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ABSTRACT

One of the main aims of electoral geography is to examine the spatial and socio-economic relationships 
of voting behaviour. Based on this, strong social cleavages were identified in the developed democracies 
in the 1960s, which strongly determined voting behaviour. After the regime change, these cleavages 
were also utilized by Hungarian electoral geographers to describe the spatiality of voting behaviour. 
However, a decrease in the importance of these cleavages has been reported, with the market turn of 
the traditional left and the strengthening of the populist right, new alignments have been created. The 
present study examines the spatiality of Hungarian voting behaviour and its transformation applying 
quantitative methods to the last three parliamentary elections. Based on our results, with the populist 
rhetorical change of Viktor Orbán (who is the leader of Fidesz, the governmental party since 2010) 
that has occurred since the migration crisis (2015), he appeals much more to disadvantaged people in 
the economic crisis regions (the losers of globalization), in addition to being able to retain his party’s 
significant rural voter base, while its support is relatively decreasing in the economically active, 
educated, and high-income regions.
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INTRODUCTION

The 2022 Hungarian parliamentary election provided unique circumstances and results in several 
aspects. On the one hand, this is the third election held in this constituency system (Tar, 2015), there-
fore, compared to the first two, longer-term trends can be examined on this spatial scale. On the other 
hand, although the 12-year-old ruling party coalition Fidesz-KDNP (Alliance of Young Democrats 
– Christian Democratic People’s Party) – led by Viktor Orbán – faced a united opposition [including 
former far-right, liberal and leftist parties, as well as their common candidates who had been selected 
through a primary election (Bódi & Kovalcsik, 2022)] for the first time since 2006 (when they lost) 
and they received (again) a two-thirds majority in the legislature. At the last three elections, despite 
the similarity of the mandate ratios, the spatiality of voting behaviour has shifted significantly on 
both the governmental and opposition sides, and these transformations are not independent from the 
composition of society; moreover, electoral geography is primarily intended to explore the social, 
economic and, especially, spatial background factors that influence voter decisions (Shin, 2015).

These factors include social status, age, employment status, capital-labour relations, cultural-religi-
ous orientation, position in information networks or the cohesion of local society, and the local context 
(Berelson et al., 1954). Previous research has shown that these factors in developed democracies lar-
gely determined voting behaviour before the 1970s, creating stable cleavages within societies, which 
largely determined the voting bases of each party (Lipset & Rokkan, 1967). Hungarian electoral 
geography research most often explains the spatiality of voting behaviour with this cleavage theory 
(Kovács & Dingsdale, 1998; Kovács & Vida, 2015; Mészáros et al., 2007; Vida & Kovács, 2017; Vida 
& Kovalcsik, 2018). Although recently stable cleavages have had less influence on voting behaviour, 
as the resilient neoliberal economy affected by globalization divides society into much smaller groups 
that are highly variable in time and space, making voting behaviour itself also unstable (Drummond, 
2006). In addition, right-wing populism has risen since the 2010s, and its representative in Hungary 
is the ruling party, Fidesz.

The aim of the present study is to explore the influence of these two processes – the realignment of 
traditional cleavages and the rise of right-wing populism – on the spatiality of voting behaviour. Based 
on the aim of the research, we formulated the following questions:

•	 What is the spatial structure of the Hungarian voting behaviour and its realignment based on 
the results of the last three elections?

•	 At the constituency scale, what social indicators determine the support of parties in parliament?
•	 At the constituency level, which indicators influenced the change of parties’ support?

