that the Hungarian civil procedure regulated the role
of truth in the litigation.” It is to be noted that while the law was in force (between 1953
and 2017), the element of its purpose “to ensure the resolution of disputes” had remained
unchanged throughout; the way, however, it was achieved changed over the years.* The
appearance of “truth” in the text had three main reasons. First, after the World War II,
Hungary belonged — based on the decision of the Allies — to the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence. Secondly, based on the aforementioned, the emergence of the state apparatus of
a proletarian dictatorship or people’s democracy was also a key factor. Thirdly, the solu-
tion for the regulation of the Hungarian legal system adapted to the Soviet model.’
This paradigm shift is reflected in the part of the ministerial explanation that:

[U]nder the old Code of Civil Procedure [Act I of 1911], courts were generally obliged to apply
strict rules of law to the facts presented by the parties and the means of proof they indicated. The
Bill [Act III of 1952], on the other hand, takes the principled position that in civil litigation, disputes
must necessarily be settled by establishing the substantive truth and that it is therefore inadmissible
that this should not be the case, whether for lack of proper submissions or for any other reason.?®

One of the most striking proofs of this change of approach is the appearance of the
chapter of basic principles and the aim that “generally accepted principles of proce-
dural law, which had previously not been applied in practice, should now become living
propositions.”?

The legal literature has formulated this aim of civil litigation as the requirement of
“objective truth” (factual situation)*® and has made its finding the task of the court.®' It
is important to emphasize the pursuit of objective truth as an aim of the procedure, since
this is what distinguishes the 1952 Code of Civil Procedure from the Western codes of
litigation of the time, which, although they sought to achieve the substantive truth (con-
trary to the socialist positions of the time),*? did not have to enforce it unconditionally.
As Gyorgy Bonis, Alajos Degré and Endre Varga pointed out in 1961, the Code “is not
content with the bourgeois principle of formal truth but fully asserts the socialist prin-
ciple of the right of the disposition of parties and the principle of the party control of
facts and the means of proof, the publicity of negotiations, the equality of the parties, the
orality, the immediacy, etc.”

However, the legislator had already amended the wording of Section 1 in Act VIII of
1957, and the aim of the lawsuit became “truth” instead of the substantive truth. As early
as 1954, Laszl6 Névai pointed out that the Code of Civil Procedure had overemphasized
the substantive truth and acknowledged the role of jurisprudence in this problem:
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The responsibility must be shared by all of us, because the errors of our jurisprudence in relation
to so-called substantive truth were even more serious than the error discovered in Soviet science in
this respect, [...] we [...] have considerably expanded the content of the concept and have added
elements of evaluation and application of the law.>*

2.3. Principles ensuring the prevalence of the substantive truth

Sections 3—6 of the Code of Civil Procedure contained those regulations whose aim
was to ensure the prevalence the main purpose of the Code, the substantive truth. Névai
enumerates those guarantees and methods, which are regulated under these Sections: (a)
the court’s obligation to instruct the parties; (b) the socialist interpretation of the princi-
ple of the right of the disposition of the parties and the principle of the party control of
facts and the means of proof; (c) thoroughness; (d) speed; (e) acting in good faith; and
(f) freedom in the methods of taking of evidence.?

2.3.1. The socialist interpretation of the principle of the right of the disposition of
the parties and the principle of the party control of facts and the means of proof

