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1. Introduc�on: Main Ques�ons

5

Hungary’s parliamentary elec�ons will be held on 12 April 2026. According to opinion polls from all 
government-independent research ins�tutes, the opposi�on catch-all party Tisza, led by Péter 
Magyar, is currently ahead of Prime Minister Viktor Orbán’s governing party, Fidesz. For the first 
�me since 2010, there is therefore a realis�c possibility that the incumbent government could be 
voted out of office. 

At the same �me, Hungary is commonly described as an “illiberal democracy,” a term Orbán 
himself used in a programma�c speech in the summer of 2014. Against this backdrop, the ques�on 

of whether—and how—the largest opposi�on party can bring about a change of government is not 

only a poli�cal one, but also an ins�tu�onal one. The prospect of government turnover is 
constrained by both formal legal arrangements and informal obstacles. 

The purpose of this analysis is, first, to briefly outline Hungary’s poli�cal star�ng posi�on, with 
par�cular a�en�on to the consolida�on of power by the Fidesz party, the emergence of the new 
challenger Péter Magyar, and key changes to the electoral system. The central focus, however, is on 
iden�fying which scenarios for the 2026 parliamentary elec�ons are ins�tu�onally, legally, and 
poli�cally feasible. In par�cular, the analysis examines

• whether, and under which condi�ons, the respec�ve losing side would recognise the 
elec�on outcome; 

• which legal op�ons exist to delay the official cer�fica�on and announcement of the elec�on 
results through legal remedies; 

• and how the outgoing (“old”) parliament could, a�er the elec�ons but before the 
cons�tu�on of the new parliament, restrict the room for manoeuvre of a future government—
especially in the event of an opposi�on victory.

The analysis does not seek to provide a poli�cal or norma�ve assessment of these scenarios. 
Rather, it is limited to mapping the legal and ins�tu�onal op�ons arising from Hungary’s current 
legal and cons�tu�onal framework in the period immediately following the parliamentary 
elec�ons. 

Given Hungary’s electoral system, which systema�cally favours the winning par�es both in single-
member cons�tuencies and in the alloca�on of list seats, a victory by the Tisza party in the popular 
vote does not guarantee a parliamentary majority. Fidesz may secure a parliamentary majority 
even if the opposi�on as a whole receives more votes.  

Decisive in this regard are the votes of ethnic Hungarians residing in neighbouring countries, as well 
as the parliamentary seats allocated to recognised na�onal minori�es. These two elements of the 
Hungarian electoral system can structurally favour Fidesz, even in the event of a narrow victory by 
Tisza Party. 

First, Hungarian ci�zens living abroad who do not have a registered residence in Hungary—most of 
whom are ethnic Hungarians in neighbouring countries such as Romania, Serbia, and Ukraine—are 
en�tled to vote by mail. However, they may vote only for na�onal party lists, not for individual 



cons�tuency candidates. Since 2010, a large majority of these voters have consistently supported 
Fidesz. As a result, their votes tend to strengthen Fidesz’s na�onal list totals without affec�ng the 
distribu�on of single-member district mandates. In closely contested elec�ons, this list-vote 
advantage can translate into addi�onal compensatory seats. 

Second, Hungary’s electoral system provides for preferen�al parliamentary representa�on of 
officially recognised na�onal minori�es. If a minority list reaches a reduced preferen�al quota, it 
can obtain a parliamentary seat. In prac�ce, the German minority has regularly secured such a 
seat, and the Roma minority has also been poli�cally relevant in this context. Although minority 
representa�ves are formally independent, their vo�ng behaviour in parliament has o�en aligned 
with the governing majority, thereby indirectly benefi�ng Fidesz. 

In the 2022 parliamentary elec�on, Fidesz–KDNP won a clear victory with a two-thirds 
cons�tu�onal majority (135 out of 199 seats). It received substan�al support from non-resident 
voters (ethnic Hungarian abroad), with the overwhelming majority of external list votes going to 
Fidesz. Addi�onally, the German minority obtained a preferen�al seat, and its representa�ve 
supported the government in key votes. While the 2022 outcome was not close enough for these 
factors to be decisive for forming a majority, they reinforced the governing coali�on’s margin. In a 
much �ghter race—such as a narrow Tisza lead in both cons�tuencies and list votes—these 
structural advantages (external list votes and minority mandates) could amount to an effec�ve 
bonus of approximately four to six seats for Fidesz. 

Should Mi Hazánk be the only other opposi�on party to enter parliament, Fidesz could poten�ally 
rely on its support—either through issue-based external backing or a more formal coopera�on—
because Mi Hazánk is ideologically closer to Fidesz than to Tisza Party on several core policy areas. 
(Mi Hazánk is a radical right, na�onalist party that split from Jobbik in 2018. It posi�ons itself to the 
right of Fidesz but overlaps with the governing party on key themes: na�onal sovereignty and 
Euroscep�cism; an�-migra�on policy; right-wing cultural and iden�ty issues; law-and-order 
rhetoric.) 

In addi�on, Hungary’s cons�tu�onal system is designed in such a way that not only cons�tu�onal 
amendments, but also a wide range of laws in key policy areas (including media and the judiciary) 
can be adopted or amended only by a two-thirds majority. Any lawful dismantling of the exis�ng 
illiberal system would therefore also require a two-thirds majority of the new governing party or 
par�es. 