The study is structured as follows. After the introduction, in the first part of the study, we described 
the theoretical background of Hungarian voting behaviour. Then, we presented the data collection and 
the mathematical and statistical methods used. Following the presentation of the main framework and 
the research methodology, based on the results of the 2014, 2018 and 2022 parliamentary elections, 
we clustered the 106 constituencies in Hungary based on the support of political parties and their 
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transformation. In addition, we examined the socio-economic factors of voting behaviour and its 
transformation. We ended the study with the conclusions drawn from our analysis.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Due to the disintegration of the Socialist bloc in the 1990s, electoral geography has emerged in eas-
tern Europe. The developed world has become interested in electoral processes within democracies 
transformed from state socialist systems (Ishiyama, 2000). Several publications about Hungary have 
been published in the most prestigious English-language journals on the topic of electoral geography. 
Initially, only the election results were mapped and their basics interpreted (Kovács, 1993; Martis 
et al., 1992), but later Kovács & Dingsdale (1998) created the Hungarian spatial structure model of 
voting behaviour based on the cleavage theory of Lipset & Rokkan (1967), emphasizing the urban-
rural divide and the different attitudes of the winners and losers of the regime change in voting 
behaviour. Based on these, by 1994 areas with high direct foreign investment and low unemployment 
supported more the Hungarian Democratic Forum (hereinafter MDF, which formed the first right-
wing government), while the losers of globalization, those living in areas with high unemployment 
due to the transition, voted more for the communist successor party, the Hungarian Socialist Party 
(hereinafter MSZP) (Dingsdale & Kovacs, 1996; Kovács & Dingsdale, 1998). Based on this, right after 
the regime change, the classic economic cleavage between the political left and right was formed at 
the third election. Other important empirical analyses in the region proved that not just party support 
and electoral performance are determined by these cleavages, but the institutionalization of political 
movements (presence of local party headquarters, membership, etc.) was also highly determined by 
these social factors (Tavits, 2013). In addition to these, ethnic cleavages were also important in the 
post-socialist region (Farkas, 2016).

 Since the 1970s, voting behaviour has become more volatile in Western-type democracies (Drum-
mond, 2006), which was explained by the decrease in political alignment and identification of groups 
created by social cleavages (Dalton, 2002). Class-based voting, which had been very strong until 
then, weakened significantly due to the disintegration and diversification of the working class itself, 
the expansion of education, especially higher education, as well as the later turn of left-wing parties 
towards the market. From the 1980s on, left-wing vote gradually became associated with higher 
educated electorate, while the same shift did not occur with the high income and high wealth social 
groups in particular, who are still more supportive of right-wing parties, creating a special “multi-elite 
party system” (Gethin et al., 2021).

All of this can be traced back to the growing proportion of highly qualified workers appearing 
in the service sector, who, with their significant incomes, have become part of the population with 
a higher social status, which greatly reduced the role of the traditional working class. As a result, 
economic redistribution values were no longer felt to be important by the (former) working class as a 
whole, so rather a new conservative/progressive cleavage began to emerge (Jansen et al., 2011). 
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In addition, the social democratic, left-wing parties – formerly representing the welfare state – 
drifted more and more to the right by applying market fundamentalist policies and state austerity 
(Korpi & Palme, 2003). In connection with this, Schumacher (2015) investigated what caused all 
this to happen. His results show that the structure of the party organization greatly influences the 
root cause and direction of the transformation, because if the given party is organized from below 
(by activists or trade unions), then it is in the direction of changing their average voters, while if it is 
dominated from above – by the party leadership –, then the party’s ideology and policy are shifted 
towards the entire population. As a result, left-wing parties with strong, centralized leadership shifted 
much more in the direction of right-wing values.

While the traditional left represented those with lower incomes and education, i.e. the working 
class, after a centrist turn like that of Tony Blair, these parties also aimed to reduce and rationalize the 
measures of the welfare state (Dalton & McAllister, 2015). As a result, these left-behind social groups 
in many countries, along with the losers of globalization, have turned in the direction of the populist 
– in some cases the radical and extreme – right (Olsen, 2018). The phenomenon was embodied by the 
UKIP led by Nigel Farage (Ford & Goodwin, 2014) in the United Kingdom, and in Sweden by the 
Swedish Democrats led by Jimmie Åkesson (Jylhä et al., 2019; Sümeghy, 2021, 2022). In both cases, 
the new voters of the radical right were largely selected from former, native workers, who previously 
voted for the left, had a lower education, worked in blue-collar jobs, and were considered losers of 
globalization. It is also worth looking for the reason for the realignment of the voting camps in the 
latter, since these parties were able to provide a simple explanation and point out those responsible 
(e.g. immigrants or minority groups, refugees who took advantage of the welfare state) who – at least 
according to them – caused the situation of the economically disadvantaged groups. In addition, the 
radical right does not reject the welfare state measures supported by former left-wing parties, but, 
contrary to the previous rhetoric, it rejects inclusivity and supports welfare chauvinism, which would 
exclude the above-mentioned groups from the range of beneficiaries of services (Norocel, 2016).