According to Section 3 paragraph 1, the duty of the court was to seek to ascertain the
substantive truth in accordance with the purpose of the Code (Section 1). The court had
to also, of its own motion, ensure that the parties to the proceedings properly exercised
their rights and fulfilled their obligations in the proceedings. The court had to provide the
parties with the necessary information and warn them of their rights and obligations. As
Tamas Foldesi pointed out, the first sentence of the cited provision was partially in line
with Section 1. According to Section 3, the court had to seek to ascertain the substan-
tive truth, but Section 1 made the truth-finding an obligation of the court.’® The duty to
instruct was an important factor in the effective realization of the equality of the parties
in litigation. It provided the parties with a serious guarantee that they would have equal
opportunities to exercise their equal rights as declared in the Code of Civil Procedure,
and that their possible lack of information and their inferior financial situation would not
adversely affect their position in the proceedings.’” The right of disposition was the most
important principle of Hungary’s previous code of civil procedure, with Act I of 1911.
This was the principle which best suited the bourgeois economic and political aspira-
tions, as it expressed and secured the classical liberal-bourgeois conception of laissez-
-faire, the bourgeois “will,” in the perfect way.*®

According to Section 3 paragraph 2, the court ensured that cases were heard thor-
oughly and quickly ex officio. As Névai pointed out in 1953, the thorough and quick pro-
cedure is not a basic principle of civil procedure: “The text of the law does not support
their classification as a principle. They are merely subsidiary methods, the application of
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which promotes the objective truth and other principles of procedural law (the principle
of party control of facts and the means of proof, the principle of good faith).””**

According to Section 4 of the Code, the court was generally bound by the requests
and declarations made by the parties. However, a waiver of a right manifestly contrary to
the party’s legitimate interests was not required to be considered even if the party main-
tained it despite having been informed and warned by the court. The same applied to the
recognition of a right and to an agreement. The ministerial explanation emphasized that
the new Code of Civil Procedure “proposed that the court should ensure that the dispute
before it can be decided be in accordance with the substantive law and that, therefore,
the court has not only the right but also the duty to provide the parties with the necessary
information and to make all the necessary arrangements, both in terms of the conduct
of the proceedings and of the taking of evidence, to ensure that the substantive truth is
established.”*® According to Bonis, Degré and Varga, the main feature of the new social-
ist procedural order, in contrast to the bourgeois procedural order:

[I]s not only its simplicity and clarity, but also the fact that the court is obliged to warn the parties
of their rights and obligations, including the defects of certain statements of law or of their agre-
ement. The court is not only entitled but also obliged to order of its own motion such evidence as it
considers appropriate, whether the parties have requested it or not. This active judicial procedure is
a feature of the socialist principle of party control of facts and the means of proof.*!

It is worth mentioning, however, that in contrast to the socialist transcription of the princi-
ple of the right of disposition of the parties, the socialist version of the principle of the party
control of facts and the means of proof had not been established in the Hungarian Code of
Civil Procedure. A very moderate combination of the obligation of the parties to provide
evidence and the ex officio taking of evidence was developed, which protected Hungarian
civil lawsuits from the application of the principle of investigation by the court even in the
1950s.#2 The Code of Civil Procedure avoided changing the nature of civil proceedings and
giving them a character reminiscent of criminal proceedings by the predominance of ex of-
ficio taking of evidence.® The Supreme Court considered it necessary to conduct ex officio
taking of evidence primarily in proceedings concerning the public interest.*

2.3.2. The principle of acting in good faith

The principle of acting in good faith was the most important principle ensuring the prev-
alence of substantive truth.* The principle of acting in good faith was a result of the
development of civil procedural law based on a distinctively socialist legal concept.*®
The principle of the obligation of the parties to cooperate was based primarily on the
requirement of good faith. This was the main means by which the party could be induced
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to state the facts of the case to the best of its knowledge and to contribute to their estab-
lishment. It was the principle of good faith that provided the basis for the sanctions, not
only moral but also legal, and obliged the party to fulfil this obligation.*’

According to Section 5 paragraph 1, the parties were obliged to exercise their rights
in good faith. The court had to prevent any proceedings, acts or other conduct that were
intended to delay or that could lead to the delay or frustration of the proceedings or the
discovery of the substantive truth ex officio. The court had to warn the parties to exer-
cise their rights in good faith in the proceedings, including repeatedly as necessary. The
warning had to also cover the consequences of bad faith litigation.

