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Executive summary 

Hungary’s geographic position and its special relations 

with the neighbouring countries have always determined 

the Hungarian position and approach to European initiatives 

and cooperation in the field of security, freedom and justice. 

Because of border changes in the 20th century, a significant 

number of people of Hungarian nationality live in the 

neighbouring countries. 1  Accordingly, Hungarian 

governments handled the protection and extension of 

Hungarian minorities’ rights as a priority and a cornerstone 

of Hungarian foreign policy. Thus, after EU accession the 

Hungarian governments’ well-considered interest was to 

join the Schengen area and to support neighbouring states 

in the same efforts. Due to this close connection, visa 

liberalization for non-EU member neighbouring countries is 

also a crucial element of Hungarian policy making. 

Moreover, Hungary is one of the Eastern border 

countries of the Schengen area and this geographic position 

generates specific interests related to border defence, 

migration and refugee policy, and fight against terrorism as 

well as international organized crime.  

The Schengen area, migration and asylum policy and 

the further development of cooperation in security related 

issues (terrorism, cross-border organized crime) will be 

politically sensitive, but important priorities for Hungary. In 

addition, some specific issues with visible Hungarian 

interest will be also mentioned. 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

1 In Romania more than 1.3 million, in Slovakia more than 450 
thousands, in Ukraine more than 100 thousands and in Serbia ca. 
250 thousands but there are Hungarian communities in Austria 

Retrospective part - Top priorities of 

Hungary in the past 10 years 

During the last decade, Justice and Home Affairs 

became an intensely developed field of cooperation within 

the European Union. Institutional reforms in the EU are 

essential to analysing how member states formulates its 

position. Justice and Home Affairs used to function under 

the ‘Third Pillar’ of the EU established by the ‘Maastricht 

Treaty’, which covered policies under the decision-making 

competence of the Council. As a result of the ‘Treaty of 

Amsterdam’, competences of other EU institutions started 

to expand. The institutional and decision-making reform 

reached a turning point by the ‘Lisbon Treaty’, which 

reshaped the institutional ownership related to the area of 

freedom, security and justice. It strengthened the 

competence of the Commission and reconfirmed the co-

legislator status of the European Parliament. At the same 

time, the interpretative and review powers of the Court of 

Justice were enhanced. Parallel to these developments, 

exclusive policy-planning and decision-making competences 

of the Council and the European Council narrowed down. As 

the European Parliament and Commission gained a more 

active role, the different visions of EU institutions started to 

compete with each other in regards to policy planning, 

implementation and control. 

The objectives and tasks of European policy-making 

within the scope of the area of freedom, security and justice 

are determined in five-year programmes. Substantial parts 

of ambitious objectives and of comprehensive proposals 

drawn up by the programmes2 have been fulfilled but the 

efficiency of state-level implementation have lagged behind 

expectations. In addition, unforeseeable internal and 

external challenges (Arab Spring, economic crisis) have 

made it difficult to make progress in strengthening the 

cooperation between member states. Consequently, in the 

next multiannual programme Member States will be likely to 

(more than 50 thousands), in Croatia (ca. 14000) and in Slovenia 
(around 6000) too. 
2  Tampere Programme (1999), Hague Programme (2004) and 
Stockholm Programme (2009) 
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confirm the results obtained so far and to promote the 

implementation of rules rather than setting daring new 

goals.  

Cooperation in Justice and Home Affairs was a priority 

for Hungary from the very beginning of its European 

integration process. Nevertheless, policies within the scope 

of the “area of freedom, security and justice” are usually 

interconnected, one dependent on the other, and one built 

on another. Furthermore, Hungarian accession to the EU, 

and later on to the Schengen area affected relations 

between Hungary and its non-EU member neighbours.  

 

The Schengen area 
One of the highest priorities of Hungary after 

becoming a member of the European Union was the 

accession to the Schengen area.3 For Hungary, as well as 

for other new Member States in the region, the Schengen 

accession had an outstanding significance: it meant the real 

breakdown of boundaries between the ‘West’ and the 

democratized ‘Eastern bloc’. The Hungarian people 

considered the freedom of movement within Europe as one 

of the most important benefits of EU membership.4  

During the preparation for EU accession, Hungary was 

the first among the EU-candidates to close the Justice and 

Home Affairs chapter in November 2001, 5  and the 

Commission took the ‘Hungarian Action Plan for the 

Schengen Accession’6 as a model for other candidates and 

based its position on that.7 The Action Plan included the 

tasks of legal harmonization and institutional development, 

supplemented with a time schedule to establish the 

necessary bilateral contracts. 

                                                      

3  http://www.parlament.hu/irom37/15642/15642.pdf (Report of 
the Government of the Republic of Hungary on the issues related 
to the EU membership of the Republic of Hungary and on the 
situation of the European integration; 2004, p29) 
4  http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb61/nat_hu.pdf 
(EUROBAROMETER 2004.1, Nemzeti Jelentés: Magyarország, p28) 
5 http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-tema-schengen4-
html.html (Bruxinfo: Bel- és igazságügy is kipipálva) 
6  The Hungarian government prepared and submitted to the 
Commission the first Schengen Action Plan in 2001.  