While the realignment of voting behaviour in the West has taken a relatively long time, in the 
post-socialist region it has taken place over the last 30 years, so in many cases the processes have 
become congested faster than outside the Eastern bloc. While at the time of the regime change, voters 
in most countries wishing to break with communist dictatorships elected a center-right government, 
class-based voting did not appear at all (Szelényi et al., 1996), until communist successor leftist and/or 
Social Democratic parties performed better at the second elections (not in one case, like in Hungary 
and Poland, they won) (Matějů & Řeháková, 1997). On the one hand, this was explained by the 
significant number of memberships in the former state party (Angelusz & Tardos, 1995), and, on the 
other hand, its institutional system (such as trade unions) or rapid adaptation to the political climate 
of regime change (social democracy instead of communism) (Waller, 1995), although later scholarly 
literature does not attribute such importance to trade unions (Ágh, 2000). The welfare state of social 
democracy was a good message (which included the stability and security of the former system) for 
voters, many of whom experienced the disadvantages of the economic crisis following the regime 
change (Orenstein, 1998). In connection with this, scholarly literature has shown a considerably strong 
economic drive in the post-socialist region, especially in Hungary (Stegmaier & Lewis-Beck, 2011). 
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Based on this, while the weakness of rising unemployment and other macroeconomic indicators in the 
early 1990s (i.e. the poor economic performance) increased the support of the Socialist Party, during 
the period following their first rule this reduced the popularity of the former state party (Stegmaier 
& Lewis-Beck, 2009). Indeed, even during its first government, the MSZP did not implement an 
economic policy of a classic social democracy, such as stronger state redistributive measures aiming 
to reduce inequalities, but certain austerity measures were implemented, and at least the merging 
and growing oppositional political (right) side was able to convey these to the electorate as social 
restrictions (Csigó, 1997) [e.g. the Bokros package (Köves, 1995)].

The dynamic transformation of voting behaviour following the regime change was typical until the 
2000s, thus creating cleavages only slightly different from developed Western democracies (Evans, 
2006). In Hungary, identity-based alignments played a greater role than socio-structural cleavages 
(Fábián, 2005), and, with the exception of the Czech Republic, belonging to lower social (labour) clas-
ses in the post-socialist region did not determine the support for welfare state or egalitarian measures 
(Gijsberts & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). However, identity-based alignment (the left-right self-classifica-
tion of the voter) does not necessarily rest on value-based thoughts or decisions, but stems from the 
self-determination of the party which the individual is a believer in (Tóka, 2005). Based on this, we 
will also use a pair of left and right concepts corresponding to the self-definition of political parties in 
the analytical part of the study. This type of left-right self-classification of the individual results in the 
parties’ voting bases not suffering a loss due to a possible change in policy, which has helped to create 
stable voting bases. Despite non-value-based self-determination, these also had stable (economic-ba-
sed) geographical patterns, as electoral geography research was able to show spatial cleavages at the 
constituency level (Kovács & Vida, 2015; Mészáros et al., 2007). Based on these, the division between 
the urban-rural areas and the winners (Western Transdanubia region) and the losers of the (former 
industrial districts) economic transition was mostly detected in Hungary (Kovács & Dingsdale, 1998). 
A spatially well-fragmented and not rational but increasingly identity-based alignment can lead to 
geographical and political polarization, as it does not demand or even tolerate criticism within the 
camp, thereby reducing accountability (Körösényi, 2013). In addition, the election campaign of the 
two opposing camps may escalate to the extreme, resulting in the need to destroy the other (Sheiring, 
2019) by a series of negative campaigns (Ceka, 2013). At the same time, the period of the left-liberal 
government coalition between 2006 and 2010 was burdened with scandals and crises. The leak of the 
“Őszöd speech”4 before the 2006 municipal elections caused Fidesz to win many seats and mayoral 
mandates (Körösényi et al., 2017); for example, in Budapest, it doubled the number of its mayors. Des-
pite the fact that a significant part of the public (mainly from the right) demanded the resignation of 
the government and new elections (even with bloody street riots), the left-liberal government remained 
in place, causing political discontent and crisis. The situation was further aggravated by the financial 
crisis of 2008, which mainly affected lower-income social groups with foreign currency loans rather 
than high-income ones. This already low level of trust in political institutions, which is characteristic 

4 In his closed-door speech at Balatonőszöd, the newly elected Socialist Prime Minister Ferenc Gyurcsány admitted 
that they had lied during the campaign and that austerity measures would be necessary in order to stabilize Hungary's 
budget, the recording of which was leaked in the fall of 2006 (Bíró-Nagy & Róna, 2013).
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of the entire post-socialist region, further reduced, which increased the need for a populist rhetoric 
(Varga & Freyberg-Inan, 2012). Before the 2010 parliamentary elections, a significant number of 
analysts were already preparing for the victory of the right wing, which had already become populist 
at that time (Tóth & Török, 2015).