If Tisza fails to obtain such a majority, there is a risk that Fidesz could significantly constrain the 
future government a�er the elec�ons but before the new parliament is cons�tuted. In the event 
of an electoral defeat, Orbán could draw on a range of legal instruments and informal strategies, 
including: 

• delaying the cer�fica�on of the official elec�on results through legal challenges (either 
na�onwide or in individual cons�tuencies); 

• declaring a state of emergency in order to prevent the cons�tu�on of the new parliament; 
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• adop�ng addi�onal cons�tu�onal laws by a two-thirds majority in the outgoing parliament 
to limit the scope for ac�on of an incoming government; 

• raising the threshold for qualified majori�es to constrain the room for manoeuvre even of 
a future government holding a two-thirds majority. 
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2.1. Descrip�on of the electoral system. 

The current electoral system and electoral procedure in Hungary are regulated by two laws: the Act 
on the Elec�on of Members of Parliament (Act CCIII of 2011) and the Act on Electoral Procedure 
(Act XXXVI of 2013). In force since 2011/2013, the Hungarian electoral system combines elements 
of majoritarian and propor�onal representa�on. 

The unicameral parliament (Országgyűlés) consists of 199 seats. Of these, 106 mandates are 
allocated in single-member cons�tuencies according to the principle of rela�ve majority, while the 
remaining 93 seats are distributed propor�onally via na�onal party lists. 

Par�es must obtain at least five per cent of the valid list votes to par�cipate in the alloca�on of 
seats. For coali�ons of two par�es, the electoral threshold is ten per cent; for coali�ons of three or 
more par�es, it is fi�een per cent. In addi�on, the electoral system allows recognised na�onal 
minori�es to submit minority lists and to obtain a parliamentary seat if a defined preferen�al quota 
is reached. In the current legisla�ve term, only the German minority has been represented in 
parliament. 

To run in a single-member cons�tuency, candidates must collect 500 valid suppor�ng signatures. A 
party may submit a na�onal list if it fields candidates in at least 71 of the 106 single-member 
cons�tuencies, across at least 14 coun�es as well as Budapest. 

Each eligible voter has two votes: one for a direct candidate in their cons�tuency and one for a 
na�onal party list. Hungarian ci�zens without permanent residence in Hungary—primarily 
members of Hungarian minori�es living in neighbouring countries who hold Hungarian 
ci�zenship—may par�cipate in the elec�on exclusively by postal vote and may cast only a list vote. 
Voters with residence in Hungary who are abroad on elec�on day, by contrast, may vote only at 
embassies or consulates; they are en�tled to cast both their list vote and their cons�tuency vote 
for their registered place of residence in Hungary. 

The basic structure of this electoral system originates from a comprehensive electoral reform 
adopted at the end of 2011 and first applied in the 2014 parliamentary elec�ons. Prior to that, 
Hungary’s electoral system, in place since 1990, consisted of a complex mixed system with a total 
of 386 seats, of which 176 were allocated in single-member cons�tuencies and 210 through 
regional and na�onal lists. This system also included a mul�-stage and compara�vely complex 
compensa�on mechanism. 

The 2011/2012 reform resulted in a substan�al reduc�on of the size of parliament from 386 to 199 
seats and significantly strengthened the majoritarian element of the system. The number of single-
member cons�tuencies was reduced from 176 to 106, and the previously exis�ng two-round 
electoral system was abolished. Since 2014, parliamentary elec�ons have been held in a single 
round, without run-off elec�ons. At the same �me, regional party lists were abolished and replaced 
by a unified system of na�onal lists. 
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One of the most poli�cally consequen�al changes concerned the calcula�on of votes for the 
alloca�on of list mandates. Under the previous system, only the votes cast for losing cons�tuency 
candidates were included in the compensa�on mechanism. Under the current system, so-called 
“surplus votes” of winning cons�tuency candidates are also taken into account. These are the votes 
exceeding the result of the second-placed candidate. Such votes are added to the respec�ve party 
lists, systema�cally benefi�ng larger par�es and poten�ally yielding addi�onal mandates. 

The electoral reforms of 2011 con�nue to form the ins�tu�onal core of Hungary’s electoral system. 
While no fundamental structural changes have been introduced since the 2014 parliamentary 
elec�ons, cons�tuency boundaries have been redrawn several �mes in ways favourable to the 
governing Fidesz party (“gerrymandering”). In tradi�onally opposi�on-leaning Budapest, for 
example, the number of cons�tuencies has been reduced from 18 to 16 for the upcoming 
elec�ons. 

Table 1: Parliamentary elec�ons since 2010
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Year Party/Par�es List votes Share of seats Seats

2010

Fidesz / KDNP 52,7% 68,0% 263

MSZP 19,3% 15,0% 59

Jobbik 16,7% 12,2% 47

LMP 7,5% 4,0% 16

2014

Fidesz / KDNP 44,9% 67,0% 133
MSZP / DK / Együ� / 

PM 25,6% 19,0% 38

Jobbik 20,2% 12,0% 23

LMP 5,3% 3,0% 5

2018

Fidesz / KDNP 49,3% 66,0% 133

Jobbik 19,1% 13,0% 26

MSZP / Párbeszéd 11,9% 10,0% 20

LMP 7,1% 4,0% 8

DK 5,4% 5,0% 9

2022

Fidesz / KDNP 54,13% 68,0% 135
MSZP / DK / Jobbik / 

PM / LMP / 
Momentum 

34,44% 29,0% 57

Mi Hazánk 5,88% 3,0% 6



2.2. Electoral authori�es, elec�on commissions, and legal remedies.

2.2.a. Electoral authori�es and elec�on commissions.