Almost immediately after the 2004 enlargement, six 

Central European Member States (the so- called Salzburg 

Group)8 urged the Commission to clarify the schedule of 

Schengen enlargement. The ‘Hague Programme’ included a 

political decision regarding Schengen accession of the new 

member states, and scheduled the full membership for 

October 2007. The Justice and Home Affairs Council (JHA 

Council) elaborated a two-stage evaluation mechanism to 

examine the preparedness of the Schengen candidates: the 

first in 2006 focused on provisions not directly connected to 

second generation Schengen Information System II (SIS II) 

while leaving those connected to SIS II to 2007. Hungary 

was seriously committed to fulfil the Schengen criteria; 

therefore, in December 2004 the Hungarian Ministry of 

Home Affairs indicated to the Council its readiness to 

commence the evaluation process from the beginning of 

2006.9  

A crucial prerequisite for meeting the deadline of the 

Schengen enlargement was the adoption of the legal basis 

for SIS II by the Council no later than summer of 2006. 

Nevertheless, by September it became apparent that the 

final Council decision on SIS II suffered insurmountable 

delay. The Commission and some of the Member States, 

most notably Germany designated the year 2009 as a 

realistic new target date for Schengen enlargement. 

Hungary with its allies (V4 countries, Baltic states, 

Austria, Slovenia) tried every possible way to achieve the 

retention of the original target date. Heads of State of the 

Visegrad countries concluded on their meeting in 

September 2006 that their states had been prepared for 

accession, and that they would consider the postponement 

of the Schengen enlargement discriminatory. In October, 

the European Parliament decided on the legislative package 

7  http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-virtszerk-schengen4-
html.html (Bruxinfo: Bel- és igazságügy is kipipálva) 
8 The Salzburg Forum is a cooperation of interior ministers of 8 
Central European states (originally the V4 countries, Austria, 
Slovenia, in 2005 joined Romania and Bulgaria). See also 
http://www.salzburgforum.org/ 
9  http://www.parlament.hu/irom37/15642/15642.pdf (Report of 
the Government of the Republic of Hungary on the issues related 
to the EU membership of the Republic of Hungary and on the 
situation of the European integration; 2004, p30) 

http://www.parlament.hu/irom37/15642/15642.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb61/nat_hu.pdf
http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-tema-schengen4-html.html
http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-tema-schengen4-html.html
http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-virtszerk-schengen4-html.html
http://bruxinfo.hu/cikk/00000000-bruxinfo-virtszerk-schengen4-html.html
http://www.salzburgforum.org/
http://www.parlament.hu/irom37/15642/15642.pdf
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related to creation of SIS II. Hungarian MEPs 10  also 

contributed to the debate and emphasised that the abolition 

of internal border controls is one of the most important 

achievements of the European Union. On 13 November 

2006 at the Foreign Affairs Council meeting in Brussels, the 

Visegrad and the Baltic states negotiated Schengen 

enlargement together, and they signed a joint communique 

on their common will to join according to the original 

timetable.11 Finally, the JHA Council meeting in December 

decided to install the SISone4all – a modified version of the 

SIS1+ – as it was proposed by the Portugal Presidency,12 

and scheduled the abolition of checks at internal land and 

sea borders by the end of 2007, and in the case of air 

borders by the 29th of March 2008. When the first round of 

evaluation of candidates was completed in December 2006, 

preparedness of Hungary was outstanding; consequently it 

was the only candidate which did not have to face ‘follow 

up’ visits.13  

Besides its own accession to the Schengen area, 

Hungary has handled as a priority the Schengen 

membership of neighbouring countries as well: on the one 

hand, the contemporaneous accession of Hungary, Slovenia 

and Slovakia, on the other hand the accession of the 

subsequently arriving EU-Members such as Romania, 

Bulgaria and Croatia.  

For the Hungarian Presidency in 2011, the Schengen 

accession of Romania and Bulgaria has been one of the 

most important priorities,14 however, the lack of political 

support from other member states (namely Germany, the 

Netherlands, France, and Finland) has prevented this 

objective. The technical evaluation of the two countries 

                                                      

10 (Kinga Gál – Fidesz, Magda Kósáné Kovács – MSZP) 
11 http://www.visegradgroup.eu/official-
statements/documents/statement-of-the 
(Statement of the Visegrad-4 and Baltic-3 Foreign Ministers, 
Brussels, 13.11.2006) 
12  Portugal Presidency proposed to enlarge the Schengen area 
using on updated version of SIS I, this allowed the retention of the 
target date.  
13 http://www.euroskop.cz/gallery/8/2564-
d87d7ab1ecc377abdc5ddfa2eecec92a.pdf 
(Council Conclusions on Schengen Evaluation on New Member 
States (JHA Council meeting, Brussels, 18.09.2007) 
14 
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HU_PRES_STRONG

concluded positive results in 2009-2010, but the half-yearly 

reports of Cooperation and Verification Mechanism (CVM) 

identified serious shortages in the judicial system, and a 

failure to fight against organized crime and corruption. 

Although the positive CVM reports are not explicit 

prerequisites of the Schengen accession, the abolition of 

internal border checks is also a question of trust between 

member states. Another factor that hampered the 

Romanian and Bulgarian accession was the ‘Arab spring’, 

and the massive inflow of immigrants and asylum seekers 

in 2011. Because of the Hungarian Presidency’s efforts to 

push forward the case of Schengen enlargement, the JHA 

Council in June stated that both candidates are prepared for 

proper implementation of the Schengen acquis, but delayed 

the final decision on their membership to the second 

semester of the year. 15  Unfortunately, neither the 

subsequent Polish Presidency, nor the later presidencies 

were able to achieve remarkable progress in this field, so 

Romania and Bulgaria are still waiting for the Council’s 

decision. In 2013, Croatia also became an EU member state, 

and the Croatian government plans to fulfil the Schengen 

criteria by the summer of 2015.16 

It can be stated that Hungary often acted as a policy 

taker in this policy area, but in some significant cases 

(pushing on Schengen enlargement); it played a policy 

driver role. Hungarian interests with regard to the Schengen 

area are typically identical or similar to other new member 

states’ interests, especially the interests of the other 

Visegrad countries and the Baltic States. Austria was also 

an important ally for new Member States given that after 

the Schengen accession of Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary and 