As a result, the formerly moderate-right-conservative ruling party (Fidesz led by Viktor Orbán) has 
taken an illiberal, populist and authoritarian turn since 2010. However, similar political formations are 
not unique in the post-socialist region, as Law and Justice, led by Jaroslaw Kaczynski, is conducting 
an illiberal and authoritarian government in Poland (Drinóczi & Bień-Kacała, 2019), and ANO2011, 
led by Andrej Babis, also appeared as a new right-wing populist party in the Czech Republic, which 
also held a government position between 2017 and 2021 (Maškarinec, 2019). It is worth examining 
the above-mentioned notions separately, according to which the Hungarian ruling party is populist 
in the sense that it communicates with extremely simple messages against the existing global system 
and institutions (Tóth, 2020), such as the anti-Soros campaign (Plenta, 2020), “Stopping” Brussels or 
xenophobia (Gessler et al., 2021; Kiss & Szabó, 2018). With these messages, it clearly addresses the 
less educated strata, who are the losers of globalization (Guth & Nelsen, 2019). The illiberalism of the 
system can also be seen in its self-identification, rhetoric and politics (Rydlinski, 2018), as it contradi-
cts traditional liberal values in its communication (Körösényi & Patkós, 2017), and authoritarian, as 
the leader of the ruling party implements and maintains strong, centralized, authoritarian leadership 
(Enyedi, 2020), prebendal authority (Szelenyi, 2016) or plebiscitary leadership (Körösényi, 2019). 
The study seeks to explore the spatial context of this transformation through changes in the social 
composition and spatiality of voting bases.

METHODS

The research uses mathematical-statistical methods to analyse the realignment of Hungarian voting 
behaviour at the constituency level. First, the results of the last three parliamentary elections held 
between 2014 and 2022 were used in order to examine the electoral spatial structure and its transfor-
mation. In the analysis, voter turnout and the share of parliamentary party supports were included as 
input parameters, to reduce their number a principal component analysis was performed. Principal 
components formed in this way adequately characterize the different aspects of the spatiality of 
voting behaviour, but to examine the spatial structure and its transformation, a K-means clustering 
was performed to classify the different types of constituencies. Hungarian electoral spatial structure 
can be determined and characterized by the voting behaviour indicators of the clusters’ constituencies 
(Appendix 1), as well as by the location of these clusters (Figure 1).

Afterwards, the election results were compared with various socio-economic indicators using the 
Pearson and Spearman correlation coefficient (Figure 2) in order to examine the transformation of 
previously observed socio-economic cleavages (Kovács, 2000; Vida & Kovalcsik, 2018). Spearman 
rank correlation was used to examine the urban-rural division, since a four-level ordinal scale was 
used to characterize it (rural constituencies were given 1, constituencies with a town of at least 50,000 



Kovalcsik, Tamás – Bódi, Mátyás
Geographical realignment of the Hungarian voting behaviour between 2014 and 2022

65

people were given 2, constituencies with regional centre were given 3 and the capital’s constituencies 
were given 4). Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to detect ethnic (proportion of Romani), 
social status (age, education, proportion of married people), economic status (income, occupational 
categories, unemployment) and religious (proportion of Catholics, Calvinists, Atheists) cleavages. 
With age groups and the proportion of married people, we measure the composition of households, 
since a young university student, a single pensioner or a large family represent a completely different 
social status. For the occupational categories, the ISCO categorization was used, and the groups thus 
generated were organized into three status categories (high, medium and low) based on the method 
already used in the literature (Marcińczak et al., 2015). Some of the indicators are collected by the 
Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) [1] only during censuses – the last one in Hungary at the 
time of writing the study was in 2011 –, so the datasets of the given year could only be used for the 
other indicators (of course, these were indicated in the corresponding tables of the results).