Elec�ons are prepared by electoral authori�es and conducted by elec�on commissions. These exist 
at the na�onal, regional, and single-member cons�tuency levels. 

The Na�onal Elec�on Office (Nemze� Választási Iroda, NVI) is responsible for the administra�ve 
prepara�on of elec�ons. Its chairperson is appointed by the President of Hungary for a nine-year 
term on the recommenda�on of the Prime Minister. 

The Na�onal Elec�on Commission (Nemze� Választási Bizo�ság, NVB) is responsible for the 
conduct and oversight of elec�ons. It is composed of seven members and three subs�tute 
members, who are elected by the parliament for nine years with a two-thirds majority, upon 
nomina�on by the President. In addi�on, all par�es holding parliamentary fac�on status may each 
appoint one member to the Na�onal Elec�on Commission. Since Tisza currently has no 
representa�on in parliament, the largest and most popular opposi�on party cannot delegate any 
members to the Na�onal Elec�on Commission. 

At the regional level and in individual cons�tuencies, corresponding electoral authori�es and 
elec�on commissions also exist. These commissions include representa�on from all par�es that 
field candidates in the respec�ve cons�tuencies; as a result, Tisza will be represented at these 
levels. 

2.2.b. Remedies and procedures.

Hungary’s electoral legal protec�on system is mul�-�ered. In the first instance, if a suspected 
viola�on of electoral law occurs, an objec�on (kifogás) can be filed with the competent elec�on 
commission (választási bizo�ság) at the level of the single-member cons�tuency, the region, or 
na�onally. Decisions of these elec�on commissions may be appealed (fellebbezés) within short 
deadlines to the next higher-level commission. 

Decisions of the Na�onal Elec�on Commission can ul�mately be reviewed by the Supreme Court 
(Kúria) through a judicial review request (bírósági felülvizsgála� kérelem). The Supreme Court’s 
decision is generally final and binding. Only in excep�onal cases can a cons�tu�onal complaint 
(alkotmányjogi panasz) be lodged with the Cons�tu�onal Court (Alkotmánybíróság, AB) if a 
viola�on of fundamental rights is alleged. This remedy does not have suspensive effect and is not 
intended for general oversight of the electoral process, but solely for the cons�tu�onal protec�on 
of individual rights. 

Nevertheless, this structure theore�cally allows for repeated “back-and-forth” between the Kúria 
and the Cons�tu�onal Court if decisions are overturned and remanded for reconsidera�on. 
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Although such procedures are subject to strict deadlines and are rare in prac�ce, in a highly 
contested poli�cal context they could contribute to delaying the final legal clarifica�on of an 
elec�on result. In extremis, therefore, the system provides a legal framework that could be used to 
delay recogni�on of an opposi�on victory without formally viola�ng exis�ng law. (For further 
details, see the scenarios sec�on.) 

Table 2: Remedies

Remedy Competent authority Who can file it? Deadline

Objec�on
Elec�on Commission 

(local, regional, 
na�onal) 

Voters, candidates, 
par�es 3 days from no�fica�on 

Appeal Next higher-level 
elec�on commission 

Par�cipants in the 
previous procedure 

3 days a�er the 
decision of the lower 

commission 

Judicial Review Supreme Court (Kúria) Voters, candidates, 
par�es 

3 days a�er the 
decision

Cons�tu�onal 
Complaint Cons�tu�onal Court 

Par�cipants claiming a 
viola�on of 

fundamental rights 

3 days a�er no�fica�on 
of the Kúria’s decision 
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3.1. Overview: Scenarios for possible outcomes and government.

Given recent polling data, several elec�on outcomes and subsequent government forma�ons are 
conceivable on 12 April 2026. Both Fidesz and Tisza could secure either a two-thirds majority or a 
simple majority. In the case of a rela�ve majority, coopera�on with the far-right Mi Hazánk 
movement is also possible—poli�cally feasible for Fidesz, but only theore�cally possible for Tisza. 

For Fidesz, a simple majority would already cons�tute an electoral victory, as the illiberal 
cons�tu�onal framework is already established. Coopera�on with Mi Hazánk would be poli�cally 
unproblema�c. This creates several posi�ve scenarios for Fidesz: a two-thirds majority with or 
without Mi Hazánk support, or a simple majority with or without Mi Hazánk support. In all cases, 
the basic structure of the exis�ng illiberal system remains secure. 

For Tisza, the challenge is significantly greater. A legal dismantling of the illiberal system—such as 
through amendments to the cons�tu�on, cardinal laws, or the replacement of key leadership 
posi�ons—would only be possible with a two-thirds majority held independently. In all other 
scenarios, whether a two-thirds majority only with Mi Hazánk support or a simple majority (with 
or without Mi Hazánk), a Tisza-led government would be legally and/or poli�cally constrained. In 
such cases, a full overhaul of the system could only occur outside the exis�ng legal framework—i.
e., through purely poli�cal means—or would be poli�cally and prac�cally impossible due to 
reliance on Mi Hazánk. 

Even with a simple majority for Tisza or a Tisza government dependent on Mi Hazánk, Fidesz would 
formally move into opposi�on, but its power posi�on would remain only par�ally threatened—
both because of the con�nuing cons�tu�onal framework and its entrenched ins�tu�onal and 
economic presence. 