The declaration of the principle of acting in good faith did not only mean the pro-
hibition of acting in bad faith, since it would then only oblige the party to refrain from
some conduct. The law also actively required the party, within the framework of the
principle of good faith, to do everything in their power to enable the court to establish
the true facts as soon as possible.*® Socialist procedural law thus took a stand on the
question of whether the parties to a civil action have only burdens or possibilities of
action and whether they are only burdened by the consequences of not exercising or
failing to exercise them, or whether they also have positive duties of action.*’ The law
drew the judge’s attention to the specific facts which are in conflict with those (acting
in bad faith) by stating that the conduct is active.>

On the part of the court, the law stated that it was obliged ex officio to prevent any acts
or other conduct that would or might lead to the delay of the trial or to the foil/full discov-
ery of the substantive truth. The court could do this by various acts of obstruction, which
Névai classified taxonomically under the category of obstruction, the primary purpose of
which was to ensure the establishment of objective truth and the legality of the proceed-
ings.’! Acting in bad faith could also have an impact on the merits of the case, since the
court also had to consider the conduct of the parties and assess how the positive or negative
conduct of a party should be assessed for the purpose of determining the facts.*

According to Section 5 paragraph 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the court had to
impose a fine on a party or representative who, either at the hearing or in a pleading, has
acted against his or her better knowledge or with gross negligence: (a) stated a fact about
the case which was proved to be false or denied a fact about the case which was proved
to be true; (b) omitted a fact which it must have known was important for the outcome of
the case; or (c¢) relied on manifestly unfounded evidence.

The socialist jurisprudence In the Eastern bloc was divided on the question of whether
acting in good faith was a basic principle of civil procedure or not. Laszldé Névai and
Jend Szilbereky thought that it would be appropriate for the socialist procedural juris-
prudence to draw a general conclusion from the broadly similar provisions of the codes
of civil procedure and acknowledge the basic nature of the requirement of good faith in
the socialist civil procedure.*
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2.4. The role of the public prosecutor in civil proceedings

According to Section 2 paragraph 1, the court could only rule in a civil proceeding upon
request. Such a request could usually be made by the party interested in the dispute.
This first sentence was the declaration of the traditional procedural principle of the right
of disposition of the parties. However, the public prosecutor was also entitled to bring
a civil action or to intervene in the interests of the State or of individual employees, at
any stage of the proceedings and in the interests of any party to the action. In the previ-
ous Code of Civil Procedure, Act I of 1911, the public prosecutor had no role in civil
litigations.

The originality of the public prosecutor’s office of the socialist states, its differences
from the previously known institution of the public prosecutor’s office, was primarily
determined by the fact that the public prosecutor’s office in the socialist countries was
no longer exclusively an organ of law enforcement, but had been given additional, sig-
nificant, new tasks which had substantially changed its former character.* According
to Section 42 paragraph 1 of the Constitution, the Prosecutor General of the People’s
Republic of Hungary is responsible for upholding the rule of law. The Code of Civil
Procedure provided a tool for the public prosecutor’s office to fulfill its task proscribed
in the Constitution. This conception of the public prosecutor’s civil procedural func-
tions brought together the functions of guarding the maintenance of socialist legality, the
enforcement of substantive truth and the defense of the interests of the state and of indi-
vidual workers.> The ideological basis of this provision was that “the bourgeois theory
of the plaintiff’s monopoly on the bringing of actions is incompatible with the socialist
principle of the right of disposition.”*

Conclusion

The new code of civil procedure was consisted of simplified versions of the old system.
Regarding the short period between the communist takeover and the codification of the
new law, the legislator did not have time to fulfill a more thorough legislation. Regarding
civil procedure, it can be stated that it had a socialist form, which was influenced by the
power of the court and the public prosecutor.

3% Névai, 4 szocialista polgari, 138.
5 Névali, “A magyar polgari,” 28.
56 Ibid., 34.