RESULTS

A similar analysis of the 2014 and 2018 parliamentary elections has already been published in the 
journal Modern Geográfia (Vida & Kovalcsik, 2018); however, in order to understand the results 
of the 2022 elections, it is necessary to compare them with the two previous elections, therefore, in 
this study we also included some of the results contained therein, supplemented of course with the 
discussion of the most recent (2022) election results. Accordingly, first the context of each election 
was described, then continued with the spatial dimension of voting behaviour, and finally the support 
of each party was linked to various socio-economic indicators.

The context of Hungarian parliamentary elections between 2014 and 2022

After its landslide election victory in 2010 (national average: 53%), Fidesz led by Viktor Orbán won 
three consecutive parliamentary elections and – partly due to the peculiarities of the electoral system 
[created by them in 2011 (Kovács & Vida, 2015; Kovalcsik et al., 2019; Vida, 2020)] – received two-
thirds majority in the legislature (which is the constitutional majority in the Hungarian system) on all 
three occasions. This performance was achieved with 43.6% national support in 2014, 47.4% in 2018, 
and 52.3% in 2022 (Appendix 1). So, since 2014, Fidesz has had some significantly growing support, 
which was partly due to the structure and movements of other political parties. Because in 2010, 
the former bipolar party system broke up and, besides the governing party, two political blocs were 
formed from both the left and the right.

The bigger governing party before 2010, the MSZP – the successor of the communist state party 
– was on the left, but later the split (Democratic Coalition, hereinafter DK) and newly formed poli-
tical movements (Politics Can Be Different – Hungary’s Green Party, hereinafter LMP; Dialogue, 
hereinafter P; Together, hereinafter Együtt) further increased the fragmentation of party structure on 
this side. In 2014, these parties (except for the green LMP) ran together at the election (Unity), but 
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the formation that previously (in 2002 and 2006) received almost half of the votes received only 26% 
nationally.

In the far right, the Movement for a Better Hungary (hereinafter Jobbik) gained strength following 
the political crisis of 2006 and the economic and the resulting social crisis of 2008. Jobbik began 
to gain strength largely in those areas where the socialist party previously collected the votes from 
the losers of globalization. These were traditionally industrial regions established in the earlier state 
socialist period, in which the socialist tradition had a strong cultural identity, but they fell into crisis 
after the regime change due to the economic transition. However, the political and economic crisis 
(the latter mainly affected those with lower incomes) overwhelmed the trust in the traditional political 
elite and resulted in the success of populist rhetoric in the most vulnerable social groups. Moreover, 
one of Jobbik’s main messages was directed against a minority group, the Romani people, who live in 
the economically most disadvantaged areas (peripheral, small villages near former industrial fields). 
With this welfare chauvinist rhetoric, Jobbik was able to gain popularity in the low status, majority 
society. The party thus achieved 20% support in 2014.

A highly significant turn in Viktor Orbán’s rhetoric began during the migration crisis of 2015, with 
which he began to use the themes and rhetoric (populism and welfare chauvinism) of the far-right. At 
the 2018 election, the leftist parties ran separately but coordinated their individual candidates, while 
the moderating Jobbik approached the other opposition (leftist) parties (largely due to the rhetorical 
change of Fidesz) but did not withdraw any of its candidates. Nevertheless, a significant number of 
voters supported the opposition candidate they considered to be the strongest, regardless of which 
party they voted for on the list [strategic voting (Alvarez & Nagler, 2000; Blais et al., 2001)]. That is 
why Fidesz won the same number of seats in the legislature as in 2014, even though it achieved a point 
three percentages higher national result. The further shift of Fidesz to the far-right and the previous 
positive experiences from coordination motivated the opposition parties (including Jobbik) to unite 
for the 2022 election. However, the united opposition suffered a huge defeat due to the new political 
movement that appeared on the far-right (Our Homeland Movement, hereinafter Mi Hazánk) and the 
abandonment of their former voters (of Jobbik)(Bódi & Kovalcsik, 2022). In the following, the spatial 
and socio-economic aspects of these processes were analysed.