This creates a clear asymmetry in favour of Fidesz: only an independent two-thirds majority for 
Tisza cons�tutes a genuine threat to Fidesz. In all other scenarios, Fidesz’s power posi�on remains 
largely secure. At the same �me, Fidesz could delay or block a poten�al Tisza two-thirds majority 
through legal measures, such as contes�ng the elec�on results or amending the cons�tu�on or 
cardinal laws—for example, by increasing the required majority for cons�tu�onal amendments 
(see Sec�ons 3.2 and 3.3). 

12
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Table 3: Possible results and governments 
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No. Result Seats Government Poli�cal/legal 
implica�on

1 Fidesz wins Two-thirds majority Con�nua�on of the 
government 

Consolida�on of the 
illiberal democracy; 

unrestricted 
cons�tu�onal 

amendments possible 

2 Fidesz wins Absolute majority

2a: Con�nua�on of 
the government 
without a two-
thirds majority 

2b: Con�nua�on of 
the government 

with support from 
Mi Hazánk (with or 

without a two-
thirds majority) 

Government 
opera�onal, but 

cons�tu�onal 
amendments only 
par�ally possible 

Poten�al radicaliza�on; 
restora�on of a 

cons�tu�on-amending 
majority possible 

3 Fidesz wins Rela�ve majority 

3a: Con�nua�on of 
the government 

with support from 
Mi Hazánk (with or 

without a two-
thirds majority) 

3b: Forma�on of a 
Tisza government 
with support from 

Mi Hazánk 

Dependence on Mi 
Hazánk; poli�cally 

unstable but system-
stabilizing 

Formal change of 
power, poli�cally highly 

unlikely

4 Tisza wins Two-thirds majority Forma�on of a new 
government 

Possibility of a legal 
overhaul of the 

cons�tu�onal order 

5 Tisza wins Absolute majority

5a: Forma�on of a 
new government 

5b: Forma�on of a 
new government 

with support from 
Mi Hazánk (with or 

without a two-
thirds majority) 

Poli�cal change of 
government without 
cons�tu�onal reform 

Formal change of 
power, poli�cally highly 



3.2. Forms and applicability of excep�onal measures against the elec�ons or the 
new parliament.

3.2.a. Types of excep�onal measures (“special legal regimes”) 

The Hungarian cons�tu�onal system currently recognises three types of special legal regimes 
(különleges jogrend): 

1. State of war (hadiállapot) – in the event of an external armed a�ack or its immediate 
threat; 

2. State of emergency (szükségállapot) – in the case of violent acts aiming to overthrow the 
cons�tu�onal order; and 

3. State of danger (veszélyhelyzet) – in response to natural disasters, industrial accidents, or 
armed conflicts in neighbouring countries. 

Hungary is currently under a state of danger (veszélyhelyzet), declared in connec�on with the war 
in Ukraine. Parliament has extended this state un�l 14 May, meaning that the next parliamentary 
elec�ons on 12 April 2026 will take place under this excep�onal legal regime. It was in effect during 
the European Parliament and municipal elec�ons in summer 2024 as well. 

3.2.b. Possibility of postponing the elec�ons 

Under the current state of danger, postponing the elec�ons is legally not permi�ed: the scheduled 
elec�ons must be held. Only under a state of war or a state of emergency does the Fundamental 
Law prohibit the holding of elec�ons. In such cases, the mandate of the incumbent parliament is 
automa�cally extended un�l the end of the respec�ve state, and elec�ons must be held within 90 
days a�er its conclusion. 

3.2.c. Preven�on of the new parliament a�er the elec�on 

While any decision to prevent the new parliament—par�cularly in the event of an opposi�on 
victory—would be poli�cally highly risky and could trigger opposi�on mobilisa�on or responses 
from the EU (see scenario details), it is legally possible as long as it occurs before the cons�tu�on 
of the new parliament. Such a measure would require a cons�tu�onal amendment. 

The mandate of the outgoing parliament ends only with the cons�tu�on of the new parliament. 
According to the cons�tu�on, up to 30 days may pass between elec�on day and the inaugural 
session. 
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During a state of war or state of emergency, parliamentary elec�ons may not take place. If the 
elec�ons have already occurred but the new parliament has not yet convened, its cons�tu�on 
could be postponed. 

Since a two-thirds parliamentary majority can amend the cons�tu�on at any �me, it could, within 
the 30-day period before the inaugural session, modify the Fundamental Law to �e the convoca�on 
of the new parliament to the end of the state of danger. In all cases—whether through declara�on 
of a state of war or emergency or through modifica�on of the rules governing the state of danger—
the outgoing parliament would remain in office, while the new parliament could not convene. This 
would automa�cally extend the term of the government as well. 
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3.3. Post-Elec�on scenarios: Instruments against the elec�on outcome 

The following sec�on outlines scenarios arising from the legal and poli�cal room for manoeuvre 
available to the two major par�es. The analysis focuses in par�cular on the instruments through 
which the elec�on result could be contested, the cons�tu�on of the new parliament delayed or 
prevented, and the work of a new government restricted or obstructed. 