_EUROPE_EN_3.pdf (Strong Europe, The programme of the 
Hungarian Presidency of the Council of the European Union, p13, 
p25) 
15 
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HUPRES_EREDMEN
YEK_EN.pdf (Six months in the service of a stronger Europe, 
Overview of the Hungarian Presidency of the Council of the 
European Union, p21, p66) 
16  http://www.tagesspiegel.de/politik/kroatien-zagreb-will-2015-
dem-schengen-raum-beitreten/6758126.html Albrecht Meier: 
Zagreb will 2015 dem Schengen-Raum beitreten. Der Tagesspiegel. 
 

http://www.visegradgroup.eu/official-statements/documents/statement-of-the
http://www.visegradgroup.eu/official-statements/documents/statement-of-the
http://www.visegradgroup.eu/official-statements/documents/statement-of-the
http://www.visegradgroup.eu/official-statements/documents/statement-of-the
http://www.euroskop.cz/gallery/8/2564-d87d7ab1ecc377abdc5ddfa2eecec92a.pdf
http://www.euroskop.cz/gallery/8/2564-d87d7ab1ecc377abdc5ddfa2eecec92a.pdf
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HU_PRES_STRONG_EUROPE_EN_3.pdf
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HU_PRES_STRONG_EUROPE_EN_3.pdf
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HUPRES_EREDMENYEK_EN.pdf
http://www.eu2011.hu/files/bveu/documents/HUPRES_EREDMENYEK_EN.pdf
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/politik/kroatien-zagreb-will-2015-dem-schengen-raum-beitreten/6758126.html
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/politik/kroatien-zagreb-will-2015-dem-schengen-raum-beitreten/6758126.html
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/meier-albrecht/5264562.html
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the Czech Republic, Austria no longer had external 

Schengen land borders. For similar reasons, Schengen 

membership of Romania and Croatia in the first place, and 

the Bulgarian accession as well, even though the latter is 

not an adjacent country to Hungary, would be 

advantageous for Hungary.  

 

Relation with non-EU member neighbouring 

states 
The Hungarian governments were already aware in 

the 1990s that there would probably be a period when 

Hungary would be a Schengen member while some of the 

neighbouring states with considerable Hungarian minority 

would remain outside of the Schengen borders. They also 

identified three lines of activities, two at EU level (shaping 

the Schengen regulations from ‘inside’ and shortening the 

transition period) and one at national level (exploiting 

bilateral possibilities). 17  It was a clear standpoint of 

Hungary that it is its national interest to maintain the 

connection with the Hungarian minorities living in non-EU 

member neighbouring states, and “to prevent the 

establishment of a new ‘iron curtain’ along the external 

borders of the country.”18 Thus, parallel with the Schengen 

preparation the Hungarian government also paid serious 

attention to the shaping of the European visa policy.  

In addition, Hungary has had a special interest in local 

border traffic regulation, because the overwhelming 

majority of Hungarian minorities in neighbouring states live 

near the borders with Hungary. The Commission submitted 

its first proposal in 2003 with the aim to lay down the 

                                                      

17  Krisztina Berta (Head of Consular Department, MFA): A 
Schengeni kihívások és tapasztalatok. Lecture at the conference 
„Határon innen és határon túl – integráció és migráció a Kárpát-
medencében”, 15-17.10.2008. Noszvaj) 
18 http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060216-vizum-helyett-
kishatarforgalmi-engedelyt-adna-ki-az-ep.html, 
 (Bruxinfo: Vízum helyett kishatárforgalmi engedélyt adna ki az EP. 
Mr. István Szent-Iványi, Hungarian observer in EP used in his 
speech the term „iron curtain”.) 
19 http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20040422-tamogatja-a-konnyitett-
kishatarforgalmat-a-parlament.html, 
 (Bruxinfo: Támogatja a könnyített kishatárforgalmat a Parlament) 
20 (István Szent-Iványi – SZDSZ, József Szájer – Fidesz) 

legislative basis for local border traffic regimes before the 

2004 enlargement, but for different reasons the decision on 

the decree was delayed until December 2006. With the 

changes to decision-making procedures, the European 

Parliament gained a major role by its co-decision rights on 

visa policy issues. Moreover, some member states and 

candidates, among them Hungary, found the draft of the 

Commission to be too restrictive. In April 2004, the 

European Parliament discussed the proposal 19  and 

formulated its amendment. Hungarian observers 

participating in the work of the EP20 were initiators of some 

amendments which included changes such as an increase 

the timeframe of the stay and a more flexible definition of 

a border zone.21 Hungary acted in this case as a policy 

shaper and succeeded in the enforcement of its national 

interest.22  

Driven by national interest, Hungary acted as a policy 

killer in some particular issues. For instance, in 2004 the 

proposal to regulate at EU level the reference amount of 

financial resources needed for a third country citizen to 

enter the EU 23  was unacceptable for Hungary and a 

Hungarian veto prevented its adoption. Nevertheless, the 

voting requirement of unanimity changed to qualified 

majority in visa policy issues, and the JHA Council in 

February 2006 adopted ‘Schengen Borders Code’, although 

Hungary continued to vote against the proposal. Gábor 

Juhász, the State Secretary of the Ministry of Home Affairs 

made it clear, 24  that – even assuming the risk of an 

infringement proceeding against the country – Hungary 

21 http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041122-magyarorszag-a-
kishatarforgalmi-rendszer-elfogadasat-surgeti.html 
(Bruxinfo: Magyarország a kishatárforgalmi rendszer elfogadását 
sürgeti) 
22 The first local traffic agreement entered into force in 2008, and 
nearly 90 percent of Hungarians living in Ukraine became to be 
entitled for the local border traffic license. 
23 The recommended amount was between 40 and 60 euros per 
day, which would have been the multiple of the Hungarian 
imposition (1000 forints per entry). 
24 http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060223-magyarorszagnak-nem-
sietos-a-hatarkodex-alkalmazasa.html 
(Bruxinfo: Magyarországnak nem sietős a határkódex alkalmazása 