The spatial structure of the voting behaviour

To describe the spatial structure of Hungarian voting behaviour, first a principal component analysis 
was created, thereby creating two new variables that cover 86.32% of the spatial distribution of parties’ 
support. The first component correlates with the support of almost all parties with high significance, 
while the second component shows a higher correlation with the support of Fidesz in 2014 (Table 1). 
However, this latter correlation will almost completely disappear by 2022, and the governing party 
coalition’s support also shows a strong correlation with the first component. Consequently, during the 
last three parliamentary elections, the spatial distribution of support for Fidesz was mostly transfor-
med. In the following, we examined which areas were affected by this realignment.
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Table 1. Correlation coefficients between the parties’ support and the principal components
	

Parties Comp 1 Comp 2
2014 Fidesz-KDNP -0.567 0.798

MSZP-Együtt-DK-PM-MLP (Unity) 0.927 -0.322
LMP 0.942 0.150
Jobbik -0.854 -0.401

2018 Fidesz-KDNP -0.831 0.530
Jobbik -0.744 -0.527
MSZP-P 0.811 -0.339
DK 0.854 -0.236
LMP 0.907 0.179

2022 Fidesz-KDNP -0.928 0.286
DK-Jobbik-LMP-Momentum-MSZP-P (United for Hungary) 0.942 -0.289
Mi Hazánk -0.727 -0.238

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

This was achieved with a K-means cluster analysis of the two principal components, with which four 
clusters were formed (Table 2). The 2014 Fidesz support had correlation coefficient with the opposite 
sign with the two different components, one of which became stronger and the other became non-sig-
nificant, so the change occurred in the clusters that have centres with the same sign. In the purple 
cluster, the mean value of both components is negative, which means that in 2014 Fidesz did not get 
the most voters in these areas, although it was around the national average in areas where previously 
(in 2002 and 2006) the socialists were mostly stronger, but in 2022 a highly negative correlation value 
(between the comp 1 and Fidesz’s support) shows that at the last election they got most of their voters 
from here, after the orange cluster. Moreover, Jobbik’s support reached its maximum here in 2014 
(Appendix 1), so both the far-right and the moderate right benefited in these areas from the collapse of 
the left in 2010. The purple cluster clearly contained the previously described unfavourable economic 
areas (Figure 1) besides the orange cluster (Table 3). As a result, support for Fidesz clearly increased 
the most in the economically disadvantaged areas, while in the purple cluster it integrated former 
Jobbik voters, while in the orange areas it was already able to rise from a high base.

Table 2. Cluster centres

Comp 1 -0.56 -0.59 1.32 1.24

Comp 2 -0.78 0.74 1.04 -0.82

Source: own editing
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Figure 1. The spatiality of voting behaviour and its transformation in Hungary

Source: own editing based on the National Electoral Office [2].

Table 3. Averages of social indicators in each cluster

Low status (%) 50.08 49.78 25.88 31.76
Income (HUF/month) 246.025 253.876 375.577 324.365
High status (%) 16.03 16.41 36.42 27.07
Educated (%) 12.50 12.71 32.75 24.15
Urban-Rural (4 to 1) 1.37 1.21 2.71 3.42

Source: own editing based on the Hungarian Central Statistical Office [1].

The other significant change occurred in the blue cluster, because there the mean value of both com-
ponents is positive, so in 2014 Fidesz was still strong in these areas, while by 2022 its support has 
relatively decreased [in 2014 it was still above the national average, while in 2022 the ruling party 
was significantly below average (Appendix 1)]. This area can be considered the traditional base of 
the moderate right, as it is characterized by high income, suburbanization or high (mainly industrial 
or technical) employment (Figure 1). From the relative decrease, it can be assumed that the people 
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living here have not yet turned away en masse from the ruling party coalition, but some attrition is 
visible and that Fidesz does not gain the expansion of its voters from there. In addition, the districts 
belonging to the red cluster remained the last strongholds of the left and in 2022 the united opposition. 
These are mostly the constituencies of the capital (Budapest) and rural regional centres (Szeged, Pécs, 
Nyíregyháza, Tatabánya), so it mostly contains the urban areas of the country. With this, it can be 
concluded that the urban-rural division appears more strongly in the Hungarian voting behaviour.