Artykuty — Articles



380 Krist6f Szivés

Bibliography

Legal sources

German Code of Civil Procedure of 30 January 1877. RGBI. No. 6/1877. Nr. 1166.

Gesetz vom 1. August 1895, iiber das gerichtliche Verfahren in biirgerlichen Rechtsstreitigkeiten
(Zivilprozessordnung). RGBI. Nr 113/1895.

Act I of 1911 on the Code of Civil Procedure.

Act XXXIV of 1930 on the simplification of jurisdiction.

Act XX of 1949 on the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Hungary.

Act IV of 1950 on the amendment of the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Hungary.

Act IIT of 1952 on the Code of Civil Procedure.

Act VIII of 1957 on the amendment of certain provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure.

Printed primary sources

Indokolas a Magyar Népkoztarsasag Alkotmanyanak modositasarol szolo térvényjavaslathoz, in
Az 1949. évi junius ho 8-ra dsszehivott Orszaggyilés iromadnyai 1. kotet, 228229 [Explana-
tion to the bill on the amendment of the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Hungary]
Budapest: Athenaecum, 1951. [=OGYI 1949. I. k. 46. ir.].

Indokolas a polgari perrendtartasrol sz6lo torvényjavaslathoz, in Az 1949. évi junius ho 8-ra os-
szehivott Orszaggyiilés iromanyai II. kétet, 68—90. [Explanation to the bill on the code of civil
procedure] Budapest: Jogi és Kozgazdasagi Konyvkiado, 1964. [=OGYT 1949. 1I. k. 56. ir.].

Indokolas a polgari perrendtartas bizonyos rendelkezéseinek modositasardl szolo térvényjavas-
lathoz, in [Explanation to the bill on the amendment of certain provisions of the Code of Civil
Procedure].

Secondary sources

Ahrens, Martin. Prozessreform und einheitlicher Zivilprozess. Einhundert Jahre legislative Reform
des deutschen Zivilverfahrensrechts vom Ausgang des 18. Jahrhunderts bis zur Verabschiedung
der Reichszivilprozessordnung [Procedural Reform and Uniform Civil Procedure. One Hundred
Years of Legislative Reform of German Civil Procedural Law from the End of the 18th Century
to the Adoption of the Imperial Code of Civil Procedure]. Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007.

Ahrens, Martin. “Entwicklungslinien des deutschen Zivilverfahrensrechts” [Lines of Develop-
ment of German Civil Procedure]. Annales 62, no. 1 (2023): 7-25.

Baldzs, Petra; Szabd, Patrik Andras. “A felek igazmondasi kotelezettsége a polgari perben” [The
Obligation of the Parties to Tell the Truth in Civil Procedure]. FORVM. Publicationes Disci-
plorum lurisprudentiae 3, no. 1 (2021): 7-31.

Baur, Fritz. “Vom Wert oder Unwert der Prozessgrundsitze” [The Value or Lack of Value of
Procedural Principles]. In: Studi in onore di Tito Carnacini, 2, 27-40. Milano: Giuffre, 1984.

Bonis, Gyorgy; Degré Alajos; Varga Endre. 4 magyar birdsagi szervezet és perjog torténete [The
History of the Hungarian Judicial System and Procedural Law]. Zalacgerszeg: Magyar Jogasz
Egylet Zala Megyei Szervezete, 1996.

Artykuty — Afrticles



Changes in the Concept and the Basic Principles of the Hungarian Civil Procedure. .. 381

Cappelletti, Mauro. “Social and Political Aspects of Civil Procedure: Reforms and Trends in
Western and Eastern Europe.” Michigan Law Review 69, no. 5 (1971): 847-86.

Foldesi, Tamas. “A jogban alkalmazott igazsag terminusrol és annak hattérbe szorulasarol a magy-
ar polgari eljarasjog tijabb fejlddésében” [On the Definition of Truth Applied in the Law and
its Decline in the Newest Development of the Hungarian Civil Procedure]. Magyar Jog 50,
no. 8 (2003): 467-73.