http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060216-vizum-helyett-kishatarforgalmi-engedelyt-adna-ki-az-ep.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060216-vizum-helyett-kishatarforgalmi-engedelyt-adna-ki-az-ep.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20040422-tamogatja-a-konnyitett-kishatarforgalmat-a-parlament.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20040422-tamogatja-a-konnyitett-kishatarforgalmat-a-parlament.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041122-magyarorszag-a-kishatarforgalmi-rendszer-elfogadasat-surgeti.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041122-magyarorszag-a-kishatarforgalmi-rendszer-elfogadasat-surgeti.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060223-magyarorszagnak-nem-sietos-a-hatarkodex-alkalmazasa.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20060223-magyarorszagnak-nem-sietos-a-hatarkodex-alkalmazasa.html
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would postpone the implementation of the Code as long as 

possible.25 

Raising the Schengen visa fees was another question 

where Hungary adopted both the role of a policy killer, 

partly policy shaper role. In 2006, the JHA Council discussed 

an increase in Schengen visa fees from 35 to 60 euros. 

Hungary – together with other 14 Member States – formed 

a blocking minority to hinder the proposal. The Austrian 

Presidency revised the proposal taking into consideration 

the suggestions of the opponent Member States: Hungary 

– along with Greece – played an outstanding role in shaping 

the regulation and achieved several discounts for citizens of 

Western Balkan States. 

Hungary was also very active in urging the EU to 

conclude visa facilitation agreements with non-EU member 

states of the Western Balkan and post-Soviet regions. 

Although the EU visa policy linked the possibility of 

concluding visa facilitation agreements to simultaneous 

signature of readmission agreements, the first negations 

started in November 2006 (Serbia and Macedonia), and on 

1st of January of 2008 the visa facilitation agreements with 

Ukraine, Moldova and some Western Balkan states (Albania, 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia) 

entered into force. Hungary is in favour of the allowance of 

the visa-free status to these states, especially to Serbia. In 

2008, the Commission prepared road maps to achieve the 

visa-free status for five Western Balkan states. For the 

abolition of visa obligation, each of them was required to 

accomplish a comprehensive reform of their justice and 

home affairs area. Since December 2009 for citizens of 

Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia and since December 

2010, nationals of Albania and Bosnia-Herzegovina can 

enter the Schengen area without a visa as long as they hold 

biometric passport. 

Hungary has a strong interest in maintaining close 

relations with Croatia as well. Croatia had a special status 

                                                      

25 The aim of the postponement was to gain time and conclude new 
agreements with neighbouring third countries for the purpose of 
implementing a local border traffic regime. 
26 Croatia had similar bilateral agreements with Slovenia and with 
Italy as well. 

among the Western Balkan states being an official EU-

candidate since 2004. In addition, since 2000, a special 

border control protocol was applied to the Hungarian-

Croatian border. Namely, Hungarian and Croatian citizens 

could cross the common border without a passport and 

identify themselves through their identity cards.26 In order 

to maintain this allowance for Croatian citizens, the 

countries concerned (Croatia, Slovenia, Italy and Hungary) 

initiated a long discussion within the EU and especially with 

the Commission. Finally, in June 2007 Portugal Presidency 

recommended a solution acceptable for all parties, including 

the Legal Service of the Commission; the Croatian 

government classified identity cards as a travel document 

and the three affected Schengen members could decide in 

national competence about its acceptance as such.27 

In sum, Hungary's position regarding European visa 

policy was driven by its national interest of maintaining 

close connections with neighbouring states, and especially 

with Hungarians living in neighbouring states. Hungary 

supported proposals, which favoured closer relations and 

opposed those initiatives with the possibility of hindering 

contacts with neighbouring states. 

 

Asylum and immigration  
The theme of asylum has a symbolic and historic 

relevance for Hungary as following the fall of the 1956 

revolution, two hundred thousand Hungarians found their 

new home and built   new life in other countries. In turn, 

during the Balkan wars of the 1990s Hungary served as a 

refuge for many of those who had lost their homes.  

For Hungary, EU integration brought a notable change 

in the field of migration and refugee policies as the national 

competence in regulation of migration (for example, the 

number of migrants accepted by the country) had 

significantly decreased and the legislative framework 

27  http://www.parlament.hu/irom38/05597/05597.pdf (Report of 
the Government of the Republic of Hungary on the issues related 
to the EU membership of the Republic of Hungary and on the 
situation of the European integration; 2007, p15) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_border_traffic
http://www.parlament.hu/irom38/05597/05597.pdf
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assigned by the EU became the reference point. As Hungary 

became one of the Eastern border countries of the 

Schengen area,28 it is a recipient of inflows of migrants and 

refugees. Hungary is located on the crossroads of the 

Eastern and Southern migration routes and is principally a 

transit country. Hungary receives asylum seekers from 

almost all conflict zones. On average, citizens of 50 different 

countries submit asylum annually, which requires special 

skills and capacities from the recipient country. For 

example, providing interpretation (many times in exotic or 

rare languages) is a key part of the proceedings, and in the 

case of so many languages, it is a serious challenge for the 

authorities. The main challenge of the mixed migration is to 

distinguish economic migrants who intend to abuse asylum 

status from the asylum seekers who really need 

international protection. 