The socio-economic influence on the voting behaviour

The previous findings were partly supported and partly supplemented by the inclusion of socio-eco-
nomic indicators (Figure  2). Based on these, the social cleavages did not disappear from voting 
behaviour, only a realignment can be observed. Correlations of Fidesz’s support with the classic social 
status cleavages (the proportion of married people and young people (under 14) – which is essenti-
ally an indicator of families –, and the ratio of Christians) remain unchanged, but the relationships 
along the economic (the ratio of low status and unemployment) and ethnic (the proportion of Romani 
people) dimension have changed significantly, underpinning the previous finding that Fidesz gained 
a significant number of voters from Jobbik’s camp, since the far-right’s economic relationships have 
changed in the exact opposite direction. In addition, the negative correlations of Fidesz’s support 
with indicators (income, high status, educated people, urban-rural division) that positively measure 
economic development have significantly strengthened. This also supports the statement that the 
populist rhetoric of the ruling party coalition primarily appeals to those with lower incomes and the 
more economically vulnerable.

The political left, running together (2014) or separately (2018), as well as united with Jobbik (2022), 
shows the same system of social cleavages between 2014 and 2022 (Figure 2). Their relationships 
with high social and economic status are as strong as a niche party (such as LMP had in 2014 and 
2018), so it can be assumed that they did not manage to appeal to any new social groups at the last 
three elections. In addition, the relationships of the united opposition in 2022 also show that far-right 
(previous Jobbik) voters did not join, but mostly switched votes to Fidesz. Along with this, it can 
be concluded that the newly formed Mi Hazánk did not integrate old Jobbik voters, but rather had 
a less ethnically divided (but essentially right-wing) voting base. Furthermore, the support of Mi 
Hazánk was balanced at different levels of the settlement hierarchy (except for Budapest, where it 
was extremely low) and it basically obtained the most votes in the south-eastern region of the country 
(where the party president also comes from). In addition to all this, the party is much more popular 
among low-status employed than among unemployed people, who previously (2014 and 2018) voted 
for Jobbik, but in 2022 voted much more for Fidesz.
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Figure 2. The socio-economic cleavages of political parties’ support

Source: own editing based on the Hungarian Central Statistical Office [1] and National Electoral Office [2].

CONCLUSIONS

Based on our present study, traditional social cleavages still have a strong influence on the spatial 
distribution of voting behaviour in Hungary. Nevertheless, while the ruling right-wing party (Fidesz) 
had the ability to make a move to the direction of different social groups (i.e. lower-income groups, 
people living in areas with a higher Romani population ratio, etc.), thus attracting new electorates 
among them, the left-wing opposition is still associated with and supported by social groups that are 
quite identical to those in 2018 and 2014. This was unquestionably one of the most important reasons 
of the landslide victory of the governmental party over the united opposition in 2022. One of the 
strongest traditional cleavages is the urban-rural divide: while Fidesz has always been dominant in 
rural Hungary, the correlation becomes even stronger by each election year. Similar to urban-rural 
divide, social status must also be mentioned as a long-lasting determinant by which low-status electo-
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rate is attracted by Fidesz as well; however, the correlation became twice as strong from 2014 to 2022, 
due to the fact that the rhetorical approach of the government has changed in the populist direction.

Some of the observed social indicators went through a significant transformation and became more 
important to determine the spatial structure of the parties’ support. The ratio of the Romani minority 
is definitely an interesting case. In 2014, in the explanation of Fidesz support, we could not mention 
this indicator, as the correlation value was nearly 0, while it was quite determinant for the far-right 
Jobbik that time. By 2022, it became almost as determinant for Fidesz as it was for Jobbik in 2014, 
which implies the failure of the united opposition forces to integrate the former Jobbik electorate, 
while Fidesz was able to do that. This was also one of the most important findings of the cluster 
analyses when it comes to the characteristics of the purple cluster.

As it was argued, traditional class-based political landscapes have shifted to a much more frag-
mented and identity-based alignment globally, since the traditional redistributive coalitions were 
broken, and groups, suffering from high inequality of different kinds, became more fragmented. 
In most western countries, left parties are dominantly supported by higher educated groups, while 
high-income people still support the right. This phenomenon was called the transformation towards 
the “multi-elite party system;” however, this was already challenged in the US, at the last presidential 
elections, where the top 10% earners voted for the Democrat candidate, for the first time in history 
(Gethin et al., 2021). In Hungary, we observed something similar in the geographical space, in a sense 
that the top-income and top-educated social groups gradually turn away from the ruling right-wing 
forces (Figure 2, “Income” and “High Status” correlation values and their dynamic). In the US, it was 
referred to as the “Trump effect,” and we also have a reason to believe that prime minister Viktor 
Orbán also has an important personal effect on shaping this changing voting behaviour.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1. Party supports of the cluster created