Table 4: Post-elec�on Scenarios

Elec�on Result Losing Party 
Response Possible Ac�ons Outcome

A Fidesz majority Acceptance 
Cons�tu�onal amendments→ 

con�nua�on of the illiberal 
system 

System 
con�nua�on 

B Tisza simple 
majority Blockade 

Elec�on challenged, state of 
emergency, cons�tu�onal 

amendments, new president→ 
government unable to func�on 

Government 
paralyzed

C Fidesz majority Non-recogni�on

Elec�on challenged, 
mobilisa�on → con�nua�on of 

the illiberal system; poli�cal 
escala�on 

System 
con�nua�on; 
tension rises 

D Tisza two-thirds 
majority Strong resistance 

Elec�on challenged, state of 
emergency, cons�tu�onal 

amendments, new president→ 
severe cons�tu�onal crisis 

Severe 
cons�tu�onal crisis 

E Tisza two-thirds 
majority Acceptance Limited measures → legal 

system reform 
Legal system 

reform 
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Result: Simple majority or two-thirds majority for Fidesz 

Losing party response (Tisza): Acceptance of the elec�on result without contes�ng it 

Legal instruments: 

• If Tisza accepts the elec�on result, no party-ini�ated legal challenges are filed (only 
individual elec�on complaints by ci�zens remain possible). 

• Cons�tu�onal amendments may be used to facilitate the work of the new government even 
without a two-thirds majority. 

Poli�cal consequences: 

• Con�nua�on of the illiberal system (in the case of a simple majority, poten�ally less room 
for further cons�tu�onal amendments). 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on by the opposi�on in response to poten�al cons�tu�onal changes. 

Descrip�on: 

Depending on whether Fidesz achieves a two-thirds majority or only a simple majority, the key 
ques�on in this scenario is the extent to which the illiberal system can be cons�tu�onally secured. 

In the case of a simple Fidesz majority, the party can either maintain the exis�ng cons�tu�on—
already largely structured in its favor—unchanged, or make adjustments to the cons�tu�onal 
amendment rules in the “old” parliament, i.e., before the new parliament convenes. For example, 
it could lower the threshold required for cons�tu�onal changes. 

Since Fidesz retains a two-thirds majority in the outgoing parliament a�er the elec�ons, it is legally 
able to adapt the cons�tu�on to reflect the new parliamentary majority. However, this approach 
would also make it easier for any future opposi�on majority—e.g., a�er regular elec�ons in 2030—
to enact cons�tu�onal amendments. 

EU Implica�ons: 

Status quo con�nues: the EU maintains Rule of Law Condi�onality (€10-13 billion frozen), ongoing 
Ar�cle 7(1) procedure, and regular infringement proceedings. Hungary con�nues obstruc�ng EU 

3.3.a. Status Quo Secured: Simple or two-thirds 
majority for Fidesz, acceptance by the opposi�on
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foreign policy on Russia, Ukraine, and enlargement. If Fidesz secures two-thirds majority, expect 
further cons�tu�onal entrenchment making future democra�c transi�on harder if not impossible. 
The Commission should maintain pressure while suppor�ng civil society through non-
governmental channels. This scenario normalizes illiberal governance within the EU framework, 
eroding the Union's norma�ve authority in promo�ng democracy to candidate countries. 

PROBABILITY: VERY LOW 

Result: Simple majority for Tisza 

Losing party response (Fidesz): 

• Contes�ng the elec�on result → delaying the official cer�fica�on of results 

• Declaring a state of emergency or modifying the current state of danger via the outgoing 
parliament → preven�ng the cons�tu�on of the new parliament 

• Elec�ng Viktor Orbán as President through the outgoing parliament → securing poli�cal 
influence 

• Amending the cons�tu�onal order, par�cularly by expanding the scope of laws requiring a 
two-thirds majority → restric�ng the new government’s room for manoeuvre 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on against the opposi�on’s electoral victory 

Legal instruments: 

• Elec�on challenges 

• Special legal regimes (state of danger, emergency) 

• Elec�on of a new President 

• Cons�tu�onal amendments 
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Poli�cal consequences: 

• Securing the illiberal system against a new government 

• Countermeasures by the new government would only be possible outside the exis�ng 
cons�tu�onal framework 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on by Tisza in response to blocking measures 

Descrip�on: 

If Tisza holds only a simple majority in parliament, the new government’s ability to dismantle or 
reform the exis�ng system through legal means is severely limited. Key elements—such as the 
cons�tu�on, central state organs, and cri�cal regulatory areas (e.g., electoral law, judicial 
organisa�on, media law)—can only be changed with a qualified (two-thirds) majority. From Fidesz’s 
perspec�ve, this represents the second-best outcome a�er a personal electoral victory, as its 
ins�tu�onal power remains secured and can only be challenged through poli�cal confronta�on. 

With a simple majority, the Tisza government would be dependent on poli�cal mobilisa�on to 
implement major policy ini�a�ves. Legal and poli�cal disputes would con�nually burden 
governance, poten�ally enabling Fidesz to exploit government failures and return to power 
prematurely. 

Even in this scenario, Fidesz could a�empt to delay or block the elec�on result or the new 
government’s takeover via legal instruments or ac�ons by the s�ll-serving “old” parliament. These 
tools become especially significant in the scenario of a two-thirds Tisza majority (see below). 

Elec�on challenges: 

An elec�on result can first be contested before the relevant elec�on commissions and 
subsequently before the Kúria (Supreme Court). In cases alleging viola�ons of fundamental rights, 
the Cons�tu�onal Court may also be approached. Deadlines are generally short (three to five days). 
Nonetheless, repeated referrals between the Kúria and the Cons�tu�onal Court could create a 
procedural “ping-pong,” delaying a final decision. 

Special legal regimes: 

The outgoing parliament, which remains in office for up to 30 days before the new parliament 
convenes, can modify special legal regimes. This could involve altering the current state of danger 
to delay or prevent the new parliament’s cons�tu�on or declaring a state of emergency, during 
which the mandate of the old parliament is extended un�l the end of the emergency. In both cases, 
the cons�tu�on of a new Tisza-led parliament could be blocked. 