Gottwald, Peter. “Defeating Delay in German Civil Procedure.” In: The Law'’s Delay. Essays on
Undue Delay in Civil Litigation, ed. C.H. van Rhee, 121-9. Antwerp—Groningen: Intersentia,
2004.

Hamori, Vilmos. “A peres felek kotelezettségei a polgari perben” [Obligation of the Parties in
Civil Procedure]. Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 17, no. 10 (1962): 642-51.

Homburger, Adolf. “Functions of Orality in Austrian and American Civil Procedure.” Buffalo Law
Review 20, no. 1 (1970): 9-40.

Horvath, Attila. A szovjet tipusu diktatiira alkotmany- és jogtorténete Magyarorszagon [The Con-
stitutional and Legal History of the Soviet-style Dictatorship in Hungary]. Budapest: Ludovi-
ka Egyetemi Kiado, 2024.

Juhészné Zvolenszki, Aniké. “Polgari eljarasjogunk egyes idészerti alapelveir6l” [On Certain To-
pical Principles of our Civil Procedural Law]. Acta Universitatis Szegediensis. Acta Juridica
et Politica 58, no. 1-41 (2000): 259-83.

Juhédszné Zvolenszki, Aniko. “A Pp. L. fejezetének multja, jelene, jovoje, avagy a térvény célja és
alapelvei a kodifikaciok tiikrében” [Past, Present and Future of Chapter I of the Code of Civil
Procedure, or the Purpose and Principles of the Law in the Light of Codifications]. In: Lege et
fide. Unnepi tanulmdanyok Szabé Imre 65. Sziiletésnapjara, eds. Gellén, Klara; Gorog, Marta,
262-73. Szeged: lurisperitus, 2016.

Kengyel, Miklos. “A rendelkezési €s a targyalasi elv a Polgari perrendtartas 1995. évi modositasa
utan” [The Right of the Disposition of the Parties and the Principle of the Party Control of
Facts and the Means of Proof After the 1995 Amendment of the Code of Civil Procedure].
Magyar Jog 43, no. 5 (1996): 278-85.

Kengyel, Miklos. 4 biréi hatalom és a felek rendelkezési joga a polgari perben [The Judicial Po-
wer and the Right of the Disposition of the Parties in Civil Procedure]. Budapest: Osiris, 2003.

Kengyel, Miklés. “Az6tvenéves Polgari perrendtartas—atorvény keletkezésétél arendszervaltasig”
[The Fifty-Year-Old Code of Civil Procedure — from the Codification until the Fall of Commu-
nism]. In: 50 éves a polgari perrendtartas, 95-116. Pécs: Dialog Campus, 2003.

Kengyel, Miklos. Magyar polgari eljarasjog [Hungarian Civil Procedure]. Budapest: Osiris,
2014.

Németh, Janos. “A polgari perjogunk fejlédése a felszabadulas ota” [The Development of Our
Civil Procedure Since Liberation]. Magyar Jog 32, no. 3—4 (1985): 284-301.

Névai, Laszlo. “A magyar polgari perjog alapelvei” [The Basic Principles of the Hungarian Civil
Procedure]. In: 4 magyar polgdri perjog f6bb kérdései, 11-43. Budapest: Jogi és Allamigaz-
gatasi Konyv- és Folyoiratkiado, 1953.

Névai, Lasz16. “A Pp. reformjanak kérdéséhez” [On the Reform of the Code of Civil Procedure].
Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 9, no. 5 (1954): 190-2.

Névai, Laszl6. “A torvényesség, az igazsagossag és a neveld feladat a polgari eljarasban” [Legali-
ty, Truth and the Educational Function in Civil Procedure]. Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 13, no. 10
(1958): 383-9.

Névai, Laszl6. “A birdi pervezetés a magyar polgari eljarasjogban” [Judicial Case Management in
Hungarian Civil Procedure]. Jogtudomdanyi KézIlény 17, no. 10 (1962): 515-22.