		
 National 

average
2014 Voter turnout 58.2% 59.3% 69.5% 63.9% 61.1%

Fidesz-KDNP 41.8% 49.0% 44.0% 36.6% 43.6%
Unity 23.7% 21.0% 31.1% 35.6% 26.2%
LMP 3.7% 4.3% 8.6% 8.0% 5.5%
Jobbik 26.5% 21.8% 12.5% 15.5% 20.7%

2018 Voter turnout 66.2% 68.4% 76.6% 71.7% 69.4%
Fidesz-KDNP 47.7% 54.0% 43.4% 38.1% 47.4%
Jobbik 24.9% 19.8% 13.4% 16.4% 19.8%
MSZP-P 11.1% 9.7% 14.1% 18.0% 12.4%
DK 4.9% 4.2% 7.1% 8.0% 5.6%
LMP 5.5% 5.9% 11.4% 9.6% 7.3%

2022 Voter turnout 65.6% 68.7% 77.1% 71.1% 69.3%
Fidesz-KDNP 54.8% 58.6% 45.2% 42.1% 52.3%
United for Hungary 33.6% 29.7% 43.0% 45.9% 36.0%
Mi Hazánk 7.1% 6.6% 4.4% 5.2% 6.1%

Appendix 2. The correlation coefficients of the party support

Socio-economic 
indicators

2014 2018 2022

Fidesz-
KDNP

Unity LMP Jobbik Fidesz-
KDNP

Jobbik MSZP-P DK LMP Fidesz-
KDNP

United for 
Hungary

Mi 
Hazánk

Urban-Rural*** -0,595** 0,771** 0,718** -0,597** -0,706** -0,573** 0.756** 0.719** 0.714** -0.759** 0.776** -0.518**

Roma (2011) 0.072 -0.408** -0.671** 0.631** 0.349** 0.545** -0.335** -0.422** -0.626** 0.581** -0.508** 0.185

Married (2011) 0.541** -0.533** -0.432** 0.254** 0.559** 0.189 -0.496** -0.456** -0.356** 0.519** -0.544** 0.252**

Educated (2011) -0.372** 0.758** 0.897** -0.808** -0.664** -0.764** 0.663** 0.702** 0.885** -0.792** 0.824** -0.737**

Catholics (2011) 0.366** -0.344** -0.296** 0.173 0.442** 0.113 -0.396** -0.334** -0.279** 0.384** -0.418** 0.243*

Calvinists (2011) 0.196* -0.341** -0.389** 0.348** 0.295** 0.236* -0.195* -0.324** -0.357** 0.404** -0.328** -0.01

Atheists (2011) -0.481** 0.357** 0.305** -0.108 -0.528** 0.023 0.359** 0.348** 0.294** -0.473** 0.450** 0.002

Young people 0.152 -0.261** -0.299** 0.249* 0.139 0.217* -0.198* -0.184 -0.153 0.321** -0.316** 0.101

Elders -0.179 0.402** 0.488** -0.434** -0.301** -0.407** 0.334** 0.342** 0.427** -0.422** 0.425** -0.256**

Employment 0.167 -0.1 0.064 -0.04 0.053 -0.009 -0.050 -0.012 0.068 -0.333** 0.325** -0.125

Unemployment 0.105 -0.526** -0.759** 0.755** 0.412** 0.624** -0.392** -0.525** -0.692** 0.560** -0.508** 0.343**

Income -0.360** 0.759** 0.900** -0.819** -0.651** -0.725** 0.576** 0.735** 0.883** -0.781** 0.786** -0.686**

High status -0.369** 0.732** 0.884** -0.779** -0.658** -0.766** 0.640** 0.693** 0.899** -0.797** 0.817** -0.712**

Middle status -0.496** 0.769** 0.750** -0.683** -0.697** -0.560** 0.667** 0.732** 0.699** -0.751** 0.722** -0.383**

Low status 0.442** -0.818** -0.930** 0.834** 0.732** 0.772** -0.711** -0.771** -0.916** 0.868** -0.872** 0.671**

Agriculture emp. 0.547** -0.709** -0.615** 0.483** 0.652** 0.391** -0.576** -0.659** -0.622** 0.654** -0.687** 0.513**
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