Migration towards the EU has a mixed character, since 

asylum seekers and illegal workers are arriving 

simultaneously to the territory of the Union. In addition, 

dissimilarity of asylum systems of Member States (like 

provision of social allowances) generates a secondary 

migration flow within the borders of EU. International 

events and processes like the economic crisis or military 

conflicts (for example the so-called Arab Spring) have 

caused massive refugee influx into the EU. These challenges 

cannot be handled at state level because of their 

international and cross-border character, and they 

necessitate common action and cooperation of various 

member states’ authorities. In the ‘Amsterdam Treaty’, the 

member states have committed themselves to the 

development of a ‘Common European Asylum System’ 

(CEAS) in order to deal with refugees more effectively.  

In the period from 1999 to 2005, several legislative 

measures were adopted harmonising common minimum 

standards for asylum. 29  Based on the evaluation of the 

1999-2005 period, the Commission presented an ambitious 

                                                      

28 Hungary’s external Schengen border is 1103,5 kilometres long, 
while its internal border is 1139 km. 
29 The ‘Eurodac’ and the ‘Dublin II’ regulations in 2003, the ‘refugee 
status directive’ in 2004 and the ‘asylum procedures directive’ in 
2005. 
30  Source: http://moszlap.hu/uploads/files/migrstrat0416.pdf Az 
1698/2013. (X. 4.) Korm. határozattal elfogadott Migrációs 

‘Asylum Package’ in 2009, and identified three main lines of 

action: further harmonization of member states’ asylum 

systems, their effective practical cooperation, and the 

enforcement of solidarity between them. A crucial element 

of the legislative package was the establishment of the 

European Asylum Support Office which started its operation 

during the Hungarian Presidency.  

The establishment of the ‘Common European Asylum 

System (CEAS)’ by the end of 2012 – as scheduled by the 

‘Stockholm Programme’ and the ‘Pact on Immigration and 

Asylum’– was also an important priority for the Hungarian 

Presidency. The conclusions of the JHA Council in June 2011 

defined strategic directions of progress regarding the 

asylum package. Issues of migration and asylum came to 

the foreground because of the Arab Spring as well. 

Detecting the increasing waves of immigrants arriving from 

the South, Hungarian Presidency put the issue on the 

agenda of the JHA Council meetings, and accepted 

comprehensive and operative conclusions. The CEAS was 

created with a delay in the first part of 2013. 

In European migration and asylum policy Hungary 

mainly acted as a policy taker, nonetheless in some aspects 

as a policy shaper. For instance, it is of vital interest to 

Hungary to urge the creation of a geographically more 

balanced migration policy at EU level. In addition, the 

reinforcement of solidarity between the member states is 

also a high priority for Hungary. Since efficient resources for 

differentiating legal and illegal migrants are still missing, 

illegal migration means a high risk for public and national 

security.30 As a result, the Hungarian government considers 

immigration as a threat rather than as an opportunity for 

economic growth and increase of competitiveness. 31 

Nevertheless, Hungary promotes an approach that 

cooperation with countries that are sources of migration and 

refugee flows is necessary to tackle migration challenges. 

Therefore, Hungary joined initiatives like the Budapest 

Stratégia és az azon alapuló, az Európai Unió által a 2014-2020. 
ciklusban létrehozásra kerülő Menekültügyi és Migrációs Alaphoz 
kapcsolódó hétéves stratégiai tervdokumentum 
31 For example the EU started an infringement proceeding against 
Hungary because of the regulation which permitted the arrest of 
refugees. As a solution, a new legal instrument has been 
introduced, the refugee custody. 

http://moszlap.hu/uploads/files/migrstrat0416.pdf
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Process that is a consultative forum of more than 50 

governments and 10 international organisations for 

exchanging information and best practices on a wide range 

of issues related to migration. 

 

Other Hungarian priorities  
During the past decade, Hungary played an active role 

in shaping European policies related to the creation of an 

‘area of freedom, security and justice’. A selection of the 

many cases will be highlighted below. 

Hungarian governments campaigned for and taken 

enormous efforts in order to bring European agencies to 

Hungary. The Council of European Union established in 

2004 the ‘European Agency for the Management of 

Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the 

Member States of the European Union’ (FRONTEX), and 

Budapest competed with Warsaw for hosting the 

headquarters of the new agency. Although in December 

2004 Mónika Lamperth, Hungarian Minister of Interiors was 

still optimistic about Hungarian chances,32 in April 2005 the 

Council decided that the seat would be in Warsaw. The 

decision was an acknowledgement of the political weight of 

Poland, and probably a result of better manoeuvring of 

Polish diplomacy as well. Hungary was more successful in 

the case of ‘European Police College’ (CEPOL), but it has to 

be added that the success of the Hungarian aspiration was 

also helped by external factors. Namely, in December 2012, 

the United Kingdom decided to sell the building that had 

hosted CEPOL’s seat, and the agency had to be relocated. 