Elec�on of a new president: 

While the old parliament is s�ll in office, a new president can be elected if the incumbent resigns. 
This could allow Viktor Orbán to be elected president, poten�ally with expanded presiden�al 
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powers. Such a move would ins�tu�onalise his poli�cal influence, for example through veto 
powers, appointment refusals, or cons�tu�onal li�ga�on. 

Cons�tu�onal amendments: 

The outgoing parliament could also amend the cons�tu�on to severely restrict the legisla�ve and 
execu�ve powers of a new Tisza government. This could include designa�ng addi�onal laws as 
“cardinal laws,” which in the future would require a two-thirds majority to amend. As a result, the 
opera�onal scope of a government with a simple majority would be largely blocked. 

EU Implica�ons: 

If Fidesz accepts: The EU rapidly unfreezes funds (€10-13 billion) with milestone condi�ons, 
provides technical assistance for achievable reforms (administra�ve, procurement, an�-
corrup�on), and manages expecta�ons—Tisza cannot deliver cons�tu�onal transforma�on 
without two-thirds majority. Support focuses on building capacity for 2030 elec�ons. 

If Fidesz blocks (cons�tu�onal coup): A systema�c obstruc�on of democra�c government 
forma�on would likely trigger extraordinary consulta�ons at European Council level. Escala�on 
under Ar�cle 7(2) TEU could become poli�cally conceivable, though unanimity requirements 
remain a structural constraint. Financial condi�onality mechanisms, including the Rule of Law 
Regula�on, would provide the Commission with addi�onal leverage. Further fund suspensions 
would depend on demonstrable breaches affec�ng the EU budget. Ins�tu�onal isola�on—such as 
informal “26+1” coordina�on formats—would be poli�cally possible but not legally codified. The 
intensity of the EU response would ul�mately depend on the clarity of the cons�tu�onal breach 
and the degree of domes�c escala�on. 

PROBABILITY: VERY HIGH 
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Result: Simple or two-thirds majority for Fidesz, challenged legally and/or poli�cally by the 
opposi�on 

Losing party response (Tisza): 

• Contes�ng the elec�on result (with limited realis�c prospects of delaying the official 
outcome) 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on 

Legal Instruments: 

• Elec�on challenges 

• Declara�on of a state of emergency by the “old” or new parliament (in case of escala�ng 
poli�cal unrest) 

Poli�cal Consequences: 

• Con�nua�on of the illiberal system 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on by Tisza 

• Escala�on up to a poli�cal or cons�tu�onal crisis 

Descrip�on: 

If Fidesz wins the elec�on with either a simple or two-thirds majority, Tisza can challenge the result 
on legal grounds, par�cularly in the case of documented viola�ons, or refuse to acknowledge it 
poli�cally. Elec�on complaints must first be submi�ed to the relevant elec�on commissions and 
can subsequently be appealed to the Kúria (Supreme Court) and, in cases of fundamental rights 
viola�ons, to the Cons�tu�onal Court. Statutory deadlines for decisions are very short. 

A substan�al delay in the official cer�fica�on of results through repeated appeals between the 
Kúria and the Cons�tu�onal Court appears unlikely in this scenario, as both courts are 
ins�tu�onally dominated by Fidesz.
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3.3.c. Contested Ground: Simple or two-thirds 
majority for Fidesz, non-acceptance by the 
opposi�on 



Against this background, the opposi�on’s primary tools are poli�cal: publicly ques�oning the 
legi�macy of the results, street mobilisa�on, and, where relevant, refusing to take up seats. 
However, the la�er would only trigger by-elec�ons in the cons�tuencies where opposi�on 
candidates have won. 

State of Emergency: 

If the opposi�on refuses to recognise the elec�on results due to irregulari�es and ini�ates 
na�onwide mass protests that disrupt the state apparatus or government buildings, the “old” or 
new parliament—if holding a two-thirds majority—could declare a state of emergency on the 
grounds of an “immediate threat to the cons�tu�onal order.” 

This would empower the government to rule by decree, suspending exis�ng laws. Freedom of 
assembly could also be restricted, rendering further demonstra�ons illegal and providing a legal 
basis for police—or, in extreme cases, the military (Honvédség)—to enforce removal by force. 
Although the Cons�tu�onal Court is supposed to oversee the propor�onality of such measures, 
meaningful judicial review is unlikely given its current composi�on. 

EU Implica�ons: 

EU response depends on OSCE/ODIHR elec�on observa�on findings. If serious irregulari�es 
documented: support Tisza's legal challenges and peaceful protest rights, express concern about 
electoral integrity. If Hungary declares state of emergency to suppress protests: strong 
condemna�on, assessment under European Conven�on on Human Rights, enhanced financial 
pressure. If violence occurs: see grey rhino scenario—triggers Ar�cle 7(2), comprehensive 
sanc�ons, poten�al Schengen suspension. 

However, if interna�onal observers conclude elec�ons were conducted properly within exis�ng 
(albeit biased) framework, the EU cannot support opposi�on non-recogni�on without 
undermining its own democra�c principles. The EU would acknowledge results while no�ng 
systema�c ins�tu�onal advantages favoring Fidesz, con�nue exis�ng condi�onality measures, and 
increase support for opposi�on capacity-building toward 2030. 