Névai, Laszlo. “A polgari per hatékonysaganak problémaja a gazdasagiranyitas uj rendszerében”
[The Problem of the Efficiency of Civil Procedure in the System of the New Economic Con-
trol]. Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 25, no. 10 (1970): 513-23.

Artykuty — Articles



382 Krist6f Szivés

Névai, Laszlo. “Alapvetd elvek” [Fundamental Principles]. In: A polgdri perrendtartas
magyardzata, ed. Névai, Laszlo; Szilbereky, Jend, 53—200. Budapest: Kozgazdasagi és Jogi
Konyvkiado, 1976.

Névai, Laszl6. 4 szocialista polgari eljarasjog elméleti alapkérdései [The Fundamental Questions
of the Socialist Civil Procedure]. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1987.

Névai, Laszlo; Szilbereky, Jend. Polgari eljarasjog [Civil Procedure]. Budapest: Tankonyvkiado,
1968.

Novak, Istvan. “A rendelkezési elv uj polgari perrendtartasunkban” [The Right of the Disposition
of the Parties in Our New Code of Civil Procedure]. Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 8, no. 4 (1953):
159-62.

Novak, Istvan. “Birsagproblémak a Pp. 5. §-anak tiikkrében” [Problems with Fines in Accordance
with Section 5 of the Code of Civil Procedure]. Jogtudomanyi Kozlony 31, no. 10 (1976):
851-9.

Novak, Istvan. “Az eltiint »igazsag« nyomaban” [In the Steps of the Lost “Truth]. Magyar Jog 48,
no. 11 (2001): 666-70.

Oberhammer, Paul. “Speeding Up Civil Litigation in Austria: Past and Present Instruments.”
In: The Law's Delay: Essays on Undue Delay in Civil Litigation, ed. C.H. van Rhee, 207-32.
Antwerp—Groningen: Intersentia, 2004.

Stipta, Istvan. “A modern eljarasjog kialakuldsanak idészaka (1848—1945)” [The Era of the Estab-
lishment of Modern Procedural Law (1848—1945)]. In: Magyar jogtirténet, ed. Mezey Barna,
442-66. Budapest: Osiris, 2007.

Szivos, Kristof. “Das freie Vorbringen und seine Begrenzung nach der Kodifikation des unga-
rischen Zivilprozessrechts” [The Free Submission and its Boundaries after the Codification
of the Hungarian Civil Procedure]. Journal on European History of Law 13, no. 2 (2022):
114-20.

Szivos, Kristof. “Changes in the Right of Novelty in Hungarian Civil Procedure in the Interwar
Period.” Krakowskie Studia z Historii Panstwa i Prawa 15, no. 2 (2022): 245-59. DOI: 10.4
467/20844131KS.22.017.15720.

Szivos, Kristof. “A perelhtizas liberalis szankciorendszerének XIX. szazadi kialakuldsa a német
jogteriileten” [The Evolvement of Liberal Sanctions Against Undue Procedural Delay in Ger-
many in the 19th Century]. lustum Aequum Salutare 18, no. 4 (2022): 81-96.

Ujlaki, Laszl6. “Visszaélés a joggal a polgari eljarasban” [Abuse of Rights in Civil Procedure].
Jogtudomanyi Kézlony 46, no. 9 (1989): 455-61.

Van Rhee, C.H. “Civil Litigation in Twentieth Century Europe.” Tijdschrift voor Rechtsgeschie-
denis 75, no. 3 (2007): 307-20.

Wassermann, Rudolf. Der soziale Zivilprozefs. Zur Theorie und Praxis des Zivilprozesses im so-
zialen Rechtsstaat [The Social Civil Procedure: Theory and Practice of the Civil Procedure in
the Social State of Law]. Darmstadt: Luchterhand, 1978.

Artykuty — Afrticles