In this atmosphere of uncertainty, the Commission in March 

2013 – on the margin of proposing the European Law 

Enforcement Training Scheme – suggested to merge CEPOL 

with Europol, with a common seat in The Hague. The idea 

                                                      

32  http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041203-budapest-es-varso-fej-
fej-mellett-a-hatarorugynoksegert-folyo-versenyfutasban.html 
(Budapest és Varsó fej-fej mellett a határőrügynökségért folyó 
versenyfutásban. 03.12.2004.) 
33 The JHA Council opted hastily and without consulting with the 
competent European Parliament to move CEPOL to Budapest. As 
the European Commission refused submitting to the EP a legislative 
proposal on this issue, a group of member states initiated the 
parliament’s decision. 

was refused nearly unanimously by the member states, and 

later on by the European Parliament as well.33 Budapest 

was accepted as a host of CEPOL first by the JHA Council in 

October 2013, then by the European Parliament34 in April 

2014. The parliamentary decision about the new seat of 

CEPOL had the implicit connotation of refusing the merging 

of CEPOL within Europol. 

Within the scope of European visa policy, the visa 

obligation of Hungarian citizens traveling to the USA and to 

Canada also became relevant for Hungary after EU 

accession. These countries provided visa facilitations or 

visa-free status to citizens of other EU Members, but they 

did not extend this preferential treatment to the new 

member states. The Hungarian government stated in its 

parliamentary report in 2004 that visa reciprocity is a 

question of principle, and that the aggrieved member states 

should have the right to participate actively in the 

negotiation of the issue. Hungary initiated to include in the 

‘Hague Programme’ the following statement: “The 

European Council calls on the Commission to continue its 

efforts to ensure that the citizens of all Member States can 

travel without a short-stay visa to all third countries whose 

nationals can travel to the EU without a visa as soon as 

possible”.35 Therefore, the Hungarian government played a 

policy shaper role in this issue, and Hungarian citizens were 

allowed to travel without visa to Canada from the 1st of May, 

and to the USA from the 17th of November of 2008.  

In the field of judicial cooperation in civil matters 

Hungary plays an active role as well, not only as policy 

taker, but also as policy shaper; Hungary is one of the 14 

Member States participating in an enhanced cooperation in 

the area of the law applicable to divorce and legal 

separation (Rome III Regulation).36 

34 The rapporteur was the Hungarian MEP, Kinga Gál. 
35 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2005:053:0001
:0014:EN:PDF  
The Hague Programme: Strengthening freedom, security and 
justice in the European Union (2005/C 53/01) 1.7.3. 
36 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2017523
%202010%20INIT Council Regulation implementing enhanced 

http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041203-budapest-es-varso-fej-fej-mellett-a-hatarorugynoksegert-folyo-versenyfutasban.html
http://www.bruxinfo.hu/cikk/20041203-budapest-es-varso-fej-fej-mellett-a-hatarorugynoksegert-folyo-versenyfutasban.html
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2005:053:0001:0014:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2005:053:0001:0014:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2005:053:0001:0014:EN:PDF
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2017523%202010%20INIT
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2017523%202010%20INIT
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Perspective part – The next ten years 

The end of the first decade of Hungarian membership 

in the European Union coincides with the end of the 

timeframe of the last multiannual programme. The 

implementation of the ‘Stockholm Programme’ started in 

2010 within the framework of the new institutional 

arrangements of the ‘Lisbon Treaty’. EU institutions (namely 

the European Parliament and the Commission) gained more 

competences in decision-making processes and attempted 

to foster their own visions in the field of justice and home 

affairs which led to rivalry with the Council, and it seems 

that inter-institutional mistrust might undermine the 

cooperation framework set up by the Treaty. The Strategic 

Guidelines most recently adopted by the European Council 

which aim to determine the priorities for the area of 

freedom, security and justice imply that member states 

would prefer pre-Lisbon arrangements and would cushion 

these institutional innovations and reforms.37 

The Salzburg Forum Ministerial Conference in October 

2013 indicated Member States’ preferences regarding the 

next multiannual JHA programme. 38 The Member States 

proposed that the programme should be based on the full 

implementation of the Stockholm Programme and 

highlighted their priorities.39 

In addition, Hungary joined the group of countries, 

namely Finland, The Netherlands, Sweden, Estonia, 

Germany, Slovenia, and the United Kingdom which 

presented a common position regarding the guidelines in 

the form of the so-called ‘Hague letter’ to the Presidency 

                                                      

cooperation in the area of the law applicable to divorce and legal 
separation 
37  Carrera, Sergio and Guild, Elspeth (2014): ’The European 
Council’s Guidelines for the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice 
2020: Subverting the ‘Lisbonisation’ of Justice and Home Affairs?’. 
CEPS Essays 14 July 2014 (Downloaded: 
http://www.ceps.eu/book/european-council%E2%80%99s-
guidelines-area-freedom-security-and-justice-2020-subverting-
%E2%80%98lisbonisation%E2%80%99, 21.11.2014) 
38 http://www.salzburgforum.org/presdoc/20131017%20Common
%20Conclusions_Ministerial%20Conference%20Romania.pdf 
(SALZBURG FORUM MINISTERIAL CONFERENCE, COMMON 
CONCLUSIONS, Bucharest, 17 October 2013) 
39 Namely, fight against cross-border crime, enhancement of police 
cooperation; take into account new challenges as the cybercrime. 

and the Commission in November 2013. The letter aimed to 

express the political demands of the countries concerned40 

and most of its elements were included into the discussion 

about the future of the cooperation in the field of JHA. 

Regarding the freedom, security and justice policies in 

the next decade, high priority action areas for Hungarian 

government would be, inter alia, asylum policy and fight 

against illegal migration, data protection and judicial 

cooperation. Moreover, the enlargement of the European 

Union and of the Schengen area toward the Western Balkan 

countries also remains a constant Hungarian interest in the 

next decade. 