PROBABILITY: HIGH 
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Result: Two-thirds majority for Tisza 

Losing party response (Fidesz): 

• Contes�ng the elec�on result → delaying official cer�fica�on 

• Using the special legal regime through the outgoing parliament → preven�ng the 
cons�tu�on of the new parliament 

• Elec�ng Viktor Orbán as President through the outgoing parliament → securing poli�cal 
influence 

• Amending the cons�tu�on to raise thresholds for qualified majori�es → restric�ng the new 
government’s opera�onal capacity 

• Poli�cal mobilisa�on against the opposi�on’s electoral victory 

Legal instruments: 

• Elec�on contest / legal challenge 

• Special legal regime (state of danger or emergency) 

• Cons�tu�onal amendments 

Poli�cal Consequences: 

• Securing the illiberal system against a new government 

• Opposi�on mobilisa�on → poli�cal crisis, protests, poten�al violence 

Descrip�on: 

If Tisza secures a two-thirds majority in parliament, the new government could legally dismantle 
the illiberal system ins�tu�onally and administra�vely, preven�ng any blocking efforts by Fidesz or 
aligned ins�tu�ons. Consequently, Fidesz would be highly mo�vated to delay the elec�on results, 
obstruct the cons�tu�on of parliament, or modify the cons�tu�onal order in ways that even a two-
thirds Tisza majority could not overcome. 
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3.3.d. Cons�tu�onal Crisis: Two-thirds majority 
for Tisza, possible countermeasures 



While Fidesz could pursue these ac�ons through legal avenues provided in the elec�on law or the 
cons�tu�on, a�empts to make the opposi�on’s victory or the forma�on of a new government 
legally impossible would effec�vely cons�tute a “legal coup.” The opposi�on would have limited 
legal recourse due to the composi�on of exis�ng oversight ins�tu�ons but could trigger a poli�cal 
crisis through street mobilisa�on, which could not be resolved solely through legal means. This 
scenario represents the greatest threat to na�onal stability and could prompt reac�ons from the 
European Union. 

Elec�on Contest / Legal Challenge: 

As previously described, elec�on results can first be contested before the relevant elec�on 
commissions and ul�mately before the Kúria. Alleged viola�ons of fundamental rights can also be 
appealed to the Cons�tu�onal Court. Decisions must generally be made within a few days (usually 
three to five). 

With a two-thirds Tisza majority, it becomes even more important for Fidesz to pursue legal 
avenues. The two highest courts could poten�ally par�cipate in delaying the official cer�fica�on 
through a procedural “ping-pong” between the Kúria and the Cons�tu�onal Court. While elec�on 
commissions and the Kúria must resolve complaints within short deadlines, Kúria decisions can be 
challenged before the Cons�tu�onal Court on fundamental rights grounds. If Kúria rejects the 
Cons�tu�onal Court’s ruling—or if the decision is repeatedly referred back—a new case can be 
ini�ated, resul�ng in an ongoing procedural back-and-forth. While legally possible, this strategy is 
poli�cally very risky: the longer the courts delay the result, the higher the poten�al for poli�cal 
escala�on. 

Special legal regime: 

The outgoing parliament, in office un�l up to 30 days (un�l 12 May 2026) before the new 
parliament convenes, can modify the special legal regime. It can either alter the current state of 
danger to prevent the cons�tu�on of the new parliament or declare a state of emergency, 
extending the mandate of the old parliament un�l the end of the emergency. In both cases, Fidesz 
could block the cons�tu�on of a new Tisza parliament, even with a two-thirds majority. 

Cons�tu�onal Amendments: 

Given a two-thirds Tisza majority in the new parliament, the old parliament could amend the 
cons�tu�on to make legisla�ve and execu�ve work substan�ally more difficult. This could involve 
raising the threshold for qualified majori�es above two-thirds—for example, 70% for amending 
cardinal laws or requiring approval by two consecu�ve parliaments. Addi�onally, the old 
parliament could declare virtually all laws as cardinal, subjec�ng them to these higher thresholds. 
As a result, Tisza would be unable to reform the cons�tu�onal order legally, and the new 
government’s opera�onal capacity would be severely restricted. Any solu�on would require 
poli�cal confronta�on, poten�ally leading to a cons�tu�onal crisis.
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Elec�on of a new president: 

These measures could be combined with securing Viktor Orbán’s poli�cal power. If the incumbent 
president resigns, the old parliament could elect Orbán as the new president, poten�ally with 
expanded powers. In this posi�on, he could block the new legislature and execu�ve through 
vetoes, refusal of appointments, or cons�tu�onal li�ga�on, significantly restric�ng the func�oning 
of the new Tisza government. 

EU Implica�ons: 

An a�empt to prevent the cons�tu�on of a newly elected parliament holding a two-thirds majority 
would represent an unprecedented cons�tu�onal confronta�on within the EU. 

The European Union would face a severe test of its enforcement capacity. Poli�cal condemna�on 
at the highest level would be likely. Escala�on under Ar�cle 7(2) TEU would become significantly 
more plausible than in previous rule-of-law disputes, although unanimity among the remaining 
Member States would s�ll be required for sanc�ons under Ar�cle 7(3). 

Financial pressure would cons�tute the most immediate and opera�onal instrument available to 
the Commission. Beyond formal procedures, coordinated diploma�c and poli�cal isola�on could 
occur, though such measures would depend on Member State cohesion. 

The Trea�es do not provide for expulsion or direct interven�on in the internal cons�tu�onal order 
of a Member State. The ul�mate resolu�on of such a crisis would therefore depend primarily on 
domes�c poli�cal dynamics. 