 

Schengen Area 
The Schengen area has a double function.  On the one 

hand, it means a large territory without internal barriers and 

it is a symbol of free movement in the EU. On the other 

hand, it has to ensure the safety of its inhabitants, so it 

must maintain high security control mechanisms at its 

external borders. International events of the recent years, 

and above all, the rise of the threat of the Islamic State, 

constitute new challenges for the European Union, 

especially in terms of security. For that reason, it is 

predictable that matters of police cooperation, the fight 

against terrorism, organized crime and illegal migration will 

be even emphasised. Hungary, as an external border 

country of the Schengen area bears a significant exposure 

to these risks; consequently, the Hungarian government is 

strongly committed to active participation in the shaping 

40 Main elements of the common position were: legislation shall rely 
on assessment of real needs and resources, and shall respect the 
principle of subsidiarity; consolidation and proper implementation 
of existing EU regulations and frameworks; increasing quality of 
legislative acts by considering members’ practices; encouraging 
exchange of experience and best practices in order to enhance 
cooperation among polices and national judicial authorities; 
provision of training for authorities in EU regulations; promotion of 
a legislation that is cost-effective, effective and supports economic 
growth; best use of resources at disposal; respect of European 
values and fundamental rights with particular attention to 
vulnerable groups; ensuring harmony of justice and home affairs 
and the EU external actions and foreign policies. 
 

http://www.ceps.eu/book/european-council%E2%80%99s-guidelines-area-freedom-security-and-justice-2020-subverting-%E2%80%98lisbonisation%E2%80%99
http://www.ceps.eu/book/european-council%E2%80%99s-guidelines-area-freedom-security-and-justice-2020-subverting-%E2%80%98lisbonisation%E2%80%99
http://www.ceps.eu/book/european-council%E2%80%99s-guidelines-area-freedom-security-and-justice-2020-subverting-%E2%80%98lisbonisation%E2%80%99
http://www.salzburgforum.org/presdoc/20131017%20Common%20Conclusions_Ministerial%20Conference%20Romania.pdf
http://www.salzburgforum.org/presdoc/20131017%20Common%20Conclusions_Ministerial%20Conference%20Romania.pdf
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and realization of cooperation within the mentioned policy 

fields.  

Hungary is and will continue to be a supporter of 

Schengen enlargement in general, but guarantees of 

efficient protection of the Schengen area are also vital for 

the country. On the one hand, the Schengen accession of 

Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia would disencumber Hungary 

with respect of external border protection. However, on the 

other hand, the Schengen candidate countries have to 

demonstrate convincingly that they are prepared for control 

of the external Schengen borders, even under demanding 

circumstances.  

The rising safety concerns of member states in recent 

years has resulted in the delay of the Schengen accession 

of Romania and Bulgaria, and in addition, led to the 

rethinking of Schengen rules. The 2013 Agreement on the 

governance of Schengen border control regime opens, 

under certain conditions, a possibility to restore internal 

border control, and give a greater role to the Commission 

in evaluation and monitoring tasks, while decision-making 

remains within the competence of the Council. 

Consequently, Schengen countries, such as Hungary, have 

to pay even more attention than before to the high-level 

execution of the Schengen rules. Hungary is highly 

committed to complying with the regulations in order to 

avoid the risk of the restoration of border controls.  

The Schengen enlargement issue is closely connected 

to the Western Balkan enlargement of the EU as well. The 

newly appointed President of the European Commission 

Jean-Claude Juncker stated that there would be no 

enlargement of the EU during the next five years. This 

means that Serbian accession to the EU is not expected in 

the near future. 

 

Asylum and immigration  
The position of the Hungarian Government on the 

future of refugee policy is that the European Union should 

focus on adequate implementation of the existing acquis in 

the coming years rather than broadening the scope of EU 

legislation. Within the framework of the Common European 

Refugee System remarkable legislative activity has been 

carried out in the past few years at EU-level, but its 

implementation in the Member States and practical 

execution is lagging behind expectations. Hungary as an 

external border country of the Schengen area is in a highly 

sensitive situation and it is subjected to considerable 

migratory pressures from the East.  

European migration policy traditionally focuses on 

immigrants arriving to the EU from the South, and Eastern 

migration flows receive less attention. It is a crucial point 

for Hungary to put on the EU agenda the Eastern aspect of 

migration. In this endeavour, Hungary can take action in 

alliance with other member states in a similar situation. In 

addition, the member states exposed to massive migratory 

flows are seeking for more solidarity between all the EU 

members in terms of financial assets and cooperation. 

Hungarian government holds the view that issues 

concerning legal and illegal migration should be handled at 

the same time. European migration and asylum policy has 

to be based on continuous analyses, cooperation, and 

proactive control process. 

In addition, Hungary is a supporter of the revision and 

the development of European readmission policy. The 

Hungarian government will prefer to establish effective 

cooperation with the main origin and transit countries of 

illegal immigrants, and for that reason also considers a close 

cooperation between European ‘Justice and Home Affairs’ 

and ‘Foreign Affairs and Security’ policies important. 

Within the next Multiannual Financial Framework of 

the European Union, member states established ‘Asylum 

and Migration Fund’ replacing the anteriorly fragmented 

financing instruments (European Refugee Fund, Return 

Fund, European Integration Fund). Governments have to 

complement resources of ‘Asylum and Migration Fund’ and 

‘Internal Security Fund’ with national financial resources, 

thus creation of state level migration and internal security 

strategies demands close cooperation and coordination 

between the Member States and the European Commission.  

In October of 2013, after consulting with several 

NGOs, the Hungarian government has adopted the 
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Migration Strategy and the seven-year Strategic Plan41 of 

the Asylum and Migration Fund. The document consists of 

two parts: it contains a general strategy and a plan for its 

financial implementation in the period 2014-2020. 

The Hungarian government determined six principles 

in the strategy. On the one hand, Hungary promotes all 

forms of legal migration, provides opportunity for long-term 

stay and for the acquisition of Hungarian citizenship 

(naturalization). In this regard, Hungary pays special 

attention to persons belonging to the Hungarian diaspora. 

On the other hand, Hungary meets EU asylum and 

international obligations, and provides shelter for applicants 

in accordance with domestic and international norms of 

protection. Thirdly, Hungary promotes social integration of 

legal migrants and beneficiaries of international protection. 

Fourth, to reduce cases of statelessness Hungary is 

committed to provide effective assistance to stateless 

persons. Fifth, Hungary will take vigorous action against 

illegal migration. Finally, by effective communication 

Hungary helps ensure that Hungarian society has access to 

credible information about the migration processes, and 

thus reduce the bias associated with this process.  

 

Other future priorities for Hungary 
In addition, there are some other debates opened in 

recent years, but the EU was not yet able to resolve them. 

For instance, data protection regulation and the creation of 

European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO) are two issues 

with specific Hungarian interest. 

As a result of globalization and technical progress 

during the last decades, the 1995 legislative framework for 

data protection became obsolete. In addition, member 

states implemented the rules differently. In January 2012, 

the Commission initiated a comprehensive reform of data 

                                                      

41 http://moszlap.hu/uploads/files/migrstrat0416.pdf 
Az 1698/2013. (X. 4.) Korm. határozattal elfogadott Migrációs 
Stratégia és az azon alapuló, az Európai Unió által a 2014-2020. 
ciklusban létrehozásra kerülő Menekültügyi és Migrációs Alaphoz 
kapcsolódó hétéves stratégiai tervdokumentum) 
42 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/data-
protection/document/review2012/com_2012_11_en.pdf, 

protection regulation. The legislative package consists of 

two proposals: the General Data Protection Regulation42 

and a proposal for a Directive on protection of individuals 

with regard to the processing of personal data by competent 

authorities for the purposes of prevention, investigation, 

detection or prosecution of criminal offences or the 

execution of criminal penalties, and the free movement of 

such data.43  Every Presidency thus far handled the issue as 

a priority but without major achievements. Member states 

have markedly different positions even in fundamental 

conceptual questions such as how adequate legislative form 

of rules should look like. In the case of Hungary, its 

Fundamental Law classifies rights related to the protection 

of personal data as fundamental rights, and Hungarian legal 

system provides a high level of protection by European 

standards. Consequently, Hungary has a particular interest 

in maintaining its level of legal protection. In addition, 

Hungary expects the new EU regulatory environment of 

data protection to be durable and sufficiently flexible, and 

considers that a directive would be a more appropriate 

legislative form in this policy field than regulation.  

The establishment of a European Public Prosecutor’s 

Office also enjoys a wide range of support from member 

states and EU institutions. However, concepts regarding its 

institutional arrangement vary among the decision-making 

actors. The Commission published its proposal in July 2013, 

which would have given exclusive right to the EPPO to carry 

out investigation and accusation in cases of criminal acts 

related to the utilization of EU budgetary resources. Majority 

of member states’ national parliaments – including Hungary 

– claimed that such proposal and institution would be 

against the principle of subsidiarity but the Commission was 

unwilling to modify its proposal. However, the original 

proposal has been softened and is closer to the member 

states’ vision, which is mainly based on cooperation of 

Proposal for the Regulation on the protection of individuals with 
regard to the processing of personal data and on the free 
movement of such data 
43 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52012PC0010&from=en  

http://moszlap.hu/uploads/files/migrstrat0416.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/data-protection/document/review2012/com_2012_11_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/data-protection/document/review2012/com_2012_11_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52012PC0010&from=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52012PC0010&from=en
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national prosecutors. This solution is likely to receive 

support by the Hungarian government too. 

Within the scope of judicial cooperation in civil 

matters, the EU has mainly fulfilled the objectives of 

Stockholm Programme, but the lack of coherence between 

different legal instruments impedes their application. The 

Hungarian government supports the revision and 

consolidation of related EU legislation currently in force.  

In recent years, Hungarian government paid close 

attention to the protection of children’s rights. The year of 

2012 was dedicated to a child-friendly justice system and 

the issue was one of the flagship policy programmes of the 

Hungarian Ministry of Public Administration and Justice 

during 2010-2014. These endeavours of the Hungarian 

government have been in accordance with the intentions 

and programmes of the United Nations and the Council of 

Europe. The latter adopted Guidelines on child-friendly 

justice in 2010 with the objective of improving children’s 

access to and treatment in justice system. Making it more 

child-friendly may receive more attention also thanks to the 

actions of the European Union as well. The Hungarian 

government has initiated and advocated that the next five-

year European programme regarding the area of freedom, 

justice and security should emphasize more protection of 

children’s rights with a strong emphasis on victim protection 

and the safe use of the Internet.

Conclusions 

Hungarian interest in “freedom, security and justice” 

policies were mostly determined by the geographical 

situation of the country and by the fact that a considerable 

Hungarian minority lives in neighbouring countries. 

Regardless of the government in office, Schengen 

enlargement, close relation with Hungarian minorities living 

in neighbouring states and migration policies have been 

prominent priorities in the field of Justice and Home Affairs 

policies. 

Hungary emphasizes the need to preserve the primacy 

of national legislation under the condition that it provides 

proper framework for action in accordance with EU targets 

and the principle of subsidiarity and it ensures better 

guarantees or provides higher standards and rights than 

common EU initiatives. Nevertheless, Hungary has mainly 

agreed with the targets of the European initiatives at the 

political level and contributed constructively to the debates 

and negotiations.

 