PROBABILITY: VERY HIGH
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Result: Two-thirds majority for Tisza 

Losing party response (Fidesz): 

• Acceptance of the elec�on outcome 

Descrip�on: 

In this scenario, Tisza’s two-thirds majority enables a lawful, comprehensive reform of the illiberal 
regime. Fidesz’s capacity to resist or delay these changes would be severely restricted, limited to 
minor procedural or poli�cal interven�ons. Unlike in scenarios involving obstruc�on or 
contesta�on, this outcome represents the only situa�on in which a legal transforma�on of the 
cons�tu�onal and ins�tu�onal system could proceed largely unimpeded. 

EU Implica�ons: 

A peaceful democra�c transfer of power followed by cons�tu�onal reform would likely lead to the 
gradual normalisa�on of Hungary’s rela�onship with EU ins�tu�ons. Suspended funds could be 
progressively released upon fulfilment of agreed milestones. 

Ar�cle 7 proceedings could transi�on into structured dialogue mechanisms. The speed of 
normalisa�on would depend on the credibility and sequencing of domes�c reforms. 

PROBABILITY: VERY LOW 
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3.3.e. Democra�c Renewal: Two-Thirds 
Majority for Tisza, acceptance by Fidesz



3.4. Grey Rhino Scenario: Violent Escala�on

Trigger Condi�ons 

Such escala�on would most plausibly emerge from a prior cons�tu�onal confronta�on, par�cularly 
under Scenario D (Cons�tu�onal Crisis) or, to a lesser extent, Scenario C (Contested Ground). 

A possible escala�on pathway could involve: 

• The outgoing parliament using emergency powers or cons�tu�onal amendments to delay 
or prevent the cons�tu�on of a newly elected parliament. 

• Large-scale, sustained public protests demanding recogni�on of the elec�on outcome. 

• Government reliance on emergency provisions to restrict assembly or expand execu�ve 
authority. 

• The use of force by police or, in excep�onal circumstances, military units to disperse 
demonstra�ons. 

• In this scenario, significant casual�es or systema�c repression of protest movements could 
occur. Such developments would mark an unprecedented rupture in the cons�tu�onal prac�ce 
of an EU Member State. 

Ins�tu�onal Precondi�ons

Hungary’s cons�tu�onal framework provides for special legal regimes, including states of 
emergency and states of danger, which expand execu�ve authority. Under such regimes, the 
government may rule by decree and restrict certain fundamental rights, including freedom of 
assembly. 

While these provisions are legally codified, their use against post-elec�on protest movements 
would represent a qualita�vely different applica�on than in previous contexts. The propor�onality 
and necessity of such measures would formally fall under cons�tu�onal review, although the 
effec�veness of judicial oversight would likely be contested in a poli�cally polarised environment.
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This scenario represents a low-probability but high-impact 
con�ngency. It is included as a stress test of ins�tu�onal resilience 
rather than as a forecast of likely developments. 

The term “Grey Rhino” is used to describe a visible, structurally 
conceivable risk whose probability remains limited but whose 
poten�al consequences would be severe. 



Poli�cal and Economic Constraints 

Despite ins�tu�onal feasibility, several strong deterrents limit the likelihood of such escala�on: 

• Hungary’s high degree of economic integra�on within the European Union. 

• Dependence on EU structural and recovery funds. 

• Exposure to interna�onal financial markets. 

• The reputa�onal costs of lethal repression within an EU Member State. 

• The risk of internal fractures within state ins�tu�ons under sustained crisis condi�ons. 

• These structural constraints make prolonged violent repression poli�cally and economically 
costly for any governing majority. 

EU Implica�ons 

In the event of lethal repression or a systema�c suspension of democra�c processes, EU 
ins�tu�ons would face intense pressure to respond decisively. 

Ini�al responses would likely include coordinated poli�cal condemna�on and high-level 
consulta�ons among Member States. Financial condi�onality mechanisms, including suspension of 
EU funding, would cons�tute the most immediately opera�onal instruments available to the 
European Commission. 

Escala�on under Ar�cle 7 TEU could become significantly more plausible in such circumstances. 
However, sanc�ons under Ar�cle 7(3) would con�nue to require unanimity among the remaining 
Member States, represen�ng a structural constraint. 

Diploma�c signalling measures — including temporary recall of ambassadors for consulta�ons — 
and coordinated poli�cal isola�on could emerge, depending on Member State cohesion. More far-
reaching steps, such as targeted restric�ve measures against individual office holders, would 
represent an unprecedented development in intra-EU rela�ons and would require broad poli�cal 
consensus. 

The EU Trea�es do not provide for expulsion or direct interven�on in the internal cons�tu�onal 
order of a Member State. Consequently, even under severe escala�on, the Union’s leverage would 
remain primarily economic and poli�cal rather than coercive. 

This scenario represents a very low likelihood but extreme systemic risk con�ngency. Its inclusion 
reflects the importance of tes�ng the outer boundaries of ins�tu�onal resilience rather than an 
expecta�on of imminent violent breakdown. 
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The ul�mate trajectory in such a crisis would depend less on formal legal instruments and more on 
domes�c poli�cal dynamics, including the behaviour of security ins�tu�ons, the scale and 
persistence of civic mobilisa�on, and the governing majority’s assessment of long-term regime 
survival under condi�ons of economic and diploma�c isola�on. 

PROBABILITY: EXTREMELY LOW

29




